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kept resources of naﬁure be if the people are
not in a position to enjoy them firsthand?

in the early days of our Nation, he com-
ments, men had to be more fugged physl-
cally. ‘Today we have machines to do our
work” and to carry us around, so We have
greater need for outdoor exercise.’

And as he speaks he looks up wistfully from
the chalr in which he is seated in his
spacious Washington, D.C., office and fixes his
gaze on' the large colored pictures on his
wall showing the rugged Tetons of Wyoming

and Rainbow Bridge in Utah. Obviously, he

would feel more at home climbing the moun-
ta.inous heights or trathping the trails in the
open. “His lean, muscular build shows that
he is advocating that which he knows best.

True fitness resuits from a balanced ap-
proach,’ according to the Secretary, having to
do with the body, the mind, and the soul.
Also there is & negative aspect about it—the
legying behind of those things which are
harmful or destruc%ive in order to galn the
_better overdll positive purposes in life. “We
“aré much befter off with clean hablts,” he
observes.. And his serious concern for the
welfare of youth shows up clearly as he goes
on, “If young people start off right, they
“will have every chance of living a long and
happy life.”

The lmportance “of personal living “habits
and right mental attitudes, with spiritual
undergirding, comes out again as Secretary
of the Interior Udall concludes, “The future
greatness of our country rests ultimately on
what kind of individuals we are and whether
each person achieves his own standard of

~ excellence.”

Indeed, 1t the Secretary’s ideals are fully
deveéloped, his “mohuments’* will be not only
in the form of new national parks, preserved

- wilderness_areas, and conserved natural re-
sources, but also in the better health of our
citizenry, the balanced growth of our young
people, and a greater strength of our Nation
08 & Whole.

VETER,ANS’ ADMINISTRATION REC-
ORDS CONCERNING GOV. GEORGE
C. WALLACE OF ALABAMA

' Mr. MORSE " Mr. President in the
Washington Post of yesterday, Septem-
ber 8, and the Washington Star of yes-

terday, September 8, appeared two edi-~
“torials critical of the senior Senator

from Oregon because he disclosed that
the Governor of Alabama receives dis-
ability ‘allowanee for a service-connected
psychoneurosis? I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two, edltonals be printed at
this point in the RECORD,

Thete being no obJectmn the edi-

torials were ordered to be printed in the

RECORD, as follows.
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
[0 . Sept. 8,1963]
Tx»m GOVERNOR’S DISABILITY

Gov, George C, ‘Wallace of Alabama should

not be reproached or censured for a psycho-
neurotic. disability incurred in the military
gervice of his country.
that his medical record has_been rade &
part ‘of the political controversy in which
the Governor has been involved. The files
of the Veterans’ Administration are not
. closed to Congress and probably should not
- be, closed against legitimate congressional
or public lnquiry essential to protect the
Government against fraud and irregularity.
- But 1t 1s regretiable that Sgnator Morsk felt
compelled fo use for a political purpose a
medical history that private doctor-patient
ethlcs would keep confidential. IT is one
thing to be angry at Governor Wallace for
what_ surely s a_ misguided policy. It is
sbmetmng else to reproach him for an in-
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capacitatlng dlsabllity lncurred in” llne of

It is unfortunate’

duty.
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Sept. 8, 1963}
OFF LiMITs

By any standard, the exchange of insults
between Senator Morse and Alabama’s Gov-

_ernor Wallace has been an unedifying spec-

tacle. And it goes from bad to worse,

We hold no brief for Governor Wallace.
His erratic behavior in trying to force the
closing of certaln schools in his State is as
reprehensible as it 1s senseless. Even so there
are areas in which a man is not legitimately
subject to attack.

One of these has to do with war-incurred
disabilities.
the Governor had questioned his mental
competence, returned the compliment by

-citing “official records” to show that Mr.

Wallace has been “granted service-connected
disabllity for psychorieurosis, for which an
evaluation of 10 percént was assigned.” This
condition apparently resulted from flying
combat bomber missions in World War II.
Mr. Walldce was honorably discharged from
the service and was awarded the Air Medal.

Senator Morse mehtioned the Veterans’
Administration, although he did not disclose
the source of his information pertalning to
the Wallace medical record, A VA spokes-
man said officials there were “puzzled” since
Senator Morse had neither requested nor re-
celved their records. The spokesman added
that a Member of Congress 1s one of the few
persons entitled by law to receive such in-

formation, but that it is given with the un-

derstanding that it is “confidential.”

Whatever the fact as to this, a man's rec-
ord showing a service-connected disabllity
ought to be off limits for all participants in
any nhame-calling contest.

Mr. MORSE. For the benefit of the
editors of the Washington Post and the

~Washington Star, may I refresh their
“recollections in regard to what their

public dyty is as journalists. ‘When men

“are elected to high public office, their

qualifications to hold their office becomes
a subject which the public has a right to
know about. The Senator from Qregon
received most of his information about
the Governor of Alabamsa from Alabama.

There is no question about the accu-
racy of the statement made in the REc-
orp by the Senator from Oregon in re-
spect to the fact that the Governor of
Alabama receives disability payments for
& psychoneurotic condition. I think it is
rather pertinent to have the public know
when any public official is holding pub-
lic office and is not mentally sound or
has a past record of mental unsound-
ness—in this case itx’" sychoneurosis,
regrettable that t Governor suffered

. that malady, The senior Senator from

Orggon paid him high tribute for a bril-
liant and dedicated war recor
fact is that the Gove
The fact is that he is drawing pay for a
psychoneurosis condition suffered during
the war. Many of the people of Alabama
are disturbed about the behavior of their
Governor. I was supplied with some of
the information T used from Alabama.

‘In my judgment the Governor’s psycho-

neurotic history should be public knowl-

edge for the public to determine to what
extent that condition apparently brings
forth some of the Governor’s conduct,
such as the position he is taking in Ala-
bama this sad day.

I wish to say to the editors of the
Washington Post and the Washington

Senator Morsg, asserting that -

It is

__But the

Star that wheneve 2 pubhc oﬁicml in

the opinion of the senior Senator from
Oregon, is disqualified in any way to hold
a publjc trust, the senior Senator from
Oregon, as long as he sits in this body,

-intends to make that information known

to the public. In my judgment, that
happens to be the duty that I owe my
oath of office. It is a sad thing, buf I
cannot escape the conclusion that a good
deal of the bigotry, racism and intoler-
ance displayed by the Governor of Ala-
bama probably was caused by the fact
that he does have a record of suffering
from a psychoneurosis.

‘Further mav I say to the editors of the
Washington Post and the Washington
Star once a person is placed in a posi-
tion of public trust he is not entitled to
the protect'on of secrecy in respect to
his qualifications to hold such a position
of public trust. Any mental unsoundness
involves a matter so vital to the welfare
of the public that the public should not
be kept in the dark about it as the edi-
tors of the Washington Post and Wash-
ington Star apparently seem to believe.
The fact that a public official is a vet-
eran gives him no more right to be pro-
tected from public knowledge of his lim-
itations than anyone else.,

Once a person enters the fish bowl of

public service he is not entitled to nor .

has any right to expect that any of
his defects or limitations which bear
upon his ability to serve the public should
be concealed from the public. The edi-
tors of the Washington Post and the

. Washington Star have permitted their

prejudices to cause them to draw the
distinction between the rights of privi-
lege of a private citizen not holding a

_ public trust and the rights of public

officials.

INTERIM REPORT ON MILITARY
IMPLICATIONS - OF PROPOSED
LIMITED TEST BAN TREATY

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee, of which I am chairman, has today
filed with the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices an interim report on the military
implications of the proposed limited test
ban treaty. The report is also being re~
leased to the press and the public.

The report is the product of an ex-
tensive and exhaustive inguiry by the
subcommittee into the military and tech-
nical aspects of the various nuclear test
ban proposals. During the inquiry,

which commenced last September, testi-

mony was received from 24 witnesses.
Among them were many of the most in-
formed and knowledeeable persons in the

——

Nation in this field. A broad range of -

testimony was received from both sci-
entific and military experts and from
both proponents and opponents of the
treaty. )

The overall purpose of the inquiry was
to develop as fully and factually as pos-

sible the available military and techni-

cal information bearing on the subject
matter to insure that the Senate would
have available to it essentially the same
body of military and-technical evidence
as is available to the executive branch
in its formulation of nuclear test ban
policies, After the negotiation of the
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Moscow treaty the subcommittee focused
1ts attention on the potential impact of
that treaty upon the future of our Mill-
tary Establishment and sfrateglie forces.

The interim report is directed specifi-
cally to the partial test ban agreement
and the military advantages and disad-
vantages which flow or might flow from
it. Political considerations and matters
of foreign and international aﬂmrs, as
such, are not within the scope of the
report.

The report discusses, within the hrmts
of security classification, the military,
technical, and security problems which
are associated with the treaty banning
nueclear tests in the atmosphere, outer
space, -and underwater.

The report is 51gned by all mcmbers

e ena, r's SO sgmng
myself, as chairman, and the Senator

€ Tepor are

-from Missouri [Mr. Symineron], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Jack-
son], the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr., Tuurmownpl, the Senator from
. Maine [Mrs. Smira]l, and the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] The
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, Sat-

rt, filed a dissenting view. Addit; onal
VIEWS Were Ille vy the oSenator from
Missouri [Mr. SymincTon]. These are
included with the report.

‘From the testimony which the sub-.]

committee heard it was abundantly clear ]

that the ratification of the treaty would
result in some military and fechnical
disadvantages and risks for this Nation.
Indeed there was little controversy on
this point. There was, however, consid-
. erable divergence of opinion among the
witnesses as to the extent and effect of
the risks and disadvantages and as to
whether they are acceptable on balance.
Some of the witnesses viewed the risks

and disadvantages as being of a minor.

nature and as being fully acceptable from
the standpoint of our Nation’s security
Others assessed them as being of serious
anhd major proportions.

Among the military disadvantages as-
soclated with fhe treaty E',{E.c"'usseai n the
report are the following:

First: The United States probably will

_be unsble to duplicate Soviet achieve-
ments in very high yield weapgn tech-
nology.

Second. The United States will be un-
able to acquire necéssary data on the ef-
fects of very high yield atmospheric ex-
plosions.

Third. The United States will be un-
able to acquire data, on high altitude
weapons effects.

Fourth. The United States will be un-

able to determine with gonfidence the
performance and reliability of any ABM
system developed without benefit of at-
mospheric operational system tests.
Fifth. The United States will be unable

to verify the ability of its hardened sec-

ond-strike missile systems to survive
close-in high-yield nuclear explosions.
Sixth. The United States will be un-
able to verify the ability of its missile re-
entry bodies under defensive nuclear at-
tack to survive and to penetrate to the
target without the opportunity to test
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clear environment under dynamic re-
entry conditions.

Seventh. The treaty will provide the
Soviet Union with an opportunity to
equal U.S. accomplishments in submeg-
aten weapon technology.

Eighth. The treaty will deny to the
United States a valuable source of in-
formation on Soviet nuclear weapons
capabilities.

There were, of course, counterargu-
ments. It was contended for example,
that the Soviets would be equally in-
hibited. It was accurately asserted that
progress could be made in some im-
portant areas without the benefit of at-
mospheric testing and that the test ban
would not prevent qualitative improve-
ments being made in our weapon systems
either as g result of underground testing
or by virtue of nonnuclear technology.

In addition, the testimony was unani-
mous that, except in the field of high
yvield weapons, the United States today
holds & clear and commanding lead in
nuclear weapons and weapon systems.
This superiority is said to result from a
larger and more diversified stockpile of
nuclear weapons, by more numerous,
varied and sophisticated delivery sys-
tems, and by a greater capacity to pro-
duce rnuclear materials, weapons, and
delivery systems. It wag strongly urged

] by some witnesses that the treaty would

nd to stabilize this superiority.

JAs ageainst this, however, we learned
from the evidence that the Soviets have
overtaken and surpassed us in the de~
sign of very high yield nuclear weap-
ons; that they may possess knowledge of
weaporns effects and antiballistic missile
programs superior to oqurs; that
under the terms of the treaty it is
entirely possible that they will achieve
parity with us in low yield weapon tech-
nology. Thus the effect of the treaty
is to legalize testing in the area where
we deem the Soviets to beé inferdor-—that,
is low yleld weapons—and deny to us
the benefits of desirable testing in the
higher yield areas where; the Soviets are
or may be superior.

After carefully Weighing all of the
evidence, the majority of the subcom-
mittee has concluded that the proposed
treaty will affect adversely the future
quality of this Nation’s 18, and that it
will result in serious, and perhaps for-
midable, military and technical disad-
vantages. Any military and technical
advantages which we will derive from
the treaty do not, in the judgment of
the majority, counterbalance or out-
weigh the military and technical dis-

- advantages. It appears that the Soviets

will not be inhibited to the same extent
in. those areas of nuclear weaponry
where we now deem them to be inferior,

Admittedly, however, other factors,
which are not within the scope of the
subcommittee report, are pertinent to a
final judgment on the treaty. Among
these are matters relating to interna-
tional affairs, forelgn policy, and our
relations with other countries. As the
report states, when these are taken into
consideration, each individual inust
reach his own judgment on the basis
of personal philosophy, pa."t experience,

committee of which I am chairman will
\L

5
R *_A‘?
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_nose cone and warhead designs in & nu-

current knowledge, and the relative
welight which he assigns to the various
factors involved.

Another matter discussed in the re-
port are the “safeguards” upon which
the Joint Chiefs of Staff conditioned
their approval of the treaty, and which
are designed to reduce to a minimum
the adverse effect of the treaty upon cur
weapon programs. The subcommitiee
considers it to be vital that, if the treaty
is ratified, these safeguards be imple-
mented to the maximum extent. We
have already asked for and received cer-
tain assurances from the administration
with respect to these safeguards but have
not received the detsiled information
which we feel should be furnished. . If
the treaty is ratified it is the intent of
the subcommittee to monitor the imple-
mentation of the safeguards on a regular
basis.

However, as is said in the report, even
the most thorough implementation of
the safeguards will not reduce the mili-
tary and technical disadvantages of the
treaty. No safeguard can provide the
beneflts of testing where testing is pro-
hibited and none can assure that this
Nation will acquire the highest quality
weapon systems of which it is capable
when the means for achieving that cb-
Jective are denied.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would
like to read”a few passages from the
subcommittee report. They are:

In considering the impact and effect of
the proposed test ban it is important to re-
member that for nearly two decades this
Nation has been confronted by an adversary
who has openly and repeatedly cleimed that
his dominant goal 1s to destroy the nations
of the non-Communist world. Only because
we bhave maintained clear military superi-
ority and the ability to inflict unacceptable
damage upon him has the would-be aggressor
been deterred. The basls of our deterrence
1s military superifority which, in turn, is
based on our nuclear weapon programs and
nuclear retaliatory forces.

It is vital to our survival that no step
be taken which in any manner would im-
pair the integrity and credibility of our de-
terrence or degrade the ability of our military
forces tO0 protect our security if we should
be challenged militarily by a hostile nuclear
power.,

Mr. President, I appreciate the indul-
gence of the Senate. After presentation
of the report of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, the members of the sub-

from time to time have further remarks
make.

s

THE RAMPART CANYON DAM ON
THE YUKON

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, last
Saturday some 90 Alaska citizens, mostly
from Anchorage and Fairbanks—the
State’s two largest cities—but with rep-
resentation from other parts of our far-
flung 49th State, assembled at Mount Mc~
Kinley National Park to discuss ways
and means of speeding the development
of the State’s virtually undeveloped hy-
droelectric resources through the river-
basin development of the mighty Yukon
at the Rampart Canyon damsite, This
site lles about 100 miles northwest of
Fairbanks in almost the geographical
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once and for Bil, even though some loss of
Y “would be ‘involved. The decision

territory
of the U.S. Government as annournced on

i July 18 wa§ thus a diplomatic or practical,

and notha legal disposition of the problem.

“The presyjit position '6f the Department of
llows: o

Unibed States has a proud record of

¥ The i
i 1ts international obligations

{atid Talthfilly wxecuting treaties to which 1t
+has agre * Mk Oiir disagreement with
“the Chamizal awd{d, évenh though based on

valid argumefits h¥d in good faith, seems
{nconsistent, after Wy had agreed In a treaty

~ to accept the result ‘wihout appeal’ with our

., “Thefe would be spect

. A goufce of

- cant advan

. pusly

. 'on bot

~ ‘ments agréed has & double purpose: tg
“thé disputé with Mexico and to estoh

'

‘monlous ‘re

oals as a nation.”
advantages in our

historical position and

relations with Mekico®
irritation which has troubled

faiteq States-Mexican reladons for almost
100 years would be remaved;
"4 Arbitfation would be restor
of peaceful settlement of disp
the United States and Mexico;
Frierhe Chamizal as &n_emotionalissue in
h distorts what otherw
ble view of the United
. ved., Settlement wouldglim-
inate use of the Chiinizal as the bas
piiopagatln’é the viéw, even through the eu-
S4tion systemi, that the United States d
ip 1o ts tréaty commitments; an
infsts “and other enemies of
5"{n Mexldo would be denled
Sropagaiidd’ Wweapons they are using
to injure Uiilted States-Mexlcan relations.
~#The geftleniént should also have signifi-
vantages for El Paso: o
uAn international dispute which has serl-
sy impeded the” natural direction of
growth of El Paso would be removed and har-
lations between the sister cities

of El P
gtrengthe

.

 “and ' Cludad Juarez would be

- %The ‘dévelopmient of El Paso, especlally
trafiie circulation and the provision of public

yould

be miaterially improved with
oration into El Paso of the upper
rdova Island;

on the title to the lands In

loud

the Ch tract femalning in the United

States,, ch “has plagued property owners
- “for some 100 jears, would be removed;

o #PRhe* revénte base In El Paso would be

‘tonsiderably enfhanfed because a blighted
ares in ¥l Paso would be Improved and con-
qribute {ts fair share to the cost of municipal

nt of the dispute will at last per-
n of the international flood con-
1ol ‘éy efSential for the proper pro-
~fect bas0; )

e International bridges at El Paso could

- replaced with structures in harmony with

the needs of The over 600,000 people who live

_in the £l Paso-Cliidad Juarez area; and

" wThe reestablishrient of the Rio Grande
88 the boundary wotuld facilitate border con-
trol, health control, and other inspection
‘measures, a5 well as beautify the riveriront
sides of the Tiver.” 1%

) f§ OF SETTLEMENT y
which the two Govgn-

) ;ﬁrE
The settlement

‘fixed, river bouhdary between El Bfs
~Cludad ~Juarez,” “'The neégotiatop

ave al§o had In mipAl the pro-
isting property in{frests in the
X 1%, the settlemept calls for the
L5 Nexlco, and thg exchange be-
; “the Unitéd States, of sev~
] of la¥d inside and just
16 Chatnizal. Specifically, the agree-
orporates the féllowing provisions:

108 Departmengof Stafe, “THe Chamizal Set-

_ tlement,” July 1963, 5-6.
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ico a net amount of 437 acres of territory now
under American jurisdiction, approximately
the area that the Arbitration Commission
awarded in 19011. Of this amount marked
for Mexico, 368 acres will come from the
disputed Chamizal zone and 71 acres from
U.8. territory east of Cordova Island.

a. Cordova Island will be divided equally
between the United States and Mexico. Each
nation will have 193 acres. This transfer of
territory to the Unlted States is to equalize
the transfer to Mexico of land necessary to
establish the river as the boundary.

3. The Rilo Grande will be relocated, be-
ginning at & point marked “A” on the map
included in this study. The new channel
will be concrete lined, and will make pos-
gible an improvement of properties on both
sldes. :

4. Both Governments will acquire title to
all the land and improvements in the areas
asslgned to them, “free of any limitation on
ownershp or encumbrance’ of any kind in-
cluding private titles.” No payments will be
made, as between the Governments, for the
lands transferred.

5. The United States will receive compen-
satlion for the 382 structures in the Chamizal
zone and to the east of Cordova Island that
will be transferred to Mexico. However, pay-
ment will be made by a Mexican bank (Banco
Naclonal Hipotecario Urbano y de Obras
Publicas) and not by the Mexlcan Govern-
ent. The value of the improvements pass-

. The two Governments will share equally,
thd, cost of relocating and constructing thy
new\river channel, as well as the cost

gese improvements.

7. After“poth Governments have approved
the conver{lon and passed the leglslation
necessary toYmplement the agreep ent, the
¥ the United States will acquire
by purchase or‘gondemnation t properties
to Mexico. MAhis process
in a periogfof time upon
Boundary fommissioners

will take place wik
which the two

agree. X
‘8. When all acqulst
‘have been completed,
Commissioner will ce:
Both Commlssioners then proceed to
demarcate the new bgfund: The record of
g/fubmitted to both Gov-

ify to this effect.

9. The Interngtional Boun
#fged with the rélpcation, im-
provement, gdd maintenance o the river
channel, as
new bridges.
©10. Thef nationality of present or\former
restdentd in the areas to be transferrgd will
not bg?affected, nor will the jurisdictipn of
the fovernments over legal proceedingg or

of the laws applicable to acts or condyct

¢ To clarify for the reader the transfers
exchanges involved in the settlement, th

three sections. Section 1 includes all of the
Chamizal lying south of the line of 1852, of
this area, 366 acres are to be cut to Mexico.
About 1,750 persons live in the part to be
transferred, most in the narrow western
‘tegion, The land in this section assigned
to Mexico containg about 233 single dwell-
ings, many of them owner-occupled. Sev-
eral factories and business establishments
are in the zone and will be affected by the
transfer, It is through this section that the
streets of El Paso lead to the international
bridges over the Rio Grande and directly into
the cénter of Cludad Juarez, Mexico. Almost

10 Department of State, press release, July
18, 1963.
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1. The United States will transfér to Mex- -

g to Mexico has been set at $4,875,000. 7

e areas before the exchange, be altere ::11"

map on pages 26 and 27 has been divided into 3,

<12 Wheaton 599,
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all of the pecple in’the area are American
citizens of Mexican descent. Because the
tract is disputed territory, clear titles have
not always been given to the landholders.

. Sectlon 2, which is to bg transferred to
the United States, consists/entirely of un-
developed land. According to plans, about
50 acres will be used fof various Federal
installations, and, depending on the action
of Congress, the remainger may be given to
the city of EI Paso for a ecreational area and
for other purposes refating to the general
welfare, or sold for pfivate enterprises.

In section 3, which/will go to Mexico, there
are about 248 dwgilings. The population
i about 1,775. £ new elementary school
is in this area, g
modern and of greater value than those in
section 1.

Of the entife acreage to be transferred
to Mexico, mgre than half consists of agri-
cultural langd and stockyards. All the area
marked for/the United States s in section
2 and all is/how undeveloped.

AUESTIONS TO BE RESOLVED

The s¢ttlement involves various legal and
politicgl questions, some of which have not
yet bgen resolved. For example, the U.S.
Government does not admit, nor can 1t ad-
mit/that the Chamizal is Mexican territory
keeping with the arbitration award of
{1. Tegally, the United States must insist
4 its ownership of the entire tract, for

roperties involved in the settlement, espe-
clally through condemnation proceedings.
Again, since all American titles to land and
puildings will become void as soon &s they
are transferred to Mexlco, 1t is necessary for
the United States to own them up to the
moment of transfer. Leading court declsions
hold that when two states or natlons agree
on a boundary, even though it be & compro-
mise line, the conclusive presumption is that
such line has always been the true boundary.
The courts have accordingly ruled that titles
held under grants from one country to land
placed by a compromise in another country
are entirely voidil For these reasons, all
property claims and all details involved in
moving the river channel must be completed
before the title to any tract is transferred
to Mexico.

In its present form, the agreement between
the Governments of the United States and
Mexico 1s a memorandum based on diplo-
matic discussions and an exchange of notes.
It.is technically a modus vivendi that must
be converted into a convention or treaty
pefore the two Governments may formally
approve 1t. But since the memorandum
contains the essential details of the agree-
ment, there is no reason to anticipate diffi-
culty in negotlating the necessary
convention. . ’

The next step will require action by the
legislative branches of both governments
to confirm the convention. and pass the
measures necessary to put it into effect.
First, the Senates of the two nations must ap-
prove the convention, then their Congresses
must enact the proper enabling legislation
and appropriate the funds. necessary to carry
ut the terms of the convention.

The outlook in Mexico 1s favorable, since
the majority of leaders in the country ap-
peax, to regard the settlement as a diplomatic
victdry. Adeording to the Mexican Consti-
treaties are confirmed by a simple
of the Senate.!? Because of the
osition of leadership the President
occuples ¥n the Mexican political system,
he should Rave no trouble under normal con-

v. Poindezters Lessee, 12
Wheaton 530; Re Ila Croiz v. Chamberlain,
“nrgenstitution Yof Mexico, 1917, art. 76,
par. L.
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ditlons in securing thls mpjority.s  Al-
though the Constitution of Mexico, proscribes
certaln types of treatles,™ boundary settle~
ments are not specifically forhldden. Article
27, however, declares that “the national do-
mein - is inalienable and Impregeriptible,”
Yet this restriction has not bpen applied in
respect to rectifications along the boundary
and settlement of water r ... The con-
vention of February 10, 1933, for the rectifi-
cation of the Rio Grande in_the Valley of
Juarez-El Paso, and the treaty of February 3,
1944, respecting the distribufion of watera
between Mexico and the United States, both
of which Mexico has faithfully carried out,
are precedents for the action of the Mexican
President in the present casel® As head of

~ the Partldo Revolucionario . Inatltuoi{mal

.

(PRI), which controls both branches of the

Congress,” President Lopez Mateos should
haye no problem in securing such legisia-
tive measures as may be necegsary to carry
out Mexico’s part ,of the agreement, unless
there 1s some unusual angd unexpected
deyvelopment. -

THE PROSPECT IN WASHINGTON

'The outcome In Washington is less certain,
Whit actlon the Senate and .Congress will
take is anyone’s guess at this moment, The
proposed disposition of nationsl territory—
or territory that many persons in the United
Stafes consider to be national-——could arouse
deep feelings of opposition in Washington
and throughout the country. .The two U.S.
Senators from Texas are sharply divided.
Ratpz W. YarRBOROVGH, Demoerat, approves
the agreement in full and hag pledged his
support in its behalf. As a former resident
of El Pasg, Senator YARBOROUGH sees many
benefits that the agreement will hestow on
this border area. On the other hand, the
Republcan Senator from Texas, Jomw
ToweR, strongly objects.ur

‘The position of Senator Towsr is inter-
esting and important. He says that his op-
position to the settlement is based primar-
ily on the bellef that a State of the Union
must not be “dismembered’ without its .con-
sent. He therefore insists that the people
of Texas, acting through the legislature,
must approve the settlement before he votes
In favor of it Qg course, the Senator_is
entirely within his rights in defining the con-
ditions under which he will vote pro or con;
legally, however, there is a gquestion as to
whether the people or the government of
Texas has any control over the Wtimate deci-
slon. When Texas was voted in the Union on
March 1, 1845, the Congress at Washington
agreed to annexation on this condition: *said
State to be formed subject to the adjustment
by this Federal Government of all questions
of bodundary that may arise with other gov-
ernments.” 1 In g recent opinion, the At-

- torney General of Texas has concluded that

the approval of the

. H

H Wiltiam I,. Tucker, “The Mexican Gov-
ernment Today” (Minneapolis, 1967), chs. 4
and 7. ) .

“4 Constitution of Mexico, 1917, art. 15,

“t Rodolfo Cruz Miramontes, “Derecho In-
ternational Fluvial” (Mexico, .D.F., 1958),
passim. Also see his discussion in “Lectures
Juridicas” (Universidad de Chihuahua, Es-
cuela de Derecho, 1962), No. 10, 75 f.

“SRobert E, Scott, “Mexican Government
in Transition” (Urbana, 1959), ¢hs. 6, 7, and
8 .

people of Texas Is not

11’ﬁ1 Paso Herald-Post, July 18, 1963; the
El Paso Times, July 17, 1883. Senator
GRUENING, of Alaska, praises the Rennedy
settlemeht, CONGRESSIONAL Recomp, vol. 109,

' No. 110, July 22, 19683, 12375-12378.

“*The Dallas Morning News and the El
Paso Times, July 19, 1963. . .

i Joint resolution, Mar. 1, 1845, 5 Stat-
utes, 797 :

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 : ¢

Selease 2004/03/11 :
SRR,

necessary to legalize, the transfer of the
Chamizal territory to Mexico.2»

Once the Senate of the United Btates has
confirmed the convention, if it décides to do
s0 by the necessary two-thirds vote, both
Houses of Congress must pass legislation ap-
propriating the funds necessary to buy the
acreage that will go tp Mexico and to effect
the changes and imprévements on the Amer-
ican slde of the river. | At this moment when
other aspects of President Kennedy’s legis-
lative program are in doubt; it is not possible
to raake safe predictions’ The outcome
respecting the Chamlzal agreement would
seem. to depend in paft on the right timing
in submitting the issue to Congress for
acslon., ~ o i

In the event that ?jipoeition arfses in the
Senate and the two-thirds vote required to
confirm the convention does not materialize,
daes that kill the Chamizal agreemient? Not
necessarily. Another approach is still avail-
able, although the treaty route appears to
be better in the present case. The agree-
ment. may berapproveg by means of a joint
resolution passed by a simple majority in
both Houses of Congréss. This method has
been used on various beeasions when action
on treatles has been ‘blocked by a Senate
minerity—for example; in the annexation of
Texas In 1845 and Haweil in 1895, The so-
called Green-Sayre formula, according to
which a subcommittee of the Senate’s Gom-
mittee on Foreign Relations acts closely
with the executive department in working
out the detalls of a foreign-policy project to
be acopted by a joint fesolution, may afford
an effective method of overcoming cbstruc-
tionism.®2 - It must be borne in mind, how-
ever, that in keeping with article VI, para-
graph 2 of the Constitution, a joint resolu-
ton, as a “law,” must “be made in pursu-
ance” of the Constitution, and it would be
subject to stricter limitations than o treaty
made “under the authority of the United
States.” Given this important constitu-
tional distinction between laws and treaties,
method remains as a posaibility if the con-
vention would be a safer procedure to use
in transferring to a for elgn country territory
under the jurisdiction of a State in the
Union.»? Even so, - the Joint-resolution
method remains as a Possibility if the con-
vention encounters strong minority opposi-
tlon in the Senate.

THE TASK, AHEAD

After the hurdles In Washington and
Mexico City have been overcome, much work
Hes ahead in El Paso. The Federal Ciovern-
ment must buy or legally condemn all the
properties in the area destined for Mexico,
plus land on the north side of the river, esti-
mated at 56 acres, needed for the right-of-
way of the channel. : »

The chanhel of the river miist be moved
and rcbullt, Plans shauld be drawn up to
develop, utilize, and serve the territory along
the north bank of the river, and these plans
must be put into effect, The issue concern-
ing a suitable highway along the north bank
of the river must be disposed of.12¢ Some
3,725 persons must be moved out of the area
affected and provided with housing, schools,

©¢ The El Paso Times, July 17, 1963, The
Attorney General hag refused to file sult to
test the valldity of the Chamizal agreement.
See El Paso Herald-Post, July 31, 1963, A
sult is pending respecting the constitution-
ality of the transfer of territory from Texas.
See the El Paso Times, Aug. 6, 1963,

“13ee U.B. News & World Report, Aug, 5,
1963, 44; the EI Paso Times, Aug. 6, 1963,

¥ Etmer Plischke, “Conduct of American
Diplomacy’ (Princeton, 1961), 400-403,

*C, Herman Pritchett, “The American
Constitution” (New York, 1959), 33a-1336,

#tThe El Paso Times, July 24, 1963,

gr—
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and other facilitles elsewhers In El Paso, It
1s estimated that the cost to the PFederal
Covernment could finally amount to between
$30 and $50 milllon. The city of El Paso
and El Paso County must assume addi-
tional costs and responsibliities. At best,
between 3 and 5 years may be required to
complete the project in its various Pphases.1s

Measured in any terms, the Chamizal set-
tlement is a major undertaking, and it is
of special significance to the nhabitants of
the El Paso-Fuarez area. From the local
point of view, regardless of other considera-
tions, the settlemennt offers an opportunity,
long overdue, to: eliminate a kind of *no
man’s land,” much of It vacant and unim-
proved or occupied by substandard houses.
The settlement opens the way for a bene-
ficial program of rebuilding, unique because
of its international aspects. It matches on
the American side of the river the arabitious
undertaking of Mexico in its Programa No-
cional Fronterizo that is rapidly changing
the face of Ciudad Juarez and other Mexican
cities along the border. The soclal and eco-
nomic interdependence of El Paso and Juarez
has been firmly established during the many
interesting years of their h'ist.ory as twin
clities facing each other across the low banks
of the Rio Grande. If finally put into effect,
the accord that Presidents Kennedy and
Lopez Mateos have reached should mgterially
advance the well-being of both communities
at the Pass of the North, reducing the physi-
cal barriers between them and stimulating
the development of mutual interests, both
economic and culturgl.

THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, today
marks the beginning of formal debate in
the Senate over ratification of the limited
test ban treaty by the terms of which
further nuclear tests in the atmosphere,
underwater, and in outer space are to be
prohibited for such time as the treaty
shall remain in force,

We have aliready experienced in this
Chamber a great deal of comment con-
cerning this proposed treaty most of
which, I daresay, stressed the advantages
to be gained through its ratification with
very few remarks devoted to a consider-
ation of the risks involved and the con-
sequent disadvantages which might ac-
crue to the United States, Certainly,
these, too, must be harshly examined and
evaluated in order to determine whether
all these purported advantages do in-
deed: far outweigh the cumulative risks.

Without bresuming to suggest or de-
fine the parameters within which the de-
bate should be confined, I will, neverthe-
less pose certain questions which I fee]
must be satisfactorily resolved during the
eourse of debate on this treaty. Other-
wise, I shall bersonally feel that I pos-
sess insufficient information upon which

_ to exercise an informed judgment when

vote is taken.

I am not unmindful of the fact that
one of the parties to this agreement is
the same country which, in recent Years,
among other things, ruthlessly repressed
the Hungarian uprising; erected a
s_ha.meful wall of tyranny around Ber-
lin; surreptitiously deployed ballistic
missiles in Cuba and, after months of
stealthy breparations, shattered g mora-

um on nuclear testing which had
—_——
** El Paso Herald-Post, July 18, 1963,
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A eftect for 34 months. IE “fias also

‘seen flt}f"fo abrogate virtually all the

agreemerits and treaties it has ever en-
tered into with other nations whenever
1t served its purpose to do so.

My duestions, however, do not concern
the good falth or trustworthmess of the
Nation with which we are here dealing
as the questmnable rehabﬂlty of the

‘leaders of the Soviet Union in abiding

by the letter and spirit of their obliga-
tions is already a disgraceful matter of

.cominon knowledge and public record,

I would point out, however, that in

"~ August of last year at Geneva, a pro-
- posal by the United States, which was

very similar to the treaty now urder
debate, met with adamant intransigence
on the part of the Soviet Union and I

consider it more than mere passing—

strange that suddenly the Soviet Union
found this limited agreement to be so

. vital to her national interests that it was

negotiated, initialed, and signed with
remarkable expealency and haste. The
poor draftsmanship of its provisions, and
the utter lack of definition of its terms
not only reflects this haste but defeats
its very purpose through the varied in-
terpretatlons to which it is subject.
The '1961-62 series of nuclear tests

" conducted by the Soviet Union were mas-
- plve,

sophisticated, and impressive.
Ours, on the other hand, were too hastily
contrived to give us all the data which
we might otherwise have acquired had
there been time for more orderly prep-
aration. ~ With this knowledge of rela-

. tive testing in mind, I would then ask:

: First. Has the Soviet Union, through

“its most recent atmospheric test series,

now achleved a nuclear advantage over
the United States of a military or scl-
entific sigmﬁcance?

Second, Are we reasonably confident

" and secure in the knowledge tha} our

ballistic missile retaliatory second strike
force will survive and operate in a nu-
clear environment"

Third, In seeking to slow down the
arms race as a purpbrted “advantage of

o this treaty, will we adopt nuclear parity

as the ba,51s for deterring thermonuclear

‘war rather than nuclear superiority?

Fourth, Will the treaty, as claimed,
prevent the proliferation of nuclear
eapons when France and Red China
refused to be bound and when under-

.ground testing is sanctioned for all na~-

tions whether they sign or not?
CFifth. How is one to define or inter-

- pret that which shall constitute an un-

: %g;o

derground test within the meaning of
article I, section 1, subsection (a). of the
treaty?

Sixth, Do we possess the capability to
detect ail nuclear detonations occurring
in' the three environments prohibited by
the treaty?

Seventh. Can any significant advances

‘in nuclear technology be achieved by

_clandestine testing in those thiee en-

7 our ability to detect?
iehth. Will 'we be able to differen-

" .tlate bef,ween a shallow underground ex-

e

-plosion and an atmospheric burst deton-

ited close to the surface of the earth?
- No. 141————5

w
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Ninth. Can we, in’ fac% maintain an’
adequate readiness to test in those pro-
hibited environmehts In the event the
treaty should suddenly be abrogated?

Tenth. Will our scientific laboratories
and the interest of our scientists de-
teriorate under a treaty which permits
only underground testing?

Eleventh, Will we be restrained from
ever determining feasibility, developing
and deploying any defense whatever
against ballistic mlssﬂe attack?

Twelfth. Will this tfeaty permit the
Soviet Union to achieve equality in the
Tow yield tactical weapons where it is
generally acknowledged that we have an
advantage and yet, preclude us from
‘ever achitving equality in the high yield
weapon where the Soviet Union is un-
questionably superior.

Thirteenth. To what extent can we
satisfy, through underground testing, the
military and scientific requirements
‘which were to have been investizated
by atmospheric tests planned for next
‘year?

Fourteenth. What is the human toler-
ance for radioactivity and what is the
truth about the danger of atmospheric
contamination, even at previous rates of
testing, in causing genetic damage and
lukemia to the living -and yet unborn?

Fifteenth. What will be the effect of
ratification upon our Plowshare pro-
gram—a Dproject designed to  deepen
harbors, dig tunnels and canals, or other-
wise cause beneficial changes to the to-
pography through controlled and con-
tained nuclear explosions?

Sixteenth. Will the participation of
East Germany in this treaty constitute
even so much as a tacit, implied, or sug-
gestive recognition of that Communist
tregime as a sovereign national entity?

These, Mr. President, are the questions
which, in my opinion, must be resolved
in the course of this debate and I look
forward with keen interest to their even-
tual resolution. Without satisfactory
answers to them, it will be virtually im-
possible for any of us to measure and
evaluate the gains versus the risks of
entering into this limited test ban treaty.

I am also aware of the consequences
which might flow from a failure to ratify
this treaty. Some Members of this
Chamber who had earlier expressed
guarded reservations about it have al-
ready been labeled as ‘“atom mongers”
by the Russian-controlled press. Simi-
larly, our national image in the world
as a country desirous of peace with jus-
tice would undoubtedly be attacked and
villified by such propaganda were we to
fail to ratify.

However, I shall continue to reserve
judgment on this issue until such time
as the evidence convinces me that the

paramount issue of our national safety
and security will not be put in jeopardy
by ratification of this treaty.

BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF PRES-
~IDENT DAVID O. McKAY

~ Mr, MOSS. Mr. President, I wish to

éall the attention of my colleagues to a

milestone in the life of the man who is

~ .

AL%&?&‘%I)SsB%W,ﬁ?MOGNOOOZ 8
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the ﬁrst cifizen of Utah and orie of the
1most distinguished citizens of the Nation.

Yesterday was the 90th birthday of
David O. McKay, president of the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
commonly known as the Mormon
Church.

This brief tribute will be but a trickle
in the flood of greetings and felicitations
which are flowing to President McKay,
for he has received expressions of love,
devotion, and admiration from almost
every region of the earth.

President McKay has been president
of the Mormon Church since 1951. For
16 years before that he carried the heavy
responsibility of counselor to preceding
presidents. The church is guided by
three leaders—a president and two coun-
selors—so for some 28 years President
McKay has served in the presidency. .

The growth of the church has been
phenomenal under his leadership.
Nearly one-third of the world’s 1,800,000
Latter-day Saints have been baptized
since 1951. The number of stakes—a
stake is a geographical unit in the
church roughly equivalent to a diocese—
has risen from 180 to 350, and the annual
number of converts from 17,000 to more
than 100,000 last year.

In addition to the large Mormon popu-
lation in Utah, there are very sizable
numbers in other States, principally
Idaho, - Arizona, California, Nevada,
Wyoming, Washington, and Oregon.

But it is not of the church, it is of the
man himself, that I wish today to direct
my remarks.

David O. McKay stands out as a sp1r-
jtual, community, and educational
leader of the West and of the United
States.

Last December, in Salt Lake City,
nearly 500 business and civie leaders,
whose religious affiliations include Juda-
ism and a dozen Christian denomina-
tions, gathered at a testimonial banquet
in his honor.

Joseph Rosenblatt, a Jew and presi-
dent of one of Utah’s largest industrial
corporations, voiced the feeling of all
when he asked at this dinner:

Does anyone know of any man who has
lived with greater faith or purpose, and
obedience to the exhortation of the Prophet

Micah “to do justly, to love mercy, to walk
humbly with God”?

David O. McKay was born in Hunts-
ville, & small farming community near
Ogden, Utah, September 8, 1873. He still
maintans a farm in Huntsville, where he
raises horses and often spends weekends.

After being graduated from the Uni-
versity of Utah in 1897, he plunged at
once into the life of educational and re-
ligious activity which almost exclusively
has consumed all of the energies of a
long and active life,

In 1901 he married Emma Rae Riggs,
who has been, and is today, his constant
companion and aid. In addition to the
arduous work of the church, they have
reared a large family, whose filial devo-
tion is one of their greatest blessings.

In 1902 he became principal of Weber
College, In Ogden. That same year he
was made a member of the General
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Board of the Latter-day Caints Sunday
schools. He held numerous positions
in that organization, culminating in his
appointment as general superintendent,
which he. held for many years—until
1934, .

And his service has included the presi-
dency of the European missions of the
church and commissioner of the church
board of education. .

At the comparatively early age of 32
he became one of the 12 apostles of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints.

As apostle, counselor, and president,
he has carried a heavy load of responsi-
bility in business and community affairs.
He has served on numerous corporation
boards of directors. He has served on
the governing boards of three Utah uni-
versities—the University of Utah at Salt
Lake City, and Utah State University at
Logan—both of which are State-sup-
ported institutions—and the Brigham
Young University at Provo, which is the
Latter-day Saints Church university.

One measure of the tremendously in-
creasing administrative responsibilities
which President McKay has had to carry
as head of the church is in the figures I
have quoted on the organization’s
growth.

Other measures of that responsibility
are the tremendous growth of our Na-
tion and the dynamic changes which
have rushed headlong through the years
he has spent on earth. o

‘When David O. McKay was born, Ulys-
ses S. Grant occupied the White House,
. The Pony Express had ceased operations
only 14 years before. Only 4 years be-
fore, the golden spike which linked our
Atlantic and Pacific coasts by rail had
been driven at Promontory Summit, not
far from his birthplace at Huntsville.

President McKay was born before Utah
was admitted to the Union, before the
Spanish-American War, before the Boer
War, before the organization of the Ford
‘Motor Co.

His life spans the development of avia-
tion from the epic effort of the Wright
Brothers to the 1400-mile-an-hour
flights of the X-15. It spans an immense
sweep of scientific achievement from the
discovery of radium to the explosion of
the hydrogen bomb. .

He was a young man before the in-
vention of the motion picture machine
or the radio receiver. He was 47 before
Angerican women were given the right to
vote.

) In 1870, 86,000 persons were counted
in Utah; the census of 1960 counted
890,000; and today there are 1 million.

The city of Ogden has grown during
that perlod from 3,127 to 70,100. And
the Salt Lake Valley which has hecome
the center of the church, now holds
some 400,000 people.

And the Mormon people, who took 40
years to build the Salt Lake Temple
with granite hauled from the canyons
by oxcart; now dedicate a new chapel
every week. For the organization which
President McKay heads is engaged in a
vast building program of temples, stake
houses, and educational and office struc-
tures, in Utah, throughout the United
States, and in many foreign lands,
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 'With all of these administrative bur-
dens, President McKay has remained a
great teacher. Thoughtful personal
preparation has gone into every one of
the thousands of sermgns and addresses
which he has delivered. And he is a
truly eloquent speaker, Blessed K with a
strong, resonant voice, he presents his
points with an excellence of phrasing
that makes his public utterances as
pleasant to the ear as they are nourish-
ing to the spirit and instructive to the
mind. *

William Shakespeare wrote that these
are the things that should accompany
old age: “honor, love, obedience, troops
of friends.” And these David O. McKay
enjoys in overflowing pbundance.

He exemplifies a firm faith in the fun-
damental doctrines of his church,

And he is a thorough citizen of the
1960's. In July he visited with Astro-
naut White, discussing enthusiastically
space technology and thresholds of ex-
ploration. Until a scant few years ago,
he drove his own automobile on the nu-
merous visits he pays to units of the
church organization in the States sur-
rounding Utah. He is a confirmed jet
air traveler. Last year, he visited
church groups in Scotland. And he has
Just returned from a flying trip to Wales,
where he presented an organ to the
Morrmon Church membership for their
chapel in the community of Merthyr
Tydfil, where David O. McKay’s mother
was born. ;

Today, one of his proudest accom-
plishments is the genuine affection that
now exists between the Mormons and
so many people of other religions. This
was not always so. The Mormons were
driven to exile beyond the borders of the
United States in 1847. But today, in
large part due to David O. McKay and
his life, with its devotion to prineiple, to
faith, and to true fellowship, there ex-
ists not only tolerance, but concord and
genuine respect for the Mormon- people
and their prophet president, David O.
MeKay. j

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I wish
to join in the very fine tribute that has
been paid to David 3 McKay by the
junior Senator from Utah. I have had
the pleasure of visiting with this man. I
can say in all candor that I have never
met nor conversed with a more remark-
able man. His service over the years
demonstrates that he is one of the great,
good men of the world.:

On the occasion of his 90th anniver-
sary, I feel certain the people of Idaho
join with the people of Utah in extend-
ing their heartfelt felicitations to David
O. McKay. :

Mr. MOSS. I thank the senior Sen-
ator from Idaho. I 'am sure people
everywhere feel this way about this great
man, particularly the people of Idaho,
who krniow him so well.

ROCHESTER'S LABOR NEWS URGES
‘CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL OF
TEST BAN AGREEMENT AND
STRONG CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLA-
TION o

Mr. KEATING. Mr.President, among
the responsible voices raised in favor of

Philadelphia,

Septembei 9
the limited nuclear test ban treaty and
pending civil rights legislation have been
those representing the American labor
movement. As is so often the case when
progressive, forward-looking measures
are at stake, our unions have been in the
forefront of the effort to secure congres-
sional approval of these two vital items.

An interesting and forceful editorial in
the Labor News of Rochester, N.Y., points

"up the close connection between these

two matters. In order that more Mem-
bers of Congress may have an oppor-
tunity to benefit from this excellent ed-
itorial and as an effort to increase sup-
port for the test ban agreement and
meaningful civil rights legislation, I ask:
unanimous consent to have it printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There béing no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE CONNECTION

In two separate actions, the Rochester
AFL-CIO Council this weék took steps plac-
ing It in the mailnstream of world events;
events which are going to change the Nation
we live in, and &he world in which we lve,
and of which our Nation is a part.

In one, the labor council is asking Con-
gress to include equal employment oppor-
tunity guarantees In the nature of a Falr
Employment Practice (FEP) amendment to
President Kennedy’s omnibus civil rights
bill—a bill threatened with death by fAl-
buster and threatened with death by even
fairminded Senators because it may lose
them future votes from segregationists.

In the other, the AFI~CIO Council here
iz agking our own State’s two Senators to
help the Senate ratify, and quickly, the
nuclear bomb test ban treaty signed in Mos-
cow 2 weeks ago, and thus put our Nation
on record as supporting a retreat, even this
small one, away from global insanity and
global holocaust——because without such s
treaty, the nations with bombs will be mak-
ing bigger bombs, and the nations yet with-
out bombs will be getting them; move trig-
gers to pull, and more itchy fingers on the

. triggers.

At first glance, there seems to be no con-
nection between these two actions. Both
timely, both commendable, but what’s the
connection?

This. Simply and filnally this. Unless
this Nation of ours can emerge from under
the darkness of racial discrimination against
people with dark skins, and emerge com-
pletely, this Nation will no longer be in any
position to teach freedom and democracy
to a. world which is two-thirds dark skinned

Unless our civil rights struggle is ended,
and ended once and for all in victory for
human rights, and human dignity, and
quickly, the black, brown, yellow, and other
off-white peoples of the earth will turn
away from us in loathing and distrust, and
our efforts to teach them freedom and de-
mocracy will be like whistling in the dark, in-
side & hollow tube bent back against our
own ears, and for no other ears.

Unless we, here, today, in this Nation can
lead the free world and make it believe in us
and what we preach, and tnake it want te
join us in the struggle for human freedom
and dignity everywhere in this small sphere
constantly growing smaller, no amount of
bombs will In the end help us, because
bombs are much worse teachers than words,
and words are not as good as actions.

No test ban treaty will in the end help us
If we are alone in the world, and we will be
alone in the world some day soon if the
headlines showing Birmingham and Oxford
and Jackson (and lately Brooklyn, and
and Defroit, and maybe
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muth opposed to the Prc

f’y
- mire a%fr “biil, 8. 1015, which s to cdine Up™

L Tuesciay We hope, too, you will vote against

‘the McCarthy amehdment S.” 1961. ~ Either
of these bills is worse than ng legislation at

o ow how much you have to do
to wake. people up such as those Wwho con-
-t tinually yant to glve away all the money in

: AIso, in
M. Reed, exdgutive director of the Na-
i megies Association he stated
3l this bill in these words:
idered opinion that 8. 1916
its ‘gvowed purpose. We be-
~leve this i,s a bad ill, and should be de-
Ieated

S S have even r,_hce1 d éereSpeﬁdence
from milk producers ik the State from-
_which the Senator ‘who\introduced this
‘bl ‘comes, vo1c1ng ‘their opposmon to
“"this bill, N
" The Amerlcan Farm Burdeu Federa-
“Hon not only believes thab S. 1915
-“will not solve the problem but wi] aggra-
‘vate the situation, and in afdition,
.-malntain that it is the present m
ing controls that have been the realeul-
~“prit in créating’ ‘the present surpluses.

.It would seem, Mr. President, that thd
only result that is certain to be achieved
by this legislation is that the cost of
milk to the consimer will be increased.
That is hardly a sound basis upon which
to enact legislation.

"TThe letters of the Wisconsin Dairies’
Cooperative and the American Farm
‘Bureau_Federation which I averred to
earlier make many more excellent points
concermng this bill, and for the benefit
of other Senators, 1 'ask unanimous con-
sent that these leiters be included in the
RECORD at this pomt

There being no objection, the letters
were “ordered to be printed in the REc~
. ORD, as Tollows:

AMEMCAN FARM ﬁUREAU FEDERATION,

W August 30, 1963.

Hon, Gorn ALLo'r'r,
U.S. Senate,
Washington DC.’ R

) DEap §m;~mfroz ALLO‘I"J.‘ You ver shortly
. will have before you for Senate consideratigh
- 8. 1915, dealing with major changes in the
. Federal milk marketlng order program. It s
our understanding that améndments will be
offered on the flooy to add to this bill provi-
siong fQ,r naking compensatory (Brannan

~ type) payments 5 dairymen, on a “hation- ~

~Wide basis, bobh _within and outslde market-
1ng order areas. )

Farm Bureau, v gorously oppoé'es 8. 1915.
We also are opposed to an amendments that
wounld add to 51915 provisIons for compen-

- satory paymerits.” There are Imany réasons’
.for. our. opposition, the most important of

Which are; .
‘1. We. eve tha.t Congress should move
_toward the private, competitive enterprise

(marketing: system in agricultural production
and mar erting ar}d away from unnecessary
" governmental reguiation.

‘ it 1 Ul milk 3
d under Federal milk orders”
3 dime, “They would be subject to
enaitfes for iiolatlons and ‘would have to

fos the Secretary may pre-

milk market s

pletely indepéndeént of all similar markets is
~.unrealistic and unsound. There is a great
deal of overlapping of market supply and
sales areas and Intermarket movement of
milk.

If a clags I base plan were incorporated
--into a Federal order, adjacent markets with
orders likely would be forced to adopt similar
plans in self-defense, The end result could
. be a single, nationwide Federal milk order.

3. This plan could lead to severe restric-
tions on entry o¢f new produeers and some”
kind of trade barrier to keep out milk from
other areas. We believe in reasonable com-
petition in all areas of our economy, and in
the . right of new producers—particularly
young people—to have an opportunity to en-4
gage in dairy farming if they so desire.

4. At first, many farmers might cut t
miIk production Pecause they would re
the ‘lowest class price for all milk del
in - excess of their individual allogh

(quotas). If the farm price for fluid s
mained unchanged, the average JI

decline in his net income, regf

duce consumption, f
from “new” or “outside}
widen the spread betweeny
manufacturing uses. J

6. The Secretary of 4z
termine whether—ang
It

ing beca,use of the ad-

C e ,’ d-operated farms. If alloca-

tlons were ™t transferable under any con-
ditions, curréX farming operations would be
frozen. The sNuatlon would deteriorate
further if dne ordeg market had a plan with
negotiablé bases and a nearby market had a
plan wigh nontransfelple bases.

6. Ifthe allocation pMp falled—as appears
highly’ probable—pressurd would mount for
natighwide production contpls—undesirable
thoyigh those would be. N

-~ We believe the present dalry
bfen aggravated by proposals Pw institute
-gompulsory or so-called voluntaiy g\ota pro-
fgrams. These proposals have causehmany

+ dalrymen to malntain or expand produN

for base-bullding purposes.

Our dalry farmers expect their net incoma@
to increase and price-support purchases to
decrease provided :

1. Talk about the possibility of dairy quota
programs is terminated.

-2, There is no increase in support levels.

3. Total consumption contlnues to increase
in line with the upward trend that has pre-
valled sinece the end of World War II. |

. Bince the level of dairy price support was
lowered to 75 percent of the parity equivalent
on April 1, 1962, substantial improvement in
the national supply-demand situation has
resulted. During the current marketing year
dairy production is down from a year earlier;
~&nd. CCC purchases under the dalry price-
support program of butter, cheese, and non-
fat dry milk are all substantially down from
the same period a year ago.

. We, therefore, strongly urge you to vote
against S, 1915 and amendments to add to
. 1t compensatory payments on a nationwide
bhasis. Ng.new dairy legislation would be far
better for our dairy farmers, consumers, and
.ta¥payers than passage of these proposals.

' Sincerely yours,

, . CHARLES B, SHUMAN,
Preszdent

problem has

WiscONSIN DAIRTES COOPERATIVES,

Union Center, Wis., August 30, 1963.
Hon. GOoRDON ALLOTT,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEaR SENATOR ALLoTrT: It has been brought
to my attentigf that the Proxmire class I
base bill (S. #015) will be considered in the
#mber 3 or 4.

purported to be desirable from

fts of the dairy industry as a whole; nor
) consuming _public. This conclusion
ofems from the following facts:

1. The new subparagraph (H) of the bill

says “Notwithstanding any other provision

of this section,”. This essentially means “‘in
spite of” or “an obstacle to the implementa-
tlon of paragraph 8c(6) (A) through (G),
(H) will overrule in determining how the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1937, as
amended, will be administered and legally
Interpreted.

2. In effect (A) through (G) would be
noneffective whenever a confllct arose in
interpretation or admlnlstration of subpara~
graph (H). This means that 8c(5)(G)
which provides: ‘“No marketing agreement
or order applicable to milk, and its products
in any marketing area shall prohibit or in
any manner limilt, in the case of the prod-
ucts of milk, the marketing in that area of
any milk or product thereof in any produc-
tion area of the United States” will no

longer limit the Secretary’s powers to pre-

vent him from establishjng “trade barriers.”
(See pp. 16-21 of the Supreme Court decision
Lehigh Valley Cooperative Farmers, Inc., et

_al., Petitioners v. United States et al. dated

June 4, 1962). The above section and the
subsequent interpretation thereof was
largely the basis for eliminating the down
allocation and compensatory payment pro-
visions which were interpreted as restric-
tions to the free flow of milk and milk prod-
ucts.

3. Therefore bill 8. 1915 would legalize re-
strictions via the class I base plan.

4. Such restriction to the movement of
milk would have the following results:

(a) Would prevent the free flow of milk
bétween production and consumption. areas.
It would prevent producers located in the
various reglons of the United States from
competing for higher priced fluid markets on
a free and equitable basis.

“(b) It would allow class I prices to rise’
to exorbitant levels in high cost of produc-
tion areas at the expense of consumers in
these areas. In no case should the class I
Rrice in Federal orders differ more than the
coyt of transporting milk from alternative
8

't would provide a legal basis for al-
nequitable treatment of producers

cated in high &gst of productlon areas from
the competition™Nof more efficient areas of
production, In sbgrt it would legalize an
economic trade barrter of the most flagrant
type.

Fifth. Furthemore in qu:e of all the wrong
it could do, the bill would ke relatively in-
effective in accomplishing its primary ob-
jective, namely that of cutting milk produc-
tion in Federa] order markets, There are no
areas where the variable costs of producing
milk are higher than the lowest class price.
To put it another way: producers will not
cut back production unless the marginal
costs of production exceeds the lowest class
price. In either of the above cases the
producer would continue to produce milk as
est class price was’ suﬂiclently



high to help pay for his fixed cost of produc-
tlon such as machinery, equipment, butld-
ings, interest on investment, etc. Any such
bill, to cut production in Federal order mar-
— kets, would have to Incorporate an excess
. price, for below the level of price of the low-
est clasg use.

Sixth, Page 2, lines 6 and 7, includes within
the base “reserves of milk as may be found
essential thereto.” Many markets are on a
3- or 4-day bottling schedule. This means

that as the bottling week shortens the neces-

sary reserves In the market coul(be {nter-
preted to mean as high as 50 percent above
fluid milk requirements, With the tech-
nological “advancements in trangportation
the interpretation of nécessary reserves
. should iInglude supplies available from al-
ternative sources. The bill as writfen would
not only protect the producers within each
Federal order from outside competition, but
would allow for protected Increases in pro-
duction far above the level of production
presently in most orders.
" Seventh. Page 3, line 11, states that bases
are transferable. This pn.rtlr‘ular “provision
would result In values belng attached to
bases with their subsequent sale to'the high-
est bidders, or producers urider ordérs which
¢an do the best job of gaging the highest
class I prices from their consumers,

Ih ary the bill entitled *S. 1916
would reverse the Supreme Court décislon,
disadvantage the consuiner and in the long
run the dairy producers including those pro-
ducers the bill was designeéd to help.

Your thoughtful cons nsideration a.nd oppo-
sition to this bill would be greatly appre-
clated.

Very sincerely yours,
WiscodsiN DARIES COOPERATIVE,
‘RosERT J. WiLLIAMS,

Public Relations and Procurement
Director.

P.8.—This letter 15 in behalf of Wlsconsin
Dairles Cooperative which Is the ségond larg-
est in ‘Wisconsin and Dairy Maid Products,
Eau Claire, which is a federation of coopera-
tives with a total farmer membership of
21,000.

OR.DER OF B’USINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning busi-
ness? If hot, morning business is closed

THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

The ‘Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of Ex-
ecutive M (88th Cong., 1st sess.), the
treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in
the atmosphere, outer space, and under-
water,’

The. ACTING PRESIDENT pro._ “tem-
pore. 'The Senate is In executive session.

The treaty Is in the Commiittee of the"

Whole and is open _to amendment,.
Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——
The ACTING PRESI]JENT_pro tem-
# pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield, ‘with-
out losgng s right to'the floor?

BRIGHT. I yield,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. Président, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The clerk will call the Toll,

The. legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr... MANSFIELD Mr. President, I
."ask utianimous consent that the order for

- the quorum call be rescinded. ~
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro. tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
consider it a high honor to have the
privileze of presenting to the Senate, on
behalf of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.

This treaty, if it receives the approval
of this body, may well prove to be a
turning point in history of incalculable
significance to the human race—and
especlally to all Americahs, who, because
of our strength, bear a gpecial responsi-
bility for the prevention of a nuclear
war,

.In & few words, this treaty makes
sense under the conditions confronting
the world today.

T shall try fo develop, in my remarks,
the reasons why it maKes sense; but I
urge Senators to give serious cons!dera-
tien to all aspects of this treaty and to
develop, as fully as possible, every facet
of the guestions involved.

‘This treaty, I am confident, will stand
up under the closest s¢rutiny. It was
because of my conviction about the
merits of the agreement, that I invited
the members of the Armed Services
Committee and the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy to sit with the Commit-
tée on Foreign Relationg during the tak-
ing of testimony and 'to have a full
opportunity to examine each and. every
witness on the same terms as those
available to the members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

I was pleased by thq cooperation of
the members of the committees. - Their
questions did much to develop many of
the more esoteric and difficult aspects
of the scientific and technical problems
involved.

‘In short, I believe an exha.ustive and
complete examination of all relevant
questions is contained in the 1,000 pages
of public testimony, together with the
many hundreds of pages of executive
hearings.

“In deciding whether f:o render its ad-
vice and consent to the nuclear test ban
treaty, Mr. President, the Senate must
consider two hasic questions: first, is
the treaty compatible with the military
security of the United States? Second,
does it advance the brpad purposes of
Americen foreign policy? On the basis
of extensive committee, hearings, I be-
lieve the answers to both of these ques-
tions are affirmative, and that the treaty
is indeed both safe and wise,

In my remarks I should like to com-~
ment briefly on the military and techni-
cal factors in the treaty, and then to
discuss some of its broad political impli-
cations, Military and techmical consid-
erations were examined in detail in the
combined meetings of the Committees
on Foreign Relations, Armed Services,
and Atomic Energy, and are further
elaborated in the report of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. These factors
have to do with the safety and prudence
of our adherence to the treaty. Less at-

- tention has been given to the reason and

purpose of the treaty, which have to do
with its long-term implications for in-
tprnat,ional relations.
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At the outset, I should like to com-
mend my colleagues on the three com-
mittees which heard testimony on the
treaty for the responsible and bipartisan
spirit of the proceedings. The hearings
before the three committees and the
subsequent deliberations of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations were char-
acterized throughout by an awareness
that this treaty, which in its broad out-
lines and intent were conceived by a
Republican administration, and is now
being implemented by & Democratic ad-
ministration, is a matter of the national
interest, transcending all considerations
of personal and partisan advantage. It
is particularly noteworthy and com-
mendable that in the Foreign Relations
Committee the motion to report the
treaty favorably and without reservation
was offered by the senior Republican in
the Senate, the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Amkenl, and received the unani-
mous support of the Republican memkbers
of the committee.

Before examining the wisdom of our
adherence to this treaty and the ways in
which {t can be expected to acdvance our
overall national Interests, wer must as-
sure ourselves that the proposed com-
mitment is a safe one, one which will not
derogate from the military superiority
and strategic advantages which the
United States now possesses.

It is the strongly held conviction of
the officials who have the main respon-
sibility for our national defense, both
civilian and military, that the American
nuclear force 1s, and under the treaty
will remain, manifestly superior to that
of any other nation. As the Secretary
of Defense pointed out in his statement
in support of the treaty, the U.S. nu-
clear force now contzins, in addition to
tactical, airborne, and other nuclear
weapons, more than 500 missiles—Atlas,
‘Titan, Minuteman, and Polaris—and it is
planned to increase this number to over
1,700 by 1966. In addition, the United
States has nuclear armed SAC bombers
on alr alert and over 500 SAC bombers
on quick-reaction alert. By ‘contrast,
Secretary McNamara pointed out, the
consensus is that the Soviets could place
less than half as many bombers cver
North America on a first sfrike. It is
estimated that the Soviets have only a
fraction of the number of ICBM missiles
that we have and that their submarine-
launched bhallistic missiles are short-
range, require launching from the sur-
face, and are generally not comparsable
with our own Polaris force. According to
the best available estimates, our numeri-
cal superiority in ballistic missiles will
increase both absolutely and relatively
between now and 1966. In short, our
nuclear superiority is both great and
growing.

As to the effects of the treaty on this
favorable military balance, the key fact
is that whatever opporfunities for prog-
ress in nuclear technology are opened
or closed to the United States, the same
opportunities will be opened or closed
to the Soviet Union. In the judgment
of the Secretary of Defense and most of
his military and scientific advisers, the
most probable ultimate result of unre-
stricted nuclear testing would be tech-
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. .jfeal parity between the United States
- and the Soviet Union, By limiting the
s to_underground testing, which
o Ismore difficult and more expensive than
“-dimospheric _testing and where the
"+ United States has substantially more ex-
‘perlence, we can retard Soviet progress
..~ and prolong the duration of our tech.
... nologleal superiority. In the words of
;. Becretary McNamara:

. »This prolongation of our technological

-superlority will be a principal direct mili-
-otary  effect of  the treaty on the future

-milltary balance,

. Among
~:questions considered in the hearines on
. the treaty, three particular problems
--were the focys of special concern and
- serutiny: the problems of the antiballis-
. -tle missile, the high yield nuclear bomb,
-.and_the ability to resume atmospheric
- -besting quickly in the event of Soviet
" Violation or withdrawal from the treaty.

<. - Bhould the Ryssians develop and de-
- ploy an antiballistic missile system, the
breservation of qur deterrent power and
- the maintenance of the balance of power
- "would. require us either to perfect an
" antiballistic missile system of our own
or to develop means of penetrating the
Soviet antimissile system. In the judg-

. nient of leading nuclear weapons scien-
"7 -tists, the development of a highly effec-

 tive antimissile system would be exceed-.

. ingly difficult and perhaps impossible,
while the development of an_effective
penetration capability is entirely feasible
and, in fact, relatively easy.

‘At that point I should like particularly

% "to invite_the atfention of Senators to-

“the testimony of Dr. York and Dr. Kis-
tlakowsky on the question of the anti-
.. ballistic missile, = s
" To continue progress in both an anti-
‘missile system and in penetration capa-
. 'bility depends hardly at all on the test-
“ing of nuclear warheads but almost en-
-, Hrely on_the improvement of delivery
‘systems and of techniques of detection,
™ identification, discrimination, and inter-
ception. Such information as to effects
;88 may "be required can be largely ob-
- »_“talned throusgh extrapolations based on
"> previous tesing experience and, as Sec-
_relary McNamarg put it, “through de-
“slgning around our uncertaintjes”
< This is the judgment of sych eminent
o n,uclear,‘ggapgnks“ﬁqientist,s, among oth-
. ers,'as I have mentioned, Dr. Herbert A.
*s¥ork, Director of Defense Research and
“Engineering in the Eisenhower admin-
“istration and former director of the Law-
refice Radiation .Laboratory' in Liver-
more; Dr. George B. Kistiskowsky, Spe-
- clal assistant for science and technol-
' 0gy to_ President_ Eisenhower and now
-brofessor of physical chemistry at Har-
~.vard University—I stress the fact that
“.those scientists, were with. the previous
- administration merely because it has
. been Intimated by some that they believe
~-50Me of the witnesses might have been
: by pressure from the present
iminigtration: but the gentlemen whom
I am naming would not under any cir-
- cumstances have heen susceptible to
“ pressyre, and they are quite independent
"..-0f any influence of that kind—Dr. Stan-
< lslaw M. Ulam, resident adviser at the

- "Atomic Energy Commission’s Los Alamos

“the military-technological
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Scientific Laboratory since 1843; Dr.
Harold Brown, currently Director of De-
fense Research and Engineering in the
Department of Defense; Dr. N. E. Brad-
bury, Director of the Los Alamos Scien-
tific Laboratory; and Dr. Freeman J.
Dyson, former chairman of the Federa-
tion of American Scientists and cur-
rently professor of theoretical physics at
the Institute for Advance Study in
Princeton.

The consensus of expert opinion on the
antiballistic missile problem is that it is
highly unlikely that the Soviet Union
will have the capacity in the foreseeable
future to develop an antimissile system
that we could not saturate: that even if
they had the money and ability to de-
velop such a system, we would be able
to detect it early enough to take neces-
sary countermeasures; and, most im-
portant of all, that the treaty will im-
bose no significant obstacles to the de-
velopment of our own antimissile and
benetration capabilities, while such lim-
ited obstacles as it does impose will apply
as much to the Soviet Union as to the
United States.

The problem of the antiballistic mis-
sile, and indeed of the overall relation-
ship between nuclear warheads and
delivery systems, was admirably sum-
marized by Dr. Bradbury, who said in his
statement to the committee:

We tend to lgnore the enormous role of
the system in nuclear warfare and to con-
centrate on the more dramatic character of
the nuclear warhead. The best nuclear war-
head is no good In a crashing airplane, an
intercontinental missile falling into the sea,
or in a ballistic missile defense system which
does not detect - the target, discriminate
among decoys, determine a trajectory, fire
another misgile, gulde it to an Intersection
with the incoming one, and fire its warhead.
In that sequence, the technical elegance of
the warhead is almost the smallest problem,
Or said another way, If a good and practical
antiballlstic missile system can be devised

and buils, it will have a warhead. This one

can guarantee.

As to the problem of high-yield nu-
clear weapons, the big bombs of 50 to
100 megatons which of course could not
be tested under the treaty, the judg-
ment of our foremost nuclear scientists,
including those whom I have mentioned,

1is virtually unanimous that such weap-

ons are neither necessary nor even desir-
able for our nuclear deterrent force, and
that in any case we can construect such
bombs whenever we wish without atmos-
pheric testing, On the basis of expert
scientific advice, both the Eisenhower
and Kennedy administrations have con-
cluded that both for our attack capabil-
ity and for the survival capability of our

-forces in the event of attack, large num-

bers of smaller missiles are much more
desirable than smaller numbers of larger
missiles. The Soviets are ahead of us,
it is conceded, in the yield-to-weight
ratios of very large weapons, but there is
no question of our ability to design such
bombs and the improvement of the accu-
racy and reliability of our present mis-
siles is & much more effective approach
than increasing their yield.

As Dr. Ulam wrote recently:

When it comes to the question of very
large bombs of 50 or more megatons, which
the Russiang have test
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1s quite clear,
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and therefore Is Nno secret, that we could
construct such bombs any time we want. As
has been stated in the press, this country
has tested bombs with yields of more than
10 megatons. When one considers the fact
that such a - bomb, if properly delivered,
would ruin any city in the world, and if one
remembers that two bombs of 10 megatons
each have a much greater area of destruction
than one 20-megaton bomb, it seems quite
obvious that our arsenal contalns large
enough weapons. (Letter to the Washington
Post, Aug. 16, 1963.)

Parenthetically, it seems to me that
we have become so bemused in our pub-
lic discussions with megatons and multi-
megatons that we have come to think of
these weapons ylelds as rather neutral

scientific phenomena, forgetting that we.

are talking about instruments of almost
unimaginable destructiveness capable of
killing tens of millions of beople with a
single explosion.

From my own experience in the hear-
ing, listening to the distinguished scien-
tists calmly describe such horrors objec-
tively and dispassionately, all the
testimony leaves me with the feeling
that we surely are afficted with what one
might call “megaton madness,” when
we talk of even bigger bombs, Perhaps
we would do well, in forming our seien-
tific judgments of these weapons, to look
again at the pictures of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, which were devastated by
Weapons of only 15 or 20 kilotons. Per-
haps we would do well, when we speak
of “small” bomibs of 5 or 10 megatons,
to remind ourselves that we are talking
about weapons which, if used in warfare,
would bring upon mankind s visitation
of horror beyond anything ever ap-
broached or even conceived in all of the
wars of human history.

To talk of winning such a conflict—

* Said Dr. Kistiakowski—
is to misuse the language; only a pyrrhic
victory could be achieved in a nuclear war.

The third major technical problem of
special concern during the hearings on

the treaty was that of our capacity for .

prompt resumption of atmospheric test-
ing in the event of Soviet violation or
withdrawal from the treaty. Both Dr.
Bradbury, Director of the Los Alamos
Scientific Laboratory, and Dr. York, for-
mer Director of the Lawrence Radiation
Laboratory in Livermore, told the com-
mittees that while it will not be feasible
to keep the laboratories ready for an
instantaneous resumption of atmos-
bheric testing, it will be possible to keep
the laboratories in first-class operating
order, to resume testing within g, period
involving no unacceptable risks, and to
maintain a vigorous and productive
group of scientists engaged in weapons
development. .

In his statement before the commit-
tees, Secretary of Defense McNamara
sald: -

We have the determination to retain a
readiness to test in every relevant environ-
ment. This 18 a firm national policy. Its
existence will not only. render the risk of
abrogation minimal, but will constitute a
strong deterrent to abrogation. ’

There are, of course, other military-
technological questions on which the
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detailed testimony. We were assured by
administration witnesses that the Gov-
ermment intends to maintaln a vigorous
and effective program of underground
testing and a continuing program of im-
proving our ability to detect and identify
clandestine tests. With regard to the
feasibility of these and other safeguards,
Dr. Kistlakowskl stated that “all of
these things are completely feasible both
from a purely technical point of view
and from the point of view of the man-
agement of the U.S. scientific ‘effort.”
Citing the successful maintenance of
weapons research and development dur-
ing the 1958 moratorium on testing, Dr.
Kistiakowsky said: :

There is no reason why this performance
should fiot be repeated in the preéént con-
text which is less restraining because of the
continuing of underground testing.

Senators will remember durfng that
moratorium there was no testing at all.

In addition to these techfiological
questions, there arose during the hear-
ings and the subsequent deliberations of
the Committee on Foreign Relations a
question as to whether the language of
article I of the treaty prohibiling any
nuclear test explosion, “or any other
nuclear explosion,” might have the éffect
of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons
in time of war. ) :

The President, the Secretary of State,
and the Secretary of Defense ‘have all
stated that the treaty will in no way
restrict the use of ntclear weapons in
time of war. A written opinion of the
Legal Adviser to the Department of
State, dated Atgust 14, 1963, endorses
this view in detail, explaining that the
treaty has no relevance to a state of war
and that the language In question was
jnserted solely to close a loophole
through which nuclear explosions for
military purposes might have been con-
ducted under the pretense of being for
peaceful purposes and not “nuclear weap-
on test explosions.” The Soviet Gov-
ernment, in its reply of August 20 to a
Chinese Communist note of August 15,
made it quite clear that it regards the
treaty as in no way curtailing the right
to use nuclear weapons In time of war.
There is in addition the genérally ac~-
cepted rule of international law with
regard to the validity of treatiés in time
of war: “That provislons compatible
with a state of hostilltles, unless éx-
pressly terminated, will be enféreed, and
those incompatible rejected.”-—Justice
Cardozo’s opinion in Techf against
Hughes, U.S. Court of Appeals of New
York, 1920. It is a tragic certainty
_that in a third world war the nonuse
" of nuclear weapons would be regarded
as incompatible with the state 'of hostili-
ties.

There is no guestion whatever on that
subject, as to the understandfhg of the
parties to this agreetnent.

Lest there be any reméaining doubt as
to_the right of the President 1o use nu-
- clear weapons i timie of war, the report
- of the Committee on Forelgn Relations
- includes the following language of inter-

pretation of the treaty: -
The Senpte should be assured that the
commifttee, In recomniending appfoval of this
treaty, is entirely satisfled tha Tthe‘ treaty

in no way Impairs the authority and dls-
cretion of the Commander in Chief in time
of ecrisis to employ whatever weapons he
judges the situation may re uire, in accord-
ange with our constitutio] processes. ¢

The freaty &s it stands is a sound
and constructive document. The at-
tachment of any reservation, whether on
matters covered by the treaty text itself
or on any of a number of extraneous
issues of the ecold war, would be unwise
ond irresponsible, It would necessitate
a renegotiation of the treaty not only
with the United Kingdom and the Soviet
Union, but also with the scores of other
nations which have already acceded to
the treaty. Such a renegotiation would
take place in an atmosphere of doubt
and mistrust as to American motives.
The treaty as it stands contains reason-
able and adequate safeguards for the
vital interests of the United States. An
attempt by reservations to reconfirm
safeguards that are already provided for,
or to introduce issues unrelated to the
test ban itself, would probably result in
the loss of the treaty, in a general
worsening of the cold 'war, and in a
breakdown of confidence in the United
States that would make it exceedingly
dificult to negotiate future agreements.

These, I believe, are the major reasons
why it is safe and prudent for the Senate
to render its advice and consent fo this
treaty without reservations. The mili-
tary, technological, and legal considera-
tions which I have discyssed have to do
mainly with safeguards in the event that
the treaty is violated or otherwise breaks
down. In the remainder of my remarks,
I should like to suggest some positive
reasons for our adherence to this treaty
and to set forth some of the possibilities
for advancing the aims of American
policy and improving the world environ-
ment in the event that the treaty Is re-
spected by the signatories.

Mr. TALMADGE. Myr. President, will
the Senator yleld, or does he prefer to
conclude his statement?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. Speaking of some
of the problems about Soviet Union
treaties, I think the American people
wonder, in view of the past record of the
Soviet, Union of having violated some
50 out of 52 treaties that have been con-
cluded, what assurances or guarantees
we have of detection of ¢landestine viola-
tions by the Soviet Union.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. . We have very
great safeguards with respect to detec-
tion. Unfortunately, this is an area in
which the testimony of those in charge
of this program was taken in executive
gession; but that testimony is available
to Members of the Senate. Irecormmend
first that the Senator look into that
testimony. I must genétalize as to the
development of the methods of detection
with regard to violations.

* A major effort in that direction has
been underway for a number of years.
Several new and promising methods have
been put into effect. Methods of detec-
tion of nuclear weapon explosions have
been developed, particularly with respect

‘4o explosions in the atrosphere, but also

with respect to subterranean and under-
water explosions, and finally with respect

v :

%51@2%83R00010021 ooogé%;eﬁ’be; 9 '

to those carried out beyond the af-
mosphere, in outer space, by means of
the newly developed satellites, some of
which are already in operation.

T think it only wise to say in public
that I was amazed, and I believe all the
members of the committee who heard
the testimony were amazed and quite
satisfled with the progress that has been
made in the field of detection.

Mr. TALMADGE. Will the Senator
yield further at that point?

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Certainly.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it the Senator’s
conclusion, then, in response to my ques-
tion, based on the evidence of our scien-
tists who testified in secret session, and
the evidence of our military authorities
who testified in secret session, that if the
Soviet Unlon clandestinely violates this
treaty, we shall have that information
almost immediately?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that is a
correct way to summarize the situation.
It is possible that very small explo-
sions-—Senators have heard of the ques-
tion of thresholds that was discussed in
previous discussions of proposals for lim-
itation of tests—could go undetected, but
they would be so small that they would
be of relatively slight significarce.

Mr. TALMADGE. 1 thank the Sena~
tor for clearing up that point. I think
that is one of the problems that must
perplex a great many people in America,
and perhaps other countries. In the
past, -treaties that have been made by
the Soviet Union have been violated
whenever the Soviet Union thoughi it
was in its own national intersst. I be-
lieve the American people are assured
that we, as we should, will carry out any
treaty we make, and they therefore have
some apprehension that this may be a
one-sided treaty for the benefit of the
Soviet Union and to the disadvantage of
our country.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On that point I
should like to make a comment or two.

It is true that in a relatively short
period—a rather turbulent period—-the
Soviet Union has violated a number of
international treaties, including such im-
portant political agreements-as the non-
aggression pacts with Lithuania, entered -
into September 28, 1926, Latvia, on I'eb-
ruary 5, 1932, and Estonia, on May 4,
1932, the arrangements for access to
Berlin, and the Potsdam Declaration. re-
lating to the establishment of a Central
German Government,

However, to obtain a proper perspec-
tive, it should be noted that, to all ap-
pearances, the Soviet Union has satis-
factorily observed a significant nurnber
of multilateral and bilateral agreements
to which it has been a party. A list of
27 of these other agreements aprears
on page 967 of the printed hearings,
which are on the desks of Senators.

1 think one might say that what dis-
tinguishes those observed treaties from
thoss which have been violated is the
interest of the Soviet Union, as the Sen-
ator from Georgia has stated.. It is for
this reason that the committee was con-
cerned in its hearings and has set forth
in its report the considerations which,
it appears, have led the Soviet Union to
enter into this agreement. Insofsr as
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¢onsiderations can be relied on to
_ be_gontinting factors influencing Soviet
policy, they provide soime 'glidfantee
against future viclations of the treaty.
Pirst, i is appdrent that the 1961-62
fests have led the Soviet scientists 10
believe that in many critical areas -of
‘nyclear Weaponry they havé achieved a
rough téchnieal parity with thé United
 States. That is set out in our commit-
. teé report, and it'is quite clear in some
of the testimony. =~~~ ’ o
Some of  the witnesses miade the

point—which I think is a good one—.

that the Cuban missile crisis is likely to
remain 1 the minds of the Soviet lead-
ers for some timie. That was quite a
" shock. The statément of the Setfetary
of State in the hearings s highly impor-
tant on that point.
- The third factor is the well-known
difficulties the Soviets afé having today
with the Chinese. I was ihferested in
'notirig within the past few days that the
Chinese aré aceuing the Soviet Union,
throtigh having signed this treaty, with
recognizing Chiahg Kai-shek’s govern-
ment on Taiwah. It is almost an exact
. duplicate of the point that has been
made thdt we may Fecognize East Ger-
.many by our adhesion to the treaty.

Tn congidering the question of Russian
violation of treaties, it will be ‘noticed
that she has lived up to a nymber of
them. =~~~ R

I do not think we can be 5o self-right-
eous ag to say this country has never vio-
lated atreaty. 7 ' oo

1 did not follow it too closely, but I
believe the Senéca Indians have been
saying that this Goverfiment violated its

. treaty with the Seneca Indians in New
Yok - '

* 'We Have been & very fortunate country

©in many respects. 'We have been free to
" g greater degree than most countries—
certainly more than the European ¢coun-
tries—of attacks on our borders. So I
do not think we cught to be too self-
‘righteous on the question. I admif that
the Russian recofd is not very good, par-
ticularly ‘in an earlier period, not too
many Yéirs ‘dgo, when the head of the
Government wa§ tiof Mr. Khrushchev.

; ‘.;.prprqvéd-For‘Réi‘easé‘20041631;11,;%% PE5E003
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N MITEER Mr. Presidént; frst T
should like to ask the Senator whether
the Soviet Union has ratified the treaty.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. They have signed
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“would e not only to our advantage, but

to their advantage as well.

© Mr. TALMADGE. As I understand,
the withdrawal clause provides for 90
days’ notice. )

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. . But in the event of
Soviet . Union testing in violation of the
treaty, it would require no notice.on our
part for us to begin tests.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my opin-
jon. If they violate the treaty, all xl))e’r,s
are off, so to speak. .

Mr. TALMADGE. It would be void at
that moment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. It would no
longer be in effect. We should be sure,
however, that they had violated it. We
should not act on a trivial basis or in a
capricious manner. -We ought to be sure
that there has been a clear violation. I
am sure the Senator would be satisfied if
he read the record of the best authority
in this fleld, the man who is in charge of
the subject, with respect to our great
development in the field of detection.

.1 believe it to be beneficial to both sides
that there has been this development,
and that the idea of secrecy is less im-
portant now. .

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iyield.

Mr. MORSE. I am glad the Senator
from Georgia_has raised the last point
with respect to abrogation. We are
dealing with an important principle of

" international law. If thereis a violation

of the treaty by party A, party A abro-
gates the treaty, and thereby relieves
party B of any responsibility under the
treaty. The abrogation by party A is the

" same as though a match had been put to

the treaty and burned it up, to use a fig-
ure of speech. I am glad the Senator
from Georgia raised that point. I have

read some comments which indicated

We made ‘a treaty with Russia about 2°

5 relating to Anfactica, At that
}ime peoplé sald that we could not trust
the Russians.” I do not recall anyone
ing about the slightest violations by
Russia of that tréaty. I do not think
- there is fuch incentive to violate it.
1'think the same situation applieshere.
In other words, there is a mittual inter-
est. T am not saying that this freaty is
exclusively in our interest. I do not be-
lieve the Russians would have sighed it if
they had not thought they had a com-
mion intérest in the treaty.

- ‘A'further protection, I rémind the Sen~

ator, is the withdrawal clause. The
withdrawal clause is so lenient that I do
not think it would be necessary to abro-
‘treaty illegally, when the with-
‘ani’ be done legally very easily.
ision 1s very lenient. Tt was but
eaty at the insistance 6f the mil-
§ ] s9gnizing that in entering
eaty there is a common inter-

est In abiding by the treaty, thérefore it
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that the editors who made the comments
were not aware of the doctrine of abroga-
tion. When there is abrogation, nothing
is left. i
Mr. FULBRIGHT. One other treaty
that the Russians made recently was the
treaty over Austria, which had been pre-
ceded by a long period of negotiations.
However, at last the treaty was signed.
So far as I know, that treaty has not been
violated.. No advantage has been taken
under that treaty by the Russians.
_ Perhaps it is not very popular to say
it, but if my memory serves me correctly,
when we found it necessary to build the
Panama Canal, we found ways of abro-
gating, indirectly perhaps, a treaty which
we had made in 1848 guaranteeing the
sovereignty of Colombia, We thought
it necessary to do that.

Therefore, none of us is absolutely

without fault. When I refer to “us,” I
mean any nation. None of us is without
fault with regard to international agree-
ments. I agree that the record of our
country is far better than that of Russia,
particularly in recent years. Perhaps we
have not been quite so sorely tempted,
however. . :
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? '
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iyield.

.
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fled it as such. Of course they do not
have the same procedures that we have.
I do not know-of any other country that
has the procedures that we have.
Whether or not the Supreme Soviet has
actually acted, I'do not know. I am not
an authority on the constiutional
processes of Russia. She is committed
to the treaty.

Mr. MILLER. I am reading from the
British Year Book of International Law,
1958, published by the Oxford Press, ed-
ited by Prof. C. H. M. Waldock, as fol-
lows:

Soviet documents of ratification, according
to the Soviet view "reflect the general style
of Soviet diplomacy” and consequently are
characterized by their “brevity, clarity, sim-
plicity, and exactness of formulation.” They
are lssued by the ratifylng constitutional
organ, namely, the presidium of the Supreme
Soviet. Without them, there is no ratifica-
tlon; Soviet practice and theory have never
accepted either oral ratification or ratifica-
tion through fulfillment.

It goes on to explain a few more items.
The point I wish to make is that I have
seen nothing reported to the effect that
the presidium of the Supreme Soviet has
ratified the treaty. That being the case,
I am wondering whether we know the
treaty will be ratified by the Russians.
If we do not know whether the treaty
will be ratified, or hope that it will be
ratified by them, the question is, When
will they do so?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is quite a
difference in the relationship of the
executive in the Soviet Union with the
presidium of the_Supreme Soviet, and
what the situation is in their country.
They have the party system, which de-
termines the action to be taken. There
is certainty of its ratification by the
presidium of the Supreme Soviet. That
is not always true under our system.

I do not believe that the fact that the
Russians have not taken formal action
is a valid reason for us to defer action on
the treaty.

T think of the somewhat similar sit~
uation in Great Britain. I do not wish
to go into a dissertation on the British
Pparliamentary system, with which I am
a little more familiar than I am with
the Russian system, but when the execu-
tive in Great Britan signs a treaty, un-
less a question is raised in Parliament,
and there is a vote of no confidence, the
treaty is considered to have been ratified.
The British do not have the formal pro-
cedure that we have in this country. It
is not possible under the British system
for a Prime Minister to be Prime Min-
ister unless he has control of the ma-
jority in Parliament. Once he loses it,
he goes out of office. That is why our
ratification is of special significance.
As the Senator knows, the Supreme So-
viet is not quite the kind of legislative
body that the Senate is or that Parlia~
ment is.

Mr. MILLER. I quite realize that it
is not democratic organization. How-

e
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I do not know that they have rati-.

¥



[

£

Approviad For Release 2004/03/11 : ¢
CONGRESSIONAL R@ZCORD — SENATE

15666

ever, I invite the Senator’s ajtention to
another statement in the book, at page
328, where it is stated: .

Soviet theory does not view an Internd-
tional treaty which is subject to ratification
as having any legal force until (a) the rati-
fication process has been compléted, or (b)
completion of the exchange or deposit of the
documents of ratification depending upon
the stipulation concerning ratification in the
treaty text.

I have already quoted from-the book
regarding the ratification progess, which
indicates that the Presidium of the
Supreme Soviet will have to ratify the
treaty before the Soviet Union will con-
sifler that it has been ratified.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Since the Senator
raised the question, my assistant, who
keeps up with these maftters, has handed
me & note saying that the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet has approved the
treaty, but it has not yet been deposited.

Mr, MILLER. Does the Senator know
when the Supreme Soviet ratified the
treaty? )

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Approved it.
The Senator from Alabama tells me it
was within the past few days. I believe
it is of no particular significance or im-
portance. I believe that when they
signed it, that was it. There is no doubt
whatever as to what the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet does in a matter of
this kind. That is not always the situa-
tion when a treaty comes before this
body. I call to mind John Hays’ famous

remark about the fate of a treaty in this

counftry.

Mr. MILLER. If I did not think it
was an important question, I would not
have asked it. ) . .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do notmean the
way the Senator puts it. I do not mean
that it is not important that the treaty
be ratified by the Russians. I mean
there is no doubt that it will ratified.
There is not the slightest question that
the treaty executed by the existing Gov-
ernment in Russia will be approved by
the Supreme Soviet. I did not mean
that it was not important that it be
ratified. There is not the slightest doubt
that it will be.

Mr. MILLER. On that point, I recog-
nize that we might expect it to ratify
the treaty; but I think it would be help-
ful, at least to some of us, if the Senator
from Arkansas would provide for the
REcorp the exact date on which the Pre-
sidium of the Supreme Soviet ratified the
treaty.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall do so.

Mr. MILLER. Also, since I believe
the treaty is barren on this point, I
should like to ask whether the ratifica-
tion process is intended to be consum-
mated by an exchange or a deposit of the
documents. As I understand, one of the
two procedures is necessary for the
treaty finally to become effective, so far
as the Soviet Union is concerned.

About 10 days or 2 weeks ago, I read
& report in the newspapers that the pro-
bosed treaty had been referred to a com-
Iittee of the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet, I have not seen anything re-
ported subsequent to that. I hope we
might have such information.

%
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As T understand, until the treaty has
been consummated by a deposit or an
exchange of the documents, it would be
possible for the Soviets merely to with-
hold the filing of the documents. We do
not know what the Soviets would do.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 'What harm does
the Senator think would come to us if
the Soviets should withhold such filing?

Mr, MILLER. I dgssume the effect
would be to leave us up in the afr. It is
similar to the practice fh the real estate
business. If one wishes to sell his house
and offers it at a certain price, he ordi-
narily places a time limit within which a
prospective purchaser: must aceept the
offer. i

We know we do not trust the Soviets.
The treaty is not based on any trust or
confidence in the Soviets. It would be
entirely possible for the Soviet Union to
sit on the treaty for 6 months or a year
or 5 years.

- Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
mean that under those circumstances
the United States wguld be inhibited
from testing or doing ds we pleased?

Mr. MILLER. We would be so far as
the other signatories pf the treaty are
concerned. ; ’

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Oh, no: not at all,
Unless all three of the original signa-
tories signed and deposited the treaty,
it would not become effective. If the
treaty were not signed and deposited in
a reasonable period, it would fail: just
as if the United States falled to ratify it
within a reasonable timie—a specific date
was not set, because we could not com-
ply with such a practide under our con-
stitutional system—if we dallied around
and walted until next spring, I think the
Soviets might say, “Forget about it. Let
us not have anything more to do with it.”

Mr. MILLER, And the United States
could ke of the same mind?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. . Most certainly.
The treaty cannot become effective un-
less all three of the original parties ap-
prove it.

Mr. MILLER. Would it be the Sen-
ator's position that if the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet did not ratify, or
if it did ratify and the documents were
not deposited—which is necessary to
consummation———

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The treaty would
be “off.” :

Mr. MILLER. The United States
could say that all bets were off?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Soviets did

 not ratify 1t sooner than that—I used

next spring as a way 'of putting it—I
do not think we would wait around un-
til next spring.

I shall obtain for the Senator the exact
status of the treaty in the Soviet Union.
I did not notice the report in the news-
paper or anticipate such a question, but
I am told that the treaty has already
been approved by the Bupreme Soviet,
but has not been deposited.

The Senator from Algbama says that

Is what he read. I missed it. I did
not anticipate a question on this sub-
ject. ;
Mr. MILLER. I certainly did not wish
to ask a question that the Senator could
not answer. I know the Senator will ob-
tain the information. |

It *
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. We will obtain the
information. But I am sure that neither
the Senator from Iowa nor any other
Senator believes, after all that has hap-
pened, including the ceremonies last
month, that there is even a remote
chance that the treaty is in doubt, so far
as the Scviet Union is concerned—-pro-
vided the United States ratifies it—and I
do not believe there is any question abou$
the British believing it to be in doubt.

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator also
provide information regarding the next
step? Assuming that the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet has ratifled the
treaty, will the next process be the de-
positing of the document? If so, where
and when will the exchange of docu-
ments take place? If the Senator could
obtain that information, it would be ap-
preciated. )

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is my under-
standing that the United States will de-
posit the document with the two other
principal signatories. In other words, we
will deposit the document in London and
Moscow; and each of those countries
will deposit with the other two princi.
pal signatories. But I shall submit an
official statement for the RECORD.

Mr. MILLER. That is what some of
us would like to have done.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my under-
standing of the way In which the for-
malities are to be carried out,

Mr. MILLER. Iwould appreciate hav-
ing the Senator clear up something else
that has puzzled me; that is, the dif-
ference betwen amendments, reserva-
tions, and understandings. It had been
my understanding that an amendment to
the treaty could be adopted by the Sen-
ate and that that would require a re-
negotiation of the treaty. Is my under-
standing correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 'The Senator is
quite correct.

Mr. MILLER. It was also my under-
standing that a reservation to the treaty
would not require a renegotiation. Yet
I believe statements have been made by
the chairman of the Committee on For-
elgn Relations and others to the effect
that reservations would require renego-
tiation. I would appreciate having the
Senator clear up this point, because I re-
call the Connally reservation, which, to
my knowledge, did not require a renego-
tion of the treaty involving the World
Court. Since the Senator from Arkan-
sas has had vast experience in this field,
I would appreciate having him enlighten
us on the subject.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. The Connally res-
ervation merely nullified the action for-
merly taken, because it reserved to the
United States the unilateral, exclusive
decision as to whether a subject came
within the. jurisdiction of the court.
For all practical purposes, that was the
end of any useful participation by the
United States in the World Court. As
the Senator from Iowa knows, the World
Court has never functioned. That is a
good example of how a reservation can
completely destroy a treaty. 'The Con-
nally reservation destroyed the action
that was taken by the United States in
joining the World Court.
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" the World Court.

K '-‘}Mr#;,-m. 4 -
guestion as to whether the Connally
reservation was g good one or a bad one.
Although the World Court has had very
. little business to transact, it has nct
been entirely without activity.

. The point I sought to make was that

the mere fact that the U.S. . Senate
adopted what is known as the Connally
reservation. did not necessitate the re-
negotiation of the treaty with respect to
I am wohdering
whether there is any difference between
that reservation and a reservation that
might be proposed to the nuclear test

. ban treaty.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The best author-
ity I have available, which was prepared
in anticipation of such a question on
“this precise point, and one of the prin-
cipal authorities in the fleld, is Charles
.Cheney Hyde’s book, International Law:

A reservation to a treaty is a formial state-
ment made by a prospective party for the
purpose of creating a different relationship
between that party and the other partles or

. prospective parties than would result should

‘the reserving state accept the arrangement
. without having miade such a staterient. ‘A

““mere interpretative declaration made by a

-

RN

prospective party  without such a design,
and with a view merely to accentuate a com-
mon understanding, is not regarded as a
reservation, unless another party or prospec-
tive party deeims it to be prodiictive of a
different relationship between the state 1s-
suing the declaratlon and the cther parties
or prospeéctive parties than would result
were the declaration not made. In a word,
whether an_ interpretative statemént is to

' he regarded as a reservation and dealt with

as such depernds In practice upon the place
“which the states to which 1t 1s addressed are
disposed to asslgn to 1.~ :
Of course, the Senate may include in
#s resolution Ianguage expressing its
understanding ~or interpretation. So
long as this language does riot substan-
tively affect the terms of international
obligation of the treaty omrelates solely
to domestic matters, there would be no
legal effect on the treafy. Under exist-
ing practice, However, the Executive
“would commuiilcate such understand-
ings or interpretations to the other
parties.” =~ 7 T
.The difficulty here would be whether

- the other parties would accépt our inter-

pretation of this question as being pre-
‘eisély a doméstic matter. If there were
. any diftérence of view betweerl the Gov-
ernnient of thé Soviet Union and the
- Government of Great Britain as to the
nature 6f the understanding, rénegotia-
tion‘mifht"Weli be requited. T other
words, the othér parties” Wotild have to
accept our intérpretation that the res-
etvation did not affect the substance of
the freaty. - S T
The Senate may slso include in’ its
resolution language expressing its resei~
vation. Normal reservation Tanguage

i would involve some changé in the inter-

_ national obligations of the treaty and
‘might affect its terms in such a signifi-
manner a§ to require the Executive

vation to the other parties to the treaty,
“thus ehabling them to take such action
-as they felt appropriate, including reser-
-vations of their own, or e¥en a refusal to
.proceed with the treaty.” = '~

- . <.

ER._ I was not raising the

nicate the terms of the reser-
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Finally, the Senaté may dquestion the
terms of the treaty itself. In this in-
stance, there is no question that the
treaty would néed to be renegotiated.

The chief reason why I strongly rec-
ommended, in my previous remarks,
against reservation, or even an under-
standing, unless it was so clearly a do-
mestic matter that it could not conceiv-
ably lead the other parties to disavow
the treaty, is that it would, at the very
least cause great concern and confusion
‘about our intentions. I would dislike to
see that done. If is dangerous to pub

" such things in the resolution of ratifica-

tion. It was for that reason that the
committee went to great length to in-
clude in its statement and committee
report, which is quite distinct from the
résolution gf approval, what its under-
standing of the freaty is.

For example, as for the point about
the use of nuclear weapons in time of
war, we had not the slightest doubt about
that, nor do we believe the Russians
have. But we included it in the report.

Mr. MILLER. Is it the position of
the Senator from Arkansas that a reser-
vation of that sort would require renego~
tiation, and that it would be in the same
status as an amendment?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It would not be in
the same status as an amendment. I
think it would be unfortunate to include
any provision which is well understood
and could well lead to misunderstand-
ings, not only on the part of the Russians,
but also on the part of many of the
other signatories. I do not know what
the understanding is to which the Sen-
ator refers; there are a great many of
them. But I believe its inclusion would
be a subject for diséussion, ahd result in
possible confusion and misunderstand-
ing. That would be most unfortunate;
and I do not believe its inclusion would
add a thing to the treaty, because I think
its treatment of the subject is quite clear;
and we made it as clear as words can
make it in the report. During this debate
‘I am sure members of the committee
will say, “That is what we believed, or
else we would not have approved the
treaty.”

Mr. MILLER. But the Senator from
Arkansas is not suggesting, is he, that
-after the treaty has been negotiated, a
reservation would be improper, so far as
the Senate is concerned—that the mere
negotiation of the treaty means the Sen-
-ate would not be acting properly if it
saw fit to adopt a reservation? - .
* -Mr. FULBRIGHT. Certainly not. The
Senate has a perfect right to adopt res-
ervations. I only say it would be very
unwise for the Senate to do so. There
would be nothing improper about it, but
it would be very unwise. The procedure
for the adoption of reservations is clearly
-laid out, but I think the adoption of
Teservations in this case would be very
-unwise, Just as I think the Connally reso-
Iution—which I voted against—was very
unwise. - -
==Mr. MILLER. Doeés the Senator sug-
gest that it would be unwise for the
‘Senate ever to adopt reservations to a
treaty?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No, I did not say
that. But I know of none that I believe
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ould ‘be "adopted. Perhaps the Sen-
ator from Iowa has in mind one that
we have not thought of which may be
both proper and wise. But certainly the
treaty has been very carefully consid-
ered, as have also all the suggested pos-
sible reservations which have been
brought to our attention. :

As I earlier stated, the committee in
response to @ motion of the Sendtor from
Vermont [Mr. ArkeN] voted in favor. of
having the committee report the treaty
without reservation. We believe it is a
very simple treaty, relatively speaking,
and that there is no need for any reser-
vation. That isalllam saying.

Mr. MILLER. I wish to make sure
that I understand correctly the Senator’s
position. I understand that he is not
saying it would be unwise to adopt any
reservation whatever to the treaty, but
that_he is merely saying that those ad-
vanced thus far are, in his opinion, un-
wise. Do I correctly understand his
statement?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Those I lave
heard of, or which have been suggested,
seem to me to be either irrelevant or ex-
traneous. Certainly we should not in-
clude a reservation which would go be-
yond the concept of a test ban treaty.
I believe such a reservation would be in-
terpreted as an effort to kill the treaty;
and it would jeopardize, I believe, final
acceptance of a treaty, not only by the
three original signatories, but also by
the approximately 80 other countries
that have acceded to the treaty to date.

If some unforeseen danger—one nhot
yet developed during the very extensive
hearings—were to be disclosed, that
might be a different case. I suppose it
is conceivable that there could be situa-
tions in which it would be wise to adopt
@ reservation. But I was trying to make
the point that it would be unwise for us
to attach to the treaty any of the reser-
vations that, to my knowledge, have been
suggested thus far.

Mr. MILLER., T see.

Does the Senator from Arkansas know
whether the Soviets have yet made any
reservations to the treaty? ’

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is my under-
standing that they have not. I under-
stand that they approve of this treaty.
Of course, they do not follow the same
procedures that we do. I do not think
they have adopted any reservations.

Let me ask the Senator from Alabama,
who read the account of their approval,
whether they adopted any reservations
to his knowledge.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Arkansas will yield to
me, let me say I heard over the radio,
and I was also told by someone who read
it in a newspaper, that the ratification
by the Presidium was without any res-
ervations whatsoever.

Mr. President, while T am on my feet,
I wish to suggest that there be printed
at this point in the Recorp the memo-’
randum relating to reservations, for I
believe it will be helpful to many
Senators. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that would
be a good idea. I did not read it all, and

1 believe it would be very informaftive.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the memorandum printed
at this point in the REcorn.
There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RESERVATIONS, UNDERSTANDINGS, AND
INTERPRETATIONS,

A vole for a reservation to this, treaty
would be tantamount to a vote against the
treaty. That should be clearly understood
by each Member of this body and by every
citizen, The highest officials of this Gov-
ernment belleve that a reservation would
kill the treaty. First, a reservation would
require the approval of all 85 of the coun-
tries that to date have adhered to the treaty.
This would also apply to any 1ntérpreta.tion
or understanding added to the resolution of
ratification.

A reservation would also require renegoti~
atlon of the treaty. A Department of State
memorandum on the question submitted last
year to the United Nations contained this
comment:

“It 1s understood by the U.S. Government

that the term ‘reservation’ means, according
to general international usage, a formal
declaration by a state, when slgning, ratify-
ing, or adhering to a treaty, which modifies
or limlts the substantive effect of one or more
of the treaty provislons as between the re-
serving state and each of the other states
partles to the treaty.” )

Thus, a resérvation would alter the con-
tractural relationship defined by the provi-
slons of the treaty and set the stage for a
new round of negotiations with all that this
would imply. '

It 13 possible that an *‘understanding” or
“interpretation” embodies, like a reservation,
in the resolution of ratification would be
simllarly destructive. A committee staff
memorandum on this question says: “Frre-
spective of what term is used to describe a
condition imposed on a treaty * * * the
view of the U.S. Government when it serves
88 a deposltary is that the content or effact
of the statement is of prime importance. If,
desplte.the designation, the executive branch
belleves that the condlition has the actual
character and effect of a reservation, it would
be so treated and thus would open the treaty
to further negotiation.”

Thus, a regervation would in all probabllity
kill the treaty, while an understanding or
interpretation could kill it. It must be re-
membered, first, that any one of the three
would require the approval of all the other
signatories; second, that none of the three is
necessary; third, that any one of the three
could encourage reservations and under-
standings from the other countries., The
questlons that have been ralsed which bear
on the provisions of the treaty and their im-
plications have been thoroughly explored by
members of three Senate committees in an
exhaustive series of hearlngs, and the bi-
partisan interpretation of these matters has
in each case been clearly spelled out In the
committee report.

As for reservations and understandings
that do not relate to the substance of thig
treaty, they are in my view not only irrele-
vant but mischievous and, as such, deserve
o be rejected overwhelmingly not only by
those, ke myself, who unreservedly favor
the treaty, but those of my colleagues who
have expressed opposition and misgivings
about It. This treaty will not end the cold
war or turn swords into plowshares, and it
should not be evaluated in these terms, It is
& step In the direction of sanity and away
from the hazard of nuclear war. )

If the Senate calls this treaty into question
with a reservation or other qualification, it
will invite the scorn of the civilized world;
1t will ‘open the floodgates of Communist
propaganda and glve communism, a move~
ment that has been largely emptied of its In-
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ternational force and appeal in recent years,
renewed! vigor. More important, by injecting
& new issue, the treaty would almost cer-
tainly be lost, the cold war .made more in-
tense, the confidence of the world in Ameri-
can rellability diminished, ahd the effort of
several years to discourpge the chance of
nuclear war by reducing ténsions, brakin g the
arms rece and lnhibiting the proliferation
of nuclear weapons rendered futlle,

Mr. MILLER. I, too, believe it will
be helpful. I also believe we should have
in the Recorp some statement in with
regard to the alleged ratification by the
Soviets.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Letme say that as
& result of this exchange, the chief of the
staff has telephoned the Department, and
his been informed that the following is
the correct statement:

The treaty has been unanimously en-
dorsed by the Joint Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee of the Supreme Sovigt, the Council of
the Union, and the Council of Nationalities.

. It 1s now before the Presidium of the Su-

preme Soviet, which has the power to ratify.

It has not yet been acted upon. The
confusion has resulted from the unani-
mous endorsement by thé Joint Foreign
Affairs Committee and the other two
bodies—which is equivalent, I suppose, or
somewhat similar to a report by the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee re-
porting to the Senate. 'The information
that the Presidium itself had acted was
not correct. ‘

I repeat that in all honesty I do not
believe there is the slightest doubt but
that they will approve it, because I do
not believe that much dissent among the
Presicdium is to be expected or would be
tolerated. ;

Mr. MILLER. I share with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas his
understanding of how they operate.
Nevertheless, I am not very trusting, and
I believe it would be well for us to under-
stand, before the Senate votes on the
treaty, that it has not yet been ratified
by the Soviet Union, and we do not know
whether or when it will be. We may
expect; that it will be; but it has not hap-
pened yet. :

I believe all of us would feel more
comfortable about the treaty 1f we
learned that the Presidium had ratified
it, and that the document was on its
way here for deposit. .

I wish to ask a further question about
understandings: Can the Senator en-
lighten us about the status-of an under-
standing, as compared,;let us say, o a
reservation? I ask this question because
I wunderstand that the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp]
will propose that the Senate adopt some
understandings. :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We are having
some difficulty with the semantics in-
volved. I consider thaf our statements
in the report constitute the understand-
ing of the committee, and that if they
are endorsed by the Senate, they will
state the Senate’s understanding of what
the treaty means. That is quite differ-
ent from being made a part of the reso-
lution of ratification. We get into a
very difficult gray area here; the gues-
tion turns on the nature of the under-
standing. For example, the statement
I read, which is from the best historical
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authority on this matter, concludes thet
where the understanding relates to s
purely domestic matter which has no

‘relationship to the substance of the

treaty, it could very well be that such
an understanding would not involve the
slightest danger of invalidating the
treaty or causing its rejection. In this
area it is almost impossible to draw a
sharp line, and to say that an under-
standing of one kind would invalidate
or lead to the rejection of the treaty or
require renegotiation, while an under-
standing of another kind would not have
any of those results. I believe we would
have to have the substance of the pro-
posal before us and would have to study
it, before we could make any kind of
reasonable judgment as to what effect
the proposal would have on the treaty. I
consider out statement in the report to
be a statement of our understanding of
what the treaty does not do.

I would call it an understanding but
one not requiring the action of other par-
ties to the treaty. It would not be a
part of the resolution; yet it would be a
part of the treaty's history. It would
be a part of what we intended the treaty
to mean. An understanding which was
not put in the resolution but would actu-
ally change the substance of the treaty—-
whether called an wunderstanding or
not—could, if the substantive. effect of
the treaty would be changed, lead to re-
jection of the treaty by the other parties
to the treaty.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. In that case would
there be a difference between an under-
standing and a reservation?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. When a reserva-
tion or an understanding is included in
a resolution of approval, there might be
difficulty as to the words used and as to
what effect those words would have.
That is what I am trying to prevent.
Unless there is something very seriously
wrong with the treaty, new language
ought not to be inserted. What the
Senator from Louisiana says, when I
say, and what every other Senator says
about the meaning of the treaty has sig-
nificance in determining the way in
which the treaty is interpreted.

‘What the Senator has sald about the
passage of proposed legislation is true,
but a treaty is a little more delicate sub-
ject than a bill relating to domestic ques-
tions, because we are dealing with for-
eign countries, many of which do not
understand our system very well. They
might misinterpret our statements as
an effort to reject the treaty.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not s fact that
there would be serious objection to a
reservation imposing a condition that
might not he acceptable?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That would clear-
1y be so.

. Mr., ELLENDER. I understand that
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GorpwaTeEr] desires to include in
the treaty a reservation that the treaty
shall not become effective unless and
until the Russians withdraw their mis-
siles and troops from Cuba. A reserva-
tion of that kind would nullify the treaty,
in my judgment.
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Senator i
~Mr, MILLER, "Mr. President, }
Senator yield further? )
- Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

resolution of rafification, would amoiunt

to a reservation, whereas if it ‘were

merely an understandmg as ‘a matter
of, let us say, legislative history entered

in the record but not made a part of

-the resdlution “of ratification, it would
not be of the same stature?

“Mr. SRIGHT. Again the distine-
“tion as tg what it is called is not the im-
- portant point. 'The question is what the
treaty, in substa,nce, provides. Irrespec-
tive of the term’ used, it depends on what
the depositary includes with respect to
the effect of the understanding upon the
contenﬁs of the treaty itself.

If language indicating an understand-
ing is proposed and inserted in the reso-
lution of ratification, and it would tend
“to vary from the understandlng or the
interpretation of the original parties, it
would be the same as a reservation. I
do not think we can judge the question
in the gbstract.

For the_ information of the Senator,
I should like to quote from a memo-
randum which I had printed in the
RECORD; .

Tt 1s possible that an "understanding" or
"in,terpreta,tion” embodied, like a reservation,
in the resolution of ratiﬂca,tion would be
simllarly ‘destructive. A “committee staff
memotandum on this question says: “Irre-
spective of what term is used to escribe a

" condition, imposed on a treaty * * % the view

of the U.S, Governimént when 1t Serves as
a depositary is-thaf the content or effect of
-the statemient is of prime Importance. If,
despite the designation, the exécutive branch

believes’ that the condition has the actual '
chara.cter and eﬂ’ect of a reservation, it would

be §0 treated and thus would open bhe treaty’
to further negotla.tion »

We come ba.ck to t‘he quest.lon of what :

the content and not the label whlch 1s
important.

Mr. -FULBRIGHT. The Senafor is

‘eorrect. :
Mr. MILLER. ‘I thank the Senator.
Mr. DER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

K:? question Suppose Russia were to
ratify the treaty and the Senate should
insert a reservation such as the one I
described in relation to Cuba Would
-it not be possible for the Russians to
come back and say, “We will agréee with
that provismn in regard to Cuba if you
Wlthdraw your troops from Europe.”
Mr, mLBB IGHT. Surely.

“Mr. ! g:R The  Russians
You withdraw your troops

.. from nort,h Africa, Taiwan, and all over

reservation.”
. Mr, RIGHT. The Senator is
' think it is utterly unrealistic.
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> irrelevant matters.

‘Mr. JLER. Would it be the posi-
tion of the Senator from Arkansas that,

let us say for the sake of terminology, ~
. an understanding, it made a part of the

Mr, ELLENDER I should like to ask .

, O We will not’ accept theA

bﬁ better to vote agalnst

‘mahner by bringi

r in extraneous and

Mr. ELLENDER. I a.g'ree Wlth the
Senator.’

Mr, FULBRIGHT. It would be much
more frank and honest to say, “I vole
against the treaty.”

The essential purpose of the nuclear
‘test ban treaty is to bring an element of
sanity and restraint into the relations of
"great nations which know, but do not al-
ways seéem to feel and believe and act as
“though they know, that a decision made
in anger or fear, or a simple mistake,
"eould result in the grisly incineration of
millions of good people who are helpless
against nuclear bombs and the complete
destruction of human society.

National security does not and cannot
depend on military power alone. Since
the end of World War II American mili-
tary power has been vastly increased by

“the developmeént of nuclear weapons and

ballistic missiles. At the same time, as
Dr. Herbert York pointed out in his
statement in support of the treaty, our
national security has been rapidly and
inexorably diminishing., In the early
1950’s the Soviet Union, had it been will-
ing to pay the price of retallatlon could
have inflicted some millions of casualties
on the United States by an attack with
bombers carrying atomic bombs, By the
late 1950’s the Soviets, at heavy retalia-

~tory cost, could have attacked us with

more and better bombers, inflicting some
tens of millions of casualties. By the
mid-1960’s the Russians will be able to
Jaunch an attack on the United States
using intercontinental ~missiles and
bombers that would cause perhaps a
hundred million casualties. The United
States, of course, will be able to inflict at
Jeast equal, and probably much greater,
losses in a retaliatory blow against the
Soviet Union. AsDr, Herbert York said:

_This pteady decrease in national Security
_was not the result of a g

inaction on our
part, but simply the result of the systematic
exploitation of the products of modern sci-
ence and technology by the Soviet Unilon.

There is no technical solution to the
'paradox of growing military power and
decreasing national security. A nation’s

" secitrity is a function of its overall posi-

tion in the world—its political and eco-

" nomie strength as well as its military
" power, its diplomacy and foreign trade,

its alliances and associations. Security

“in addition depends upon the general

state of international relations, upon
whether or not a nation has powerful
enemies and upon the character and
policies of its enemies. Security, in
short, is not merely a military and tech-
nological commodity, but a combination
of many elements, all of which must be
taken into account in the shaping of na-
tional policy. Only if we regard national
security as simply s matter of armaments
and nothing more 1s it possible to credit
“the view of a noted witness that this
“treaty is “not directed against the arms
race,” but “against knowledge.” The
treaty before us represents a modest but
realistic effort to increase our security by
political means—by retarding the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons and by

_ dimlmshing, however slightly, the ten-
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Mr. FULBRIGHT I agree wiﬁh the “the tfeaty than t_,o approach it'In that sions and ammositles of internatlonaI re-‘

latmns
It is & dangerous oversimplification to
regard national security solely in terms

““of weapons systems and military tech-

nology. The uncritical acceptance of a
simple equation hetween security and
armainents can only lead us into an ac-
celerating arms race, mounting interna-
tional tensions, and diminishing security.
It can lead us to give undue weight to
the political views of highly specialized
scientists, such as Dr. Teller, whose ex-
perience and knowledge have only very
limited relevance to the complexities of
international relations. War, said
Clemenceau, in his famous maxim, is
too serious a business to be left. to the
generals. Some of our most thoughtful
secientists, such as Dr. York, believe that
it is also too serious a business to be left
to the nuclear physicists. - There is an
alarming similarity, as Walter Millis and
James Real point out in a recently pub-
lished book, “between the credence given
to a modern physicist pontificating on
strategy or politics and that accorded an
Arztee priest predicting tribal disasters,”
“The Abolition of War,” 1963, pages ix—
X.

It is essential that we bear In mind,
in our deliberations on this treaty and
in all of our major policy decisions, that
security has many dimensions besides
military power. As Prof. Marshall Shul-
man pointed out in his statement in sup-
port of this treaty, it is quite possible for
us to possess overwhelming military su-
periority and still be confronted with the
ergsion of our power and influence in the
world if our alliance system is allowed to
weaken, if confidence in our resolution
is called into question, if our political and
economic policies are ineffective, or if by
jll-considered unilateral measures we
provoke our adversaries into hostile
countermeasures.

None of this is intended to suggest that
a high level of military power is anything
less than essential as a deterrent to Com-
munist aggression, “But it is intended
to suggest,” in Professor Shulman's
words, “that there may be a point be-
yond sufficiency at which purely mili-
tary preoccupation may diminish rather
than increase our security in the full
sense of the word.”

Armaments are a cause as well as a
result of world tensions. This maxim,
so frequently stated and so rarely acted
upon, is at the heart of the nuclear test
ban treaty. Its meaning was set forth
in simple but eloquent language in Pope
John’s great encyclical, Pacem in Terris.
The nuclear arms race, Pope John ex-
plained, is justified as essential for the
maintenance of peace through a balance
of armaments, but “one must-bear in
mind that, even though the monstrous
power of modern weapons acts as a de-
terrent, it is to be feared that the mere
continuance of nuclear tests, undertaken
with war in mind, will have fatal con-
sequences for life on earth.”

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator un--
derstand that the late Pope, by that
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statement, indicated he was thinking in
terms of fallout or radiation?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Ibelievesp Itwas
one of the things he had in mind, cer-
tainly. ‘

Mr., HOLLAND. I have read rather
carefully the report made by the com-
mittee which the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas heads, and likpwise the
report made by the subcommitfee of the
Committee on Armed Services headed by
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. STENNIS].

I find almost no reference—certainly
very small reference—to the question of
danger to people in our time and in times
to come from radiation or fallout, and
the hazardous effects to be avoided by
cutting down the degree of saturation in
the atmosphere. .

I wonder if it is not true that this is
one area as to which the Soviets are as
sure to have a desire to reduce or elimi-
nate that danger as we have, or any-
body else who has children, or grand-
children, or the hope for generations to
follow, has? I wonder if enough atten-
tion has been given to that danger and to
the chances of ameliorating it through
the adoption of the nuclear test ban
treaty?

Noting the comment made by the late
Pope, I wonder if, after all, that is not
one ‘of the major considerations in this
whole matter. Would the Senator care
to. comment?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is a
major consideration. On page 21 of the
report we made reference to this ques-
tion. There was some testimony about
it in the hearings.

The testimony was, speaking very gen-
erally, mostly on other things. Consider-
ing the limited testing which has been
going on, there has not been, worldwide,
at least, a very dangerous buildup of
fallout or radiation. On the other hand,
Af we continue to test and if there is ex-
‘tensive testing, we do not know how dan-
gerous this could be.

I agree with the Senator. I do not
think this was stressed as much as it de-
serves to be stressed, particularly be-
cause the principal attack upon the
treaty arose from the military angle.
The response in the committee and of
the witnesses is very often determined
by the criticism. This related a great
deal to the military sittiation.

That is ohe reason why so much at-
tention has been given to this problem
by the people of my State. I have given
it more than I normally would, because
of the danger, in my view, to the treaty
which arises from the military. The
military men are the principal critics of
the treaty. .

I think it is quite natural that mili-
tary people, or those in any other pro-
fession, be very sensitive with respect to
any inhibition upon the practice of their

profession. I do not cast any reflections

upon their patriotism, honesty, or any-
thing else by that statement. I think it
is a commaon factor. s
Reduction of radioactive fallout is an
affirmative consideration in favor of the
treaty; and there was not much said
about it, unfortunately, The Senator
knows that witness after witness ap-
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peared--many of equal stature, in my

. view, with Mr. Teller—but most of the

news was devoted to Mr. Teller, because
he was attacking the treaty. Very little
was sald about Dr. York or Dr. Kistia-
kowsky, What they sald was not news,
because they were for the treaty.

Reduction of radioactive fallout is an
item to be considered in favor of the
treaty. Unfortunately, perhaps, the
committee did not go into it sufficiently.
Certainly it was not treated as an item
of great importance, ag it should have
been. .

I think the Senator §s correct in his
observation, :

- Mr. HOLLAND, It spems to me that
it is an important part pf the entire ap-
proach to the treaty, and one of the most
important objectives to be attained.
Also, to follow up a point made by the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas a
short while ago in his dolloquy with the
distinguished Senator from Georgia, this
i3 a fleld in which there must be mu-
tuality. :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with the
Senator. ,

Mr. HOLLAND. I pannot conceive
that any human being would not be con-
cerned with the dire results of fallout
or radiation on children, which I under-
stand are much nmiore severe with respect
to children than to adults.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. HIOLLAND. And with respect to
children of unborn generations to come.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
correect. _ .

Mr. HOLLAND. Since we are trying
to develop peints as to which there are

. mutual reasons for arguing for the adop-

tion of the treaty by the three princlpal
signatories, i occurred to me that this
was a point which should be emphasized.

“Mr. FULBRIGHT, am glad the
Senator has given emphasis to it on this
occasion. I think the Senator is abso-
lutely correct., .

Some people say, “We:wonder why the
Soviets are willing to sign the treaty.
It must be only to their advantage.”

‘This is a good example of why it is
mutually advantageous, rather than to
the advantage of only ane side.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator not
think that the signing by more than 80
non-nuclear powers, who have no ad-
vantage to gain from this except greater
security in life, evidences tremendous
interest and a worldwide concern on
the subject, which is spmething to be
considered as the treaty iz being debated?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
absolutely correct. That goes a long
way to explaining the very rapid ac-
ceptance by more than 80 nations of the
treaty. The Senator is jquite correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I commend the
distinguished Senator from Florida for
ralsing the questions of radioactive fall-
out about which so little has been said,
though it is pregnant with meaning, as
the Senator pointed out, not so much
for this generation, but for the genera-
tian growing wp and generations yet to
come. ;

1
H

I hope that when any Member of this
body considers the treaty he will con-
sider it not from a political viewpoint
only and not from a military viewpoint
only, but in the overall picture, taking
into consideration much of the potertial
thinking which was in the minds of peo-~
ple but nof mentioned or raised to any
great extent during the course of the
hearings before the committee.

I am impressed that, in addition to
the very fBine speech which the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee is giving, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Florida
has seen fit to raise this most important
question, and also to cite the fact that,
as-of this moment, 89 nations have rati-
fled this treaty and have indicated their
willingness to go along with it. I think
the Senate owes the Senator a vote of
thanks for raising the question,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yleld? .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. PFirst, I want to

-thank the majority leader as well as to

assure him that my own understanding
of this problem is far from complete,
but, as I have understood it through the
years, there is no question at all over the
fact that children with small thyroid
glands are much more likely to be visited
with disaster in that area of their body,
which may lead to cancer of the thyroid,
by reason of the pollution of the atmos~
phere by large quantities of radiation.

I am sure the distinguished Senstor
from Arkansas has gone into it more
fully than I have. Am I correct in that
statement?

Mr, FULBRIGHT, That is my
understanding. We had testimony that,
I think, related to iodine 103. There are
a few elements that seem to collect by
and through milk, which affects par-
ticularly children, because they are the
g;'ea.tel:st consumers, relatively speaking,
of milk.

It will be recalled that a few weeks ago
there was a very strong protest made
from the health authorities in Utah, be-
cause of the rather close proximity there
to the place of tests, and the contamina~
tion had concentrated there. There has
been a greater concentration in the
Northern Hemisphere as compared to the
Southern Hemisphere.

It has been called to my attention that,
at page 862 of the hearings, it will be
seen that Dr. Kistiakowsky said:

The Soviets might embark upon develop-
ment not of hundred, but thousand-megaton
weapons. There are conceivable things. I
am quite sure of that, and obviously other
natlons will also move into the nuclear arms
race, and since for an inexperienced country
1t 1s s0o much easler to make tests above
ground than underground, certainly the situ-
ation of wide-open testing will assist them
in that desire, In fulflllment of that desire.

So, I would say the amount of radioac-
tive fallout will keep increasing. It is now
still a comparatively small fraction of the
total radiation which we are exposed to and
thus one could make the argument that the
occasional malformed babies, oceaslonal cases
of leukemia, and so on are numerically than
significant compared with normal occur-
rences, but, of course, that does not help the
people who have that misfortune.
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W ;gilgu§ well, Sbiziouslj these fre-
_mishaps and Vragedies will in-

% dont know what the ¢nd of 1 I, sir
*We had other testimony.  One, a ,
. 08lst from Harvard, was guite positive

on this point. _ i
- Mr. HOLLAND,  If the Senator will
“allow me_ to interject one more thought,
as a mémber of the Senate legislative
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
we "have  already received complaints
from varjous sources, particularly from
the good women of the country an
—worrden’s grganizations, with reférence to_
this same subject, and particularly with
“reference. to thgi;gdntaminatiqu; of chil-
- dren through milk, by reason of the fact
that producing cows may be subjected to

undue radiation from eating fordge af-

fected
cebests, L e
. «#I'know that here is a guestion which
*has disturbed many, many of our people.
" There cannot be any doubt of it, because
we have had numerous complaints, and
- we have investigated them in a small
oy, - SR
 -In concluding the point, I hope those
who have come closer to grips with this
whole problem, ot series of problems, will |
~ not fail to give us all facts that can be
produced for the Recorp with reference
to this hazard {0 mankind that comes
_from undue saturation of the atmos-

_ by fallout from atmospheric’

phere  with radioactive materials. It

seems to me tha}p this must be of con-
~eern to all people, whether we want to
call it politics, whether we want to call
.1t security, whether we want to call it
. mere humanitarianism, whether we want’
10 call it self-interest, because almost all
of us have children and hopes of grand-
children and others to come along, so'it
becomes g very selfish problem for all of
us. If the treaty tends to reduce tha
coneern, I think that is'a maximum ob-.
‘Jective In connection with the whole
treaty. . N
. Mr, FULBRIGHT, I appreciate what

the Senator has said. I agfee with him

completely.

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield? e
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Iyield. =~ '
‘Mr, CARLSON. On the dilestion

which has been discussed, I agree with

the distinguished Senator from Florida,

- and with, the distinguished chairman of
sider-,

the committee that there was,
- able téstimony.  There are many 5
“in"the hearings and in the index with
. regard to fallout. In order to have the
"RecoRp, ¢omplete, though, I think T
should read from page 214 of the hear-
ings, In which Dr. Seaborg, in response
to a question by the Senator from Geor-
_gla [Mr, Russeri], made the following
_respongest ' AU
Senator RusseLL. Dr, Seaborg, I réad in the
papér, I believe the day before yesterday, that
there Is twice as much radigtion in milk to-
day as there was 3 years ago. ) :
18 that approximately right? .
Dr. SEaBoRG. That would depend on the
<pgetion, of the %9%11@357. that was belng ré-
Texred | L MQU

Id like to say that there

arg‘vpfobafly" sections of the country where -

there Is twice as much strontium 90 in milk  beer . So there »

now &g there was 3 years ago; yes, sir, Sen-  not been continuous, widéspread testing
o e . 777 as that which

ator,

, 'ApprpVed For Retoa

5 biol-

borg.

‘of ~out such debris all the time.

pages -

JRBG4OUIAL, Gk
Sena.t;o‘rl R‘USSELL.‘”I“I‘EL:S“&IQJE yet reached

- Dr.seasomc. No,sir. 0
Senator RussiLr.. Is 1t 3 Tong way from it%"
.Dr. SEABORG, It Is a conslderable distance
from. it; yes, sir.

‘The Senator from Georgia made an-
"other short statement on the same sub-"
ject. R .

I thought those quOta'tions- should b?, for the number of children with gross mental
- or physical defects who will be born in the

a part of the Hscon at this time, bo-
cause I béliéve we all have a high'regard
for the distinguished scientist, Dr, Sea-

Mr. SPARKMAN, My, President, will
the Senator yield in that connection?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The question of
-fallout radioactivity was of great interest
to all members of the committee, because
we realized its importance on  genera-
tions yet unborn. However, there is
something that ought to be kept in mind.
It was brought out by my question %o
Dr. Seaborg and other witnesses who tes~
tified. There is not a great deal of fall-
out when only ohe nation is testing in
the atmosphere or anywhere else, but
with a combination of such nations—two
at the present time, and perhaps in the

- next few years as many as five, and there

is a possibility of expansion even beyond
that number in years to come—a great
mass of debris would be thrown out.
Furthermore, the debris does not
merely float around where it is thrown
out, and is not scattered uniformly about
the earth, but it has a tendency to gather
in pockets. There may not be enough in
the atmosphere, if divided by the num-
ber of people in the world, to hurt an
individual; but it is not found in that
way. Instead, there are pockets of con-
tamination in the Midwest, when there
have been times, as the Senator from
Florida has said, when the grass became

~ 50 contaminated that it was assumed to

be somewhat hazardous to be used for
milk production.

There have been similar reports of con-
tamination from Nevada. In Utah, only
in recent weeks, pockets have been no-’
ticed there in which the contamination
could easily, and perhaps rather quickly,
redch a hazardous stage, if several dif-
ferent nations were testing and throwing
I think we
ought to keep in mind that such con-

- tamination is not of uniform distribu-~

tion, but is subject to being thrown out
into pockets.
" Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 appreciate the
Senator’s recalling that testimony.

The testimony of a biologist on the

© ‘subject of health hazards of radiation
- from nuclear testing appears at page 949
0

f the hearings. I will not take the
trouble to read it. I call attention to it
for the benefit of Senators who may wish
to look into this guestion. .~~~

The Senator. from Alabama . has

. summed up the situation. There has not

been a great deal of testing. 'There was

- g short moratorium, and & short burst of

great activity, following which there has
been very little testing. So there has

ld result from natio

point where 1t is sufficlent to endanger the,
.. buman family? ~ B .

aspiring to develop their own nuclear

capacity.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief question?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Letme first read a
short quotation. Then I shall yield. I
read from page 949 of the hearings.

This is Dr. Meselson, of Harvard Uni-

- versity, testifying:

Bearing this in mind, a reasonable estimate

world because of the genetic effects of fall-
out from tests conducted to_date ls about
B50,000. These defects Include such things as
muscilay “dystrophy, “blifidness, dwarfism,

* ‘and other major deformities.

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

- Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. I am just as concerned
as anyone else about the potential fall-
out effects, not only on our present-gen-
eration but on future generations also.
However, I am amazed at the diverse
testimony which has been given in this
situation. The Senator from Arkansas
has read a statement from a professor
at Harvard University, indicating that
there will be 50,000 genetic defects on the
basis of the tests which have already
taken place. Yet I believe . this, too,
should be made a part of the REcCORD.
On March 2, 1962, the President of the
United States announced the resumption
of nuclear testing. He said:

It has been estimated, In fact, that the
exposure due to radioactivity from these tests
will be less than one-fiftieth of the difference
which can be experienced, due to variations
in natural radioactivity, simply by living in
different locations in this country. This will
obviously be well within the guides for gen-
eral population health and safety, as set by
the Federal Radiation Council.

There seems to be quite a split in opin-
ion between the President of the United
States on the one hand and the state-
ment quoted by the Senator from Arkan-
sas, made by a professor at Harvard
University. I hope that during the
course of the debate we might get at a
common understanding on this subject,
because I believe there are extreme view-
points and diverzent opinions very far
apart on both sides.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not see any
testimony to the effect that fallout was
a good thing. I am sure the Senator
does not mean to say that. He does not
believe it is a good thing, does he?

Mr. MILLER. I do not; but when the
President says the results of the tests he
was directing to be resumed in 1962 will .
not show more than one-fiftieth of the
amount of the variation between one
part of the country and another, it is
quite a statement and ought to be put
in the Recorp, so that it may be taken
into consideration in the light of what
Professor Meselson has said. )

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If something is
not done about the continued accelera-
tion of the tests, not only by the United
States and the Soviet Union, but also
others—and France is now making plans
to conduct tests in the Pacific—the sit-
uation will become sérious. In that con-
cfion, France has already aroused New -

F:
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Zealand, Australia, and Peru. Of course,
they have protested. e

There are others also. I helieve there
are eight countries which, it is believed,
at some time or other will have the ca-
pacity for conducting such tests. If this
continues, it Is agreed that at some point
1t will become dangerous. )

I do not believe that any of these peo-
ple say that what has already happened
has resulted in a disastrous situation,
but they would like to stop it.

Professor Meselson estimates that 50,-
000 have been affected by what has al-
ready been done. In a world of 3 billion
or so, I suppose some people might think
that that is not very important, espe-
elally to those who are not affected. As
the Senator from Florida has pointed
out, i is important “to those who are
affected, particularly those living near
test areas; and those people have pro-

| tested. .
Mr. MILLER. I believe that 50,000
- genetic defects would be tragic. I find

1t inconcelvable that such a great differ-

ence should exist between what the pro-

fessor at Harvard has sald and what the.
President said in his statement only a
little more than a year ago. I believe
the President’s statement ought to be in
the RECORD.

I also Invite attention to page 224 of
the hearing. I should like to quote from
that page, as follows: ) . -

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I want to ask you

this, Doctor. Has sclence been able to pin-

point even one case where falloyt can be
scientifically attributed to radiationp—-that is,

. Wwhere one case of leukemia or bgne cancer

or things of that kind or mutation that can

be scientifically attributed to fallout?

¢

Dr. SEasore. From worldwide fallout, that
1s? K

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Yes, sir.

Dr. SeaBora. Excepting these one or two
freak cases of local fallout, I think that the
anawer would be no. I know of no case
where a particular case could be gttributed
to fallout.

I find that to be quite a statement to
put in juxtaposition with the statement
about the 50,000 defects that Professor
Meselson has presented before the com-
mittee. I do not know whom to belleve
at this point.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Dr. _Seaborg
speaks about worldwide fallout. What

does the Senator believe the doctor .

meant by that? He is excluding any of
the cases in which there is clearly and
demonstratively a connection betaween
fallout and deformity. There were the
cases In Japan, the cases of the fisher-

“men in the Pacific, and so on.

It is. like arguing that no one has yet
proved that. smoking cigarettes causes
lung cancer. However, there are a great
many doctors who. think so. I cannot
say that I know positively of a case that
has been caused directly by smoking. I
am inclined to think that it does have a
bad effect, although I am a mild smoker.

.What the Senator has quoted should
be taken in connection with Dr. Sea-
borg’s testimony at page 219, where Dr.
Beaborg referred to the fact that “stron-
tlum 90 comes down from the upper
atmosphere, the stratosphere, and so
forth, at a rate fasfer than corresponds
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and so forth, Then it comes down to

earth, of course, which is a worse place
for it to be than up in the stratosphere.”

I believe that the overall conclusion
to be drawn from Dr. Seaborg’s testi-
mony is that fallout is not a good thing,
that it is not a good thing to put more
strontium 90 into the atmosphere. ‘What
they are saying is that they cannot
identify or trace a caysal connection.
If we should reach Ssome unknpown
threshold, I suppose, it could become
dangerous. I suspect it s very much like
the argument that cigarette smoking
causes cancer. I do ngt know how to
resolve this kind of proplem. I do not
believe the Senator thinks that there is
no health hazard involved.

Mr. MILLER. I wonder if it would be
fair to state that up until now the
amount of fallout from testing hasg been
suchh as not to cause any particular
alarm so far as genetic ¢ffects and other
effects are concerned. At least, we have
no scientific testimony ¢n this point.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Excluding the local
areas close to the testing area. Dr. Sea-
borg spoke about worldwide effects. The
people in ‘Utah did not like it, I.have
had no particular protest made to me by
people in Arkansas, although as of a cer-
tain date we know that strontium 90 is
higher in the Ozarks thah in other areas.

Mr. MILLER.' Perhaps it would be
a_fair statement to say that, possible
disasters or bad 139,11011‘2y
much of a danger and, would cause as
much concern on the part of the people
of the Soviet Union, as on the part of
the people of the United States.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree.

Mr. MILLER. As the Senator from
Florida has pointed qut, there is a
mutuality; and if we are concerned about
fallout, we need to be not one iota more
concerned than the people of the Soviet
Union. There is a quid pro quo. It is
sometimes made to appear as though the
Uhited States were the anly country that
needed to worry about fallout. I think
it well to point out that the people of the
Soviet Union need to wprry about it as
much as we do. It is ng more an argu-
ment for us than it is for them. -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
going pretty far. He Is saying that if the
Russians do not mind dying from this
disease, why should we bother about it?

Mr. MILLER. It i3 not quite so
simple. ;

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Soviets had
a different attitude toward life than we
do, there might be some difference in
our views; but I do not think there is a
difference in attitude. I do not believe
it"is & good argument tg say that if the
Russtans do not mind dying from
dwarfism or leukemia, we should not.

Mr. MILLER. That iIs not the argu-
ment. ;

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It sounded as
though: it were. ;

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator has
doubts on that point, let me make it clear
that the people of the Soviet Union are
probably advised by their speciallsts—
and they are as much aware of this
danger point as we are—that it is dan-

; . gerous to resume testing when the nu-
to its half-life, that is, through rams;

clear fallout reaches thF danger point.

1
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effects are as -
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The Senator from Florida has stated
that there is & mutuality, but we should
emphasize that this argument holds true
for the Sovlets as well as for us. It ought
to be made clear that when the United
States resumed testing in 1962, the Presi-
dent gave the direction to do that and
delivered a magnificent address to the
American people disclosing his reasong
for doing so. I am confident he would
not have asked for the testing to be re-
sumed if, based upon all the scientific
advice that was available to him, he
thought the testing would cause an un-
due amount of pollution of the air due
to nuclear fallout from the testing.

We ought to keep that in mind, so that
we will not overemphasize the fact that
the nuclear fallout is of prime consider-
ation, although the Senator from Florida
has made & good point that it is a matter
of mutuality, and we do not find many
areas of mutuality at this time.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND, I thank the Senator
from Iowa for his comment. He has re-
ferred to one of the polnts I was trying
to bring out; that is, that this is an area
in which there should be a mutuality of
approach. The Soviets are just as hu-
man as we are.

Second, perhaps they are a little more
concerned just now sbout this pcint
than we. This is conjecture, but we
know they have conducted a number of
atmospheric tests with so-called dirty
bombs that were not-so far from concen~
trations of their people as was our last
group of atmospheric tests eonducted in
the remote recesses of the Pacific.

While I have no information on the
subject, it seems to me that we at least
have the assurance that here is an area
of mutual concern to them snd to us.
We might even feel that the Soviets have
a little more cause for concern right now
than we do because of the 71 atmospheric
tests conducted by them, in 196162, some
of them having a high degree of concen-
tration in the exploding of nuclear weap-~
ons and nuclear bombs vastly greater in
power than any we have exploded.

So my point 1s borne out—I thank the
distinguished Senator from Iowa for
bringing it out—that here is an area of
mutuality which would rarely occur
in an international issue between the So-
viet Union and the United States. I do
not want the U.S. Senate to lose sight
of that fact.

I thank the Senator from Arkansas
for yielding, and the Senator from Iowa
for raising the question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor from Florida.

I, too, commend him for making this
point; it is an important one. .

History may teach us little about the
present arms race, which, because® it
involves nuclear weapons, has possibili-
ties for catastrophe unparalleled in the
past. But one lesson is clear. A con-
tinuing arms race, accompanied by
mounting fears and tensions, has almost
inevitably in the past led to war.

There is perhaps some instruction for
us in the experience of Europe before
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4914, None of the great powers of that
‘ é‘g%fgﬁy}lﬁnmd.a major war, but
. each of the two major groupings. the
»aﬁ&%ﬂlﬂ,Poweraxam the Enfente Powers,
- Was beset by fears of attack by the other.
.. Fear grew into conviction as the two
o 1!,{2@%1;%&111&;19%& confipued to arm against

- each other In a vain and desperate quest
" for security. Mutual fear generated the
arm .. Which In. turn generated
greater fear until almost by accident Ey-

" rope was plunged into general war.
: a,%u;;pp.e .emerged broken and deva-

> stated from the war of 1914 and from
- the Pecond World War which was
- spawned by the consequences of the First
- ‘Bub the nations survived. The simple,
compelling fact of our own time is that
the world’s great nations, and wany of its
.. smaller ones, almost certainly could not
T swrvive as organized societies & third
world war fought with nuclear weapons,
‘It is this prospect, so obvious and yet so
... Incomprehensible, that makes it essen-
tial for ys to break out.of the fatal cycle
-of fear and armaments and greater fear
and finally war. e
= 't-;m@qucleax test ban treaty will not
break the cycle. It is far too modest an
~effort to have more than a marginal ef-
~fect_on the conflict between the Com-
munist and the free world. But if it is
- faithfully observed, this treaty can in
some small measure mitizate the fears
- and guspicions of the cold war and per-
haps in time lead to further measures
~of limited accommodation, It is not
“likely—it, is indeed all but. inconceiv-
‘ gﬂe—_i’«h%t the conflict between commu-
lsm and the free world can be resolved
in our lifetime. . But the final resolution
of the conflict, however vigorously we
- 108y desire and pursue it, is not an urgent
magter. The world has always been be-
".8et by conflicts—religious and dynastic,
natlonal, and ideological—and few have
~been resolved by means other than the
evolution of history.
' Whak is urgent for both the Commu-
Nists and. the free world is. the preven-
-tion of puclear war, This single objec-~
“tive, the survival of the civilized societies
.01 the earth, is the one elemental inter-
est whigh all nations have in common,
.and none more 50 than the United States
anid the Soviet Union, which, being the
brincipal possessqrs of nuclear weapons,
would also be thejr principal targets.
" . Without, in. any way minimizing the
seriousness of our conflict with the So-
viet, Union, we can_and must recognize
that this conflict is neither total nor
' There are areas of mutual in-

" erest between us, among which the pre-
velttion of nuclear war is preeminent.
One of them. we have just discussed: an-
other is the prevention of nuclear war,

-which 1 believe i the preeminent one,

- because it would involve a far greater

“polsoning of the atmosphere. The nu-
clear test ban treaty is rooted in this
single common, interest. It is a tenta~
tive and, cautious agreement aimed at
-ataining a measure of stability and mod-
-eration in the milifary confrontation be-

" :tween the two great powers, i
&Mr, COOPER., Mr. President; will the

Senator from Arkansas vield?

3 b2 Iyleldv e

Mr. COOPER. I must say at the out-
set that I intend to vote for the treaty.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I never doubted
that the Senator from Kentucky would
do so. _ :

Mr. COOPER. It was my desire to
vote for it, but I wanted to be satisfied
about dts effect on our security, I at-
tended the hearings and heard most of
the testimony given in public and exec-
utive sessions before I firmly made up
my mind to vote for the treaty.

I have been listening with interest to
the Senator’s excellent statement, but I
would like for him to clarify a part of
his remarks,

We all agree that there are risks in the
treaty which cannot be wholly resolved.
I believe the Senator would agree with
my statement. Purther the risks have
been known since negotiations looking
toward a treaty ban on nuclear weapons
began under the administration of Pres-
ident Eisenhower.

We have always recognized the pos-
sibility of eclandestine testing by the
Soviet Union. It is also possible that
the Soviet Union may be ahead in some
forms of scientific development, as they
are in high yield nuclear devices, But
the preponderance of testimony, includ-
ing that of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is
that we will be able to maintain our
overall superiority.

But against these risks—risks which
we must accept iIf we ratify the treaty-——
we must balance another risk—the risk

.that the proliferation of nuclear weap-

i

ons—ithe unabated nuclear arms race—
may lead inexorably to g nuclear war
which would leave no victor.,

But I have just noted that the Senator
has stated that there ig little in the
treaty which gives hope of breaking out
of the cycle of the arms race. This
seems to contradict what I believe is a
chief argument against which to balance
the risks we must accept if we ratify the
treaty.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Against the arms
race? I was referring to g modest con-
tribution to the resolution of the cold
war, which is quite a different matter.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator said:

It is this prospect, so obvious and Yyet so
incomprehensible, that makes it essential
for us to break out of the fatal cycle of fear
and armaments and greater fear and finally
war. ‘The nuclear test ban treaty will not
break the cycle,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of the confiict?

I believe the conflict between ourselves -

and the Russians, particularly the
ideological conflict, will continue.

I believe this treaty is a very modest
step. What is really significant is, not
the length of the step, but the direction
in which it is taken. The treaty consti-
tutes a change from a continued, ever-
increasing buildup of nuclear weapons;
and this point is very significant.

There is a difficulty in connection with
the treaty, in that it is 3 very moderate
inhibition upon the freedom of action of
both sides. However, the really signifi-
cant point, in my opinion, is that we
have arrived at any agreement at all,

.. Mr. COOPER. I.sgree. _ . . .

- -8beps, such as an enforceable argeement

co e 15678

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Because we have
been trying for a long time to arrive at
an agreement. As the Senator from
Kentucky knows, the brevious adminis-
tration made many such efforts, hut they
were always fruitless, and never resulted
in an agreement on anything. Mean-
time our budget for these weapons grows
larger and larger and I assume Russia's
does, too.

The question may be asked: What does
this treaty do? 'The testimony was that
in the foreseeable future we must take
other safeguards until other develop-
ments occur. Tests underground are
much more expensive than tests in the
atmosphere. I did not mean to leave the
impression that the treaty is insignifi-
cant. It is only insignificant in the sense
of procedures to resolve our basic dif-
ferences. 'They must come through
means other than military means.

Mr. COOPER. I understand, for I
have read the advance copy of the Sen-
afor’s speech. I agree with what he says,
and also with the emphasis which must
be given, in connection with the arms
race, and our security.

I have listened to a great deal of the
testimony, and I have read the great
bart of it. There does seem to be a kind
of contradietion, for the Senator from
Arkansas has said this ban will help in-
hibit the proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons and will have an effect upon the nu-
clear arms race itself. But the admin-
istration asserts, and the scientists and
the military assert that we will make re-
doubled efforts in the field of under-
ground nuclear tests. )

I believe this underground testing is
necessary to assure our security, but it
does ralse the question whether this
treaty will inhibit the nuclear arms
race—at least between the Uniteg States
and the Soviet Union.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But my point is
that even with the same effort, under-
ground tests will cost more,

Mr. COOPER. That is correct.
Nevertheless, everyone agrees -that un-
derground testing must go forward. Bug
you have correctly stated that the treaty
is'a step which may lead to other agree-
ments. ’

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

i Mr. COOPER. President Kennedy has
said that the treaty would open the way
to further agreements, and former Presi-
dent Eisenhower said, in his letter to the
committee, that the greatest advantage
he saw from the treaty was that it
might lead to enforceable agreements
between the United States and the So-
viets and to a reduction in the arms race.

Does not the Senator think, then, if
this treaty is only the first step, that the
real test'of the treaty may be found in
he attitude of the Soviet Union during
the year or two which follow its ratifica~
tion? And may not this period tell us
whether the Soviet Union will be willing
to make any just settlement of the issues
that create the danger of war? .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, indeed. And
that is very important.

Mr. COOPER. Whether the Soviets
show any inclination to take further

ot
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on underground tests or an agreement in
regard to Berlin, or one in regard to
Cuba, will fest the attitudes of the So-
viets and show whether they intend to
take the further steps toward the settle-
ment of the issues they have created.

‘Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree. But we
have to give them that opportunity, by
our ratification of the treaty. If it is
not ratified, we shall never know that.

Mr. COOPER. I believe that as we
take this first step, with its known risks,
the real test of Soviet intentions lies
ghead. : :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
Senstor’s comments, and I am very
pleased with his attitude—although, as
I said at the beginning, I had no doubt
that he would take this attitude, for
he has had enough experience in this
fleld to know its importance.

Mr. COOPER. I wish to ask a ques-
tion about reservations and understand-
Ings, Is it not true that during the
negotiations with the Soviet Union re-
specting the ban on nuclear testing, be-
ginning under the administration of
President Eisenhower, and continued
under the administration of President
Kennedy, the negotiations related al-
thost solely to the subject of agreement
upon nuclear weapons?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. Is it niot also true that
when Premier Khrushchev suggested in
6 speech—whether he suggested it in
negotiations, I have no way of knowlng—
that the treaty might be followed by a
nonaggression pact, it was the position
‘of Members of Congress, that we should
not consider such an agreement at all,
but that our efforts should be directed
solely” toward a test bah agreement?
 Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, that was the
position of our Government. h

Mr. COOPER. It was our position,
too, was it not? , T

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

. - Mr. COOPER. I believe the Senator
will agree that to attempt now to attach

to this treaty a reservation regarding

ether issues—those about which we feel
very strongly and correctly, probably

would mean—and T believe it actually
would mean—the failure of the limited

‘gtep embraced within this treaty.

lutely correct.

i

‘he v

Mr, FULBRIGHT. T agre¢ with the
. genator from Kenficky. HE is abso-
In ‘my opitlon, that
d be a great niistake, and it would
¥y tinwise to attempt it Further-

moreé: I 'do not believe 1t would succeed.

woul

. Tt wotld be a rouhdadbout way of voting

_‘against the treéaty or trying %o destroy

the treaty, in my opinion.’ '{'}iat would_

v be the intended result. -

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will

the Yenator from Arkansas yleld?

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
WALTERS in the chair). Does the Sena-

* tor from Arkansas yield to the Senator
from Florida? oo

‘MY, FULBRIGHT. 1 ami glad to
viad RI( _ e glad i

 Mr
and 85

HOLLAND. I note on pages 658

' of the printed hearihgs of the

"% comthittee so ably headed by the distin-

* . guished Senator, a report from the New

York Times of August 21, covering the
subject which the Senator from Arkan-
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sas, the Senator from Iowa, other Sena-
tors, and I have been discussing—namely
the question of danger to people from
radioactive fallout.

T wonder if the Senator;will permit me
at this time to ask unanimous consent
that the news item published in the New
York Times to which I referrgd he
printed in the Recorp at 'this point.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Notatall. Ishall
be glad to have the item ih the RECORD.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr.. President, I
make that request.

There being. no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: !

NEvADA FanLout, FOUND A HaAZARD-—CHILDREN
PossiBLY HARMED, CONGRESS PANEL Is ToLD
(By John W. Finney)

YWasHINGTON, August 2L.-—-Several thou-
sand children in Nevada ang Utah have prob-
ably received hazardous doses of fallout radi-
ation from nuclear testing in Nevada over
the last 12 years, according to & report today
to the congressional Joint Atomic Energy
Subcommittee.

The report was presented in behalfl of the
St. Louis Citizens Committee for Nuclear
Information by Dr. Eric Reiss, associate pro-
fessor of medicine at the Washington Uni-
versity School of Medicine.

The committee, composed chiefly of scien-
tists, anslyzed the fallout from about cne-
third of the 99 tests conducted at Nevada
since 1051. It concluded that on several oc-
casions tae amount of radidactive lodine fall-
ing out in the region arqund the test site
far exceeded the permissibje radiation Mevels
established by the Government.

As a result, according to the study, chil-
dren drinking miik contaminated with the
radioactive lodine probably received grossly
excessive doses to their thyrold glands.

One reason for the high exposures is that
the children were drinking milk from cows
that foraged in highly contaminated pas-
tures. There was no dilution of the lodine
content, as normally occurs when the milk
is drawn from a large milkshed.

In an interview, Dr. Relss estimated that
3,000 children, mostly in Utah and’ Nevada,
had received excessive dpses of radlation.
He predicted that this would result in 10 to
12 cases of thyrold cancer in the exposed
children. :

The report was highly eritical of the
Atomic Energy Commission’s procedures for
monitoring the health hagard posed by fall-
out from the Nevada tests.

It charged pasgt and repeated Commission
assertions that the hazard had been confined
to the Nevada test site and that the Nevada
tests nad been carried out without any dis-
cernible threat to the safety of local popu-
lations. i

An analysis of avallable evidence shows,
the report sald, that children in the States
bordering the Nevada test site have probably
been exposed to medically significant radia-
tion. )

The report criticized the Commission for
its inadequate monitoring procedures, which
failed to look for the amount of radioactive

materials, particularly radioiodine, entering

the food supply. With 'proper Hotitoring
procedures, the report duggested, it would
‘have been possible to take simple preventive
mesasures, such as removal of local, contami-
natec. milk supplies, that would have re-
gluced the radiation expogure to children.

The Commission declined to comment on
the report until its officlals had an oppor-
tunity to read it.

By is timing and conclusions, the report
is certain to enlarge the new fallout contro-
versy developing over the health hnzards
“posed by past tests in Nevada to children in

"
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Nevada and TUtah. Somewhat similar con-
clusions—that some of the tests resulted in
unexpectedly high fallout of radiolodine near
the test site—have been reached by a Upi-
versity of Utah group and by Dr. Harold A.
Knapp, a former fallout expert with the AEC.

The controversy has already reached the
presidential level. At his news conference
yesterday President Kennedy promised a fur-
ther study of the reports but he sald that as
of now he did not believe that the health of
the children had been adversely affected.

The President cited the reports as further
justification for the nuclear treatly barring
atmospheric explosions. The St. Louis com-
mittee, however, said that the hazardous
fallout had also come from underground
testing, It noted that venting—in which the
explosion breaks through the surface—had
been reported for at least seven undergrounc
tests in Nevada.

The St. Louis committee report is the first
to assert that radiation exposures have
reached levels at which there 1s general medi-
cal agreement that physical damage would
result.

DOSAGES ARE ESTIMATED

In the past, the argument has raged over
the effects of radiation exposures measured
in fractions of a roentgen-—~levels s0 low that
it is difficult to establish that they have a
harmful effect. However, the 8t. Louis study
finds that in some cases Utah and Nevada
children have received radiation exposures
to their thyroid glands measured in 100 rads
or more—levels in the range considered can-
cer producing by the Federal Radiation
Council. (A rad is a unit measuring the hio-
logical effect of radiation.)

For example, the report sald, on at least
seven occasions since 1952 children in Wash- -
ington County, Utah—1560 miles east of the
test site-—have received thyrold doses rang-
ing from 5 to 100 rads or higher. From ex-
plosions in 1953, it estimated, children in
St. George and Hurricane—two towns in the
county—received doses to their thyroids
ranging from 100 to '700 rads.

For normsl peacetime operations, the Fed-
eral Radiation Council has proposed an av-
erage exposure of 0.6 rad to the thyroid for
the general population, with & maximura of
1.6 rad for any one individual. A radiation
protection guide of 30 rads is proposed for
atomic workers.

In sufficiently large doses, radioiodine can
cause thyroid cancer. There is still consid-
erable uncertainty over how large a dose is
needed, but in a recent report the Fecleral
Radiation Council pointed out that cancer of
the thyroid had been observed in children
after exposures as low as 150 rem. (A rem is
the dosage of ionizlng radiation that will
cause the same amount of biolcgical Injury
to human tissue as 1 roentgen of J-ray
dosage.)

Radiolodine is a-particular threat to chil-
dren because their thyroid gland is smalier
and more sensitive to radlation. Fallout
iodine 131 enters the food chaln by falling
on grass. It is consumed by cows and passed
on into the milk, It then tends to comncen-
trate in the thyroid.

CONTROVERSY OUTLINED

As the President noted at his news con-
ference, there is some scientific controversy
over the validity of the recent reports about
jodine fallout from the Nevada tests. The
argument is largely over the methods of
extrapolation used to reach the conclusions.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, [ in-
vite the attention of the Senator from
Towa [(Mr. Miier] and other Senators
who are in the Chamber to several parts
of that article:

First, as was correctly stated by the
Senator from Jowa, there is no complete
unanimity between the scientists on this
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LK Hrirs New HicH;
No PERIL SEEN

The Natlon’s milk supply during June con-

- liter, the Public Health Service reported
. yesterday.

.. This was nearly double the national level
of 17 picocuries recorded in June 1962, the
highest for any month last year. A spokes=
man for the Service poliited out that the
figures bore out estimates made earlier this
year by the Federal Radiation Council.

A picocuri, newly adopted term replacing
micromicrocurie, 1s one-millionth of a curie.

A curie is the equivalent of the radioactivity
produced by one gram of radium, A liter

DUE TQ TESTING

... The Council sald last May that the fallout
levels this year would probably be substan-

“gtiil be, in relative Térms, far short of igures
““which would causé c¢ohcern or justify
countermeasures.” Excesslve amounts of
strontium 80 in food could cause bone can-
‘cer in humans who consume it.

The report sald the increase would result
largely from nuclear weapons testing in 1961
and 1962, most of it by Russia.

The highest average dally level ever re-
corded at an'individual sampling station was
at Minot, N. Dak.,” during June, at 62 pico-
~-gurles per liter of milk. The June 1962,
-~daily average there was 30, so there was.

slightly more than a doubling.

The May level was 56, _For the year ended

v

r

the risks faced by an astronaut cireling
the earth, but we speak almost dispas-

hd. the néws article covers the talned a record high national daily level of gjgnately of megaton weapons, of big

iHon of & Teport to the Joint =932 plcocuries of radloactive stronbtlum 90 per ypompg and small bombs, and of show-
£

ing the Russians that we are not afraid -

of war, as if these were rather ordinary
subjects of discussion without any rela~
tionship to the destruction of our civili-
zation and the death of hundreds of mil-
lions of people.

There is a kind of madness in the dia-
log of the nuclear age, an ineredulous
response to terrors beyond our experi-
ence and imagination, There are few

" “exaimples in history of nations acting

rationally fo prevent evils which they
can foresee but have not actually experi-
enced. Somehow, we must find a way,

t that T made to the Senator _tially increased over those In 1982 but would and encourage our adversaries to find a

way, of bringing reason and conviction
into our efforts to prevent nuclear war.
Experience in this case is clearly not the
best teacher, because few would survive
to profit from the lesson.

The United States and Russia, with
their vast territory and resources, do not
need nuclear weapons to be the foremost
nations of the world. Indeed, without
nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles,
Russia and the United States would be
not only the strongest and richest na-
tions of the world, as they are, but also

“to radiation fo date. I would not want with June, the totsl was 10962, making the most secure and invulnerable to

it to appear that either I or the doctor Minot third high among the 62 sampling sta~" attack,

making the report are présenting that
& ‘coriclusive finding, but that is his
prédiction In the reporf. T thank the

Bena r,.allqgng me fo have the ar-
ticle: printed in the REcorp,
¢ Mr, FOLBRIGHT. I think that is

“very worthwhile.” o
" Mr, MILLER, Mr. Président, will the
Benator yield so that I»_n_ria% ask A

- printed in the Recorp another Teport?

" Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yleld.~ '

‘. ER. On page 24

Mr, M, 4 of the
‘Washington Sunday_ Star appears an
Milk

ntitled “Strontium 90 Leyel in’
its New High; No Peril Seen,” in

- which 1t is pointed out that the Nation’s

“milk sypply durlng June of this year

“tiotis on a IZ-mionth basis.
The second highest level for an individual
-station during June was 59 at Rapid City,
8. Dak., more than double the 27 recorded
there in May. The 12-month total was 7,672,
- . ~HIGHEST AVERAGES
However, Little Rock, Ark., and New Or-
-leans, La., continued to rank No. 1 and No. 2
. in the Nation in total picocuries from 1

_ Litile Rock had a daily average for Jiihe
“of 52 and '12-monfh total of 13055. New
" Orleans had a daily level of 42 and a year’s
~of 12,418. The May daily average was b1
gt Little Rock and 40 at New Orleans.
In general, average dally levels went up
during June in the Atlantic seaboard States
from North Carolina northward to Canada.

Of course, I mean if no country had
them. I do not mean if they alone had

hem,

By their acquisition of nuclear weap-
ons, the two great powers have destroyed
the traditional advantages which wealth
and size had placed at their disposal.
Their security now is a tenuous thing,

fo have Jiter of mik dally for the 12 months ended depending solely on their power to deter
. with June.

aftack and, ultimately, ‘on sheer faith
that each will respond with reason and
restraint to the deterrent power of the
other.

There is in addition the prospect of
proliferation. At some point in the fu-
ture, Communist China and then many
smaller Nations are likely to acquire nu-

contajned a record high national daily Charleston, 8.C, reported an average daily clear weapons and the means of deliver-

picocuries of radioactive stron-

At the same_time, the article’ wisely
points ou

¢ll stated
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. <8till be, in relative terms, far
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The Pyblic ,He,g,_lth Service spokesman
* pointed out that the Public
ice is wafching with inter
‘ here wi
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the Federal Radiation Coun-’
last, May that falloit levels’

hort of

O ..+-1s what Raymond Aron has called atol
t, I 381%,

be printed in the RECORD,

level of 28 during both May and June, and

Florida, Alabama, and Mississippl.
L WAnc son Ditafides

| The levels increased In June from most
sampling stations in the Central, Midwest-
~ern, arid Rocky Mountain States.

" Bt the Pacific coast States of California,
- QOregon, and Washington and Alaska had
- decreases during June.. Honolulu, the sam-

-« pling station in Hawaii, reported a level of

10 during both months,
A Health Séervice spokesman said the Serv-

lowering
was’ tfxé" i;'ééik’ 1962 moiith.”
.. Mr. FULBRIGHT. One of the great
. difficulties of devising and agreeing on
. rational measures to prevent nuclear war

-ic.incredulity, the fact that the co

~human __comprehension. This _atomic.
-ngredul yf parent in our diplo-
“ical discussions and our daily life. We

speak with grave concern and feeling of

“¢Sint In “subseqient

ing them. The acquisition of nuclear

“per liter, according to the Pub- " there were decreasés i Junié in Georgla, weapons by small nations will act as &

great equalizer, giving them power out of
all proportion to their size and resources
and further undermining the advantages
of size and wealth enjoyed by great na-
tions like the United States and the So-
viet Union. The short-range effect of
the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
the two great powers was to increase
their military stature. The probable
long-range effect will be that the great

the Public Health S€rv- ice is watching with great Interest to see powers, having undermined the tradi-

-tonal sources of power in which their
advantage was overwhelming, will have
to.compete on terms approsching equal-
ity with nations that could never before
have challenged them. '

The significance of these considera-
tions is summarized by Edmund Stillman

and Russia,” they write, “would have
dominated the world at the war’s end,

thought, In our polit-"" atomic Weapoiis or 1o, Had they been

wise, they would have come to agree-
ent early to avoid the spread of these
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a fraffic fatality or a mine disaster or of

and William Pfaff in their admirable

~ book Politics.”  “America’
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weapons; but they did not. Thelr pen-
alty is to see the beginning of a time in
which the very category of great power
is-negated by events,” Edmund Stillman
and William Piaff, “’I‘he New Politics”
1961, page 138.

For these reasons, the United States
and the Soviet Union share an overrid-
ing common interest in the imposition,
however belated, of some limitations and
safeguards on nuclear weapons.  Looked
at in this way, the test ban treaty, by de-
celerating the arms race and reducing
the pace of proliferation, will help the
two great powers to recover some of the
traditional advantages of great size and
wealth, These advantages, so recklessly
and unknowingly cast away by the scien-
tific gentus of the great powers them-
selves, can never be fully recovered. But
it is clea.rly in our interests to atiempt to

will place vast powers of destructlon in
the hands of small 88 well as great na-
tions, of those who are reckless as well
as those who are responsible, of those
who have little to lose as well gs those
who have everything to lose.

There is no longer any validity in the
Clausewitz doctrine of war as “g carry-
ing out of policy with other means.”
Nuclear weapons have rendered it totally
obsolete because the instrument of policy
is now totally disproportionate to the end
in view. Nuclear weapons have deprived

- force of its utility as an instrument of

national policy, leaving the nuclear
powers with vastly greater but far less
useful power than they had before.

" So long as there is reason—not virtue,
but simply reason—in the foreign policy
of the great nations, nuclear weapons
are not so much an instrument as an in-
hibition of policy.

By all available evidence, the Russians
are no less aware of this tha,n we. The
memory of thejr 20 million dead In World
War II is still fresh in the minds of most
Russians. In a speech on July 18, Khru-
shchev castigated the Chinese Commu-
nists as “those who want to start a war
against everybody.” “Do these men
know,” he asked, “that if all the nuclear
warheads were touched off, the world
would be in such a state that the sur-
vivors would envy the dead?”

It is the vulnerability of the Soviet
Union to nuclear war, clearly under-
stood by the Soviet leaders that has led
them to proclaim the doctrme of “peace-
ful coexistence.” Inhibited by the
threat of nuclear annihilation, they seek
to realize their ambitions by more tradi-
tional methods of diplomacy.

Now—

In the phrase of Stillman and Pfaff—
1% is war that they seek to wage by politics.

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

‘Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I have listened with
great interest to the excellent address by
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Fdreign Relations this after-

3 Stillman and Pfaf,
p. 142,

P

“The New Politics,”

noon. I am particularly interested in
what he has just said, because it seems
to me that this treaty may well indicate

‘that both the Governmerjt of the United

States and the Goverpment of the
Soviet Union have at last realized it may

‘be better to try to halt the nuclear arms

race than to try to win it.

As the Senator has well observed, there
is no way to win—not tor the United
States, not for the Russm,ns and not for
Western civilization. Something must
be done to harness the nuclear monster
we have loosed upon the world, or the
armamerts race will ultn;nately end in a
fiery oblivion for all of us.

It seems to me—and I ask the Senator
if he agrees—that the treaty, far from
being of limited, mmlmafxmportance as
has often been suggested in recent days,
may in fact be of great symbolic impor-
tance, as representing the turning

‘point—when the two nuclear giants be-

gan to grope their way back toward a
more rational relatlonshi;p with one an-
other. Only in this dlI‘ECthn is there
any hope for.us, or for the Russians, or
for the Western World. |

Mr, FULBRIGHT. The Senator has
put it very well. There is a sort of in-
herent contradiction, if I may use that
term. In and of itself, the treaty would
not actually do much, but the significant
fact is that an agreement is reached at
all, The substantive provisions would
not really inhibit. either, of the powers
very much, because, as the testimony
shows, underground testing can procead,
and there cah be development of the
system.

What the Senator says is extremesly
important. I think thi§ is by far the
most important document since those
relating to the United: Nations after
World War II and relating to NATO, be-
cause it symbolizes a change in direction.
We do not know what may happen. No
one car foretell. We may later wish to
withdraw., ‘Who knows what may occur?
We have that right, under the treaty.
It may not develop in that manner.

On the other hand, it is an important
treaty because it demonstrates the fact
that these two great powers have found
enough common interest in the matter to
reach an agreement. That is quite sig-
nificant.

Mr. CHURCH. Does tlhe Senator also
agree that perhaps this realization on
both sides could not have occurred if
there had not been a nuelear showdown
between the two nations?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator refers
to Cuba?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. ;I often think
that had it not been for %’I‘le Cuban crisis

this treaty would net be before us today,
because the resolve of the President of
the United States, at that time, to risk
nueclear war to uphold our vital interests
must have made it apparent, as Khru-
shehev himself conceded fn his exchanges
with the Chinese Commiunists, that the
American ‘‘paper tiger"" had nuclear
teeth,

Mr, E‘ULBRIGHT I agree with the
Sénator. As the Sena,t,or knows, the
Seécretary of State agrees with him. He
is quite correct. Cuba W?,S an important
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and significant contribution to the cir-
cumstances which led to the agreement.

Mr. CHURCH. Oftentimes in the
course of the hearings, as the chairman
knows, questions were raised which
seemed to indicate suspicion or lack of
understanding as to why Mr. Khru-
shchev, having twice rejected a some-
what similar treaty, finally accepted this
one. )

Does not the chairman feel that the
Cuban crisis, which brought both coun-
tries to the brink of the abyss, must
have chastened those men who tried to
untie the knot of war even as it tightened
around both sides? Does not the Sena-

.tor feel that those tense terrible days

made it somewhat logical to expect,

afterwards, that the time was ripe for a

treaty—that Khrushchev himself had
been forced to reconsider his situation;
and the President anticipated as much
in the remarkable address he made at
American University, in which he again
invited the Soviet Union to malke a start
toward harnessing the unrestricted arms

‘race through a partial test ban treaty of

the kind before us? :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
correct, in my view. I appreciate very
much his emphasizing this point. I have
no doubt in my own mind that this con-
tributed greatly to the reconsideration
by the Russians of their decision regard-
ing the test ban treaty. I am delighted
that this has resulted. It was a danger-
ous period. If things had continued the
way they were going there would have
been great danger.

Mr. CHURCH. I agree wholeheart-
edly. I commend the chairman of the
committee for the fine addrass he is
making to the Senate.

Mr. FULERIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor from Idaho.

In the pursuit of its ambitions, whether
by militant or peaceful means, the Soviet
Union, like any ether nation, is subject
to the unending pressures for change im-
posed by time and clrcumstarice.

Man-—

It has been said—
the supreme pragmatist, is a revisionist by
nature (Eric Hansen, "“Revisionisra: Genesis
and Prognosis,” unpublished paper.)

Those who attribute to the Soviet
leaders a permanent ahd unalterable ce-
termination to destroy the free societies
of the West are crediting the Soviet
Union with an unshakeable constancy
of will that, so far as I know, no nation
has ever before achieved.

The attribution of an unalterable will
and constancy to Soviet policy has been
a serious handicap to our own policy. It
has restricted our ability to gain insights
into the realities of Soviet society and
Soviet foreign policy. It has denied us
valuable opportunities to take advantage
of changing conditions in the Commu-
nist world and to encourage changes
which would reduce the Communist
threat to the free world. We have
greatly overestimated the ability of the
Soviets to pursue malevolent aims with-
out regard to time or circumstance and,

In so doing, we have underestimated
our own sghility  to influence Soviet
behavior.
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" point of view, a limited detente with the-
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-“A sligma of heresy has been attached
to _suggestions by American policy-
makers. that Soviet policy can change
or that it is sometimes_altered in re-
sbonse to our own. But it is a fact that
- In the wake of the failure of the aggres-
sive policies of the Stalin period, the
Boviet, leaders have gradually shifted to
& policy of peaceful, or competitive, co-
‘existence with the West. This policy of
“war, hy means of politics” confronts us
" with certaln subtle dangers but also with
- certain opportunities if . We are wise
enough to take advantage of them,
The abrupt change in the Soviet posi-
tion which made possible the signing of
the nuclear test ban treaty appears to
haye been motivated by the general
failure of competitive coexistence as
practiced in the past few years and by a
humber of specific problems, both for-
elen and domestic. The most conspicu-
‘ous of these is the public eruption of the
dispute with Communist China. In ad~
dition, the Soviet leaders have been

‘troubled by economic difficulties at home,

Pparticularly in agriculture, by the in-
creasingly insistent demands of the
Russian people for more and better food,
clothing, and housing, and by difficulties
between the regime and Soviet intellect-
“Uals and artists; by increasing centrifu-
gal tendencies in Eastern Europe, ag-
gravated by the dismaying contrast with
an increasingly prosperous and powerful
‘Western Europe: and by the negligible
rewards of Soviet diplomacy and eco-
nomic ajd in Asia and Africa.
The most crucial failure of Soviet pol~
“ley has heen in_its dealings with the
West, _ Contrary to Soviet expectations
of a few years ago, it has proven impos-
" slble to extract concessions from the
West on Berlin and Central Europe by
nuclear diplomacy. Thwarted in Europe,
hehev embarked last year on the
extremely dangerous adventure of plac-
g missiles in Cuba, hoping to force a
solution in Berlin and an unfieezing of
Central Europe. The debacle in Cuba
led the Soviet leaders to a major re-
appraisal of their policies, . .
©That_reappraisal has apparently re-
sulted in a decision to seek a relaxation
of tensions with the West. The nuclear
test ban treaty is clearly calculated to
From the Soviet

West at this time appears to offer certain
clear advantages, of which three seem of
major importance, First and foremost
1s the genuine fear of nuclear war which
the Sovigts share with the West, all the
more since the United States demon-
strated. ép $he Cuban crisis that it was
brepared to use nuclear weapons to de-
fend its vital interests. Secondly, in
the mounting conflict with the Chinese,
the Soviet Union could claim a success
for 'its policies and, more important,
could use the worldwide popularity of
the. test ban to strengthen its position
both In the Communist bloec and in the
non-Communist underdeveloped coun-
“tries, thereby further isolating the
Chinese. . Thirdly, Khrushchev appears
to be interested in measures which will
- permis. a Jevelling off, and perhaps s re-
duction, of weapons expenditures so as
to bhe able to. divert scarce resources for
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meeting some of the demands of the
Russian people for a better life.

In a recent article Prof. Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Director of Columbia Uni-
versity’s Research Institute on Commu-
nist Affairs, interpreted the Soviet adher-
ence to the test ban treaty as follows:

Kruschchev’s acceptance of an “atmos-
Phere-only” test ban strongly suggests a ma-
jor Soviet reassessment of the world
situation and an implicit acknowledgment
that Soviet policies of the last few years have
talled. The Soviet leaders have evidently
concluded that the general world situation
1s again in a “quiescent” stage, Instead of
dissipating Soviet resources in useless reyo-
lutionary efforts, or missile adventures of the
Cuban variety, they wil probably concen-
trate on consolidating their present posi-
tion.s

If the fest ban is conceived by the So-
viets as an interlude in which to consoli-
date their position, strengthen their
bower base, and then renew their ag-
gressive policies against the West, is it
Wwise for us to grant them this interlude?
It is indeed wise, for two main reasons:
first, because it will provide the West
with . an identical opportunity to
strengthen the power base of the free
world, and secondly, because it will gen-
erate conditions in which the Soviet and
Communist bloe peoples will be embold-
ened to step up their demands for peace
and a better life, conditions which the
Soviet leadership will find it exceedingly
difficult to alter. .

F'rom the point of view of the West, an
interlude of relaxed world tensions will
provide a splendid opportunity to
strengthen the free world—if only we
will use it. There has been a, great deal
of discussion of the military safeguards
which must accompany this treaty.
Equally important are the nonmilitary
safeguards which we must take to
strengthen ourselves in a period of re-
laxed tensions. First of all, we must use
the opportunity to bring greater unity
and prosperity to the Atlantic communi-
ty—by seeking means of resolving our
differences over the control of nuclear
weapons and by negotiating extensive
tariff reductions under the terms of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. Secondly,
we must reinvigorate our efforts to
strengthpn the free nations of Asia,
Africa, and Latin America by providing
& more discriminating and intelligent
program of economic assistance and by
encouraging cooperative free world aid
brograms through such agencies as the
International Development Association.
Finally, we can use a period of relixed
tensions to focus energy and resources on
our long-neglected needs here at home—
on the expansion and improvement of
our public education, on generating
greater economic growth and full em-
bloyment, on the conservation of our

- resources and the renewal of our cities.

If we adopt these “nonmilitary safe-
guards” with vigor and determination, I
think it can be confidently predicted that
the free world will be the major benefici-
ary of a period of relaxed world tension,
with a power base so strengthened that
the margin of free world superiority

2 Zbigniew Brzezinskl, “After the Test
Ban,” New Republic, Aug. 31, 1963, p. 18.
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over the Communist bloc will be sub-
stantially widened.

The second great advantage to the
West of a period of relaxed tensions is
that it will release long-suppressed pres-
sures for peace and the satisfaction of
civilian needs within the Soviet bloc.
Public opinion, even in a dictatorship
like the Soviet Union, is an enormodusly
powerful force, which no government
can safely defy for too long or in too
many ways.” Russian public opinion is
overwhelmingly opposed to war and
overwhelmingly in favor of higher wages,
better food and clothing and housing,
and all the good things of life in a mod-
ern industrial society. The Russian peo-
ple may well turn out to be g powerful
ally of the free nations, who also want
peace and prosperity. Itis entirely pos-
sible that a thaw in Soviet-American
relations, even though conceived by the
Soviet leadership as s temporary pause,
could lead gradually to an entirely new
relationship. Pressed by the demands
of an increasingly assertive public
opinion, the Soviet leaders may find new
reasons to continue a policy of peace and
accommodation with the West. Step by
step their revolutionary zeal may dimin-
ish, as they find that s, peaceful and affiu-
ent national existence is not really so
tragic a fate as they had imagined.

No one knows for certain whether So-
viet society will actually evolve along
these lines, but the trend of Soviet his-
tory suggests that it is by no means
impossible, :

Indeed, the most striking characteristic of
recent Soviet foreign policy—-

Said Professor Shulman in his state-
ment on the treaty,
has been the way in which policies under-
taken for short-term, expediential purposes
have tended to elongate in time, and become
embedded In doctrine and political strategy.

It is possible, I believe, for the West
to encourage a hopeful direction in So-
viet policy. We can seek to strengthen
Russian public . opinion as a brake
against dangerous policies by conveying
accurate information about Western life
and Western aims and about the heavy
price that both sides are paying for the
cold war. We can make it clear to the
Russians that they have nothing to fear
from the West, that so long as they re-
spect the rights and independence of
other nations, they themselves ean have
a secure and untroubled national exist-
ence under institutions of their own
choice, which, though repugnant to the
West, will never of themselves be the
occasion or cause of conflict.

The purpose of the nuclear test ban
treaty iIs not to end the cold war but to
modify it, not to resolve the conflict be-
tween communism and freedom—a goal
which iIs almost certainly  beyond the
reach of the present generation—but only
to remove some of the terror and passion
from it. The treaty is only a, modest first
step in that directlon. It is not the
length of the step but its direction which
is important. If the treaty works as we
hope it will, we must in the years to come
seek ways of modifying the nationalist
and ideological passions that fill men’s

minds with too much zeal and blind
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them to the simple human preference
for life and peace. :
1t is an open question whether we will
be able to civilize national and ideologi-
cal animosities as we have civilized per-
gonal rivalries and political, retiglous,
and economic differences within our own
society. As Aldous Huxley has written:
There may be arguments about the best
way of raising wheat in a cold climate or of
reafforesting a denuded mountsin, But
such arguments never lead to organized
glaughter. Organized slaughter is the result
of arguments about such questions as the
following: Which is the best nation? The
best religion? The best political theory?
The best form of government? Why are oth-
er people so stupid and wicked? Why can't
" ghey see how good and intelligent we are?
Why do they resist our peneficent efforts to
bring them under our control and make
them like ourselves? ®

Men will undoubtedly continue to con-
test these gquestions for centuries to
come. The major question of our time—
and it is a question that is fmplicit in
this test ban treaty—is whether we can
find some way to conduct these national
contests without resorting to weapons
that will resolve them once and for all
by wiping out the contestants. A gen-
eration ago we were speaking of “mak-
ing the world safe for democracy.” Hav-
ing failed of this In two world wars, we
must now seek ways of making the world
reasonably safe for the continuing con-
test between those who favor democracy
and those who oppose it. It i8 a modest
aspiration, but it 1s a sane and. realistic
one for & generation which, having failed
of grander things, must now Jook to its
own survival. ) k

Fxtreme nationalism and dogmatic
ideology are luxuries that the human
race can ho longer afford. If must turn
its energies now to the politics of sur-
vival. If we do so, we may find in time
that we can do better than just to sur-
vive. We may find that the simple
human preference for life and peace has
an inspirational force of its own, less in-
toxicating perhaps that the sacred ab-
stractions of nation and ideology, but
far more relevant to the réquirements
of human happiness and fulfillment.

There are, to be sure, risks in such an
approach. 'There is an element of trust
in it, and we can be betrayed. But
human life is fraught with risks and the
‘behavior of the sane man®is not the
avoldance of all possible danger, but the
weighing of greater against’lesser risks
and of risks against opportunities.

There are risks in this nuclear test’

ban treaty, but they are lesser rather
then greater risks and the political op-
portunities outwelgh the military risks.
As George Kennah has wriften:

Whoever 1s not prepared to make sacrifices
and to accept risks in the fillfary field
ghould not lay clatm to any serlous desire
to see world problems settled by any means
ghort of ward ’ :

I hope the Senate will consent to the
ratification of this treaty. If it does so,
it will be taking a risk, bui it will also

‘s:Aldous Huxley, “The Politiés of Ecology”
(1983, p. 6.

.4 George F. Kennan, “Drisengagement Re-
vislted,” Foreign Affalrs, Jan. 1%‘59, p. 199.
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be creating an opportunity. And it the
treaty is faithfully exequted and con-
tributes in some small measure to the
lessening of the danger: of war, it will
open the way to new risks and still
greater opportunities. (I believe that
these too should be pursued, with reason
and restraint, with due: regard for the
pitfalls involved, but with no less re-
gard for the promise of & safer and more
civilized world. In the course of this
pursuit, both we and our gdversaries may
find it possible one day fo break throngh
the barriers of nationalism and ideology
and to approach each other in something
of the spirit of Pope John’s words to
Khrushchev’s son-in-law:

They tell me you are am atheist. But you
will not refuse an old man's blessing for your
children. ;

I ask unanimous consent to insert in

the REcorp st this point, following my

remarks, a letter which I received from

Mr. Lewis W. Douglas, former Ambassa-

dor to Great Britain, and former Direc-

tor of the Budget, in which he suprorts
the treaty. ;

There belng no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: :

New Yorg, N.Y.,
September 6, 1963.
DeaR Mr. CHARMAN: In accordsnce with

the suggestion that I cammunicate to you

my views about the limited nuclear test ban
treaty which has been negctiated by the ex-
ecutive branch of our Government, and which
has been submitted to the Senate of the

Dnited States for its advice and comsent, I

am writing you this brief letter.

The testimony contained in the hearings
before your committee has been carefully re-
viewed. Especial attentign has been given to
the expressions of doubfi made by wiitnesses
regarding the provislons of the treaty ‘which
has been under consideration by your com-
mittee and which has been reported by your
comraittee to the Senate. ’

According to the testimony of the Secretary
of State, the Secretary of Defense, their com~
petent advisers, and other competent wit-
nesses, the risks that may be implicit in
ratification of the limited test ban treaty can
be substantially reduced to a minimal level.
Accordingly, the positive aspects of ratifica-
tlon of the treaty are éxtremely significant
and important to the security and future of
our own country, to the security and future
of the signatory powers; and to the security
and future of those who accede to'its provi-
slons. Among other things, 1t tends marked-

1y to limit—if not completely to eradicate—.

the spread of the development of nuclear
lethal weapons to many nations that do not,
&t the moment, possess $hem. This is a sub-
stantial and notable restraint on the nucleas
armament race and in 13'_,3&1_! is of inestimable
benefit to our ngtional interests and to our
future. Moreover, the limited nuclear test
ban treaty is the first tifne in a very substan-
tial pertod that the national interests of both
the Soviet on the one hand and the United
States on the other have been sufliciently
identicel to result in ap agreement covering
a matter of great impoértance to the signa-
tories and to the entire population of the
world, o

That an accommodation in this particular
and important respect has been reached
among two of the most important Western
Powers and the Soviet suggests that step by
step and seriatim, one by one, some of the
other important issues on which, so far, no
agreement has been réached, with the pas-
sage of tlme and the exercise of patience
combined with eternal 'vigilance, can be duly
resolved to the satisfaction of our national

e ~a’

interest and to the benefit of the civilized
world.

It cannot be asserted positively that these
advantages over the span of years will, in
fact, accrue to us. Nor can 1% be asserted
positively that they will not over a span
of years be fully or partially achieved. Only
the future can draw aside the veil of ob-
gcurity in this regard. ’

There is, quite obviously, the risk that
the Soviet may mnot observe faithfully the
provisions of the treaty and may secretively,
if this be remotely possible, resume testing
in the prohlbited environments., There is
the haward, also, that developments beyond
the orbit of the Soviet’s influence may force
either the Soviet on its part, or our own
country for our part to give notice of in-
tended abrogation of the provisions of the
treaty. Accordingly, however, great may be
the prospective advantages to our country
that are implicit in ratification cf the terms
of the treaty, no one can say that there do
not remain risks implicit in a formal acces-
slon to and affirmation of 1ts provisions.

The testimony of the Secretary of State

- and the Secretary of Defense and their com-

petent advisers Justifies, however, the confi-
dence that this particular risk, arnong others,
can be reduced to & minimum point, by con-
tinued testing underground, by the main-
tenance of laboratories at a high state of
sclentific competence and efficiency, and by
the preparation of procedures that can ba
immediately employed for a resumpticn of
tests in ouler space, in the atmosphere, and.
underwater—should this eventuality, unhap-
pily, become necessary.

But these risks impliclt in ratification
should be weighed against the risks that
almost lnevitably result from fallure fto
ratify, or from the attachment ol reserva-
tions which nullify the terms of the treaty.
Failure to ratify the treaty or nuliification

of its provisions could be construed, and

doubtless would be construed, by other na-
tions as an affirmation by the VUnited States
of the position which 1s being s0 vigorously
advanced by Peiping. This view, In effect,
js that war is inevitable between the Com-
munist world and our own world, and that
coexistence—no matter under what terms it
may be defined—Is impossible of achieve-
ment,

This Inference, which would naturally be
drawn from any failure on our part to ratify
the limited nuclear test ban treaty, would
provide the Soviet with no alternative course
except that of embracing implicitly or other-
wise the views which are 8O veheraently
argued by the authorities in Pelping. The
full consequences of driving the Soviet info
this intransigent and fateful position by
failure to ratify the treaty need no elabora-
tion by thoughtful men. It is almost lm-
possible to calculate what might be the final
consequences of such an irresponsible act for
our country, for the part of the world with
which we are reasonably compatible, and
indeed, possibly for all mankind.

Among other things, one of the conse-
quences might well be the extinguishment of
the last ray of light that might otherwise
{lluminate the future of a large part of the
human race, for it might lead the human
race closer to disaster, whether as a resiilt
of s more intense nuclear arms race and fall-
out, whether by taking us further down the
road toward nuclear war—or by both.

No matter what one may calculate to be
the motives of the Soviet, the prospects for
humeanity implicit in a more rigorous nuclear
arms race, should the treaty be rejected by
the Senate, are so grim as to make the risks
of ratification fall into thelir proper prospec-
tive and assume comparatively minuscule
proportions of magnitude.

Those in positions of final accountability
who would reject the provistons of this treaty
shounld weigh carefully the responsibility .
which they must accept of visiting upon us
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“and m,am:md the possmlx—‘f not probable—-—
- direfu] consequences that are implicit in fail«
ure to ratify the treaty now under con~
slderation. ... .
“»Aecordingly, I am conﬁdent the hope of

thoughtful and expectant people throughout

the world and of those experienced In the
fleld of ipternational affairs, including deal-
ings with the Soviet, is that the Senate with-
out reservation or qualification will promptly
and_overwhelmingly place its stamp of ap-
proval on the limited nuclear test ban treaty
which. is presently before it for 1ts advice
anhd consent.
Very truly yours,
g L.W. Douc.ms

Mr. SALTONSTALL Mr. President,

ﬂrst I commend the chairman of the
. Poreign Relations Committee, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas on
the very full and complete argument he
has made in behalf of consenting to the
‘treaty.

<. Mr. FULBRIGHT I thank the Sena-
tor for his kind remarks,

- Mr, SALTONSTALL. I approach the

subject from a slightly different point
- of view, that of the military.

As g me:mber of the Preparedness Sub-
committee, I listened to much closed-
door testimony on the nuclear test ban
treaty. Asa member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee I was also invited to sit
with the Foreign Relations Committee
and the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy at their hearings, most of which
were public..

. After careful consideration of all the
testimony to which I listened, I have
reached the conclusion that I will vote
10 consent to the nuclear test ban treaty.
There is always a risk in any action and
the question before the Senate is to
determine which is the lesser risk—to
consent to the treaty, or to refuse that
consent, We must bear in ming also the
fact that more than 80 nations of the
world have already agreed to participate

~An the treaty as it is is written. If the
United States fails to ratify this treaty—
& proposal which, in substance this
counfry itself offered in 1959 and again
in 1962—when can.we expect or hope to
ge another agreement from the Soviets?
The ratification of this treaty does not
~ mean that we can frust the Soviets any
more than we could before. The ratifi-
cation does not mean that preparations
for our own security can be lessened to
any degree, Bat, if we fail to ratify this
treaty now it will be a blow to the many
nations in the world who are looking to
us for leadership ‘and who are looking
to us to do our part to get a greater op-
portunity for peace in the world.
- - The signing of this treaty by the three
foremost nuclear powers at Moscow on
~August 5th of this year evoked a bar-
rage of comment—some of which was
- optimistic, and some which loudly con~
~demned it as a Communist trap by which

we in the United States if we became a

party to this treaty would jeopardize our
national securtiy. Probably the truth is
somewhere between these two extremes.
Certainly neither the President of the
United States nor the Senate of the
United States will consent to any inter-
.national pact which is inimical to our
national security. Nor, as the President
stated so fully, can we harbor thoughts
that the beneﬁts from this treaty will be

great, Certainly members of the admin-
istration and every Senator have tried to
make a thorough, searching and pene-
trating examination of each specific
provision and the overall consequences
of the treaty if it is ratified.

Any examination must start with the
premise that we cannot rely on the
Soviets to keep their obligations beyond
those which are for their own good and
benefit. So we must be prepared to go
forward with all of our national security
programs. Every one of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and military leaders who testi-
fled before both committees emphasized
this, as did the civilian witnesses.

No one in the free world can positively
know the reason why the Soviets have
suddenly decided to sign such a test ban
treaty when they had previously twice
rejected it. This is a question that I
have been asked time and time again
and my answer is that we do not know.
It may be their differences with China,
or it may be because they want to get
ahead more with their economic devel-
opment. And it may be that their pres-
ent willingnhess to sign is because through
their recent series of atmospheric tests
they have gained valuable information
on the effects of weapons that they have
or can have, and that therefore the nu-
clear power balance is more in their fa-
vor. Whatever made them decide to sign
does not matter if we view the treaty
solely in the terms of our own national
self-interest, as we must. Therefore, I
think we must view this problem not
only in the terms of our willingness to
accept and assume certain calculated,
inherent risks, but also in our determi-
nation to minimize such of these risks
as we can by taking those actions which
we may lawfully take and still abide by
the treaty in letter and in spirit.

The desirability of this treaty, speak-
ing solely from a military point of view,
must be weighed against the need of the
United States to conduct, first, further
atmosphere tests in order to resolve un-
certainties in that vulnerability of our
hardened missile launch sites and control
centers, second, the ability of our war-
heads fo penetrate an enemy defense
and, third, our ability to develop and de-
ploy a reasonably effective anti-ballistic
missile defense system of our own.

The best available assessment of the
relative positions of the United States
and the Soviets in the fleld of military
nuclear technology indicates to.us that
the Soviets possess an advantage over us
in the very high yield weapon, in the in-
formation concerning its explosive ef-
fects, and, conceivably they have some
advantage in the anti-ballistic missile
defensive system. In my opinion, how~
ever, neither the Soviets nor ourselves
have now or can develop in the near fu-
ture an anti-ballistic missile defensive
system that is effective.

We feel reasonably certain that super
bombs—of 60 to. 100 megatons—cannot
be delivered over intercontinental dis-
tances by ballistic missile at the present
time but only by strategic bombers.
This calculation of course may have to
be altered in the years to come. How-
ever, we want to remember that we do
not possess very high yield weapons be~
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cause it is the considered judgment of
this administration and of the previous
administration that we do not want them
and do not need them to have an effec-
tive nuclear arsenal. However, testi-
mony was presented to us that we can,
through underground testing, develop
weapons yielding 50 to 60 megatons for
aircraft delivery and a 35-megaton war-
head -for ballistic missile delivery.
Therefore, this treaty will not preclude
us from closing, to a degree at least, the
Soviet advantage in the high yield
weapon. It will impede us, but not pre-
clude us.

The second military consideration—
missile launch site vulnerability—con-~
cerns nuclear weapons effects. Our chief
military leaders have all testified that
they have a high degree of confidence
that our ballistic missiles systems will
survive in a nuclear environment. Large
yvield atmospheric tests would undoubt-
edly give us greater confidence or make
clear areas where some further harden-
ing of our missile sites should be under-
taken. However, we want to remember
that some of these uncertainties can be
eliminated by a better worked-out design,
more dispersal and larger quantities of
deployed missiles so that even under the
most pessimistic, circumstances a sub-
stantial nuclear force will survive for a
devastating second strike.

Third, the testimony showed us that
the warhead for an antiballistic missile
can be readily developed through under-
ground testing, but the problems of de-
fense against oncoming warheads are
most critical in the missile system itself.
The critical antimissile problems are re-
action time, performance of the missile
and the ability of the radars to discrimi-
nate between the warhead and decoys
and to resist the blackout effects from
radiation emitted by a nuclear explosion.
The treaty, we are told, would only hin-
der the investigation into the resistance
of the radars to the effects of blackout,
something which our scientists hope and
believe they can eventually design
around. We ecannof, of course, really
know the effctiveness of an ABM system.
in the absence of proof tests in the at-

. mosphere to stimulate operational con-

ditions. However, the same restrictions
and limitations apply equally to any sig-
natory to the treaty, and I repeat, the
testimony of our scientists was unani-
mous to the effect that the development
of an effective ABM system is still 2 long
way off.

Fourth, the ability of our warheads
to penetrate a nuclear defense is directly
concerned with the effects of blast and
radiation created by an antiballistic mis-
sile explosion over the target. The radi-
ation effects cannot be fully tested un-
derground. . But, as testified, like all
offensive action, the key lies in saturat-
ing the defenses, and that we believe we
are able and will be able to do in the
years ahead. The Secretary of Defense
testified that peneration aids, warhead
hardening, and quantities of missiles,
several of which are directed at the same
target, will assure penetration and ulti-
mate devastation of the target areas.

From a military standpoint then, the

_ variety of our nuclear retaliatory or
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second-strike forces—Atlas, Titan, Min-
uteman, and Polaris missiles, land and
carrier based, strategic and . tactical
bombers—provides us with an over-
whelming nuclear superiority which will
continue to constitute an adequate de-
terrent to thermonuclear war with or
without this treaty. Therefore its ratifi-
cation is a lesser risk than a stimulated
arms race.

On the guestion of possible cheatmg,
we cannot delude ourselves into believing
that we can defect every single test the
Soviets might conduct. There can cer-
tainly be a legitimate concern ”over
clandestine cheating, but there is a ques-
tion of whether it would add much in
view of the fact that underground test-
ing is permitted. Any cheating through
atmospheric tests would have to be with
very small yields, and tests of high yields
in outer space would be far more expen-
sive than the results would seem to war-
rant. .Responsible officials testified that
clandestine testing in their opinion can-
not upset the power relationship.

-1 was most impressed by the joint
statement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
which was presented before both com-
mittees by Gen. Maxwell Taylor, the
chairman. He emphasized, as did each
of the Chiefs of Staff in their individual
testimonies, that there were certainly
some military disadvantages, but that in
‘their opinion, these disadvantages can be
minimized, and in some cases eliminated,
by adopting the four safeguards which
the Joint Chiefs so strenuously recom-
meng to us in emphasizing their unani-
‘mous support of the treaty.

These four safeguards are:

PFirst, we must aggressively conduct
underground testing to the full extent
of the capabilities of our laboratories and
peientists to benefit from them. We
must not let this program lag through
lack of money or lack of execution on a
stop and staert, off again, omagain basis.

Second, we must maintain our nuclear
1shoratories at their optimum capabil~
ities so that the impetus of the work of

‘those laboratories will continue to hold

the interest, energies, and imagination of
our nuclear scientists. -

Third, we must be ready to test in the
atmosphere on the shortest possible no-
tice to guard against a sudden breach of
the treaty and open resumption of test-
ing by another signatory. -

Fourth, we must fake whatever steps
wé can to Improve our detection system
so that we will have convineing evidence
whether or not the treaty is belng vio-
lated. This is mighty important. in
helping us to decide whether we should
exercise our own right to withdraw from
the ‘treaty if our supreme interest—as
stated in the words of the treaty—Iis be-
ifhg jeopardized.”

"There is no question that we could do
more in the military applcation of our
nuclear technology without a treaty, but
that does not say that the signing of the
tzeaty is mcompatible with our national
secunty

“We-also want to remem'ber that many
ofF the advantages that have stimulated
emotional feeling in favot of this treaty
sre not at all that they séem. The mes-
sage of the President of the United States
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on August 8 made this clear., We believe
the treaty will inhibit and impede the
nuclear arms race, but it will not prohibit
it. The threat of a nuclear war remains
to plague us—as it has since the brains
and energies of our scientists unleashed
the destruetive force of the split and the
fused atom. Our stockpile of nuclear
weapons we know is not affected, nor is
the procluction of more bombs and war-
heads prohibited. This treaty will not
prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons to other countries which do not
now possess them, but #t gives us confl-
dence that this proliferation will not be
widespread because of the promise of
some 8C nations to abide by it.

In any event the tre'aty will stop the
pollution of the air we breathe and the
food we eat from radioactive fallout.
‘While the degree of genetic damage and
the danger of cancer resulting from
doses of radioactivity have never been
definitely established, medical opinion is
unanimous in the belief that any amount
is harmful. 'This was brought out in the
questions asked by and the answers given
to the chairman of the committee. This
is another worthwhlie humanitarian
benefit, to be derived from this treaty.
While the treaty does not accomplish all
that many of our citizens emotionally
hope it may accomplish, it is a step, a
small step to be sure, for mankind
throughout the world to somehow work
its way out of the problems created by
nuclear weaporns.

Scientists testifying before us raised
seversal questions on the wording of the
treaty which must be clarified by defini-
tior. What, for instance, constitutes an
underground nuclear explosion within
the meaning of artidle I, section 1(b)?
As one who listened to the testimony, I
suggest that it shall be defined as .onhe
which occurs below the surface of the
earth at such a depth as may be neces-
sary to contain completely the fireball
associated with such an explosion.

Second, the phrgse “or any other
nuclear explosion” in article I, section 2
shall be construed as not to prohibit the

use of nuclear weapons by the United .

States whenever we deem such use to be
necessary for our own national security
or when we believe it is necessary to ful-
fill our commitments to any of our allies
in the event of an armed aggression.
Furthermore, the provision of article IV
requiring 3 months gdvance natice of in«
tention to withdraw as a party to the
tresly does not apply in any case of an
armed aggression.

Third, questions:were raised at the
hearings as to whether nuclear explo-
sives could be used for peaceful pur-
poses—in our terminology, Plowshare.
I came away from the hearings with the
feeling that the Plowshare program was
important not only to us but to the eco~
nomic improvement of the world and,
therefore, certainly when we consent to
this treaty, we should make it clear to
the executive depariment of our Gov-~
ernment that this' must be worked out.
We were assured by responsible witnesses
that it could be and would be done.

There is no provision in this treaty
which will require officials of the ad-
ministration to implement the four safe~
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guards recornmended by the Joint Chwfs
of. Staff. But I am confident that any
administration will do so and keep Con-
gress Informed, because in the final
analysis Congress is responsible for the
authorization and appropriation of the
funds needed to maintain our security
and the needs of our military establish-
ments at all times.

We recognize, of course, that other
countries have not signed the treaty and
have stated that they will not do so,
principally France and Communist
China. We further realize that the
possibility of nuclear devastation is not
now and never will be eliminsted by the
treaty. We are also fully cognizant that
the Soviets will only live up to its terms
when it is to their advantage to do so.
However we know that we will live up to
it, and as the leader of the free nations
our influence in living up to it will have
a tremendous effect upon other coun-
tries that may want to breach it.

We know that this will not lessern: the
efforts of the Soviets to establish com-
munistic governments in other countries
of the world, nor will it solve any other
problems that we have now or may have
in the future with Cuba. But we do
know that the ratification of this treaty
my three of the most powerful nations
in the world is a step forward toward
greater understanding of a more peaceful
world, and thus a step forward toward
our own security. With a constantly
watchful administration and with a Corti-
gress that is sensitive to its respounsibili-
ties for our security, I hope that the
ratification of this treaty will be a sub-
stantially lesser risk and that we may
go forward with it. I shall, therefore,
as one U.S. Senator, vote to consent to it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has
made a forceful statement. Coming
from the ranking Republican member
of the Committee on Armed Services, it
should set at rest any of the doubts that
have been voiced In one circle or an-
other as to the significance of the treaty.
It is a great service to make such a
helpful speech to this hody.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator from Arkansas. Like him, I
hope the Senate will consent to the
treaty.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. KEATING. I join with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
in commending the distinguished Sena-

‘tor from Massachusetts for his thought~

ful and careful analysis of the problem
before the Senate and the forceful pres-
entation of his viewpoint in favor of our
granting consent to the treaty.

I was inferested particularly in that
part of the Senator’s address in which
he referred to what was understood by
the committee. As I view it, we shall be
faced with both reservations and under-
standings. A reservation, as I under-
stand the term, if adopted would reguire
a renegotiation of the treaty. An under-
standing would not. However, even an
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dersianding might have an_adverse
fect o an opposite effect from what was.
intended, In other words an under-
standing might have the effect of creat-
ing doubt about the plain wording of the

treaty and the peasoning of the com-

jlttee  which, considered the. treaty,

which, we would not at all wish to create,

I do not know. precisely what will be
offered; but, as I view the Senator’s ap-
‘broach fo the problem, we would gain
nothing, Nothing would be gained, from

-any point of view, by adopting as formal

understandings points which have al-

“ready been made clear in the copmittee

- -hearings, and which are contained in the

report of the committee. Am I correct?
-~ Mr, SALTONSTALL. T helieve the
Senator from New York is correct. Cer-

~tain definitions must be worked out with-~

in the administration; but I do not be-
lieve there need he any formal interpre-

- tation or reservation. I believe the con-

stant attention Congress glves to this

;- problem and to working it out with the

eorrect?

- My, FUI
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

" and sprea

administration will answer any doubt
that may arise, o

I beligve the mgost. important point I
bave heard discussed is the meaning of
the word “underground.”. The Senator
from New York has in mind the defini-

ton of the word ‘‘underground” and the

extent to which the treaty would permit
us to continue the Plowshare program, if
for example, we wanted to build another
Panama Canal, and problems of that
character, . All fhose are administrative
problems to which Congress is very sensi-

tive, because it must appropriate the

mohey; "and ‘the administration must

-work with Congress. So I do not believe

there is any need for a formal reserva-
tlon or interpretation.
‘Mr. REATING. . As I understand, the

“executive branch hes furnished to the

‘committee certain communications to in-
cate what its understanding is. Am I

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I have listened
to definitions given In testimony before
the Preparedness Investigating Subcom-
niittee of the term “underground explo-
slon.” I have heard Secretary of State
Rusk and several others define it; but
50 far as I know, there is no formal, writ-
ten declaration of its meaning.
BRIGHT,. Mr, President, will

-The PRESIDING OFFICER. .(Mr.
Inouve in the chair),  Does the Senator
from Massachusetts yield to the Senator
from Arkansas? | .

"Mr. SALTONSTALL.
yield' - v I el - CE SRt L

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We do have_some
expressions from the State Department,
particularly from the Secretary of State
aid others there, in regard to the ques-
tion the Senator has raised, I am very
glad he has raised jt, because a discus-
“ston of these problems helps us to arrive

I am glad to

R R
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A€ broblem is froublesome in the case
of veniing, the determination of the
antoynt of an :ugde,rground explosion to
be allowed tQ be'vented above the ground
d into_another country. Seo
s.not go inte another coun-.

lo_l}g asi

try, we can use the “Plowshare.”
limitation is whether the vents into the
air are sufficient to affect anything out-
side our own jurisdiction.

I believe this debate is helpful to our
reaching an understanding of the mean-
ing of the treaty. )

Mr. KEATING. I have read In the

. press—which is the extent of my knowl-

edge of this matter—that some under-
standings may be offered—that is, offered
formally, for adoption or rejection. I
was trying to get to thg bottom of what
might be involved. there.

In his statement, I believe former

-.President Eisenhower raised the point

that in the event of attack or aggression
against our country or an ally of ours,
nothing should interfere with our being
able to take proper steps to defend our-
selves. As I understand, he has made
clear that he did not intend that to be
stated in the form of a formal reserva-
tion, which would require renegotiation
of the treaty with some 89 nations; he
intended it more in the nature of a basic
understanding.

Since I believe all—including the So-
viets—are agreed on this point, ofthand I
see no necessity for the adoption of this
statement as a formal understanding.
- On the other hand, it seems to me that
it would be rather unfortunate if such
an understanding were proposed, and
then were rejected. That mizht be con-
strued as a rejection of such an under-
standing. I wonder what the Senator
from Massachusetts, and the distin-
guished chairman of the committee, and
other members of the committee feel
should be done if we are confronted with
such a situation.

- ~My ofthand reaction is that there is

1o necessity to encumber the treaty with
language of that kind, for if such g pro-
posal were made and then were voted
down, the question is whether that would
be regarded as an indication that we ar
not in agreement. *
Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is my under-
standing—and I should be glad to get
confirmation of this from the chairman
of the Foreigh Relations Committee—
that all the responsible witnesses, both
the military and the civilian, testified

~that if our natfonal security were to be

threatened in any way by an aggressive
attack, we could retaliate immediately.

Mr. KEATING, That is also my
understanding. )

Mr., FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
duite correct. In preparing the com-
mittee report, we had this point in mind,
and eXpressly etovered it. This is set
forth in the official report of the com-
mittee, which is to be construed part of
the history of this treaty; and I believe
it would be.

I agree with the Senator from New
York that it would be unfortunate to
attach formally to the resolution of rati-

-~fleation either an understanding or any

other provision unless it were really vital
in connection with the discovery of some
point we have not thus far disecovered.
I cannot’speak for President Eisenhower:;
but from what I have read in the past

_and from what the Senator from New

The
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York and other Senators have said, I am
quite sure it has been correctly stated
that he did not intend it as a reserva-
tion, That is why we treat it with such
care in the committee report. We hoped
to satisfy everyone on this point. It is
the universal understanding. The
Russian Communists have made the
same point In response to a Chinese
assertion regarding this matter.

We in the United States might under-
stand the meaning of such a, reservation;
but, even so, some of the 80 other coun-
tries might regard it as an attempt by
us to renege or to qualify our endorse-~
ment of our participation. I think it
would be very difficult to find a reserva-
tion which would be acceptable,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Furthermore I
believe it important to bear in mind the
fact that any administration which im-
blements the treaty will always be sub-
Ject to questioning by Congress. It
seems to me any problem that may arise
will be solved better by a sensitive Con-
f_ress rather than by a formal reserva-

ion,

Mr. ATKEN. However, I note that all
of this debate has not brought out the
real danger of a reservation or a state-«
ment of understanding. Let me. state
the real danger. Letus use, as an exam-
ple, the assertion that the United States
should reserve the right to use nuclear
weapons. in the event of war., Very well;
supbpose we adopted a reservation to the
United States of the right to use nuclear
weapons in the event of war. Then we
would be admitting that the treaty did
not permit the use of nuclear weapons
in the event of war. ‘That would be an
outright admission, whereas such a
statement of understanding would only
cast doubt upon the right of the United
States to use nuclear weapons in the
event of war,

But it is understood by all the parties
concerned, and it is also international
law, that any country has a right to use
any weapons it has in the event of war.
Furthermore, I cannot conceive that any
President who might be in office at the
time would be so depraved as to refuse
to use any weapons under his command
in the event of attack.

But the danger of a reservation—
which is slightly less than the danger
inherent in a statement of understand-
ing—is that by adopting it, we admit
that the treaty does not do what we
know it is intended to do.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator is
very helpful.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iyield

Mr. KEATING. I, too, think that the
statements were very helpful. My un-
derstanding is that a reservation is of
greater importance than a statement of
understanding.

Mr. ATKEN. In the present case it
would be an admission that the treaty
would not permit the use of. nuclear
weapons in the event of war. I.am
speaking of that particular reservation.

Mr, KEATING. Yes. It seems to me
that the same might be true of other

statements.  of . understanding. I am
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speaking without knowing specifically
what reservation or undetstanding may
be before the Senate, but I apprehend
that the Senate will be faced with the
problem at some time during the debate..
There will probably be statements of
understanding offered with respect to
which, on their merits, there might be
unanimous accord. Senators will be
faced with the problem of deciding what
to do in relation to such statements of
understanding, Again, speaking gener-
ally, it seems to me that the Senator from
vermont has correctly set forth that it
would be unfortunate for Senators who
are in favor of the treaty to support
statements of understanding on issues
which are now perfectly clear from the
committee report.

I ask the chairman of the committee
whether he, as an expert on international
law, believes a statement of understand-
ing really would add anything to the
committee report itself. T assume that
the statements in the committee report
are statements of understanding and the
basis upon which the committee recom-
mended to the Senate that eonsent be
given. :
~ Mr. FULBRIGHT. That ismy under~
standing. Shortly before the Senator
~ came to the Chamber there was an €x-
¢hange In relation fo that - question.
Whether & statement is called an under-
standing or a’reservation does not en-
tirely determine its character. If is
what one actually intends to do. If the
statemetit changes any substantive pro-
vision of the treaty, even.though it might
be called an uniderstanding, it would still
be of such a nature as to require renego-
tintion, and perhaps it would jeopardize
the treaty.

1 agree with what I bélieve the Senator
is saying.  Whatever we may say about
the treaty, either in the report or as &
part of the legislative history, it would
be extremely risky to put it in the resolu-
tioh of ratification of the treaty. I have
not heard any statement that I would
agree to as being necessary, proper, or
wise to have inserted in the resolution of
ratification. What the Senator from
New York thinks it means; what the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts thinks it means,
and -interpretations received in the dis-
cussion for the purposé of forming a
basis upon which to accept the treaty,
‘" gre matters that are not only proper but
desirable. Biit I think there is a great
difference. I read Somie excerpts from
one of the great authorities or inter-
nstional law, Mr. Chares. He finally
- came down to the distifiction. An
amendment would clearly require re-
- negotiation. He pointed out the distine-
tion between undérstandings, interpre-
tations, and Fesefvations. Those terms
_will not control. It is What we actually
attempt to do that is meanifigful.

‘Mr. KEATING. Who would make
that decision? -

M¥. “FULBRIGHT. Eventually each
nation will decide for itsell. If we insert
in the ireaty some DProvisldon that we™
think is innocuous, other nétions might
do likewise. Tt would épen up the treaty.
Ouf Governiiient would comtiunicate the
reservation to the other original signa-
tories, and if they should say, “We do’
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not understand the treaty in.that
that is not what we agreed to,”
would be the end of the treaty.

Unless we think a regervation would
be really vital to our seeurity, I believe
it would be & great mistake to put in un-
derstandings, as I believe we have been
using the term, although they should be
developed in the debate. "

“Mr. KEATING. In geperal, I certain-
ly share that view. Unless something
develops—— :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Like the Senator
from New York, I do not know what may
develop. But those that I have read
about do not seem to me to he of & na-
ture to be attached to the treaty.

Mr. KEATING. What I am about to
say is said with the utmost respect for
the sincerity of Senators who are in fa-
vér of the treaty as it is, those who are
opposed, and those on:both sides who
seek to attach understanding or reserva-
tions. Obviously one method of blocking
the treaty would be to attach some con-
dition; understanding, 'or whatever it

way;
that

may be called, which, in an ordinary leg--

islative situstion, we would call a crip-
pling smendment. Such action could

kill the treaty, as it has killed lesser
hills.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. KEATING. While that may not
be the motive of Senators who seek to
add reservations, I think we must be on
guard. If we desire to take this rather
modest step forward,:we must be on
guard against that typé action as well as
on guard when the vote comes On. the
treaty itself. :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I could not agree
with the Senator more, He is absolutely

“eorrect.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not have the
floor. The Senator from Massachusetts
has the floor. :

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
from Michigan wishes to ask me a ques-
tion; and, frankly, I must catch arn alr-
plane. Will the Senator kindly defer his
statement?

Mr. COOPER. I am glad to do so.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts for his kindness. I may
be introducing something that is irrele=-
vant to the question of the Senator from
New York and otherg. But as we ap-
proach the close of the first full day’s
discussion of the treaty, I should like to
ask the Senator fromh Massachusetts &
question which bears on the theme which
runs repeatedly through the mail I am
receiving, and, I suggest, the mail that
a good many of our colleagues are re-
ceiving. We receive the impression that
‘the treaty is good if itis bad for the other
fellow: it is a bad treaty if it is good
for the other fellow, It is the notion
that two parties to the contract before
the Senate cannot be subjected to the
same test that we as lawyers apply to
determine whether a contract relating to
civil relations is good.

Has not the rule always been that a
contract is a good contract when the

- & ad
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interests of both parties are served and
when their interest supports the hon-
oring of the contract? Would it not be
a stupid nation that would insist that
all treaties to which it would become 3
party must be those which would always
weigh only in its favor? Is that not a
fallacy? The flood of mail would argue
to us that if there is anything good for
the other party to the treaty, namely,
the Soviet Union, we should vote against
it because it follows that it would be bad
for us.

Mr.  SALTONSTALL. I believe the
Senator from Michigan has the same
view as I entertain. We must look at
the proposal from the point of view of
what is best for us, and assume that the
Soviets would not have signed the treaty
unless they believed it was best for them.
So long as it helps our security, so long
as it makes one little step toward greater
opportunity for peace in the world, we
must accept it with our eyes cpen to the
possibility that the Soviets or any other
nation may disregard it at any time if
they think it is to their advantage to do
so. But so long as the Soviet Union will
stay with it, and we know that we want
to stay with it, it is one little step for-
ward to a more peaceful world. That is
my sttitude toward the treaty.

Mr. HART. That has been my atti-
tude throughout. I thought it would be
well on this very first day to nall down
perhaps an oversimplified response to the
repeated suggestion I have mentioned,
and to suggest that there is relevancy in
the example of the contract ketween two
citizens. .

Mr. SALTONSTALL.
correct.

Mr. HART. A contract makes sense
when it serves the advantage of both
parties to the contract. Itisa good con-
tract. I think sometimes treaties have
a contractual nature and are subject to
many of the tests that apply to civil
contracts.

The Senator is

I agree with the

Mr. SALTONSTALL.
Senator.
Mr. President, I yield the floor, s

I

FOR THE DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR
AND HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE 150 JOBS AT $30,000

Asin legislative session,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr.
President, on August 7 the Senate passed
H R. 5888 making appropriations for the
Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1964. ’ -

On page 25 of that bill the Senate
adopted an amendment, which is num-
bered 25. :

Since the passage of the bill I have
discovered—and I have checked this with
the Department and have found my un-
derstanding to be correct—that the
amendment, as it would be interpreted,
would give the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare the authority to ap-
point 150 employees at $30,000 per year.
That certainly was not my intention
when the Senate approved this amend-
ment, nor was it my understanding. I
have checked with several other Mem-~
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feellngs of dread, hatred, and despair in the
hearts of hundreds of millions ‘of peaple.
These are not the emotions on which to build
9 stable peace.

Some of the arguments put - forward for
the treaty are speculative at best. We are
highly skeptical of the line that the treaty
marks the advent of a new era in interna-
tional relations, In which the United States
and the Soviet Union will get along famously.
All the evidence indicates that it will be
decades and generations beforée we will be
able to regard the Soviet Union as a reason-
ably trustworthy nation.

But a test ban would have one positive
result that has been strangely ignored diir-
ing most of the current debate. It would
end radioactive fallout throughout the world,
That 1s, 1t would stop the addition of any
more fallout to that which is still coming
down from the tests in previous years.

Perhaps the fallout question has been by-
passed because of fundamental ignorance
about it. Even the scientists disagree as to
how much genetic damage will be done to
coming generations by strontium 90 and
carbon 14 filtering down from the big mush-
room clouds.

_But one thing which cannot be denied s
the rapld increase of strontium 90 in milk
and in the bones of children. And no sci-
entists anywhere say that this is a good
thing. They all say it is bad. How bad it 1s,
no one kKnows.

* Some experts say that more than a million
children will eventually be born deformed
or defective because of the radloactive fall-
out that has been released to date. The es-
timate could be wildly wrong. Let us hope
s0. But when dealing with unknown haz-
ards, it is always wise to assume the worst.

In balance, the risks in not signing the
treaty outweigh the risks in signing it.

[From the Boston Globe, Aug. 7, 1963]
© g THEY FalL TO RATIFY . . .?
(By Laurence Barrett)

WASHINGTON.~S0 far, the argument over
the Umited nuclear test ban treaty has
skirted perhaps the most important issue:
What the consequences would be if the Sen-
ate fails to ratify.

Prestdent Kennedy says this would be a
“great mistake.” Mr, Harriman says it would
cost this country its position of world lead-
ership. These are understatements. It 13
not too much to predict that rejection .of
this treaty will sentence the world to con-
tinued Imprisonment in the dungeon that is
the arms race for a long, long time.

Both in the administration and in Con-
gress there is considerable optimism that the
necessary two-thirds vote in the Senate will
be achieved. Yet there is an undercurrent
of opposition, rather muted for the moment,
and lacking in focus. I a rallylng point
emerges, the treaty could be in trouble. Re-
jection is not the only avenue of defeat. An
attempt could be made to append “reserva-
tions” or even formal amendments. These
could have the same effect as a negative vote.

One wonders whether those who for vari-
ous motives are searching so hard for minute
flaws in the treaty have honestly considered
the larger question of what failure to ratify
would mean. ; ‘

If the United States 1s unwilling to take
this very little step toward arms control,
then its stated position since the end of
World War II in favor of controlling the atom
is a fraud. And the more recent American
posture in favor of arms reduction and ulti-
mate disarmament is doubly fraudulent,

. It must be remembered that the treaty
under consideration 1s essentially an Ameri-
can treaty, which both the Eisenhower and
Kennedy administrations put forward for
- the world to see and desire. Were we seek~
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ing to deceive the world? Were we safe In
the knowledge that the Russians would spurn
any agreement, merely teasing humanity?

The treaty to ban tests in the atmosphere,
outer space, and underwater 1s the most
modest advance possible that can still pro-
vide meaningful progress. If we fear thlis,
then longer strides toward peace will fright-
en us senseless,

Would the Russians negotiate with us seri-
ously agaln on anything else? It is difficult
to see why they should. They could simply
bask in their gréatest propaganda victory of
the cold war.

The arguments against the ftreaty vary
from sober considerations of the military and
technical implications to hysterical screams
about what monsters the Russians are. The
Senate must think about the former and try
to be immune from the latter.

The Republican congressional leadership
now gropes for some rational basls on which
to question the treaty. It posed this cholce
last week: “Which will do most to preserve
peace in the world, ratification of a limited
treaty placing selective restraints on the de-
velopment of nuclear weapons or a maximum
up-to-the-minute defense capability so de-
structive as to prohibit attack? (This is the
same Republican leadership that thinks the
defense budget could be cut easlly by a few
billions.)

Actually, this seemingly logical question
contains holes. The treaty does not prevent,
or even seriously inhibit, continued weapons
development. But there 1s a bigger hole.
The question implies that an absolute de-
terrent exists, or is readily obtainable. This
is a delusion. There exists only the means
for mutual destruction.

No new weapon is Immune to a still newer
defense., No defense remains impermeable
for long. The choice really is between an
ever-quickening contest for more devastating
weapons and & glimmer of hope that the race
may slow to a more rational pace.

Christlan Science Monitor,
Aug. 29, 1963]

EISENHOWER AND THE TEST BAN

The Eisenhower proposal that the Senate
write a reservation into the test-ban treaty

[From. the

. before signing it is a useful cautionary signal.

The suggested provision would protect the
United States position on the use of nuclear
weapons to repel aggression, While the
treaty does not concern what weapons would
be used by either side in the event of war,
there are good reasons for keeping the record
of negotiations very clear.

General Elsenhower is speclally aware of
this. In 1959 he particlpated with Premier
Khrushchev in talks aimed at lessening ten-
sions. Later Moscow referred time and again
to these as creating a “spirit of Camp David,”
which the Soviets accused the United States
of violating in subseguent moves for its own
security. It would do the cause of world
peace no service to have such a performance
repeated.

But a writing of real reservations into the
treaty could open up a Pandora's box of de-
bate not only between Moscow and Wash-
ington but even within the Senate. It would
open the United States up to suspicions
among some signatories to the pact that
the Americans were trying to sabotage it.
The pact is not so ironclad a document as to
merit renegotiation simply to make plain the
United States interpretation of its effect on
Inherent right of seli-defense.

As Chairman FurericHT of the Senate’s
Foreign Relations Committee pointed out,
this right is already recognized in the United
‘Nations Charter. The Senator said he did
not belleve that Mr. Eisenhower’s doubts
require a baslc change in the document
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ﬁaiﬁlng to be signed and should not techni-

" cally be described as a reservation,

It would seem therefore that the Senate
could reasonably accompany ratification
with a declaration to cover the sense of the
Eisenhower signal. The more important
aspect of the Elsenhower statement is after
all that a leading figure of the Republican
Party is giving the pact his support, though
necessarlly qualified. '

[From the Haverhill Gazette, Aug. 1, 1963]
NUCLEAR TEST TREATY

Reports from Washington indicate that
more and more Senators are going to base
their final decisions on a nuclear test ban
treaty on the feelings of the residents of their
home States, .

If that is the case, we hope neither Mas-
sachusetts Senator will have any doubt about
the feelings of the residents of this State.
The Benators should ke made aware that Bay
Staters are in favor of the test ban treaty. .

We can expect, of course, that Senator
EpwaRp M. KEnNNEDY Will vote in favor of the
treaty so strongly recommended by his
brother, the President. We have seen noth-
ing to irdicate Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL
will oppose the treaty, even though some of
his Republican colleagues are beginning to
put forth reasons for possible votes against
the treaty.

Nevertheless, both Senators should know
that there is strong support in this State for
the treaty and for the hopes for peace that
were voiced by the President when the agree-
ment was announced.

Ratification of the treaty by the Senate is
essential to a continuation of the trend to-
ward reason shown by the heads of the Amer-
ican, British, and Russian Governments in
their handling of nuclear armaments,

. Granted, we cannot trust the Communists
and we must remain constantly vigilant in
spite of any treaties and agreements that are
signed. It is still logical, however, that we
can never emerge from the shadow of nu-
clear holocaust unless a start is made on
eventual abolition of these terrible weapons,
And where else can we start?

Granted, too, that France and Red China
seorn the agreement and have announced
they will have no part of it. The fact re-
mains both countries have far to go in their

 development of nuclear weapons—France

has exploded a few and Red China has not
yet exploded any—and the officials of those
lands have not experienced the awesome
power of true super weapons in the modern
sense. -

We must support an agreement which
could be the start of a reasonable approach
to international relationships. Treaties
have been broken throughout history and
will continue to be broken, but the time
must come when men either learn to live
together or bring about complete destruc-
tion.

[From the Haverhill Gagette, Aug.. 9, 1963)

DECADE OF HYDROGEN BoMB RIVALRY COULD
EnND WITH BAN RATIFICATION

(By Richard Spong)

The agreement to ban atomle tests, if
ratified, will mark the end of a decade
of hydrogen bomb rivalry. Having de-
stroyed the atomic monopoly of the United
States in September 1949; the Soviet Union
announced to a dublous world on August
8, 1953, that 1t had achieved the hydrogen
bomb.

The word came at the end of a long speech
by Georgl M. Melenkov, then Soviet Pre-
mier, to the Supreme Soviet, Russia’s Parlia-
ment. He spoke of the solace the United
States—-the trans-Atlantic enemies of

) peace—had enjoyed in a monopoly of a still

Approved ‘For Release 2004/03/11 :_CIA-RDPGSBOO383R000100210002-8 :



. device “anytime within this year.”

. capabilities in the foreseeable future.
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more powerful weapon than the atom bomb,
the hydrogen bomb. This was no longer
true, he went on: “The Government deems
it necessary to report to the Supreme Soviet
that the United States has no monopoly in
the production of the hydrogen bomb either.
Convincing facts are shattering the wagging
of tongues about the weakness of the So-
viet Union.”

American and British scientists were
skeptical. It was polnted out that evidence
of a Russlan H-bomb explosion would in-
evitably be carried through the atmosphere
to the U.S. detection devices that had re-

corded three Russian atomic blasts between_

1949 and 1951,

The doubt was short-lived. The Soviet
Government on August 20 -announced that
it had tested & hydrogen bomb within the
past few days. The announcement was con-
firmed by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis-
sion. The AEC sald that on August 12 it
had detected an explosion in the Soviet
Unilon that involved both fisslon (uranium-
plutonium) and thermonuclear (hydrogen)
reactions similar to those in U.S. tests of
H-bombs. The AEC announcement, ineci-
dentally, disclosed for the first time an
American hydrogen-bomb test as early as
1951.

Great Britain, as the result of a certain
amount of backing and filling, did not ex-
plode 1its first hydrogen bomb until May
15, 1957. France is reported to be at least
3 years away from completing work on an
H-bonib, but Presldent Kennedy obviously
meant France on July 26 when he spoke
of the “four current nuclear powers.” Sev-
eral other nations are belleved nearly cap-

. able of setting off an atomic explosion, but

they would still be several years away from

" a hydrogen bomb.

Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY, Democrat,
of Minnesota, chairman of a Senate Disarma-
ment Subcommiitee, sald-early in 1962 that
Communist China might explode an atomic
Under
Secretary of State W. Averell Harriman
brought back from Moscow a more opti-
mistic view. On July 29 he told reporters
that Soviet Premier Khrushchev was not
overly concerned about Red China's nuclear
Har-
riman added that slnce 1960 the Soviet
Union had discontinued all technical as-
sistance to the Chinese nuclear development
program.

[From the Daily Evening Item, Lynn, Mass,,
Aug. 16, 1863]
Rusk ALrays FEArR oF TREATY TRICKERY

In the light of public discussion of the
nuclear test ban treaty, one fact stands out.

Many Americans now belleve there is no
longer a basis for abnormal fear that the
Russians may have tricked our negotiators
into signing something that contains a hid-
den time bomb.

Analysis of his testimony before the U.S.
Senate committees shows that Secretary of
State Dean Rusk has given unqualified as-
surance that the test ban treaty contains no
“side arrangements, understandings or con-
ditions of any kind.”

Rusk also has declared without reservation
that if the United States does detect infrac-
tions of ‘the treaty by the Russians, this
country has the capability—and the intent—
to quickly resume bomb tests.

These statements by a man of Rusk’s
ability, experience, and integrity should go
a long way toward calming any jitters the
public may have had.

Everyone knows it's hard to do business
with someone you can't trust. But all signs
indicate that our representatives have heen
on constant guard agalnst any fast shuffle
during the treaty negotiations.

Why should anyone have been so suspicious
of a hidden gimmick in the treaty?

_very much for your kin
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For one reason, because of the “managed”
news in. the recent Cuyban affair. Many
Americans have felt they. ‘not only were kept
uninformed. in that case. but were actually
misled as to the facts.

They have been wondering If they right
not run into more of the same treatment in

the test ban treaty. Secrjetary Rusk’s frank-

ness has dispelled that suspiclon.

So now we can concengrate on keeping up
our guard and watching like a hawk to make
sure the Russlans keep thelr word, as given
in the treaty.

Our guess 18 the Senate and the country
will decide the risk is worth taking when you
consider the alternative. .

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, I have
also received communications from lead-
ing scientists and physiclans in the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, all of whom
underscore the urgency of this test ban
from fthe scientific and medical view-
point. I ask unanimopus consent that
these letters appear at this point in my
remarks.

There being no obJectlon the letters
were ordered to be prmted in the RECORD,
as follows: !

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE

oF TECHNOLOGY,
LAEORATORY FOR NUCLEAR SCIENCE,
Cambridge, Mass., June 28, 1963.

Hon. Epwarp M. KENNmY
U.S. Senate -
Washington, D.C.
. My DEAR SENATOR KENI \IEDY I respectfully
urge you to use your Influence in support
of the administration’s efforts to reach an
early agreement with the U.8.S.R. on a per-
manent cessation of atomic testing.

In my opinion mankind as a whole has
never faced a problem of such urgency and
overwhelming importance as the problem of
insuring that nuclear power will not be used
for its destruction. I &m .convinced that
a test ban treaty is the flrst necessary step
toward the solution of this problem. I am
also convinced that the risks to our national
security of a continued 'arms race far out-
weigh. whatever risks may be present in a
test ban agreement, even though such an
agreement may not provide absolute insur-
ance againat the possibility that a few small
underground explosions remain undetected.
Moreover, whatever small chances of viola-
tion may now exist, theéy will further de~
crease as the detection techniques continue
to improve. Thus, one should hope that the
technical problems of control no longer con-
stitute a roadblock to the negotiations of a
test ban treaty.

Sincerely yours,

- BrUNO Rossr,
Professor of Physics.

MASSACHUSETTS
INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY,
LABORATORY FOR NUCLEAR SCIENCE,
Cambridge, Mass., August 9, 1963.
Hon, Enwarp M. KENNEDY
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SpNaTor KENNEDY: Thank you
reply to my letter
concerning the negotlatﬁons for a tesy ban
treaty.

I am sure you were as gratified as I was
by the successful concluslon of these nego-
tiations. The agreement signed in Moscow,
although limlted in scope, represents a step
of great importance becapse it will stop fur-
ther radioactive contamination of the atmos-
phere, it will help check the spread of atomic
armaments to other nations and it will create
a more favorable climate for possible further
negotiations. Since these benefits are as
vital to the Russians as they are to us, I am
conficdent that the U.S.S:R. has entered into

this agreement with the serlous desire to see
it fulfilled.

I earnestly hope that the U.S, Senate will
ratify the agreement promptly and with con-
siderably miore than the required two-thirds
majority of votes.. Such an actlon 1s un-
doubtedly in the best interest of our country
and I am sure that it will be enthusiastically
approved by the vast majority of our fellow
citizens.

Sincerely yours,
BruNO Rosst.

. HARVARD UNIVERSITY,
DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE,
- Boston, Mass., July 8, 1563.
The Honorable Eowarbd E, KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR KeENNEDY: I am enclosing a
copy of a letter T have sent today to the
President. I earmestly hobpe that President
Kennedy will have your enthuslastic support
in what seems to me to be the most pressing
1ssue before us at the present time,

Very truly yours,
Howarp H, HiaTt, M.D,
JuLy 8, 1963.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Drar Mr. PrRESIENT: I cannot adequately
express my. exhliaration at the news of re-
cent ddys that a test ban may really be in
sight. Your willingness to educate and lead
our people in an area where education and
leadership are sorely needed is gratifying
indeed. It does appear as though the Soviet
Unlon may be receptive at this time, and I
should like to express my gratitude at your
willingness to take the initiative. We can
only hope that the efforts of our negotiators
in Moscow will be characterized by flexibility
on our part as well as that of the Soviet
Union, and that this may be the beginning
of a meaningful program of disarmament,

Respectfully yours,
Howarp H, Hiarr, M.D,
TUPTs UNIVERSITY,
S¢cHOOL OF MEDICINE,
Boston, Mass., July 3, 1963,
The Honorable Epwarp KENNEDY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Drar SeEnvaToR KENNEDY: In view of the
coming negotlations for a possible nuclear
test ban treaty, I should like to voice my
opinion that such a treaty would be of ut-
most importance $0 us in that it would stop
future fallout, the hazsrds of which, both
biological and genetic, I am fully aware as a
physiologist. Further, it would tend to
lessen the pressures of a spiraling arms race,
reduce the spread of nuclear weapons to other
nations and be the basis for possible future
negotiations toward disarmament. I do not
believe that a test ban agreement would in
any way endanger Ameérican security. On
the contrary I feel that continued testing
would, by increasing the accumulation of
nuclear weapons and by the entrance of other
nations into the nuclear arms race, tremen-

‘dously Increase the chances of a nuclear

holocaust.
Agaln, I should like to urge that all efforts
be made toward a test ban agreement.
Sincerely,
ATTILIO CANZANELLI, M.D.,
Professor of Physiology.

Prysics RESEARCH DIVISION,
GEOPHYSICS CORPORATION OF AMERICA,
Bedford, Mass., August 5, 1563.

The Honorable THEODORE KENNEDY,
The U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR KENNEDY: I am very pleased
that at last we have been able to negotiate a
test ban agreement in some form. I believe
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enate can ratify this agreement by

«the largest possible majority,

~A$ g professional physicist working pri-
Jnarily in defense problems for over 20 years,
I believe that the pbandonment of. testing
‘ean avoid pollution of the atmosphere, with-
out necesgarily harming our defense effort in
ony way. This requires of course that re-
search and development in all of these mat~

© ters continue without testing, and that the

- The U.S. §enate,

" Hon. Ebwagp

morale be not permitted to deteriorate. In
‘short, T have faith in the capacity of the De~
fense and State Departments to outmaneuver
the Russians even though the rules of- the
game may be moving toward peace.
Yoursverybruly, =

CrEL Rosprr O'B. CARPENTER,

Manager, Optical Physics Department.
:P.8-—0f course I speak only as an indi-
vidual. . N L L

- BOSTON ~UNIVERSITY SCHOOL QF .
*'; MEDICINE, DEPARTMENT QF PHAR-
' MACOLOGY.. .AND = EXPERIMENTAL
» THERAPEUTICS, C .
Coe o Bosten, Mass., August 1, 1963.
The Honorable EDWARD M. KENNEDY,

~

Washington, D.C.

weapon, and each advance inereases both

the risk of war and its destruction.

Should we not instead choose the other
course—starting now to strive, cautiously
and patiently, to come to agreement by
which nuclear arms can be controlled.
We. have a chance now to take the first
step that we have been hoping for for 6
years. A limited test ban is better than
an all-out arms race, and the time to
make the choice is now.

Mr. President, 85 nations have signed

‘this agreement to date,. Once before in

our history an international agreement
was made, designed to preserve the peace.
Nation after nation _joined 1n, but the
United States, whose President had la-
bored so hard to create the agreement,

-stayed aloof by action of the Senate,

DEsR  SenaToR | KENNEDY: I am  most -

pleased by the chain of events that have re-
cently lead up to the test ban treaty; how-
eyér, T am 8 little disturbed that there is a
bossibility that the Senate will not ratify
this treaty. .

I hope that you will support with en-
thustasm ratification of this treaty.

.- - Slincerely yours, o
: ~ 0., CoNanN KORNETSKY, Ph. D.
.. - Research  Professor of Pharmacology

. and Psychiatry, L
PErER BENT BricHam HOSPITAL,
- . Boston, Mass., July 26, 1963.
M, KgNNEDY,

5 i

.

U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C. . .
-DEAR_SENATOR KENNEDY: I am. writing to

. 6Xpress my enthusiastic support of the pre-~

liminary test ban negotiations and my hope

* that it will be ratified in the Senate, This

" Hon, EpwagD

N

. letter.

Beerns the first original and imaginative step

in forelgn policy that this administration

has taken. - :
Sincerely,

SANFORD GIFFORD, M.D.
THE WORCESTER FOUNDATION FOR

e iz EXPERIMENTAL BIOLOGY,
Shrewsbury, Mass., August 8, 1963.
M. KENNEDY,

- U.8. Sengte,
Washington, D.C. o
DEAR SenaToR KENNEDY: On June 27 you
kindly replied to a letter from me in regard
to the hope that nuclear test ban hegotia~
tlons could be confinued. I am sure you
plan to ratify the action that was. taken
by the President, hut I am writing again in
“the hope that you will be able to use as much
influence as you can to see that the bill
recelves the necessary two-thirds vote.
¥ou needn’t bother to acknowledge this

Sincerely yours, ,
) ) . BRUCE CRAWFORD,

‘ . .. Businegs, Mgnager.
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr, President, in
summary, the Senate must decide
whether it is wise, to continue to pile up

.. Weapons and counterweapons, each more

powerful than the last in a cycle of tech-
nology which has no end, .'Ten years ago

.We werg told that fhe ICBM was the ulti-

mate weapon. Now we hear about the
antiballistic missile, Modern technology
belng what it is, there is no ultimate

Had the United States joined the League
of Nations 44 years ago, a war which took
60 million lives might have been avoided.

Let history be our teacher and the
cherishment of the people our guide, and
I am sure this small but historic treaty
will receive the endorsement it deserves
from the Senate. . -

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to take the time, on the first day
of debate on the test ban treaty, to com-
mend the distinguished chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr., FUuLBRIGHT], the
distinguished senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, SaLTONSTALL], the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr, KENNEDY], and the Sena-
tor from Maine [Mrs. SmrTal for the
speeches they have made today. They
have all made a distinct contribution to
a better understanding of this most im-
portant treaty, about which there is wide
disagreement, and about which much
more will be said in the days ahead.

I believe also that the questions raised
on the floor by the distinguished senior
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], the
distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
TaLmanGe], the able Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. ELLENDER], the able Senator
from Michigan [Mr. HarT}, the able
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING],
the distinguished Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CarLsoN], the able Senator from
Vermont [Mr, Amxen], the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPEr],
the able Senator from Iowa [Mr. MIL-

. LER], the able Senator from Idaho [Mr.

CHURCH], and other Senators, have all
helped to bring about some clearing of
the skies, so to speak, some breakthrough
on the moot points with respect to the
treaty now before us. . .

While I am disappointed that there
will be amendments, understandings,
and reservations offered to the treaty,

. hevertheless I respect the right of any

i

-seriously by the Senate.

Senator to offer such motions. I think
they are a sign of deep concern. They
should be heard and considered most
I look upon
Senators who offer these particular mo-
tions as men of responsibility, who are
deeply troubled by the problems which
confront them in their consideration of
the treaty, just as those of us are who

favor the treaty. By that I mean, of

. course, that in this day and age nothing

is certain, everything changes, and the
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problems and complexities of the world
which confront us today create situa-
tions which our minds find hard to grasp
and our intellects not sufficiently strong
enough to grapple with them.

I am delighted with the progress of
the debate today. I hope we shall be
able to continue on a similar or even
stronger level in the days ahead. As
stated previously, there will be no at-
tempt to rush the debate; but I would
hope that any Senator who wishes to
speak on this most vital subject will not
take that statement as a means by which
to dilly and dally and let things slide,

but will make his speech as soon as pos-
sible, so that the treaty can be cleared
as thoroughly as possible.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
NOON TOMORROW

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
business for today has been completed,
the Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow, .

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

NEEDED: A “DO SOMETHING”
CONGRESS

As In legislative session,

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, the New
York Times magazine in yesterday’s edi-
tion contains a most interesting article
entitled “To Make It a ‘Do Something’
Congress.” The byline reads:

As operated now, Congress blocks more
laws than it passes and trivia rather than
substance dominates debate, says an observer,
who offers some suggestions for improvement.

The observer is Sam Zagoria, assistant
to Senator CLIFFORD CaSE, of New Jersey.
As we all know, the distinguished senior
Senator from New Jersey has been most
active in the area of congressional re-
form. He and I have cosponsored reso-
lutions which we have separately intro-
duced. My resolution is intended to
create a joint congressional committee
to investigate and report to the Senate
and House of Representatives ways and
means of rendering Congress a more ef-
fective legislative body."

Senator Case proposes in his resolu-
tion a joint commission which would
have certain outside members. »

I 'am happy to say that the Subcom-
mittee on Standing Rules of the Senate
Committee on Rules and Administration
has reported favorably to the full com-~
mittee my proposal for a joint commit-
tee. Unfortunately, however, the sub-
committee has excluded from the cover-
age of the proposed joint committee a
consideration of the rules of either the
House or the Senate, and this exclusion
would seem practically to tear the heart
out of the validity of the proposal. How-
ever, I have not abandoned hope that
perhaps in the full committee, or even
on the floor of the Senate, the integrity
of the original resolution may be re-
stored. )

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the article written by Mr. Za-

i
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goria. I commend it to all Se{‘xia.tors aé
an able, carefully reasoned argument
in support of that congressional reform

which I believe to be essential to the '

proper functioning of Congres§ in the

years. :

“There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: :

[From the New vork Times Magazine, Sept.

8, 1963]

To Maxe IT 4 Do-SoMETHING CONGRESS—AS
OperatED Now, ConeRESS Brocks MORE
Laws THAN IT PassEs AND TrIviA RATHER
THAN SUBSTANCE DOMINATES DEBATE, SAYS
AN OBSERVER, WHO OFFERS SOME SUGGES-
TIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT :

(By Sam Zagorla) )

(Sam Zagoria, & former Washington re-
porter and Nieman Fellow, {8 now adminis-
trative assistant to Senator CriFrorp CASE,
Republican, of New Jersey.)

WasSHINGTON.—AS the 88th Congiess tolled
past Labor Day, go-home day of other years,
Capitol  Hill observers wondered why Con-
gress 1s convening longer and accomplishing
less. Préss comments on Its performance
were filled with such phrases as “legislative
meandering,” “massive logjam of legisla-
tion,” “greatest do-nothing Congress in a
generation.” E

Technically, the 88th was supposed to
close shop and head homeward on’ July 31—
the adjournment date set by the Congres-
sional Reorganization Act of 1946—but by
that date only- three major bills had been
enacted into law, a record more appropriate
for the Washington Senators baseball team.
In fact, in the boxscore of the Corigressional
Quarterly, an independent, experfenced ap-
praiger, at the end of the 88th's first 7
months, more than a third—38 percent—of
the President’s legislative proposals had re-
celved no action at all in e}ther the House
or the Senate.

But while leaders of the 88th banter
cheerily on the likelihood of a Thanksgiving
or Christmas adjournment, noné feels the
need to explain the delay in getting down to
business or why so little business has been
actually transacted. True, Congress is now
occupled with the test ban treaty and civil
rights, but behind them is a backlog of long-
walting legislation.

Why has this Congress accomiplished so
lttle? Let us join some of the mnillions of
tourists from the 50 States and many foreign
nations who each year ascend mafestic Capl-
tol Hill to watch Congress conduct the legls-
lativé business of the Nation. Most visl-
tors, particularly those from abroad, ap-
proach a session of Congress, acclaimed one
of thé gréatest legislative bodies in the his-
tory of the world, with awé and fespect.

And what do they see?

If they came this summer there was a
good chatice that they would see chambers
of empty of all save fellow tourists. The
House and the Senate were ;’requé’ntly out of
session. ‘This lackadaisical pace was hard
to understand when, according “to its own
timetable, Congress should have been near-
ing a climax. ; :

But, assuming our tourlsts aré lucky and
Congress s in session, then what do our
guests see? } j

On the floor of the Senate is a_handful of
Senators and aids. A brief discussion of the
bill at hand is interrupted by discourses on
subjects about as close to each dther as the
North and South Poles. A discussion of civil
rights disorders, the threat of a’ natlonwide
strike or the nuclear test ban treaty can be
put on the shelf while a discugsion of the
future of the boiled peanut ensugs. ‘Do the
Senate rules permit such illogical conduct?”
an. astonished observer wonderf. The an-
swer 1s an unconditional "¥es.” '
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On the floor of the House there may be
discusston. of prospects for; actipn on a tax
cut or tax reform bill or bgth. “But if this
ig brought to the floor under a closed rule,
no amendments will be possible,” points
out one legislator. The obgerver 1n the gal-
lety is puzzled. A closed rule means that
the House Rules Committed has ordered that
no changes can be made in the bill on the
fieor; only a vote on the éntire measure is
possible. But If each Congresman has equal

power in the House and the duty to perfect -

and improve legislation, hgw can he do his
job properly under a close¢d rule? That is
a question which the Rules Committee has
been successfully sidesteppjng siné¢e before
most of us gave up playing hide-and-seek (a
gamie incidentally not unknown to the chair-
man of this committee 'when distasteful
legislation comes up). !

But we have been talking only about dis-
cussion of important legiplation—action 1s
another subject altogether. Congressional
sessions In recent years have shown some
similarity to & Greek tragedy. First comes
the triumphal herole call to arms in the
President’s state of the Union message. We
must, we can, we will, he trumpets to the
Nation. The chorus is lifted——there will be
help for education, & cure for uhemployment,
a remedy for rights denied, peace, prosperity,
and purpose. The backup messages and
draft bills flow In mighty irhetoric from the
White Eouse up Pennsylvania Avenue to
the lofty Capitol. Ongce there, the message
ig conscientiously publishéd In the anesthe-
tizing type of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
Read in this document hardly anything
seems urgent or exelting, but the public still
thinks progress 1s being made.

Then the curtain falls—a silence ag com-
plete as if the messages had been sent to
Biberis, Instead. Committees meet or do
not meet;; they take up legislation or do not
take up leglslation—all ag the chalrman de-
cides. 'They convene hearinhgs whose subject,
length, and even witnessgs are decided on
largely as the chairman,orgalns. The urgent
matters that the Presiddnt of the United
States. elected by voters of the whole Nation,
cited for action are not pssured of even a
hearing much less a vote. Instead Congress

“rattles on, debating boljled peanuts, kite

flying in Washington, and a potpourri of
minor bills while the fires of civil rights
burn on, the hunger for higher education
gnaws, and time intensiffes other needs.

The Greek chorus ourns, amending
“Never on Sunday” to inmclude most of the
week.

The heart of the probldm is the rules and
proceclures of Congress, | many unchanged
since the formatlon of Cpngress.

As the rules stand, they set up no pro-
cedure for the scheduling of législation or
for assuring a President ef consideration for
his legzislative proposals.  Nor has the con-
gressional leadership drayn up a timetable
of its own, partly becausk cormittee chair-
men are unwilling to have a time limit put
on their efforts. Without committee action,
the leadership has nothing to put before the
full House or Senate. !

Therz Is not even a firfh requirement that
the committees meet at all. They decide for
themselves whether to meet at stated inter-
vals or at the call of the ¢halrman; but even
a regularly scheduled mgeeting can be put
over by the chairman. | Some committees,
such as Senate Judiciary, have on occasion
not held meetings for months—as when Sen-
stor EasTrLAND, the chafrman, saw a civil
rights bill in the offing.

When a measure finally gets out of com-
mittee and onto the fRoor, there is still
no guarantee of quick action. The full
House and Senate meet #t the discretion of
the leadership. They hdve to meet at least
gévery 9 days, but this ¢an be a formality.
Members of both Chambers are supposed to
be avallable for all sessions except when they
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nhave been granted a leave of absence, but this
15 not enforced. As a practical matter, the
House rarely schedules a controversial or
important measure on days other than Tues-
day through Thursday; otherwise there
might not be enough Members on hend for
the leaders to ralse a quorum or mobilize
votes for & party’s position.

There are yet other ways by which legis-
lation is delay or diluted. The Sehate's rule
of unlimited debate makes possitle the i~
buster to telk a bill to death; while the
House has a rule of germaneness, requiring
that talk be to the point of the pending
matter, the Senate does not. A tabling
motion—to put an amendment or a bill
aside—can, in effect, kill a measure without
its substance ever coming to a vote. An un-
related “rider”—an amendment having noth-
ing to do with a bill’s main purpose-—carn. be
used to weaken or bury it.

Partly because of these rules and proce-
dures, the role of Congress in the Federal
Goverament has been slowly changing. Our
forefather’s conception of a system of active
government braked by a structure of checks
and balances has been eroding into an un-
balanced arrangement where the executive
and judicial branches are the activists and
the legislative branch only slows action.

This is not to argue that a President’s leg-
islative program-—any President’s—should be

_enacted from apple subsidies to zeppelin con-

struction; but it is to say that the present
method of helter-skelter legislating, with no
rhyme nor rationale to the scheduling other
than the whim of committee chairmen, s
not an effective way to carry out the Nation’s
business.

What can be done about this? Congress
could authorize a commission to study its
rules and procedures and make recommenda-
tions for improvement. This is how we were

“able to achieve lmited, but significant,

progress on modernization and streamlining
almost two decades ago.
been introduced by Senator CLIFFORD P. CasE,
Republican, of New Jersey, and several col-
leagues for appointment of a commission,
consisting of Members of Congress and out-
side experts, to make such a study. His view
is that the workings of Congress should not
be consldered the exclusive preserve of lts
present Members, and that the public ab
large has a substantial stake and much ob-
Jectivity in appraising the rules.

A similar bill, but one limiting the com-~
mission to Members of Congress, has been
introduced by Democratic Senator JOSEPH
CLarxk, of Pennsylvania, and several House
and Senate colleagues. His view s that
Members of Congress are more likely to ap-
prove a commission limited to colleagues in
the manner of the 1946 reform. CasE and
Crarx have each spomsored the other’s bill,
recognizing that they will be lucky to
achieve elther this year.

A Senate Rules Subcommittee has now
merged the two bills into one providing for
a joint commission consisting of 6 Mem-
bers of the Senate and 6 from the EHouse
to study 10 problem areas and additional
topics aimed at improving the organization
and operation of Congress. The next step is
for the full Senate Rules Committee to take
up this and three related resolutions.

Omne item high on the st of the Case-Clark
proposals is a review of congressional sched-
uling. Perhaps there should be a leadership
timetable for committee hearings and floor
action requiring that some major problems
be taken up. before the summer wanes,
Other ideas are for committees to meet on
certain days of the week and the full ¥louse
and Senate on other specified days; this
would break the pattern of Tuesday-to-
Thursday weeks and foil those Members who
put outside activities, such as law practice,
ahead of legislative duties. A program fol-
lowed in some State legislatures for 2-year
gessions, with the first year devoted to ap-
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Attached are three excerpts from
the Congressional Record of Monday,
9 September, containing the first

* day'k debate in the Senate of the
nuclear test ban treaty.
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