usion reaéhed before ‘the

¢ must see the treaty for
b ery limited agreement. It

" has two 1mportant advanﬁages “that out-
- 'welgh he, to my mind, hypothetical and
d cessfully I113roved disadvantages.
e end to radioactive

“deed be xaggerated ‘there seemis -little
doubt that increased radioactivity in the
atmosphere couid eventually have a se-
.rious effect,  NQ one can be certain that
. additional cancers_or birth deformities
-:have ng resulted from hxgher levels of
fallout. ~ The fact ‘of the matter is that
“as long as we do not know precisely what
“causes o’ birth deformity or what makes
" canger grow, it is the better part of
‘wisdom to end the contamination of the
- air thaf has, by statistical study, at least,
contribu’ted to them
- “Recent studies have very cléarly pin-
. pointed the 1ncreased incidence of child-
hood ¢ancer in ¢ases of prebirth X-rays.
"Although we do not know nearly as much
a8 we Wéuld like to about birth deformi-
‘ties, and in fact about the ny and
"subtle ways in which radiationt ¢an affect
living and future generations, the fact
remains that no one has_been able to
show_any benefits from s general in-
crease in radiation levely, and medical
studies are indicating, with increasing
Impact, the poss1ble dangers,
S80I look ypon this as the first basis
" for support of the treaty
- Secondly, the treaty is important in
hamperihg—though not, of course, fully
" preventing the prohferatmn of nuclear
* weapons—atmospheric testing on the
" ‘part of other nations. Although this
. {reaty clearly does not prevent ofher na-
‘tions é om proceeding if they are ready
to underfake underground tests, the in-
: onveniepce and expense may well apply
_a brake, a brake which would be in the
mterest of the Soviet Union as well as
~the Upited States. In short, the treaty
Tepresents a hmited effort to rediice what
has been one of the most conspicuous, if
perhaps ot actlally oné of the most se-
" rious, threats to world peace in the post-
-war decade. It is a limited vehicle to’
achigve a limlted but certalnly deSIrable,
—result.
For that reason, I believe it would be
8 very serious mistake fo attach to the
treaty any of the reservations or under-
: standings that "have been proposed to
-date. ere is nothing I personally
would welcome more, and nothing I feel
would be more m tlac national ‘interest
at this time, than the withdrawal by
- -their sponsors of each and every one of
- these reservatlons or understandlngs
e of ynderstandmgs “tor in-
- ‘stance, pxovides that U.S. partlclpatxon
- in the’i: reaty does not involve any degree
" of recofgnition of the East German Gov-
erimefit, ‘Whaf, about Nopth Korea and.
North V) etnam if they should ever desire
1o, acc d% Wh@,t about Quter Mongo-
“lia, which we do not recognize but which
has agceded? Should they not also be”
specifically mentioned? To raise this
issue formally as an understanding to
. the treaty adds nothing substantive to
" .our determinations on East Germany,
but i ’1ght well confuse the sﬂ;uation

with regard

‘therefore,

‘other countrles
vote of rejection of such an understand—
ing would cloud the East German issue.
. Another understanding, with regard
to U.S. right of withdrawal Immediately
in the event of Soviet violation, has been
thoroughly clarified’ by the Secretary

of State.  We would abrogate the treaty,
we have made it clear, if the Soviets
cheat.

Another understanding with regard fo
peaceful nuclear explosions brings &
wholly new _element into’ the actual
treaty, and i m my view could opén a loop—
hole for Soviet and other testing that we
might later regre‘f In any case, in ‘my
judgment, 1t deserves a lot more study
and attention before heing incorporated

in this document.™

The issie of use of nuclear weapons in
the case of _armed bostilities has simi-
Jarly been clarified beyond doubt.

. Also, the desire to insure that any and
all amendments to this treaty be sub-

mitted to the Senate is important and
worthwhile. Such a requirement is basic

constitutional law. The President and

Secretary of State have already assured
the Senate they would comply with such
a requirement.  If the Senate voted to
add specific language to this treaty to
that end, it might seriously imply that
amendments could be made to other
treaties, in which such language does not
appear, without the advice and consent
of the Senate. If the Senate voted not
to add specific language, it would leave
the issue as regards this particular
treaty, up in the air.
that the assurances of the
President will be accepted and no effort
made to complicate the situation by such
an amendment of the resolution of rati-
fication.

Every one of these points has been
answered satisfactorily time and again
by the President, the Secretary of State,
and the Secretary of Defense. To in-

‘clude them in the treaty would add noth-

ing but confusion and ill feeling for other
signatories. To vote not to include them
might leave these very questions up in
the air. It seems to me it would be very
unwise for the Senate to be put in the
position of having to vote on any of these
points, which to my mind are perfectly
clear now and would only be confused
by a Senate vote.

" "Another reservation recently intro-
duiced would require that the treaty not
come into effect 1ntil all the delinquent

Soviet assessments to the United Na-'

tions are paid.” Nothing, it seems to me
could be more extraneous to the subject

 matter of the treaty, and in fact, no

more germane than would be a reserva-
tion postponing the effective date of the
treaty until the United States balances
its budget. Needless to say, I favor &
balanced budget for the United States,
and for the United Nations, and I favor
all nations paying.their debts and obli-
gations, but I do not see what that really

" has to do with a limited test ban agree-

ment.
Certainly we are right to be concerned

And a
'Umted Nations, including ‘the question
of paying their share, will be a good fest

It is my hope, .

i & actlons in thls sesswn of the

of how much the Soviets really meai in
their new peace offensive. It will be a
good indication of what we can expect in
the future, but it is no test at all of the
validity of a ban on atmospheric. nu-
clear explosions. It would be extremely

unforfunate if the Senate were to me-

ander down this byway and lose sight of
what we are really here to ratify and
secure.

Finally, with respect to the reser vatmn
that Soviet military personnel be re-

quiréd to leave Cuba before the treaty .

comes into effect, I doubt there is any
Member of Congress that has for so long
expressed greater concern than I have
over ‘the ‘Cuban situation. If I thought
such & reservation would encourage the
Soviets to withdraw from Cuba, I would
back it, but I am not such an optimist
as to believe that this is a constructive
move toward getting the Russians out
of the Caribbean.

They are going to leave Cuba, and
other points only when we make things
so tough for them, by economic and po-
litical and other pressures that it does
not pay them to remain there any
longer. We are not going to talk them
out of Cuba—any more than we talked
them out by passing a tough resolution
last September, a resolution to which the
Soviets paid no attention and which the
executive branch has largely ignored.

It is surprising to me that anyone in
this country expects mere negotiations
to get the Russians out of Cuba. 1t is
even more surprising that those who ad-
vocate this course—at least among my
constituents-—are the same people who
warn that we cannot trust the Russians
in any treaty. If that is so, I do not see
any value whatsoever in bringing in ad-
ditional complication into the treaty
which we would not expect the Russians
to abide by and in which it would be a
lot harder to discover and confirm cheat-
ing than in some purely scientific area
such as nuclear fallout.

In my view, it would be a most serious
mistake for the Senate to accept any of
the unnecessary or extraneous proposals
that have been offered as additions to
the resolution of ratification.

With the clear understanding then
that this treaty is a limited commitment,
that it does not even bind the United
States to further negotiations of any
sort on any issue that we would not oth-
erwise wish to discuss, and that it is
interpreted by the United States in ac-
cordance with the points that are made
in the report of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, I support the treaty.
What the treaty provides is in our in-
terest and that of the whole free world.
What it does not provide, both good or
bad, should not be the object of present
decisions, and should not be brought
into the discussion to mislead or alarm
our citizens.

~Mr. KUCHEL. . Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? _

. KEA

about Soviet delinquency in the United afor i

Nations and o do everythir
priately can to |
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Senate that the treaty should be voted
up or down on lts merits, with no ex-

{ranegus materlal being attached to it,

by way of reservations, which are printed
and are lying on our desks.

My tecollection. is that approximately
2 years dpo the distinguished Senator
from New York wis one of the success-
ful sponsors of an amendment to ‘pend-
ing legislation with respect to Interdict-
ing trade with Cuba. Cuba remaips a
problem. The question before the Sen-
ate is whether an agréemient to prohibit
testing by way of nuclear explosions, ex-
cept underground, is in the interest of
the American people and in the interest
of the people of the world.

I commend the Senator for stressing
the fact that in bis opinion, ahd in my
opinton, the treaty merits the support of
the Senate and of the peoplé of this
country, but thaf no extraneous mate-
rial ought to be attached to it When the
Senate votes on it next Tuesday I hope
it will vote overwhelmingly in favor of
it. I -congratulate the Senator for the
points he has made.

Mr, KEATING. I thank the Senator
for his statement. It is extremely im-

portant not to complicate the situation

by attaching reservatiofis or amend-
ments which might or mighf not re-
quire renégotiation, hut certainly would
require notice to the other sxgnatories to
the treaty.

People have wntten to me to ask,
“Why do you want to be for a treaty
that helps the Soviet Union?”

That 1s not the questlon The ques-
tion is, Does it help the United States?
‘Does it help to prevent the contmued
pollution of the atmosphere?” Does it
help to prevent the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons by other countries? Cer-
tainly its ratification is in the interest
.of the people of both nations.” If, inci-
-dentally, it also helps the Soviet Union,
certainly we should not be against it for
that reason. I do not believe that the
faet that it provides incidental benefits
for the Soviet Union should be a basis
for opposing the treaty.

Mr. RUCHEL. The Senator is correct.

Human belngs, black or white, free or
slave, whether they live in America or on
the other side of fthe Iron Curtaln,
breathe the same air.
) Competent sclentists who testified be-
fore the committee stated that at one
point in the testing of nuclear explo-
slons In the atmosphere the danger to
mankind becomes inevitable, regardless
of the level at which that ‘point is
reached. .

In my opinion, the Senator is also com-
pletely correct with respect to the prob-

lem of the proliferation of nuclear na-

tions, about which we read in the press
several weeks ago. The Senator from
New York made some comments in the
Senate to the effect that the United Arab
Republic, having obtained some scien-
tific brainpower, was on its way to cre-
aling a rocket arsenal, one step away
from being a nuclear power in the Mid-
dle East. Think of the hazard to the
pesace of the world that would ogeur from
countrles in the Middle East heing nu-
Su¢ch an event could
plunge the whole world into an abyss.

»a,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

"As the Senator from New York speaks
in support of the test ban treaty, on
which the Senate will vote next Tuesday,
what a wonderful thihg it is that 100 na-

“tions all around the globe, in every hemi-

sphere, havé said, “We want to join in
this agreement.”
"The Senator’s points are well taken.
In my judgment, he speaks with impec-
cable logic.

Mr. KEATING. I am grateful to the
Senator from California.

—
~ANNIVERSARY OF 1962 CUBA

RESOLUTION

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, 1
should like to refresh the memory of
Senators that today marks an anniver-
sary. One year ago today the Senate
passed, with only one dissenting vote, a
resolution expressing the determination
of the Congress and the country with re-
gard to the presence of a Soviet military
establishment in Cuba. The resolution
was slgned by the President on October
3, 1962,

- The controlling language of the reso-
Iution after the preamble provided as
follows-—and I stress that it was adopted
with only one vote against it:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the TUnited
States is determined—

.{a) to prevent by whatever means may be
necessary including the use of arms, the
Marxist-Leninist regime in Cuba from ex-
tending, by force or the threat of force, its
ageressive or subversive activities to any part
of this hemisphere;

(b) to prevent in Cuba the creation or use
of an externally supported military capabil-
ity endangering the security of the United
States; and

(¢) to. work with the Organization of
American States alid with freedom-loving
Cubans to support the aspirations of the
Cuban people for self-determination.

. We all remember that the resolution
was worded with great care. A number
of resolutions were introduced, but this
is the one that was adopted. It was
the expression of determination by the
United States in formal language stated
by Congress.

Now, a year later, the Marxist-Leninist
regime in Cuba has extended its sub-
versive activities to every corner of the
Hemisphere and is working 24 hours a
day in the effort to overthrow existing
governments throughout Latin America.
That relates to paragraph (a).

" Although there is no threat to the ter-
ritory of the United States itself right
now, there is a very real threat to our
continued hemispheric security in the ef-
forts Castroist forces are making to over-
turn the Governments of Venezuela,
Peru, and Colombia and to infiltrate
through the Jagan regime in British
Guiana directly into Brazil. Surely the
threat to U.8. security is just as real and
& great deal closer than the threat in
South Vietnam, where we are spending
$1Y% million & day to defeat communism.

As to paragraph (¢), it is true that
the United States has worked with the
Chga,nma.t,lon of American States.

Instead of working with freedom-lov-
ing Cubans to achieve self-determination
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for Cuba we have -thwarted their efforts
at many points. A State Department
spokesman, ‘in fact, recently told the

.American Legion Convention, in Miami.
that the Cuba dquestion was basically

one that had to be solved by the
Cubans—ignoring the thousands of So-
viets in Cuba who are foreibly keeping

the Cubans from doing just that.

In short, not one point of this resclu-
tion, which was debated and favorably

reported by two Senate commitiees—the

Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on. Armed Services held joint
hearings—passed with near unanimous
approval by both Houses of Congress.
has been effectively implemented in the
last year. Today, 1 year from that time,
the resolution is virtually unimple-
mented, except for the fact that the
United States has been working with the
Organization of American States.
Meanwhile there is mounting evidence
of Latin American concern over the
Castro regime and over Castrce’s delib-
erate campaign to incite insurrection
and violence in other countries.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed, following my re-
marks, a series of newspaper articles
written by reliable reporters to docu-
ment this trend of the increase in the
ineiting of insurrection and violence in -
other Latin American countries. _

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rzcorp.

_(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the
memorles of some of us are short. The
resolution passed by the Senate exactly
a year ago today should serve to remind
us all of the very wide gap that still ex-
ists between our obijectives, our stated
policies, our adopted resolution, and the
hard realities in Cuba. There is still, as

there was last fall, a pressing need to en- ..

force polictes we have already enunci
ated, before we find not only a Commul
nist Cuba, but also a Communist Guhma,‘
a Commumst Haiti, a Communist Brazil,}
a Communist Colombia, a Commumat 3
Venezuela, or other Communist countries
on our very doorsteps.

' ExHIBIT 1

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 20,
19631
FeAR OF MrLITARY COUP ALARMS VENEZUELANS
{By George Matanson)

Caracas, September 18.—The threat of an
imminent military uprising hangs heavily
over Venezuela, People in the streets talk
of little glse and Caracas publications are
expressing their concern with banner head-
lines.

Terrorist activity has mounted steadily in
recent weeks, The armed forces, angered
at the Government’s apparent inability to
halt the attacks, is widely believed to be
planning to take matters into its
hands.-

This view was holstered today when the .
pro-Castro terrorists attacked an American-
owned factory in downtown Caracas.

Six men armed with submachineguns,
who identified themselves as membkers of
the Armed Porces of National Liberation
{FALN), destroyed by fire the plant and
warehouses of the Du Pont Co. in an area
ringed by other business houses.

EIGHT ESCAPE PRISON

Earlier in the week the Government
proudly announced the capture of two FALN

own
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s Was quickly oﬁset ‘by the
‘escape “elgh “FALN fgures from a maxi~
‘mum [l upity 50N

%e%er with & daring PALN
_I?”" of Venezuela's defense

nt.
uelan m'ihtary officers have
d meetings. “After one of
med that the military bad”
et with’ Prestdenf. Betancourt. Newspapeérs -
reported Betancourt had been given an ulti-

matum to act strongly against the terrorists

- or agcept the consequences.

;court hat

The Go vexh ent admitted that Betan-

‘only on "routine matters” It also'has ‘said
that Betafcourt will sooh addiess the coun-

. 4zy, spelling out strict measures to Liold the
- ¢che

" has been

_ although the millfary had rescl

vations, .

.
3

coBuels is 1y
he 1

terrorists h check, To date, however, there

Q DANGER L
; Meanwh;le, the “Minister of Defense de~
-clared that there 18 no danger. He sald ‘that
d™fo” pro-"
tect demogratic rocesses, it wotild take no
gteps that would threnten’ the “Uptoming’
'electloms.

“The &tatement lsubelng recelved with reser-
Observers admlt that many officers
wish to remain outside political activities,
But they feel that a group of younger officers
1s putting préssure on their superiors to fake
a¢tion.

T4 s befleved fh@t it the ¥A
its attacks on military installations,
B.el‘m ‘ ove. o

véLARED::QV

Jovito lelalba g leading opposition
dentlal candidate, said today that
“a statg of undeclared war,” and

) 3 miltary uprising ‘cRNHGY

“"Venezuela is t;go youhg & democracy

g Villalb are only 5 years old in
this_resp havé no traditions to
- help carry us through this trylng period.”

fillalha, who Hénds the far-left Republi~
.can Democratic Uglon Party (URD]J, said “T’
..have called upon afl political parties, includ-
ing the Communists, to join In signing a
-~ mputuel pact t0 cofidemn terrorism,” he said.

But observers point out that it is the Com-
‘munists who are fhe prime movers behind
the terrorism.

‘The Reds pope to provoke & coup; a mili-
taxy one would suffice, after which the mod-
erates woUld be foreed to join thé extreme
left to reg'ialn control. From here the rela-
tlvely small extreme left wing would move

from e position Gf {nfilience 'oo éomplete
power ’

¥

[From the New ‘York Tlmes, Sept >1_8‘ 1963]
LaTINS AT‘UN DISTURBED AS CUBA NCREASES

(By,}Ienry Raymont) .
ong, N¥., September 1.

sembly are disturbed over what they describe
as & new fmpetus In Cuba’s effdits t0 incite

a hemlspherewide ‘Communist revolution.

The kellef is that never hefore Has the
“ regine of Premier Fidel Castro beel

_yh recent,

B0
greater revolution

+ xections In ot

. one else into commlg%n’" 8 crimé 15 as uilty
) 2 2 :

ene-

" alarmed some Tatin American di

guerrilla told”~ 1,

political beliefs,
against that.”
‘'WASHINGTON POLICY BLAMED

The more aggressive tone of the Cuban
statements, he contended, was “a direct re-
sult” of what he termed Washington’s “pol-
decy of subversion and harassment” against
Cuba.

Many Latin American representatives here,
especlally those from the nations of Central
America and the Caribbean area, which are
.most exposed to Cuban propaganda, are

and sure‘[y_ there Is no law

. .eager to determine if the new situation poses

any threat to their security that may require
collective action by the intér-American
system,

Daniel Oduber Quirés, Foreign mester of
Costa Rica, suggested that the heads of the

... Latin American delegations meet during the

Assembly session to discuss Communist sub-
version and propaganda emanating from

Cuba.

One difficulty the inter-American system
has encountered in dealing with Cuba has
been the absence of substantial evidence that
Cuba was shipping arms to support insur-

A s,

-Lately, boi

P e be-
come  convinced that fhe Organizaﬁlon of
" American Statéé snould take more forceful’

action to deal with Cuban subversion.

Juan Bautista de Lavalle, Peruvian dele-
gate to the Orgahization of American States”
and an international Jurlst, has ‘been work-
ing on a formula that
‘sanctions against the Castro regimie Tof in-
“citing and  ercouragliig “violerice' in “other
oountnes
" “In criminal 1aw & mah Wwho inspires some-

pon,
“There is

"' no reason why this principle shou .ld~not apply

in internationil Taw o governments inciting
instirrection and violénce {n other countries.”

.Dr. Castro and his alds have been giving
unconcealed encouragement to rebel move-
ments in Latin America, especially to the
pro-Communist underground in Venezuela,

-the Armed Forces for National Liberation.

REBELS URGED TO CONTINUE

In a recent speech, the Cuban Premier
urged the Venézuelan rebels to continue their
struggle against the left-of-center govern-
ment of President Romulo Betancourt, He
said Cuba did not need to ship them weapons
because they were Imitating the tactics he

used to overthrow President Fulgencio Ba-

tista—equipping his forces “with “weapohs
seized from the regular army,
One 'Cubah_ statéident that ;{artlcularly
plomats was
an article by Maj]. Ernesto Guevara urglng

other countries to efigage in the saine guer-

rilla tactics that proved successful in Cuba.

Theé article, which appeared in the monthly
Cuba Socialist, was broadcast September 9

“over the Peiping radio.”

‘Its basic premise was that U.S. efforts to
isolate Cuba had made other revolutions in

La,tln America necessary

Hamingg” T B T

i [From the Chrlstxan Science Monitor, Sept

o e, 1968]
. CARACAS TERROR STEP-UP TRACED
- (By Bertram B. Johansson)

The extent to which Venezuelan Castro-
Communist terrorists have taken matters
into their own hands is demonstrated by
their executing four of their own number
recently in disciplinary sessions in the hills.

‘Thé men were executed by the pro-Com-

hvislons collective

the

lined up before a ﬂring squad In the moun-
tains of Lara State about 2 weeks ago. -

The executions coincide with a marked
increase in terroristic violence in several’
areas of Vemezuela, aimed at three targets:

1. The downfall of the Betancourt gov-
ernment before it leaves office constitution-
ally early next year,

2. Prevention of the December 1 presiden-
tial elections which would insure constitu-
tional succession in the Presidency for the
first time in decades.

PUBLICITY SOUGHT

3. Laying the groundwork for a develop-
ment of chaos in Venezuela in which, as in
Cuba, Communists would be ready to step in
or take advantage of any openings that might
develop toward a greater concentration of
power in Castro~-Communist hands.

Within the past few days Castro-Commu-
nist fomenters of violence attacked the home
of a presidential guard captain, killing one
soldler and wounding another; attacked a
Maracaibo police post; and perpetrated two
bomb blasts at east coast oil pipelines,

Last week the terrorists catured Alfredo di
Stefano, an lnternatlon&l soccer star, and
he‘ld‘ﬁfm for "56 hours ‘before releasing him.

Thiough such stunis, stedling valuable
French paintings recently, and hijacking
ships, the terrorists seek to obtain maximum
publicity ,for their cause and to embarrass
Vehezuelan poﬂce forces.

e un BENDER IDENTIFIED. ., .
The problem of the. Venezuelan pohce is
that they are not highly trained. Most of

-~ them had to be changed when the Marcos

Pérez Jiménez dictatorship fell, and it is only
in recent months that professional police in-
structors have been teaching Caracas police
in crime detection and prevention methods.

Leader of the Castro-Communist terrorists
~has now been ldentified by the Interior Min-
istry as Maximo Canales, a Cuban Commu-~
nist, who engineered the spectacular hijack-
ing of the Venezuelan freighter Anzodtegui
last February.

Venezuelan authorities conslder the most
recent flurry of violence and terrorism as a
sign of desperation, but Caracas citizens are
_concerned about the apparent ineffectiveness
“of police to handie these political juvenile
delinquents
[From ‘the Pana.ma. City (Fla.) News, Aug,

. s 1
THE MEANING OF AGUILLA KEY
~(By Seymour Freidin)

" "The arrogant Castro Cuban raid on a little
Bahama islet the other day was a dry run
Jor bigger combined operations to come.
It involves a future Soviet technigue aimed
at all underdeveloped areas and tempting
soft spots

JActually, it is based on the most mammoth
intelligence program in history. Organized
carefully, plotted ecogently, the Russian aim

- is to pick off the immense potential in the

markets of the underdeveloped world.
. They cannot achieve—so they have ap-

parently, decided—dominance in these mar-

kets with the euphemism of competitive co-
existence. In short, their policymakers have
decided that the-vast and cumbersome So-
viety heavy industrial machine cannot com-
pete with that of the United States. There-
fore, the answer is planned upheaval, di-
rected by highly skilled agents who build up
“the apparatus for a takeover in a given ter-

“ritory.

“This is not the synthesis of soirie exile com-

munist mountain guerrilias after they had

tried to desert, according to a Aifth guerriila ~

who escaped and reported thé executions to  a

officials at Barqmsime
A Venezueélan ne

gehey said the ffth =

mlttee. bitter and burdened psychologxcauy'

) it,”baged oh What they “claim are
i'cﬁs bie “tact,” statfstic, and opetation,

SRV
ot 1mportan't mén ﬁho try to advise on the
for 6.
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Nobody, including the dedicated men in-
volved, can pretend to say whether their un-
emotional, surgical presentations can affect
the present course of U.S, policy. This is an
epoch, somewhat schizold, in which the quest
for power accommodation with the Russians
has become obsessive. The plangent bells
of caution keep the pace, at least outwardly,
rather dignified and measured. ~

Soviet policy isn't deferred by our ap-
proach. It has been made up and imple-
mented abroad for some time now. Let's get
down to a few cases, as the men who make
these assessments would say dryly. Take
the wretched eplsode at Agullla Key. Castro
gunboats sealed off and invaded the heat~
seared British-administered islet.

Our planes watched. Under orders, they
did nothing. Onto Aguilla Key stormed a
landing party. Their comrades frained anti-
aircraft guns on watching U S. alrcraft.
They even sent in a helicopter from one of
the little warships. . . .

S0, 19 exlles from Cuba were forcibly re-
patriated after a bald invasion of foreign
territory. The Incident—so melancholy in
its utter insensitivity to human dignity and
right—was Soviet conceived. The U.S.S.R.,
around the world, never ceases to try and
bring back citizens who fled and want no
more of the Soviet system. )

The act at Aguilla Key, while successful
from the Soviet operational polnt of view,
was small potatoes. It proved one most use-
ful point, though, to the vast and recast
Soviet intelligence methods: that Cuba un-
der its present regime is of untold value as a
jumping-off spot for Latin America.

The biggest, proportionately, Soviet intelli-
gence operation abroad is in Cuba today.
Access is easier and more direct, as a result,
with Soviet missions throughout Latin Amer-
ica. Every Russian mission in Latin America
today is headed by a highly experienced in-
telligence officer. ,

The grim, old joke that the chauffeur in a

" Russian Embassy really ran the show has
long since been interred with Stalin. In-
stead of using intelligence agents in covert
and lower echelon levels, deliberate Soviet
decision has placed them in No. 1 spots.

And not just in.Latin America. This,is
now true In most of Asia and Africa. The
objective is the same: seizing by subversion
the regimes and, thereby, the markets of new
countries. An underground apparatus and
disaffected, ambitious politicians are all pay-
dirt in the targets marked out by Soviet
policy.

Some ultrasophisticated people may say,
loftily, that it doesn’t sound very new. Well,

.1t is"and had better be recognized, because
the Russians never before used intelligence
operations on such a high level to strike for

& given objlective. .

Maybe this remark from a highly gifted
man, who holds glittering credentials, has a
little impact:

“It’s a life-and-death competition for the
markets,” he said, dry-smoking a filter ciga-
rette. ‘““There ought to be a lot more said
about it. But that's not up to me.” |

Obvicusly, it’s up to the top to see and
shed some light on this deadly phase of co-
existence.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
) Aug. 6, 1963]
JacaN Caryns CONFERENCE TURNING POINT
(By Bertram B. Johansson)

British Guiana’s Prime Minigter Cheddi
Jagan, with a wide-ranging ambivalence, is
warning Britain his colony must soon obtain
independence—or else.

_ The self-admitted Marxist Prime Minister
told B press conference this past weekend
that the territory conference expected to be
held In London in October—where British
Guiana independence may be considered—
will determine whether the colony goes “a
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la Khrushchev, a la Mao Tse-tung, a Ia
Castro, or a la Jagan.” )
CUBAN INCLUDED

Prime Minister Jagan is already showing a
great attachment for Cuba’s Premier Fidel
Castro, who last week sald the duty of rev-
olutionaries is to “make” revolution all over
Latin Ameriea.

Mr. Jagan told a press conference in
Georgetown Saturday it was unrealistic for
West Indian leaders to think of Caribbean
unity without including Cuba, the biggest

“country in the region. *“Such a large area
cannot be ignored for long,” he sald.

On July 24, the Jagan government bor-
rowed $1,700,000 from the Guiana Import-
Export Corp.,, a business concern which
recently has done a brigk trade with Cubs
and other Communist countries.

Government officials, according to Reuters,
refused to comment on the purpose of the
loan, as have officers of the corporation,
which is dominated by Marxist Prime Minis-
ter Jagan’s People’s Progressive Party.

Sir Ralph Grey, British Guiana Governor,
Inspected the balance sheets of the corpora-
tion to ascertain its financial position after
the Jagan government ignored his suggestion
it first await possible British Government
aid.

SOVIET GOODS IMPORTED

During the recent 1l1-week general strike
staged by the Labcr Confederation against a
bill Mr. Jagan was trying to push through
Parlfament, the Prime Minister began im-
porting Soviet oll from Cuba, on Soviet tank-
erg, and Cuban rice. Much propagands was
made about the commodities saving British
Gulana from chaos.

During the strike, two Cuban student or-
ganizers, of the type that have been deported
from several Latin American countries, were
extremely active In the Georgetown area
among student grcups.

Just as the strlke was ending, 18 more
Cubans, identified as aviation experts and
technicians arrived to render. what was
termed assistance to widen aectivity of Brit-
tsh Gulana Alrways, which is alleged to have
one 7-passenger plane.

There is concern in Washington circles
about the possibility British Guiana may
become a sluice gate for Castroite subversive
trafiic into South America and the rest of
the hemisphere. .

Havana radio has announced British
Gulana has given landing rights to Cuban
planes. The announcement followed shortly
after the United Sitates had complained to
Britain about Cuban planes unloading po-
tential subversive agents in the British-
owned Grand Cayman Islands, 200 miles
south of Cuba, for transfer to other air-
lines pfoceeding to Latin American points.

[From the New York Times, July 27, 1963]

CasTHO PLEDGES SOVIET SUFPORT FOR REVOLTS
IN LATIN AMERICA

Havawa, July 28—Premier Fidel Castro
called today for Cuban-style revolutions in
Latin America.

“What has happened in Cuba could hap-
pen exactly the same way in many Latin
American countries,” he told & mass rally in
Havana on the 10th anniversary of the at-
tack on the Mowcada Barracks that ulti-
mately put him into power in 1959,

He asserted that “all peoples who do what

” Cuba has done will have the support of the

Soviet Union wund "Socialist [Communist]
councries.” '

“More and better things which have been
done in Cuba, can be done in Latin America,”
he added. “A million workers and peasants
look to Cuba for hope and encouragement.”

PEACE IS RULED OUT

Premier Castro asserted that Latin Ameri-
can revolutionaries Insisted that “revolution
could not be made by peaceful means.”

He stressed that the way to revolution

/" - %
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“will not be opened by itself” and that revo-
lutionaries themselves must open the way.

“Revolutionaries must not only learn
theory,” he advised. The Cuban leader at-
tacked the United States-sponsored Alliance
for Progress program of aid to Latin America,
calling it “an aggressive instrument against
Cuba destined to fail from the beglnning.”

He mentioned insistently Argentina, Peru,
Colombia, and Guatemala as countries ripe
for revolution. He described as a farce the
recent election In Argentina and sent “a fra-
ternal message of admiration to Venazuelan
patriots who are fighting against reaction.”

Dr. Castro called President Romulc Betan-
court of Venezuela “an imperialistic puppet”
and predicted victory for the pro-Castro
forces in Venezuela ‘“‘sooner or later, as in
Algeria.”

He proclalmed also ‘“our fraternal salute”
for pro-Castro groups in Guatemala.

However, Dr. Castro denied—as he has in
the past—that Cuba was exporting its revo-
lution.

In the case of Venezuela, he sasserted,
“when patriots needed money and arms they
took them away from the soldiers and im-
perialists.”

He added that ideas cannot be stopped and
that Cuba was a “source of light for Latin
American Indians and peasants.”

UNITED STATES ACCUSED OF RENEGING

Mriamr, July 26-—Premier Fldel Castro
charged today that the United States had
reneged in the deal to obtain the freedorm of
the Bay of Pigs invasion prisoners.

“We accuse the American Government of
not complying with its agreement and that
1t owes us $10 million,” the Cuban Premier
told a mass rally in Havana.

Dr. Castro said in a broadcast heard here
that the price agreed upon for the more than
1,000 prisoners taken in the 1961 invasion
was $53 million but that only 843 million in
goods had been paid.

The final installment was delivered to
Cuba last month by the American Red Cross.
The U.S. Government approved the desl but
did not sponsor 1t.

[From the Citizens Committee for a Free
Cuba, July 20, 1963 (Free Cuba News) ]
CoromMBria RivalLs VENEZUELA aS CASTRO

‘TARGET

Colombia appears to be rivaling Venezuela
as an embattled target of Castro-Communist
subversion, judging by increasing guerrilla
activity in that Andean country.

On July 15, a group of Colombians who
had recently returned from indoctrination
courses in Cuba launched guerrilla attacks
at Jamundi and El Cerrito, Department of
Valle. A Colombian Army patrol engaged
the guerrillas, killed five and wounded two,
and confiscated considerable material of a
revealing character.

Included in the confiscated matter were
“Che” Guevara’s guerrilla warfare manual;
8 mimeographed “10 Commandments of
Guerrilla Warfare’” abbreviated from the
manual; Instructions for making bombs
capable of destroying bridges and trains;
and a rubber stamp with the legend, “Chief
of Staff of the Revolutionary Army. Victory
or Death.” Also found were Cuban news~
papers; Colombian pro-Castro magazines; a
book called “We Organize the Revolution in
Colombia,” by the Communist Party head,
Gilberto Viera White; and maps of western
Colombia and other regions (where new
guerrilla actions are evidently planned).

[From the Chi‘istian Science Monitor,
July 12, 1963}

CusaN FRICTIONS RUB UNITED STATES, BRITATN
(By Bertram B. Johansson)
There 1s a fascinating bit of byplay in the

Caribbean involving United States-British
relations.
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“Cu b
two points of friction,

‘The United Statés Wednesday asked ‘Brit-
sin publicly to stor ) allowing “potential sub-
- versives” from ¢ to land on Grand Cay-
_miah Island a British island north_ uba,.

Richard I, Phillips, State Departm t préss
officer, said some 15 t6 20 persons had landed
in Grand Qayman in three Soviet-made Iyu-
‘ghin planes, and immeédiately transferred to
other lines taking them to points in the Ca-
ribbean and Central America,..

The British Government Thuisday con-
ceded that Fidel Castro’s Cuba may be using
the. British-owned Jisland to get subversives

. iAto Latin American’ countries, and said au~
thorities were investigating.
7 "pURPGSE CLOUDED

Th 18 difficult at this stage to determine
whether the United States made the Grand
Cayman announcement to chide the British
in public for alleged laxtty with Cuban “sub-
versives,” or simply to demonstrate that U.S,
intelligence services were well aware of the

‘ }r)l;ovement .of subyersives around the Carib-

. .

- The issues would appear to ‘boll down to

U.S. impatience with Britain over issues of

Marxism and communism in.the Caribbean.

- The U.S. announcement followed, by only
‘a few days the earlier statement that the

Kennedy administration was refusing fi-
* nancial ald to Marxist Prime Minister Ched-

di Jagan in British Gutana on South Amer-

ica’s northern coast, sandwiched bétween

Venezuela, Dut, Guiana, and Brazil\_

I
LE EBS CONSULTED

- On Thursday in London, the Dally Herald,

2 Labor newspaper, declared that President
Kennedy “is not belng helpful over British
Guiana. If ‘the British Governmentf takes
“their line from him, the same mistakes will
be made In this strife-torn colony that the
Americans made in Cuba.
“British Guiana. desperately needs foreign
- ald. Only America is in a position to give
1t on & magsive scale. She has refusesl,” the
Daily Herald continued.
“Why? Bécause the Americans suspect that
. Dr, Jagan, the Premier of British Guiana,
is following Castro’s example and drifting
into the Communist camp. But the best
way to make sure that the drift goes on is
to leave British Gulana to stew in_her own
““juice. If the West will not help, the Com-
- munists will. It 1§ as simple as that,” the
- Dally 'Herald _said. i
' CONTRASTING MOVES | .

Duncen Sandys, British Commonwealth

and Colonial Secrefary, is in British Guiana

‘now, conferring with government and op-
position leadets. He waited before golng there
until the 80-day general strike concluded 185t
week. .

-Two weeks ago, the diplomatic correspond-
ent of The Times, (London) wrote, in its
June 2Q issue, apparently after a Foreign
Office  briefing, that “it 1s understood that
the U.S, Government has been urging the

* British overnmeng to suspend the consti-
“tution_under which British Guiana._enjoys

internal self-government and revert to direct

colonial government while Britlsh ministers
p.re asking for a substantial increase in eco-
‘nomic ald for British Guiana from the United
- States.,
“The ¢rifieal situation in British ‘Guiana,
which according to several reports, is on the
brink of ci.vil War, has arisen from the strike i

s>
[From the Christia,n Science Monitor, June
20, 1963]
4 QAST&%( Bno,snmgs Wnsrmn ’I‘Aaﬁnrs
T ,.(h Bertram ‘B, Johansson) )
“Premier Fidel Cestros warning to the
French and British not to allow their Carib-
-bean lslapdﬁ to he used for Cuben. exile at-
tack bases Is being Weighed in Washington

ubversfvgs and British Guiand are

' " in Cuba was in the “toddier stage,”

‘leader has shown since his Soviet visit.,

While there is a tendency to discount his

remarks as_mere bravado-—they were made
June 18 at the dedication of a new fleet of
Soviet and other fishing vessels at Cér-
denas—there are indications the Cuban lead-

include countries other than the United
States.

Premier Castro referred to reports that
Cuban exiles pllegedly were negotiating with
President de Gaulle of France for deploying
from French islands in the Caribbean. He
warned that he would seek whatever means
necessary to defend Cuba This was taken
to ‘mean further Soviet aid. .
nx‘rovav

There have been reports also, that French-
speaking Halt{an exiles have offered to join
forces with Cuban exiles in_destroying the
Duvaller dictatorship and then faking on
Cuba, using Halti as a base.

Ever since the Cuban leader’s return from,

his 40-day trip in the Soviet Union, he has

" displayed new _confidence” in his “secure” .,

position.

"His June 4 radio and television interview
in Havana, texts of which are not available,
are most revealing of this confidence of
complete Soviet backing, his assertion that
Cuba was the victor in the October 1962,
missile confrontation, his conviction of the
economic superiority of the Soclalist camp,
and his high Impression of Premler Khru-
shchev as a political and economic genius,

Referring to the possibility of talks with
the United States to ‘‘normalize” Cuban-
United States relations, Premier Castro says
he will accept no preconditions to the talks
but would set several himself, because, after

- all, he asserted, the United States was the

loser in October and November.,

“They [the United States] prepared sub-
versions,” he sald in his June 4 interviews,
“and we combated them. We crushed them.
They prepared counterrevolutionary bands
supplied with arsenals of weapons; and we
put them out of actlon. They prepared in-
vaslons, and they have been obliged to pay a
modest indemnity for all that [in the pris-
oner exchange}. .

‘SOVIET IMPRESSIONS

"'I‘hey persisted in their plans for aggres-.
sion, and they found themseives on the e brink
of destruction as a resiit. Discredit, head-

*aches, and now hundreds of millions I cur-

‘tency [in higher sugar prices that must be

pald by Americans] as a result of their ag-~
gressions against us.

“Is their policy not bankrupt? Yes, it
is. Who falled? They have. Who won? We
have won. Ah. The defeated are going to
impose conditions on the victors. What a
~policy.”

Premier Castro, engaged in constructing a
monolithic Communist Party in Cuba, was

- impressed with the unity which the party

instilled in the Soviet Union.

He was impressed with Soviet subways and
said “I know the New York subway, and real-
ly it does not even approach the Kiev sub-
way.”

ON PEACEFUL SIDE

"He was impressed with Soviet development
of its "“Immeénse resources of Stberia. But,”
he adds, “they are not developing it as the
United States West was developed—by cow-
boys, shots, dead people, assaults, and dead
Indians. No, they are developing with ex-
traordinary order. ‘These are not people
‘killing others, but closely united and or-
ganized.”

< Eremler Castro observed that organization

Asked about what conditions mi
like when all political revolutions were fin-
ished, Premier Castro told his int rviewers&,

40

16719
I were not a2 xevqluuonary, or even while
_belng a revolutionary, what I would like to
be. I would like to be an iunvestigator [or
researcher]. Why? Because one can revo-
lutionize nature, and to a small degree create
& variety of plants, animals, anything in the
fleld of agriculture, and also in the field of
physics and chemistry, A perpetual revolu-
tion must_be weged by man in all mat-
teIS * ok kI3 .

For Premier Nikita §. Khrushchev, the
Cuban Premler reserved special praise.

He said he had a “magnificent Impression”
of him. P

PERSONAL.VIEW. . . .. _ ... ..
;"In reality,” sald Premier Castro, “'Com-
rade Khrushehey dedicated an amount of
$ime to us that can be said were the full 40
days ‘W& were there [in the Soviet Union].
* * * His was a special attention, affection-
ate toward our entire delegation. * * * The
thing that impressed me most was the ex-
traordinarily human character of Comrade
Khrushchev. ¥ * * He hasg an extraordinary

T mental energy, and a complete, complete,

coniblete, ‘mental lucidity. He is without
doubt one of the most brilliant intellects
that I have ever known. That 1s the opinion
I formed after entire days spent conversing
and discussing with him, * * * He showed
& great preoccupation for all the problems
cofriected with today’s situation, the do-
meéstic’ tasks In the Soviet Union, the na-
tional problems, and politics and the inter-
rigtlonal Communist movement. I can say
that I saw Khrushchev really preoccupled,
really worried about all the problems related
to the problems of the unity of the Socialist
camp * * * great leader and a serious ad-
versary of lmperialism. _

[From the Miami (Fla.) News, June 3, 1962]
CuBa SHIPS ARMS FOR LATIN REVOLTS
(By Hal Hendrix)

Communist Cuba has established a secref
weapons arsenal ln Matanzas Province and
Is' exporting surplus U.8. arms from it to
guerrilla forces in -Central and South Amer-
ica, President Kennedy has been advised in a
hard intelligence report.

Weeks of probing, including undetected
cloak-and-dagger surveillance of one recent
shipment of weapons smuggled from Cuba
into Nicaragua, went into preparation of the
report, the Miami News learned yesterday.

‘The highly classified document, written
especlally for President Kennedy, pinpointed
clandestine movements of rifles, pistols, and
automatic weapons and ammunition from
four Cuban dispersal centers to nine Latin
American nations—Nicaragua, Honduras,
Venezuela, Brazil, Colombia, Peru, Ecuador,
Paraguay, and Bolivia.

Accompanying the smuggled arms have
been hundreds of copies of & manual written
by Ma}. Ernesto (Che) Guevara, entitled “La
Guerra de Guerrillas,” a handbook on Com-
munist-style guerrilla warfare.

The Argentine-born Guevara is a key strat-
egist for international communism in Cuba.

The presidential intelligence report noted
that the arsenal in Matanzas was set up last
February on orders of Guevara.

Its sole mission was to serve as a collection
center and reconditioning depot for surplus
U.S.-made weapons in Cuba, and shipping
point for Latin American subversion.

Since the depot-arsenal began operations
nearly all the U.S.-made weapons and am-
munition Fidel Castro inherited from the
Batista regime have been moved into the
facility for reconditioning and packing for
shipment to pro-Castro elements abroad.

ALSO GET BRITISH, DOMINICAN GUNS

Aiong with t.he u.s. a,rmaments the Castro

..forces have rounded up all avallable weap-

.ons.of British manufacture and rifles from
the Ban Crlstobal arms fagtory in the Do-
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sminican Republic and processed them
sthrough the closely guarded arsenal.

Batista’s armed forces operated almost en-
tirely with U.S.-made weapons. During
Castro’s 2-year hit-and-run guerrilla war
against the Batista forces, most 0T his rebel
arms also came from the United States.

When the Batista regime was toppled, his
weapons warehouses are reported to have
contained about 9,000 M-1 Garand rifles,
2,500 Thompson submachineguns, 1,600
carbines, 8,000 automatic pistols (.45 caliber),
1,000 Dominican San Cristobal rifles and a
relatively small number of British Enfield
rifies, :

Cuba got the U.S. weapons under hemis~
pheric mutual defense pacts, supervised by
the Inter-American Defense Board. °

The United States formerly malnﬁhmed a
military mission in Cuba to Instruct the
armed forces in uses of the armaments. The
mission was withdrawn at Castro’s request
shortly after he came to power in Jan-
uary 1859.

Until Castro received large shipments of
rifies from Belgium in 1959 and subsequent
heavy supplies of Soviet bloc arms, particu-
larly automatic weapons from Czechoslo-
vakia, the U.S. weapons that fell in his
hands were used by his armed forces and
early militia units. ’

Cubs’s military muscle now hag been
standardized with all Soviet and Czech fire-
power, functioning under a Czech-style
table of organization created late last year
with the ghidance of an imported Spanish-
born Communist military strategist, “Gen.”
Enrique Lister. : :

' NEXT TO ARSENAL FOR INSPECTION

Upon completion of the standardization,
Castro and Guevars ordered all “foreign”
weapons delivered to the new Matanzas Ar-
senal for “repairs, inspection, and storage.”
The word “forelgn” in Cuba today is syn-
onymous with the United States.

The storage phase of the directlve has been
brief, according to the intelligence findings.

From. the arsenal-depot the revitalized
U.S. weapons are shipped directly to other
Latin America points or moved fArst to
terminals in Havana, Cienfuegos and Santi-

0.

Oceangoing launches are the principal
means of transportation for the weapons
destined for Castro's subversive agents.
Some have gone by air.

Shipments usually are small, sometim®s
packed carefully among general cargo and
hidden between bags of exported sugar.

U.8. Navy destroyers and desfiroyer es-
corts still maintain an arms smuggling pa-
trol off the Caribbean coast of Central Amer-
ica. '

Some of Castro’s smuggling boats are
known to have eluded the patrol. A few oth-
ers have been allowed to “escape” for sur-
veillance purposes.

Last month U.S. intelligence agents ob-
served one .shipment of U.S. weapons from
Cuba secreted Into a secluded Pacific coast
aren of Nicaragua.

‘A Cuban ship in the 3,500-ton class, work-
ing its way down Mexican west coast ports
with general cargo, one dark night slipped
into the Gulf of Fonesca, a deepwater
harbor which touches the coasts of Hon-
duras, El Salvador, and Nicaragua.

Three small motorboats drifted alongside

. the Cuban ship and boxes were lowered into
them. The shipments welghed close to a ton.
Fach small boat eased away bearing loads
weighing between 600 and 700 pounds.

Manning the small unlighted boats were
fishermen from the tiny Salvadorean island
of Meanpuera, where the Cuban packages
were hldden until colleagues set up transfer
of the weapons to the Nicaraguan coastal
town of Chinandega.

Once in Chinandega the shipment was
taken over by about 20 men who smuggled
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it into the mountains for distribution to
peasant supporters. '

Intelligence sources learned that this par-
ticular shipment, typical of others reaching
the Central American area from the Matan-
zas Arsenal, was about 100 U.S. M-1 rifles, a
small number of .45-caliber automatic pistols
and submachineguns, a substantial number
of boxes of .30- and .45-caliber ammunition,
and an undetermined number of cases of
grenades.

In Central America, as elsewhere along the
Castro subversion path, the idea appears to
be that the U.S.-made weapons provide an
almost perfect cover from detection by Latin
American authorities.

Smuggling of Cuba’s, Czech-made arms
would be a certain glveaway to the source of
supply.

On the Caribbean side of the Central
American coastline, the report notes that the
most probable relay point for the Cuban
smuggling 1s a tiny key near the island of
Cozumel, just south of the eastern bip of
Mexico's Yucatan peninsula.

. PERU INFILTRATED WITH SMALL ARMS

U 8. intelligence also has gathered informa-
tion about clandestine shipments of small

_arms into Peru recently by way of Bolivia

and Erazil smuggling networks.

Close study is belng given to reports rsach-
ing the intelligence analysts that occaglonal
small arms shipments are being dellvered by
Soviet bloc ships putting in at Mexican,
Colombian, Ecuadoran and Bragzilian ports

and at Georgetown, British Guiana, after -

sailing from Havana.

So far there has not been a hard confirma-
tion of the Soviet involvement.

The violent but short-lived rebellion
against the Venezuelan Government of
President Romulo Betancourt last month at
Carupano was linked to Castro’s spreading
subversion operations. L

It is believed by Venezuelan and United
States intelligence that the weapons used by
the pro-Castro-Communist forces against the
Betancourt regime probably came from the
Matanzas arsenal. The anti-Betancourt
forces were well stocked with U.S.-made
weapons.

Guerrilla forces operating in southern and
eastern Venezuela also are belleved to have
been supplied with armaments from Castro's
“surplus” stockpile.

Some of the weapons are sald to have been
smuggled into Venezuela from Cuba by way
of British Guiana, whose Premier Cheddi Ja-
gan is an ardent supporter of Castro and
Commaunisy Cuba.

Also linked to the Cuban arms exporting
activities are guerrilla fighters harassing
the backlands of Colombia.

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor, May
31, 1963]
Castro THEsSIS: REDS TUG AMERICAS
(By Bertram B. Johansson)

An Increasing Communist threat to Latin
America is ominously indicated as an end
result of Premier Fidel Castro’s visit to the
Soviet Union, now coming to a close.

Texts of speeches and communigues now
avallable disclose specifically how the two
Communist countries intend to support so-
called national liberation movements in
Latin America.

An examination of Premier Castro’s
speeches in the Soviet Unlon indicates he
has been completely won over to the thesis,
if he had not been before, that communism
is in the ascendancy in the world today and
that capitalism’s decay is Inevitable.

Soviet Premler Nikita 8. Khrushchev,
dilating on the theme, promised military
weapons to such “liberation” movements.

In his May 23 speech In Moscow, the So-
viet Premier sald that ‘“‘the Soviet Union
and all soclallst countries see their interna-
tional duty in rendering all-out support and
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comprehiensive help to the national libera-
tion movement.
ATTEMPTS REPORTED

“What does it mean to render help to the
national liberation movement?” Fremier
Khrushchev asks proceeding then to answer
his own question.

“It means, first of all, to struggle against
theé interference of imperialism in the in-
ternal affairs of peoples of the liberated
countries, to lend all-out support, including
supply of arms, to the peoples who are waging
a just struggle against the foreign yoke.
Second, it means to oppose any-form of neo-
colonialism, to help the peoples of the young
states develop the economy of their coun-
tries, to lend all-out support to these coun-
tries in the international arena.”

As an indication this has already begun,
there have been three reports by correspond=
ents on the scene in the Dominican Republic
of insistent and persistent attempts by
Communists to infiltrate the democratically
oriented government of President Bosch,

One correspondent asserts that some of
these attempts may, indeed, have already
gsucceeded, though others report that right-
ists have been supporting Communist strikes
and then charging the Bosch government
has been.too tolerant of such strikes,

STRIKE CALLED

In Peru this month, a group of young
revolutionaries, including Javier Heraud
Pérez, a promising poet from a wealthy
family, who had all been trained im Cuba
in subversive guerrilla techniques, infiltrated
back into Peru with weapons, fumdis, and
guerrilla supplies.

When they attempted to shoot their way
through a hotel lobby in the jungle village
of Puerto Maldonado near the Bolivian bor-
der, two were killed and the others captured
and killed in the next few days.

In British Guiana where Marxist Prime
Minister Cheddi Jagan has attempted to
rush through legislation giving the govern-
ment the power to choose labor unicns that
would negotiate with employers, denaocrati-
cally oriented labor unions have called a
general strike which now enters its seventh
week.,

PRISONER ESCAPES

Thus far, Prime Minister Jagan has shown
no signs of yielding on the issue. Garbage
has begun to pile up in the streets of George-
town, the mails are going awry, foodstuffs
are in short supply, and the British Ma-
rines are on hand to head off ftorrid riots
such as occurred there last year.

In Caracas, Venezuela, where Communist
terrorists have carried on a campalgn to
destroy confidence in the Betancourt gov-
ernment, another instance of what police
have to deal with occurred Tuesday.

Winston Bermudez Machado, a pro-Com-
munist student, held for stealing $500,000
worth of French impressionist’ paintings
from a French Government exhibit in Ca-
racas, obtained permission to enter a court-
house bathroom, before his trial, disguised
himself there as a woman, and camly walked
out past his guards to freedom.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
i Mar. 8, 1963}
CaASTRO STIRS REVOLUTION

Havana.—Cuba's leaders are predicting
that all Latin America will fall under the
red banner of communism before long. For
one, they belleve the days of President Betan-
court of Venezuela are numbered.

But their course of action has run into
resistance from other Latin-American Com-
munists who prefer peaceful coexistence for
the moment. .

In the words of the Cuban leaders, the
times call for action, not theories. 3 Pre-
mier Fidel Castro’s newspaper Revolucion
put it: ’
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#Phe‘sitiation (In the hemisphere) is not
‘for sltting to ruminate brilliant concepts, but
to make revolutions.”
ot g AQTION URGED ~
-1t was compiénting on a apeech by Pre-
‘iiler Castro, urging more attion and less talk
in the drive for revolution, He also asked
hig admirers to “create subjéctive conditions”
- which would trigger the uphéavals in Latin
“Arherica, which he feels is ripe for them.

" Marxist-Lenfiiist ‘theoreticians claim the
working ¢lasses of 4 ration will eventually
overthrow thelf éxploiters and establish a

dictatorshlp of the proletariat, These creeds
" were devéloped in the days of the European
‘Industrial revolution, giving little or no
. thought to Latin Amerlca. ) ’ :
There being no large proletariat in Latin
Amerlea, the shortest way to a Red future is
revolution, Cuban leaders feel.
T BETANCODRT ASSALED
. Most followers ‘of Premier Castro appear
_confident President Betancourt soon will Tall.
The armed forays of the “National Liberation
_Front” of Venezuela are prominently fea-
" tured in the Havana press. THe reader 18

left wondering what keeps Presldent Betan-

court in power.

Deputy Premier Raul Castro has said “the
Cuban revolution is the revolution of 200

illion Latin Americans.”

What Quba_is doing to export revolution
in Latin America was indicated in a state-
ment by John A. McCone, head of the U.S.
Central Intelligence Agency, made public in
Washington last week. Mr. McCone sald
from 1,000 to 1,500 went to Cuba in 1962 for
training as guerrillas and more went this
year. Mr. McCone sald most came from
Venezuela, Uruguay, Peru, Ecuador, Argen-
tina, and Bolivia.

Many Western diplomats believe the Cuban
leaders have told Communist parties in Latin

- .. Amerlca:  eithéf “share Havana's revolution
view and ¢ouit ‘on Cuban support or fall
. back on péacéful coexistence and lose Pre-

" .mier Castro's favor. ~ :
Premier CastFo has already censured some
unnamed Parties who lgnored his “Second
Declaration of Havana,” a document de-

seribed as the “Castro-Coramunist manifesto

of the Americas.”

. _A diplomat illustrated 1t this way: “The
< future of the Ciiban fevolution depends on
. the fact that Cuba, ‘first’ soélallst country in
the Amerieas, doés not become the last one.’”

: .. .CAUTION INDICATED
.~ Another one sald that although'voleing ad-
 miration for his movement, not many Latin
American Communist Parties feel 1ike follow-
-ing the Castro éXample. They préfer to live
in peaceful coexlstence with other parties,
. frequently forming “popular fronts.”
.. Tt was.noted last week that while Brazillan
_Pegsant League leader, Pranclsco Julido, said
: there was “no other exit but armed struggle”
.in Latin America, Luls Prestes, secretary of
Bragil’s Communjst Party, also in Havana at
the time, chose to remain silent. :
- CALLED ANARCHISTS )
Said a visiting Communist: “Since Stalin’s
death the Communist Parties’in the Ameri-
cas have worked to attain a political respec-
tability. Most have been successful. Why
change now?” ) -
" He mentioned the Venezuelan cd%, saying
the Communists there stood in danger of
being outlawed because of their identifica-
‘tion with terrorists. He added quickly: “The
Venezuelan party is not really Communist
put anarchist. It lacks leddership.”
Premier Castro was at odds with the So-
et 1o ‘the handling of the Cuban
cilsls, The RusSians could now be trylng to
“gvold & collision on a question ‘which could
jfscussed further on, ~~ U T 7
- -#oominunists Obey MoscoW, ahid Wwith thelr
40 years of expeflence in “political matters
will ot follow blindly Havana's ism,” said a
South 'A{'meri’can lawyer. o
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[From the Miami (Fla.) Herald, Jan.
1963}

. Haur va‘mnms, HONDURAS ASKED

MaNAcUA, NICARAGUA —The Governfnent of
Nicaragua has informally called called on
Honduras to eliminate what it described as a
Castro guerrilla force there awaiting a chance
to invade.

Nicaragua made no formal demand, but the
statement reminded Honduras of its obliga-
tion. The communique sald the Castro
groups are distributing antigovernment pro-
paganda in Nicaragua and using a small
plane to sabotage canefields in Carazo
Province.

Meanwhile, the head of the political party
opposing the government criticized U.S. sup-
port of dictators such as Presldent Luis So-
moza, of Nicaragua. ’

Pr. Fernando Aguero sald such support is
partly to blame for the leftist inclinations of
many university students.

Earlier this week, the Inter-American Hu-

man Rights Commission of the Organization
of American States issued a statement which
said 1t deplores Nicaragua’s refusal to let the
commission meet there this month. -
. The commission message added that it in-
tended to determine whether human rights
are being violated In Nicaragua, and that it
particularly would keep an eye on the Febru-
ary elections. - i

[From Cuban Newsletter]

Castro is sending arms to the frontier re-
glons of Brazil and Venezuela, for delivery
to Red guerrillas, according to Scripps-How-~
ard Editor Richard Boyce. The dispatch,
datelined Georgetown, British Guiana, said
18 known airfields were receiving the hard-
ware from Cuba, and many more are scat-
tered in recondite jungle areas. American
submachineguns, issued to Batista forces in
1958, showed up in the recent disturbances
in British Guiana. They could only come
from Cuba. This is precisely what President

Kernnedy sald that the United States would’

not’ tolerate in the hemisphere. But there
he 1s, tolerating.
TRIBUTE TO SENATOR KEATING

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mry. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I congratu-
late the distinguished junior Senator
York for his cleat, cdicise
statement in support of the ratification
of the treaty. ’

I also wish to congratulate him on the
anniversary, today, of the passage by
Congress of the joint resolution on Cuba.
We are all aware of the diligence and
persistence with which the junior Sena-
tor from New York pursued this subject
until the purpose was accomplished.

I also wish_ to commend him for ably

_filling the_role of Chaplain yesterday
morning, when he opened the Senate
with prayer. The Senator from New
York is an ocutstanding and worthwhile
statesman. )

Mr. KEATING. I am most grateful to
my dear colleague for his kind remarks.
They mean much to me,

FOREIGN SHIFMENTS TO CUBA

~"Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, I
have spoken several times since the be-
ginning of this session of Congress about
our problems in this hemisphere as they
relate to shipments to the island of Cuba.
At one time, the U.S. Government en-
forced a strong blockade, following the

Qctober 1962, incident with Cuba. Then

tonnage, and their flag registry.
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‘there was a relaxation, and an attempt

was made to discourage ships of the free
world from trading with Cuba. I must
suggest it has been a serious attempt,
with some progress made on the part of
the administration, the Department of
State, and the President. In many cases,.
the contracts for delivery had previously
been made, and the ships were making
deliveries. -
The United States has notified the gov-

_ernments of the free world which allow

their ships to enter Cuba that those ships
would not be allowed to enter American
ports and discharge or load American
cargo.

This has had an effect on some nations
and on some of the ships that had been
entering Cuba. However, it does not
affect all of them, because in many cases
the ships do not come, or do not care to
come, to United States ports. Some na-

- tions have joined with the United States

in the attempt to discourage shipping to
Cuba,.and there has been a gradual en-
closure of maritime activities into and
out of the island by the nations of the
free world, although not sufficient, so far
as I personally am concerned, in accord-
ance with my views. In all fairness,
however, I must say that some progress
has been made. o

In many cases, the nations involved
have little or no control over the ships
that may be flying their flags. Some-
time a ship may fly the flag of Panama,
of Greece, or of another country, vet
never touch any of the ports of the coun-
try whose flag they fly or the country
in which the ship is registered. So there
are complexities.

However, I am hopeful that the na-
tions of the free world will continue their
efforts to discourage such’ shipping to
the point where there will be a complete
economic blockade, with perhaps only
the rare exception of a shipment of medi-
cal supplies or similar shipments.

Some of the unions and union leaders,

-y7shom I mentioned in previous remarks
-eoncerning agreements that have been

made for future relations in the mari-
time industry, have been urging their
fellow workers in other parts of the world
not to load ships destined for Cuba.
There have been some memorable exam-
ples of refusal fo load such ships.
Nevertheless, the practice is still occur-
ring.

Occasionally, I have placed in the
RECORD, when the information has been
made available to me, lists of ships from
the free world that have been plying
into and out of Cuba. I have listed the
names of the ships, their gross tonnage,
and the flags they fly. This information
has been supplied not only for the benefit
of Congress and the American people,
but also for the benefit of representatives
of those countries in“Washington. Our
hope has been that much more might be
done to improve the situation than is
being done.

Today I wish to place in the RECORD
a list of free world and Polish-flag ships
that have entered and departed from
Cuba since January.l, 1963. The list
contains the names of the ships, their




Approved For heleaée 2007/01/20 : CIA-RDP65B00383R000100200003-7

16722

+ The total number of ships, of all flags,
" 15 175. Great Britain leads the field with
63. GCreek-flag ships are right behind,
with 52. Ships flying the Lebanese flag
are not far behind, their number being
31. .

Italian-flag ships numbered 10, Polish-

flag ships 8, Yugoslavia ships 6, Nor-
-weglan-flag ships 5, Spanish-flag ships
3, Moroccan-flag ships 2, Swedish-flag
ships 2, Finnish-flag ships 1, French-flag
ships 1, and Japanese-flag ships 1.

Thus it can be seen that flags flying
the British, Greek, and Lebanese flags
account for more than 90 percent of all
the ships that are trading with the Com-
munist country of Cuba.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement entitled “List of Free World
and Polish Flag Vessels Arriving in Cuba
Since January 1, 1963,” be printed at this
point in the REcorp.

There bheing no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

[Fromi Department of Commerce, Maritime
. Administration, Report No. 16]
LisT OF FREE WORLD- AND POLISH-FLAG VES~

SELS ARRIVING IN CUBA SINCE JANUARY 1,

1963

T SECTION 1, Pursuant to the national secu-

rity d€tlon memorandum No, 220, dated Feb-
ruary 5, 1063, aldressed to the Secretary of
. State; the Becretary of Defense; the Secre-
tary . of Agriculture; the Secretary of
Commerce; the Administrator, Agency for
International Development; and the Admin-~
Istrator, General Services Administration,
concerning U.S. Government shipments by
forelgn-flag vessels in the Cuban trade, the
Maritime Administration is making available
to the appropriate Departments the follow-
ing list of vessels which have arrived in,Cuba
since January 1, 1963; based on information
received through September 6, 1963, exclu-
sive of those, vessels that called at Cuba on
U.8. CGovernment-approved noncommercial
voyages and those listed in section 2:

Flag of registry and name of ship

Gross
tonnage
Total, all flags (175 ships). 1,391, 301
g % ==
British (58 ships) oeoeoo . _____ 400, 273
8, 081
4, 664
7,800
9, 662
Athelcrown (tanker).. 11, 149
Athelduke (tanker).._.._.___.__ 9, 089
Athelmere (tanker)...._ — 7,524
Athelmonarch (tanker) __-_____ 11, 182
Athelsultan (tanker)_ .. .. _____ 9, 149
Avisfaith_________ —— 7, 868
Baxtergate 8, 818
Cedar Hill __..__ 7,156
Chipbee. oo . 7,271
Dalren? ________._ 4, 939
East Breeze 8,708
Fir B oo 7,119
Grosvenar Mariner..__ 7,028
 Hazelmoor_....__... 7, 807
Ho Pung...._._____ 7,121
Inchstaffa_ ... _____________ 5,256
Ivy Fair (now Cosmo Trader) .. 7,201
. Kirriemoor. ool 5,923
LiNnKmMOOL o oo 8, 236
London Confidence (tanker)_.._ 21, 699
London Glory (tanker).._.___ 10, 081
London Harmony (tanker).___ 13, 157
London Independence (tanker). 22, 643
London Majesty (tanker)._._. 12,183
London Pride (tanker).___..___ 10, 776
London Spirit (tanker):._____ 10, 176
London Splendour (tanker)... 18, 195

Pootnotes at end of table.
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Flag of registry and name of ship—Continued

British~—Continued
London Valour (tanker)!.....
London Victory (tanker)..____
Lord Gladstone. . oo
Maratha Enterprise
Oceantramp
Oceantravel. v oo e
Overseas Explorer (tanker).._.
Overseas Ploneer (tanker)....__.
Redbrook

Greek (52 ships)

Gross
tonnage
16, 268
12,132
11, 209
7,168
6, 185
10, 477
16, 267
16, 267
7,388
7,127
8, 058

8, 068
8,108
4,970
7,878
7,120
7, 265

AegalOn e

Agios Therapon. . eaeo. .

Akastos..
Aldebaran y(tanker) oo oae.__
Alice._... L - TP

Apollon

Calliopl Michalos. . oo _oo___
Capetan Petros.. oo
Despoina. oo __.______
Efcharis__ca__ ____

Hydratos III
Istros IX__ —— -
Katingo cmemc o ccommcme e
Kostis ..

North Empress

North-Queen — 9, 341
Pamit. 3,029
Panianassa. o oc e 7,131
PAXOL. o e 7, 144
Penelope i 6,712
Perseus (tanker).... —— 15, 852
Polaria....ooooo__. . 9, 603
Pollux_____ — 0,956
Polyxeni_.. - 7,143
Propontis._ - 7,128
RedestoS_ oo 5,911
Selrios_ ... 7,239
Sirivs (tanker)._ . .o 16, 241
Stylianos N. V1assopulos.....o... 7,244
Timios Stavros 5. 269
Tina 7.362
Vassiliki (tanker)? 10, 507
Western. Trader...._.... 9, 268
Lebanese (31 8hIPS) oo ccve o 209, 222
7,266

7,285

6, 989

7. 044

Antonis_._ . _— 8, 259
Aretii__ -~ . 7,178
ALY e 5,324
Aristels. oo e 8,995

s . 3
W )’!.‘
September 20
Flag of registry and name of ship—Continued
Gross

Lebanese—Continued tonnage
Carnation.. oo 4, 884
DIimos. « oo 7, 187
Giorgos Tsakiroglou...._ 7,240
CGranikos. ... .__ 7,282
Yena___. . _.___ 5,925
TIoannis Asplotis...__.._._ ... 7,297
Kalliopl D. Lemos___..___ 5, 103
7,145
7,265
3,782
6,884
7,351
7. 070
7,199
7,133
8, 721
7, 253
St. Anthony. 5, 349
St. Nicholas. 7,165
San John_ 5, 172
San Spyridon — 7,260
Tertric e 7, 045
Vassilikl. _________.___ 1,182
Itallan (10 S8hiP8) e oo 7€, 816
Achllle. e 6, 950
Airone ——— B, 869
Annalisg — 2,479
Arenella._ - 7,183
Aspromonte L. _____ . ___________ 7,154
Cannaregio. - e — 7,184
Linda Giovanna (tanker)-..__.._ 9,985
NAZATENO e oo ————— 7,173
San Nicola (tanker)....._.___ 12, 461
Santa Liuela . 9, 278
Italian (10 Ship8) o v ioooooeo o T8, 816

Kongsgaard (tanker)._....____ 19, 989
Lovdal (tanker) ..o _____ 12, 784
~ Ole Bratbo.o_..______ —_— b, 262
Polyclipper (tanker)._._____.__ i1, 737
Tine (now Jezrell) —.._________ 4, 750
Spanish (3 ships) -« oo b, 564
Castillo Ampudia... _.__.____ 3, 6566
Slerra Madre .. __.__ 999
Sierra Maria_ ... __._________ 999
Morocean (2 ships).__ o __.__. 19, 140

Finnish (1 ship): Valny (tanker).. 11,691
French (1 ship): Clrcetaw..__.. 2,874
Japanese (1 ship): Meishun Maru 8, 647

t Added to report No. 15 appearing in the
Federal Register issue of August 30, 1063,
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" BEc, ’2 In accgordance Wlth the prov1sions
of national security action memorandum No.

. 220 of February b, 1963, the following vessels:

. which called at Cuba after _January 1, 1963,
‘haye rencquired eligibtlity to carry U.S. Gov-
ernmetip-financed cargoés from the United
States by vlrtue of the persons who control
.the vessels having given satisfactory certifi-
eation. and assurance that no ships under

 their control will, thenceforth, be employed
in the Cuba trade so long as it remains the
policy of the U.S. Government to discourage
such trade: o

Lo

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

(a) Since last report None
(b) Previous reports:

Flag of registry: of ships
British________________--_-__-__"__,. 2
Danish..._.._ [ 1

Ssc, 8. The ships listed in sectlons 1 and
2 have made the following number of trips
to Cuba in 1963, based on information re-
celved through September 6, 1963:

Number of trips

Flag of rcgisify

Jan, Feb.

May | Junc

e
OB | 0 k0

[
BN
=~

NomE—Trlp totals in thls sectlon exceed
-ship totals in sections 1 and 2 because some
“of the ghips made more than one trlp to
Cuha, . L e
Dated September 10, 1963
GEORGE R, GRIFFITHS,
Acting Deputy Marmme Administrator

TI-IE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

The Senate resumed the consideratio
of Executive M (88th Cong., 1st sess.),
the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests
in the atmosphiere, in outer space, and
underwater .

Mr, JORDAN of Idaho, Mr. Presi-
dent I rise today to take myself out of
the ranks of the “uncommitted,” with
reference to the question of Senate ap-
.proval of the test ban treaty, and to
_announce that I intend to vote “nay’” on
“.this question.

T take this position with great reluc-
. tance, because I have sincerely hoped
-that in good consecience I could support
- the treaty. - No one is more eager than
I for p relaxation of world tensions and
for a step—however small—toward peace
Wwith honor. . And I would gladly vote
for approval of this treaty if it provided
for adeguate ‘inspection.

" Even though the vote, as always, will
be determined by the yeas and nays,
the doubts and the uncertainties and the

‘hopes and the prayers do not lend them-

selves tp a clearcut decision. All we can
hope for is that the weight of the deci-
‘slon 'will best be borne by each Senator
a3 his own conscience dictates, Even
though this issue divides us, our common
‘objective is an enduring peace,

ore thap a week the Senate has
een engagéd in debate op the question

-“of Senafe approval of this treaty—per- -

"haps the most important and far-reach-
“ing question to be before this body since
‘World, War II, Both the proponents

and the opponents of the treaty have

been -heard; many speeches have been
made, and many pledges, either for or
against the treaty, have been given.
Many Senators who have taken the
Senate floor to speak either for or against
the treaty have eminently more knowl-

.- edge than I have about the present mili-

tary posture of our country, how it com-
pares with that of the Soviet Union, and
the effect the treaty could have on its
future.

Not having served on any Senate com-
mittee which dealt directly with the
treaty, I found myself in a position com-

parable in many ways to that of a lay-

man who would be called upon to make
& decision as to how to cast his vote. To
compensate for this, I have done what
I am sure all other Senators have done—
read all the testimony available to me;
spoken at length with men such as Am-
bassador Averell Harriman, an avid sup-
porter of treaty: and talked as much as
possible with men such as Dr. Edward
Teller, a dedicated and sincere opponent
of the treaty in its present form.
Because I always like to approach a
problem positively, I began making a
list of all the reasons why this country
should, with the adyice and consent of
the Senate, become a party to this treaty
‘That was—and still is—an almost im-
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not more than 75 widely- scattered pages
are devoted to reasons why we should
approve this. treaty. All the rest deal
with refuting, examining, explaining
away, and delineating the many disad-
vantages that could accrue to this coun-
try. This fact alone is quite significant.
We have had no problem of finding out

“what the treaty does not do; the problem

has been in pinpointing just what it does
do.
Here is my list of the things 1ts pro-

_.‘ponents say it does:

First. The treaty will help contain the
spread of nuclear weapons.

Second. The treaty will help slow
down the arms race between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

Third. The treaty will ease tension in
the world and create a better atmosphere
that would be conducive to the estab-
lishment of peace, in contrast to a nu-
clear war; or—as stated differently by
some propohnents, but essentially the
same thing—the treaty will open up new
paths toward future agreements between
the free world and the Communist world.

Fourth. The treaty must be approved
by the Senate, because its rejection at
this point would cause world opinion to
turn violently against the United States.

:It s practlcally impossible to find this

‘reason stated in plain Ianguage by any
backers of the freaty. But, in my opin-
ion, it is one of the most important of all
the threads which run throughout all the
proponents’ thinking.

Fifth. The treaty will reduce the ra-
dioactive pollution of the planet.

Mr. President, let _Us examine, one by
one, the five points put forward by the
proponents.

I ask my colleagues to bear in mind
that each time I shall quote a statement
in regard to these five points, it will be
a statement made by a proponent of the
treaty. If I had wanted to refute these
five points, I could have found many
statements to do that. I could have
turned to what the distinguished senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
has said. As the highly respected and
eminently capable chairman of the

“Armed Services Committee for many

possible job, although not for the reason

some may think—namely, that the list
is long and involved with many ex-
planatlons On the contrary, the list
is extremely short; and the advantages
involved almost defy definition in plain
English, and are qualified time after

time. For the most part, even those who |

espotide these reasons seem to have grave
toubts about their credibility.

My list was gleaned primarily from
the testimony given before the Foreign
. Relations Commlttee Incidentally, I
would venture to guess that out of some

1010 pages of testimony and statements,

things the _t eaty' is purported to do:

years, his opinion in U.S. military mat-
ters is seldom challenged. Or I could
have quoted anothér great Senator,
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
SteENNIS], who, as chairman of the Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee,
has for many months been holding hear-
ings on the whole realm of a test ban
treaty. Also, I could have leaned on the
many sound statements made by a mem-
her of my own political party, the Senator

-from Arizona [Mr. GoLpwaTER], who, as

a major general in the Air Force Reserve,
is also knowledgeable in such matters.
. Idid not do this.
My intent is to be as objective as pos-
sible. So I turned to the testimony of

-high-ranking officials, competent scien-
‘tists, and dedicated military leaders who,

I knew, favored this test ban treaty.
I wanted to see what they thought the
treaty really would de—what they listed
on the “pro” side of the ledger. I shall
now proceed to state what some of these
proponents say in reference to the five
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The first argument gf the proponents
is that the treaty will help contain the
spread of nuclear weapons. :

Mr, President, let us examine the rec-
ord. ) T
Secretary Rusk said:

e cannot guarantee 1t. Most of the coun-

trles with the capacity and the incentive to
develop nuclear weapons over tHe fext dec-
ade or so have already announced that they
will accept the self-denylng ordinance of the
treaty. These countries do not include, by
the way, mainland China or France.

Mr. Rusk was evidently not completely
convinced.

Secretary McNamara sald:

The treaty does not cover the subject of
proliferation. That is clear. [The freaty re-
lates to nuclear tests and certain prohibited
environments. o '

If the treaty does not cover fhe sub-
ject of proliferation of nuclear weapons,
how could it even begin to deal effeo-
tively with this problem? )

General LeMay sald, in answer to a
question about what influence the treaty
would have on the stoppage of a prolif-
eratign of nuclear weapons:

I think it possibly would, among the
countries that have no seriols programs on
them. I don’t think 1t Is golng to stop the
Chinese from going on with thelr program.
Certainly it is not goilng to stop the French
from going on with their program. ~ )

L . ‘ : .

So I believe this interpretation to be
something less than wholehearted sup-
port on a most significant point.-

Other articulate proponents of the
treaty have said they believed the role
of the treaty in inhibiting proliferation
has been generally overestimated. They
have pointed out that most of the coun-
tries who have signed the fest ban have
neither the capacity nor the desire to de-
velop huélear weapons.

My conclusion on this point had to he
that if, indeed, the treafy woilld have
any effect on the further proliferation of
nuclear Wweapons, such an effect would
be so small as to be almost negligible—
so small that the proponents had not
been able to support the statement be-
yond reasonable doubt.

The second argument of the propo-
nents is that the treaty will help slow
down the arms race between the United
States and the Soéviet Union. ~

Mr. President, if that is true, this in-
deed- would be an admirable ghjective.

Secretary Rusk said:

This freaty itself does not reduce weapons
in belng of prevent their further production.

This treaty 1s aimed only at the question
of nuclear exploslons. I regret miyself that
it has not been possible to make greater
headway in some actual physical disarma-
ment measures consistent with our own
security. )

But this treaty Is not a stép In that di-
rection—this treaty is not itself dealing with
that problem. It may turn_out to be one
small step that opens up some possibili-
ties in this field but that has not yet become
apparent.

Secretary McNamara sald, In almost
the 'same breath when he was talking
abéut more money for defense and the
continued military preparedness of our
country: T

This treaty * * * will not reduce the
existing stockpiles of nuclear weéapons. It
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will not halt the production of nuclear
wespons. It will not prevent qualitative
weapons improvement of many kinds.

. The testimony on this point leaves
little more than a slender hope.

_ The third argument of ihe propotients
is that the treaty will éase tensfon in
the world and create a better atmosphere
that would be - -conducive to the estab-
lishment of peace in contrast to a nu-
clear war; or, stated differently by some
proponents, this treaty will open up new
paths toward future agreements between
the free world and the Communist world.

Secretary Rusk, this Nation’s highest
ranking diplomat, said:

If it should work to reduce those tensions,
as I think that it well might, and if it makes
it possible to consider additional points of
agreement carefully considered and thought-
fully worked out on both sfdes, then I think

‘that there could be a reduttion in the real

danger of nuc¢lear war. But I do want to
say, sir, that we are not over the divide on
this, and anything that we say on this eould
be wrong tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock.

Agaln, later in his testimony, he said:
But I might have misled the committee a
little bit in my earlier remarks, because
when I said that I thought they [the Rus-

- sians]| were ready to explore the possibility

of agreement on other points, that still is
subject to the great reservation: On what
terms. L

And X must say that I dg not see ahead of
us in the immediate future agreements on
some of these major and dangerous fssues
on terms that could really be agreed by the
two sides * * *,

The gap is very wide.

General LeMay, in answer fo whether
or not we would be closer to or further
from nuclear war if the treaty were not
ratified, said: :

I dow’t think we are any farther or any

closer to a nuclear war with or without the
test ban treaty.

Later, the general continued:

It it leads to additional steps to reduce
tension, then I think you would have to say
that we withdraw from the possibilities of
war.

But in itself alone, I don’t think it is
enough of weight to say it has changed the
situation at all.

Again, T find the testimony hanging on
a thread of hope. '

We do not create the {ensions. The

. Soviets do. They have taken not even

one small step to relax tensions. It is
even possible that, under the treaty, ten-
sions might be increased rather than
diminished. Are we not pledged to con-
tinue the perfection of our weapons sys-
tem under limitations imposed on us by
the treaty-—not knowing when or where
other signers—or nongigners—will, by
their deceit or aggression, force us to
withdraw?

The fourth point of the proponents is
as follows: This treaty must be ratified
by the Senate because its rejection at
this paint would cause world opinion to
turn violently against the United States.

Secretary Rusk said: ’

I think there would be very great regret
if this treaty were to collapse.

But, on the other hafid, where we are
dealing with a security matter that goes to
the life of our own country, I do not believe

i
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that world opinion can play a decisive role.
We must do what has to be done, and 1 be-
lieve that the rest of the world will under-
stand.* * *

I think that there would be general un-
derstanding, even If with great regret, there
would be general understanding If we came
to the conclusion that this treaty was not
working and that our security required us
to resume testing.

General Wheeler, in response to a
question as to whether or not his deci-
sion to back the treaty had been influ-
enced by the fact the treaty had alreacdy
been signed, said:

It undoubtedly introduces & new factor.

On the other hand, insofar as affecting the
overall military security of the United
States, 1t has no bearing whatsoever. And
the primary concern of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is to point out dangers to our security-—-
those which are acceptable, and those which
are not.

In later testimony; he took a slightly
different tack:

I would agree that world opinion has bullt
up to the point where there would be very
slzable political implications if the United
States were to dash these hopes. I am not
prepared to say exactly what the effect of
those political implications or the political
effect would be, but I do not think it would
be good.

General LeMay had a somewhat dif-
ferent opinion about the impcrtance of
what the rest of the world thought re-
garding ratification. This evidently had
colored his own ultimate decision on the
test ban treaty. At this point, so that it
cannot be said that I am quoting the
general out of context in any way, I

‘would like to repeat a dialog between

him and the able Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]:

Senator TavsrMmonDd, Thank you, Mr, Chair-
man,

General LeMay, Senator Gorowater asked
a question similar to one I propounded in
the Preparedness Subcommittee. That is
this: If the proposed treaty had not already
been signed, but was béing considered in a
proposal stage, would you recommend that
the United States sign the treaty?

General LeMay, I haven’t givem any
thought to the subject, Senator. I sald I
would—I thought I would not be in favor of
it, But I wouldn’t even want to give an
unqualifiel “No” until I spent some time on
it. Certainly this was a factor that influ-
enced me in recommending that we ratily 1t.
How much weight I would give to it—I would
want to spend a considerable amount of
time on this, and I have not done so.

Senator THURMOND. I believe your enswer
in the subcommittee, and I gquote, was this:
“I think that if we were in a proposal stage
that I would not recommend—that.I would
recommend agalnst it.”

That is correct, is it not?

General LEMaY. I think I would. That is
correct.

I do not like the suggestion of outside
pressures. My feelings on this are ex-
pressed for me much better than I my-
self can do by a recent column written
by David Lawrence entitled “Too Late
for Senate To Advise.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this article included in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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The Constitutlon gays the President “shall
have power, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, to make treaties.”
" There is po evidence that the text of the
limited nuglear. test ban treaty signed in
Moscow recently was ever submitted in ad-
.vance to the Senate so that it could tender
1ts. advice before the document was. signed.
. kbere is no evidence, either, that the text
was Shown 1o all the members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff before 1t was initlaled and
then, signed at Moscow. Gen. Curtis LeMay,
"Chlef of the U.S., Ajr Force, told a Senate
-copiniittee yesterday that “I think I would
~have been against” the treaty if it had not
already been signed. He added that “the fact
“that 1t has been slgned had an effect on
-He, yes,” because “there might be some po-

- Witical disadvautage If we don’t ratify it.”

. This frank observation Indicates clearly
that, once the signature of the executive
~¥Branch of the Government has been affixed
-to 8 treaty, there ig really no opportunity to
-rénder advice, The Senate, for tnstance, can
. only ratify or reject. There is no chance to
-amend or medify the terms except by a new
‘megotiation, which, of course, is dificult and

~.;olted impractical,

Bo Senator BARBRY (GOLDWATER, of Arizona,
Republican, was right in his speech last
“Friday night at the University of Wisconsin
~when. Te characterized the support of the
Joint Chiefs, for the nuclear treaty as a
Ppolitical evaluation, He sajd: .
" -"And what they (the Joint Chiefs of Staff)
Jhaye to say, and have said, must_be weighed
Independent of the political decision which
ulded the formal statement of the Joint
‘Chiefs. Why do I say that a political de-
- ¢iston gylded thaf statement? Aren’t the
- Jolot Chiefs supposed to be free of political
-pressiire? I submit, in answer, the summa-
"tlon of their own report. It flatly says:
~*Fher¢ are military disadvantages to the
tréaty.’ Bub they conclude by saying that
‘the risks Inherent In_this treaty can be ac-
‘gepted in order to seek the important gains
~*which may be achieved through a stabiliza-
<tlon of inferpational relations and a. move
toward a peaceful environment in which to

- seek resolution of our differences.” .

. "“The mention of risks, I say, Is a con-
“scientious military evaluation, The deeision
that the risks are acceptable is not. It is an
echo of a State Department evaluation and
not of one that negessarily sounds very
: Geeply the real
‘slonal military men.”
" 'The officigl gtatement of the Joint Chiefs
““of Slaff says pointedly that the risks inherent
dn the treaty can be sccepted “if adequate
safeguards are established.” Now the de-
bate has begun as to what the “sgfeguards”

" ware and where the responsibility for provid-

*-ing them is to be placed. General LeMay

..-téstified. that po ome has said as yet what

. #pleguards would be provided. Two Senate
‘ committees have asked that the administra-

* #on provide a “bill of particulars.”

- Wenator RICHARD RUSSELL, of Georgia,
“ehajrman of the Armed Services Committee,
‘alag asked the chiefs of the Army, the Navy,

wARd the Marine Corps whether they would

‘haye_gpproved the treaty “in the absence
of, these ssfeguards,” and each replied that
“he would ngb have done so, In answer to a
» question from Senstor BOURKE . HICKEN-
- LOOPER, of Iowa, Republican, General LeMay
veefd that, “If you automatically cut off the
= political factors, there are net disadvantages
£ro military standpoint” to the United

3 A i
While the. Joint. Ohi
-have been kept Informed in s general way

“from time to time about the course of the
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‘test ban negotiations, General LeMay testi-
fied that he was surprised at the administra-
_tion’s speed in hastening the final agreement
~toward the end, As for volcing objections,
General LeMay declared that once the pact
was initialed or about to be, he doubted very
much “that any of us would have gone to
the President at that stage of the game.”

Secretary of State Rusk, at a news confer-
ence last Priday, was asked whether there
wasn’'t “an unresolved difference in this
Government” on the treaty, and he replied:

“I'm not sure that I would call such a
difference unresolved. After all, the execu~
tive branch is headed by the President of the
United States.”

This is tantamount to saying that, despite
the military expertness of the members of
the Joint Chiefs in their respective fields,
they can be and are overruled by the Presi-

dent and by his civilian advisers who can’

Place political experimentalism in interna=
tional affairs above the necessary safeguards
against nuclear advances by an adversary
state. Lo
The Senate Is today presented with a
“take it or leave it” proposition. The upper
House of Congress, which is a joint partner

. with the President in treatymaking, wasn’t

afforded an opportunlty to give its advice
before the treaty was signed. Now the treaty
will have _to be ratified, or else the Senate
will be placed in the position of taking full
responsibility for the ¢onsequences in the
field .of diplomacy. If, on the other hand,
Russia chooses to cheat or abrogate—as Gen-
eral LeMay says might happen—it will be
.Yoo_ late to argue about political factors or
net military disadvantages of a treaty which
may have put the United States behind in
the nucelar-arms race.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. The next
point of the proponents is as follows:
This treaty will reduce the radioactive
pollution of the planet.

This eonsideration weights heavily on
my mind and conscience. This is the
real purpose of the test ban treaty, at
least as far as our country and the free
world is concerned.

Mr. President, I want the record clear
on this one point. For many years I
have been concerned about the question
of fallout, as have people all over the
world. One thought I have always had
in mind is this: It is bad enough that we
might possibly endanger the lives of our
own future generations here in America
with our atmospheric nuclear testing,
but what is worse is the fact that we, at
the same time, could be endangering the
_lives of future generations in other coun-
tries which have no control over what
the United States does. Somehow, this
has never seemed quite fair to me, and it
still does not seem equitable.

This is quite a consideration to weigh
on any pair of scales—even if it.is being
balanced against all the risks involved
in our entering into this test ban treaty.

I agree that the most compelling argu-~
ment of the proponents is this conten-
tion that radioactive fallout will be re~
duced by the treaty. With six grand-
children under 7 years of age, how could
I fail to be moved by this argument? T
readily admit a deep and abiding con-
cern on this issue.

. MY one reseryation here—and it is
very grave—is this:

In order to obtain a temporary relief

from fallout, are we_jeopardizing the
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perfection of a weapons system that will
prevent the surprise attack?

Are we jeopardizing the perfection of
a weapons system that all the world will
recognize as one which could survive
such an attack to retaliate with the com-
plete annihilation of our attacker?

The essence of the Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee interim, report
is very significant. It is:

No safeguards can provide the benefits of
testing where testing is not permitted, nor
can they assure that this Nation will ac-
quire the highest quality weapons systems
of which it is capable when the means for
achieving that objective are denied.

Mr. President, on Wednesday of last
week, after we had listened to the dis-
tinguished minority leader [Mr. Dirk-
SEN] make a most persuasive and, as al-
ways, eloquent speech, in favor of rati-
fication, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.

'CurTis] posed this question to the Sen-

ator from Illinois: :

The Senator asked, would “i not be
possible for another Senator to attend
the same meetings, hear the samé testi-
mony, read the same documents, possess
an equal sincerity of purpose, and yvet ar-
rive at a different conclusion from that
reached by” another Senator?

The distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois answered thusly:

Absolutely. That is what makes the world
the great world that it is, We can listen to
testimony, come to different conclusions
aboyt it, and do so honestly and sincerely,

During this week, a great deal of the
debate here in the Senate has centered
on this one situation—that two Senators
can take the same facts and come up
with opposite conclusions. The positions
taken by the seven members of the Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee
are examples of this situation,  Three of
those seven Senators have declared
against the treaty; three others have de-
clared in favor of it; and if my facts are
still accurate, the seventh is still un-
committed.

In all the testimony that has been
heard and in all the speeches that have
been made—

First. No responsible official has based

. his recommendations on the view that

basic Soviet purposes have changed. To
the contrary, we have heard constant
references to statements by Khrushchev
that he will bury us, and even the Presi-
dent has warned that this treaty should
in no way make us think that the goal
of communism has changed.

Genuine fear has been expressed that
the so-called rift between the Soviet Un-
ion and Red China may be, by and large,
a hoax. As our beloved minority leader

- said earlier when the treaty was first ini-

tialed in Moscow, “What has Khrushchev
done besides smile?” He has not with-
drawn his troops from Cuba; he has not
relaxed the Berlin situation; he has not
made concessions toward free elections in
satellite countries like Hungary and
Poland.

Mr, SIMPSON. Mr., President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. . I yield to the

_Senator from Wyoming,
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Mr. SIMPSON. I should like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Idaho a
question with respect to the so-called rift
between the Soviet Union and China,
which may be a hoax, to which he has
addressed himself in his last remark.
The Senator said, referring to Khru-
shchev: o -

¢ has not withdrawn his troops from.

Cuba; he has not relaxed the Berlin situa-
tion; he has not made concesstons toward
freé elections in satellite countries llke Hun-
gary and Poland. o

Is it not true, in spite of all this, that
Russia has maintained its aggressiveness,
even in the form of this treaty?

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. It has. It
has increased tension, rather than re-

Heved it.

Mr. SIMPSON. Does the Senator
agree that the Russian Government has
kept its aggressiveness and has not lost

“any of its activity with the people of the
world, so far as the image of Russia is
concerned? : -

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I fully agree
with™ my distinguished - colleague. I
thank him for his question.

.. .Mr., President, we are
Khrushchev.

What has he done?

. “He has boasted to his friend Tito
that this treaty is a victory for the Com-
munists. Perhaps we are entering a new
efs, of togetherness, but the goals of
communism have not changed. How,
~then, can a victory for the Communists
.be at the same time victory for the
Uhnited States? I do not think it can.

“Second. No respotisible dfficial has dis-
puted the view that in the future, as in
the past, our national security will de-
pend on, among other things, a favor-
&ble military position. And with whom
does the responsibility lie for assuring
this Nation a' favorable military posi-
tion? ’ # :

" Not with Russia; not with Great Brit-
&in; not with any other éountry in the
world. If we are to malhtain a favor-
&ble military position, it 18 the responsi-

- pility ‘of only our Gloverriment and our

~eountry, If we do not look after our-
gilves, surely none of us, in our weakest
or most optimistic momeénts, would ex-
pect anyone else to look &ut for us.
YoM, SIMPSON. Mr. Président, will the
Bengptor yleld? B

% Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I am happy
o yleld again to the Senator from Wy-

oming, [ E
7 My, SIMPSON. Iinvite the attention
f -the Senator from Idého fo the fact
#hat we have depended upon our mili-
tury strength, throughout all the years
_“#ince the inception of what I call the
~$United Slave States of Russia.” We
have depended on our mititary superior-
vy and our military expérts to keep us
“freg Jrom communism and to prevent
“¥he domination of the world by commu-
Spigm. S f [
~ Dees the Senator feel that the treaty
would do that, in the light of fhe testi-
" mony by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
‘many others that there are military dis-
sdvantages Involved in 1t?

#r. JORDAN of Idaho. I wish I could
'say that I believe the treaty offers that
sgolmce and that protection, but I regret
“that I cannot say it about this treaty.

;alking about
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Mr. SIMPSON. I have arrived at the
same conclusion. It seems fantastic
that we should disregard the entire his-
tory of military preparedness and mili-
tary containment of the Communist
threat to the whole world, in a matter
of such importance as this, by suddenly
deciding that the political advantages
outweigh the military advantages. To
me that is arriving at the wrong con-
clusion. How does the Senator feel
about it?

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I agree. I
could not agree more with my distin-
guished friend. I have arrived at the
same conclusion.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. Presi-
dent, I continue my remarks.

Third. No responsible official has
rested the case for the treaty on a belief
that the Soviet Government can be
trusted. Senator after Senator has
taken the floor to point out the number
of times treaties with the Soviet Union
have been broken by the Soviets when it
best served their purposes to do so.
How can anyone believe that, in this
one isolated instance, the Soviet TUnlon
can be trusted to keep its word?

Are we not all, deep down in our
hearts, approaching this treaty with one
thought in mind—the treaty will only be
in effect until the time comes when the
Russians find it to their advantage to
break it? Is-there really a man in this
Senate Chamber who does not feel that
it will’ be the Russians—in their own
good time—who will finally abrogate this
treaty? And when they do, what will
e our military posture at that time?

Fourth. Secretary of Defense McNa-
maara and the Joint Chiefs have testified
that the balance of military power is in-
our favor at the present time. This is
the consensus. Would we have it any
other way?

Would we ever put our Nation in the
position of being second to Russia—or
second to any other nation—in military
power? Or would we ever even put our
Nation in a position where this could
possibly happen? "I do not think that,
knowingly, any of us would.

Pearl Harbors do not happen to na-
tion which are prepared.

Pearl Harbors do not happen to na-
tions which are vigilant.

Pearl Harbors happen to nations which
have allowed themselves to be lulled into
a false coniplacency.

Timé was on our side then. The 18
months required to tool up our great
industrial plants to an all-out war effort
will not be available to us in this modern
age. .

More than likely, this 18 months will
have shrunk to 18 minutes or less.

It is a good thing—it is a vital thing—
that both opponents and proponents of
this treaty, almost down to the very man,
have chosen to warn us of that newly
recognized state known as “éuphoria.”

Fifth., When we come to the question
of what effects the treaty will have on
the future balance of military power—
I repeat: on the future balance of mili-
tary power-—there we enter a more con-
troversial area. Secretary McNamara
assures us that nothing in the treaty will
shift the present balance. However, the

i1
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Joint Chiefs are on record as seeing net
military disadvantages—but in the long
run none so serious as to render the
treaty unacceptable.

How disadvantageous does a disadvan-
tage have to be before it is “unaccept-
able”? '

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? -
Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I am happy

to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be compelled
to leave the Chamber soon. If the Sen-
ator will permit, I wish to extend to him
my hearty commendations on his de-
cision and on his very able explanation
of his reasons for reaching that de-
cision. ’

It takes o high degree of moral and
political courage to breast the stampede
which is taking place in this country
today, led by practically all the leaders
of both political parties who are na-
tionally known.

It not only is led by those officials and
former officials whose names are recog-
nized in every household, but it has the
support of most of the commentators,
columnists, and newspaper editorialists
of the great metropolitan press.

I share the Senator’s feeling when he
says he hopes events will prove that he
ig in error. I hope and pray that the
future will show that I have been in
error in teking the position that has
placed me with the small group with
which the Senator from Idaho has
alined himself today.

T could not but be concerneg with the
fact that yesterday in the United Nations
Mr. Gromyko again brought forth his
program for disarmament, with self-in-
spection, reducing and finally abolishing
all nuclear weapons, without suggesting
any way of inspection to establish per-
formance. The Russiens have not
changed their position. We become ex-
hausted and gradually accept theirs.

Tt is sad to reflect that in 1946 we had
& complete monopoly in atomic material
and nuclear weapons, and we offered all
of those weapons, the results of all of
the great expenditures we had incurred
in their production into the hands of an
international agency, if the other nations
of the earth would agree not to make
atomic weapons and would agree to &
system of inspection.

Seventeen years later, we have not only
lost our moriopoly but the Senate is con-
sidering a treaty "that would tie our
hands to achieve equality that surrenders
any pretense of inspection within the
confines of our potential enemy that has
already surpassed us in many aspects
of the development of nuclear weapons,
and sets the stage for the final tragedy
of disarmament by agreement without
any inspection, and depending alone on
the good faith of nations to monitor
themselves.

Tt is a sad commentary on the states-
manship of this country that within
these few years we have fallen from a
complete monopoly to the point where
we now see a national stampede to ac-
cept a treaty that does not even provide
for any inspection, but gives to our only
dangerous potential enemy, the only na-
tion we have to fear, and freezes for it,
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‘the advantages that nation has over us,
and enables that nation to carry on pro-
grams to overcomethe slight advantages
we have over it in the area of tactical
Weapons,” T e
1 hope anid pray that the Senator from
1datio and the Senitor from Georgia are
complétely in error: but my study of
history, my knowledge of human nature;
and what I know about the aims of in~
ternational ‘communism, all lead me to
+the sorrowful conélusion that the minor-
ity in this body today will be proved to
“be right inthe fufure.
T comthend the Senator for his fine
statement. "~ . R
+'Mr, JORDAN of Idaho. I thank the
éminent and distinguished Senator, the
ehairman of the Armed Services Com-
Toittee, a mian who no doubt commands
as high a regard as any Member of this
pody,” if Bot a higher regard. I am
- ‘pleased indeed to have the Senator’s
gracious rémarks. I am in full accord
with the statement he has just made and
with the very corfiprehensive argument
“he presented on the floor of the Senate
-several days ago. ‘ :
im0 3N SUMMARY

Loy

. In simrary—gnd anything I would
‘Say ut this timeé Woudd be an anticlimax
niter listeriing to the very fine statement
of the sénior Sernator from Georgia—I

wish to sdy that In the scales of global
“affairs, our Nation must function with
pertain ‘political “handicaps which are
“widely acclaimed throughout the world:

First. We will not strike the first blow.

‘expediency. T
“ophird, It 1s well known to other na-
fions that ours is an open soclety. On
‘the contrary, thé Tron Curtain protects
8 closed society.
.. To ¢ounterbalance “these political
handiéaps, I must conclude:
First, Test bans or armament reduc-
tion negotiations can only be acceptable

. to us under full inspection guarantees.

—

. Second, Without full inspection our
“best chance for survival as a Nation 1s to
maintain“a competent weapons superi-

- “ority and a national determination to

snnihilate any “aggressor 'who dares to
strike the first blow. e
" Third. This military competence and
this national will must be understood by
_all the world. 'This message must g0 out
to0 them loud and unmistakably clear.
I can only hobe and pray that, with
the passage of time, the doubts and ap-
- prehensions that impel me to vote “No”
ot this treaty will prove to be groundless
and unwarranted. ‘
Mr. CURTIS.  Mr. President, will the
. distinguished Sehator from Idaho yield?
"Mr. JORDAN of Idabo. T yield to the

o Senator from Nebraska.

“Mr. CURTIS. I want to say to the
Senator from Idaho that never in my
almost, 25 years in the Congress of the
United States have T heard a better and

. more reasoned speech. The Senator has
approached this matter objectively and

_with an open nilnd. He has quoted the
-4 of the proporients in a light
1 air fo them and that truly re-

-that 1s fair I
fiects their statements and he has con-~

clided not to support the treaty.

# -
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n'a sense- this 1s a unique spéech, I
read it, and I listened to every word.
It is a convincing speech. It is & clear
demonstration of the qualities of mind

-and character of the Senator from Idaho

in approaching this question with one
paramount desire,
at the right answer.

T congratulate the Senator on the posi-_.

tion he has taken and his position on
the vote on the treaty. I think he has
resolved all doubts in favor of the United
States. He is right. He should be com-
mended for it. I question nobody else’s
motives, but that is the only question at
stake in this whole proceeding—What
is best for our own country?

I congratulate the Senator on his
statement. :

Mr. JORDAN of Idsho. I thank the
Senator. His words are more than I de-
serve. His own remarks at an earlier
time have been a most constructive fea-
ture of the debate on this issue.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? -

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I yield to the
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. I wish to associate

myself with the remarks of. the distin-

guished Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Currisl. The speech of the Senator
from Idaho is one of the outstanding
speeches that have been delivered in the
Senate during this debate.

We have been told by the military that
we have a so-called second-strike con-
cept in America and have rested secure
in this knowledge over the years. As the
Senator so ably pointed out, we are com-
mitted to no ageresdsion and to not mak-
ing the first strike, ourselves. ‘We have
-been told for many years, under the tute-
lage of the military, which has protected
us from the threat of communism
abroad, that we have had a second-
strike capability. Inother words, if Rus-
sia should loose upon us nuclear weap-
ons, we would counterattack and hit
before she could deliver a second strike,
and we could annihilate her before she
could get in a second strike, and have
enough left over to annihilate Red China,
too.

Does the Senator believe that under
this treaty we are jeopafdizing the sec-
ond-strike concept? )

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I fully agree
with the Senator that we are jeopardiz-
ing the second-strike concept.

I think there is a danger.about which
T did not speak in my prepared address.

There is the danger that the first strike
might be of such a nature as to immo-~
bilize our ability to retaliate.

Mr. SIMPSON. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. Does the Senator recall
reading an article published in “Rockets
and Missiles,” wherein experts’ revesaled
to us that the so-called electromagnetic
pulse or EMP could paralyze or deacti-
vate all of our Minutemen and Titan and
other missiles in one massive strike?

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I recall the
article. It was so frightening that I did
not feel competent to enter into a dis-
cussion in that scientific field.

Mr. SIMPSON, Iwas interested in the
remark of the Senator from Georgia

Ce . )
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%ihen Ké 'said that he hoped he was
wrong. I join him and the Senator from
Idaho in that hope. I believe that the
Senator from Idaho and I are undoubt-
edly two of the closest personal friends
in the Senate. I join in the prayeriul
hope that we are entirely mistaken., It
would be little solace to us if we were
proved to be right, because no history
may survive to record our being right.
I would not want to be recorded right
under those circumstances. I hope we
are wrong. I share the misgivings of the
Senator from Idaho, and I share his fear
of entering into a treaty into which no
safeguards have been written. .

The Senator knows that the preamble
to the treaty calls for total demobiliza~-
tion or disarmament. That statement
is contained in the preamble itself.

I am discouraged by the prospect of
our entering into such a freaty, with no
safeguards of the kind that should be
written into it.

1 commend the Senator for the very
able address he has delivered. He has
not challenged the right of any other
Senator to disagree with him. He and
I are .in the minority, as the Senator
from Georgia has said. I share the Sen-
ator’s misgivings, and I again compli-
ment him on the ringing warning has
has delivered to the people of Ameriea.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming for
his statement and for the contribution he
has made to the debate in two excellent
speeches against the ratification of the
treaty.

Mr. THURMOND subsequently sald:
Mr. President, I wish to commend the
able Senator from Idaho [Mr. JORDAN]
for the outstanding address he has de-
livered on the nuclear test ban treaty.
The Senator from Idaho has a pene-
trating mind. He has listened carefully
to the debate. He has spoken with op-
ponents and proponents of the treaty
and has been classed in the so-called un-
committed group.

After much consideration and careful
deliberation, he has concluded that the
treaty is not in the best interests of this
Nation and has decided to vote against
its ratification.

In this connection, I wish also to com-
mend the able Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Lavscurl, a member of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, which reported the
treaty. The Senator from Ohio has
listened to the debate and has studied
the record carefully. After reading the
testimony, he has concluded, since the
reporting of the treaty by the Committee
on Foreign Relations, that the treaty is
not in the best interests of the Nation,
and yesterday made on excellent address
opvosing its ratification.

Both the Senator from Idaho and the
Senator from Ohio are objective; learned
scholars. I am sure their position is well
worth noting by Members of the Senate.
Their addresses are well worth reading
by Senators. I especially commend a
reading of the addresses by Senators who
did not hear them delivered. These ad-
dresses are logical and practical and con-
tain much wisdom.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
support and will vote for ratification of

RDPB5B00383R000100200003-7
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this treaty as one small step toward
fulfillment of a universal hope for event-
ual arms control and peace.

This hope has been nourished by lead-
ers of both parties through two admin~
istrations, . - «

This hope was expressed in both 1960
party platforms. . .

As stated in the Democratic platform:
“A fragile power balance sustained by
mutual nuclear terror does not—consti-
tute peace.” .

Our platform declared it a primary
task “to develop responsible proposals
that will help break the deadlock on arms
control,” and that “such proposals should
include means for ending nuclear tests
under workable safeguards.”

Sclentists advise us that atmospherie,
surface, and underwater tests—which
are those tests included in the treaty—
can now readily be detected.

The Republican platform states spe-
cifically, and I quote:

We advocate an early agreement by all
natlons to forego nuclear tests in the atmos-
phere, and the suspension of other tests as
verification techniques permit.

Failure to ratify the treaty would, as
the Baltimore Evening Sun stated Mon-
day In a lead editorial “be a repudiation
of hope that it is within the power of
this generation to bring about a limi-
tation or control of armaments.”

Mr. President, such hope does exist,

Eighty-five nations have to date signed
the treaty. Three of these nations, the
United States, Great Britain, and-Soviet
Russla are nuclear powers. Eighty-two
of the nations do not-have nuclear weap-
ons and have no expectation of becoming
nuclear powers. Yet these 82 nations
have the hope, and they must also have
faith, that the 3 nations which- do
have vast arsenals of nuclear weapons,
elther in inventory or available, will
ablde to the provisions of the treaty, at
' least during the immediate future.

Otherwise there would have been no
reason for them to sign the treaty., The
treaty itself, as long as it is observed, will
bring a respite from the fears and dread
that will increasingly afflict the peoples
of the world if atmospheric and under-
water testing are continued.

Two nations which haive not signed the
‘treaty have aspirations to become nu-
clear powers, Red China and France.

-France already has made a small begin-
ning in the field. Red China has not vet
achieved a nuclear device.

" Red and France have isolated
themselves from the world accord in ap-
proving this initial step in the cause of
?eac'e; from the consensus of world opin-

on. .

. The United States will be similarly
isolated if this treaty is not ratified,

Inevitably the good relations which
-we have developed throughout the free
world, in diplomacy, in trade, in edu-
catiorial and ecofiomic development,
-would in some degree be replaced by
mlisgivings and apprehension.

our failure to agree to this treaty
- could nof bt provide an incentive to our
‘principal competitor in the nuclear fleld
‘to resume testing. It would further speed
"Red China’s effort to develop nuclear
‘weapons of her own, and in my opinion
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it would impel France to expedite her
nuclear program for what she would con-
sider self-protection.

Further atmospheric testing by any
nation will inevitably add to the danger-
ous pollution and add to the cumulative
threat against the health of peoples
throughout the world. Underwater nu-
clear explosions pose a similar threat to
pollution of the oceans.

A nuclear war, we are told, eould ex-
terminate the human race.

Unchecked nuclear testing could in
time bring about humanity’s slow sui-
cide.

Mr. President, I shall vote for ratifi-
cation of this treaty as a step to uphold
our Nation’s just influence on the world.

I waited to digest every bit of testi-
mony before speaking on this matter be-
fore committees.

I wanted to be sure that this would not
in any way weaken our defense, now or
in the future.

We need to be the strongest military
power in the world—this is our great
weapon against communism.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I regret
very much that I was not present in the
Chamber to hear the entire speech of the
distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Jorpanl who spoke sgainst approval of
the test ban treaty. I was able to hear
only the conclusion of his remarks. I
felt that it was very well reasoned.

Although I have some misgivings about
the test ban treaty, I do not have as
many misgivings about it as does the
distinguished and able Senator from
Idaho; and I will vote for approval of
the treaty.

I hope that the many misgivings of the
Senator from Idaho will not materialize;
for, if they do, we may find ourselves in
serious difficulty.

Although I disagree with the distin-
guished and able Senator from Xdaho, I
respect him for his very sincere stand
and for the excellent reasons he has ad-
vanced for the position he has taken.

Mr. President, for the past few weeks
I have carefully studied all aspects of the
treaty suspending thermonuclear testing
in the atmosphere, in outer space, and
underwater.

I have read carefully the extensive
testimony before the Forelgn Relations
Committee, and also the Committee’s re-
port. I have also read the interim report
of the Armed Services Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee. I have stud-

ded all of the President’s messages, and

have followed the speeches Senators

.have made and the debate on this very,

very important matter.

‘While I have long advocated a mora-
torium on atmospheric nuclear testing,
and while I have been favorably ineclined
toward the treaty from the time when it
was first negotianted, I have withheld
final judgment until I have carefully
studied all the evidence and all the views
of our Nation’s most knowledgeable
persons.

In arriving at my decision, T have been
impelled by one paramount considera-
tion, and one consideration only: Is this
treaty in the best interests of America?

Many factors—military, diplomatie,
economic, scientific, sociological, med-

Ve
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ical, and others—enter into the decision
as to what constitues the best inferests
of America. After evaluating all these
factors and after weighing their relative
importance, each Senstor must render
his own judegment and must make his
own decision in the light of his knowl-
edge, his own experience, and his back-
ground.

As a representative of our Nation’s
mid-Pacific Island State, whose people
are, perhaps more than the cltizens of
any other State, acutely sensitive to the
frightening. dangers of nuclear holocaust
and the increase of radiogctive fallout,
I have long been deeply concerned that
means be devised to halt atmospheric
and underwater nuclear tests.

It was in the Pacifie basin, in 1945,
that two atomic bombs were dropped-—
the first, on the inhabitants of the city
of Hiroshima; the second, on Nagasaki.
Because of our geographical proximity
to, and our close cultural relationships
with, the people of these two cities, the
swath of destruction and the terrible
toll of lives caused by these two atomic
bombs left an indelible imprint on the
people of Hawadii.

Since then, more than 100 thermonu-
clear devices have been tested near
Hawail. Between 1948 and 1962, in the
Bikini, Eniwetok, Johnston, and Christ-
mas Island areas, the United States con-
ducted a series of 92 thermonuclear ex-
Dlosions in the atmosphere and 8 ther-
monuclear explosions under water. In
addition, between 1953 and 1958 the
British tested 21 thermonuclear de-
vices—all of them in the atmosphere—in
their South Pacific proving grounds. Al-
together, 118 thermonuclear devices
were tested in the alr or under water
between 1946 and 1962, in the South Pz
cific area near Hawail.

As g result of these Pacific tests and
tests conducted by other nations during
the same time, worldwide radioactive
fallout has increased.

During the 1954 experimental high-
yvield detonations, when a 15-megaton
device was exploded on the ground at the
Bikini testsite, unexpected shifts in the
Pacific wind patters caused heavy radio-
active fallout to irradiate the inhabited
Marshall Island atolls, just a few hun-
dred miles downwind from the detona-
tion. Two hundred and sixty-seven Mar-
shallese were seriously injured by nearly
fatal doses of radiation exposure. For-
tunately, all 267 survived, although the
long-term ill effects will not be known
for several generations.

But 23 fishermen aboard the Japanese
fishing trawler Lucky Dragon were not so
fortunate. The vessel accidentally sailed
within 100 miles of the thermonuclear
explosion. As a result of the heavy fall«
out which blanketed the vessel, all 23 of
the Japanese fishermen suffered serious
injuries, and were hospitalized. One
fisherman died as a result of irradiation.

The 1954 test resulted in other eco-
nomic and social dislocations. First, the
injured Marshallese could not be re-
turned to their home islands until radia-
tion subsided—over 3 years later. Sec-
ond, the Japanese seafood market syf-
fered a sharp depression, after it became
known that 16,500 pounds of tuna and
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exposed to radioactive fallout.
. Then, on August 1, 1958, the first high-
altitude American, test of g missile carry-

ing a thermonuclear warhead of “undis-

. elosed megaton range was launched from

the Johnston Island area, just 800 miles
east southeast of Honolulu, Detonated

- ab night, without forewarning or prean-

alarmed and thoroughly frightened the’

nouncemeht, the missile exploded in a

fireball so intense and brilliant that it
people of Hawaii, when it bathed the en-

“tire State in light as bright as daylight.
During the United States 1962 test

séries, on July 9, Hawaii was again
bathed in awesome light, when a 110,-
000-pound Thor "booster rocket, with a
‘thermonuglear warhead capable of an
explosive force of between 1 and 2 mil-

lion tons of 'INT, was lautiched, at night,

_from Johnston Tsland.

In addition to these detonations, the

Russians have been test~-firing théir long-
rahge missiles Jnto the Pacific. Some of
these m;lssiles, launched from the area

- of the Ara] Sea, near Iran, landed in an

A

Ampagct area southwest of Honolulu—

only 1,200 miles away.
~The destfuction of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, the thermonuclear tests con-

‘ducted at our back door, the Marshallese
‘and Lucky Dragon fallout casualties, the

two ﬁreba’ll explosmns bathlng Hawail, in
the night, in awesome nuclear light, the
Soviet tes ﬁrmg of mlssﬂes mto the
Pec1flc, and the increase in radloactlve
fallout in Qur atmosphere—all thése have

‘made the people of Hawaii acutely sensi-

tive to the dangers of radigactive fallout,
#nd have given them an understandmg
of the vast, destructive power of ther-

_monvuelear explosions.

We In Hawali also know that, with

‘our vital and strategic military instal-

lations at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and
Shipyard Schofield Barracks, Hickam
Field, Kaneohe Air Base, and with many
other mlhtary estabhshments Hawaii—
like many other important areas else-

where In the Umted States—is a primary
“target for engmy mlssﬂes with thermo-

' knuclear ‘warheads,

Acutely sensitive as we are to these
dangers wé in Hawall are also acutely
mindful “that American superiority in

' - thermonuclear weéapons &nd delivery

systems has successfully deterred nu-
clear war. I am confident that the peo-
ple of Hawaii strongly support the

~President and the Congress in their de-

termination to malntain nuclear supe-f

rlority
Nevertheless, 11; is most natural that

" “the people of Hawali, like their fellow
CAmericans everywhere, desire a lessening

of radigactive fallout; and hope that,

some day, mankind will be delivered from

: _the threaf of a nuclear holocaust,

UMz, Pre51dent (Mr MCGOVERN ‘in the
chair) it is clear to all that this Timited
test b ill not lessen the danger

e Atomic Energy Com-
Federal Radiation

ﬁ chemical elements—
eadly radloactlve ele-

i pproved Fe

e fallout is composed
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ment, whxch is highly 1nJuriou to bone_f
and bone marrow; cesium 137, another
fallout product, which can cause serious
genetic damage; and iodine 131, a radio-

active element which atfacks
thyroid.

Figures released by the Atomic Energy
Commission, the
Couneil, the U.S. Weather Bureau, and
the Agrlculture Department, who have
conducted joint studies of radioactive
fallout, estimate that the fallout levels
of these products of thermonuclear fis-
sion” would increase about 90 percent
over 1963 levels by 1965, if thermonuclear
testing were continued at 1962 rates.

The same Federal agencies have esti-
mated that the accumulated deposition
of strontium 90 in Hawaif is now well
over 100 millicuries per square mile. A
millicurie is a measurement showing the
degree of human éxposure to beta and
gamma radiation. "The deposition of
cesium 137 in Hawaii is about 170 milli-
curies per square mile. ‘These figures
are far above the natural levels for Ha-
wail but are not considered dangerous
by experts in the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. 'They show, however, that

"Hawaii is one of the prime fallout areas

in the world, They also reflect a steep

“escalation of radiation fallout since the

1962 American tests and the heavy Rus-

"sian testing of many high-yield thermo-

nuclear devices in 1961 and 1962.

““The precise level at which fallout ra-
diation is injurious to human life is a
question not yet settled. Studies are
still being conducted by scientists the
world over to determine whether or not
the threshold of injury to human life

can be pinpointed.

The noted scientists who prepared the
1962 report of the United Nations Scien-
tific Committee on the Effects of Atomic
Radiation expressed their deep appre-
hension of the somatic and genetic dam-
age growing out of the fallout from tests
already conducted. The overwhelming
weight of the world’s scientific opinion
has also expressed this deep concern.

These scientists point out fthat the
devastating effects of fallout on human

life “may not be fully manifested for
several decades in the case of somatic

disease, and for many generatlons in the
case of genetic damage.”

Dr. Herman J. Miller, winner of the
Nobel Prize in 1946 for discovering that
X-rays cause changes in our genes, has
fieured that the fallout radiation re-
sulting from aboveground testing of a

. single 100-megaton bomb would be like-

ly to induce more than 100,000 cases of
ieukemia, bone cancer, and other fatal

illnesses to the present world population

and a million harmful mutations in the
next generatlon
If, this were true, it ‘'would be a stag-

,germg toll, especlally ‘¢onsidering that it
does not ‘even take into account the

threat of damage to the genetic integrity

of the human family through fhe gen-
- erations to come,
The pos51b111ty ‘that suspension of at- .

mospheric thermonucléar testing would
greatly diminish this hazard renders
ratification of the treaty an affirmative
gain of the most significant consequences
to the human race,

the

Federal Radiation
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Apart from genetic considerations, the
reduction of radioactive fallout from the -
suspension of atmospheric thermonu-
clear testing would still render ratifica~
tion of the treaty an affirmative gain,
since we know from our experiences with
the casualties of Hiroshima, Nagasaki,
the Marshall Islands and  the Lucky
Dragon that an overdose of radioactive
fallout is harmfu] to human health.

I have no illusions about the limita-
tions and risks of the treaty. Nor have
I any illusions as to the trustworthiness
of its chief cosigner, the Soviet Union,
whose long history of treaty violations
hardly evokes our faith and trust. Our
approach to the Soviet Union is imbued
with eaution, wariness and watchfulness.

The treaty is not a panacea to the
problems of the cold war. It will not
patch up American-Soviet differences.
It will no; end the threat of Communist
aggression. It will not necessarily usher
in a new era of lasting world peace.

It will not even bring about a com-
plete cessation of atmospheric or under-
water thermonuclear testing, Nonsigna-
tory nations such as France will not be
bound by the treaty. Under the terms of
the treaty, underground testing is per-
mitted and is expected to continue.

The weight of military, scientifie, and
diplomatic authority, balancing the risks
against the benefits to be gained from the
treaty, favors ratification. Some mili-
tary authorities have urged strong safe-
guards so as to render the military risk
acceptable.

Senate ratification of the treaty will
not, we are assured, bring on a euphoric
relaxation of our defensive strength and
our vigilance.

Our Nation’s Commander in Chief, the
President, has issued a list of safeguards
to protect America against the risks in-
volved in the treaty.

Our “posture of readiness” will be
maintained and indeed strengthened.

We will earry forward a vigorous pro-
gram of underground testing and con-
tinue to maintain strong weapons labo-
ratories.

The United States would_ withdraw
from the treaty if our interests are seri-
ously jeopardized.

Qur detection facilifies for possible
clandestine v1olat10ns of the treaty will

“The treaty does not alter our relation-
ship with regimes we do not recognize.

It “in no way limits the authority of

‘the Commander in Chief to use nuclear
‘weapons of the defense of the United

States and its allies” if the situation so
required.
We will “take all the necessary steps

to safeguard our national secunty,” in-

cluding the resumption of atmospherlc
testing, if the treaty is violated.

These safeguards, we are assured, will -

render acceptable the risks that first, the
alleged Soviet lead in knowledge of radia-
tion and blackout effects on communica-
widened; second, our léad in tactical nu-
clear weapon techhology may be wiped
out by the Soviets; third, we will not

"have a chance to test the effectiveness of

an antimissile . defense system we may
develop; and fourth, the Soviets may
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have superior know-how to immobilize

the delivery capability of our m}ssue sites -

and systems. )

I am satisfied that, in the light of all
these firm assurances, Americd’s defense
posture and military strength will be
maintained and our securily safe-
guarded. _ )

With these assurances, I support the
treaty because I believe it will help safe-
guard the people of the world against
harmful radioactive fallout.

1 support the treaty because it forbids
the testing of thermonuclear devices in
the atmosphere, in outer space, and un-
der water.

. I support the treaty because, on bal-
ance, it is good for my country, good
for my State, and good for all the people
of the world.

This is surely a far ery from settling
East-West tensions. But to me, it may
be a tentative first step to the easing of
world tensions.' Though it dces nothing
to inhibit the manufacture of thermonu-
clear weapons, the treaty is an impera-
tive preliminary step without which we
could not go on to anything else.

The limited test ban is in a sense an
experiment in trust which might produce
sufficient mutual confidence to lead
eventually to a total ban on all forms of
thermonuclear testing with adequate in-
spection and other safeguards, and we
hope some day to a limitation of the
thermonuclear arms race. ’

Because I believe the treaty will les-
sen thermonuclear radioactive fallout
and may prove to be a faint step toward
the road to peace for the common good
of the world, I am willing to give it that
chance.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, I
commend the able Senator from Hawaii
for a fine and forceful presenfation. He
has made one of the best, most concise
presentations heard during the course of
the debate. ) :

Mr. FONG. I thank the Senator from
Alabama. )

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. )

Mr. LONG. of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that fur-
ther proceedings under the guorum call
may be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, when the nuclear test ban treaty
was ordered favorably reported to the
Senate by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on August 29, I cast.the single
vote agaihst reporting the treaty.

"I do not want my lone vote at that
time nor my subsequent expressions on
the subject to.convey any sense of disre-
spect for the other members of the For-
eign Relations Committee.

On the contrary, I have the greatest
admiration for my fellow -committee
maembers. I feel privileged to serve on
this important committee with truly out-
standing Members of the Senate under
the distinguished leadership of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FUuLBRIGHT]. I

The
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believe the decisions of the commitiee
members in favor of this treaty have
Been mptivated, without exception, by
deep and sincere convictions that what
théy have done is right. However, my
respect for their position does not alter
the course I feel I must take,

This is a decision that could spell our
doom. If that is overly pesimistic, then
let me go a step further and say that this
is one of a very few mistakes which al-
most certainly would fean the end of
our independence as & nation, the end
of freedom as we have known it, and the
end of the lives of most of us.

To show the problem, it is necessary for
me to work from certalp assumptions to
their conclusions.

Suppose that the Soviets in their last
series of tests were able to assure them-
selves that they have the information
necessary to mount an attack on this
country which could destroy much of our
offensive capabilities and so disorganize
our retaliatory power that better than 80
percent of our offensive power ecould
never be hurled at our opponent.

Suppose that our adversary has ac-
quired the information which would en-
able him to devise and construct almost
foolproof defenses against our bombers
and our missiles,

Suppose further that he knows that we
do not have the information, the knowl-
edge that we need to offer more than
moderately effective resistance to his at-
tack and that we are badly lacking in the
means to penetrate his defenses, as a re~
sult of our inability to test our offensive
weapons against the kind of defenses
that they will encounter.

We know that our adversary plans to
control and dominate this planet.

Then suppose our adversary signed a
treaty with us which would preclude us
from testing our radaragainst the black~
outs which would result from atomic ex-
plosions created by our own defensive
missiles as well as theose created by our

. ‘enemy’s missiles.

Suppose the treaty would prevent us
from determining what the atomic ex-
plosions would do to our communications
on which our continued defense as well
as much of our retaliation would depend.

Let us suppose further that our adver-
sary had learned how he could prevent
us from striking back from our missiles
presently resting in hardened sites, pos-
‘sibly by blasting the area near the sites
sufficiently close with atomic weapons.

Let us suppose that our adversary
could effectively predict the positions of a
substantial portion of our Polaris sub-
marines, and depend upon limiting the
damage to be expected from such sub-
marine missiles as he could not destroy

.in' home ports or elsewhere. .

Then would not the following course
be logical: First, he would develop his
weapons and produce them in large num-
bers. This would take several years.
Second, he would break the test ban to
be sure that they worked. Third, he
would embark upon & course of inter-
national conduct which would compel us
to gradually surrender to his overwhelm-
ing power or start a war which we could
not hope to win if we permited him to
strike first. In the latter event, would

-around our areas of igniorarice.
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he not plan to strike you the moment he
concluded that we had elected that we
would rather take our chances fighting
than surrender?

It is my judgment that each of the
assumptions that I have made cannof be
dismissed. Some of them sre already
true. Others are reasonable probabili-
ties.

Thus far, this Nation has been safe
because it has been so strong that it
could face any showdown with a confi-
dence that we could rain so much more
destruction upon an enemy than he could
hurl at us that only a madman would
persist in engaging our Nation in an
allout war.

This overwhelming prepcnderance
has preserved large and small nations
in the era which we chcose to call the
Pax America, or the era of world peace
protected by "‘America. Since Nagasaki,
atomic weapons have not beeri used for
purposes of warfare. They have been
used only to maintain peace and as a
threat to potential aggresscrs. .

But the balance is shifting. The So-
viets have gone ahead in space. They
are abreast of uas in atomic weapons.
Under the proposed treaty, the Scviets
could continue underground testing in
areas of relatively small nuclear explo-
sions where we feel we are ahead, We
would be barred from testing in the high-
yield ranges where they are ahead.

We fear that the Russians have
learned much that we do not know in
testing atomic weapons and the eilects
of explosions on the radar, the communi-
cations, and the warheads themselves
which would be a part of an intercon-
tinental ballistic missile system on the
one hand and as the various components
of an effective defensive antiballistic
missile on the other hand.

If this should prove true, then time is
running out on us rapidly. If Russia is
ahead of us in the knowledge necessary
for both the offense and the defense of
tomorrow, then this treaty may prove to
be national suicide.

Under this treaty, America will be bre-
vented from building an efficient missile
defense. It is said that we can design
This is
like planning to kill elephants with sticks
because a treaty prevents us from devel-
oping an elephant gun.

Under this treaty, America will be pre-
vented from developing weapons as large
as the Soviets’. It s said that we do not
need them. That is like saying that we
do not need large cannons, because two
smaller shells can do what one large one
will do.

. Under this treaty, we will be prevented

from testing weapons that we already
have in inventory, weapons that may
prove to be billions of dollars of zoose
feathers so far as our offensive power is
concerned.

Let it be remembered that during the
first year of World War II the Americans
were fighting with torpedoes that would
not work, while the Japanese vere fight-
ing with torpedoes that did work. They
sank most of our Pacific Fleet with tor-
pedoes that had been tested against
ships, while we bounced harmlessly
against Japanese hulls torpedoes that
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had been tested only under similated test
runs, T U e .
"% If I may be pardoned a personal exam-
Ple, this Senator would not be here today
If a projectile fired by a large Nazi rail-
road gun had not failed to explode.

-For all we know, 75 percent of our bal-

Ustic missile power may prove to be duds
for the reason of a minor adjustment
which would, be discovered under a live
test. . When we ratify this treaty, we tle
our hands and bind ourselves not to con~

~-duct the tests which would prove that our

‘Wéapons elther work or do not work. As
-8 matter of fact, it is criminal folly to
~enter into this treaty without at least
testing the missiles already in inventory.

" Surely_our adversary has done at least
- “that.much,

‘When we ratify this treaty we bind

ourselves to a_code of moral conduct by
which gur adversary will not abide.
That we will not. cheat is clear from our
record, ‘That the adversary .will cheat
is as obvious as the fact that a cat will
scratch, We will be in a contest with
oh€ hand tied behind us. . _

‘Why do we do these things?

The best I can make of it is that this
kind of thing results from impractical,
well-meaning people—some of them

~magnificently educated. There are many
sincere, patriotic and religious people

~ whose 'hearts. instantly surge to the

_thought that we may someday capture
the Communists with Christian love and
forebearance. In other lands there are

-many iore such Christians in their
‘graves who nourished the same hope. It
Is Communist teaching that this element
~of devotion to the glory of God and the
'good of mankind is one of the weak
‘boints among capitalists which Commu-
_ists must never overlook an opbortunity

> to exploit,

.. There are people who like to think that
.the Communist leaders at heart are not

& lot_different from our own leaders.

The, principal difference is that Com-
‘Munist leaders will not abide by the re-
sults of a_free electlon; our difference
-therefore becomes irreconciliable. No
other answer remains except war, or
stalemate until ope can overthrow the
other by subversion or revolution unless

~'with time, there can be a gradual sc-

_geptance of the views of one by the other.
" Some of our best people are convinced
that the Russian. Communist leaders
want peace, The Soviets do in fact want

“-beace on terms which surrender the

world to their absolute control. No other
~tetms will suffice. IR

Many of our people are worried about
pollution in the atmosphere. This wor-
ried me greatly until I learned that I
‘have been exposed to radiation all my
‘life as a result of cosmic rays, mineral
deposits, X-rays, phosphorescent wrist-

watches, television tubes, and other such
_.devices, . X i

_If a person is liying in Denver, he is
exposed {0 70 percent more radiation

-.than at Washington, In the State of
- Kerala, India, people are exposed to

1,000 percent more radiation than im
Washington, and nobody ever thought
much about it. .

The explosions 6f nuclear ‘devices by

all nations have i creased radiation by

& Apb?&’Ved Fai
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10 percent, and that increase will grad-
ually decay and dissipate itself. Fur-
thermore, the nuclear devices are be-
coming much cleaner.

A real danger to America, I regret to
say, can be those people in the Disarma-
ment Agency and elsewhere in Govern-
ment and out of Government who believe
genuinely in disarmament, either par-
tially or totally, on a unilateral basis.
When I voted for the Disarmament
Agency, I did not fully realize the dan-
ger.

A man like William Foster is a hard-
headed, practical person, but his views
are necessarily affected by the one-
worlders, Quakers, and “‘peace-at-any-
price” types who gravitate toward such
an agency. If these people cannot make
an impression on Bill Foster, then they
will impress at least some persons in the

. Senate, the House, the White House, the

great universities, the press, or at some
other point where they may influence our
national decisions. I fear that these peo-
ble are making headway in all _of these
blaces—the Congress, the White House,
the universities, the press. The Penta-
gon can properly be expected to be the
last bastion to fall prey to the siren song
of disarmament, but the key to that
fortress is held at the White House. The
President is the Commander-in-Chief,
He makes and breaks both the civilians
and the brass who run the Pentagon.

Now the so-called military support of
this treaty should be measured against
the facts of life. The defense policy of
the United States is set by the President,
with the advice of the Security Council,
with the advice of the ‘Joint Chiefs of
Staff, with the advice of the Members of
the Congress or whomever he may choose
to consult, but, in the last analysis, by
the President, . L -

The President may, and frequently
does, make decisions that are g disad-
vantage militarily when he believes that
other advantages should prevail,

The decisions in Korea not to use
atomic weapons, not to bomb beyond the
Yalu, not to engage in hot bursuit of en-

emy planes, not to bomb near the Rus- -

sian border, not to use troops of Chiang
Kai-shek, to dismiss General MacArthur,
were all debatable, to say the least, from
the military point of view. ‘
It should be noted that concerning our
strategy in Korea, hardly & word of criti-
cism—none comes to my mind-—came to
the surface from an officer on active duty,
save General MacArthur himself who
was being relieved of command and who
felt such deep resentment and disagree-
ment that he was willing to risk court
martial if the President had dared to go
so far with a popular nationa]l idol.
When General MacArthyr closed his
speech before the joint session of Con-
gress, there was not a-dry eye in the

-military, yet not a responsible officer in

charge of the Military Establishment
rose to criticize the President nor the
restraints that had been imposed upon
General MacArthur,

In the thousands of pages of testimony
that occurred during the investigation,
the Joint Chiefs backed the President

- implicitly and other officers Were noc more
".critical than merely to point out that,

when military and political decisions are
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mixed, ‘the dccision is not theirs to de-
cide. In the closeness of his fireside, -
an officer on active duty will sometimes
give a confidential friend an answer
which utterly devastates the logic of the
executive decision; however, he will not
do that in public, -

Those whom the President chooses for
his Chiefs of Staff have always appeared
to me to move from a sense of duty to
support the President’s decision as their
own once he has made it. In fact, it
has always appeared to me that this was
the unwritten code of general officers.

Now when Curtis LeMay stated that
he would not have recommended signing
this test ban treaty, it seemed to me as
one who has been on committeeg hear-
ing such men testify for 15 years, that
General LeMay was going as far as the
rules of the game would permit even
with the so-called clearance that had
been granted by the executive,

When General Power, Chief of the
Strategic Air Command, General T.e-
May’s choice for the Chief’s old job, said
that he would not advise ratification of
a treaty signed by the President, he was
all but turning in his uniform and offer-
ing to sacrifice himself for national sur-
vival as he saw it. That is what this
testimony “meant to me, regardless of
what kind of clearance this man was
supposed to have,

Before anyone leaps toc the conclusion
that General LeMay advises this treaty,
let him note that the Secretary of the
Air Force cancelled the Secretary’s ac-
ceptance at a mere social event given by
the Air Force Association out of resent-
ment that the Association had resolved
as General Power recommended and as
General LeMay said he would have rec-
ommended except for the fact that the

“executive had already approved the

treaty. -

No, the fact is that for these officers
to have gone any farther against this
treaty would have required that they
consider cffering their resignations first,
no matter what kind of clearance they
were supposed to have had.

If this Nation should perish, it will be
because we will not listen to these men
who have gone as far as their positions
and circumstances will permit to advise
us to rely upon the best weapons we can
acquire and to let nothing prevent us
from being best in weaponry if we care
to survive, :

In the past these men have advised
that we proceed with missiles while
others were dragging their feet. They
have advised even faster, better aireraft,
better equipment. Had we listened to
them, we would have been in far better
shape to face every crisis from the first
Berlin blockade to the Cuban threat
today.

Some years ago, I served on the Select,
Committee on Disarmament and on the
Disarmament Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee of Foreign Relations. These were
forerunners to the Disarmament Agency,
and, in some respects, forerunners of this
treaty. Let me say that my colleague,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY], is as devoted a patriot as
any man in this Chamber, although our
views on this treaty are as different as
night and day. He was chairman of

2
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that select commlttee and that stbcom-
mittee. ",

‘When we were serving on the Disarma-
ment Committee, the Joint Chiefs told us
that, if we wanted to disarm, we should
arm first because their resources had
been cut back until they had nothing
that they could afford to give up. This
was under the Eisenhower administra-
tion.

Subsequently, we did proceed to arm
this eftntry under President Kennedy.
Today we are in position to talk disarma-
ment because we are very strong. But
we should not talk disarmament without
foolproof inspection. Until ocur adver-
sary is ready to disarm and let us inspect
to see for ourselves, we should continue
to build and maintain great strength.
This is the only way that we will ever
have an honorable peace with freedom.
However long it takes, this we must in-
sist upon.

Now, Mr, President, one of the biggest
dangers in this treaty, In my opinion,
is the fact that Red China is not bound
by it. I think that the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr, RyUsseLL]
and many others have indicated their
great apprehension over this fact.

All have indicated the fear that in
years to come Russia will use Chinese
territory to conduct clandestine tests in
the atmosphere. It is all too easy for
some to discount this possibility at this
particular time because of the alleged
poar relations between Russia and China.
But who is to say that these relations
might not take a very sudden turn for
the better—just as they took a sudden
turn for the worse during these past
3 or 4 months. Who is to say that Mao
Tse-tung, who is well into his seventies,
might not die the very next week after
next and that his successor might not
bring China back under Russia’s wing.
Or who is to say that in any number of
ways China and Russia might not sud-
. denly- become true allies once more—

.even’ under their present leadership.

I remember only too well, Mr. Presi-
dent, the conclusion on this very sub-
Ject reached only 3 or 4 years ago by the
Subcommittee on Disarmament of the
Sensate Foreign Relations Committee. I
arid several others who are still members
of the Foreign Relations Committee
served on that subcommittee, which in
& number of ways led us to establish the
present Disarmament Agency.

For some time we studied the matter
of nuclear tést bahs and came up with
numerous conclusions on ﬂhis subject
and ‘others.

During that period, in August 1958-—5
years ago—my friend from Minnesota
brought to us a documeént wirning that
no disarmament agreement with Rus-
sia would be in this Nation’s interest un-
Tesy subscribed to fully by Communist
Chida,” The possibility of “Communist
perﬂdy by way ol using China as a tool
‘gover for 4 Russian operation was
ally spelled out in the subcom-
report. It reads as follows:

nitlitary power and every indidation is that
ghlé‘pmr is being atgmiented,” As the sub-
comimittee has evaluated events In the area
“.of China and within Chinn itself which are
directly related to disarmament, it has con-
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' Cimifaunist China is still & formidable

cluded that there 1s a real -possibility that
the exclusion of China from a first step dis-
armament agreement might provide the
Soviet Union & significant loophole through
which to evade such an agreement. Obvi-
ously, whether this loophole would exlst
would depend on the nature of the agree-
ment. The subcommittee notes in this con-
nection that an agreement which involved
the suspension of nuciear weapons tests with
inapection and which did not include inspec-
tion in Communist China might present an
opportunity for evasions on the part of the
Soviet bloc. The United States must not
contemplate signing a disarmament agree-
ment which would permit its security to be
jeopardized. The subcommittee is of the
opinion, therefore, that greater attention
must be paid to the question of including
Communist China in "any disarmament
agreement which would provide for the sus-
pension of nuclear weapons tests with in-
spection,

This subcommittee included a number
of the Senators who voted to favorably
report this measure to the Senate,

Now we are presented a treaty that
drops the requirement of inspection. I
am advised that it will be impossible to
prove cheating under all circumstances,
even in Russia or at sea. For exainple,
when an explosion occurs in the south
Pacific, how will anyone know who cre-
ated that explosion at sea? No one ex-
cept those who were there would know.
The south Pacific is the high sea; it is
available to everyone. The treaty cer-
tainly does not block the cheating with
Ching as the cover.

If we make this treaty minus inspec-
tion, I predict that we will never per-
suade Russia to agree to foolproof in-

spection in all other respects. This will

be the precedent. It will be said among
Communists that if we will agree to a
treaty so clearly against our security
interests as this one, we will eventually
seal off whatever chance we have of pre-
vailing on this earth by agreeing to dis-
arm under circumstances wherein our
adversary will remain armed to the
teeth.

In the Cuban crisis, only last year,
these selfsame Communists—in fact,
one of them also initialed this treaty—
lied to us about missiles in Cuba until
they were almost in position to blast us
from this planet with Cuba as the base
before we finally moved. Even now we
do not know whether the missiles are in
Cuba or not. The inspection to which
Russia agreed at the showdown never
came to pass because our leadership
softened its resolve when the immediate
crisis passed.

I respect our President as a person, &
former naval officer, s former Senator,
and as an able Chief Executive. He says
that this treaty enables all people to be
free from fears of radioactive fallout. I
say that you had better be worried about
the fallout from the bombs aimed at you
if you are lucky enough to escape the
blast, more than the _infinitesimal
amount of radiation from tests con-
ducted under conditions carefully ar-
ranged to protect life and health. Inso-
far as this treaty frees you from fear, it
is a sense of false security.

QOur President says this treaty fur-
nishes a small hope that war can be
averted. I say that this treaty dashes
that hope in that it will shift the relative
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power of the two great protagonists fn
favor of the one which refuses to re-
nounce world domination under police
state rule as the only answer.

This treaty will help to shift military
superiority from the law-abiding God-
fearing, peace-loving, truthtelling Gov-
ernment that is the United States.
This treaty will serve to retard the de-
velopment of our defenses and our
offensive power. This treaty will limit
but slightly the development of the mili-
tary might of our adversary and he will
cheat whenever he finds the restraint to
be important.

This treaty will result in a stronger
Communist military power compared to
that of the United States anc the free
world. This treaty will hasten the day
when Soviet Russia and Communist
China will be ready to risk war with us.

Many years ago, Patrick Henry said:

Gentlemen may cry peace, peace, but there
1s no peace. What is it that gentlemen wish?
‘What would they have? Is life s¢ dear, or
peace so sweet, as to be purchased at the
price of chalns and slavery? Forbid if,
Almighty God. I know not what course
others may take, btut, as for me, give me
liberty, or give me death.

Many of the arguments that have been
made for this treaty would place our
lives, our safety, our hope for better
health and cleaner air ahead of our love
of liberty. This treaty would do just
that. I do not care to survive to a day
when this Nation is no longer free, and
I am prepared to pay the price of a free
America whatever that price may be.
The price of preparedness is small in-
deed compared to the consequences of
defeat.

This treaty should be rejected and I
shall so vote.

Mr., THURMOND. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana., I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. I presume the
Senator from Louisiana has read in the
news today that Mr. Gromyka, the man
who initialed the treaty on behalf of the
U.8.8.R., the man who was st the White
House and talked to President Kennedy :
last fall concerning the missiles in Cuba.,
and denied there were any missiles
there, at the very time President Ken-
nedy had pictures in his desk showing
they were there, is. now stating that he
wants to have a disarmament meeting
with the President in Moscow next year.
I presume the Senator read those news
accounts.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. What the |
Russians have in mind for us, in my
judgment, is exactly what they had last
time. Mr. Gromyko is going .0 meet the
President and propose that the United
States and Russia both disarm, on a
self-inspection basis. Theat is a fine
proposal for one nation that does not
believe in truth to make to another na-
tion that does. If this country made
such an agreement, we would be bound
to disarm. Mr. Gromyko went before
President Kennedy and said, “You can
depend on it, Mr. Presidert, that there
are no Russian missiles in Cuba’ —-at
the very time the President had in his
desk pictures of missiles in Cuba. If we
do business with those people, and dis-
arm, all they have to do is lie to us that
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"they are disarming and in that way de-
stroy our courtry. One thing can be
sald for this treaty—we would not have

to.fear war, because we would not be

“able to fight if we wanted to,

Mr, THURMOND. The distinguished
Senator has brought out the question of
disarmament. As President Rennedy
has said, this is the first step. Mr, Rusk
has also said it,” Now it looks as though
Mr, Gromyko is gefting ready to skip

" several steps and go on to an agreement

on disarmament.
I comménd the Senator for the pene-

* trating attention and care he has given

to this question, and the soundness with
‘which he has approached it and arrived
at his conclusion, He is making a very
able and fine address, and I extend my

- hearty commendations to him.

. I lstened

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. ~ I thank the
Senator. I appreclate his complimeént,
d with great interest to the

speech of the Senator from South Caro-
lina, 'Thé Senator brought to me much
-gdod, solid thought, knowledge, and in-
formation that he had learned, both as
5 genéral in the armed services ‘and as
g member of the Armed Services Com-

" mittee, when hé ‘spelled out, in chapter

‘and verse, information that was not be~
fore the Foreign Relations Committee

e

when it voted oh the question—not that

it would have changed the votes, but the

nformatfon the Senator had made avail-
able to me made a compelling case as to
why the treaty Should not ‘be ratified.
I said so at the time. v o

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen-

ator. T congratiilate him for his cour-

.agé "In ‘being the only member of the

Foreign Relations Committee to vote
agalnst reporting the treaty favorably
to the Senate floor. Since that time the
Senafor from Ohio [Mr. LavustHE] has
given earnest study and consideration

+ 0 this matter, and I was pleased tolearn

yesterday that he has decided to vote
against the treaty. I likewise commend
him for his dedlcated study and his cour-
sgé In deciding to stand with our small

band of oppohents.

- able.

which was based oh the most

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. = As the Sen-

ator well knows, at the time the Foreign
Rélations Committee mét, it did not have
available to it the information that was
“presented to the Preparc¢dness Investi-
gating Stibcomiiittee of the Committee
on Arnied Services. The Senator from
South Carolina Is a member of the Pre-
parédness Investigating Subcorimittee.
He s also a member of the Committee
on Arimed Services. o © SR
The Senator from Ohio (Mr. LAuscHE]
wanted to wait until the Armed Services

. Committee, through its Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommitiee, could give us
the Information it now has made avail-
ole, 'There is fio doubt in my mind that

if the Senator from Ohio {Mr. LAUSCHE]

had bad such informationi available to
him When members of the Foreizn Rela-
tions Committee insisted on Voting “on
his matter, he would not have voted as

did, " 1f he had had ah oppoftunity

8 dy this Informdtion, some of it

sible type of courageous testimony by
- persons Who b

£

‘respon-

e a. diréct res’plof'flsvibmty‘

ok

to defend this. couhtry in the event of

atomic war—information that was not
made available to the Foreign Relations
Commiittee—I have no doubt that the

- 'Senator from Ohio would have voted just
as I did. If the Senator from Louisiana
had had such information at that time,
‘there would have been no doubt ahout
his vote, whereas at the time he had
some doubt as to whether he should vote
for or against the treaty. :

Mr. THURMOND. I feel confident
that the Senator from -Ohio would have
voted just as the Senator from Louisi-
ana said he would have voted if that in-
formation had been made available to
him. I regret that the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee acted before the Sena-
tor from Ohio and other members of the
committee had the opportunity to study
the report of the Preparedness Subcom-
mittee. I also believe that the Senator
from Ohio or another member of the
committee requested that General Power
be allowed to testify before the Foreign
Relations Committee, and that that re-
quest was denied.

I am sorry that General Power was not
permitted to appear before the commit-
tee, because he is the one man who would
have to press the button to have the
bombers take off and have the missiles
fired in the event an exchange should
occur. He has been giving a great deal
of attention to this subject as chairman
of the strategic targeting group. He is
an expert on nuclear weapons and an
expert on planes, including bombers.
Merely because he is a military man in-
duces some people to feel that perhaps
he is not a scientist, and therefore should
not go into these matters, or that he
does not know anything about these sub-
jects. He does. General Power has giv-
en a great deal of attention and study
to these matters. No one could have
heard the testimony of General Power
before the Preparedness Subcommittee

and not be convinced that he knows what "

he is talking about—that this dedicated
officer knows his job and the enemy we
face in the cold war.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not
know whether General Power requested
that he be heard before the Foreign Re-
lations Committee.

. Mr. THURMOND. He did not request
that he be heard, but I believe the Sena-
tor from Ohio or another member of the
Foreign Relations Committee told me
that he had requested that General Pow-
er be allowed to appear before the com-~
mittee.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, if I had had to vote for or against
the treaty when it was first brought to
the Senate and before.I had heard the
witnesses, particularly before I had heard
Dr. Teller on this subject, I would have
voted for the treaty. I was prepared to
g0 along and approve the treaty, feeling
that to do so would be in the interest of
my country. However, after I had heard
what Dr. Teller had to say about it, after
I had had made available to me the
testimony of General Power, after I
¢ould read what the Senator from South
Caroling had developed on the subject,
after I had heard the statement of the
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man who in my judgment is the best au-
thority on the floor of the Senate on the
problem of defending America, the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusserLL], I
changed my mind. The Senator from
Georgia has been a member of the Armed
Services Committee and the predecessor
committee from the day he came to the
Senate, probably 24 or 26 years ago. -
Many consider him  to be the best

qualified man to be President. -

I supported him for President at the
Democratic Convention, but refused to
walk out of the convention when a ma-
jority of the Louisiana delegation wanted
to walk out, on the theory that we came
to support a Senator from Georgia, and
that we should remain and fight for him.
In the opinion of former .President
Truman he was the best qualified man
to be President of the United States.
When he made the compelling case
against the treaty that he made, I was
left with no alternative but to vote to
reject the treaty, as he had said he was
left in no doubt about rejecting the
treaty, because it fails to protect the sur-
vival of this country.

The treaty could be the key to our
destruction, or our demise as an inde-
pendent nation. I cannot vote for it
knowing that that might be the result.

Mr. THURMOND. The announce-
ment by Mr. Gromyko, which was pub-
lished in the papers today, bears out the
prediction of the Senator from Louisiana,
the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLn], and other Senators that the
nuclear test ban treaty is the first step
to disarmament.

Mr. LONG of Louislana. The prophet-
ic judgment of the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RusseLL] about the treaty being
a step that is in the wrong direction
from the standpoint of this Nation’s in-
terest, included a prediction by the Sena-
tor from Georgia that some other nation,
ainong the community of nations, would
propose that now that we have agreed
to cease atmospherie testing and testing
in space and testing under water, we
should now agree to stop all underground
testing.

Today, within a week of when the
Sengdtor from Georgia made his speech,

 a delegate from Bragzil in the United Na-
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tions has proposed that the smaller na-
tions should take the lead in seeking to
make us agree that we will not do any
underground testing.

The Senator knows that Communist
China can serve as the testing ground
for the Soviet Union. The only real
argument between the Communists in
China and the Communists in Russia is
how better to destroy us. Communist
Ching say, “Let us use these weapons to
do it.” Russia says, “No, let us not do
it that way. If we use them, they might
use them back on us.”

The question is whether they should
cheat, should lie, should: deceive and
force us to our knees in abject surrender
by any means short of destruction.
Those two nations do not disagree about
anything else. They can resolve their
differences tomorrow if they wish to.
Russia could resume testing in Red
China if it wished to do so. The only

N s
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difference between them is as to what
the best way is of destroying us.

Mr. THURMOND. Does not the Sen-
ator from Louisiana feel that the only
thing that has prevented a war with
Russia since World War II, in view of

her goal of world domination and en- °

slavement, has been the overwhelming
nuclear power of the United States?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my
judgment that that is what has main-
tained the peace. Some may disagree
with me, of course. They say the Rus-
sians do not want war. I am sure they do
not want war, provided it fits in with
their terms, which means that they
would dominate the world, including the
United States. There is no doubt in my
mind that it has been the nuclear deter-
rent of the United States which has been
maintaining the peace over the years
since World War II. Incidentally, Win-
ston Churchill, one of the greatest
statesmen of our time, at Fulton, Mo.,
“made that statement a few years ago,
on the occasion of his visit to President

Truman, .

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President,

the Senate will soon act to fulfill an im-
portant constitutional responsibility
which it shares with the President of
the United States. We have heen asked
by the President to approve ratification
-of the test ban treaty, and thus to share
with him this responsibility. The Con-
stitution requires, for the ratification of
any treaty, the advice of the Senate and
the consent of two-thirds of the Senators
who are present and voting. In a for-
mal sense, it ts the Members of the Sen-
ate who offer the advice to the Presi-
dent; but, in a broader sense, the Sen-
ate is the medium through which the
whole country should be expected to give
its advice.

In the same manner, the vote of the

.Senate will be the means by which the
country will give its consent.

Oftentimes, the advice given in regard
to a treaty is highly technical, and the
consent which is given involves a limited
or confined scientific or rational judg-
ment. But the advice and consent with
reference to this particular treaty in-
volve much more than that. They in-
volve our advice based on the general

judgment of the Senate and—if the Sen- -

ate speaks for the country—the judg-
ment of the people of this country. So
our decision also involves a moral com=-
mitment, in connection with which we
rely on the intellect and the will of
people of this land when we act either
to affirm or to reject the treaty—as a
result of which we shall be subject to
the interpretation of historical judgment
?ssiéo the movement of events in the year
9

Mr. President, neither advice nor the
consent of the Senate on matters as
serious as those involved in this test ban
treaty should be given lightly. 'The Sen-
ate has proceeded most cautiously and
most carefully. It has sought the ad-
vice of representatives of the President,
brincipally the Secretary of State. It
has sought the advice of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and of other military experts.
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It has sought the advice of former Presi-
dents and former public officials expe-
rienced in international affairs. It has
sought the advice of seientists and his-
torians, and has héard from the general
publie.

In considering the test ban treaty, the
Senate has conducted a thorough re-
view of our military policy and our for-
eign policy, and has considered both our
strength and our weaknesses. It has
examined carefully the language of the
treaty itself, and has attempted to weigh
the immediate implications and the im-
mediate significance of the treaty.

The Senate has also judged the treaty
against’ the background of history and
the movemnt of history, and has consid-
ered both the discouraging record of the
past and the risks and’the uncertainties
of the future.

Most treaties are instruments of lim-
ited objective and also limited achieve-
ment. Sometimes their declared pur-
poses are relatively limited and almost
trivial. Sometimes their declared pur-
poses have expressed hopes beyond the
reasonable expectations of prudent men.
Some treaties have been formed and
drawn in good faith; and others have
been designed to deceive. Some treaties
have been gigned and ratified as Instru-
ments of mutual defense; others, as a
seal of mutual aggression. The record
of performance on treaties is as mixed as
the history of mankind.

This test ban treaty is one of limited
objectives. The heart of it is the agree-
ment that each of the parties will under-
take the following:

1. Prohibit, to prevent, and not to carry

out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or.

any other nuclear explosion at any place
under its jurisdiction or control;

(a) In the atmosphere, beyond its limits,
including outer space, or underwater, in-
cluding territorial waters or high seas; or

(b} In any other environment if such ex-
plosion causes radloactiveé debris to be pre-
sent outside the ferritorial limits of the
State under whose jurisdiction or control
such explosion is conducted. It is under-
stood, in this connection, that the provisions
of this subparagraph are without prejudice

..%to the conclusion of a treaty resulting in the

permanent banning of all nuclear test ex-
plosions, Including all such explosions un-
derground, the conclusions of which, as the
parties have stated in the preamble to this
treaty, they seek to achieve.

2. Each of the parties to this treaty under-
takes furthermore %o refrain from causing,
éncouraging, or in any way particlpating
in, the carrylng out of any nuclear weapon
test explosion, or any other nuclear ex plo~
slon anywhere, which would take place in
any of the environments described, or hdve
the effect referred to in para.graph 1 of this
article.

The rest of the articles of the treaty
deal with procedures for ratification, the
admission of additional signatories, and
within—in article IV—the conditions
and terms under which, the parties may
repudiate and withdraw from the treaty
arrangement,

Some Senators have ecriticized the
treaty because it will not establish uni-
versal peace and full victory for the
United States and for the free world.
These are some of the questions that
have been asked about it:
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First. Will the treaty get the Russian
troops out of Cuba?

Second. Will the treaty rid Cuba of
the despotism of Communist domina-
tion?

Third. Will the treaty stop the sabo-
tage in Venezuela?

Fourth. Will the treaty eliminate the
Communist subversion and espionage in
Peru and Ecuador?

Fifth. Will the treaty stop Communist
agitation in Africa?

Sixth. Will the treaty free any of the
people now enslaved in eastern European
countries? How many?

Seventh. Will the treaty tear cdown
the Berlin wall, so that more people may
express with their feet their antagonismm
to Communist despotism?

Eighth. Will the treaty cause the So-
viets to abandon their espionage rings
in any free world nation?

Ninth. Will the treaty end the con-
stant irritations on the Korean truce
line, or prevent future killings of Ameri-
can troops?

Tenth. Will the treaty prevent the
shelling of Quemoy and Matsu in the
future?

Eleventh. Will the treaty cause the
Communists to cease their attacks on
non-Communists in Laos, or to mitigate
their efforts to take over that country?

Twelfth. Will the treaty cause the
North Vietnamese and the Chinese to
cease trying to take over Vietnam?

These are questions to which answers
have been demanded.

Obviously, the answers must be in the
negative. One could recite a long list of
other questions. Some persons would
seem to demand that the treaty somehow
solve all the problems which face the
United States, both at home and abroad.
This would be to demand much more of
this treaty—or any treaty—than anyone

" has a right to demand.

Some Senators have charged that the
treaty is the first step in a series which
may lead to general and complete dis-
armament, involving total surrender of
the sovereignty of the United States.
This, too, of course, is to charge more
or to promise more or to prophesy more
than is warranted by the limited text
of the treaty itself.

In dealing with the test ban treaty,
we cannot act upon the fears and the
apprehensions of some Members of the
Senate or of any Member of the Sernate,
because to do so would preclude action
by the Senate on this issue, as well as on
most of the other controversial issues
which come before this body.

We cannot act on the basis of the
probhecjes—for many things said about;
the treaty have been in the area of proph-
ecy, even though the speakers have
denied that they possess prophetic gifts.

The record of treaties in relation to
their stated objectives is a mixed one.
We cannot expect absolute certainty of
success, even with reference to the lim-
ited objectives sel forth in this treaty.
On the other hand, we should not be
wholly pessimistic-—by assuming that the
terms of the treaty will in no way be re-
spected or honored.

A treaty is an instrument of foreign
policy and—like all such instruments—
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3 operates w1thout the full support. of
power that can be used when the full sov-
ejgnty of ones country is belng exer-

‘elsed.
~The declarations of the administration

‘and the very record made in ‘the course

-of the Senate committees” inquiries have

“"demonstrated clearly that no one is be-

_ing falsely optlmlstlc about the possibil-

ities of the treaty. On the other hand,

the possﬂole good that may come from
~the trea,ty has not been exaggerated.

No one can know with absolute cer-
talnty what interests motivated the So-
-vlet Uhlon in signing the test ban treaty
‘at this. time, although some have sug-
gested rather strongly what that motiva-
tion may be. 'We do not have ahy guar-
antee that the Soviet Union will not
- ‘break the treaty, even without cause, in
the future ‘We are not proceeding, how-
ever,“as though we had these absolute

There are no intentions on
the part of thé United States to proceed
with any kind of unilateral disarmament,
once the treaty is signed. We have been

assured by the Joint Chiefs of Staff that’

although testing’ in tle atmosphere
_would be useful in developifig ouf mili-
tary power, the restrictions which the
"treaty would set up would not be such as
" to prevent adeguate development of our

tafn our freedom to continue

' underground tests without violation of

the treaty, and we intend to pursue such
testing.

We, are free—and are resolved to re-
~main prepared ‘to do so—to résume nu-

‘clear tésting in the atmosphere if the

" treaty is vlolated

We shall go on continuing to improve

" our system and methods for detecting all
" kinds of nuclear testing, and to develop.

“pur owh anti- balhstlc missile program,

There is every reason to believe that

our nuclear laboratory facilities will con-
. tinue to develop and attract the best sci-
" entists in the free world.
- The {reaty would ban certain forms of
testing but it will not outlaw use of nu-
clear weapons Tt involves ho compro-
mise in the ideological war with commu-
pism, nor does it bear upon the general
“eold war with communism, nor does it
bear directly upon the limited small wars
between Communists and anti-Commu-
nists that go on today.

It does not change the fact that both
we and the Soviet Union have a stockpile
- of nuclear Weapons. It may prevent
.some nations from entering the nuclear

arms race, but it has not yet been ac-

cepted by France and Red China, the two
natlons which are pressing the hardest
. Inthe effort to develop their own nuclear
weapons -

The treaty cannot propelly be de-
scribed as a stgp forward, nor as a step
- backward, but_ rather as a kind of halt.

It is enough to judge the treaty for
whiat it clearly it—an agreement to pro-
hibit Auclear weapons testing ih the at-

1is an achievement to be judged in
whn right. It may turn out‘_to be the
- first of many steps toward th kprectlves
.-of peace and justice. Whether it will or
not remams unknown .

b e
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mosphere outer space and under water.

1t the treaty is honored in my opinion,
it should open the possibility of further
action to reduce the threat of nuclear
war or to limit the use of nuclear

weapons.

It is a fact that agreements and un-
derstandings regarding p01son gas seem
to have been Successful in the 20th cen-
tury. In'any ¢ase, this destructive power
has not been used, whatever the reason
may be.

Leaving out all consideration of the
use of nuclear weapons in time of war,
the  limited consideration of the con-
tamination of the environment by radio-
active materials alone is one deserving
serious international attention.

The testing of nuclear weapons brings
risks to all the people of the world. The
uninvolved and uncommitted citizens of
the other natmns as well as those citi-
zens of the major powers producing and
controlllng nuclear arms., I creates

for those who are yet unborn. The ef-

fects on the health of citizens and the

genetic effects of radioactive materials

are not fully kriown or understood. But’

it is generally known and accepted that
radioactive materials can cause a serious
hazard to health and to life. )
Because the dangers both in war and
in peace atising from nuclear power are
great, we must be willing to take some
limited risks within prudential limits.”
This test ban freaty involves limited

" risks. Its ratification is dictated by pru-

dent consideration. It should therefore
be ratified by the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr, President, the
debate on the test ban treaty has now
been in progress in the Senate for 2
weeks.

I have listened with utmost care to
the intense debate that has been waged
in the U.S. Senate over whether or not
we should ratify the test ban treaty.
This treaty ratification has given me

‘great comncern because of the charges

and countercharges ‘concerning the pos-
sible effect that this treafy might have
upon the security of our Nation. As'in
most matters which have come before
this body, this treaty has received

neither unanimous approval nor objec-
_tion by the Seénate. As in most proposals
that I have faced in the Senate during |

my 19 years of servxce, the contents of
this treaty are not unanimously acceps-
able to me. There are weaknesses in the

treaty which I disapprove of but there

are many strong points—points upon
which the very future of civilized life
as we know it on this planet may hinge.
We ought to reahze that any amend-
ment to the treaty would necessitate ne-
gotiation of a new {reaty by all of the 89
countries that have already signed the

; treaty.

Whether we realize it or nof, the test
ban treaty debate is one of three great
debates of our century. The first great
debate concerned the involvement of the
United States in the League of Nations.
The second great debate of the 20th cen-~
tury concerned our participation m the
United Nations.

I look back to the years followmg the

_ creatmn of the League of Natlons, when

them a mliitary a&vante}gﬂ,
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‘the United States as the most powerful
nation on earth. stood outside of the
League, voiceless and helpless to stop the
world from spinning recklessly into
“World War II, even after thousands of

"Americans had died in World War I, the
war toend all wars, We were powerless~

"1y isolated, because of the failure of the

U.S. Senate to endorse Woodrow Wil-
son’s program to make the United States

“a part of the League of Nations.

We saved no money; we saved no face;
and we saved no lives, We merely weak-

“ened our Nation instead of providing it

with security as some Senators had
hoped. When World War II came, we
found ourselves again playing the role of

~savior of the free world—a job we were

pitifully unprepared to do. *World War
II bitterly taught us the lessons of the

-~ futility of isolation. As a result we be-

‘came a part of the United Nations, per-
haps reluctantly because of the possi-
bilities of losing our national identity in
a8 world organization. Again, in that
great debate, the security of our Nation
versus the hopes of peace became the
issue. This fear of losing the identity of
the United States in the bigness of a

~world organization still remains with

many of us, but we would not withdraw

~the United States from the United Na-
“tions, because there still rémains the

hope that we can find lasting peace
through this organization.

Today, we distrust the Russians, and
rightfully so. However, we cannot mor-
ally permit this distrust to move us into .
a new form of isolation. We recognize
Russia and the Communist world as the
arch enemy of democracy and freedom,

-But we would smash into a thousand
~pieces the hopes of humanity for peace if .

we should reject this treaty. Our Nation
and the world cannot afford another
mistake like we made after World War I.
- Mr. President, on the one hand there

- 1s the threat of nuclear extinction for the

great mass of our people as well as our
enemy, and quite possibly the entire
world, if we reject this treaty and move

-into an unbridled nuclear armaments

race.

-In this econnection, there are also in-
creased hazards to the earth’s popula-
+ion, not only to people who are living to-
-day but also to unborn generations.
-~Medical science is practically unani-

-mous in the opinion that additional ra-

diation from continued atmospheric niu-

-clear testing will cause significant human

-suffering as a result, with increased risks
of cancer and other physical deformities
and mental deficiencies. It has been es-
timated that 50,000 children, as of this
date,~will be born into the world with
gross mental or physical defects because

_.of the genetic damage of fallout from nu-

clear tests. These defects will include
such things as muscular dystrophy, can-
cer, blindness, dwarfism, and other major
deformities. - Unlimited and continuous
nuclear testing in the atmosphere ob-
viously will inerease these threats to our
civilization.

On the other hand, there is the possi-
bility, if this treaty is ratified, that our
enemies would not act in good faith and
would violate the treaty, possibly giving
over us.
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These points constitute the very essence’

of this debate. It has been stated by the
scientists that any nuclear test which
amounts to anything would be known a
few minutes thereafter. Little harm
could be done by at least entering into
“the agreement at this time.

We must profit from the lessons and
experience our past has given us and ac-
cordingly our answer to the world must
‘be ratification of this treaty. If we reject

it now, we are saying that we have given
up all hope for peace and we are telling
the world it must look forward only to
an endless dark age of cold war and ever-
threatening nuclear attack.
" If possible, I should like to get rid
-of the cold war-—or at least a part of it.
I want no accusing finger of history
pointing at this Senate and at me to
‘pay that we failed humanity because we
“rejected this treaty. Our faith in our-
‘selves and in God Almighty must be
‘greater than this fear or there will never
be peace, and we shall never rid our-
selves of the cold war.

We have lived with the cold war and
within the shadow of H-bomb attacks
for nearly 20 years, fruitlessly edging
toward another world war. This treaty
essentially changes nothing except to

“open the door of possibility for just and
lasting peace.

As & nation we must continue to be
prepared for any eventuality and to do
anything necessary to preserve our

"Nation.

* We must remain prepared at all times,
In this connection, we must accept the
word of our Joint Chiefs of Staff who
have stated that we will not be weak-
ened by the signing of this treaty.

In addition, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the Secretary of Defense have as-

" sured the Nation that we would be pre-
pared to resume testing should the So-
viets violate the treaty, and they have
stated that the United States would be

“able to detect any violations having any
significance or any military value. If
we carinot accept their authority on this
“gubject, what can we depend upon in our
military setup? In all of this, we owe
it to the Creator of mankind and the
world to do everything in our power to
bring peace on earth. This treaty is
within our power. This treaty contains

 the hopes for world peace and the way
~to achieve this without sacrificing our

“honor and freedom. .

Mr. President, this is why I have no
other choice except to vote for the ratifi-
cation of this treaty. I do so without
fear and without apology. The world
must emerge from the night of distrust
and into the light of peace. I want the
United States of America to boldly and
fearlessly lead the way, by signing and
becoming a part of the peace treaty now
before the Senate. .

Mr. SPARKMAN., Mr. President, I
commend the Senator for a clear, con-
cise, and positive statement. It is a

- wonderful contribution. I commend the
Senator for it.

Mr. JOHNSTON I thank the Sena-
tor

© Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I commend the
distinguished senior Senator from South
California for the speech he has made
this afternoon. It was to the point. I
think the Senator made his position
quite clear and quite understandable.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank both the
Senator from Alabama and the majority
leader for the remarks they have made.
After studying the problem, this is the
cnly way I can cast my vote.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
Young Americans for Freedom, which is
one of the finest and most patriotic
organizations in the United States, has
presented to me, for the Senate, a peti-
tion which bears the names of about
15,000 people, from every State in the
Union, who are opposed to ratification of
the nuclear test ban treaty by the Sénate.

I should just like to read what the
petition states:

Young Americans for Freedom, the Na-
tion’s largest conservative youth organiza-
tion in the land, has presented this petition:

" “Whereas the U.S.S.R. has broken 50 or
52 major treaties or agreements with the
United States; and

“Whereas no scientific evidence has been
produced which assures the United States of
detecting nuclear tests in the atmasphere
by the U.S.8.R.; and

‘“Whereas history has recorded that dis-
armament proceedings by the United States
heve encouraged the enemy to increase ag-
gression; and

“Whereas the treaty will maintain the
Communist U.S.8.R. superiority in the field
of multimegaton weapons and antimissile
weapons; and

“Whereas any agreement between the So-
viet Union, Great Britain, and the United
States will imply our frust in the Com-
munist leadership, thus rendering our anti-
Communist efforts worthless; and

“Whereas scientific evidence concludes that
radioactive fallout from testing 1s not a
denger in the Immediate or foreseeable fu-
ture: Therefore be it
. “Resolved, That the undersigned petition
the U.S. Senate to defeit President Ken-
nedy’s nuclear test ban treaty with the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics.”

Following that petition are the names
of the various persons who signefl, from
various States. As I have stated, there
are petitions signed by persons from
every State in the Nation.

I take this opportunity to commend
the Young Americans for Freedom for
their activity in this cohnection. I had
the pleasure of addressing the Young
Americans for Freedom last spring.
There. must have been 18,000 to 20,000
of them present in New York City at that
time.

It is most encouraging to find that
thousands of young people on our college

campuses and elsewhere are standing

so strongly for freedom and the preser-
vation of a national defense posturs to
insure the maintenance of our freedoms
in this country. After all, Mr. President,
the future of our. country belongs to our
young people of today.

I feel that this organization is render-
ing America a great service, and I am
proud that the high caliber membership
contained in the organization has seen
fit to oppose the nuclear test ban treaty,
even though it may not be the popular
thing to do, and even though the propa-
ganda of all the networks and most of

" ate,
. their speeches favoring the treaty to the
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the news media in the United States—
‘not all, but most of them, and most of
the larger ones, are taking & contrary
position.

Again, I commend the Young Ameri-
cans for Freedom. I congratulate them
for the great service they are rendering
to our country; and I especially com-
mend them for obtaining this petition
against the nuclear test ban treaty.

-Mr. COOPER. MTr. President, several
weeks ago, after the conclusion of the
hearings on the test ban treaty, I stated
that I intended to vote for its ratifica-
tion. The debate throughout the hear-
ings, which I attended, in the testimony,

-and on the floor of the Senate has been
comprehensive and, it seems to me, has
examined every argument that can be
adduced for or against the {reaty. In
speaking today, I do not intend to dwell
in detail on these arguments but, rather,
state the conclusions which lead me to
vote for ratification of the treaty.

- I know that the treaty represents the
culmination of efforts that have been
made in various forms since World War
IT, beginning in a very broad way urnder
the administration of President Truman.
Under the administration of President
Eisenhower negotiations were aimed di-
rectly toward a ban upon nuclear tests.
These efforts have been continued under
the administration of President Ken-
nedy. The result of all these negotia-
tions and efforts is manifested in the
treaty before the Senate.

I am glad also that this effort has been
truly nonpartisan. The effort has been
made by Democratic and Republican ad-
ministrations and Members of koth par-
ties, and in particular, Senators who
serve on important committees, such as
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
the Armed Services Committze, have
made great contributions.

The minority leader of the Senate,
Senator DIrRkseN, and the ranking mem-
ber of the Republican Party in the Sen-

Senator AIkEN, have referred in

provision of the Republican platform of
1960 expressing the position of the party
on this subject. ‘This part of the plank
reads:

We are similarly ready to negotiate and
to institute realistic methods and safeguards
for disarmament, and for the suspension of
nuclear tests. We advocate an carly agree-
ment by all nations to forego nuclear tests
in the atmosphere, and the suspension of
other tests as verification techniques permit.

- We support the President in any decision he

may make to reevaluate the question of re-
sumption of underground nuclear explosions
testing, If the Geneva Conferefice fails to
produce a satisfactory agreements. We have
deep concern about the mounting nuclear
arms race. This concern leads us to seek
disarmament and nuclear agreements, And
an equal concern to protect all peoples from
nuclear danger, leads us to insist that such
agreements have adequate safeguards.

I had the honor to serve as the chair-
man of the subcommittee on foreign pol-
icy of the platform committee at the 1960

€onvention. Our subcommittee con-
sulted with leaders at the convention. I
talked to Secretary of State Eerter to
make certain that this plank represerited
the policy of President Eisenhower’s ad-
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) 'mimstrahon I consulted WLth President
‘Eisenhower, by telephone about certain of
- its clauses.
) proved this section of the platform, and

Nl

Our subcommittee then ap- -
it was adopted by the full platform com-

‘nilttee and the convention.

1 point these facts out not 1o say that
the circumstances under which we
adopted our plank at Chicago in 1960
weré the same as today, or that the
treaty before us is in exact accord, nor

o attempt to _say what the posmon of

President Eisenhower or former Secre-

tary of State Herter would be on this

treaty—but simply to point out that the

administration of President Eisenhower

-and the Republican Party had as their

“policy hegotiations toward a safeguarded

‘baii on nuclear testing.
In examming the treaty I telt that it
wag my prime responsibility to determine

‘1ts effect upon the security of our coun-

try. Even the fact that many nations
have acceded to the treaty cannot di-

minish this duty, for only the United

‘States has the power to protect its people

and, 11 free institutions,

Today I have no doubt that certain

removed by reservations, understandlngs
or interpletatxons of the treaty. The
risks lie either in. the provisions of the

. treaty itself or in external facts regard-

ing the Telative nuclear capabilities of

~“the United States and, the Soviet Union.

+

There is a risk that the Soviet Union

‘may breach the treaty by clandestine
testing,

If it _does, the testimony has
indicated that any significant tests would
be discovered. . The United States could

-immediately abrogate the treaty, whether

‘the breach of the Soviet Union was di-
rett or indirect, through fhe agency of
“other countries,

Art1cle IV provides that “if any extra-

. ‘ordma,ry events related to the subject

matter of this treaty” jeopardize the

supreme interest of this country, we

-T would go further.
‘if any event occurred which,

could withdraw after 3 monfhs’ notice.
It is my belief that
in the
opinion of thé President or Congress,

‘threatened the security of the United

States, the United States would have
the right under international law, and
the duty under the obligation of sclf-de-
fense, to abrogate the treaty immediately
and take whatever steps might be neces-
sary for our security. The chief risk of

. the treaty, as such witnesses as Dr. Teller
. and General Power testified, and which

has been argued forcefully by respected
Members of the Senate, is that the Soviet
“Union has acquired from recent testing

“information not available to the United

States, 1nformat10n which enables it to

develop an anti-ballistic-missile system,

or systems, which could neutralize our
comixmnlcatlons and thus render useless

our “second strike,” which is the deter-

Trent _agalnst any Soviet nuclear aggres-

. SiQﬂ

In response, I point out that Dr. Harold
Brown, the director of Defense Research
-and Engineering for the Department of
Defense, and the leading scientific ad-
‘viser in the present administration, who
stated that he has full access to all in-
formatlon— ilitary and

sclentlﬁc—— et

testlfied ca,tegorl ally that our recent
tests provide information comparable to
that of the Soviet Union with respect to
communications blackout and anti-bal-
listic-missile systems

Other leading scientists, such as Dr.
York and Dr. Klstlakowsky of President
Eijsenhower’s . administration supported
Dr. Brown, and testified that the Unifed
States possesses superlor nuclear power
and can maintain this power,

I also heard the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
including General LeMay, in closed ses-
sion, hold that the risks were manageable
if we maintain our scientific and military
capabilities, and, while raising the
question of the risks, as they should do,
they approved the treaty

- President Kennedy, in his message to
the Senate on August 8, made this state-
ment: . ‘ S

According to a comprehensive report pre-
pared by the responsible agencies of govern-
ment for the National Security Council, the
tests conducted by both the Soviet Union
and the United States since President Elsen-

‘hower first proposed this kind of treaty In

1959 have not resulted in any substantial
alteration in the strategic balance.

‘I believe that the ultimate issue is
whether it is a greater risk not to take
this first step, whose chief purpose is to
secure settlements of the situations in the
world which create the danger of war,
and to break the cycle of the nuclear
grms race which overshadows the world,
and if not halted may destroy it. Presi-
dent Kennedy has called the treaty a first,
step toward agreements which would
tend to prevent the possibility of a nu-
clear war. President Eisenhower, in his
recent letter to the Foreign Relations
Committee, said:

But the’ greatest anticipated advantage is
the hope—almost universally held by the
earth's populations—that the consummation
and meticulous implementation . of the
agreement might open the way to better re-
lations between the cold war opponents and,
.by small steps, bring about enforceable
agreements for the reduction of the costly
armaments race and progress toward the rule
of law in the world. These promises and
these hopes represent the major portion of
advantages of the treaty.

If we agree that the risks which we
assume in ratifying this treaty are man-
_ageable—and I have made up my mind
_on the basis of the testimony that they
_are—then I helieve the. true test of this
breaty lies ahead, For ifs true and ex-
plicit purpose, in my view, is that it looks
forward to two things. One is the ac-
complishment of further agreements
which will reduce the extension of the
nuclear arms race, such as an enforce-
able ban on underground testing. This,
of course, would be the necessary step
along the route toward nuclear disarma-
ment by all countries. The second pur-
pose, it seems to me, is to create an at-
‘mosphere of some trust, in which the
United States and the Soviet Union can
proceed toward the just settlement of
issues which the Soviet Union has cre-
ated, which cause our confrontation with
the Soviet Union, and produce the danger
of war. I need not name all of these sit-
uations of confrontation, but two are ap-
parent—Berlin and the presence of Sovi-~

. ¥he comments
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Sovxet troops in Cuba is an extension of
the status quo which Khrushchev has
contended should be maintained in East-

ern Euyrope, It is the first extension of
Soviet force in the Western Hemisphere.
It gives authority to Castro’s regime, and
support to subversion and aggression in
the hemisphere. Its danger will continue
until the Soviet military presence is

-ended,

I give these examples to reinforce my
st.atement that the true test is ahead.
If the Sov1et Union will_not, after the
rafification of this treaty, make any ad-
vaneces toward a just settlement of these

_situations of confrontatlon such as Ber-

lin and Cuba, if it Will not come to any
agreement upon an enforceable ban on
underground testmg, then our country

‘will have the duty to inquire again as to
3 _the purposes of this treaty and whether
it benefits our security or the security of

the world. And after a reasonable time,
if no advances toward true settlements
are made, then I believe it would be the
duty of the United States to take what-
ever action our security demanded. We
cannot know whether these advances to-
ward settlements, toward nuclear dis-
armament, are possible unless we take
this first step.

Mr. President, risks are inherent in
the ratification of the treaty, but they
are risks which the President and most
of our military and scientific leaders,
charged with responsibility, have told
us categorically are manageable and are
less dangerous than the failure to ratify
the treaty.

As long as our issues with Russia re-

Jmain unresolved, we shall have to live

in an armed state under the threat of

.war. We have never thought very much

about managing our own lives, our gov-

-ernment, and our industrial economy

during a long period of such danger, for
we have never lived on the brink of a
thermonuclear war.

Our system is distinguished from that
of the Soviet Union, for we believe in a
moral order. We must maintain our
defenses, and we will protect at what-
ever cost necessary the security and free-
dom of our country.

I believe this is a first step. The Sen-
ate must make the determination wheth-
er the risks, not wholly known, are as
great as the refusal to take the first
step—a step which may lead to other
agreements—a step which may lead to
ending the nuclear arms race. For the
huclear arms race always holds the pos-
sibility of nuclear war, whether planned
or by mistake, in which there would be
no victor—only the destruction of man-
kind.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, this
morning I received from the Secretary of
Defense answers of the General Counsel
of the Department of Defense to the legal
questions I raised in the Senate on Sep-
tember 16, 1963, on the wording of the
nuclear test ban treaty. Because of their
striking similarity to answers of the
Legal Adviser of the State Department,
which I placed in the REcorp yesterday,
I shall not comment on these answers
of the chief legal officer of the Defense
Department but rather will observe that

£
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answers of the State Department’s Legal

Adviser apply equslly to these which X

-now ask unanimous request be placed in

the body of the Recorp at this point.

" Theére being no objection, the answers

were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:

ANSWERS BY THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO LEGAL QUES-

“pronNs RAISED BY THE WORDING OF THE NU-
CLxAR TEST BaN TREATY

I

Question 1: Could a party to the treaty
ecarry out a nuclear explosion in the at-
mosphere above an uninhabited island not
claimed by it and justify its action upon the
ground that the explosion did not occur at
& place under its jurisdiction or control?

. Answer: No. The words “at any place
under its jurisdiction or control” in the
first paragraph of article I of the treaty
apply only to that paragraph and are nec-
essary as a legal matter since a party to the
treaty would have no authority to prohibit
or to prevent nuclear explosions at places
not under its jurlsdiction or control and
accordingly would not be able to fulfill any
treaty obligation to prohibit or to prevent
nuclear explosions at such places. It should
be noted, however, that a party would be
construed temporarily to have control over
any place where it conducted a test, and
therefore paragraph 1 would protiibit a party
from conducting a test in the circumstances
hypothesized. In any. event, the second
paragraph of article I prohibits a party, it-
self, from conducting a nuclear test in the
three environments anywhere.

Question 2: What nuclear explosions In
outer gpace are banned by this paragraph
in view of the fact that outer space, and
particularly the more remote regions there-
of, is not considered to be within the juris-
diction or control of any nation?' If Russia
éxplodes a nuclear device in outer space and
we claim that such action is prohibited by
this paragragh, are we placed In & position
wheére we must simultaneously admit that’
Russia has jurisdiction over or controls the
particular region of outer space in Which the
exploston occurs? : :

Answer: No. As was the case in ques-
tion 1, a party is prohibited by paragraph 2
from conducting tests in the three environ-
mgnts without regard to the question of
“jurisdiction or control,” and by paragraph 1
by virtue of the temporary control.

Question 3: Would a nuclear explosion
underwater in the middle of the Pacific

©Ocean be barred by this paragraph in view:

of the fact that the high seas are not con-
sidered by nations to be within the control
or jurisdiction of any particular nation?

Answer: Yes. Such a test would be barred
by article I for the reasons given In answers
1 and 2.

Question 4: Does the ban on “any other
nuclear explosion” prevent us from operat-
tng atomic energy plants for the produc-
tion of electricity, the steamship Savannah,
or any atomic submarine, all of which are
operated by means of controlled atomic
explosions?

Answer: No. Atomic energy reactors, which
release energy slowly, do not produce a nu-
clear explosion within the meaning of the
treaty.

Question 5! Will we be branded as a vio-
Jator of the treaty if we have an accidental
explosion at one of our atomic energy plants?

Answer: No. An accidental explosion of
one of our atomic energy plants would not
constitute a violation of the treaty; the treaty
is aimed at intentional acts.

b ol

Question 1: Does paragraph 2 apply to di-
rect acts of the parties or only fo indirect
acts of the partles? For example, does it
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apply to s nuclear exploslon by Russia in
the atmosphere above Russlan soll or is it
intended to apply only to such & situation

.a8 ‘& nuclear explosion by the Communist

Chinese regime in the atmosphere above
China which is caused, encouraged, or par-
tieipated in by Russia?

Answer: Paragraph 2 of article I is in-
tonded to bar a party from conducting tests
itself in the three environments (direct acts)
and from giving materials for use in nuclear
weapons, or information relating to their
deslgn or manufacture to any other state
whether or not a party, if that state was en-
gaged 1n, or proposed to engage in, nuclear
weapons tests in the three environments (in-
direct acts).

Question 2: If paragraph 2 does apply to
direct acts of the parties, how do you resolve
the conflict between its provisions, which
are not limited by the phrase “at any. place
under its jurisdiction or control,” and the
provisions of paragraph 1, which are limited
by such phrase?

Answer: As shown by the answer to the
preceding questions, there is no conflict be-
tween the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2.
The two paragraphs overlap to some extent.
The words “jurisdiction or control” do not
limit paragraph 2 because paragraph 2 does
not impose an obligation to prohibit or to
prevent.

pos

Question: If the United States decides to
withdraw from the treaty becausé it has ir-
refutable evidence that Russla has violated
it, would we not be compelled to wait 3
months before resuming nuclear testing un-
less we were willing to risk being branded
a8 treaty violators?

Answer: It is clear under International law
that the United States would not be com-
pelled by the treaty to wait 3 months before
resuming nuclear testing if Russia violates
the treaty. .

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
Washington, September 19, 1963.
Hon, MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
U.S. Senate, k
Washington, D.C,

Drear SENATOR SMITH: As I explained to you
over the telephone last evening, I am ex-
tremely sorry that I did not sce your letter of
September 10 relative to the 16 questions on
the test band and I am particularly -sorry
that I did not see or sign the outgoing letter.

T agree with the answers to your questions
given by Secretary Rusk, and I am in full
agreement with the statenmients made by the
President in his letter to Senators MANSFIELD
and DRESEN—some of which deal with mat-
ters raised by your guestions. Nevertheless,
I would like to take this opportunity to offer
gome further comment on a few of the ques-
tlons which you posed on Beptember 9.
Specifically, I refer to your questions 2, 9,
and 11. -

Your second guestion was: “Are we reason-
ably confident and secure in the knowledge
that our ballistlc missile retaliatory second
strike force will survive and operate in a
nuclear environment?* 'This s of course a
very important matter. You have the infor-
mation concerhing missile-site survivability
contained in my earlier remarks, referred to
by Secretary Rusk. I would like to add a few
comments on the ability of our missiles to
penetrate enemy defenses.

Present penetration capabllity, as you
know, depends-upon saturgtion of defenses—
upon numbers of weapons, decoy design,
salvo techniques, and nuclear technology.
The limited test ban freaty does not affect
the first three of these factors.” It is relevant
only to the last of them. Ballistic missile
reentry vehicles and warheads are susceptible
to both blast and radiation. The latter can
be tested sufficiently underground. Although
blast cannot be tested underground, we have
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information from which to extrapolate blast
effect and. are able to build around uncer-
tainties. Furthermore, we have every rea-
son to believe that the Soviet Union has
had no more experience in the testing of rele-
vant blast effects than have we.

Because of the extremely large number of
T.S. missiles and penetration alds availablé
for saturating Soviet defense, I am confident
that, in any event, sufficient U.8, striking
power not only can survive attack but can
penetrate to destroy the Soviet Union.

In your ninth question, you asked: “Can
we, in fact, maintain an adequate readiness
to test in those prohibited enviromments in
the event the treaty should suddenly be
abrogated?” You are familiar with the testi-
mony on this point and with Deputy Secre-
tary Gilpatric’s letter to Senator RussSELL, in
which he dealt with the Joint Chiefs of
Stafy safeguard (c). I am convinced that
we can maintaln a state of readiness such
that we will he ready to perform proof tests
within 2 months, development tests within
3 months, and (by a year from now) effects
tests within 6 months. We are, now, irm-
proving test support facilities, which include
preparation and maintenance of off-conti-
nent support bases and test sites. We are
obtaining diagnostic aircraft, Instrumented
ships and aircraft, weapon drop aircraft, and
sampler and other support aircralt; and we
are preparing operating bases ol Johnston
Island and in the Hawaiian area. Also, the
Atomic Energy Commniisgion and Department
of Defense test organization is being kept
strong and ready.

Your 11th question was: “Will we be
restrained from ever determining feasibility,
developing and deploylng any defense what-
ever against ballistic missile attack?” In my
testimony, I addressed this point quite fully,
but two points are worth repeating: First,
we should bear in mind that, while an arnti-
ballistie missile system might be very impor-
tant, it 1s unrealistic to expect any foresee-
able antiballistic missile system to be effec-
tive enough to save a nation from great harm
in the event it is attacked, Second, the non-
nuclear. aspects (capacity for decoy discrim-
ination, traffic-handling cepacity, reaction
speed, and missile performance) dominate
the problem of developing an effective. anti-
ballistic missile system. The nuclear aspects
involved are warhead development and the
nuclear effects problems of self-kill and
blackout. The treaty, as you are aware, has
no bearing on the honnuclear features., War-
head development can continue through
underground testing, and some of the impor-
tant questions of self-kill can elso be re-
solved by underground testing. Questions
relating to blast, as in the case of incoming
warhead kill, referred to on the previous
page, cannot be solved by underground tests,
but we have information from which to ex-
trapolate blast effect and are able to build
around uncertainties. And atmospheric test-
Ing would be needed to provide either side
further understanding of the blackout phe=
nomenon—a phenomenon which has been
probed in different ways, with what I believe
to be comparable success, by both the United
States and USSR, We believe that owr
latest atmospheric tests revealed the approx-
imate limits of the blackout problem. If the
antiballistic missile problems unafiected by
this treaty could be resolved, the uncertain-
tles caused by gaps in our understanding of
blackout could be circumvented through
conservative design. Those responsible for
the U.S. antiballistic missile program believe
that the Nike-X system can be developed and
deployed without further atmospheric test-
ing. Moreover, it is their judgment and the
Judgment of those responsible for making
intelligence estimates on Soviet capabilities

_that our efforts in developing an antiballistic

missile system are comparable, if not su-
perior, to those of the Soviets.
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Nor do I thirlk that it is in the interest
of constructive debate in which light,
rather than hea

answers gnu tions by implying that if -
& Senator will only take the time to réad

the testimony of a witness he Wwill find
the absolute truth, "This is no more €on-~
structive that to imply that a Senator’s
thinking has been misled by the testi-
mony of a witness, particularly if the

‘party making the implication himself is
‘relying upon opinién, as distinguished

from facts, in” offering his’ speculative
ansWers‘”;.« O »l » v ,"

I am deeply appreciative of the
answers offered by Senator Sparkman,
Secretary Rusk, Sécretary . McNamara,
and President Kennédy. They are help-
ful. Bu vy do ot reitiove doubts.
They only partially answer questions—

_ they only partially résclve doubts.” They

-fall far sh

stan advar

ort, of making ad ironclad, air-
tight case for ratification of the treaty.
They are no more céhvincing to nié than

"the arguiiefits this far thade against

ratification of the treaty.

‘My more detailed observations with re--
.spect to some, but ot all of the answers

supmitted fo the questions follow,

atitage in the high-yleld weapon.
Tts possession by thé Russians is of mili-

tary sighificance to the United States—
even  though we still ‘apparérnfly cannot
decide whethér we want them In our own
arsenal its impact upon increasing

even more the undeftainties or suspected
yulnerabilities in “our 'ballistic-missile
systems—whether that of launch sites or

penetrating warheads over target. The

blast and thermal effects were lightly
touched upon but nothing was said of the
probable radiation atid electromagnetic
phenomeérnia associated with such a high
nuclear yield. Dr. Brown does not be-
leve that the Soviet high-yield shots

_'were instrumented for effects data but

one has to assume that whatever knowl-
edge they gained of blast, thermal and
radiation effects, it is 100 percent greater

" than ours and this disparity will be per-

petuated ‘once atmospheric testing 1s

~denied to us by treaty ratification. :
<. Questioh 2. The survivability of & sec-

ond strike forée through “mix” or varlety

. of back-up systenss has merit, The the-

X

oty 18 that If the lahdbased missile force

ghould happen to be unexpectedly vul-
nerable to particuldr effects pheriomena,
the Polaris system or the B-52's will not

e.
“Yet, éath has its peculiar iincertainties

-and vulnerabilities whether in deploy-
.ment of the systemi or in the operation

of the system. Warhead testing under
dynamic conditions of reéntry is as fully
important '@s'electromagnetic pulse test-
ing for determining -actual hardness of

_launch sites. In the absence of knowl-

edge of what one’is itrying to harden

- against, it sees that “designing around”

the unknowns is a catchy phrase which

- has beenri givén tod much prominence in

the debate.
" Question'3. Nuclear superiority for de-
“terrence mfist be measured both quanti-
1 n terms of deployed weapons

' CONGRESS

t, is sought fo résort i

We are certain of the Rus-

‘pther disadvantages

fid qualitatively in terms of
i e ES ERRTE A IR SR

.y
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superior scientific knowledge mant
ing itself in superior weapon design.
The treaty will still permit further quan-
titative deployment of weapons systems,

‘but its ratification will acknowledge So-

viet superiority in critically important
dareas of nuclear technology having mili-
tary qualitative significance
~ “Question 4. The treaty will not pre-
vent the spread Secretary Rusk and Mr,
William Foster said-that a comprehen-
sive ban would prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons but it should have the
effect of retarding the rate at which
other nations, apart from France and
Red China, might have otherwise ac-
guired a nuclear capability. )
Question 5. Secretary Rusk and Dr.

“Brown would view an explosion which,

although within the legal letter of the
treaty, releases most of its emergy into
the atmosphere as a treaty violation:
“Underground” has not been sufficiently
defined. -

Questions 6 and 7. The worry here Is
the fact that we cannot detect low kilo-
ton yields in the atmosphere. Accord-
ing to Dr. Teller, exposure of radars and
communications devices and other elec-
tronic gear could upset the nuclear bal-
ance, although these are nonnuclear de-
vices, In discovering ways to makse them
operate efficiently in a nuclear environ-

. ment, that is, overcoming blackout for

example.

Question 8. Question 8 is related to
the definition of underground. If, as is
contended, we will abrogate the treaty
upon detecting a test which, though shal-
lowly buried and the radioactivity from
which is confined to Soviet territorial
boundaries, then there would be no need
to differentiate. One can, however, vis-
ualize some heated arguments arising
over the contention by the Soviets that
they conformed to the letter of the treaty
in whatever they did. Differentiation
then, between shallow burial and atmos-
pheric, is important.

Question 9. One can accepl the data
given as to time periods of readiness for
different types of tests. The question is
whether they are acceptable from the
standpoint of national security in the
face of another sudden abrogation by
the Soviets. We are told that this is a
large risk. .

Question 10. Both laboratories and sci-

‘entists deteriorated under the mora-

torium for lack of any testing. If the
inherent in the
treaty can be accepted, it would seem
that permitted underground testing, if
vigorously implemented, should prevent
deterioration in nuclear weapons re-
search. i

Question 11. The discussion of an
antiballistic missile defense has been
confined to systems of the Nike-Zeus and
Nike-X type. It may well come to pass
in the years ahead that an effective bal-
listic missile defense will take the form
of maintaining above one’s country &

“highly charged atmosphere of rays

emitted by enhanced radiation devices
which will exploit the vulnerabilities and

“uncertainties in warhead design of pene-
trating reentry vehicles.

Discrimination
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" ‘of warhead from decoy, traffic handling,

reaction and radar blackout are prob-
lems which would be eliminated by this
concept and it is one of the unresolved
questions concerning the sophisticated
nature of the Soviets recent tests and
their sudden willingness to sign the
treaty.

Question 12. True, without a treaty,
the Soviets could overtake our alleged ad-
vantage in low yield weapons more read-
ily. The answers do not mention the

‘fact that the U.S. position in high yleld

weapons and knowledge of their effects
is committed to inferiarity in compari-
son to the Soviets. )

Question 13. The chart appearing on.
page 6 of the Preparedness Subcommit-
tee’s report, while more far reaching
than just next year’s planned test, more
accurately answers the question.

Question 14. Elsewhere in the debate
other facts, figures, statistical studies and
opinion have appeared. The truth of the
matteris-——we do not know. My question
was designed to emphasize in the debate
that the propagandized emotionalism on
this point is so highly exaggerated.

Question 15. Plowshare, despite claims
to the contrary, is generally pro-
hibited by the treaty and the administra-
tion has admitted that it must be negoti-
ated out. Senator SpARKMAN properly
introduced as part of his answer, Presi-
dent Kennedy’s letter of September 10,
1963.

Question 16. The excerpt from the
testimony of Secretary Rusk appearing
on page 7 of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee report and the State Department
answer are that the answer is no and
that even when asserting privileges of
participating and voting on amendments,
and so forth, we would reserve the right
to object. ’

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
the proposed test ban treaty pending be-
fore the Senate Is a remarkable docu-
ment; remarkable not so much for what
it does, but for the questionable hopes
it may have aroused not only in this
country, but throughout the world.

At the outset, I want to point out that
this proposed treaty is the autgrowth of
some nuclear origins. I will try to point
out later how it is different from the pro-
posals of the Eisenhower administra~
tion—but in any event the speed with
which this document was accepted and
signed can well promote inqu}ry.

It is intriguing to consider why the
Russians, after 4 or 5 years of adamant
refusal to get down to business on any
serious discussion of the basic principles
involved in this proposed agreement,
suddenly, early this past summer appar-
ently, sent word that they were ready to
talk and we rushed a delegation to Mos-
cow, went through a few ceremonies,
obligingly inserted the antiplowshare
provision in the treaty and initialed it
with very little, if any, negotiation.

I sincerely regret that the President
has seen fit in effect to claim executive
privilege . over the exchange of corre-
spondence between the United States
and the U.S.S.R. preliminary to the sign-
ing of this treaty. Under the Constitu-
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tion, the Senate is a coequal partner with
the President in the act of making a
treaty.

Even if it should be-acknowledged that
the claim of executive privilege might
properly lie in some areas of executive-
congressional relations, certainly it can
not rationally be held to lie in the field
of treaties, where surely the Senate’is
entitled to full access to all facts sur-
rounding the negotiation of a treaty, in-
cluding examination of pertinent docu-
ments, when called upon to carry out its
constitutional duty of giving or with-
holding consent to the ratification of
that treaty.

The very act of exercise ‘of executive
privilege is bound to plant seeds of sus-
picion and mistrust in the mind of the
public and to affect public confidence.
I regret that the majority of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee chose not
to support the effort of members, includ-
Ing myself, to obtain this information
regarding the test ban treaty in accord-
ance with the constitutional powers and
prerogatives of the Senate,

Although the treaty prohibits nuclear
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space,
and under water, and this is significant,
the President of the United States found
it necessary, when he submitted the
treaty to the Senate, to emphasize what
the treaty does not do. He said:

It does not prohibit the United States and
the Soviet Union from engaging in all nu-
clear tests; .

It will not halt the production or reduce
the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapdons;

It will not end the threat of nuclear war
or outlaw the use of nuclear weapons;

It egnnot wholly - prevent the spread of
E}lclear arms to nations not now possessing

em;

And finally he said:
It does not assure world peace.

Mr, President, I emphasize these neg-
ative aspects of the treaty because in
the last 6 weeks the American people
have been overwhelmed with state-
ments, official and otherwise, which have
tended to blunt our critical faculties.

Compared to the things the treaty
does not do, its positive aspects are rath-
er thin. The trealy does, as the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit~
tee stated recently, represent a small
step. However, I am not sure that I
agree with the distinguished chairman
that the step is a positive one in the
right direction. It does represent,
however, some break with the past; and,
as such, it may open possibilities in the
future—some favorable, some perhaps
unfavorable,

THE HAZARDS OF ACCEPTANCE

Approval of this treaty by the U.S.
Senate will subject the security of this
Nation to political, scientifle, and mili-
tary hazards. Among the hazards
which must not be overlooked are the
following: o .

First. There is the hazard that the
" Soviet Union, in its test series-of 1961

and 1962 may have gained knowledge to
enable the Soviet to make g great leap
forward, either in the development of
multimegaton bombs or the creation of
an effective antiballistic missile system.,
We do not know how much they may
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have learned and it is possible that the
Soviet Union only seeks time to go into
rroduction on devigces of military poten-
tial that may ultimately give the Soviet
8 preponderance of nuclear power.

Second. There is the hazard of clan-
destine testing. Although American de-
tection devices are extremely good, the
area of the Soviet is vast and techniques
for secret prohibited testing may make
it possible for the Soviet to increase its
nuclear ecompetence without our knowl-
edge.

Third. There is the danger that the
Soviet Union will overtake the United
States in nuclear developments by un-
derground testing which is permitted by
the treaty. There is no doubt but that
at the present time the United States
is ahead in the field of underground test-

.ing, but since the Soviet will be permit-

ted to test in this environment, it may
be expected that in time they will learn
as much in this area as we now know.

Fourth. There is the danger of a vast
ruse. Suspicious as I always am of So-
viet declarations of intent, there is al-
ways the possibility that the Soviet
Union and Communist China have
agreed to disagree—each to pursye its
own path—the hard line by Peiping and
the soft line by Moscow—with the assur-
ance that when the time is right the
forces of international communism will
coalesce to.the everlasting detriment of
the free world., Certainly Soviet du-
plicity in the past gives us no reason in
precedent to believe that the word of
Khrushehev is any more reliable than
the word of Stalin.

THE HAZARDS OF REJECTION

One must balance against the hazards
of accepting the treaty, the hazards of
rejection. Both are speculative. And in
the final analysis each Member of this
body must reach his own judgment as to
whether he believes the national security
of this Nation justifies acceptance of this
agreement.

First. One of the hazards of rejection
which botheré me greatly is the effect
which Senate rejection would have upon
our posture throughout the world. Once
the President authorized Under Secre-
tary of State Harriman to sign this
agreement on hehalf of the United States
it became most difficult for the Senate
to express its independent judgment on
the treaty. Certainly, rejection of the
treaty at this point would dash the
hopes—many of them unjustified I be-
lieve—of the more than 90 nations which
have already indicated their willing-
ness to accept its terms.

Second. There is the hazard that re-

jection of this treaty might tend to heal

the rift which has opened between the
Chinese Communists and the Russian
Communists. If this rift is real, if it has
substance, then rejection of the treaty
might force Khrushehev to aline himself
once again with Peiping and one-third
of mankind would be drawn together in
support of international communism.
Third. A further hazard of rejection
might be a consequence of developments
within the Soviet Union itself. Undoubt-
edly, there are those in that society who
believe that the United States is not will-
ing to risk nuclear war to defend its in-
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terest. We must not forget that it was
only last October that under the cloak
of a deliberate and calculated falsehood
Khrushchev himself was willing to chal-
lenge us in Cuba and remains ever ready
to exploit our weakness there. If Khru-
shchev is not able to reach an agreement
now on a nuclear test ban treaty, one
result may well be to strengthen the
hands of the most extreme elemenis in
the Kremlin.

Fourth. There is a hazard thaf nuclear
weapons may be proliferated if we do not
accept this treaty. At least eight non-
nuclear powers now have the capacity to
develop weapons on their own. Rejection
of this treaty might invite them to do
so and thus multiply the chance of
planned or accidental precipitation of
nuclear exchanges. Certainly a rejec-
tion would necessitate the immediate re-
sumption of atmospheric tests by the nu~-
clear powers.

Mr. President, I have given careful
consideration to the hazards that will
face this Nation if we approve the treaty
or if we reject it. On balance and in
view of the whole spectrum of circum-
stances, it seems to me that we have no
firm choices—that we must, even though
with misgivings, consent to the treaty.

I listened with greatest of care to the
many witnesses who appeared before the
joint committees holding hearings on
the treaty. It was apparent to me that
many of those witnesses were torn by
strong doubt. The Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Joint
Chiefs themselves, left me with the im-
bression that if the treaty were to be ac-
cepted or rejected solely upon the hasis
of its military implications, that they
would have been forced to recommend its
rejection, When they took into account,
however, the political implications of the
treaty, they were willing to accept the
military dangers in the expectation of
receiving overall political benefits for the
United States.

Iam consenting to the treaty, although
I am thoroughly convinced that the
Kremlin will breach it if such breach
seems to its advantage. As the moment
I believe the Kremlin finds certain ad-
vantages in the treaty, but we should be
under no misapprehension that this
treaty will be anything but a serap of
paper at any moment it serves the inter-
est of the Soviet Union to so regard it.

The second concern I have akout the
consequences of approving this treaty is
that I fear a gradual erosion of our de-
termination to maintain cur defenses in
8 state of readiness. In other words, we
could be lulled into a false feeling of se-
curity and let our guard down. 'This
Nation in the past has easily been lulled
into a sense of false security. Indeed.
our swings of public opinion “are phe-
nomenal It is hard to believe that only
8 year ago when the Russians put mis-
siles in Cuba and the Chinese Commui-
nists attacked India, we were concerned
that international communism might
make war inevitable. And yet today we
find in our country a wave of bropagan-
da suggesting that we should have confi-

dence in the word of the very man who’

put missiles in Cuba a year ago, de-
stroyed the test moratorium in 1961, and

N
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refused. to meet w1th Elsenhower a few
years earlier, shortly after he had come
to the United Stafes allegedly to proffer
a-hand of friendship.

It is essential that in subseribing o
this treaty we do so, maintaining our-
selves in a conslant state of readiness to
Tenew tests, determined that we will con-
tinuously modernize our “detection de-
vices, determined to keep our laboratories
in operation and that we proceed with
an. exnanded program of underground
testing.

A great _deal of misinformation has

been bandied about ¢oncerning this three

environment test ban treaty. One fre-
quent statement is that it is the same
- proposal which was submitted by Presi-
dent Eisenhower during his administra-
tion and which was endorsed by the Re-
publican Party in its platform of 1960.
This is definitely not true, Even without
consldering the change of circumstances
and of the relative position of the world
owers ‘concerning nuclear technology
%etween the date of the proposal of the
Eisenhower administration and the pres-
ent, the proposa}s ar ‘dissimilar,

To mention some of fhe differences, ‘the
‘Eisenhower proposal did not take into its
purview nuclear testing in outer space
where techniques had not been developed
{0 permit verification of violations; nor
did that administration propose to en-
able the Soviet Union to veto each and
every project by the United States or any
.other treaty-signatory for the peaceful
use of atomic devices for such purposes
88 _diveriing hurricanes, digging chan-
nels and canals; in other words, the
plowshare program.”

"Again, the Republican platform in
1960 stated:

-~ We are slmllarly ready to negotiate and to
Anstitute realistic methods and safeguards
for disarmament and for the suspension of
nucléar tests, We advocate an early agree-
ment by all natlons to forgo nuclear tests
in the atmosphere, undér the suspension of
‘other tests as verification techniques pefmit.
We support the President in any decision he
may make o reevaluate the queéstion of re-
gumption of underground nuclear explosives
tegting if . the Geneva Conference fails to
produce a satisfactory agreement. We have
deep concern about the mounting nuclear
arms . race, 'I'hfs concern leads us to seek
d!sa,rmament and nueleer agreements And
an equal concern to protect all peoples from
nuclear danger leads us to insist that such
agreeménﬁs have adequa,te safeguards.

“The present treaty bans nucfear
‘weapon tests in outer space, an enyiron-
ment in which, verification will be yery
difficult because, notwithstanding anti-
cipated and programed improvements in

“our verjfication system, the system will
still possess both detection and identifi-
catlon thresholds below which clandes-
tine testing will be possible with low
probability of detection. Furthermore,
the draft of the limited test ban treafy
tabled in Geneva, August 27, 1962, by the
. Mnited States and United Kingdom dele-
gations prohi 1ted only nuclear weapon
‘tests and would have permitted explo-
_ston of nuclear devices for peaceful pur-
POSES; however the present treaty, by
.prohibiting all nuclear explosions in the
‘three environments, prohibits in per-
petuity—unless amended—and amend-
et Would ;reqmre the unammous con-

dent or one of hlS agents signs a solemn

sent of the three major orlglnating
_powers, which would give the Russians a _
veto ovér any amendment which might
be proposed to the treaty—-—many peace-

where any radioactlve debrls can escape
to another nation. Thus, if the treaty is
ratified, nuclear devxces can be used only
for' the pursuit of war and death, and
only in a most limited way for peaceful
purposes. B

Alfhough I am worried about the ex-
tension” of the test ban intd environ-

"ments in which we haye limited verifi-

cation capabmty at this time, I have

great confidence in the ability of our

scientists and techmclans to develop ex-
peditiously systems which will prevent
s1gmﬁcant clandestine testing. How-
ever, I have very serious misglvmgs
a.bout the long-run wisdom of agreeing

to prohibit in perpetu.lty the most prom-

ising use of explosion of nuclear devices
for peaceful purposes, which will fore-
close the plowshare program. I am con-
vinced that, if Russia really wants a
tréaty, then continued and persistent
negotiatlon would baye achieved .an
agreement which would have permitted
‘peaceful use of “clean” nuclear explosive
devices subject to reasonable controls,
such as prior notice to the treaty signa-
tories and opportunity for ohservation,
enabling science _to explore fully the ex-
citing potentials of this nuclear age and
enabling the world to exploit fully its
economic and humanitarian poss1b111t1es
The failure to provide for this is in my
opinion the greatest demonstrable de-
fect of the treaty. i
ADVICE AND CONSENT
I should like now to discuss for a

.moment the question of advice and con~

sent.in connection with the treaty.

In recent years, Mr. President, we
have witnessed a gradual erosion of an
important article of the Constitution—
article 2, section 2. 'That section provides
that the President shall have:

Power, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, to make treatles, pro-
vided two-thirds of the Senators present
concur,

Thus, it appears to be clear that the
President has no. “power”
treaties prior to Senate action and it

. would therefore follow that he has no

power to bind us in advance of authoriz-
ation by the Senate.

However, as in the proposed test ban
treaty now before us, we find that, from
a practical standpoint, the President ne-
gotiates proposed treaties, and then sub-
mits them to the Senate for its advice
and consent. Up fo this point the docu~
ment is no more than a tentative execu-

_tive agreement.

I submit that this procedure involves
seeking the “consent” of the Senate, but
it does not technically carry out the con-
stitutional mandate to obtain the “ad-
vice” of the Senate. It is difficult indeed,

_if not lmpractlca,bfe, to advxse after the

which we face now when we have en-

couraged some 90 natlons ‘to sign the
proposal before we have finalized it under

our constitutional process.
As a practical matter, when the Presi-

to make

‘instrument such as that now before us,

it becomes most difficult for the Senate
to do anything but give its consent, espe-
cially under the préssures of domestic
and worldwide propaganda that have
been built up. The Senate in the case
now before us is not being asked to give
its advice. The Senate as a practlcal
matter can only consent to this treaty,
or reject it.

There was a time when Presidents seri-
ously sought the “advice” of the Sen-
ate prior to the negotiation of treaties.

1bje discussed in the Foreign
Relations Commlttee report in 1946 on
‘acceptance of the compulsory furisdic-
tion of thé International Court—Senate
"Report No. 1835, 79th Congress 2d ses-
sion.

A% that time the ‘constitutional ques-
tion was raised as to whether—and I
quote from the report:

It 1s proper procedure to obtain the advice
and consent of the Senate prior to deposit -
of the declaratlon by the President.

The answer of the committee, which
deserves the most careful consideration,
is as follows:

With respect to the second issue, the an-
swer may be found in the Constitution itself,
Article 2, section 2, provides that the Presi-
dent shall have “power, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, to make
treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators
present concur.” It is evident that the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate is equally
effective whether given before, during, or
after the conclusion of the treaty. In fact,
President Washintgon approached the Sen-
ate for its advice and consent prior to the
negotiation of treaties, and this practice was
followed on occasion by other Presidents.
‘While the practice of prior consultations-with
the Senate fell into disuse after 1816, a re-
cent precedent may be found in the conven-
tion of 1927, extending the General Claims
Commission, United States and Mexico, of
1923. The treaty was signed on August 16,
1927, pursuant to a Senate resolution of Feb-~
ruary 17, 1927. A similar example is the con- .
vention of 1929, again extending the life of

. the Commission, The convention was signed

on August 17, 1929, pursuant to the Senate
resolution of May 25, 1929.

I suggest, Mr. President, that the kinds
of hazards involved in the negotiation
and signing of treaties on such important

.subjects as that now before us makes it

vitally important for the Senate, the
President, and the scholars of this Nation
to explore once again the feasibility of
obtaining the advice and consent of the
Senate prior to the signature of 1mport-
ant treaties.

It is not enough for the executive

_branch of this Government to come to

the Senate with general drafts’of trea-
ties, and occasional consultations, The
Senate. and_the Committee on Foreign
Relations. in particular need to partici-
pate more actively in the negotiations
.85 they near the point of consummation.

It is my recollection that at the time
the North Atlantic Treaty was being ne-

.gotiated the Committee on Foreign Re-

lations had opportunity to go over semi-
final drafts, article by article, and that
as g result of that meticulous work a
Jhumber_of draftmg changes were made
respect to the peace treaty with Japan.
I_cannot help but believe that had the

pendlng treaty been sy}omi»tpecﬁ_i‘ to the

(3
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¢lose scrutiny and unhurried dissection
by the Committee on Foreign Relations
prior to its finalization by the Executive,
we would not now be cénfranted with
such ambiguous languagée as that which
has created serious doubts as t6 whether
the treaty may prohibit the use of nu-
clear weapons in the event of hostilities
and other serious questions which have
been stated.
. I believe the executive ‘branch should
take clear warning from the questlons
that have been raised durmg considera-
Hon of this treaty, It must rethink Its
#ipptoach to the Senate in connection
with any future negotiations looking to-
ward any limitation upon the defensive
armaments of this country. I seriously
-_doubt if the necessary fwo-thirds vote
could be obtained for anopther treaty on
this general subjeet if such treaty were
nepotiated in hastée and sibmitted to the
Senate on a take-it-or-leave-it basis,
somewhat in the fashion of this treaty
-and the situation in 'Whlch we find our-
581ves
There is no reason in law or in our
iConstitution why the Senate should not
be asked formally to givé its advice and
consent to a draft treafy prior to the
signing eeremonies,” Suéh a practice in
_ the case of our most important treaties
‘may on occaslon in' the future save the
‘President not only from ‘the embarrass-
ment of repudiation—as happened in the
“gasé of the Treaty of Versailles—but it
“would protect this Nation from situations

‘such as that with which we are now con-'

fronted—situations in which the mili-

#ary, sclentific, and political judgments
6f:the Senate are in dange1 of being
Avarpéd by the argument that all we ¢an
‘do 1s to advise and consent to ratification,
or we will be repudiating the President,
embarrassing the Nation, and compro-
mising our leadership.

. In the last analysis, we probably find
‘burselves in a position Where we must
accept this treaty with a certain degree
of cautious hope, but at the same time
with the determination_ and increased
vigllance for our own securlty and fhat
of the free world. The treaty itself pro-

vides no steps for the creation of in-
ereased posture for peace or for dimin-
ishing the threat of war. I am not
greatly worrled about the suggestions
that the treaty may bar us from using
atomic weapons in case our séeurity is
‘geutely threafened, because I think it is
‘inherent in the sovereign rights of na-
tions to use whatever means are avaxl-
:able for their protection in time of great
-danger. - The administrative branch of
our Government and _the legislative
branch are both committed to this phi-
losophy irrevocably. BY the same token,
‘80 16 the Kremlin.

1 have little patlence “with the argu-
ment that we must make this treaty or
that we must take various other steps
“1o establish oiir devotion to the causé of
‘peace and freedom.
~ The whole record.of tfle United States
is one of continuois devotxon of life and
treasure to the cause of peace and free-
“dotn “in the world. Wé gave muchH in
‘World War I and it was out strength
and sacrifice that preseryved free institu-
tions in Europe and p1otected them else-
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where. We a.skeé nothing from that
vietory except a peaceful world.

We led in the disarmament confer-
ences of the 1920's; we constantly gave
our good offices in the interest of settling
international disputes. The life and
treasure which e expendéd in World
‘War II and the more than $100 billion

-pf our substance which we Rave poured

put since to help troubled and groping
nations reestablish themselyes or miove
toward the forms of freedom surely can
not be forgotten or disregarded.

Followmg World War II, when we

sre the sole poksessor of the atomic
bomb and the means of production, we
did what no other!country, to my knowl-
edge, has done in the history of the
world—we offered to turn over to the
United Nations [a2ll atomlc weapons,
atomic materials and the means of proc-
essing them for international control,
provided other countries would do the
same. This was  generally referred to
as the Baruch plan. I say this was
unique because I know of no other time
in history when g nation possessing the
means and the weapons to conquer any
or all other nations on earth, voluntarily
offered to give up this exclusive means
in the interest of civilization and peace.

We have constantly conferred, at-
tempted to mnegotiate and put forward
countless fair and equitable proposals
that would diminlsh the chances of war.

We have proved over and over our
sympathy with and devotion to peace
and human betterment.

On the other hand the Kremlin has
constantly blocked every effort and re-
fused every realistic offer that would
promote peace with reasonable and mu-
tual safeguards. :Is it any wonder then
that we want proof of good will by deeds
on the part of international communism,
and that we fear new promises which
can, and no doubt will be, broken with
the same cavalier attitude that we have
seen so frequently in the past? It can-
not be argued persuasively that Pre-
mier Khrushchev:is different from Stalin,
because both haye been instruments of
international communism and it #s the
voice of international communism that
speaks through them, and it is the phi-
losophy of international communism
which they implement and not the per-
sonal philosophy of either of them or
any one man.

If the policy of international commu-
nism says break the agreement, the pre-
viously given word of the individual
means nothing.

There are many ways in which inter-
national communism could by deeds
show its good faith. 'The Kremlin could
keep its agreement for free elections in
the Iron Curtain coluntries; it could re-
store freedom tp the Latyian States,
which it aggressively took over not much
more than. a year after it bad made
solemn treaty agreements. to respect
their soverelgnty and freedom.

The Kremlin gpuld remoye its heel of
conquest from East Germany and by ac-
tion remove the threats to Berlin and
the peace of I“urcpe

The Kremlin  could_cease its false
propaganda add acfive subversive
threats in Africa, Latin America, and
other areas of the world.,
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If the Kremlin really believed in the
basic rights of the people it could with-
draw from the arena of international
conguest and devote its energies and
resources toward the betterment of the
Russian people.

They know that we would welcome,
with rejoicing, news of this kind that
would bring proof through deeds that
they were sincere in their protestations
for peace, but it is in the light of past
experiences that we must examine our
course and future and that we must ex-
plore and determine the vigilance which
we must exercise. The world knows
that we have no designs hostile o any
other country, but I think the world also
knows that until international commu-
nism alters it adamant course away from
world dominion and by action adopts
policies of genuine consideration and
respect for the rights of others, that our
own secufity and that of the free nations
of the world must regrettably depend
upon superior strength and realism.

In closing I wish to recite a little story
which was written to me the other day
in a leter by a constituent from Iowa.
He said that in dealing with the Russians
we should always keep in mind the story
of the hunter and the bear.

The hunter went to the woods one
day, and deep in the woods he saw a bear
approaching. The hunter raised his
gun and aimed it at the bear. The bear
suddenly stopped and said, “Wait, hunt-
er. What do you want? We will nego-
tiate.” The hunter said, “I want a fur
coat.” The bear said, “Good. I want
a good meal. Let us negotiate.” So
they sat down and negotiated; and,
after a while, the bear walked away.
The hunter had his fur coat and the bear
had a good meal.

In our dealings with the Russians in
the past too often the bear has walked
away with a good meal and we have had
a fur coat of sorts. It is a situation

eaused by naivete which should not be

permitted to exist very long. ‘We should
bear in mind that we are dealing with a
ruthless, expert group of manipulators
to whom morals as we apply them do not
appeal and by whom they are not ac-
cepted.

We must bear in mind that our inter-

_ests and those of the free world still must

rely on our constant ability to defend
ourselves and the interests of freedom
under all circurnstances. In accepting
this tréaty we must recall that it is the
deeds which may follow which will de-
tremine whether the treaty has a modi-
cum of sincerity on the part of the Krem-
lin or whether it is 4 sham and a subfter-
fuge.

I shall vote for the treaty because I
think the alternative of refusal is less
acceptable under all the circumstances.
I shall vote for the treaty not with en-
tAusiasm but because, on balance, and
with “eternal vigilance”-—which is still

‘the price of liberty--I think it can create

another opportunity under which future

‘deeds may produce the arena for steps

toward peace, which we-all so earnestly
desire.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous conseni to have printed
in the Recorp at this point a sfatement
by the executive branch concerning ex-
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ecutive branch consultations with the
Senate on a limited nuclear test ban.
There being no objection, the state-
mient was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows: o T
STATEMENT OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH ON
. ConsuLTaTioNS Wrrs THE SENATE ON A
LrmrrEd NUCLEAR TEST BaW, SEPTEMBER
16, 1963 ) :
‘The Seriate’s advice concerning & thréee-
environment test ban treaty was sought on
repeated occasions before ‘the treaty now be-
fore the Senate was signed by Secretary
Rusk. Consuliations between members of
the execiitive branch ‘and the Benate oc-
.eurved in a variety of forms, including for-
mal committee hearings, personal visits,
written correspofidence, telephone calls, and
breakfast briefings. ’ : -
The present nuclear test ban treaty had
its genesis in the United States-United
Ringdom, proposal of August 27, 1962, for a
ban on nuclear tests in the atmosphere,
outer space, and underwater. This proposal
was substantially the same as that contained
in the treaty nmow before the Senate.

‘Hearings at which a three-environment

‘pan was discussed with appropriate commit-

tees of the Senate, have occurred on frequent
occasions beginning ptior to the August
27, 1062, proposils. Mr. Willlam C. Foster,
Director of the Arms Control and Disarma-

_ment Agency appeared on July 23, 1962, be-

fore the Joint Committee on Atomlic Energy,
and on July 25, 1062, before the Disarma-
ment Subcommittee of the Committee on
Foreign Relations to discuss the status of the
nuclear test ban negotiations then being
conducted in Geneva at the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Conference.

‘The Senates advice was sought from the
outset. As stated by Mr, Foster to the Dis-

‘aFmament subcommittee:

“The purpose of this meeting with *you,
Mr. Chairman, is to put before you before
the decislon has been tade some of the al-

- ternatives which are being considered for

¥ -

redommendation to the President for his de-
ciston. And that decision has not yet been
taken.”

Mr. Foster outlined four possible positions
to both committees. One of these positions
was to draft a treaty banning nuclear tests
in the atmosphere, oliter space and under-
water. Members of the committees discussed
the advantages and disadvantages of this
proposal with Mr. Foster at some length.
On August 2, 1962, Ambassador Arthur H.
Dean, U.S. representative to the Geneva
Disafmament Conference, accompanied by
Mr. Foster appeared before the Joint Com.~
mittee on Atomic Energy and the Disarma-
ment Subcommittee of the Commitiee on
Forelgn Relations. The purpose of these

‘pppearances was to inform the committees
igbout the contents of Ambassador Dean’s

instructions regarding the nuclear test ban
his return to the negotiations at
Gieneva. Both the comprehensive test ban
proposals and those for a ban on tests in
‘the atimosphere, outer space and underwater
were discussed.

On September 17, 1962, the Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee initiated a series of hear-
ings focused on the nuclear test ban. On

_that day, Mr. Foster and Mr. Paul H. Nitze,
. Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna-

tional Security Affairs appeared before the
gubcommittee. On Septémber 18, discussions
with Mr. Foster continued and on September

19 the subcommittee héard testimony from.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk.
During thé course of this series of hear-

- ings a wide tange of arms control and dis-

armament matters were discussed, including
the status of the August 27, 1962, proposal
for & limited nuclear test ban.”

¢
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Between March 5 and March 12, 1963, the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy held
hearings on developments in technical capa-
bilities for detecting and identifying nuclear
weapons tests (Project Vela). During the
course ,of these hearings, U.S. detection
and identification capabilities relative to
nuclear tests In the atmosphere, outer
space, and underwater, in addition to under-
ground, were discussed in detail. The Au-
gust 27, 1962, proposal for a limited treaty
was also referred to and its status discussed.
Officials of various executive branch agencies
including Mr. Foster and Dr. Franklin A.
Long of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, Mr. Jack P. Ruina, Director of the
Department of Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency, and Maj. Gen, A. W. Betts,
Director of the Division of Military Applica-
tion of the Atomlc Energy Commission, as
well as numerous other Government and
non-Government technical witnesses, testl-
fled during these hearings.

On March 11, 1963, the status of the test
ban negotiations, including a ban on tests
in the atmosphere, outer space and under-
water, was discussed with the Disarmament
Subcommittee of the Commitiee on Forelgn
Relations by Secretary Rusk accompanied by
Mr. Adrian 8. Fisher, Deputy Director of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

On May 7, 1963, hearings on the nuclear
test ban before the Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee of the Armed Services
Committee were resumed with the appear-
ance of Mr. Foster. During succeeding
months a long list of military and technical
witnesses appeared before the subcommlittee
including representatives of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, the Atomlic
Energy Commission, "the Defense Atomle

Support Agency, the Ailr_ Force Technical

Application Center, the AEC Weapons Labo-
ratories, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
initial focus of these hearings was upon the
U.S. proposal for a comprehensive treaty
banning all nuclear weapons tests. How-
ever, repeated discusslons of a limited test
pan were included, and the focus of the In-
vestigation was shifted to the limited treaty
once 1t had been initiated in Moscow.

As previously indicated, the specific series
of negotiations, which finally achleved
agreement on the limited treaty now be-
fore the Senate, began in Moscow on July 15,
1963. Key Members of the Senate were ad-~
vised informally of the status of the nego-
tiations and asked for advice during their
course. On July 23 and 24, 1963, Secre-
tary Rusk, accompanied by Mr. Foster, ap-
peared before the Armed Services, the For«
eign Relations, and the Joint Atomic Energy
Committees to report on the status of the
negotiations and secure the advice of those
present on the draft as 1t then stood. These
hearings occurred prior to the initialing of
the treaty by Under Secretary Harriman in
Moscow on July 25. The draft treaty which
was discussed with the committees at that
time still had not been agreed, and the out-
standing differences, as well as the nature
and effect of the agreed parts of the text,
were pointed out and discussed. .

On August 5, 1063, following initialing of
the text of the treaty on July 25 and prior
to signature of the .treaty in Moscow by
Secretary Rusk, Under Secretary Harriman,
accompanied by Mr. Foster, appeared before
8 joint sesslon of the Armed Services, For-
elgn Relations and Joint Atomic Energy
Committees. The purpose of this appear-
ance was to recelve the advice of the mem-
bers present before the treaty was signed.

Thus, the views of the Senate were formal-
1y solicited prior to reaching a deciston with-
in the executive branch concerning the

‘predecessor proposal of the present treaty
-of August 27, 1962. The appropriate

com-~
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mittees  were "also consulted before the
treaty was initlated and before i1t was signed.

In addition to formal hearings, numerous
informal contacts with various Senators and
their staffs on the subject of the nuclear
test ban negotiations in general and a three-
environment ban in particular have occurred.
A particular effort has been made to keep
Senators who were members of the commit-
tees having an interest in arms control mat-
ters fully informed. In addition to individ-
ual contacts, a series of breakfasts specifical-
1y to discuss arms control and nuclear test
ban matters were held. All members of
the Armed Services, Foreign Relations and
Joint Atomic Energy Committees were in-
vited to attend one or more of these break-
fast briefings. The views of Senators who
have expressed an interest in the subject
have also been sought on an informal basis.

The only possible conclusion from the
foregoing 1s that the advice of the Senate
was repeatedly sought by the executive
branch before and during the course of the
negotiations which culminated in the treaty
hefore the Senate.

’

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 23, 1963, AT 10 AM.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further business to come before the
Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further businesg?-

. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
not, I move that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 10 o’clock on Monday
morning next, in accordance with the
unanimous-consent agreement entered
into*on Wednesday, September 18, 1963.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 29 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, in executive session, under
the order of Wednesday, September 18,
1963, until Monday, September 23, 1963,
at 10 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate, September 20, 1963:

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the
grade of lleutenant colonel, subject to quali-
fication therefor as provided by law:

Barton, LeRoy C. Maloney, John H.
Carlson, William C. Wilder, Charles S.
Culp, Willlam E. Harrison, Joseph B.
McKitrick, Rodney D, Glenn, Jack

Morris, Roger A, Kerr, Melvyn H.
Shanks, Willlam, Jr, Pomeroy, Willlam D,
Fraser, Robert M., Jr. Von Der Heyde, Henry
Salser, Charles A, A.F., Jr. .

King, Robert, Jr. Beer, Willlam J.

Fine, Dail D. Hickman, Edwin L., Jr.
Bryant, William W. Nelson, Arthur A., Jr.
Poppa, Chester J. Hart, Lawrence P,
Cobb, Thomas L. Selleck, Lawrence M.,
Kirkland, John W. Jr.

Dempster, Donald R. McPherson, Gordon D.
Heywood, Ralph A, Stott, Harry D.

Rixey, Palmer H. Heflin, Bruce A.
Persac, Walter L, Beal, Samuel G.
Oltmer, Lavern J. Cook, Bertram E., Jr.
Stoneman, Russel H. Christopher, Willard N.
Keller, Gordon H., Jr. Ksycewskl, Casimir C.
Millette, Eugene " Boulware, John C.
Van Campen, Hiel L, Evans, Robert C.
Lewis, Robert, Jr. Reese, Robert V.
Landrum, James, Jr. Harrls, Willlam D.
Taub, Samuel, Jr. Tunnell, Robert J., Jr.
McArthur, Raymond Van Dalsem, Robert R.
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Dillon, James W,
Kelly, Walter C.
Hall, Clifford D.

" Hoch, Rurt L.

" Haynes, Albert B., Jr.

. Burch, Carrol B.
Metcalfe, Robert B.
Shelby, Alfréd C., Jr.
Bonds, Willlam B. ~
Hunter, Glenn R.

Wann, Charles M., Jr.

Usher, Edward G.
“Diyvault, Nevin E.
Pox, Jean T.
Harpe, Lilburn L.
Rumble, Gerould M.,
Jr.
‘Weber, Raymond J.
‘Pates, Bruce A., Jr,
Groame, Roland C.
Cungrd, arl M, Jr
Novak, Anthony .
Crowley, John F.
Anthony, wilifgm 8.
Roberts, Clyde R.
Frenth, Harry D.
Unger, William T.
Riggs, Thomas W,
‘Sone, Egrnest K., Jr,
‘Whalker, Emerson A
‘Ziegler, Paul E.

“Leeseberg, Phillip K,

Johnson, Corbin J.

~

Terxy John M., Jr.
Chajabers, George ‘G, Jt
thtle. Eldon L,., Jr.
Whitehead, Arthur T.
George, Marshall E.
McQIanahan, Paul G,
Wilson, James J.
Mofsberr Dale M.
War enry
will, Ke;nneth E.
Hllff'TwymaLn R.
Solze, Robert L.
Burhs, Edwin A,
Holller, Louis 8., Jr.
Karne, DouglasT.
Mtitchell, John F.
Carfubha, Harry D.
Schoen, James R.

. Baker, BEdward S., Jr.
* Butner, John C., III
" Bpicer, Raymond B.

Dowd, John J.,, Jr.
Mosher, Charles M.
Rann, Louls A,
Peck, William H.

-Westcott, Charles T,
+ Kletzker, Robert L.

Meyers, George F.
Cummings, James M.
Hsslinger, Dean E,
Dszinlo, Edward W.
Porter, Robert H., Jr.
Overmyer, Gerald D.
Gelzer, Edward D,, Jr.

Brierton, Thomas J 3r. Hages, James M

b
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Lahr, Robert J.
Ha.garty, Patrick
Hargett, Ernest C
Powell, Day id D.
Clark, Allen B.
Lewllelmer M., .f
Cashman, James
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Worley, Kermit M,

Owens, Thurman

Derning, Bdmund G.,
AL

"Warshaw‘.r Alan J.
‘Mader, John F.

Dixon, Frank L,, Jr.

Breckinridge, Jam;eb T.Kleppsattel, F. M., Jr.

Walden, Denzil E,

‘Keith, John H,, Jr,

Johnson, Russell E.
Dindinger, Jack W.
Jones, Edward H,
Roothoff, John J.
Merrill, George A,
Hicks, Norman W.
Harmon, Autrey B.
Bmith, Robert A.
Winn, Robert D,
Dresbach, Earl C., Jr.
Dillard, Jack N.
Harrls, Robert G.
Killian, Edwin W. '
Morin, Donald E.
Miles, Jack L.
Wood, Ralph C.
Spender, Donald E,
Johnston, Howard J.
Jones, David G.
Green, Melvin K,
Badger, Guy O.
Russ, Donald M, _
Selvitelle, Benjamin
B., Jr.

Thomas, Jobn C.

Critchett, Edward Ww.
May, Donald L.
Buchanan, Fitzhugh
L., Jr. .
Meeker, Ermine L.
Wachter, John A.

Showalter, Charles E,

Stephens. Reuel W,,
Jr,
Eschholg, Theodore S.
Coon, Elvin R., Jr.
Hillmer, Donald F.
Rump, william 8.
Beverly, Arthur C,
Reese, Howard E.
McNicholas, Robert J.
Baeriswyl, Louis, Jr.
Taylor, Roma T., Jr. -
Macklin, Willlam H.
‘Webb, Lewis R.

McClelland, William A.

Hickman, William T,
Flood, James H. A.
Belmyhr, Garlen L.
Martin, Lee D.

Elyth, Charles W,

_Montague Paul B‘
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Coffman, Raymond
P, Jdr.
Wilson, Robert H.
Eastman, Robert E.
Edwards, Roy J.
‘Woodruff, Paden
E, Jr.
Ives, Merton R.
Peaabody, Clifford J.
Rogers, Harry L., Jr.
Hall, William D.
Markham, Edward
J.0Jr.
Richards, Wayne E.
Meyer, Edward B.
Parrott, Robert E.
Arford, Jack O,
Plaskett, William, Jr.
MeCarty, Stewart
B., Jr.

Ludwlg, Verle E.
Owens, Owen L.
Wildey, Robert L.
Coffman, John W,
Wessel, Wallace
Fegley, Jumes E.
Stowers, Robert M.
Corn, Clifford D.
Grier, Samuel L.
Witkowski, Henry J.
Leidy, Alfred L.
McCain, Gene M.
Brent, Joseph M.
Miller, Richard E.
Harris, William A.
Marusak, Andrew
V., Jr.
Wilson, Harold B.
Stephenson, Charles
R., 11X

Gilman, Donald &E. Discus, Williamn
Blaha, Herbert J. A., Jr.
Patton, William C. Hanlifin, Robert
Moak, Stanley T. T, Jr.

Rapp, David A.
Whalker, Willlam T

The following-naraed officers of the Marine
Corps for permenent appointment to the
grade of leutenant colonel, subject o quali-
fication therefor as pr()vlded by law:
Amos, Raymond L. Yezlerskl, Peter P.
Valentour, James V. Leach, Robert D.
Wahrer, Maurice 8. Lindfelt, Haldon E.
Stamps, Clyde H.

Hecker, James S.

Keenan, Lawrence W.
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Congressional Record of 19 September

containing the continuation of debate on
the nuclear test ban treaty,
identified any references to the Agency or

the Director, however, youw-may wishto
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