. tl)e norma

© o mumb

+-pré handled in this manner,

196‘5’

the Ieg1timate exempt and bona fide’ pr1vate
~operations, hot 8 direct” 1§ miin efforts
under the forfelture provision as if relates
. to. safety v olations against those “who in
gourse-of their aétivities are in

compl nce w1th the law or whose

substantia
viclation s of an in
ture, The langua&e relating to safety viola-
tions is viewed ‘as_a necessary tool for the
Commisﬁlqns use in its war on illégal and

.- unlawiul, oyerations

The Commission in its own testimoiy on
“of occaslons has brought out the
good safety compliance record of those car-
tlers Wwho operate” within the law.
normial course of their activities and rela-
" tlons with
‘plready has sufficlenit authority to bring
. about. complia,nce with the safety regulations.

Safety regulation comphance has been a

“problem With respect to those who do not
‘Gtherwlse gomply ‘Wwith the law, and it is with
“'a yiew to these operators that the language
~relating to the faflure or refusal $6 comply
“rules promulgated by thé Com-
" mission pursuant to section 204(a) (1), (2),
7 (8), and (8a) is included in this section. In
addition, your committee believes that the
forfetture provisiohs relating to continuing
violatiops should not apply except In those
cases where adequate notice Has beén glven
tial ofgense is dlscover

on, ;

emptlon of "used ﬁousehold goods “from the
provisions of ‘section 402(b) of the Interstate
Commerce’ Act.” I “consequeheg of the re-
moval of this exemption, the provisions of
part IV of the Interstate Commerée Act be-
“cdtng applicable to freight forwarders of used
1101.15(31’\01c1‘ﬂ goods, "except as_otherwise pro-
vided by section 4 of the bill. "

The transportation by motor vehicle 6f used
household goods i interstate commerce has

.-, been regulated since 1985, When the Fretght

\ct waj passed 'in 19437 the pre-

b usehold “goods shfpments
The vol-
[ goods forwardmg at that

years, the dévelopment

¢ p and’ its application to
the transportation of uséd houselold goods
has had a vast impact upon both thé manner

’1 of shipment and competitive relationships

“within the jndusfry. ‘Today, a substantial
volume household goods, shipmeénts are
handlec{ hy forwarders in so-called door-to-
. 'door contalner service. Instead of loading
" individual articles of furniture into 8 motor-
“van, trane]aorting The shipment by ‘motorvan

to destingtion (or to a port in the'case of an_

aversea shipment where the goods are packed
into @ sea van for water trafisportation)
householcf goods*’sl}ipments moving by this
mode are. packe or consolidated in a con-
tafner in the ho' ¢, forwarded by rail, motor,
or ‘water carrler jo destination, then un-
packed “from’ the same container at’ “destina-

- ton, " Use of the gontainer mode has grown

) fh.e point where the preponderance of
“pverses sﬁipments of used household ‘goods
Witnesses who

supported this bill indicated that the con-
tainer ingde will _be wused wifh' increasing
frequency for purely domestic shlpments as
well, .

al ¢ and who have bgen suc-
cesstul 1n, diverti g considerable traﬁ“xc from
certificated ~motgr common éarriers of
househ@ld ‘goods.. Such forwarders employ
* the ‘serviges. of, regulated rail, motor, and

.. water caltlers and compete with motor com-

hon carrlers of hopsehold goods with respect
to.rates and. seryice. Regulation of this saec-
tivity Is, fherefore needeéd in the’ public in-
—terest .

inor na-

In the’

“these “carriers the Commission

quential to warrant leg-

- contain no territorial restrictions.

Household goods who &pe-

" In addu:ion “to persons Who engage ex-
clusively in forwarding of used household
goods also function as forwarders of such
shipments. Some carrlers have Initiated
door-to-door container service as an adjunct
to ‘their carrier opérations, Because the de-
velopment of new techniques is changing the
complexion of the household goods moving
and forwarding industry, it is belleved that

‘‘the scheme of regulation to be imposed, par-

ticularly as régards ‘entry into business,
should not impede its natural growth and
development.™ Withessés répresenting all
factions agreed that regulation of this activ-
ity should take account of the special na-
ture of household goods forwarding and
shotild be sufticiéntly flexible in respect of
entry conitrols to assure that existing com-
petitive relationships will not be disturbed.

Section 4(b) of the bill would amend sec-
tion 406(g) of the Interstate Commerce Act
to direct the Commission in prescribing reg-
ulations and practicés’ of household goods
forwarders t0 consider the similarities of
service provided by motor carriers of house-
hold goods. This direction recognizes the
‘close relationship between these iwo activi-
ties.

Section 4(¢) of the bill would amend sec-
tion 410 of the act to provide for the fssuance
of a permit to operate ag a freight forwarder
of used houseliold goods to any person found
by the Commission to be fit, willing, and able
properly to perform the service proposed.
Permits are to be of l-year duration and
renewable” annually., Both original and re-
newal applications must be accompanied by
a fee of $50. Neither a “grandfather” clause
nor a finding of public need is deemed neces-
sary for the effective regulation of this activ-
ity. Indeed, more stringent entry control
would tend only to prefer those who have
initiated token operations. Many persons
have operated as freight forwarders of used
household goods only sporadically, but un-

-less they are allowed to qualify for a permit

upon a showing of fitness, they will lose
business to competitors and be unable to
serve their customers as they have in the
past. Such a loss or redistribution of busi~
ness is not intended.

Section 4(d) of the bill would amend sec-

--tion 410(c) of the act to enable a motor com-

mon carrler- of household goods to qualify
as a freight forwarder of used household
goods. Since many such carriers are now
functioning as forwarders, this provision is
required to enable them to perform the same
service they have In the past.

Section 4(e) of the bill would amend sec-
tlon 410(e) of the act to make the provi-
sions of that section’ inapplicable to freight
forwarders of used household goods. In
order to afford forwarders of used house-

-hold goods the flexibility which their oper-

ations require, permits to be issued should
This
provision is intended to effectuate this ob-
Jective. .

Section 4(f) of the bill would amend sec-

tion 411(c) of the Interstate Commerce Act

to enable a motor common carrier or a di-
rector, officer, employee, or agent of such
carrlier to control, acquire control, or hold
stock in a freight forwarder of used house-
hold goods. Again, this provision is needed
to protect the position of carrlers or carrier
personnel who have acquired a stock interest
in a freight forwarder of used household
goods.

Section 4(g) of the bill would amend sec-
tion 417(b) of the act to accomplish the
same objectives as those outlined in the dis-
cussioh of section 2 relating $#o0 the amend-

--ment of section 222(b) of the act.

E. SECTION 5~

Section 5, recommended in the President’s '

tran.sportatlon ‘message, would authorize the
Interstate Commerce Commission to make
a,greements with tates to cooperate 1n the
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and regulations of the various States or of
the Federal Government with respect to
highway transportation. Of this provision
the message stated:

“This law would be consistent with col-
lateral efforts to develop and adopt uniform
State registration laws for motor carriers
operating within States but handling inter-
state commerce. The purpose of both of
these efforts is to help eliminate unlawful -
trucking operations which abound because
of diverse, ambiguous laws and practical
limitations in enforcement.’

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I

- fully appreciate and recognize that the

Commerce Committee has had a busy
session. I hope, however, that it will
have a chance to give this important
measure expeditious and favorable con-
sideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

“The bill (S. 2152) to amend the In-
terstate Commerce Act, as amended, so

- a8 to strengthen and improve the Na-

tional Transportation System, and for

“other putposes, Was received, read twice
. by its title, and referred to the Commit-
-.tee on Commerce.

TAXATION OF SMALL MUTUAL AND
LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES ON
BOND DISCOUNT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, I introduce, for appropriate refer-.
ence, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to permit small mutual
insurance companies and life insurance
companies to be taxed on bond discount
like other taxpayers. I ask unanimous
consent that an explanation of the bill,
prepared by me, be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, -without objection, the explanation
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2154) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit small
mustual insurance companies and life in-
surance companies to be taxed on bond
discount like other taxpayers, introduced
by Mr. Lone of Louisiana, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

The explanation presented by Mr.
Long of Louisiana is as follows:
EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT PROVIDING CaP-

ITAL GAINS TREATMENT ON MARKET PROFITS

REALIZED BY LIiFE INSURANCE COMPANIES

AND SMALL MUTUAL FIRE AND CASUALTY IN-~

SURANCE COMPANIES FROM THE PURCHASE

OF BOoNDs AT Less THAN Par VALUE

Under present law, life insurance compa-
nies, and small mutual fire and casualty in-
surance companies are the only taxpayers
denied capital gains treatment on market
profits realized from bonds purchased at
less than par value, This results because
these taxpayers are required to acerue an-

"nually a pro-rata part of the difference be-

tween the par or face value of the bond and
its lower purchase price. All other taxpay-
ers report bond discount as capital gains
when the bond is sold or redeemed. TUntil
last year, medium, and large mutual fire
and casualty insurance companies were also

_ required to accrue bond discount, but this

was changed by the Revenue Act of 1962.
On March 16 of this year, I introduced 8.

1104 which eliminated the requirement for

ax—exempt bonds only.
d to discount on mu-
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nicipal bonds so as to eliminate the neces-
sity of litigating the question of whether
amounts of accerued discount on_ fax-exempt
bonds were to be treated as tax-gxempt in-
terest or fully taxable interest. i*rhls is an
issue recently raised, by an Interdal Revenue
ruling (Rev. Ruling 60-210), and should
be resolved by legislation and not left for
the courts tq decide. )

The litigation of this recently created is-
sue would be expensive both t0 taxpayers
and to the Governmgent and inyolves only
years after 1960, even though the statute re-
quiring accrual of discount has Ygeen in ex-
istence since 1942, Prior to 1961, mutual fire
and casualty insurance companies and life

insurance companies consistently and uni-

. formly treated the accrued discount on mu-
nicipal bonds as tax-exempt interest.

8. 1104, by allowing capital gains treat-
ment on municipal hond discount, would
avold this litigation by giving life insur-
ance companies and small mutyal fire and

" casualty insurance companies the same re-
lief from Revenue Ruling 60-2I0 that was
accorded to medium and large mutual fire
and casualty insurance companies last year
by the Revenue Act of 1962, Thus, all tax-
payers to which Revenue Ruling 60-210 ap-
plied would be treated alike.

Since the introduction of 8. 1104, I have
hiad inquiries suggesting that I expand my

. proposal to also eliminate the requirement
of aderuing market discount on taxable
bonds. It was pointed out to me that the

original purpose of the provision requiring

lfe insurance companies to accrye discount
on bonds at the time it was firs enacted in
the Revenue Act of 1942 was tp provide a
means of taxing this type of dapital gains
since life Insurance companles wére not
taxed on capital gains at that time.

This purpose is recognized in the Confer-

ence Committee Report of the Hevenue Act
of 1942 (77th Cong., 2d sess., H. Rept. 2586)
where at page 53 the elimination by the Sen-
ate of the House provislons including capi-
tal galns and losses from income and de-
“quetions and the Senate addifjon of the
_provisions relating to amortization of bond
premiiim and discount provisions were ex-
plained “as follows: “Amendment No. 206.
* * * Capital gains are excluded in the tax
" base, and amortization of bond premiums
and accfual of bond discount Is provided
for.” -

Since the Life Insurance Company In-
come Tax Act of 1859, however, life insur-
ance companies have been subjected to tax
on thelr capital gains. Therefore, the origi-
nal reason for requiring the accrual of dis-
count on all bonds by life insurance com-
panies no longer exists. )

Thig bill, by eliminating the required ac-
crual of Mmarket discount for all bonds, will
corre¢t 4 matter which was overlgoked when
the ILife Insurance Company Income Tax
Act of 1950 was enacted. Also, by providing
similar treatment for small mutjpal fire and
- casualty insurance companies, it will correct
an oversight in the Revenue Act of 1962 when
the required accrual of bond discount was
eliminated for medium and large mutual
fire and casualty insurance companies but
not for the smaller companies.

The hill applies to tax years beginning

after December 31, 1962, the same effective
date as 1s applled to medium_ and large
mutual fire and casualty insurance com-
© panies by the Revenue Act of 19632,
- I am informed that the annyal revenue
loss caused by the enactment of {his bill will
be less than $1 million, after taking into ac-
count the capital galns taxes that are ulti-
mately due. )

~rsema— - N :
,‘ NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY—RES-
+ ERVATIONS AND AMENDMENT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, 1 subm‘it; a reservation, mtendgd to

be proposed by me, toithe resolution of
ratification of the trepty banning nu-
-clear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in
outer space, and underwater, and ask
‘that it be printed. 'The reservation
Wwould assure that this Nation, under the
treaty, would be permitted the use of
Atomic weapons in the event of warfare.
" The VICE PRESIDENT. The reserva-
tion will be received, printed, and will
lie on the table, as requested by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, with re-
‘spect to the pending resolution of ratifi-
tation, I send to the desk &n amendment
and also a reservation, and ask that they
be printed, and also that they be printed
in the REecorbp. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment and reservation will be re-
~geived, printed, and will lie on the table,
and, without objection, will be printed in
the RECORD. ;

The amendment and reservation are
as follows: . |
AMENDM;NT R

At the end of the resolution of ratification
-add the following new paragraph:

. Following ratification of the treaty by the

Fraesidium of the Suprame Soviet, the Sec-

-retary of the Senate is hereby instructed to

retura this Resolution to the President of

the United States for appropriate action.”
RESERVATHON

Before the period at the end of the reso-
Tution of ratification inseft a comma and the
following: "subject to the reservation, which
Is hereby made a part ahd condition of the
‘resolution of ratificationd, that the instru-
ment of ratification of the treaty by the
United States shall not Be deposited as pro-
vided by paragraph 8 of article III thereof
until the Unlon of Soviet Soclalist Repub-
Hes has paid all of its delinquent assegsments
to the United Nations™. .

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENT OF DE-
PARTMENT OF . AGRICULTURE

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-

PRIATION BILL, 1964

Mr. LAUSCHE submitted the following
notice in writing: :

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that 1t is my ihtention to move to
~suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to tHe bill (H.R. 6754)
‘making appropriations fof the Department of
Agriculture and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending June 30,.1964, and for other
purposes, the following amnendment; namely:

On page 38, between lines 6 and 6, insert
& new section as follows: |

“Srec. 808. (a) The second sentence of sec-
tion 4 of the Rural Electrification Act of
1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 904), is amended
~by striking out “and shell bear intérest at
“the rate of 2 per centum per annum; interest
‘rates on the unmatured and unpaid balance
-of any loan$ made pursiant to this section
prior to the effective datd of this amendment
~shall be adjusted to 2 per centum per annum,
end the maturity date lof any such loans
may be readjusted to occur at a date not be-

yond thirty-five years frdm the date of such.

loan:”, and Inserting ih lleu thereof the
dollowing: “and shall bear interest at a rate
equal to the average ratg of interest payable
by the United States of America on jfs mar-
ketakle obligations, having maturities of ten
or more years, issued during the last pre-
peding fiscal year in whi¢h any such obliga-
Jtons were issued and, adjusted to the
nearest one-eighth of O?e per centum:’.

i
|
|
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‘“(b) The third sentence of section 5 of
the Rural Electrification Act of 1933, as
amended (7.U.S.C. 905), is amended by strik-
ing out “and shall be at a rate of interest
of 2 per centum per annum; interest rates
on the unmatured and unpald balance of any
loans made pursuant to this section prior-to
the effective date of this amendment shall be
adjusted to 2 per centum per annum’, and
inserting in lleu thereof “and shall bear in-
terest at a rate equal to the average rate of
interest payable by the United States of
America on its marketable obligations,
having maturities of ten or more years, is-
sued during the last preceding fiscal year in
which any such obligations were issued and
adjusted to the mnearest one-eighth of one
per centum”.

“(c) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be effective with respect to all
loans made on and after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.”

Mr. LAUSCHE also submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him, to House bill" 6754, making appro-
priations for the Department of Agri-
culture and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

(For text of amendment referred to,
see the foregoing notice.)

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing of the bill (S. 108) making
Columbus Day a legal holiday, the name
of Mr. WiLriams of New Jersey be in-
cluded as a cosponsor.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent that at the next
printing of the bill (S, 2115) to improve
the balance-of-payments position of the
United States by permiiting the use of
reserved foreign currencies in lieu of dol-
lars for current expenditures, the name
of Mr. Dominick be included as & co-
sponsor, R

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. -

AID TO VIETNAM—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF RESOLUTION

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, last
Thursday I submitted a resolution (S.
Res. 196) which provides that unless the
Government of South Vietnam abandons
policies of repression against its own
people and makes a determined and ef-
fective effort to regain their support,
military, and economic assistance to that
Government should not he continued. I
left the resolution on the table for a
week until noon, Thursday, September
19, so that other Senators could join in
cosponsorship. The latest Senators ask-
ing to cosponsor the resolution are the
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpERsON1, the junior Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BrewsTerl, the junior
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McINTYRE], and the junior Senator from

Tennessee [Mr. WALTERS].

I ask unanimous consent for their
names to be added. This brings o 30
the number of Senators now sponsoring
the resolution.

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 ; .ﬁi)IA-RDPGSBOO383R000100210008-2
- T )



disciplines applicable to human relat
The importancé of the spiritual vallies has
too often been forgotten, and too Mich re-
liance has been placed on_ pufely iiaterial
progress. The Unitéd Nations Charter rep-
résents 5 gréat éffort to redress thls 1m=
balance. .. o oo R
“Since the Second World War, thrée polit-
ical imperative: e emerged with Irresist-
“able force and are §%i’aping the course of his-
tory In this 2d half of the 20th century.
They atei "The outlawing of war as a means
of settling fhferiiational ditputes, the aboli-
tion of the dependefice of certain peoples on
others, and” international coopération with

“& view to iinproi"lnlg_ the levels of 1iving of

‘the deveI,opi_ng peo

. 8ble progress in prosecuting these ends; but
the work which remains for it to do is of
-much greater dimenslons. o
. “In, the Broad historic process which is
moving toward the attainment of the ideals
of ‘the charter, éach General Assembly hag’
marked a gtep forward. I hope that this
.. '18th sessiop, will be #ip exception. :

“The importance which the United Natlons

‘has agquired compels it'to adapt its methods ~

.ot work to the incregsing demands 1t isalled
upon to satisly. The eficiency of the or-
ganization will depénd to a great extent on

‘the efficiency of its methods of work, We

must all cogperate In making it a ready and
effective Ingfrument j’_respondln%t‘o the needs
bf the moment ainci prepared to face those
of the future, . _ B N .
. “Despite all the divergent views, conflicting
Interests ang passions which must naturally
“find expressfon in an internatiohal parlia-
ment, we also sharé ideals and agpirations
which copsfitute an invaluable common de-,
hominator permitting us to smooth out our

differences gnd helping us to achieve accept-

“able solutions, N .
g “URGES CONSISTENCY

: ‘;M,any & difficiilty can Be overcome It we '

put aside the often artificially created fears
and ‘prejudices whlch distort reality and
_hamper understanding. Moreover, & sound
. interpretation of the 'princl)iées of the charter
présupposes’ thatl théy are to bé appiied im-
partially. The principles and precepts 6f the
charter ar¢ the same for all; we should not
exempt some from what we demand of others,
nor exeuss In some what In others we con-
~demn. Sugh ifcqinsistencies weaken the
wioral force of the Assembly and breed mis-
frugt and sfepticlsm, o
“I haye eyery confidence that the débates,
which will take place during this session and
_in which sp many eminent states from all
over the world will participate, will proceed
in an atmbs;i;here of understanding, harmony,
and mutual respect and will "increase the
4rust. placed by the peoples of the world in
the United Nations; and that, while they ob-
viously ca :%; solve all the serious problems
~facing the world today, they will at least
help to cléar the ground for the solution of
those problems. ) ' -
ed Nations is, in a sense, & mlir-

nately, this sesslon opens in an aus-
atmosphere, International Tenslon
Tédycéd By the welcome sighature
ow treaty, and in all parts of the
. fears are replaced by hope.

o our.m
-thus Inspired and un  may br
' “happy coficluslon our appointed” task of
mgintaining peace among nations and pro-

moting the progress and well-belng of all
‘mankind,” 0 0
. “No, 146—-8

s

fations?

c! div@iélen providence to enlighten
nited, we may bring to'a

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

JTHE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREAT;-l
The Senate, resumed the considera-
tion of Executive M (88th Cong., 1st sess.,

the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests

in the atmosphere, iIn outer space, and

--underwater.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing.to the resolution
of ratification.
~ Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it is
rather surprising to me that the debate
and discussionh of this treaty have gone
s0 far afleld from the subject it treats.

"Its_central purpose was, and still is, to
curb pollution of the earth’s atmosphere

with radiation. Yet the effort to do so

~has brought on a debate that seems {0

question the value of the treaty not be-

-cause of what it does but because of what

it does not do.

"1 'suppose that my own criticisms and
doubts about the value of the treaty also
go to what it does not do. I very much
regret that there is not more to the

treaty; that it does not ban all nuclear

testing; that it does not put any real
curb on the armament race; that it does
not call for disarmament of the kind
that would permit substantial cuts in our
defense budget.

It is & step so small it may never be
noticed in the history of the world, if it
is not followed up with more steps in the
same direction.

._That is the basis for my reservations,

The objections that have been voiced by
others, however, indicate a fear thal it
may be followed by additional steps.
Yet out of all the military and scien-
tific testimony I have not heard the case

~made that the overall advantage in con-
~tinued and unlimited testing by all na-

tions—in other words the advantage of
rejecting the treaty—would lie with the

. United States.

Let us not forget ‘tﬁat defeat ofthe

‘treaty and continued atmospheric test-
‘g by the United States, as advocated by

some opponents of the treaty, would also
mean continued atmospheric testing by
the Soviet Union and the progressive and
rising number of nuclear tests of other
fypes of weapons by other countries.
The development of nuclear weapons,

‘together with their systems of delivery,

has brought the American people ever
nearer to tofal destruction, not safety.
This {s so because we are unable to imit
them to the United States. During that
brief period at the close of World War II,
when the United States and Britain
alone had the nuclear capacity, we might
thrave known that moment of complete
supremacy in the world that few nations
ever enjoy. But our supremacy was only
momentary; it proved to be an incentive
for others to.acquire the same weapons.
Today we hear it said in France that no
nation that lacks nuclear weapons can
be a first-class nation or exert influence
or leadership in the world. France is
bhusily acting on that premise, as is China,
and I expect other nations to follow suit
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wt;eth_e,r we have a test ban treaty or
not.

The critics and opponents of the treaty
who want to continue atmospheric test-
ing have no scientific breakthrough in
mind that would reestablish any degree
of military supremacy for the United
States comparable to our breakthrough
in nuclear weapons. What they are
talking about are the refinements of nu-
clear weaponry that carry with them an
ever-widening range of accompanying
defense systems.

Take the antimissile missile, about
which so much has been said in this de«
bate. Of course, the scientists who have
‘the responsibility of developing this
weapon do not regard atmospheric test-
ing as necessary to its development. But
there are opponents of the treaty who do.
Even from them, I have heard nothing in
the debate or the testimony which would
indicate that an installed antimissile
missile, with a civilian defense shelter
program which will be the next adjunct
we will be asked to finance, perfected
through continued atmospheric testing
by all nations, would furnish the Ameri-
can people with a greater degree of
safety than we now have.

I shall announce my complete opposi-
tion, when it reaches the floor of the
Senate, to what I consider to be the

~deception and fraud being practiced on

the American people by the passage in
the House of Representatives yesterday
of a so-called fallout shelter program.
How deceptive can we be? How can we
justify on moral grounds leading the
American people to believe that a shel-
ter program will be an effective protec-
tion for them in case-of a nuclear war?

Mr. President, many scientists and
military propagandists are deceiving the
American people on this point, and I will
not vote for a single dollar of appropria-
tions for any so-called fallout shelter
program, because it is a delusion and an
illusion; it is a_shockingingly deceptive
device on the part of some propagandists
who seek to continue a military buildup
that is bound to bring mankind to
desfruction.

What will the historians write, 100
years from today, if there is then any
society, about the immorality of our gen-

" eration, the immorality of the Amer-

icans, the Russians, the British, the
French, and all the other leading nations
of the world? Never before has such a
chapter of immorality been written by
man. The armaments race is a sinful
and immoral thing; and it should be
ended. )

There are some interesting conceal-
ments of the great damage already done
by fallout. Despite the propagandists
whao are seeking to deceive the American
people into the opinlon that we can con-
tinue atmospheric tests and not do ir-
reparable damage to generations of un-
borh children. Last summer the dairy-
men in Minnesota had to keep their =
herds in the barns 24 hours a day-—day
and night. They did not publicize that
fact, because they thought publicity
might have an adverse effect on the milk
industry; but the fallout in that part of

. the United States was so dangerous that,
L e LT L E T R v
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from thg standpoint of health, it was
not safe, even to turn the dairy herds
out of the barns. It is about time for
us to get to the American people the
facts about fallout, even though they
-might have a bad effect on the dairy
industry.

Mr. President, I offer no apology for
basing my support of the treaty 100 per-
cent on moral grounds. I pray to God
that the treaty may be the first step
which will help bring mankind to its
senses before it is too late, and will lead
to an ending of the sinful nuclear arma~

ments race. ’

’ As a member of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, I have studied long and
hard the testimony submitted in con-
nection with the treaty by scientists,
militarists, and civilian political spokes-
men, Over the past several years, I have
interested myself in the entire matter
of nuclear armaments, and from time to
time have spoken—to the boredom of
many Senators, I am sure—ever since
the sinful nature of this race became
erystal clear to me and ever since I be-
c¢ame convinced of the inevitable destruc-
tton of a large part of civilization if we
do not live up to our military responsibil-
ities and start doing the things neces-
sary to be done in order to bring to an
end the immoral, nuclear armaments
race.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. I am-glad to yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Oregon has made a very good point In
regard to deception of the American peo-
ple. He will recall the testimony of Dr.

York—who, I believe is generally recog-
nized as one of the great authorities in
the fleld of the long-range aspects of the
antiballistic-missile system, and who
states that, in his opinion, there is no
question that offense would always be
much easier to develop and would always
overcome any antiballistic-missile system
one could have.

Mr. MORSE. I do not believe there is
any doubt about that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In other words, it
Is a deception to pretend that we can de-
velop a system which will protect us from
all these missiles.

Mr., MORSE. I bhelieve that point
needs to be emphasized again and again.
But if the nuclear armaments race is
continued, it ean result in the develop-
ment of hideous destructive devices for
killing,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. MORSE. That is the test.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to add that
what the Senator from Oregon has said
about this race is quite appropriate; and
some way must be found to bring it under
control, for it is getting completely out of
hand. Certain groups are now develop-
ing vested interests in these operations—
as was evident in Miamli, the other day,
through the demonstration by the Air
Force Association. It is now clear that
unless we act reasonably soon to bring
this race under control, a strong political
movement which would be very difficult
to control may develop.

Mr. MORSE. I completely agree.

Mr. Presldent, in respondmg to the
remarks of the Senator from Arkansas, I
should like the Rx:conn to show my very
great admiration for hls leadership in
the handling of the treaty and in this
historic debate in the Senate. In his
work as chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, of which I have the
honor to be a member he has made a
magnificent record of statesmanshlp

I have a commitment to go to the west
coast, and therefore I shall have to leave
immecdiately after completing my speech;
but I wish to take this moment to express
my compliments to the Senator from

_Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor from Oregon. Certainly he has done
his part in connection, 'with the treaty.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, too
many of those who are trying to be
morz military than the military think
of national defense only in terms of
weapons. Yet defense really means the
protection of the hves and property of
American citizens. Armles, nuclear
weapons, and mlssﬂes may or may not
contribute to that protection. I sup-
bose that is a concept that few Amer-
icans care to cons1der It is contrary
to the military dogmas of our day to
mention the fact that the use of these
pieces of hardware w111 also mean the
failurs of our defense system to defend
the United States. sing them will
mean the destruction of the lives, prop-
erty, and freedom of mﬂllons upon mil-
lions of Americans, a.nd probably the
permanent destructlon or at least cur-
tailmment of what we a11 like to call the
American way of life.

‘Well then, it may, 'be said that the
important thing is not having an anti-
missile-missile for the sake of using it,
but only for the sake of having it. The
nation that first develops and installs a

_reasonable anti-missilg-missile is said to

gain a politica) advantage that will en-
courage it to underfake aggression it
could not otherwise risk. That seems to
mean that the existence of a military
weapon is valuable primarily for its po-
litical effect. But then we are agreed
that these weapons, and the desirability
of testing them, are political more than
military questions. ‘

Much the same is true of the 100-
megaton bomb. I heard many doubts
expressed during the hearings about
whether it was wise to ban atmospheric
testing after the Russians had tested
bombs in this magnltude Yet I never
heard anyone who raised this point state
thal the United States should test bombs
in this range. I do nat know to this day
whether that is the conclusion to be
drawnn.

The testimony wasia.mple in showing
that our nuclear program did not con-
template going into that range of weap-
ons. We could have developed it in that
direction, but we chese not to. There
was no evidence that we would go in this
direction in the absence of a test treaty,

- and I heard no criticg of the treaty sug-

gest that we do so.

The value of advances in weaponry
achieved by wide opén testing by our-
selves and all interestgd nations can only
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be judged in terms of what other coun-
tries are likely to do and in terms of the
impact of this level of military spending
upon our o6whn economy.

This, of course, is why we have civilian
control over the military—and I pray
that we keep it.

Yet I am very much disturbed about
a dangerous type of military buildup in
the United States. I refer to the buildup
of what I consider dangerous influence
of the military on American public
policy. There have been implications of
it in the present debate, for in the debate
there have been Senators who seem to
be of the opinion that the judgments of
the military should be substituted for
those of American civilian officials in the
determination of American public policy.
As a constitutionalist, I say from the
floor of the Senate today to the American
people, *“Keep yourselves on guard
againts the power of this military.
Keep yourselves on guard against the
growing and dahgerous power of Ameri-
can military minds over public policy, for
it is Important in a democracy to keep
the military always in its place; and its
place is subordinate to our -civilian
leaders. Its place is to carry out policy
determined by our civilian leaders, and
not determined by milifary minds.”

If the time’ever comes when American
foreign policy is determined by American
military authorities, we are on our way
to inevitable war. I speak weighing
fully the meaning and implication of
every word that I utter. If we permit
the American military to determine
American foreign policy, or have the
determining voice in American foreign
policy, we are on our way to an inevitable
war and the destruction of our country,
for all of history points out that unless
we keep military forces in control, they
will lead us to a manifestation of their
art, which is the art of war.

I congratulate the President of the
United States, the Secretary of Defense,
Mr. McNamara, and the Secretary of
State, Mr. Rusk, for their repetitive ac-
tion during this administration to make
perfectly clear to the military in the
Pentagon that the Commander in Chief
is still the President of the United States
under our Constitution.

There is more implication in what I
have uttered in connection with the
treaty than the words at first analysis
may seen to indicate.

As I have said, this is why we have
civilian control over the military. If is
why the power to declare war resides in
Congress, and why the limitations on
funds for the military establishment
were written into the Constitution.

In today’s world, arms and weapons
alone are not a source of security or pro-
tection. If they are used, the nation in-
volved in the exchange will have failed
to achieve the primary purpose of de-
fense, in the sense of protecting its peo-
ple. The existence, the handling, and
the nature of the military establishment
and its component parts are hence vital
political questions, as well as military
ones.

The importance of having an aniimis-
sile is not in using it, but in its effect
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‘on Gther nations. Wil it deter. them?
Or will it merely encourage them t¢ im-

prove their own weapons systems in an

“effort to overcome our advantage? We

already know. that the development of
- nuclear weapons by the United States.

- did not repel gthers from acquiring them,
-~ due either to their gost or to their horror.
They are the s.symbol of a first class
‘power.” The missile delivery system will
-undoubtedly be the next. =~ _
- I do not mean fo deny or to belittle
In any way the importance of military
‘defense, against Communist ageression,

- and I doubt that any man or woman in

the country has voted more funds for the
military end of defense of the free world
than I have in the last 19 years,

- Time and time again I have yoted.

more funds for the defense of our coun-
try than all the Presidents under whom
I have served haye requested. I have
voted for more fynds than President
" Roosevelt. recommended; more. funds
ident. Tryman recommended;
ds_than President Eisenhower

“in connection with sea power, I have
oted for more funds than President

Kennedy recommended.

Each of us has to_come fo our conclu-

. Slon of how much s enough, and I am

rapidly coming to the conclusion that

“ the increased sums we are spending for

further weapons development are add-
ing little fo our total security.

--.I recognize the importance of keeping

this counfry so strong that Russia will

understand 24 hours of the day and night
that she has everything to lose and
- nothing to gain by nuclear war, The sad
fact is that it is trye of us, too, and it is
.- true of every nation which might involve
 ltgelf 'in_a puclear war, and it is also

- sadly true of all peaceful nations that
do:not want to be involved in a nuclear
war, They canno{ escape its conse-
quences, Certainly military weaknesses
- and capabilities are themselves a large

political factor. s
* -But it also seems to me to be more true
than at any time in our history that the
defense of the United States—meaning
- the protection of lives, property, and po-
litical and economic systems—depends
upon economic and political factors. .

: Not the least of them is the impact of a
.. military system like the one we have upon
our economy., Guns versus butter. Up
to some point, there is a case to be made
that like public works, or like leafraking,
Government spending for armaments in-
-Jects a stimulus into our economy. We
are hearing the argument being made
-now that spending for foreign aid—over
half of which is munitions—is a boon to
our economy, If foreign aid is a good
‘- thing because it puts men to work and

keeps factories running, I shudder to
“think what arguments will be made
-..Bgainst any reductions in_our own De-

¢ “fense Fstablishment, should they become

. bossible. e

' But at some point, military spending
becomes more of a drag than a stimulus,
and this, too, is a political decision, Cer-

+ tainly if the economic underpinnings of
our. Defense Establishment ever gave
-+ way, the free world would, collapse with-
- out a shot ever being fired agalnst it. We

“*Approved For Release 2004/0;

ded: and already in one case

have enpugh 20th-century examples of
how political and economic conditions
can overwhelm military objectives to
know that the same thing can happen
in the United States.

- 50 it Is that the hazards of radiation
musé also enter into these political de-
cisions.. We have alrendy assured the
death of an unknown number of people,
and_assured the deformity of many more
by the testing we have done to acquire
our present nuclear arsenal. Eveéry fur-
ther improvement in that arsenal that is
tested, and every new weapon that is
tested by another nation will be bought
at the expense of an. untold number of
unborn children. Even assuming that
not onhe of these weapons is ever fired in

.anger, its very testing will bring pain and

death. - . :

Some of these victims will be Ameri-
cans, The longer the nuclear arms race
continues and the more nations that get
into the race, the more American chil-
dren will die from it. So will Russian
children, and so will children in countries
that never spend a penny on a weapon
of their own.

If Senators say that the radiation
from testing is not bad enough to worry

_ahout, then I say, “You only mean you

are not worrying about it today.” Some-
one will have to worry about it tomorrow,
But by then it may be too late to do

~anything about.it.

That is why I think it is unfortunate
that the debate over this treaty has got-
ten so far away from the small and
limited objective of the treaty. When
I hear Cuba, and Berlin, and the anti-
missile missile dragged into this debate,
I know that they are being dragged in
by men who do ngt want the issue of
the need to test versus the radiation
hazard from testing to stand alone to
be voted up or down. They are not
satisfled to let this treaty stand or fall
on its merits. Every issue we have had
with communism everywhere in the
world for the past 50 years is being
brought in, in the effort to tip the scales
against the treaty.

Not only is the past being made an
issue, but so are future possibilities of
amendments. Article II, section 2 of

_ the treaty states:

Any amendment to this Treaty must be
approved by a majority of the votes of all
‘the Parties to the Treaty, including the
votes of all of the Original Parties. The
amendment shall enter into force for all
Parties upon the deposit of instruments of
ratification by a majority of all the Parties,
including the instruments of ratification of
all of the Original Parties.

Note the language, Mr. President,
“upon the deposit of instruments of rati-
fication.” That is the language of the
treaty. Under the €onstitution of the
United States, 1t is impossible for us to
deposit such an instrument until the
Senate has given its advice and consent
to that ratification. We know that s
treaty is not effective insofar as we are
concerned unless and until it has been
ratified by the Senate. If Senators do
not understand that, I do not know how
it can be made any more clear by adding
such an understanding to the treaty. It
is the Constitution of the United States
that governs our ratification procedure,
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and the treaty declares that amend--
ments to it must be ratified by all the
original parties.

The alarms raised about possible
amendments being achieved by executive
action are all of the “what if” variety.
It is pretty hard to see how or why the
President of the United States would
violate the Constitution by depositing an
instrument of ratification of an amend-
ment to this treaty when ti had not in
fact been ratified by the Senate. If he
should, then he would be subject to both
the legal action authorized by the Con-
stitution and to the political action that
his opponents would certainly undertake.

But suppose that in fear that the
President might illegally announce the
ratification of a future amendment, the
Senate rejects the treaty. What is to
stop any President from suspending tests
in the prohibited atmosphere, anyway ?
As Chief Executive, he does not need rat-
ification of this treaty by the Senate in
order to make U.S. policy conform to
the terms of the treaty.

Or suppose we add to the treaty the
language that has been suggested, to the
effect that all future amendments must
be ratified by the U.S. Senate in order
to make them legal from the American
standpoint?

If a future President were inclined to
violate the Constitution in order to ac-
cept an amendment to the treaty, he
could also ignore the language added by
the Senate and simply make American
policy conform to the amendment.

If ever I listened to an example of
surplusage, the proposal to add some-
where in the treaty a definition that
ratification means approved by two-
thirds of the Senate is it. That is what
ratification means, anyway, under the
Constitution. I do not know why the
fear argument is being used. I am at a
loss to understand this “windmilling” in
the Senate, without the windmil even
being connected to a servicable pump.
This is diversion. This is confusion.
This is “scarecrowism.” Tt hasg no
relevancy to the Constitution of the
United States and the treatymaking
powers and procedures set forth in the
organic law involved.

"I wish to make clear to my leadership
that I am not interested in placating
anyone by agreeing that unessential
language be added to this treaty or to its
resolution of acceptance. The resolu-
tion should be voted up or down without
the change of a comma. I believe the
leadership of the Senate has a-duty to
put it to a vote without the change of a
comma, and to let the American people
judge that vote.

If a future President were inclined to
violate the Constitution in order to ac-
cept an amendment to the treaty, he
could also ignore the language added by
the Senate and -make Ainerican policy
conform to- the amendment. Or he
might even devise a way of depositing
the instrument of ratification without
submitting the amendment to the Sen-
ate. If we are contemplating a possible
President who would violate the Con-
stitution, I assume such a person would
also be able to get around a mere Sen-
ate amendment,
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if any President should ever try to
follow such a course of action in viola-
tion of the oath he took when sworn in
on Inauguration Day, I would hope that
there would be a sufficient number n
the Congress who would vote to impeach
him. 'That is the safeguard the Ameri-
can people have written into the Con-
stitution. He would be subject to im-
peachment. Coe

I am at a loss to understand this ver-
balistic gymnastic program contemplated
by the Senate on this subject matter in
recent days. It has no relevancy to the
Constitution and the safeguards written
into the Constitution in connection with
the ratification of treaties, and the great
check the American people have under
the Constitution, which retains for Con-
gress the right to impeach & President
who violates constitutional processes
binding upon him when he takes his oath
of office.

I think the negotiators of the treaty,
and the President himself, are to be com-
mended for the language which clearly
requires ratification of any future
amendments. To object that the treaty
does not spell out the constitutional
process by which the United States rati-
fies a treaty is a pretty flimsy ground for
opposition to the treaty itself. We have
over 600 treaties in effect, ratified by an
equal number of acceptance resolutions,
none of which have language of this kind
in them.

T invite Senators to show me, during
the debate on the treaty, in over 600
treaties which have been ratified by this
body, language such as is here proposed.
If we add it to this one, in the preamble
of the resolution or anywhere else, does
this cast a reflection on the 600 that
went before? ‘

Tt is now proposed to put into the pre-
amble of the pending acceptance res-
olution the language in gquestion. This
would not affect the treaty itself, and
would avoid the embarrassing predica-
ment of going hack to all the other
‘signees with a restatement of our own
Constitution. But it is, in my opinion,
unnecessary and undesirable to put it in
the preamble of the resolution, either,
for all the same reasons.

I hope we have not reached the point
where we will go through waste motion
on the floor of the Senate, and add sur-
plusage to the preamble of a treaty res-
olution, mierely to placate someone.
This treaty should stand on its own
feet. It should not be modified one iota.

We know what our Constitution says
and means about ratification of treaties.
We know how much a President can do
with or without. a treaty In fixing the
policy of the United States in nuclear
weapons. It adds nothing to spell out
our ratification process, and I am sure
that doing so will not even gain the sup=
port of any Senator who makes this point
against its ratification. They will still
vote against it.

" This brings me to the question of what,
if anything, will come after it.

.1 hope something will come after it.
What does come may not come in the
form of a treaty. Just as we could sus-
pend further underground testing with-
out a treaty or an amendment to the
current ong, so could we probably take

: ]
1

-

further steps to guaré against surprise
attack without signing a formal treaty
on this point.

If any agreement along those lines
proves possible, it certainly should take
the form of a treaty.

But even if we fail to reach further
agreements with the Soviet Union, I be-~
lieve the pending treaty is sound and ad-

vantageous to the United States. The.

Secretary of Defense has testified that
it is advantageous to us even on mili-
tary grounds, in that confining weapons
tests to underground would slow down
the Soviet Union as it seeks to close the
gap with us in warheads of lower ranges,

while the United States has little in--

terest in the gap in the higher yield
ranges, where the Russians apparently
hold the lead. H

I quote the testimony of the Secretary
of Defense on this point. He said:

The risks under the tfeaty are either small

or under our control, and the values of the *

treaty are substantial even if we consider
only the military area.

T emphasize the ward “only.”

That is the conclusion of the Secre-
tary of Defense. In his opinion, the
treaty is advantageous to the United
States in terms of its;impact in'the mili-
tary area alone.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were more
conservative. They $aid that:

vhile there are military disadvantages to

the treaty, they are not so serious as to ren-
der it unacceptable.

rThe most serious reservation they had
was, in fact, a political one. It was that
a relaxation in tensions might result
from the treaty that would mean a let-
down in military preparedness. That
was the chief concern expressed by the
Joint Chiefs; yet it ig not even a military
one. ‘

I know that witnesses can be held up
as examples of patriotic, dedicated men
who have devoted their lives to the mili-
tary service or to the scientific research
that goes into military weaponry, and
it can be said that this one and that one
opposes the treaty. ' 1 think that all the
witnesses who appeared at the hearings
start even in their patriotism and in
their dedication to the service of thelir
ccuntry. :

1 am only concerned with the facts
and opiniens they presented, and I find
the tremendous preponderance of fact
and of expert opinfon in support of the
treaty. Indeed, this is true in the mili-
tary and scientific fields as well as the
political field, despite all the concenfra-
tion upon issues of: the antimissile mis-
sile and the high yield nuclear bombs.

o I shall vote for this treaty with only
the reservation that it does not go far
enouch. I would like to see it include
more far-reaching and significant meas-
ures.  But I shall vote for it if for no
other reason than that it tries to reduce
the pollution of the atmosphere, and
that is an objective the United States
bas pursued under administrations of
ot parties. It 18 the objective of the
resolution introduged in this body by
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Doppl, of which I was pleased to be one
of the cosponsors.

5
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It is a very small and limited objec-
tive presented to us in the treaty. There
is not even any certainty that it will
succeed in curbing radioactive pollution.
The major nonsigners, France and
China, will probably pollute the ~world
with their bomb testing, and these events
could lead both the United States and
Russia back into the test business. Or
any of the signatories could simply with-
draw or unilaterally abrogate the treaty
for reasons of its own, immediately free-
ing all the other signatories from any
further commitment to it.

When one stacks this frail and limited
treaty against the overwhelming world-
wide nuclear stockpiles now in existence,
it is evident that in itself the treaty is
scarcely a grain of sand in an ocean of
potential destruction.

Yet I welcome the opportunity to vote
for it, and I hope it will be ratified by
an overwhelming majority.

In my opinion, we have nothing to
lose from it and we may gain im-
measurably. That is an opportunity
that we do not often have presented
these days and I cannot conceive of the
American people, through their Senate,
turning their backs upon it.

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

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish very much
to express my deep appreciation to the
Senator from Oregon for an inclisive and
informative speech. This is not the first
time he has made such a speech. We
have become 50 accustomed to very pene-
trating analyses by the Senator from
Oregon that sometimes we let them pass
without comment, but he has made a
very fine speech.

There are & couple of points I wish to
emphasize. On one of them I wish to ask
a question.

On page 9 of his statement he states:

Or any of the signatories could simply
withdraw or unilaterally abrogate the treaty
for reasons of its own, immediately freeing
all the other signatories from any further
commitment to it.

T am not quite sure I understand.
Does the Senator mean the three original
parties, or all the signatories?

Mr. MORSE. I mean that if any party
violates the treaty, any other party to the
treaty that wanis to engage In nuclear
testing and consider the treaty dead is
not bound by it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let us suppose the
country of Burma decides to withdraw,
under article IV, as distinct from violat-
ing the treaty. Does the Senator believe
we are relieved of any obligations under
the treaty without going through——

Mr. MORSE. Not at all.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wanted (o be
sure.

Mr. MORSE, No. If Russia or Great
Britain or the United States violated the
treaty, the other parties would he free at
once to follow whatever their national in-
terests dictated.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is angther
question which has intrigued me, and
which I had not thought of. At page 8
of his text the Senator refers to the
euphoria on which some of the oppo-
nents of the treaty, particularly the mili-
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" - pretation,
. Subscribe. to that theory.

" essentially a political matter,
¢ Mr, MORSE.

© destroyed,

s

Ap

tary "opﬁ)ohents,ﬁrely 50 heavily., As T

--8€e 1t, that is essentially a political ques-

tion; is that not true?
. Mr. MORSE., Of course it is. They
are out of their field in that respect.

Mr., EULBRIGHT. How the Joint

Chiefs of Staff or any other military

-men are competent to judge the euphoria,

which might oyertake Congress or the
country is not quite a reasonable inter-
it seems to me, T do not

»Mr, MORSE. Neither do T.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. T am glad the
Senator has pointed out that this ig
) I thank
‘the Senator for a very fine speech.

Mr, I thank the Senator
or his comment. I close by extending
to my President my hearty congratula-
Hons for the great statemanship he hag
displayed by his leadership in connec-
tlon - with the treaty, I congratulate
Governor Harriman for the very able

*work he did as our head negotiator in

Moscow in connection with the treaty.
hen it was signed, I said it was a great
day for mankind, for it offers mankind

", -8 opportunity to change its course and

to march toward a new horizon of per-

‘manent peace,

It is up to the beople of the world to
determine whether they will hold respon-

-gible their governments for the estgb-

lishment in oyr time of a system of per-

- manent peace, for there will be no other

time. Iam convinced it will be done in

our time, or most of mankind will be

;- Mr, YOUNG of Ohio, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
Yield to the distinguished Senator from
Iowa [Mr. MILLER], with the under-
standing that I do not lose my right to
the floor, oo

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? ‘The Chair hears none, and
1t is 50 ordered,

Mr, MILLER. Mr, President, T thank

the Senator from Ohio. I suggest the

absence of a guorum,
The PRESIDING
clerk will call the roll,
The Chief Clerk broceeded to call the
oll,

OFFICER. The

T .
Mr, MILLER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum caly
be rescinded,

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

8 Mr. President, my de-
cision on whether to vote for or against
ratification of the broposed limited ny-
clear test ban treaty is the most difficult

some of the most senior Members of the
Senate.

In arriving at my decision, I have done
my best to sit in on the various hearings
which were conducted by the Committee
on Foreign Relations, the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, and the Com-

’ RO 008-2
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read the test_imony before those sessions

‘of the committeeg which I was unable to

attend; to study a volume of materials—
both top secret and unclassiﬁed—bearing
on various. aspects of the treaty; and to
read most. of the rather sizable corre-
spondence I have received on the ques-
tion of ratification, .

I have also called upon my personal
knowledge and exXperience ag a member
of the active Air Force Reserve, with over
26 years’ service, including the faculty
of the Army Command and General Staif

tions during World War II, and some
10 years’ Reserve training at Strategic

Air Command Headquarters before my -

election to the Senate in 1960.

When the future security of the United
States and, in turn, of the free world,
is at stake, one does not lightly turn
aside any piece of relevant testimony or
any argument advanced in good faith by
well-meaning beople, whether they are
for or against ratification. Emotional

decision, :

Regardless of which way a Member of
the Senate votes, none of us will know
for a long time whether or not our vote
was correct. If we have done our best to
do our homework, if we do not let side
Issues such as partisanship " cloud our
thinking, if we vote our consciences—
and I am sure all of us will do so—then
we will have made the right decision.
Whether it is the correct decision wil]
cause us some sleepless hours in the years
ahead.

TWO THINGS CERTAIN . .

Of two things T am sure: First, that
when it comes to dedication to g Just and
lasting beace, to an end to the arms race
and to disarmament with effective in-
spection and controls 50 that all man-

and unfair for anyone to say or to imply
that because g Senator votes for ratifica-
tion of the treaty, he believes in beace at
any price. And it would be equally un-~
fair and dishonest for anyone to say or
to imply that because g Senator votes
against ratification of the treaty, he is in
favor of nuclear war and nuelear fallout,

The second thing of which T am sure
is that this is not a clear-cut decision we
are about to make. Anyone who thinks
that a decision for ratification or against

Opinions have been
couched' in such terms as “may” or
“might,” “could or should,” “possibly” or
“probably,” and the like. I know that

‘ra,tiﬁqation than on the side against it,
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THE MOLDING OF PUBLIC OPINION

I regret to point out that calculated
efforts have been made by some people
favoring ratification of the treaty to ar-

how well informed those who were ques-
tioned really were. If the question were
stated: “Do you favor the test ban treaty,
assuming that it wil] not adversely aftect
the security of our country?”, that, would
be one thing. If the question were
stated: “Do you favor the test ban treaty,

country, I think it renders a disservice
to the people of the United States.
In this connection, I pelieve it is most

Communist imperialism ang some of
which  were quite ready to condemn
the United States when it resumed
in the atmosphere in 1962
and strangely silent on condemnation of
Soviet Russia’s breach of the moratorium
in 1961 following years of secret and
deceitful breparation. Most of these
nations may think they have everything
to gain from the treaty and nothing to -
lose, when they should realize that their
future security and freedom depends on
the capability of the United States to
deter Communist aggression.

The U.S. Senate is how being given the
argument that inasmuch as all of these

great and irreparable damage to our
reputation as g beace-loving Nation—
after thousands upon thousands of our
men and women have given their lives
in the cause of freedom, after the people
of this country have paid out over $100
billion in foreign aid to the less fortu-
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nate members of the world community,
after the United States has poured mil-
lions of dollars into the United Nations
to keep it alive while the Soviet Union
. has amassed a delinquency of almost $54
million of the total outstanding delin-
quencies of $102 million, then I would
say that our friendship with the other
nations of the world hangs by a very
slender thread. And if the U.S. Senate
* is supposed to ratify a treaty mainly be-
cause it is suggested that to do otherwise
would adversely affect world opinion,
then the constitutional power to advise
and consent has been reduced to an
empty gesture. And, I might add, if
such a consideration is supposed to tip
the scales of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
thelr recommendation regarding a
treaty, they have.been wrongfully placed
in a position unbecoming the top mili-
tary leaders and advisers of this country.
' MY DECISION

Some of my brothers have said that
the question to be answered is this: “Is
this treaty in the national interest?”
But no one really knows whether it is.
No one really knows whether or not it is
a first step in the right direction. No
one really knows whether it is a shaft of
light in the darkness or whether we just
think we see one. The question to me is
more properly this: “Will the failure to
ratify this treaty be more harmful to the
national interest than will its ratifica-
tion?” I have concluded that it will, and
I shall therefore vote for ratification. I
might add that I may support one or
more reservations which may be offered
to the resolution of ratification; but
their adoption or rejection will not affect
my decision to vote for ratification.

My reasons for my decision are briefly
these, and I shall have more to say about
them later:

Pirst. T am persuaded that the risks
relative to our military power now and
in the future are acceptable when con-
‘sidered in light of the safeguards pre-

s8cribed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
‘which the President of the United States
‘has commitied himself and his adminis-
“fration fo follow, accompanied by the
clean withdrawal provisions set forth in
the treaty.
- Becond. Pailure to ratify the treaty is
maore likely to lead to more nuclear test-
ing in the atmosphere and more nuclear
fallout than will ratification; although
it is highly unlikely that in either event
- will either the United States or the
= Soviet Union permit themselves or other
- natlons to contaminate the atmosphere
beyond scientifically established limits
of safety.

Third. Failure to ratify the treaty is

more likely to lead t6 proliferation of -

- nuélear weapons to other nations than
will ratification.

Pourth. Due to faulty negotiation of
the treaty in not requiring ratification
first by the United States, Great Britain,
and the Soviet Union before permitting
other nations to join, we have been
placed in a position as a result of which
failure to ratify would cause consider-
able émbarrassment to the President of
the United States before the rest of the
world, thus adversely affecting our

‘leadership of the free world.
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Fifth. Within reasonable limitations,
we have a moral obligation to keep trying
for better relations with the Soviet
Union in our efforts to secure a just and
lasting world peace.

There are some disadvantages under
the treaty, aside from the military risks
which I have termed “acceptable’” under
the safeguards prescribed by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. They are serlous and
harmful, or at least potentially harmful,
to our national intérest. But I have
concluded that they are outweighed by
the above five considerations. X shall
discuss them in fuller detail Iater, but
briefly they are: :

I*Mrst. Under the safeguards prescribed
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which have
really become a part of the treaty so far
as we are concerned, the arms race will
be stepped up and so will our costs of
national defense—at least insofar as they
relate to nuclear testing and weaponry.

Second. Peaceful uses of nuclear ex-
plosions will be impeded.

Third. There is dénger that the Amer-
ican people will bécome so hypnotized
over the thought that the Communist
leaders in the Kremlin sincerely want
peece—as. we interpret that word-—that
they will let down their guard.

Fourth. In the face of the Soviet
Union’s attempt to install nuclear mis-
siles in Cuba, the Gromyko lie to the
President of the United States, Premier
Khrushchev’s failure to carry out his
commitment for 'onsite inspection in
Cuba under United Nations auspices and
his further failure to carry out his com-
mitment to withdraw all Soviet troops
from Cuba, the brazen attempt by the
Soviet Union to bankrupt the United Na-
tions, continued Soviet-sponsored sub-
versive activities in Latin Amerieca, the
Middle East, and Africa, and not one
significant deed whatsoever to relieve in-
ternational tensions or to indicate any
change in a policy of lying, cheating,
subversion, and aggression—all oceurring
after our previous offers to negotiate a
treaty similar to this one, our negotia-
tion and ratification of this treaty now,

represents a policy of accommodation
rather than a policy of firmness towards
communism.

MILITARY RISKS

It would be well to remember that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff clearly recognized
certain military dlsadvantagcs under the
treaty. These include the permanizing
of the Sovlet lead in so-called high-~yield
nuclear weapons, the Soviet lead in in~
formation about high-yield weapons
effects, including radiation and blackout
effects on communications and missile
control systems, the opportunity for the
Soviets to catch up to our lead in tactical
nuclear weapon technology, and the
deprivation of our opportunity to prove
the effectiveness of an anti-missile de-
fense system 'which we may develop.
With a view to bringing these disadvant-
ages to a level of acceptability, they pre~
scribed four gafeguards as conditions
unequivocally necessary to their very
cautious approval of the treaty. These
conditions are: absolute, and they are to
continue indefintiely into the future un-
til such time, at least, as a comprehensive
nuclear test ban treaty, covering under~

v
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ground testing, with completely adequate
inspection and control provisions, may be
negotiated. The safeguards are as fol-
lows:

First. The conduct of comprehensive,
aggressive, and continuing underground
nuclear test programs designed to add to
our knowledge and improve our weapons
in all areas of signiflcance to our mili-
fary posture for the future.

Second. The maintenance of modern
nuclear laboratory facilities and pro-
grams in theoretical and exploratory
nuclear technology which will attract,
retain and insure the continued applica-
tion of our human scientific resources
to these programs, on which continued
progress in nuclear technology depends.

Third. The maintenance of the facili~
ties and resources necessary to institute
promptly nuclear tests in the atmos-
phere, should they be deemed essential
to our national security, or should the
treaty or any of its terms be abrogated
by the Soviet Union.

Fourth. The improvement of cur cap-
ability, within feasible and practical
limits, to monitor the terms of the treaty,
to detect violations, and to maintain our
knowledge of Sino-Soviet nuclear ac-
tivity, capabilities, and achievements.

In his letter, dated September 10, 1963,
to Senators MANSFIELD and DIrkSEN, the
President of the United States committed
himself and his administration to the
“unqualified” and “unequivocal” fulfiil-
ment of these safeguards. 'There is
some question about whether these safe-
guards can, indeed, be met, for one must
recall the President’s speech of March
2, 1962, announcing resumpticn of nu-
clear testing, when he sald:

We must test in the atmosphere to permit
the development of those more advanced
concepts and more effective, efficlent weap-
ons which, in the light of Soviet tests, are
deemed essential to our security. Nuclear
weapon technology 18 stlll a constantly
changing field. If our weapons are to be
more secure, more flexible in their use and
more selective in thelr impact—if we are to
be alert to new breakthroughs, to experiment
with new designs—if we are to maintain
our scientific momentum and leadership—
then our weapons progress must not be
limited to theory or to the confines of labor-
atories and caves.

This point was raised at the Presi-
dent’s news conference on September 13,
1963; and he was asked what had hap-
pered since March 2, 1962, to change
his mind about this. His response was:

I believe that what I was talking about
then was a comprehensive test ban treaty.

But he was not. He was talking about
the massive Soviet tests in the atmos-
phere, following their breach of the
moratorium, and he was justifying our
resumption of testing in the atmosphere.
Note the statement, “We must fest in
the atmosphere” which I just quoted.
And this statement was preceded earlier
by the following statement:

The fact of the matter 1s that we cannot
make similar strides [to those of the Soviets]
without testing in the atmosphere as well as
underground. For in many areas of nuclear
weapons research we have reached the point
where our progress is stifled without experi~
ments in every environment.
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So the President has not yet answered
the very timely question put to him by
8 member of the press; and until he

'~ does, T am _syre many will wonder how

well the safeguards of the Joint Chiefs
will be met, Only time will tell: and, in
any event, the withdrawal provision of
the treaty ultimately provides an “out.”
I'think it appropriate to point out that
valuable testimony was provided against
the treaty by some of our oustanding
military leaders, such as Gen, Thomas
*:Power, commander of the Strategic Air
Command; Gen. Jernard  Schriever,
commander of the. Air Force Systems
Command; Adm. Arthur W. Radford,
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl; Gen, Nathan Twining, former
" Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
and Admiral Strauss, former Chairman
of the Atomic Enersy Commission., They
were reinforced by such outstanding and
thoroughly knowledgeable scientists as
. r. John 8. Foster, Director of the Law-
rehce Radiation Laboratory, Livermore,
Calif.; and Dr. Edward Teller, whose
“wisdom and courage to stand practically
-alone gained for him the name “father
of the H-bomb,” The noted aeronauti-
cal consultant, Alexander P. deSeversky,
.- 8lso testified in opposition to the treaty.
I may add that most of Dr. Tellers
splendid testimony and powerful logic
‘were eontfined to the field of nuclear sei-
ence and nuclear weaponry, in which he
Ras no peer—and not, as some treaty
broponents erroneously say, to the fleld
of International politics. In this connec-
« tion, I believe the point made by the able
. Chairman of the Preparedness Subcom-
- mlttee was extremely well taken: _
£ tli_é propbnents of the treaty would dis-

-count Dr, Teller’s testimony in the political
fleld, why should not the testimony of the

-~ Joint Chiefs of Staff in the political field be

discounted, too? -

Mr. SIMPSON., Mr. President, will
he Senator from Iowsa yield?
T Mr. MILLER. I am glad to yield.
M SIMPSON, Will the Senator
from Iowa advise me whether he will ad-
dress_himself to the fallout problem ?

~Mr. MILLER. Yes; I shall do S0 very
“shortly. .

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MILLER., Mr. President, we

‘should add to the conclusions. T have al-
ready listed the conclusions and major

- {indings of the Preparedness Subcommit-
tee:

1. From the evidence we are compelled to

conclude that serious——perhaps even formid-
able-—military and technical disadvantages
to the United States will flow from the rati-
fication of the treaty. At the very least it
will prevent the United States from provid-
Ing our miiltary forces with the highest qual~
Ity of weapons of which our science and
technology is capable. .

2. Any military and technical advantages
which we will derive from the treaty do not,
In our judgment, .counterbalance or out-
weigh the military and technical disadvan-
tages. The Soviets will not be similarly in-
hibited in those areas of nuclear weaponry
where we now deem them to be inferior.

This is powerful evidence, Mr. Presi-
dent, and it has not been refuted. It
could not be refuted, because it repre-
sents opinion evidence, and the evidence
In opposition to it and in favor of the
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treaty from other knowledgeable people
is also opinion. In my judgment, it is of
Just as high quality as the opinion evi-
dence on the other side—possibly even
superior to it. However, I am persuaded
that fulfillment of the safeguards pre-
scribed by the Joint Chiefs of Stafr,
coupled with the treaty’s withdrawal
provision, keeps these military disadvan-
tages and risks at an acceptable level.
Let me say a word about the treaty’s
withdrawal provision, Article IV of the
treaty provides that each party shall in
exercising its national sovereignty have
the right -to withdraw from the treaty

if it decides that extraordinary events, -

related to the subject matter of this
treaty, have jeopardized the supreme in-
terests of its country. It will not be easy
for the United States to exercise this
brerogative. People who have been
seized with the debilitating disease of
euphoria will talk about world opinion.
It will take a courageous President and
a courageous Congress to do what must
be done.
NUCLEAR FALLOUT

To put this point in perspective, one
should recall the words of the President
at the time he directed the resumption
of testing in the atmosphere in 1962,
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
varlations In natural radioactivity, simply
by living in different locations in this coun-
try. This will obviously be well within the
guldes for general population health and
safety, as set by the Federal Radiation Coun-~

Dr. Glenn T, Seaborg, Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commission, stated
that he did not rate the fallout problem
as_great as some of the other reasons
for the test ban. He stated that he
knew of no barticular case of leukemia
or bone cancer or things of that kind or
mutation which could be scientifically
abtributed to worldwide fallout, and men-
tioned only “one or two freak cases of
local fallout.” He acknowledged that
the most skilled scientific evidence of
geneticists was that their best estimate
of the number of cases of leukemia and
bone cancer caused by natural radia-
tion—not by man-made radiation or fall-
out-—is, in the case of leukemia, from
Zero to 84,000 cases and, in the case of
bone cancer, from zero to 14,000 cases;
and that the zero means they still can-
not trace even one case. With reference
to such reputed hot Spots as Utah, he in-
dicated that he would not use the word
“danger” to describe the amount of con-
centration of radioactivity.

Nevertheless, in view of the present
state of our scientific knowledge on fall-
out, I do not believe anyone would ques-
tion the desirability of minimizing it or
eliminating it entirely. Dr, Teller em-
bhasized that we should try to limit
radioactivity in the air—preferably by
an international agreement which eould
be drawn in a way to permit needed tests
for military and beaceful applications.

Failure to ratify this Darticular treaty,
of course, does not mean that our air is
going to be polluted by nueclear fallout.
The President, in his commencement
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speech in June at American University,
said:

I now declare that the United States does
not propose to conduct nuclear tests in the
atmosphere so long as other states do not
do 50. We will not be the first to resume.

I would question that this commitment
was cleared with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, but, in any event, it represents
our present policy which would continue
if the treaty is not ratified, So proponents
of the treaty can hardly argue that if the
treaty is not ratified the United States
is going to cause more nuclear fallout.
It is true that the Soviets might be the
first to resume, but they will resume with
or without a treaty, when and if they
think it is to their advantage to do so.
The Secretary of State hag made this
abundantly clear. As far as France and
Red China are concerned, they are hav-
ing nothing to do with the treaty any-
how, so their eventual testing in the
atmosphere will very likely oceur any-
how. If it does, it would be highly un-
likely that they would cause any more
fallout than did our tests in 1962, with
respect to which the President clearly
indicated there would be no danger. The
prospect of other nations engaging in at-
mospheric testing in the foreseeable fu-
ture is small, and to g degree greater
than our 1962 series. I would conclude
that it is minute. Nevertheless, it must
be concluded that ratification of the
treaty will have g tendency to prevent
fallout more than failure to ratify. And
this being so, I am persuaded that an
area of mutuality between the United
States and the Soviet Union exists. Let
if be made clear, however, that the
United States need be no more concerned
about the problem of fallout than the So-
viet Union. )

A comparison might be made to the
situation of water pollution of a8 river .
between two States. The water, as most
drinking water is, may be polluted to a
degree far below a point endangering the
public in each State. Nevertheless, there
would be a mutual interest on the part of
the people of these States to undertake
not to pollute the river further, particu-
larly if scientific knowledge with respect
to the ramifications of water pollution
was not clearly established.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
the question of fallout, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MILLER. I am more than happy
to yield to the Senator from South Caro-
lina,

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator has
brought out some valuable information
indicating a lack of danger from fallout,
I wonder if I overlooked his statement,
or whether he brought out the testimony
of Dr. Foster. I do not reeall that he
did.

Mr. MILLER. No. The Senator from
Towa did not allude to the testimony of
Dr. Foster. If the Senator from South
Carolina deems it material, I should be
more than happy to have him point it
out at this time.

Mr. THURMOND. T call attention to
the testimony of Dr., Foster, which ap-
bears on pages 632 and 633 of the hear-
ings before the Committee on Foreign
Relations. At that point I propounded

: _ v \
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subject:
RADIATION FROM NATURAL BACRKGROUND

Senator TrUrMownn. Dr. Foster, on the
question of the fallout to which Senator
Byrp referred to a few moments ago, that
seems to be the question that is disturbing
a great many people today who tend to favor
the treaty where otherwise they mlght be
agalnst it.

On this question, if I recall correctly, last
week or the week before some scientists made
the statement that one would get more
radiation from living in the mountains of
Colorado than from fallout.

Dr. FosTer. That is correct, sir.

Senator THURMOND, That is correct.

I belleve it is also true that one living in
a brick house would get 20 times more radia-
tion then he would get from fallout.

Dr. Poster. Well, sir, there you are ahead
of me, I do not know that because

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Earl Voss, I be-
lleve, brought that out in his book “Nuclear
Ambush.” .

Tr. FosTER. Yes.

Senator THURMOND, And one wearing a
vristwatch with a lJuminous dial, as I have
on here, would get 10 times as much radla-
tion as he would get from fallout.

Dr. Poster. I am familiar with the argu-
ments, sir. I do not know that a wrist-
watch——

Benator THURMOND, Does that sound rea~
sonable? In other words, do those state-
ments sound reasonable to you?

:Dr. FosTer. It s true that natural back-
ground is large compared with the additional
activity, radloactivity, associated with fall-
out from all past tests.

Benator THURMOND. Isn’t it a matter of
fact that the fallout mentioned by some of
those who favor this treaty, the propaganda
that is being disseminated and the bugaboo
that is being ralsed, that the fallout is im-
perceptible, and is of little consequence?

<D, Foster. I think, sir, that the problem
oF the question of fallout is of insignificance,
of itttle significance, compared to the major
issue with which the development of war-
heads is attempting to deal.

“Benator THURMOND., What people want to
know Is this: We have been reading about
fallout, fallout in milk, and fallout in food

. Bpd resulting injury to the future genera-

-put valuable

‘tion. Is it possible for this fallout to bring
Rbout sterllity and various other reactions?

I just want to ask you whether you feel
that there is danger 'to people’s health from
$he 11ttle fallout radiation resulting from the
iests we have cohducted?

+ Pr. FPoster, No, sir.

. Senstor “THURMOND. Your answer is “No”?
©Dr, FosTER. ‘My answer 18 “No.”

- Senator THURMOND. Thank you.

I call that to the distinguished Sen-
htor’s attention because it is on a subject,
‘on which he has elaboratéd and brought
information. I observe
these words in the report of the Foreign
Relations Committee:

It 1s generally agreed that radiation from

“fallout amounts to considerably less in terms

‘of*human €xposureé than normal background

<rafiation. Moreover, Informed opinion ap-

pea.rs to be that the radloactive fallout pro-
“dueed to date has remained well below a

:level at which 1t might be deemed hazardous.

There has been muchk talk about fear

';"a! fallout. I felt that the public ought

40 know the facts about it. I commend
. the Senator for bringing out the infor-
 mation he has given the Senate. I add
+ the additional information.

‘I"wigh the public to know that the
© danger of fallout is so miinimal and insig~

7 Eﬁﬂcant as sta,ted by Dr. Foster, as 1;0
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some questions to Dr. Foster on that .

be little detrimental from the standpoint
of heslth, so as to fade into insignificance
when compared with the great purpose
of keeping this country prepared.

As the Senator knows, since he is a
distiriguished officer in the Air Force Re-
serve, the only language the Communists
understand is power., It will be power
which will preserve and protect this
country. In my judgment, we must
continue the tests.

I believe the tenor of the Senator’s
speech is that many questions are still
unanswered. I believe the Senator is
not, satisfied with everything. I can
reedily understand why he is not, be-
cause we know the Communists are
ahead of us in high-yield weapons, and
we know they are shead of us in the
development of an anti-ballistic-missile
system. We know we cannot catch up
with them -or become superior to them
in these fields unless we test in the atmos-
phere. That is the only way we can
ever definitely know, because no weapon
can be used with gssurance by anyone
until it has been tested in the environ-
ment in which it must function,

We can test underground. We can
make gains with underground testing.
We can possibly make some accomplish-
ments underground. But we shall never
be able to be assurdd that a weapon will
function properly and do what we expect
it to do until it is tested in the environ-
ment in which it must funetion.

I am sure the Sexmtor agrees with
that.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina
for his comments.. In the light of past
scientific evidence, which is available, I
find it mooncexvable that the President
of the United States would have directed
the resumption of nuclear testing in the
atmosphere in 1962 without being able
to conclude that the fallout resulting
from the tests would be far below the
danger point, as he pointed out in the
statement which I have quoted from his
speech.

Mr. THURMOND. The distinguished
Senator quoted from the President's
statement. Was that the statement of
March 2, 1962?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct.

Mr. THURMOND. That statement
indicated that there was little, if any,
danger from fallout.” That was the ef-
fect of the statement as I construed
it. Is that the manner m which the
Senator construed it?

Mr, MILLER. That is correct. It
amounted to about one-fiftieth of the
difference in radiation we might expect
from moving ar¢und from one part of
the country to another.

I cannot conceive of any President de-
Juding the people by making a state-
ment like that if he had scientific knowl-
2dge that danger would be involved.

This does not mean, of course, that
as time goes on there may not be an
accumulation of radioactive fallout re-
sulting from continued testing. It does
not mean that there may not be some
pockets of fallout—some “local nuclear
fallout,” in the. term used by Dr. Sea-
Joorg—which may have serious effects.
This is recognized. I pointed it out.

|
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It is well to put the argument of the
proponents of the treaty into proper
perspective. I granted it a plus in my
analysis of the treaty; I find other points
in favor of the treaty of much greater
persuasion.

Mr, THURMOND, As the debate has
proceeded I have been impressed by the
fact that some who eriginally stressed
the fallout question as the big danger
or the “big bear,” so to speak, are now
beginning to see that this factor prac-
tically fades into insignificance.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr.
the Senator yield?

Mr, MILLER. Iyield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I know the Senator
from Scuth Carolina has correctly quoted
a portion of the report of the able Com-~
mittee on Foreign Relations ending with
the conclusion:

It is generally agreed that radiation from
fallout amounts to considerably less in terms
of human exposure than normal background
radiation. Moreover, informed opinion ap-
pears to be that the radivactive fallout pro-
duced to date has remained well below a
tevel at which 1t might be deemed hazardous.

I also know that we do not expect
through the action contemplated to di-~
minish the radiation already in the at-
mosphere. I know that many people are
greatly concerned about increasing the
amount of radiation. I am glad the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa has re-
ferred already to what might oceur from
increased testing, which has caused deep
concern.

I should like to read some further lan-
guage from the report of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee which immediately
follows the quotation read into the
Recorp by the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina.

But it lg also clear, as the Chief of the
Division of Radiological Health of the U.S.
Public Health Service said in June of this
year: “Fundamental is the hypothesis that
any amount of radiation exposure involves
some risk In exposed population groups.”
Geneticists have shown greater and more
specific concern.

It is feared that continued, or stepped up,
atmospheric nuclear testing would inerease
the damage, genetic and otherwise, induced
by increased exposure by population groups
to radiation. The treaty, in halting the re-
lease Into the atmosphere of radicactive fall-
out, offers a distinct benefit,

The Senator from Florida knows
something of the wrestling of conscience
and mind through which the Senator
from Iowa has gone. The Senator from
Florida has shared that wrestling. As
a matter of fact, he has had the pleas-
ure of conferring with the Senator from
Jowa., He knows that both of us have
been trying to find what course offers
the greatest advantage to our country
in this situation.

It seems to me that the fact that the
Russians exploded 71 of these bombs in
the late 1961 and early 1962 period, and
that many of those bombs were much
greater in size than anything we had
ever exploded in the atmosphere, and
that those bombs were kunown to be
dirty—that is, to earry a very much
greater menace from the standpoint of

President, will
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the case if they had been clean—indi-
cates rather conclusively that we can-
not, in considering this matter, regard
our ow% preferred moderation in test-
ing as the sole amount of testing which
would ensue if a halt were not called,
In view of the known excessive. atmos.-
+ pheric tests Jjust referred to_by me, does
uot the Senafor from JIowa believe that
~we dre confronted with this reality that

- . the Russians do have the same willing-.
- ness fo _test in great amounts in the at-

mosphere, or to test with other than
clean bombs in the atmgsphere that we
recogriize and insist upon in the testing
conducted by our own country?

Mr, MILLER. In answer to the ques-
txon by the distinguished Senator from
Florida, let me say that his very persua-
sive statement earlier in the debate last

. points which gonvmced, me on this very
subject. The _Senator from, Florida

: pointed out the poss1b1e muytuality of in-
terest between the Soviet Union and the
United, States_which could exist on this
.peint; He dld it sp persuaslvely that I

I wanted to observe
that this was not my original thinking,
I derived this beneficial approach to the
problem from the Senator from Florida.
S § thoroughly agree with the observa-
tion, However, I think I should empha-
size that the mere failure to ratify the
- treaty would not necessarily lead to more
testing in the atmosphere, because, as I
pointed out the pohcy of the President of
the  United - States, as announced at
‘American University early in June, is

“still the pollcy of our country, namely,
that we are not going to be the first to
resuine: testlng If the Soviet Union de-
‘eldes.to test in the atmosphere, it will do
80 Whej;k_ler there is a treaty or not. But
there is. a mutuality of interest which
can exist in this area, and I thmk itis a
plus in favor of ratification.

Mr., HOLLAND I agree completely
“-with the statement of the distinguished
Senator. I think there is a reasonable
prospect that the Russians will have
somewhaf, the same regard for their chil-
" dren of this _generation and children yet
.19 be born that we have for children. In
“this one field, and perhaps in others,
there is some. real opportumty for arriv-
‘Ing at a mutuahty of interest that does
-not exist in many other fields. That is
one of the compelling arguments which

has persuaded me to feel that our Na-

tlon ¢an, with safety and in good con-
science rat1fy the treaty.
T thank the distinguished Senator from
Iowa for yielding to me. -
‘Mr. MILLER, Ithank the Senator for
his comments,
s Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?
. Mr. MILLER, I yield.
Mr. THURMOND. Naturally, we all
~have congern about falloyt. We wish to
. take no undue risk in this connection. I
- should like, howeyver, to quote at this time
& yery 1ntere§t1ng statement by Dr.
“Teller , ald:
This argument, while it sounds simple and
plausible, is wrong. Fallout has so small
<an’ effect that nobody ever has obgerved it.
And. nobody knows either from direct ob-
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radxoact;ve fgllout thax; woulci have been"

- week on_ this very point is one of the _

‘servation or from statlstles, or from any

valid theory' whether the claimed damages
in fact exist or do not exist. I want to
talk about that a lot more, because talking
about the effects of varlous doses of radia-
tion leads us Immediately into an interest-
ing fleld of research which should be im-
portant for all of us. "THe plain fact is that

we do not know what are the effects of small,

doses of radiation.

We have heard that fallout produces a
terrific genetic burden. To begin with,
radiation from fallout is only 1 percent of
the radiation which we are getting anyway.

Fallout Is not dangerous. But the fallout
scare 1s. Many people know that a medical
X-ray gives you 100 times as great a dose
as fallout will give you in your whole life-
time. How many people have been scared
away from X-rays? How many people have
gone with their ailments unrecognized and
untreated, only because there has been this
needless and exaggerated fallout scare? I
don’t know. I don’'t know whether anybody
has been killed, by fallout, but I am sure
that many have been killed by the fallout
scare,

In the hearmgs Dr. Foster testiﬁed
that a man living in the mountains of
Coloradg would normally receive more
radiation than he would from fallout—
showing the greatly erroneous opinion
that has been circulated about fallout,
which has produced a great scare on the
part of some people.

Naturally, we are all concerned about
fallout and, everything that affects the
health of our people; but there is no
evidence to support the judgment that
some have claimed in the fallout field,
‘as shown by what Dr. Teller said, and
as shown by what Dr. Seaborg said in
response to a question from the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. RusserL], which
I believe the distinguished Senator from
Iowa brought out in his address.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina. I am not denying
the sincerity or conscientiousness of
those who have indulged in a great deal
of pessimistic talk about fallout. Some
of our own colleagues in the Senate have
made extensive statements along these
lines. I am not denying their sincerity,
but I believe they are overemphasizing
something without any scientific data to
support such an argument at this time,

PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Under the treaty, there is nothing to
prevent any of the parties from assist-
Ing any other nation, in underground
testing, If, for example, the Soviet
Union and Red China should settle their
apparent differences, the Soviet Union
tould not only assist Red China in un-
derground testing but transfer nuclear
weapons to Red China. The mere trans-
fer of nuclear weapons whlch of course,

~would supposedly never be used except in
"self-defense,

is not prohibited by the
treaty. Moreover, since neither France
nor Red China will have anything to do
with the treaty and are clearly pointed
to developing theif own nuclear capsa-
bility, it is obvious that the treaty will
not prevent the proliferation of nuclear

' ‘'weapons.

" ‘Nevertheless, by preventing testing in
the atmosphere and thus forcing nu-
clear development through more expen-

" sive underground testing in other coun-

tries the treaty will tend to “retard”

the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
And this being so, I am persuaded that
an area of mutuality between the United
States and the Soviet Union exists.
Again, let it be made clear that the
United States need be no more con-
cerned about proliferation of nuclear
weapons than the Soviet Union.
EMBARRASSMENT TO THE PRESIDENT

Due to what I would charitably term
“faully” negotiation, the U.S. Senate has
been placed in a position of being pres-
sured to vote for the treaty to save the
President of the United States from the
embarrassment he would suffer in the
eyes of the world should the treaty be
rejected. Regardless of party, no one
should wish to see this happen. He is
the leader of the free world. His pres-
tige—at least in international affairs—
falls naturally upon our country; just
as his loss of prestige would also fall
upon our country. Unless security risks
gre unacceptable, we should not permit
this to happen.

Nevertheless, I think it would be remiss
if I did not point out that this unfortu-
nate situation is largely of the President’s
own making. Although article II, sec-
tion 2, of the Constitution of the United
States provides that the President shall
have the power to make treaties, it
clearly provides that this shall be ‘“‘by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.” Although there was some in-
formal discussion with some of the mem-
bers of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee about the proposed treaty,
the committee’s report does not indicate
that a consensus of the members was

‘obtained. There is no indication ‘that

our representatives in the negotiations
made any effort at all to persuade Pre-
mier Khrushchev to live up to his
promise of removing Soviet troops from
Cuba or to follow through on his agree-
ment to permit on-site inspection of

‘Cuba under United Nations auspices—as

a prelude to signing of the treaty. And

‘'yet, when the Senator from Arizona

[Mr. GoLowaTEeR] coffers a reservation to
condition the effective date of the treaty
on the withdrawal of Soviet troops from
Cuba, he is met with the argument that
this should have heen taken care of dur-
ing the negotiations.

Furthermore, at the preliminary sign-
ing of the treaty in Moscow, there were
widespread reports about Mr. Khru-
shchev’s expectation that the next step
would be a nonaggression pact between

" NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries;

but as far as withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Cuba and on-site inspection in
Cuba, both previously promised by Pre-
mier Khrushchev, our representatives
stood mute.

If the failure to negotiate a provision
requiring ratification of the United
States, Great Britain, and the Soviet
Union first before permitting other na-
tions to join was due to oversight, it

“might well have been avoided if more

eifort to obtain the advice of the Senate
had been Sought. Not having sought it,
matters are not made any easier now by
suggestions of some administration
spokesmen that “with all the other na-

..tions having joined in signing the agree-
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ment,” the Senate must ratify the treaty
6r the United States will suffer a loss of
face. The unfortunate failure to seek
more advice of the Senate is thus com-
pounded by reducing the Senate’s con-
sent to one of bailing out the executive
pranch of the Government from an em-
barrassing situation. This is not the
only argument in favor of ratification
_of the treaty, of course, but I do not
pelieve the foundation should ever have
been. laid for it. Now that the situation
is as it is, it-becomes an important con-
sideration which is most difficult to view
objectively. ’

In the negotiation of any future
treaties or amendments to this particu-
lar treaty, I trust that this situation will
never be repeated. .

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

Mr. MILLER. I yield. -

Mr., THURMOND. The point has been
raised about the impression over the
world, and the loss of face that we would
suffer in other nations of the world.
Does not the Senator feel that sometimes
we go too far in taking action in this
country, because we feel we might not
make the best impression on other coun-
tries of the world?

should we not do what is right for our
people? 1s not our first obiigation to our
people and to our country? Should we
not do that, instead of always wondering
what impression we will make on Com-
munist nations and so-called neutralist
nations, a great many of which are pro-
Red, to say the least?

Mr, MILLER. I have had the uneasy
feeling for a number of years, increas-
ingly so in recent years, that there has
been a tendency to talk too much about
world opinion when a subject relates to
the security of the United States.

The Senator from Iowa felt very much
reassured when the President of the
United States, on March 2, 1962, an-
nounced the resumption of testing in the
atmosphere. This was not an easy deci-
sion to reach. The Senator from South
Carolina will recall that immediately
there were outcries from some of the
so-called neutral nations, about the U.S.
resumption of atmospheric testing, al-
though they were very quiet about the
Soviet breach of the moratorium in 1961.

Mr. THURMOND. They had practi-
cally nothing to say.

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. I am
quite sure that some people in this coun-
try brought heavy pressure to bear upon
the President of the United States to
cause him not to resume testing. Fortu-
nately, wiser counsel prevailed; and T am
quite sure that he was persuaded that we
had to resume testing to preserve our na-
tional security.

There still seems to be too much atten-
tion being paid to world opinion. The
fact_that some of the proponents of the
treaty have emphasized this so much,
after the faulty negotiation of the treaty,
makes it extremely difficult for the Sena~
tor from Iowa to view this point objec-
tively.

If we were not concerned about the
seriousness of this problem, it would be
easy to be tempted to say that the Presi-
dent’s negotiator in Moscow made a
blunder, that he was careless as a nego-

i
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tiator; and that being the case, if the
President is to be embarrassed, let him
be embarrassed. )

I do not believe a Senator should act
that way. As I say, it is a difficult
matter to view objectively. We have a
bad situation, and I belleve that, absent
undue risks, we should do something
about it. : )

I recognize that the able Senator from
South Carolina, differs with me with
respect to the acceptability or nonac-
ceptability of the military risks. How-
ever, if one can conscientiously arrive
at a conclusion that our military secu-
rity is not to be unduly risked, the bail-
ing out of the President from an em-
barrassing situation is something which,
;‘(e)gardless of party, we ought to attempt

do. )

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not a fact
that some of the very countries to which
we have granted foreign aid, either
through grants or logns, or in some
other way, have severely criticized some
of our actions? : :

Mr. MILLER. Indeed it is. It is also
true that I have been making the point
for some time that most of the nations
which have joined on the treaty are
delinquent in their obligations to the
United Nations.

The United Nations is now in debt to
the extent of about $104 million. It is
faced with banKruptcy. More than 2
yvears ago I pointed out that the day
was coming when this woulil become the
toughest problem before th: United Na-
tions. That is what it was called last
fall. The United Nations still has not
solved the problem, and it will not solve
it unless a majority of the members of
the United Nations face their obligation
of paying up what they owe to the U.N.
The Soviet Union, owing $54 million, is
the worst deadbeat of them all

Nations which are not willing to pay
their obligations, some of them trifling,
have received foreigh aid from the
United States to the extent of millions
of dollars in excess df what they owe
the United Nations, and I am sure they
would be the first to say what a terrible
thingz it was for the President to nego-
tiate this treaty and then not follow
through and deliver ¢n it.

This is unfortunate, but it is a fact
of life. We should try to encourage
more nations, particularly those which
have heen the recipients of our people’s

‘tax money, to take a more realistic view

of these activities and conduct them-
selves as friends in deeds rather than
as friends in words. :But the situation
being as it is, I would feel bad if any
President were to suffer great embar-
rassment. -I am persuaded that that is
what would happen under the situation
that now exists. '

Mr. THURMOND. I feel that the able
Senator from Iowa would have more re-
spect for some of those countries if they
did not call upon us for aid and would
pay their dues to the United Nations.

In the past, the United States has
granted ald to 104 of the 112 nations.
Even now, for fiscal year 1964, we have
requests to grant aid to 100 of the 112
counfries. Since World War IT, the
United States has granted aid to other
countries to the extent of $121 billion

»
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plus interest. Yet some of those coun-
tries are willing to jump down our
throats at the least provocation.

It seems to me that the most im-
portant thing we could do for the free
world, and even for other countries,
would be to keep so strong that we would
not be attacked, because the United
States is the only nation that stands be-
tween communism and the free world.
We should remain so powerful that there
will not be a temptation to attack the
United States. By doing so, we stand
our best chance, I believe the Senator
from Towa will agree, to avoid a war——an
allout nuclear war—in which there would
really be radioactive fallout in addition
to the destruction of millions of lives.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from South
Carolina is correct. As I stated earlier,
some of the nations which have joined in
the treaty would be the first to suffer if
the United States were unable to main-
tain its deterrent posture with respect to
Communist aggression.

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the able
Senator from Iowa. ,

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina.

A MORAL OBLIGATION TO KEEP TRYING

Mr. President, I come now to my final
reason for reaching my decision, that is,
the moral obligation to keep trying.

Once the hurdle of acceptability of
military risks is cleared, the one really
compelling reason to vote for ratification
was advanced by the Secretary of State
when he said:

We should never reach the point of giving
up trying to work out better relations with
the Soviets.

I recognize the feeling of frustration
when people write to me and say:

Senator, after all the United States has
done to try to develop better relations with
the Soviet Union, and after ail the HSoviet
Union has done to undercut us with their
lies, their cheating, thelr subversion, their
aggression, their creation of international
tenslons, why should we do anything more?
Tet them make the first step now—and we
mean o first step in deeds, not just words on
a piece of paper.

That is difficult to answer. Indeed,
they may have the answer, because their
approach—to demand some meaningful
first step on the part of the Soviets
first—may well be the surest way to
achieving better relations with them. In
any event, the only answer that can
properly be given to the argument of the
Secretary of State is one of timing-—pos-
sibly requiring some meaningful first step
by the Soviets to indicate a measureable
change in policy. Inasmuch as the pre-
amble to the treaty recites that the three
major parties, including the Soviet
Union, proclaim as their principal aim an
agreement on general and complete dis-
armament under strict international
control “in accordance with the objec-
tives of the United Nations,’ it would
seem that a reasonable first step for
the Soviets to take to reassure us of their
change in policy would be to pay up their
some $54 million in delinquencies to the
United Nations.

It would be tragically unfair for any-
one-—outside the Senate or in the Sen-
ate—to condemn a Member of the Sen-
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“ate for _insjsting on some meaningful
first step by the Soviets as a condition
precedent to the treaty’s efiectiveness,
just because that Senator felt that some-
thing more was required to evidence good

. faith than champagne and eaviar parties,

. smiles, and bear hugs in Moscow.

It can be answered that the mutuality

-of benefits with respect to nuclear fall-.

out and proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons does not necessarily require such a

- _ meaningful “first step” to evidence good

faith on the part of the Soviets. We
stand fo benefit anyhow. It ig a fair
answer, particularly when coupled with
the point of savihg the President of the
United States from embarrassment. Ac-

" ecordingly, while I might be inclined to

“support_a reservation providing for a

reasonable condition precedent to the
‘treaty’s effectiveness, the failure of such
a reservation’s adoption would not cause

. me to vote against ratification of, the

-adequate knowledge,

treaty itself. N
DISADVANTAGES UNDER THE TREATY—A STEPUP
IN THE ARMS‘ RACE AND IN COSTS OF NATIONAL
DEFENSE o e
It is erronequs to think of the treaty
standing by itself. It must be thought
of as coupled with the absolute adher-
‘ence 1o the safeguards prescribed by the

~Joint Chiefs of Staff. These will mean

an expanded program of expensive un-
derground testing which will more than

. offset the costs of testing in the atmos-

phere, in outer space, and underwater,

"which will be prohibited, Not being

able to obtain more high-yield weap-
ons effects information will require addi-
tional “hardening” of our missile sites
to provide for a margin of safety and
greater deployment of everl more mis-
siles to insure an adequate second strike
force against a possible “blackout” and
other effects of which we do not possess
We will continue
{0 try to develop an effective antimissile
defense system, and not to expect the

- Soviets to do so would be foolish indeed,

Moreover, the Soviets can be expected to
step up their underground testing in an

. effort to caftch up to us in the tactical

nuclear weapons field. As Walter Lipp-
mann wrote in the August 22 issue of the
‘Washington Post, of course the race of
armaments ' will continue under the
treaty. The well-known physicist, Dr.
Leo Szilard, testified that if the United
States proceeds with an extensive pro-
gram of underground bomb testing, then,
rather than furthering the cause of
peace, the test ban agreement would be
likely to do just the opposite.

" But the United States will proceed with
an extensive program of underground
nuclear testing, because this is one of the
safeguards proposed by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff; and the President has uneguivo-
cally committed his administration to
doing so0. = L

There is a great deal of merit in what
Dr. Szilard says, and one would be in-
vulnerable to fair criticism for voting
against ratification for this reason.

- In any event, a realistic appraisal of
the situation makes it clear that a vote
for ratification of the treaty, coupled as
1t Is with the- safeguards of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, is not a vote for a step
down in the nuclear arms race but for a

“step up in the nuclear arms race and in

F
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the costs of national defense. But there
are two answers to this disadvantage un-
der the treaty: First, the costs of defense
to the Soviets will increase, too, so that
there is some mutuality of disadvantage;
and, .second, this mutual disadvantage
may pave the way for Soviet agreement
on a comprehensive test ban treaty with
fully adequate inspection and controls..
PEACEFUL USES OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS WILL BE

. . IMPEDED . . .

Our plowshare program holds a great
potential for the benefit of mankind.

Through the use of nuclear explosives

which produce little radioactivity and by
placing them underground so that nearly
all of the radioactivity is trapped, proj-

- ects could be undertaken at a fraction of

the cost required by conventional meth-
ods. We have been assured that under
the treaty we can continue experiments,
and, to the extent that detectable
amounts of nuclear fallout do not go be-
yond our own territorial limits, applica-
tion of these experiments to mining, re-
covery of oil and gas, water development,
and the construction of harbors can be
made. However, construction of a sec~
ond Panama Canal and other applica—~
tions which would entail detectable
amounts of fallout beyond our own terri-
torial limits cannot be undertaken.

It is unfortunate that the treaty was
not negotiated in such a manner as to
permit peaceful uses of nuclear explo-
sions—at least to be conducted under an
inspection system, involving the three
negotiating countries, to permit verifi-
cation that, indeed, the. application of
nuclear explosions is for peaceful pur-
poses. It is to be hoped that an amend-
ment along this line will be negotiated
later.

THE DANGEE OF EUPHORIA

No matter how powerful our military
capability may be, it will be meaningless
as a deterrent if our national will to re-
sist aggression through the use of this
capability is weakened. We are prone
to think of the decay of a nation’s moral
fiber in terms of vice and corruption;
but just as deadly to the moral fiber of
our people would be a condition of
euphoria—a false sense of well-being
with respect to Communists, in general,
and the Soviet Union, .in particular.
Nothing would better serve the purposes
of the leaders in the Kremlin than to
have a substantial number of our well-
meaning citizens succumb to the smiles
and soothing peace talk of Soviet psy-
chological warfare, and become so hyp-
notized over the thought that the Com-
munist leaders “sincerely” want peace—
“peace” as they interpret that word, not
as we interpret it; that is to say, the
Communists regard “peace” as a con-

dition under which Communist aggres-"

sion can be continued without undue in-
terference—that they will eventually fall
into a state of mind which can best be
described as “peace at any price” or
“better Red than dead.”

It is highly significant that the Secre-
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff emphasized
the danger of euphoria, and one member
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed the
opinion that under the treaty our na-
tional will probably will deteriorate.
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. There are two answers to this prob-
lem: First, it should be no more of a
problem for the people of the United
States than for the people of the
Soviet, Union.  Second, the problem
actually exists, whether the treaty
is ratified or not; and although the
problem may be accentuated if the
treaty is ratified, it will be much more of
a_ problem with respect to ‘“follow-on”
amendments, to. the  treaty or other
treaties and relationships with the Soviet
Union. We might as well face up to the
problem now; and it could be that the
treaty, if it serves no other purpose, will
serve our national interest by once again
focusing public attention on the nature
of communism and Soviet imperialism.

I believe that administration. spokes-
men who favor the treaty should be com-
mended for making it clear that the
treaty is, at most, only a very small first
step toward improved relations with the
Soviet Union, and that it is nothing to
become wildly excited about. It stands
as more of a symbol of hope for im-
proved relations. Everyone agrees with
its purpose to lay a foundation for im-
proved relations; but there are honest
differences of opinion over whether these
will actually result from the treaty. Ab-
sent a _concrete example of a change in
Soviet intentions, the evidence is over-
whelming that communism is not chang-
ing and that the Communist leaders in
the Kremlin are not throwing off the
shackles of their Communist ideology.

It would be well never to forget a few
hard facts about communism:

First. Communists deny the existence
of God, so that their “moral” code is not
the same as ours. Unlike us, they believe
that might makes right and that the end
justifies the means. ‘

Second. Communists—whether they
live in the Soviet Union, in Red China,
in the United States, or anywhere else—
are dedicated to achieving one world of
communism. Lying, cheating, subver-
sion, and war are perfectly proper means
to this end. It was a perfectly proper
Communist tactic for Mr. Gromyko to
lie to the President of the United States
last October, when Mr. Gromyko de-

‘clared that only “defensive” weapons

were being supplied to Cuba.

Third. If and when a nuclear war were
decided upon as a proper means to “bury’’
the United States, the leaders in the
Kremlin would not hesitate to engage in
a ‘“preemptive”—first strike—war. So-
viet military doctrine expresses no
scruples over a first strike, if it would be
decisive. -Our Government recognizes
this; and that is why we have a program
for “hardening’” our missile sites. But
the following quotations from “Soviet
Military Strategy,” by V., D. Sokolovskii,
marshal of the Soviet Union—translated
by Rand Corp. and published by Pren-
tice-Hall, Inc., 1963—ought to be re-
membered:

Military strategy directs primary atten-
tion to the study of how a future war may
break cut and to a detailed study of the
particular features of strategic deployment
of the Armed Forces, methods of delivering
the first blow and conducting initial opera-
tions, and strateglc utilization of the differ-
ent ‘branches of the Armed Forces (p. 91).
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odem ‘warfare, military strategy has
e the strategy of missile and nuclear
s in depth (p. 98).

In a missile war, the main war aims and
missions will be accomplished by strategic
missile forces, which will deliver massive
nuclear strikes, * * * The National PVO
will protect the country from enemy nuclear
attacks. * * * The probability of such wars
cannot be completely excluded at the present
time (p. 95).

The fourth point to remember about
comimunism is that the Red Chinese

openly state that war is inevitable as a
means of achieving one world of com-
munism over the capitalistic nations.
They openly do so. The Soviets openly
speak of “peaceful coexistence,” while
secretly preparing for war. ~“Masters of
deceit” is what J. Edgar Hoover calls the
Communists.

Small wonder, Mr. President (Mr.
NELSoN in the chair), that administra~
tion spokesmen for the treaty have
warned that the Soviets can be expected
to abrogate the treaty whenever they
-eonclude that it is in their interest to
do so—just as they did in the case of
their breach of the morat.onum in 1961,
after years of secret preparatxon for the
premeditated breach. And the chairman
-of the Joint Chiefs of Staff testified that
“I believe we can anticipate clandestine
testing on the part of the Soviets.” Al-
though we may hope that the Soviets will

change their ways and will adhere to.

the letter and the spirit of the treaty, it
would be foolish for our people to let
euphoria blind them to the realities of
commiihism and to the long Soviet ree-
ord of broken treaties and agreements,
sueh “as those with Pinland, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Hungary,
Rumania, and Czechoslovakla to name
only a few.

sAndther manifestation of  euphoria
would be the assumption that with nu-
clear parity will come an end to the
danger of nuclear war. Such an as-
sutnption 6verlooks the fact that so-
called parity would be destroyed by a
first strike of the Soviets or by Soviet
development of an effective antimissile
syitem. It fails to recognizé that, in
retkoning with a first strike, the United
States must have far more nuclear weap-
ons than the Soviets in order to retain
parity after a first strike, Those who
use the overkill argument, in an effort
ta persuade us to reduce our nuclear ca-
pability, appear to take a conservative
position in estimating that only 10 per-
cent of our bomber fleet and only 25
percent of our Polaris and Minuteman
missiles would hif their targets, and that
such_a force would be more than 200
ttmes enough to destroy the Soviet
Uhnion.” Sutely they do.not beheve that
the Soviet Union would engage in a first
strike on the basis of such an estimate.
Rather, it would be more realistic to as-
sume that the Soviets would not make
g fArst strike until they believed they
could prevent almost all, if not all, of
olr bombers and missiles” from gettmg
off the ground or reaching their targets.

e overkill adherents also overlook
the fact that strategic weapons would
not be employed In a tactical war and
that tactical weapons might well not be
employed in a strategic war; and they do
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not take fhto account obsolete weapons,
aborts, misses, and ontargeted targets.
Administration spok ismen who favor the
treaty have made it clear that we cannot
safely diminish our nuclear capability
relative to that of the Soviet' Union.

Nevertheless, the  theory of overkill
has merit, if placed in proper perspective.
The danger is that its apparent logic
niizht be used to juptify unilateral dis-
armament or the ratification of a com-
prehensive test ban treaty without ade-
guate inspection and controls. The
American people can now sleep soundly
at night, secure in the realization that
our military power deters the Soviet Un-
ion from attack. It has always been
this way, and the so-called missile gap
of the 1960 campaign has long since been
proved to have been nonexistent. The
real concern, however, is, Will we main-
tain our deterrent power in the future?
Years are required to design, develop,
and produce weapons systems. It would
be foolish and tragie, if not fatal, to let
euphoria in the form of a misapplied
overkill theory or any other form to
persuade the people and the Congress to
engage in unwise and premature cuts
in our national defense budget, or to re-
sist the defense budget increases which
will arise in the nuclear weapons and
technology area by firm adherence to the
safeguards prescribed by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

Finally, let us not be deluded by the
argument that a continuation of the
arms race, which ‘ratification of this
treaty will promote, will lead to greater
international tensions. It is the inter-
national tensions, caused by the aggres-
sive policies of Communist imperialism,
which has brought on the arms race.

THE POLICY OF ACCOMMODATION

Serious as the other disadvantages un-
der the treaty are, to me the most seri-
ous one Is that ratification of this treaty,
in the absence of even one first step by
the Soviet Union indicating a change in
policy, means following a policy of ac-
commodation in dealing with commu-
nisin. For over 25 years I have been
studying the Communist ideology, and
I have had the benefit of instruction, ad-
vice, and writings from people who have
devoted their lives in this field, Not the
least of these is Robert Strausz-Hupé,
director of the Foreign Policy Research
Institute of the University of Pennsyl-
vania, who testified that while he favors
a comprehensive test ban treaty, he is
opposed to ratification of this treaty. I
recognize that theré are some differences
of opinion among the experts, but the
great weight of opinion is that the best
if not the only wayto deal with commu-
nism is through & policy of firmness.
And a policy of firmness demands that
before ufidertaking’a solemn treaty obli-
gation with the Soviet Union, in the face
of its attempt to install nuclear missiles
in Cuba last fall, in the face of the
CGromyko lié to the President of the
United States, in the face of Premier
Khrushchev’s failure to carry out his
cormnmitment for on-site inspection In
Ciiba, under United Nations auspices, in

the face of Premief Khruschev’s further

failure to carry out his commitment to

withdraw Soviet trgops from Cuba, in the
i

-lin, or something similar.
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face of the brazen attemptiby the Sbv:let
Union to bankrupt the United Nations by
runring up a delinquency amounting to
$54 million—over half of the combined
delinquencies before the U.N., and in the
face of continued Sovmt-sponsored sub-
versive activities in Latin America, the
Middle East. ‘and Africa—then some
meaningful first step must be made by
the Soviet Union to indicate peaceful
intentions.

That first step could be the removal
of Soviet troops from Cuba, onsite in-
spection of Cuba, payment of its delin-
quencies ‘before the United Nations,
adoption of an “open skies” policy such
as that requested by former President
Eisenhower, public renunciation of lies
and villification relating to the inten-
tions of the United States which have
been deliberately fed to the people of
the Soviet Union, who yearn for peace,
by the Communist leaders in the Krem-
If it be said
that the Soviet Union would never agree
to taking such a first step as a conditlon
precedent to ratification of the treaty,
there are two answers: First, no one but
the leaders in the Kremlin know whether
the Soviet Union would take such a first
step. Under the circumstances of this
treaty, with the pressures of “world opin-
ion” upon them, it could well be that the
Soviet Union would pay up its obliga-
tions before the United Nations if this
were a condition precedent. Second, the
failure to take such g first step would be
highly indicative of the surface nature
of the protestations of “good faith” by
the Soviet Union,

Instead, we are being urged to follow
a policy of accommodation. This policy
seems to be to merely react to Commu-
nist aggression, to do nothing which
might rock the boat,” so to speak, to
bend over backward to not cause Pre-
mier Khrushchev to lose his temper and
pound the table with his shoe. It finds
expression in references to the “brink”
of nuclear war during the Cuban con-
frontation, although let me say, Mr.
President, we were not on any “brink”
at all. We were ready to go, that is true.
But we were not even close to a nuclear
war because Premier Khrushchev was
not close to committing suicide.

A line seems to be drawn between tak-
ing action—such as the blockade of-
Cuba—when there is imminent danger
to our Nation; and inaction evidenced
by lifting the Cubah blockade following
the removal of Soviet migsiles—-when no
imminent danhger faces our Nation, al-
though our national honor has been
ground under foot by emasculation of
the Monroe Doctrine. I could cite other
examples, such as our tolerance of the
Berlin wall, our failure to follow up on
Premier Khrushchev's promise to have
onsite inspection in Cuba and fto with-
draw Soviet troops from Cuba, and the
apparent failure to even mention these
points when Premier Khrushechev stated
that he expected to negotiate a nonag-
gression pact between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact countries as the next step
following the treaty.

I do not say that the policy of accom-
modation is intended to reflect a ‘“no
win” policy on the part of those who
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“advocate it, because the advocates are
among the first to proclaim our hope
that freedom will come to those who are
now dominated by ideologies which re-
Ject individual freedom and the self-
determination of nations, But, because
the policy of accommodation results in
surrendering the initiative to the Com-
munists, because it results in the side of
freedom being on the defensive against
the aggressive moves of Communist sub-
version and imperialism, it tends to

weaken our willingness and desire to win_

__the cold war. It tends to erode away
the morale of the dedicated men and
womer in our Armed Forces, the people
in the captive nations, and the refugees
who seek to reestablish freedom in their
native countries. It places an almost
unbearable burden of understanding on
those in the front line of the cold war—
the men and their families affected by
SAC alert, by maneuvers of our Polaris
Submarines, by our operations in South
Vietnam_to name only a few; and the
Cuban patriots who seek to overthrow
the bearded Moscow puppet in their
homeland. - | .

The point is, Mr, President, that the
“accammodation” policy has not worked.
And the reason it has not worked is that
Communists look ypon such sufferance
as a sign of weakness, which invites fur-

- . ther subversion and aggression, rather

than a sign of the hand of friendship to
be grasped, -
I could be wrong when I say that a
policy of firmness js the one to follow,
rather than a policy of accommodation,
and I hope I am. I do know that when
we have followed a policy of firmness—
as we did in Berlin and as we did during
the briefly imposed Cuban blockade—it
has worked.. But .if a majority of my
colleagues in the Senate feel that we
should follow a policy of accommodation
-and ratify the treaty without a meaning-
ful first step by the Soviet Union first,
then I will go along—with this clear
understanding: I want to see a meaning-
ful first step by the Soviet Union, clearly
demonstrating a change in policy, before
, ratifying any amendments to this treaty
or any other treaties with the Soviet
Union affecting the security of our coun-
try. In this connection, let me caution
that I do not consider a proposed ex-
change of observers of ground forces,
which is being mentioned, or a proposed
proclamation of an end to class warfare
in the Soviet Union, which will probably
be made later on, as a “meaningful first
step.” I have already indicated exam-
ples of what I mean by this, and I speak
of a unilateral step by the Soviet Union
of that character.
S . CONCLUSION
In coneclusion, Mr. President, I would
make two points: First, the Praesidium
of the Supreme Soviet has not, as vet,
ratified this treaty, On Beptember 9,
the State Department advised that the
treaty has been unanimously endorsed
by the Joint Foreign Affairs Committee
" of the Supreme Soviet, the Council of the
Union, and the Council of Nationalities,
and was then before the Praesidium of
the Supreme Soviet, which has the power
to. ratify. This naturally raises the
question of what will happen if the Prae-

I
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" the future.

sidium does not ratify the treaty? The
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has said that he does
not believe there is the slightest doubt
that the Praesidium will ratify the
treaty. He further said that, as far as
he was concerned, if the Praesidium
should not ratify the treaty sooner than
next spring, the treaty would be “off.”
I recognize that the treaty will probably
be ratified by the Praesidium, but we do
not know this for certain. And if it
should not do so sooner than next spring,
I agree that the treaty should be “off,”
but I am not so sure that it will be “off.”
Once the treaty has been ratified by the
U.S. Senate and the document of ratifi-
cation deposited with the Soviet Union,
it would seem to be “on” unless the Presi-
dent recalled it. I think it would be
helpful to make sure that the State De-
partment not deposit the ratified treaty
with the Soivet Union until the Praesid-
ium has ratified the treaty and it is on
its way over here for deposit with us.
Remember, that undef Soviet law a
treaty’ ratified by the Praesidium does

not become effective -until it has been,

deposited.
- The second point is that I have de-
tected a certain amount of cynicism over

what will happen if this treaty is not

ratified by the U.S. Senate. We have
been told that ratification of this treaty
is far better than to have an unlimited
arms race extending without relief into
The inference, of course, is
that if the treaty is not ratified we will,
therefore, have an unlimited arms race
extending without relief into the future
rather than eqntinue to work for a com-
prehensive test ban treaty. And the fur-
ther inference is that any Senator who
dares vote against ratification must be
in favor of an unlimited arms race ex-
tending without relief into the future.
The logic of such an argument com-
pletely escapes me. If I were to vote
against ratification, I would deeply re-
sent it. And inasmuch as I intend to
vote for ratification, I am in an even bet-
ter position to say that I deeply resent
the implication it casts upon those of
my colleagues who, with.just as much
dedication as any of use possesses to
peace, to an end in the arms race, and
to more of the better things in life for
our people which genuine disarmament
can bring, cannot conscientiously sup-
port ratification.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. A portion of the
preamble to the treaty reads:

Proclalming as “their prinecipal aim the
speéediest possible aéhlevemept of an agree-
ment on general and completé disarma-
ment—

And so forth. Of course, the Senator
is familiar with that portion of the
preamble. =

Secretary Rusk has said that the test
ban treaty is only the first step down
this road. He made that statement be-
fore the Senate committee March 11,
1963,

I believe the President of the United
States said that this is the first step.

Does the Senator from Iowa feel that

President,
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this is the first step in a diarmament
program?

Mr. MILLER. No.
this is the first step in a disarmament

\TE

I do not believe

brogram. I have tried my best to make
it clear that the result of this treaty,
coupled with the safeguards of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, will be a step-up in the
arms race rather than a stepdown,

I fear that most of the proponents of
the .treaty have not done their home-
work. They are trying to persuade Sen-
ators to vote for the treaty on the bagis
of the argument that it will be a step-
down in the arms race. When the
budget costs roll around to the Senate
next year and the year after and the
year after that, because the administra, -
tion will then be trying to carry out the
safeguards of the Joint Chiefs of Staff \
those proponents should not come to tell
me that they are sorry, that they were
wrong. They have had ample time to
do their homework on this point.

I have concluded that this will not be
8 first sten toward disarmament. At
least, that will not be the first result.
I recognize that it may have a ten-
dency, because of the increased costs of
national defense both for the Soviet
Union and the United States—because
of these mutual disadvantages—to bring
the two parties together in an effort to
arrive at a comprehensive test ban
treaty which will prohibit underground
testing under adequate safeguards of
inspection and controls. That could be
a first step toward disarmament.

In other words, the treaty could pro-

vide a basis for a first step; but to say
that the result of the treaty will be a
first step toward disarmament, when the
result is going to be an increase in the
armaments race, is something I cannot
‘quite reconcile.
- Mr. THURMOND. Is it the feeling
of the Senator from Iowa that this would
not be a first step? Is that what the
Senator has expressed? I believe it is
the position of the Senator that it would
not be a first step in disarmament.

Mr. MILLER. No.

Mr. THURMOND. Or does the Sen-
ator from Iowa want this to be a first
step. .

Mr. MILLER. I would like to have
the treaty -become a meaningful first
step toward relative, genuine, effective,
safeguarded disarmament between the
United States and the Soviet Union, be-
cause I am well persuaded that until the
day comes when we can spend more of
our national resources on the better
things of life for our people rather than
for instruments of destruction, we shall
not be able to provide the opportunities
which I am sure our Maker intended for
our people.

But that does not appear to be very
near. I do not think we ought to try to
aggravate the situation, I can under-
stand Senators voting against ratifica-
tion, on the ground that, the treaty,
might step up the arms race. I think
that is a disadvantage, but I think it is
outweighed by the other -points I made
for ratification.

Mr. THURMOND. So the Senator is

- not in accord, then, with the interpreta~
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tion placed upon the treaty by the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State that it
is o frst step?.

Mr. MILLER. That is a first step to-
ward disarmament?

Mr. THURMONL. Yes.

Mr, MILLER. We must not get into
an argument ovet the meaning of words,
but the Senator from Iowa cannot see,
if nothing more is done, that a year from
now we shall be any nearer disarma-
ment. The Senator from Iowa believes
we ghall be further away, because the
arms race will have been stepped up just
that much more. The only way one
could justify the argument that this
could be—the use of the word “is” is
sratuitous—a first step is on the basis
that it could result in better relations
between the United States and the So-
viet Union and, on that basis, perhaps a
meaningful agreement regarding de
facto disarmament could be arrived at.

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator
feel the time has now come when the
Conmimunist Ileaders are evolving into
peaceful people, that we can trust them,
and that relations will be improved be-
cause of the treaty?

Mr. MILLER. No; the Senator from
Iowa does not believe so. To be fair, T
believe that some of the administration’s
spokesmen, such as the Secretary of
State, have indicated that they do not
believe that they are changing now,
either. ,

There is a hope. One never knows
when the people under the domination
of the Communists will start to cast off
the shackles of eommunism. We hope
and pray that there will come a time
when they will. Who knows when that
time will be? A majority of my brothers
here seem to think this is the time; that
we do not have to have a meaningful
first step by the Soviets; that this is the
time for caviar and parties and bear
hugs, which all of us saw on TV and
heard about on the radio, as taking
place in Moscow; and that this is sup-
posed to be the crystallization of the
change in Soviet intentions.

The Senator from Iowa does not be-
lieve so. The Senator from Iowa hopes
and prays that it is. With all the rea-
sons I have set forth in my argument,
and with the first hurdle being gotien
over, if the military risks involved are
acceptable, in light of the assurances of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and with the
withdrawal provision, I will go along.

But let no one come to me a year from
now, or 2 years from now, and say, “We
have an amendment to the treaty. It
would provide for better relations be-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Union. There are some sécurity over-
tones in it, but we want you to vote for
this amendment.” Let no one do that
unless I have seen a meaningful first
step in the meantime, because the policy
of accommodation has not worked. I
am willing to go along this once, but if
it does not work, I say let us “get on the
ball” and follow the policy that has
worked, which is a policy of firmness

- toward communism.
~Mr. THURMOND. The Senator
knows, does he not, that Secretary Rusk
is construing this as a first step toward

*
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disarmament, as he stated before the
Senate committee on March 11, 1963?

Mr. MILLER. AsIsaid, I do not want
to get into an argument over the mean-
ing of words. I do not recall whether
the Secretary of State testifled that this
treaty’s immediate result would be a step
dowr in the arms race—-—

Mr. THURMOND. No; a first step to-
ward disarmament, I said. :

Mr. MILLER. But there are some
persons who say the treaty would step
down the arms race; and that, therefore,
it is a step toward disarmament. They
have arrived at that conclusion consci-
entiously, although, as I have said, I do
not think they have done their home-
work. If one reaches the conclusion
that, the treaty will be a step down in
that arms race, he may belleve that it
will be & step toward disarmament. But
if one reaches the conclusion, as I have,
that it will be a step-up in the arms race,
I do not see how he could say it is a step
toward disarmament unless he thinks it
will provide for better relations between
the two nations that will result in reach-
ing other meaningful agreements pro-
viding for a step toward disarmament,

Mr. THURMOND.— In view of the pre-
amble to the treaty, which states it is a
step toward general and complete dis-
armament, and in view of the statement
of the Secretary of State to that effect
in March 1963, and in view of the Presi-
dent’s statement that it is a first step,
is there much doubt in the Senator’s
mind as to how the executive branch
construes it? ’

I am not asking the Senator’s con-
struction, but is there much question In
the Senator’s mind as to how the execu~
tive branch construes the treaty? It is
that branch that will be charged with
the enforcement of it.

Mr. MILLER. Let e say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Carolina
that I am looking at the ftreaty now.
The preamble states:

Proclalming as their principal sim the
speediest possible achievement of an agree-
ment on general and complete disarmament
under strict international control in accord-
ance with the objectives of the Unlted Na-
tions which would put an end to the arms-
ments race and eliminate the incentive to
the production and testing of all kinds of
wespons, including nuclear weapons.

Seeking to achleve the discontinuance of
all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all
time, determined to continue nepotiations
to this end, and desiring to put an end to
the contamination of man's environment by
racdioactive substances, ‘

Have agreed as follows

I cannot see that the preamble states
that we are npw undertaking to disarm.
It merely states that we are aiming for
an agreement on general and complete
dizarmament, and trying to achieve dis-
continuance of all test explosions of nu-
clear aweapons for all time. It is an ob-
jective, but the preamble does not state
that the treaty is going to be a step in
that direction. I do not believe the pre-
amble of the treaty could be said to
stand for the proposition that the treaty
is going to step down the arms race.

Mr. THURMOND, I remind the Sen-
ator what Mr. Khrushchev said in East
Germany on January 16 of this year

eptember 18
about disarmament. He made the *
statement: _

Disarmament primarily means disman-
tling the gigantic war machines of the highly
developed countries, * * * Ceneral disarma-
ment does not mean disarming the peoples
fighting for national liberation. On the con-
trary, it would deprive the imperialists of
the means to ha:t progress and crush the
struggle for independence.

So it is clear from that statement how
Mr. Khrushchev construes ‘“disarma-
ment.”

I should like to quote from General
Power, whom I know the Senator holds
in high regard and esteem. He said:

In my personal opinion, all sensible people
in this world desire peace and freedom from
a nuclear war, but there are two different
theories of how to get there. One theory is
through military superiority and through
deterrents, whic his the philosophy of the
strategy we have used. There is another one,
through disarmament. I personally think
the two theories are diametrically op-
posed—

Says General Power——

I do not see how you can arm and dig-
arm at the same time, I have studied pre-
vious disarmament measures, and in my
opinion disarmament is a proven concept
to get you into a war. I think history will
prove that the surest way to cause a war,
nuclear war of any war, is to disarm.

Does not the Senator feel that what
has kept us out of a nuclear war, and
what has been the greatest deterrent to
war with the Communists, since World
War II ended, has been our tremendous
striking power, our nuclear weapons, and
the great strength and power of this
Nation?

Mr., MILLEF. There are some who
may argue against it, but the Senator
from South Carolina knows very well that
I helieve deeply that most knowledgeable
people who have done their homework
must admit that to be true. The con-
cern that is often expressed by some
against disarmament is that they tend
to think in terms of disarmament in a
sort of vacuum. I do nof regard it in
that light. To me, the only kind of dis-
armament that the United States could
conscientiously engage in vis-a-vis the
Soviets would be one of relative disarma-
ment, so that there would be a relative
amount of power in our favor as between
the two countries.

That is a very difficult problem, as the
Senator knows, to work out, but I do not
believe it should deter us from attempt-
ing to make some strides in that direc-
tion. I am persuaded that until the time
comes when we can spend our mohey on
the better things of life for our people
instead of on armaments, we shall not
have the kind of life that was intended
for us by our Maker. Nevertheless, in the
meantime I believe we had better keep
our powder dry. There is too much em-
phasis being given to the argument that
the arms race causes world tensions. It
is not the arms race that causes tensions.
It is the aggressive nature of commu-
nism.

The President of the United States
has said that if Mr. Khrushchev would
cease aggression, we would be in a much
more positive situation. What he was
politely nudging Mr. Khrushchev on was
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the arms race being stepped down, it will
be stepped up. - We shall have to do more
hardening of mlssﬂe sites to provide

- margins of safety, in view of what the

Senator from South Carolina has said.-

We shall have to spread our missiles out
. still more and have more of them, be-
cause we are uncertain of Soviet devel-
opments.

Mr. THURMOND. How will we know
how much to harden our missile sites if
we cannot test in the atmosphere?

Mr. MILLER. We do not know how
much to harden them; all we can do is
to guess, The Senator from South Caro-
lina knows that we have always done
that in our military activities. In addi-
tion, we shall have to disperse our mis-
" siles more, so that we shall have the
capability to retaliate if there are some
weapons effects instruments that the So-
viets might release, which might, over
& large area, paralyze our missile control
system

‘Mr. THURMOND, TUnder the treaty,
1s\it not tfue that the United States will
be unable to verify the ability of its mis-
sile reentry bodies under defensive nu-
clear attack to survive and to penefrate
to the target without the opportunity to
test. nosecone and warhead designs in a
nuclear environment under dynamic re~
entry conditions?

Mr. MILLER. This is true; but again,
I think it could be said, w1th validity,
that the Soviets probably do not have an
adequate amount of information on that
point either.

Mr. THURMOND, Notwithstanding

the tests which the Soviets conducted in
© 1961 and 1962?

Mr. MILLER. Accordlng to my best

- informatlon that is something that is
highly technical and difficult to evaluate.

More than one serles of tests would be

required to develop a creditable reentry

‘yehicle, if indeed problems are develop-

ing

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
the treaty will provide the Soviet Union
an opportumty to equal U.S. accomplish~
ments in submegaton weapon technol-
ogy

Mr MILLER. Yes,indeed. However,
I wish to be fair in my statement. The
Secretary of Defense and, as I recall,
-other administration spokesmen who
favor the ratification’of the treaty, indi-
cated that this could be done. They did
not try to ‘dodge’ the question. Their
answer was that it would take a long
time and would entail a large amount of
additional expense to the Soviet Union to
step up its underground testing sufficient-
1y to hope, after several years, to catch
up in that area.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
the treaty would deny to the United
States a valuable source of information
.~ on Sovxet nuclear weapons capabilities?

Mr,” MILLER. I do not know. I
should say that even without the treaty,
we face about the same problem, so far
as our intelligence regarding Soviet
nuclear weapons capabilities is con-
cerned. I believe we have some good in-
telligence on this subject. We do not
have as much as we would like to have,
Whether we have the treaty or do not
_—have it, I do not believe there will be
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a great amount of difference in our in-
telligence on this point. Perhaps I do
not understand the thrust of the ques-
tion asked by the Senator from South
Carolina. I want to be responsive; but
if I correctly interpret his question, I
have given the best answer I can.

Mr. THURMOND. Based upon the
testimony of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
other military people, and scientists, it
is clear that the United States is ahead
of the Soviets in low-yield weapons. I
believe the Senator from Towa will agree
to that.

Mr. MILLER. That is correct.

Mr. THURMOND, It is further clear
that under the treaty the Soviets could
test underground and overcome their
deficiency in that respect.

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. But
I wish to repeat, to be fair, that the
proponents of the treaty recognize this—
although they have a semirebuttal to it,
in péinting out that it will entail a great
amount of additional cost to the Soviets,
and that it can be achieved only over
a long period of time.

Mr. THURMOND. The testimony be-
fore the Preparedness Investigating Sub-
committee also clearly shows that the
Soviets are ahead of us in high-yield
weapons and in the development and
deployment of an anti-ballistic-missile
system. Is it not true that we would
have to test in the atmosphere, in order
properly to overcome that deficiency?

Mr. MILLER. Not quite, because it
should be remembered that even granted
that they are ahead of us in the develop-

~ment of an antimissile system—althoughv
I am not sure they are—I recognize that
_they may well have installed some kind

of antimissile system, and I also recog-
nize that they will not be content to stop
there, either, but will get the best one
they can, and will do so sooner than
we do, if possible. Nevertheless, I am
satisfied that in the foreseeable future,
the penetration capabilities of our nu-
clear retaliatory force will be quite suf-
ficient to destroy Khrushchev and the
Soviet Union, in the event they attempt
to make the first strike.

Mr. THURMOND. I invite the atten-
tion of the Senator—if he has not had
an opportunity to read it—to the testi-
mony in the Preparedness Investigating

.Subcommittee of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff, who definitely, explicitly, and pre-
cisely said the Soviets do have a lead on
us in the antiballistic missile system
fleld.

- Mr. MILLER. Yes. But the Senator

_knows that the problem is, How much?

No one knows how much their lead really

is,

Mr. THURMOND. To the extent that
they have one developed and deployed
whereas we have none deployed, and it
is a matter of fact that it would take us
4 years to deploy an ABM system. Also
the Soviets has made more sophisti-
cated tests than we have.

Mr. MILLER. That is correct; and I
think there should be no disagreement
on that point. ,

Mr. THURMOND. Except for the fact
that our intelligence shows that the

'Soviet system Is capable of knocking

down medium-range missiles, which

J
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travel up to approximately 1,200 miles;
and intermediate-range missiles, which
travel up to about 2,500 miles; and,
under certain favorakble conditions, inter-
continental ballistic missiles, which trav-
el from 5,000 to 7,000 miles. Our intelli-
gence may be wrong; but that is what
our own intelligence shows.

Mr. MILLER. Assuming that to be
correct, I suggest to the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina that the
Soviets would hve a long, long, long way
to go before they could develop and set
up a comparable defense systemn around
all the major cities in the Soviet Union.
So I believe they have a long way to go
in making that development.

Nevertheless, this does not mean that
we should not concern ourselves with the
development of an effective antimissile
system sooner than the Soviets develop
one. But this system will extend far be-
yound the confines of one localized area,
which is where I understand the Soviet
system now is. It will have to be nation-
wide, and that will take a long time. I
hope we do not have to develop it to that
point; but I believe'we would be foolish,
indeed, if we proceeded on the assump-
tion that the Soviets would not try to
succeed before we do.

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the able
Senator. In view of his excellent mili-
tary background and knowledge, and his
stated lack of trust of the Communists,
and also in view of the disadvantages of
the treaty, as he has expressed them in
his address today, and also throughout
the debate on the treaty, I am still at a
loss to understand how the able Senator
has reached the conclusion to support the
treaty.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina.
He well knows my great respect and af-
fection for him and also my great respect
for his military knowledge, which is un-
excelled by that of any other Member of
the Senate.

I may say that the last paragraph of
my speech was included because I am
cognizant of the position of the Senator
from South Carolina ahd of other dedi-
cated Senators who, in their conscience,
feel that they cannot favor approval of
the treaty.

These matters should be viewed in the
proper Dperspective. Some persons no
doubt will say the Senator from South
Carolina, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Russerrl, and the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Simpson], and other Sena-
tors who cannot in good conscience vote
for approval of the treaty, therefore are
in favor of an unlimited nuclear arms
race far into the future, and so forth. I
believe it best to lay that misunderstand-
ing to rest, once and for all; and I have
done my best to do so.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I will vote for approval of the
nuclear test ban treaty. This is one of
the most difficult decisions I have ever
had to make, dealing—-as it does—with
our future security. As is the case with
most issues of great importance, not all
the merit is on one side.

“While the danger of fallout from nu-
clear testing may be overestimated, the
great majority of people throughout the

! : \
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to get-off the Communist ideology and
get on to something more peaceful, I
do not expect to see him do so for. some
time. It may be that he will, but I want
to see something more concrete first, I
am not at all impressed by fine words.
I am not impressed by Moscow cham-
pagne and caviar parties and smiles and
bear hugs.

We must have some concrete evidence

first before we take another first step,
if it be a first step.

Mr. THURMOND. I am sure the Sen—
ator is familiar with the report of the
Preparedness Subcommittee.

Mr. MILLER. Yes.

Mr. THURMOND. Under the treaty,

ig it not true that the United States prob-
ably will be unable to duplicate Soviet
achievements in very high yield weapon
technology? ,
- Mr. MILLER. I believe the Senator is
reading from the conclusions of the Pre-
parediness Subcommittee. I have al-
ready quoted from the mgjor findings
in my main speech.

I recognize the probable validity of
these conclusions, although I point out
that perhaps even the formidable state-

-ment that was put into the conclusions

was worded in the termmolpgy of “may-
be” or “perhaps.” That is the difficulty

with all the evidence that we have on the

treaty. Itis opinion evidence or practl-
cally all of it is.
tual evidence. Therefore, it is necessary
to welgh possibilities and probabilities
and “maybe’s,” “might’s,” “could’s,” and
“should’s” to arrive at a conclusion.
This makes the task extreinely difficult.
Honest people can differ on the degree of
emphasis they will give.

What I have been mainly trying to do

has been to put some of the arguments in

their proper perspective. Both for and
against the treaty. In my mail I have
received cliches on both sides of the

\}_?. I am not denying the sincerity
with which they were offered.

However, they are not persuasive, and
I believe they ought to be reduced to
size, so that when Senators vote they will
vote on the basis of reason and logic and
sound judgment, instead of on the basis
of cliches and arguments that should
have no relevancy in the Senate.

Mr. THURMOND. Because of the
Senator’s military experience, I am sure
he realizes the value of the Preparedness
Subcommittee’s report. I wish to point
up certain things in it in a few more
questions. Under this treaty, is it not
true that the United States will be un-
able to acquire necessary data on the
effects of very high yield atmospheric
explosions?

Mr. MILLER. That question can be
" answered only in terms of possibility or
probability. What are “necessary
data”? It is difficult to determine
whether they are necessary or unneces-
sary. Somé people think they are abso-
lutely necessary. Others seem to think
we can get along without them, and that
if we find as tiffie goes on we cannot get
along without them, we can withdraw
from the treaty.

I do not expect the relative power be-
tween the Soviet Union angd the United
States to blow up overnight. It will be
some time before the Soviets catch up to

Very little of it is fac-

the point of offsetting our deterrent abil-
ity. That will occur over a period of
several years. In that time, we can de-
tect changes sufficient to enable us to
reach a determination as to whether we

.should withdraw frgm the treaty.

In the face of world opinion, such with-
drawal would not be easy. It would be
hecessary for the President and the
Members of the Sengte to be courageous
about it. However, I do not believe I
can answer the question of the Senator
from South Caroling any better than I
have answered it. It is hafd to say
whether it is necessary. I agree that we
will not be able to gbtain certain infor-

mation on weapong effects which the
Soviets have obtained. The President
of the United States said as much in
March of 1962. He said that they had
obtained weapons effects information
that would probably take them 2 or 3
years to analyze, and that we do not hayve
it. I am satisfied that as a result of our
rather limited testing in 1062, we have
less comparable infarmation to analyze.

Mr. THURMOND. Under this treaty,
is it not true that the United States will
be unable to acquirg data on high alti-
tude nuclear weapons effects?

Mr. MILLER. Neither side can do so
under the treaty. The point I wish to

make—and I thought I had agreed with
the Senator on it—is that the Soviets, by
virtue of their massive tests in 1961, have
acquired certain data which we probably
have not acquired as a result of our
rather limited test series of 1962.

Mr., THURMOND, If the treaty is
adopted, we will not be able to acquire
the information. Isthat correct?

Mr. MILLER. That is correct.

Mr. THURMOND, Under the treaty,
is it not true that the United States will
be unable to determine with confidence
the performance and reliability of any
ABM system develaped without benefit
of atmospheric operational systern tests?

Mr. MILLER. The testimony on this
point, as the Senator knows, was divided.
I am inclined to think that Dr. Teller's
testimony on this point was more per-
suasive than the tesfimony on the other
side. In any event, it was of equal qual-
ity. The proponents of the treaty say
we do not need to test. Dr. Teller and
others say we need to test. It is a dif-
ficult question for anyone to evaluate
and upon which to come to a conclusion.

I go one step further, if the Senator
from South Caroling wishes to know how
I reconciled my position on the treaty
with that problem. There are two ways.
Pirst, the withdrawal provisions of the
treaty. I am satisfied that the Soviet
Union will not for a long time develop an
antimissile system which will effectively
take care of our weapons. They will be
working for one, probably, and they may
develop one. But I am satisfied we will
get information in the meantime which
will indicate to us whether we need to
test our system. Under the withdrawal
provisions of the treaty, we shall be able
to do so.

Mr. THURMOND:. Speaking of Dr.
Teller, I should like {0 quote a statement
he made in January of this year:

A test ban treaty with the Soviet Union
would prevent vital improvements of our
atomic explosives, as_well as foreclose the
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development of antimissile systems like the
Nike-Zeus and the Nike-X. It would not
keep the Russians from cheating. Stuch a
treaty, in sum, would endanger our security
and help the Soviet Union in its plan to con-
quer the world,

Mr. MILLER. I remember that Dr.
Teller testified in similar vein during the
hearings on the treaty. As I said in my
speech Dr. Teller’s knowledgeable testi-
mony and his powerful logic is certainly
of as high quality as any of the testi-
mony on the other side. B

But the problem is: What if the So-
viets are able to test, as Dr. Teller says
they are, without detection? Will the
results of those tests be significant?
That is the magic word. Dr. Teller says
they will be significant. Secretary Mc-
Namara says they will not be signifieant.
So we are confronted with the problem
whether there will be significant develop-
ments resulting from the Soviets’ clan-
destine tests, assuming they propose to
do so.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff said that we will make that assump-
tion. This is a difficult problem.

I still say that if we adhere to the safe-
guards prescribed by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, we will be able to detect, through
our intelligence, whether there have been
sufficient developments so that we shall
be sufficiently forewarned and be able to
withdraw frorm. the treaty.

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator
from Iowa consider that the tests the
Soviets made in 1961 and 1962 were sig-
nificant?

Mr. MILLER.
highly significant.

I believe they were
This is one of the

. main reasons why the argument that is

now advanced by the proponents of the
treaty, who signed the treaty, was offered
to the Soviets in 1958 and by President
Kennedy in 1961; therefore, we must fol-
low through w1th it now. But they com-
pletely ignore the change in factual eir-
cumstances since the previous offers of
the treaty, not the least of which was
the massive series of Soviet tests in 1961,
which had bhighly significant results.

The big question is whether the results
they obtained compared with the results
that they previously obtained, plus the
results we obtained in our limited series
in 1962, have created a significant im-
balance which could lead to & significant
imbalance in technology vis-a-vis the two
nations.

I am persuaded that they do not; but
if they do, w2 will have available the
withdrawal provisions of the treaty.

Mr. THURMOND. The able Senator
from Yowa being an Air Force Reserve
officer, I am sure he will be familiar
with the next question:

Under the treaty, is it not true that
the United States will be unable to verify
the ability of its hardened underground
second-strike missile systems to survive
close-in high-yield nuclear explosions?

. Mr. MILLEE. That is true; but some-
thing must be added in answer to the
question. It can be doubted whether the
Soviets know the answer, PFurthermore,
prudence would dictate that margins of
safety, certainly within reason, be pro-
vided In the hardening of our missile
sites. I have said that this will be an-
other result of the freaty. Instead of
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*world fear that unlimited testing could
seriously affect the health of this gen-
eration and future generations. Thus
far nuclear testing has been limited to
that by the United States, Russia, Eng-
land, and France. In a matter of a few
short years other nations will be in a
position to test nuclear weapons, thus
greatly increasing the danger of nuclear
fallout, in the absence of a nuclear test
ban agreement. .

Another serious question involved is
that of easing the cold war tensions with
Communist Russia. It is impossible for
the United States to avoid having to deal
with Communist Russia in Berlin and in
countless other areas throughout the
world. There is some advantage to a
better relationship, if this can be ac-
complished without endangering our na-~
tional security. The provisions of the
test ban treaty itself leave ample room
for any of the signators to withdraw—
perhaps too much to be effective. Limit-
ing nuclear testing is the goal sought by
most people throughout the world, and
earnestly advocated by both President
Eisenhower and President Kennedy.

I am well aware that the Soviet Union
has violated most of its treaties and
-agreements with us and other nations.
This one may be, too; but nothing will be
lost if we continue, and even accelerate,

- our vast program of research and de-

velopment of nuclear weapons, and con-
tinue to prepare for future tests, which
could be resumed jmmediately follow-
ing any violation by Russia. We have
this assurance through a letter by Presi-
dent Kennedy to the SBhate. Equally
important, there is a sizable increase in
the appropriations for this purpose in
both the House and the Senate versions
of the appropriations bills.

I would never vote for approval of the
treaty if I had the slightest doubt that
our research and development in. all

- phases of nuclear power would not only
be continued, but also -would be ex-
panded and vigorously pursued. A
strong national defense is still, and al-
ways will be, our greatest assurance of
beace and security. 7

"' The United States now is capable of
destroying every military installation and
every important city in Russia at least
26 times over. We could literally cover
Russia in a sea of flames.

The most important defense weapon
of the future is the Nike-X, an antimis-
sile missile on which we are spending
hundreds of millions of dollars, each
year, in research and development. If
this can be perfected—and that is pos-
slble within a comparatively short time—
this, together with our other defense
weapons, could give us a high degree of
protection against any nuclear attack,
whether by plane, missile, or submarine.

One of the most important questions
involved ‘in  approving the treaty is
whether nuclear testing would be neces-
sary in the perfection of this antimissile
missile. On this guestion, again there
is some disagreement among our top mil-
itary authorities, Gen. Curtis LeMay,
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, reluc-
tantly approved the nuclear test ban
treaty, because he felt it would be de-
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sirable to test the Nike-X missiles with
nuclear warheads attached, before they
were deployed. He felt the same way
with respect to the Minuteman, Titan,
and Atlas missiles, which already are de-
ployed, but never have been tested with
nuclear warheads attached. Since our
military authorities believe it is not
necessary to test these missiles with nu-
clear warheads attached, it is question-
able whether the Nike-X would be tested
with its nuclear warhead, even if there
were no test ban treaty. We have many

" thousands of nuclear warheads already

perfected and ready to be attached to
the Nike-X or any other weapon.

After long and careful study of all the
testimony on both sides of the issue, T
have come to the conclusion that more
is to be gained by approving the test ban
treaty than by disapproving .it. I do
not subscribe to the position—taken by
a few of our mijlitary leaders, and some
others—that nuclear war is inevitable.
If this were the case, there would be little
hope for the future.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. Presi-
dent—— o ,
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KENNEDY in the chair). The Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youna] is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. For .several
weeks, members of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, members of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and the Sen-
ate Members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy have examined inten-
sively the proposed limited nuclear test
ban treaty.

As a member of the Committee on

Armed Services, I desire to thank the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLsricHT], the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, for in-
viting all members of the Committee on
Armed Services to participate in the
hearings of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on the limited test ban treaty.
I am grateful to the chairman of that
greay committee, not only for inviting
me to attend those sessions, but also for
calling on me to ask questions of all
witnesses. .

Mr. President, it happens that I first
read this treaty approximately 4 days
before it was even initialed. I have at-
tended the committee meetings and I

‘have studied the treaty; and I now be-

lieve that the Senate has intensively
examined it.

In my judgment, every coneelvable

implication of the treaty, every word,
every comma, and every period, has been
minutely examined. More thorough
consideration has never been given to
any matter which has come before the
Senate.

As the distinguished majority leader
has said, in the last analysis the ques-
tion which confronts us is simply
whether the proposed treaty does, on
balance, serve the interests of the people
of the United States? ‘ .

Some Senators have engaged in a great
deal of discussion and there have been
many expressions of doubt regarding the
reliability of the safeguards in the treaty.
Those who oppose the treaty exaggerate
the risk of cheating. They minimize

. administration.
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the risk of continuing the arms race.
The treaty contains the specific reserva-
tion that our Nation may scrap the

-agreement if that is deemed. necessary

by our President for our national
security. Purthermore if the Soviet
Union were to violate any provisions of
the {reaty, it would be voided imme-
diately, In addition, each nation may
continue underground tests so long as
radioactive debris is not deposited out-
side its territorial limits. Of course, we
shall not rely solely upon Soviet good
faith. We shall rely on our far-flung
detection network which instantly warns
of atmospheric tests or underwater tests
anywhere in the world. .

Mr. President, the treaty gives us the
right to resume testing in the atmos-
phere, under water, or in outer space
whenever we feel that our national
security requires it. Three Presidents of
the United States—Presidents Truman,
Eisenhower, and Kennedy—have striven
patiently to achieve an effective nuclear
test ban treaty, and they have endorsed
the one before us.
the other members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff have endorsed it. By far the ma-
jority of the scientists and the nuclear
physicists who testified before the For-
elgn Relations Commitiee strongly en-
dorsed the treaty. Every possible safe-
guard and precaution to protect our vital
national interests have been taken in
the drafting of this historic document.

Of course, there are risks in this as in
any venture in foreign relations. Com-
monsense will balange them against the
risks of continued massive testing with
all that it implies for the poisoning of
the atmosphere and the aggravation of
an arms race that would end only in
disaster. There are also risks in failing
to venture; risks in standing still in a
world of change and challenge which
does not remain stationary for this or
any other nation,

This treaty is an objective which two
administrations, representing both po-
litical parties, have patiently sought in
spite of repeated discouragements, and
notwithstanding opposition and ecriti-
cism at home, It was a prime element
in the foreign policy of the Eisenhower
‘When President Ken-
nedy assumed office he could, had he
chosen have ignored the efforts of the
previous administration. However, he
pursued this policy as it is in the best
of interests of all Americans, regardless
of their political affiliation. It will not
usher in the millennium. It will not end
the cold war. It will not totally disarm
the Soviet Union. It will not end the
threat of Communist aggression. It will
not bring about at once total and com-
plete disarmament. It will be a step to-
ward ending one area of armament com-
petition, It may pave the way for prog-
ress in other areas. ’

Should we reject this treaty, the risks
of paralyzed uncertainty and the result-
ing petrified foreign policy may be far
greater than those, if any, which might
result from ratification.

Mr., President, the Communist mas-
ters of Red China have denounced . this
treaty. In this they are in complete
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agreement with members of the radical
right-wing fringe in our own country

~who claim that coex1stence is impossi-
ble. Coexistence is defined as existing
together. Do those who 6ppose the lim-
ited test ban treaty, claiming there can-
not be coexistence with the Soviet
Union, believe the Russiahs will just
cease to exist? The alternative to co-
existence is coannihilation. Together
we have power to destroy millions of
Americans and Europeans. In 10 years,
if China with 700 million population be-
comes a nuclear power, then what? Ob-
viously, we should take this short step
toward peace by ratifying the limited
nuclear test ban treaty.

'The test ban is an acknowledgement
and a reflection of the nuclear stalemate
thgt exists, The Soviets have bigger
H-bombs than we do; we have far more
warheads, a greater va.riety ‘and superior
delivery weapons, Neither side has true
superiority as each possesses the power
o destroy the other if it is willing to be
destroyed itself.

Armaments races ultimately led to
World Wars I and II, Let us hope this
treaty signals the beginning of the end of
today’s armaments race. There would
be no victor in a nuclear war.

Questions were asked of the precedmg
speaker whether the treaty might not
mark the end of today’s armaments race.
I hope that ratification of the treaty will
have that end result.

Mr. President, if not for ourselves,
then for our children and our children’s
children and for all generations to come,
we owe a duty to take this first small,
cautious, well-protected step toward
pefice and toward ending continued pol-
lution of the atmosphere. Some scien-
tists claim that the genetic damage al-
ready done has been very substantial.
We cannot afford to gamble with the
health and lives of unborn children.

Debate over the test ban treaty has

been so crowded with examination of its
purely milltary consequences that the
virtue of eliminating radioactive fallout
.sometimes seems almost to be lost sight
of in the overall discussion.
" The genetic damage that will result
from tests already conducted by any
standard of measurement are terrible
and horrifying.  This damage might be
multiplied were indiscriminate tests by
many nations to take place in the fu-
ture. The consequences of testing
alone, to say nothing of the risk of war
itself, might possibly work an alteration
upon the environment of this planet
that would cause dreadful injury to the
health of all mankind.

‘The weight of the world’s scientific
opinion is that radioactive fallout from
testing has increased—and future test-
ing would further increase-—the hazards
due to natural radiation;, that any in-
genetic damage.

The test ban treaty committing others
to refrain from testing, greatly d1min-
ishes this hazard. The suspension of
stmospheric testing, in these altered cir-
cumstances, becomes an affirmative gaih
of the most enormous consequences to
the human race.

Events may disappcint the hopes and
expectations of those who have proposed
this treaty. It does not, by itself, and
for all time, automatically préclude the
resumption of atmospheric testlng, but
it may well result_in that most desirable
end. And if it does, its adoption may
spare unnumbered thousands of our own
countrymen and miillions, around the
world the pain and sorrow of ferrible,
wasting lifelong injury. And it may lift
from mankind the dread menace and
dire threat of damage to the genetic in-
tegrity of the human family that would
cast its dark shadow forward through
the generations down to children born
a thousand years from now.

Opponents of ratification have had
much to say regarding Dr. Edward Teller
and his testimony. Ie is one of a very
few leading scientists who oppose this
limited test ban treaty. Therefore, re-
garding Dr. Teller let us consider the
record.

The burden of Dr, Teller’s advice now
is that to give up atmospheric testing
would grant the Soviets a dangerous ad-
vantage in developing a missile defense.
This view is not supported by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff or by other scientists of
equal or greater compefence. It should
be measured againsi previous alarms
raised by Dr. Teller when a test ban was
under discussion. i

In 1957, when the Eisenhower admin-
Istration was considering a moratorium,
Dr. Teller was the leader of a scientific
group which strenuously opposed any
such policy on the ground that it would
dangerously interfere with our develop-
ment of a 100 percent clean bomb.

According to a news article in the
Washington Post, there is good reason
to believe that the bomb Teller was talk-
ing about had been developed and indeed
even secretly tested before 1957. Ap-
parently no one wanted it then and ap-
parently no one wants it now.

In 1959, when the United States and
Russia had temporarily suspended test-
ing not by treaty but simply under an
unwritten agreement and begun nego-
tiations for a formal ban, Dr. Teller ad-
vanced a different reason for his opposi-
tion. Then he argued that tests were
absolutely necessary in order to develop
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, such as
Project Plowshare—atomic explosions to
deepen a harbor or to build a canal.

In 1961, he produced still another rea-
son. This time, a test ban would dan-
gerously interfere with our development
of a neutron bomb, the absolute weapon
that would kill people but do no damege
to property

Little is heard these days about the
neutron bomb, abdut the clean bomb,
about the need for large atmospheric ex-
plosions for peacefiil purposes. Now it
is the antiballistic missile which Dr,
Teller dangles before. the Senafe. But
in view of the record, how much con-
fidence can be placed in his advice?

The question is a]l the more pertinent
in view of the fact that in 1960 when Dr.
Teller was arguing that the United
States should break the moratorium then
in force by resuming underground test-
ing, he actually advocated almost ex-
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actly what the Kennedy administration
is advocating now. “All developments
of nuclear explosives which are really
necessary,” he then wrote, “can be car-
ried out by methods which will not con-
tribute to the contamination of the air.
We can continue the development of
nuclear weapons without causing any
further contact of human beings with
radioactivity.”

That is exactly what the administra-
tion now proposes. Furthermore, as
President Kennedy emphasized at a re-
cent news conference, he proposes to
keep our nuclzar laboratories function-
ing at full strength, to prepare standby
facilities for the.immediate resumption
of atmospheric tests in case the treaty
is violated, and to improve detection
methods so that any violation will cer-
tainly be found ocut. Dr. Teller’s argu-
ment that the treaty will tragically

‘weaken the Nstion simply does not stand

up. On the other hand, the failure to
ratify, with all that this would imply for
acceleration of the arms race, would be
a real tragedy for the world at large.

I am not one of the younger Members
of the Senate of the United States. I
am one of the older Members who sit in
this small rectangular chamber which
is truly the hall of the States.

I feel I speak for the fathers and
mothers of this country who fear that
the milk their children drink will be more
and more contaminated and poisoned if
the atmosphere is permitted to be pol-
Iuted by nuclear explosions of 4, 6,
8 or 20 nuclear powers, as our Presi-
dent said ‘tiere would be in 1975
unless some treaty such as this is rati-
filed. I know this treaty is not merely
good for those fathers and mothers and
for their child¥en. I know this is good
for my four young granddaughters, who
will with others of similar ages be the
trustees and guardlans of this Nation in
a comparatively few years. I want them
to live in a country which is secure and
powerful as is our countiry at this time-——
also in a clear atomsphere of peace, in-
stead of in a grim period of cold war
and international anarchy. This limited
test ban treaty is a small step in the
long journey for the peace of the world.
In that hour of decision when we are
asked to suprort our President and ad-
vise and consent to the ratification of
this nuclear test ban treaty, I will sup-
port our President. Every vote cast
against ratification will have the same
power and weight as every two votes
cast in favor of ratification. I hope and
I believe that the Senate will ratify this
treaty by an overwhelming margin and
that we shall vote down overwhelmingly
every amendraent and reservation.

We_ have heard of some reservations
which will be offered. We have seen the
letter written. by our President to the
majority leader and minority leader of
the Senate, setting forth eight specific
assurances. We have seen the report of
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
We know there is no necessity whatso-
ever for any reservations or understand-
ings. We know that if a so-called res-
ervation were offered and adopted, it
would kill the treaty, since it would then
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: e necessary to submlt the tr eaty to com-
plete renegotiation.

I pray that nothing like this will hap-
pen, I feel certain it will not. If our
Commander-in-Chief, our President, is
to be struck down by a voie rejecting this
treaty 1 want no accusing finger to be
pointed to me that mine was the as-
sassin’s blow.

The treaty may not work. In, that
event oyr political, mlhtary and scien-
tific lea ers have assured us that our
national security will not have been jeop-
ardized. However, we must allow our-

selves the Tuxury. of a faint glimmer of -

hope, This treaty.is Just that.
Mr. President, the Junior Senator from
" Ohio will vote to ratify this treaty. I
“believe it to be a step, however small, in
- ' the directar of preserving a world fit for
~“our children to live in and a step forward
in the history of human civilization.

‘Several Senators addressed the Chair.

‘Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,

-1 shall yield first to the dxstmgulshed
Senator from Ala.ska [Mr. GRUENINGI.
Before doing so, in view of the colloquy
which occurred immediately before I
obtained the floor, and the reference
that was made to Dr, Edward Teller, let
me say that for most of my adult life T
have been g trial Jawyer. When T rep-
resented o losing side, and had one posi-

" tive witness, though his testlmony may
-be rebuted by all the opposing witnesses,
I liked to emphasize his testimeny. This

- appears to be the case with opponents of
the treaty -and their star witness, Dr.
Teller,

In reading the hearings before the
Commlttee on Foreign Relations, I dis-
~eovered that the distinguished senior
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CrURCH] oblit-
erated the validity and force of Dr.
Teller’s testlmony, in the questions he

" asked him, by using certain quotatlons
from the wrxtmgs of Dr. Teller himself.
“The Senator asked Dr. Teller:

I have before me ‘some quotations from
writings that you have published in that
interval between the Eisenhower adminis-
tration angd the present time—that are per-
tinent to the inquiry today—the statements
which you have made. I would like to iden-

tify them for you and read them to you. I

‘have four and singe they are all related in a
gense, let me read the four and then you can
make s itllch comment ‘as you care to make
‘aboutt

The first is an excerpt from an articles of
yours entitled “The Issues of Peace,” which
' ‘wag published in the Bulletin of Atomic

Helentists in June of 1960, and appears on

‘page 203, in which you say, and I quote:

. “I say that we can stop nuclear testing in
the atmosphere We may do this unilater-
ally.  We can then challenge the Russians
to follow syit even If they won't sign a
treaty.”

That ends the quote.

. The second quote is from an article of

yours which appeared In the Washington
B Evenlng Star in Augustof 1960 from which I

‘Qquote as follows:

<“We should renounce nuclear weapons

tests in the atmosphere. We should chal-

lenge the Russians to do likewise and we

should use our influgnce in the United Na-

_tlons, prevent atmospheric weapons tests

hy all nations A

.- Ehat ends The quote.

“FIOm the same article there is a second -

quoﬁe as follows:

ALl developments oI nuclear exploslves
which are really necessary can be carried out

Tess,

-majority of the American people.

by methods which will not contrlbute to the
contemination of the air. . We can continue
the development of nuclear weapons without
causing any further contact of human beings
with radioactivity.”

In other words, underground testing.

Then the Senator from Idaho pro-
pounded the final question to the wit-
reading ‘an extract  from  the
“Legacy of Hiroshima,” Dr. Teller’s
book, published in 1962:

Is an effective test ban possmle” In the
atmosphere and beneath the surface of the
ocean, yes. In these areas the blosphere,

7 the sphere of living beings, violations of
-8 test ban could be detected.

"Those four quotatlons from Dr Tel-

ler’s wrltmg were used in questmmng.

the witness. The Senator from Idaho

had asked him how he could reconcile

those statements with his present at-
titude. The Wltness said;

The simple answer “to your ques’cion is
don’t reconcile them. They are contradic-
tory.

He went on to say this:

Wow, after having eliminated a small part
of the contradiction, I want simply and
completely to say that the biggest part of
the contradiction remains and is to be. ex-
plained by the fact that I have changed my
mmd

I ask those who W111 quote this same
doctor in support of their position
against this limited nuclear test ban
treaty. Is it not just as likely that a

. year from now, or two years from now,

he may again say, “I have changed my
mind” and he may say it rather sheep-
ishly?

It is my belief and my fervent hope
that more than 80 Senators will vote to

-ratify the limited nuclear test ban

treaty and take this important first step
forward toward peace. .
.. Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will

.the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohijo. .1 yield to the

_Senator from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. I congra{:ulate my

‘able and distinguished colleague, the

Junior Senator from Ohio, on the con-

“structive, well-reasoned, and farsighted
presentation of his views on the test

ban treaty. I am confident that he rep-
resents the views of the overwhelming
The
test ban treaty is one of the great

- achievements of our time, whatever may

be the ultimate result. )
As the junior Senator from Ohio has
S0 well pointed out, if we merely suc-

-ceed for a time in stopping the poisonous

fallout, which may destroy the health
and happiness of countless people for
generations to come, we shall have
achieved a success; but I am.confident,
as he is, that this is an important step

_forward. I think the Senator has con-

tributed greatly to the discussion, and
i[t congratulate and commend him for

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio.
Senator from Alaska.

) ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I raise
the point of order that the Senate is not
in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The Senator

I thank the

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 : CIA-RDP65B00383R000100210008-2

'from Oth [Mr.

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 CIA-RDP65BOO383RO0Q100210008 2 Lo
CONGRESSIONAL BECORD SENATE

16505

Youwa]l has the floor
and can yield only for a question.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to yield to the
junior Senator from Rhode Island {Mr.
PeLLl. e o .

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, I have
no objection to Senators asking ques-
tions of a speaker, but I do object to
the irregular practice of passing out time
by Members of the Senate. I also ob-
ject to the praeti ce of requestmg and
obtaining time § or 4 days in advance
in the case of a Senator who wishes to
leave the Senate and not be in the Cham-
ber, thus being able to go off somewhere
else 'I believe the fime has come when
we should observe the regular order in
the Senate. There is no question that
the practice of passing out time days
in advance for speakers on the floor is
contributing to the breakdown of the
legislative processes of the Congress. -

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I have the floor, and I am prepared to
yield the floor. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement made by the
distinguished Senator from Vermont be
placed in the Recorp after my state-
ment.

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. )

Mr. YOUNG of Ohilo. I yield the floor.

Mr. AIKEN. I realize that practically
everything that can be said on the treaty
has been said.

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

Mr. AIKEN. Iyield.

ORDER LIMITING DEBATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the distinguished minority
leader and myself I send to the desk a
unanimous-consent request and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent request will be read
for the information of the Senate.

The unanimous-consent request was

‘read, as follows:"

. UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, effective on Monday, Sep-
tember 23, 1963, at the conclusion of routine
morning business, during the further con-
sideration of the treaty on nuclear test ban
(Ex. M, 88th Cong., 1st sess.), debate on any
amendment or preamble to the resolution of
ratification, motion, or appeal, except a mo-
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited to
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the mover of any such a proposal or mo-
tion and the majority leader: Provided, That
in the event the majority leader is in favor
of any such a proposition, the time in oppo-
sition thereto shall be controlled by the mi-
nority leader or some Senator designated by
him: Provided further, That no amendment
that 1s not germane to the provisions of the
said resolution shall be received. All reser-
vations or understandings already printed
shall be deemed germane.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final agreement to the resolution of rati- .
fleation debate shall be limited to 6 hours,
to be equally divided and controlled, respec-

-tively, by the majority and minority leaders

or someone designated by them: Provided,
That the said leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the
adoption of the resolution, allot additional
time to any Senator during the consideration
of any of the above proposals: Provided fur-

ther, That a final vote on the adoption of
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{he resolution of ratification shall be taken
‘st 10 a.m. Tuesday, September 24, 1963,

Ordered further, That the Senate shall con-
vené at 10 a.m. on September 23, 1963, and
9:30 a.m. on September 24, 1963,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
ohjection? i
_ Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I must
object. I should like to ask the majority
leader if there is any binding under-
standing as to when the time for debate
on the treaty shall be used.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As I understand
the unanimous-consent request, that
would be in the discretion of the ma-
jority and minority leaders. I assure the
Senator from Nebraska that, so far as we
are concerned-—I helieve I speak for the
minority leader also—we will do the best
we ¢an, within reasonable limits, to bring
the reservations and understandings to
s vote as soon as possible, so as to reserve
the time on the treaty for later in the
day.

Mr. CURTIS. Is there any under-

standing as to the order in which the

reservations will be called up?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is my under-
standing that the Senator from Arizons
[Mr. GoLowatTir], if he has not done so

_already, will submit his reservation.today
and speak on it tomorrow or Friday, and
that it is his intention to call it up the
first thing on Monday morning next.

Mr. CURTIS. May I inquire whether
I correctly understand that the unani-
mous-consent request is that the yea-
and-nay vote on the treaty itself will be
at 10 a.fm. on Tuesday next?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
The purpose of convening at 9:30 am.
on Tuesday is to give every Senator an
opportunity to be present. . The vote will
occur one-half hour after the Senate
¢convenes. i

Mr. CURTIS. I miust object.

. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

suggest that the time for the vote on the
treaty on Tuesday be changed from 10
am. to 11 a.m. and that the time of
conivening on Tuesday morning be 10:30
instead of 9:30. . :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the agreement, as modified?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
Senator has reference to the final vole

on the resolution of ratification. Is that

~gorrect?
Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I reserve
my right to object only to inquire about
the votes on the other motialis and reser-
vations and amendments. Ts it expected
that there will be yea-and-nay votes on
- Monday, or would it be possible to com-
plete the debate on the reservations and
“to ‘have the yea-and-nay votes come on
Tuesday? )
Mr, MANSFIELD. In response to the
question raised by the distinguished
senior Senator from Tennessee, I should
like to say that arriving at this unani-
mous-consent request has taken. a great
deal of time. If has taken a great deal
of ‘time to negotiate. It is anticipated
that the debate on the treaty would be
cleared by Monday night; and that the
votes would be taken on the reservations,
understandings, and so forth, if re-
guested, on Monday, thercby getting
them out of the way, so that when the
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Senate met on Tuesday, it would be for
the purpose of voting on the treaty.

Mr.GORE. Then all Senators may be
on notice that there may be yea~and-nay
votes on amendments, reservations, and
interpretations?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. PASTORE. Not amendments.

. Mr. MANSFIELD. Reservations.

Mr. PASTORE. Reservations, under-
standings, or preambles.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, first of
all, I believe it should be made clear
that on a reservation 1 hour of debate
will be allowed, a half hour on each side.
Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator is correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the discussions on
the proposed unanimous-consent agree-
ment it was fully understood that no
intervening business of any kind what-
soever would be brought up, Including
any calendar business, until the treaty
had been disposed of. Is that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. If
on Monday additional time is needed on
the treaty, we shall be happy to do our
best to ecomply with such requests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the agreement as modified is entered.

Mr. PASTORE. I congratulate the
majority and minority leaders.

The unanimous-consent request, as
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

Y
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, effective on Monday, Sep-
ternber 23, 1963, at the conclusion of routine
morning business, durlng the further con-
sideration of the treaty on the nuclear test
ban (Ex. M, 88th Cong., 1st sess.), debate on
any amendment or preamble to the resolu-
tion of ratification, motion, or appeal, ex-
cept a motion to lay on the table, shall be
limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the mover of any such a pro-
posal or motion and the majority leader:
Provided, That in the event the majority
leader is in favor of any such a proposition,
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or some Sen-
ator deslgnated by him: Provided furiher,
That no amendment that is not germane to
the provisions of the said resolution shall
be received. All reservations or understand-
ings already printed shall be deerned ger-
mane.

Ordered further, That on the guestion of
the flnal agreement to the resolution of rati-
fication, debate shall be limited to 6 hours,
to be equally divided and controlied, respec-
tively, by the majority and minority leaders
or someone designated by them: Provided,
Theat the said leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under thelr control on the
adoption of the resolution, allot additional
time to any Senator during the consideration
of any of the above proposals: Provided fur-
ther, That a final vole on adoption of the
resolution of ratification shall be taken at
11 a.m. Tuesday, September 24, 1863,

Ordered further, That the Senate shall
cconvene at 10 a.m. on September 23, 1963,
and 10:30 a.m. on September 24, 1963.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I realize
that not much more can be Said either
for or against the approval of the par-
tial test ban treaty. However, there are
two or three items on which I should like
to comment briefly at this time.

The
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On September 11, the minority leader,
the distinguishad Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dmrksen], made a remarkable
speech in this Chamber. In his speech,
the Senator from Illineis read a clear-
cut statement from President Kennedy
which should have reassured all but
those who are determined not to be
reassured.

The Senator from Illinois then an-
nounced his unequivocal support for the
test ban freaty without reservations, It
was an intelligent speech for it reflected
the fact that -its author had studied
without stint all the arguments and facts
which have heen presented for and
against this treaty.

It was a fair and honorable speech,
for the Senator from Ilinois did not
hesitate to give the opponenis of the
treaty the benefit of every doubt which
they may hold in arriving at their own
decision.

It was a courageous speech, for the
minority leade: must surely have known
that it would bring down on his head the
curse of the emotionally militant ele-
ment of our society.

During the course of his speech, Sen-
ator DIRKSEN made reference to the large
amount of mail he has received on this
issue. My own mail on the test ban
treaty has been quite heavy though not
recordbréaking in volume. It has been
recordbreaking in one respect, how-
ever: At~no time in my recollection has
the mail on any issue before Congress
contained so many threats and vitupera-
tions as that of the last few weeks.

I want to make clear that most of the
opposition to the treaty comes from
conscientious people. These people
really believe that the risk involved in
the treaty does outweigh any possible
benefits.  Others have been the victims
of plausible sounding propaganda.

The country is being flooded by cir-
culars purportedly issued by organiza-
tions with highly respectable sounding
names, but which are unknown to official
Government agencies. These circulars
contain inflammatory statements in-
tended to make the reader hate the word
“peace’” and all those who dare to advo-~
cate it. They even go so far as to imply
that the Senaror from Illinois is opposed
to the treaty and that those who do not
help him kill it are either blind or
disloyal.

To date, I have received many com-
munications for and against the treaty.
Counting those from California and
Texas, which appear to be largely or-
ganizational mail, I would say that 60
percent of them are in opposition to the
treaty. The mail from New England
will run 80 percent or better in favor
of the treaty. :

Before this sreaty is voted on, T expect I
will have received many more protests
against it—al least one outfit is advis-
ing its members and sympathizers to
smother me with protests.

These protests might seem quite for-
midable indeed were it not for the fact
that 190 million people in America have
not protested the test ban treaty in spite
of the propaganda to which they are
subjected.

So long as 190 million Americans have
confidence enough in Congress to leave
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the decision to us, I shall believe that
most of them are not opposed to the
- yery small step toward peace which this
treaty represents. ‘ ‘
. In advocating the approval of the
treaty, the minority leader was repre-
" senting the official position of the Re-
publican Party and I believe also the
opinion of the overwhelming majority
" of the Anmierican public. .
‘The Republican platform of 1960
stated: ol o
“We are similarly ready to negotiate and
to institute realistic methods and safeguards
for disarmament, and for the suspension of
“nuclear tests., We advocate an early agree-
- ment by all nations to forego nuclear tests
in the atmosphere, and the suspension of
‘other tests as verification techniques permit.

.~ We support the President in any decision he

may make to reevaluate the question of re-
 gumption of underground nuclear explosions
_testing, if the Cleneva Confererice fails to
produce a satisfactory agreement.. We have
deep concérn about the mounting nuclear
arms racé. This concern leads us to seek
disarmament and nuclear agreements, And
an equal concern to protect all peoples from
nuclesi danger, leads us to insist that such
agréements have adequate safeguards.”

. That sfatement was not merely a cam-
palgn promise. It was a serious effort to
but the party on record as urging a world
without war. ‘

- It was intended to tell the world that
the Republican Party is not the party of
__fear. It was intended to express the

hope of the party that there need be no

more Hiroshimas with their ghastly toll
of horror and death. )

I do believe, Mr. President, that fear is
“at the bottom of most of the opposition
to the treaty—not alone the fear of los-
ing one’s life through enemy instruments
of destruction, but the fear that from
this very small first step theré may

| -emerge a chahging pattern in the world,

& pattern from which may be molded a
world of universal law rather than uni-

versal war and preparation for such war.

If we should find ourselves in a posi-

. tion of not having to be constantly pre-
paring for war, it would indeed change
the pattern of our national economy. A
substantial part of our gross national
produét is generated directly and indi-
tectly from arms production and pre-

- paration for possible war,’ This business

has always been profitable, in many
countries. o ’

I can well understand the fears of
management, investors, and employees
that their business, their incomes, and
their jobs might be curtailed if the seed
planted by the treaty should grow to
greater proportions. :

“However, I feel that this fear which is

™ reflected in some 0f the letters I recetve

is unwarranted as far as the test ban

treaty is concerned. - :

- Secretary McNamara has already an-
_nounced his intentions to ask for more
“money for mnext year rather than less.

“There i not the slightest possibility that

+ »:pppropriations for defense purposes will

_materially reduced by Congress in the
. foreseeable futire, Costs of the Defense
- Department have increased $8 billion in
‘the last 2 years and we will be very lucky
“Af this sharp incréase does not continue.
“We have been_ living on ‘borrowed
money
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years. The danger to our political sys-

tem today is probably greater from
monetary disaster or internal disturb-
atices or a continued deterioration of
governmental processes than it is from
ani enemy attack from the outside.

The question is frequently asked about.

the relative strength of the United States
and Russia in the various phases of nu-
clear weaponry both offensive and defen-
sive. No one, not even Mr. Khrushchev
or our own Joint Chiefs of Staff, can an-
swer that question accurately without a
detailed examination of data furnished

by the other side, a situation which is not.

likely to happen.

We do know, however, that neither
Russian or the United States has or is
likely to develop airtight defense against
delivery of bombs of 1 to 50 megatons or
even more. .

We do know the probable -effect of
bombs of various strength exploding at
different altitudes.

We do know that a 10-megaton bomb

would destroy virtually all bulldings
within a distance of 8 miles from the
point of explosion.
. We do know that the same explosion
would reduce to cinders every human be-
ing exposed within this area irrespective
of race, creed, color, or station in life.

We do know that a 10-megaton bomb
would start fires for a distance of 30
miles from the seat of the explosion.

We do know that a nuclear bomb ex-
plosion would burn the retinas of every
living being who happened to witness the
explosion from distances of up to 500
miles depending on the altitude of the
explosion, thus causing total or partial
blindness. .

We do know that the explosion of a
10-megaton bomb would cause first-de-
gree burns on any unprotected person
within a distance of 35 miles, and second
degree burns to a distance of 25 miles.

We do know that the fallout from the
explosion of a 20-megaton bomb would
drift downwind for a distance of over
300 miles, sentencing all people in its
path to incurable misery for such life
as might remain to them.

We do know—everyone of us within
his own heart—that unless the nations
now possessing the nuclear bomb make a
determined and sincere effort to prevent
its use, the time will come—and it may
come quickly—when this weapon will be
tested on human targets. - )

This limited test ban treaty in itself
does not and will not prevent the use of
nuclear weapons by one nation upon an-
other. Itisnotintended to.

It will, however, serve as a faint ray of

hope to the world that the nations now
possessing the bomb are well aware of its
power to destroy the progress which
mankind has made over tens of centuries
and that those nations will try to prevent
a holocaust on earth. o
Approval of the treaty will mean that
a dozen other nations that have the
‘means and the know-how to make nu-
clear bombs will not attempt to do so.
Not all the nations on earth will sign
this treaty. A half dozen will refuse. -
The vote of the Senate will tell the
world whether the United States stands
with most of the nations of the earth

i

or whether we stand in company with from Arkansas.
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only Red China, France, Albania, and
Cuba in our opposition.

Mr. President, with due regard for the
sincerity of those who will vote against
the partial test ban freaty and with full
recognition of the fact that there are
risks, particularly the risk of “euphoria,”
as well as advantages involved, I will say
that since the treaty was submitted to
committees of Congress on July 23 and
24, no evidence has been presented to
convince me that the advantages do not
far outweigh the risks.

Therefore, Mr. President, I trust that
we may have a nearly unanimous vote
of the Senate in favor of this first short
hopeful step on a long, long journey to
peace. , ’ .

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

Mr. AIKEN, I am glad to yield,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1
commend most highly the sound, solid,
and statesmanlike speech just delivered
by the distinguished senior Senator from
Vermont, the ranking Republican Mem-
ber of the Senate. He is not noted for
sensationalism. He is sober and hard-
working, He attended the meetings of
the three committees during the course
of their consideration of the treaty. He
always renders a distinet service to the
Senate, to his State, and to the Nation.

I express to him my personal thanks
for the fine speech he has made, and
acknowledge that it is another of the
many important contributions the dis-
tinguished Senator has made during his
22 years of service in the Senate. I
commend him. )

Mr. AIKEN. Ithank the Senator from
Montana. I know of no one whose ap-
proval I would rather have.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to
associate myself with the statement of
the Senator from Montana. During the
committee’s consideration of the treaty,
the Senator from Vermont rendered
most valuable service—as he always
does. Not only did he make the motion
that the treaty be reported from the
committee to the Senate, but—in addi-
tion, and in particular—he also made
the motion that it be reported without
reservation. 'In my opinion, that en-
abled the committee to avoid a great
deal of struggle, difficulty, and delay in
dealing with possible reservations.

Therefore, as chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, of which the Sen-
ator from Vermont is a senior member,
‘T am greatly indebted to him for what
he has done to make the work of the
committee move along in a reasonably
efficient way. His assistance has been of
vital importance in connection with
bringing the treaty before the Senate.

‘T appreciate very much the great im-
portance of the service of the Senator

“from Vermont, both in connection with
—this treaty and in connection with all
the other important business of the Sen-
ate. I appreciate particularly his most
valuable service in connection with the
treaty; and I am sure the country will,
too.

. Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
Let me say that if any

P &
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guﬂt is connected with the activities he
has described, I plead guilty. However,
I'miist confess that my principal interest
Was to have the treaty reported from the
cammittee and before the Senate, so
the Senate could take action on it, and
then could proceed to the transactmn
of ifs other business. That may have
beeRt a selfish motive; but, at the same
timg, I thoroughly believe in the state-
ment I have made, and also in the ad-

visability of obtaining overwhelming ap- .

proval by the Senate of the test ban
treaty at as early a date as possible.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is most fortu- .

nate that the Senator’s personal wishes

and interests happen to coincide with

the national interest. Iknow of no hap-
pier combination.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

‘Mr. ATREN. I yleld.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I con-
sider it a great privilege to have heard
the speech of the Senator from Vermont.
I know that all of us are nalurally con-
cerhed about our positiorf In regard to
the treaty. It gives me—and I know it
gives the Senate—greater confidence
and assurance to know that the Senator
from Vermont, the ranking Republican
meniber of the Foreign Relg.tions Com-
mittee, and a man of sound and practical
judgrment, has decided to support it.

Of course, the unknown always gives
cause Tor concein; but the rigk of nuclear
war s known, and I believe 1t also gives
the leaders of the Soviet Umon cause for
condern.

. AIKEN., Yes. I feel that the
Senator from Kentucky is—as usual—
corréct ifi his analysls of the situation.
It is fear that prompts the opposition
to the treaty; but I have no doubt that
the same fear or apprehensign is held by
people in other countries—probably in-
cluding the Soviet Union itself. I feel

.- thal we always live In the shadow of
fear of some kind. However, the fear of
‘a niclear war seerns to transcend most
of the other fears that have been
dreamed up over the centuries and dur-
ing many generations. It is in the hope
of taking a very small, first step toward
allaying this fear and toward making
it more bearable that we are supporting
this partial test ban treaty.

Mr. COOPER. I hope—and I am sure
the Senator from Vermont does, too—
that not only will it be a first step, but
it will also lead ultimately to a com-
pletely enforcible ban on all nuclear
testing, including testing under ground,
and’ it also ultimately will bring to an
end the nuclear arms race,

M}' AIKEN. I share the hope of the
Serator from Kentucky that this is only
& first step: but I fear that future steps
probably will be equally ag difficult, if
‘not’more so, and that they may be longer
in ‘toming to realization.

However, if we once give up hope and
give up the effort to achieve a world
without war—particularly, a world with-
out nuclear war—we have g right to be
very discouraged.

I °do not believe the world has glven
up hope. Of course, as I have said, every
Senator's office has received probably

- from 2,000 to 10,000 communications on

e
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the subject of the test ban treaty. Pos-
sibly the majority have been received
from the {wo States in which apparently
the opposition is well organized.

However, I believe we find a hopeful
sign in the fact that more than 190 mil-
lion of the American people have not
written to Senators about the treaty, and
are willing to leave the decision to the
Senate. .

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, the Senate
is now concluding a thorough, exhaustive
debate on _the ratiflcation of the partial
nuclear test ban treaty.

In the back of many of our minds is
the thought that if we do not do some-
thing to prevent our present interna-
tional atomic “danse macabre” upon the
precipice of nuclear coannihilation, one
of the dancers will make the inevitable

" slight misstep and fall into the crater’s

abyss, and that one will not be immo-
lated alone.

It has been brought out that the So-
viet Union could conceivably cheat and
engage in small covert tests. 'Then, too,
we have examined the record of the $So-
viets with regard to the scruplilousness
with which they have honored_past ob-
ligations, and we have found them
lacking.

- As opposed to these risks, however, we
are presented with mounting evidence of
the apparent adequacy of our present de-
fense posture.

Secretary McNamara has stated une-
quivocally that we now have the capac-
ity to absorb a full-scale nuclear attack
by the Soviet Union and still destroy
them in retaliation. They, too, presum-
ably have a similar capacity. :

To put the matter in different terms,
the estimated total explosive power of
the combined nuclear stockpile now-held
by the United States and the Soviet Un-

ion adds up to approximately 50 bil-.

lion tons of TNT, which is enough to put
& 10-ton bomb over the head of each hu-
man being in the world.

We have now the actual nurnerical
edge in tests in that the total number of
announced nuclear tests conducted by
the West has been 315, while those con-
ducted by the Soviet Union have been
estimated at 126. Here we find the West
with a numerical superiority over the So-
viet Union in testing experience. Of
these totals, the West condueted 213
which emitted radiation into the atmos-
phere and the Soviet Union 125, accord-
ing to Western estimates.

The continuous injection into the at-
mosphere of the poisonous strontium 90,
resulting from atomic tests, has already
gone higher than we as parents, and as
pregenitors of yet unborn generations,
can permit.

The political platforms of both the
Democratic and the Republican parties
have called for the ending of atmospher-
ic nuclear testing along the lines of the
treaty we presently have under consid-
eration. Specifically, the 1960 Demo-~
cratic platform supports “means for
ending nuclear tests under workable
safeguards.” And the 1960 Republican
platform reads “we advocate an early
agreement by all nations to forgo riuclear
tests in the atmosphere.”
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The treaty upon which we are now be-
ing asked to give our advice and con-
sent does just what both our parties’
platforms seek. In fact, not to approve
it would be a breach of faith with our
people.

In this regard, and transcending na-
tional politics, was the eloquent plea to
consent to the resolution of ratification
of the minority leader, Senator DIRKSEN,
who placed his honor, his principles, and
his belief above limitations of partisan
consideration or the possible results of
mallbag pressures.

There is little doubt in my mind as
to the overall advantage to the United
States and to mankind—for we cannot
truthfully separate ourselves from man-
kind—of ratifying the treaty. In the
course of the debate, I have sought con-
tinously to understand the arguments of
the opponents of the treaty. I do under- .
stand and realize these arguments are
presented in good faith and are based on
points of valid criticism. Yet, I continue
to believe that the benefits of ratifica-
tion far outweigh rejection and I look
forward gladly and proudly to voting for
the treaty’s ratification.

Mr., CURTIS. Mr. President, in ris-
ing to speak on whether or not the Sen-
ate should advise and consent to this
treaty, I speak for no one but myself. I
realize that I must search my mind and
heart and assume the responsibility.
The future of the United States of
America and the hope of establishing
a just and lasting peace have been my
guidelines.

In my opinion, every Member of. the
U.S. Senate is acting with integrity and
with the highest sense of patriotism. I
disagree violently with some of their
positions, including utterances that have
been made concerning further steps to
be taken. Bul, my challenge goes to
their strategy and to the wisdom of their
proposals for dealing with the Commu-
nists and not to their motives. All I ask
of those in the Senate and throughout
the land who disagree with me is to
grant to me ihe same recognition of
honesty of purpose.

I yield to no American in my dread
of war and my desire for a just and last-
ing peace. I served in Congress through
two wars, when the draft calls were
heavy and the casualty notices were
numerous.

All of us have seen the relentless
march of cornmunism. All of us have
witnessed the expansion of atheistic,
imperialistic, cruel and destructive com-
munism, the takeover of millions of
square mies of the earth’s surface and
the bonding of millions of helpless peo-
ple into slavery. I, too, have observed
these things and I want to act in the best
interests of my country above all else.

The Constitution _of the United States
imposes upon this Senate the power and
responsibility to assist in making treat-
jes. Our powers and responsibilities are
not limited to ratifying the act of the
Chief Executive nor can we discharge
those responsibilities by merely respond-
ing to world propaganda fcrces.

-In debating this treaty there are many
points to consicler. There are a few very
fundamental questions that must be
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*asked. Will this {reaty brmg a Just and
enduring peaceé to our country and to the
rest of the world? ~Will it lessen the
strength of the United States as a force
- for maintaining the peace? "To repeat,
will it ald or hinder this Nation’s leader-
ship in the free world’s defense? Can we
serve the interests of our couhtry by
: emhracipg Ru551a in a solemn treaty?
Wil ‘the, Qommumsts honor the treaty?

Are theJ; gther over riding conmderatxons
-such as tg he danger of radioactive fallout
$0 paramount as to persuade us to accept
8 treaty if otherwise it is not in the inter-
est of the United States?’

I, too, have attended the committee
hearings, both open and executive. I,
too, have read secret testimony taken
in committees when I was_hot present.
"I, too, have sought the wisest counsel
that I can find.

: Flrst let us cons1der ‘what it is that
We have seen

<

There is a
. long list of them. I call attentlon ‘to the
- eruelly, the murder, and the treachery
- of the Communist, attack upon Hingary
-only a few years ago. We have witnessed
-helpless people succumb to the might of
the atheistic Communists. I call atten-
tion to the establishment of a Communist
beachhead in the Western Hemisphere in
Cuba. We have read about the jll-fated

- Bay of Pigs invasion that failed, not be-

cdyse it lacked in_ hope or good inten-

tions, but because it lacked the necessary
o mihta.ry strength to make it succeed.

Following World War IT the leaders of

. .our Government did collaborate with

. Commupnist Russia. An example of faith

“in the Communists was expressed in an

‘interview published in Life magazine in
1943 by our Ambassador to Moscow, Mr.
Joseph E, Davies.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
‘sent that the interview be printed in the
REcorD at the conclusion of my remarks,

The PRESIDING QFFICER. Without.

ObJ ection, it is so ordered.
(See exhibit 1)

Mr. CURTIS. I will not take time now .

to discuss,the utferances of a long list
of well-intentioned but mistaken people
who, followmg World War II, clamored
for us $o share our atomic weapons with
the Commumsts .Those utterance.s were
made and everyone knows it
It remained for Wmston Chuychill o
come to. the United States and make a
‘speech at a little college in Missouri. I
believe it was Westminster College It
was there that he shocked some of the
.- complacent people of America by using
“the term, “Iron Curtain.” He warned the
West what the Communists were doing
“behind the Iron Curtain. Winston
Churchill said the only thing that stood
In the way of the Communists makmg
all ‘out war against our country ahd his
country was the possession of the atomic
- bomb by the United States.
When_ are we going to realize it will
: requlre the regeneration of the hearts
‘of men in every country of the world to
:-bring a just and lasting peace? I, too,
pray and hope for that time to come,
but ip the meantime I am convinéed we
mUst have a strong national defense.
Until that great day comes when the

ol
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_spirit of the Prmce of Peace shall rule
in the hearts of men all over the earth
we must have police forces to protect us
from the criminals. We must have a
" national defense capable of resisting any
attack on our country or- we shall be
in the gravest danger.

Peace is maintained by being strong,
A couple of weeks ago I appeared on a
television program. A dlstmgulshed
newscaster presided. He, with good in-
tentions, stated a fallacy. He said that
in the past the peace had been kept
through a balance of power, The fact
is that the peace ‘has been kept through
an imbalance of power. Our military
‘superiority has prevented the Commu-
nists from attacking us.

I wish that every Senator had read
the testlmony of Gien, Thomas S. Power

beforé the cla,ssn‘ied portions were de-

leted. He is commander in chief of
our Strategic Air Command and Direc~
tor of the Joint Strateglc Tauget Plan-
ning Staff,

If war were to start tomorrow, upon

the shoulders_of General Power would
fall a greater responsibility to protect
our cities and towns, our men, women
and our children, andz our factorles than
would fall upon anyone else

In presenting General Power, the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]
said: i ) N

General Power ¢commands and controls the
most powerful strategic striking force which
has ever been assembled in the history of
the world., The Iong-range missiles and
manned bombers of SAC, in combination
with our Polaris submarines, represent the
very heart of our retallatory force and of
our deterrent of a catastrophic nuclear war.

In the past, testing has played a vital
_role in the develgpment of the nuclear weap-
on systems which are the basis of the su-
“perlority of our stratégic forces. Tt s essen~
tial to our natlonal security that this superi-
ority be maintalned in the future. Thus
the crucial question with which we are con~
fronted is the impact which the proposed
limitation on nuclear testing will have on
the inteprity and survivability of our stra-
. tegic retaliatory forces.

As the operational commeander of _these
forces, General Power s in a “unique posi-
tlon  to assist us in reaching correct conclu-
‘slons on a number of troublesome questions
which have arisen during the course of this
inguiry.

Here are some of ‘the things General
‘Power said;

I don’t think it Is in the best interests of

the United States That is the basic rea-
son.

Senator STeNNIs. That is a mighty good
reason, and if you will just give us the de-
tails of that now, we will be glad to give

you such time as you wish.

General Powgr. I feel that we have mil- |

tary superiority now, and I feel very strongly
that this has resulted in a world that has
been free from nueclear warfare. I have
a lower confidence factor that we can and
will maintain that military superiority
under the test ban treaty than I have under
a condition in which we do not have a test
ban treaty.

Senator STENNIS. Would you give more of
the detalls of the reasons why it would affect
us adversely.

General Powgr., Well, you mentioned in
your opening statement one of the very im-
portant reasoris. There are volds in our
knowledge about the vulnerability of our
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ballistic mlssile systems [Deleted.]  That
is one.

At the same time we have been switching
the emphasis from the manned bomber to -
the ballistic missile, so more and more of
your deterrent posture is going to depend on
this weapon system.

For example, in 1969 we fad better than
2,000 bombers in the Strategic Air Com-
mand, and 10 years later, in 1968, we will
have some 700, We will in the meantime
have added better than [deleted] ballistic
missiles.

. Now to fill that vold we have introduced
the ballistic missiles. This missile has never
been operationally tested all the way through
from stockpile to detonation, and we have
never tested such things as the vulner-
ability [deleted] due to shock wave propa-
gation, due to blackout, there are many voids
in our knowledge as to the operational cap-

.abilities and vulnerabilities of this weapon

system.

In particular the RV [deleted] thermal
effects, blast eﬁects——cannot really be tested
from my point f view as an operator until

“you fest 1t in the nuclear environment, and

251 am responsible for writing the war plans
of the free world, I have to deal with facts.
I have to deal with proven data, and if

t00 much of the data is extrapolated or theo-
. Tetigal, I do not have a high confidence

factor that I have a_sound plan. We are
dealing with the security of the United
States, and if facts can be obtalned, T want
to have them.

—Benator STENNIS, You enumerated several
points, areas in which testing was incom-
plete. Perhaps you would want to develop
each of these points a little further. You

. 8ay you have to -extrapolate too much, and

they hand you information that you are not
certain of as to its completeness. What
flelds are they now? Go over it again, if
you will, o

General Power. In all flelds. We have
never completely tested any of the nuclear
weapons in SAC’s arsenal.

Senator StEnwNIS. I want it spelled out in

"detail, because there have been general as-

surances here that everything has been done
that could be done.

General Power. Let’s take the bombs first.

Senator STENNIS. Yes.

General Power, T have some [deleted) dif-
ferent types of nuclear weapons in the Stra-
tegic Air Command arsenal. None of them
have been tested operationally from stock-
‘pile to detonation. I think this is a mis-
take. I'think they should be tested.

The only way you can prove a weapon sys-
tem is to take it out of the stockpile in a
random pattern and let the tactical unit
take it out and detonate it. If you haven’t
done this, there is always a chance that
something has happened that we won't dis-
cover untll too late. [Deleted.] The point
Iam makmg is that, unless you test the véry
thing that is in your arsenal you are never

© certain, and the stakes are so htgh I feel we

must be certain,

I would like to operationally test all my
weapons. This means the missiles should be
fired, and these reentry vehicles detonated in
space to make sure that the warhead will go
off and to test our operational factors.

Senator_Stennis. I think it is_highly im-

'portant that you enumerate the problems.

You started with the nuclear weapons. Just
go right on down the line and detail what
has not been done and how the ban on nu-
clear testing would cut it off, and the extent
to which it would hamper you.

General Power. We have not tested any of
the operational warheads in our inventory.
That includes the missiles and the bombs.

Senator STENNIS. Let me interpose there.
The test ban would not change our policy on
that, because we are not doing it anyway
Wha,t is your response to that?
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Senator STENNIS. And you think that our
infarthation In that fleld is incpmplete un-
der ﬁi‘esent conditions?

i Poweg. That is correct,
tor BrEvNIs. And if we go Into the
agreement, we would bhe precluded
én changing our minds,
ral Power. That Is the very funda-

al Power. I would urge that they do
" have repeatedly requested that they

' menﬁa.l first step. Now there are great volds

in our knowledge on such thipgs as [de-
Teted] shock wave propagation, blackout,
comutunications, and command and control
that, In my opinion, can be obtained only
thto h atmospheric testing.

e fleld of high-yleld weaponry, I feel
that the Soviet Union now has a technical
lead @5 B result of their tests In 1961 and
1982, They have a lead in their welght-tg-
yleld ‘ratio in the blg bomb categorles, and
I feel that we should overcomg that lead.
You €an only do this through testmg in the
atmogphere in my opinion.

Sotae of this can be obtained in under-
groufid testing, but I don’t think you can
Tully get the answers unless you explode a
weapbn of this size, and I am tdlking about
yields above [deleted] megatons,

Now in the field of clean weapons, it Is

. of tremendous importance to everybody in

© van

~

this world that we get these weapons as
cleanl as we can so we don’t havg the falloyut
effect, which tends to prohibif their use.
Then, if you do have to use them, they will

. mot ¢Buse unnecessary or indiscriminate kill-

ing. I thifik that, with testing in the at-
mosp‘here you could arfive at a clean weap-
on fagter than you can In underground test-
ing.

We know that the Soviet Union tiow leads
us i the field of weight-to-yield ratio and
in the cleanliness of these high-yield weap-
ons,  There is evidence that they have ad-

4

state of the art. [Deleted.]

My instinct tells me that it is to thelr
advafitage to have this test ban treaty now.
{Deleted.] I just feel we have obtained our

- position i this world today, our military

aupeﬂority through our weapoiry, through
our Btientists, and through testing.

We_coud not be in the position of talking
with confidence that we could prevent a
thbrmonuclear war unless we were strong,
and ‘Wwe basically got our strength through
these. weapons and through testing. I just
feel that the surest way to prevent war—
and that is my goal, and I feel very strongly
about it—4s to have overwhelming strength
so0 that it 1s ridiculous for anybody to even
think of attacking the United States. That
1z whit it has been in the past and that is
what it Is today.

It has_unpleasant features, yes, but the
sufegt way in my opinion of preventing a
thermonuiclear war-is to have oyerwhelming
strength, and I think this is one area in

- which we can beat anyone.

I think our science, our ecenomy, and
everything else can help us win this race.
‘We have _won it in the past, and I think
we ¢an continue to win it. But it takes
the will to do it. That is an. oft-the-cuff
summiatipn about how I feel abput it. .

1 am seripusly concerned about losing our
milttary “superiorlty, because I think that
this superfority has resulted in a peaceful
worl@ as far as nuclear war 1§ concerned,
and T can’t think of anything more impor-
tant than to keep the world safe from a

' nuclgr wWar.

ink If we get into one, there will be
no winners, orily losers, and I think man-
kind will have reached its highest plateau
of ‘stiipidity if it tries to- reach its alms and
goals or settle its dtﬂerences wit.h nuclear
weapbns.
- However, T think that our formula to pre-
vent this has been a successtul one to date,
and,i}: is a real simple formula, We have

.

Y Very far along the spectrum of the .
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had <)verwhelming military superiority to the
point. where it is ridiculous for My, Khru-~
shchev to even serlously contemplate at-
tacking this country. Now I maintain that
1t 1s possible to hold this type of lead, and
that is what I recommend. L
Senator JacksoN. In other words, you feel
that peace depends not on the maintenance
of a balance of power, but a maintenance of
an irnbalance of power in favor of the West,
General PowEr. That ig correct.
Senator JAckson. Over thie Soviets,
General PowrrR. Words mean nothing.
Our record speaks for itself. The world
knows we are not going to use these weapons
to bully” people, to accomplish any of our
external goals, or to take over any territory.
They are In mature, moral hands. I think
we should maintain this type of superiority
in those mature, moral hands.

Mr. President, the testimony of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff condemns this
treaty. They state absolutely it has
military disadvantages. I recommend
that Senators read their entire testi-
mony. We must heed the enumeration
of the military disadvantages to this

" country as stated by the Chiefs of Staff.

I asked the Chiefs of Staff, If this treaty
went into effect, would it lessen the cost
of our defense? The reply was that it
would inerease the cost of our defense.

One of the greatest patriots I know,
a soldier, & man who has given much of
his lifetime in defense of this country
and in defense of liberty, is a distin-
guished native of my State, Gen. Alfred
C. Wedemeyer. Before asking to have
printed in the body of the Recorp his
letter to me, I want to read a few sig-
nificant portions. Speaking of the mili-
tary, he says:

We have rmjght and won two wars at
great sacrifice in lives and treasure, In each
case we have lost the peace, primarily be-
.cause our political leaders and their repre-
sentatives were naive, trusting, and inept.
The Versallles Treaty, Yalia, Teheran, Pots-
dam, Xorea and Cuba were the products of
. political minds, not military.

I commend to the Senate General
‘Wedemeyer’s letter, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it appear at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
«was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Boyps, Mb.,
September 17, 1963.
Hon. Carn T. CurTs,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

I gladly comply with your request for
views concerning the test ban treaty now
under consideration in the T.S. Senate. As
you know, I have spent most of my mature
life in the military service, striving to im-
prove knowledge and to acquire experience
in connection with the security of our coun-
try, both military and economic. One of
your colleagues across the aisle a few months
back expressed the opinion that military
leaders do not have the capability nor the
responsibility of considering economic and
political factors.

We have fought and won two wars at
great; sacrifice 1n lives and treasure, In each
case we haye Iost the peace, primarily be-
cause our politlcal leaders and thelr repre-
sentatives were nailve, trusting, and inept.
The Versailles Treaty, Yalta, Teheran, Pots-
dam, Korea and Cuba were the products of

‘ ‘political minds, not milltary.

I read in today's paper that the same Sen-
ator mentioned above now suggests that we
“emulate the seagull and devise sultable
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forms of ceremonial combat in which no one
is hurt.” If the Members of Congress take
serlously such an ill-advised suggestion by
the chalrman of tne Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, the much discussed test ban treaty
should be referred to the American people
in a national referendum. It is my con-
sldered judgment that this treaty presents
the gravest problem that has confronted our
Nation in many years. If Congress were to
be influenced in tals vital matter by Senator
FULBRIGHT'S levity—the seagulls may not be
hurt but millions of Americans would be at
the mercy of Ehrushchev and his henchmen
in the Kremlin.

While commaniding troops in combat, I
frequently visited the wounded. They would
often ask me, “Why are we here in this far-
away place? What are we fighting for?” I
explained that we were fighting to protect
our rich heritage of freedom and to make
avallable to less fortunate peoples similar
opportunities for individual freedom and the
dignity of man.. My polnt is simply this,
Carr. If U.S. Serators taunt military lead-
ers and make light of a terrible threat to
the security of the United States, what is
there left to defer.d?

Every gensible person would be happy to
support a disarmement program. However
before this could be done safely, of cour'ae,
we must ellminate the reason for the exis
ence of armies, r.avies, and alr forces. In
American communities where people speak
the same language and have the same cus~
toms we must maintain restraining forces
to protect those who would obey laws against
those who would violate them. In this test
ban situation we are not dealing with people
who speak our language, literally or figura-
tively. The leadership of the Soviet Union
has arrogantly boasted since the Communist
revolution more than 40 years ago that they
will communize the world. Thelr program
is being carried out by a disciplined, highly
trained membership fanatically dedicated to
vietory. If they are unsuccessful In condi-
tioning peoples’ minds to accept step-by-step
surrender througl the employment of prop-
aganda, economie pressures, arid Machiavel-
lian maneuvers, then they invariably resort
to violent and dinbolical means.

The Presldent has described the test ban
treaty as a flrst step toward disarmament.
This has great appeal to the American peo-
ple. However, in the present international
environment we must retain overwhelming
military strength and realistic safeguards.
The cost in materials and dollars of such a
program would bes high, but we would be
providing realistic protection for our most
precious commodity—American lves and
ireedoms. A considerable amount of money
could be found in the foreign aid program
which presently is directly or indirecily
strengthening the sinews of our enemy.

The Soviet Union and her satellites con-
tinue ruthless aggzressions and disregard of
treaties and obligations. They will only
honor agreements when advantage accrues
to them. Presicdent Franklin Roosevelt may
have had some excuse for his naivete in
dealing with this international conspiracy
but since his time, through the valiant ef-
forts of civic-minded patriots and Members
of Congress, the complete record of Commu-
nist perfidy has been made readily available
to political and military leaders and to the
American body politic. Recently the Presi-
dent with commendable fervor explained to
the Nation that Mr. Gromyko, the Soviet
Foreign Minister, had lied to him about the
presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba. This is
the same Gromylko who recently initiated
the test ban treaty which the President is
now urging you and your fellow Congress-
men to ratify in gcod faith,

I do not agree with Secretary of Defense
McNamara or the¢ Joint Chiefs of Staff if
they accept parity with the Soviet Union in
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“"Secretary of Defense.
~ private life into totally new surround-
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1963.
“the development of nuclear weapons., It Is
my belief that we must generate and maln-
taln a working superiority in this fleld, I
the comparative strengths are in delicate
balance, the leaders of the Kremlin would
be inclined to risk war. ot ety
"I urge you in behalf of the people of the
State. of Nebraska which you so ably repre-
sent, in bé‘hal( of all our countrymen, and
in fact, in behalf of mankingd to vote against
the test ban treaty in its present form. I
strongly urge the iIntroduction of an iron-
clad reservgtlon which will provide a fool-
proof inspection system. Without such
Treservation, it s my judgment that the test
ban {reaty, if approved, would unacceptably
Jeopardize not only the military security of

. the United States but also of the freg world.

. &, C, WEDEMEYER,

‘Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I read in

the newspapers that the Secretary of
- Air was scheduled to attend a reception

of the Air Force Association, a group
‘dedicated._te improving our Air_Force
and maintaining it at its very best, not
for aggression but for peace. The Sec-
‘retary of Air canceled his appearance.
‘Why? . Because they had the audacity
&s free Americans to express an opinion
on s matter pending before the Senate
of the United States. What kind of no-

tice is that to others who might have

.an honest disagreement? What kind of
notice is that to other organizations that
might want to assemble and discuss‘a
. vital public question? What kind of no-
tice is that to Members of the Senate
who might disagree with the wisdom of
this treaty? . -
Speaking of the defense strength of
this country as a means of preserving
the peace, I want to pay my respects to
the Honorable RicHARD RUSSELL, the dis-
tinguished and  experienced Senator
from the State of Georgia. He is the
Chairman of the Armed Forces Commit-
tee. Does_ not his 30 years of experi-
ence on th@t,committeeésnd on a prede-
cessor defense committ ¢ qualify him to
express ail opinion? Does not wisdom
compel us to Pay heed to what he says?
Since Mr, RusseLL has served on the de-
‘fense committees, 40 Secretaries of De-
fense and of the separate branches of the
service have come and gone, There
have been 25 Secretaries come and go
since he has been chairman of the com-
mittee, ; . P
Many fine men are called to serve as
They come from

ings and when any one of them quickly
and glibly says “Yes” to every query pro-
nounced to him concerning a matter
‘proposed, by his superior it causes me to
wonder. I could not do it, I do not
think anyone else could. I want to give
heed to what Senator RusseLy has to say
about this treatry. , .
Senator RUSSELL is not a mayerick.
He loves his political party as I love
mine. He feels an attagchment to the in-
dividuals in his State whose political be-
liefs agree with his, just as I feel an at-

= %ﬁchmentw the people who adhere to

¢ same political principles as I do and
who work unselfishly time_after time to
elect me to this office. It was not easy
for Senator RUssgLL to oppose his admin~
istration. He spoke from deep convic-
tion from the heart and from a desire to

" No, [48——i1
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éerve this coun‘tx"yb. I, for dné,‘ am not
- going to brush his statements aside.
May I also pay tribute to the Honor-

- able JouN STENNIS, of*Mississippi, the
chairman of the Preparedness Investi-

gating Subcommittée of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and all the other mem-
bers who joined with him in their schol-
arly report. These men are experts in
matters of defense. They are not seek-
ing partisan advantage. They do not
want the United States to adopt the
wrong course. They are not warmongers.
I would like to list the disadvantages of
this treaty enumerated in the report of
Senator SrtennIs. . and his _commitiee.
.'They are as follows:

First. The Unifed States probably will

“be unable to duplicate Soviet achieve-
ments in very high yield weapon tech-
nology.

Second. The United States will be un-
able to acquire necessary data on the ef-
fects of very high yield atmospheric
explosions. :

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

Fourth. The United States will be un-
able to determine with confidence the
performance and reliability of any ABM
system developed without beneflt of at-
mospheric operational system tests.

Fifth. The United States will be un-

able to verify the ability of its hard-

ened underground second-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
reentry bodies under defensive nuclear
attack to survive and to penetrate to the
target without the opportunity to test
nose cone and warhead designs in a nu-
clear environment under dynamic re-
entry conditions. i : .

Seventh. The treaty will provide the
Soviet Union an opportunity to equal
U.S. accomplishmenfs in submegaton
weapon technology.

Eighth. The treaty will deny to the
United States a valuable source of infor-
mation on Soviet nuclear weapons ca~
pabilities.

Does anyone doubt the great and grow-
ing strength of the Soviet Union? It is
not limited to a manned air force and
submarines. Does anyone doubt that
they have missiles, intercontinental mis-
siles, aimed at us? Does the Congress
have a responsibility to strive for the
surest defense against a missile attack?
I hope that I am not termed obsolete
when I quote from the Constitution of
the United States. It says that the Con-~
gress shall provide for the common de-
fense. . . o

-We face many problems in our defense,
but I do not happen to hold to the belief
that certain things are impossible in the
field of science and invention.

‘The President has stated that missile
defense is beyond our reach. A few days
later Secretary McNamara, using a more
positive approach, explained that even
without the experiments prohibited by
the test ban treaty we will be able to
gain the information needed to plan our

missile defense.  Are these two state-.

<
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ments contradictory? We must assume

-

that they are compatible.
The President did not say that a par-
tial defense against missiles is impos-

sible. We should interpret his statement

as the reasonable assertion that com-
plete defense against a Russian missile
attack is not likely to succeed.

In fact, missile defense is an extra-
ordinarily difficult task. Missiles move
with speeds exceeding that of sound, or
of the fastest plane or bullet. Several
missiles may arrive in a single salvo.
They may be accompanied by dozens of
decoys. We must discriminate between

.the real missiles and the decoys, and
.then destroy all of the “hot” missiles.

All of this must be done before the mis-
siles reach a distance within a few miles
of their target, A completely satisfac-
tory solution is unlikely indeed.
Secretary McNamara pointed out .on
the other hand that many of the vital
problems of missile defense can be solved
without atmospheric testing. We will be
able to develop the radar needed to ob-
serve the incoming objects. We can
study the fine points which may permit

-us to distinguish a bomb from a decoy.

We may use underground tests to de-
velop the best anti-missile explosive.

. But there are some things we cafinot
do. We cannot test our defense setup
against a simulated attack. We cannot

. build up the body of experience needed in
.practical matters of some complexity.

would we dare to build our Navy without

~having ever launched a steamship?

Would we have confidence in our fichter

“planes if experience with them were

restricted to tests in a wind tunnel?

- Specifically we should know 'in what
way our own defensive explosions inter-
fere with each other and with the ob-

.servation of other missiles in the same

salvo. We are hunting a pack of wolves
and all the wolves must be destroyed.
We are using ammunition, the flash of
which may blind the hunter, )

We cannot make a direct hit on each
incoming missile. We must use nuclear
explosives as a defenhse against nuclear
warheads. Such nuclear explosives can.
kill from a distance. But what distance?
Do we need to vaporize the incoming ob-
ject, or will lesser damage suffice? If the
surface of a missile is damaged, its fast
passage through the atmosphere may
complete its destruction. Experience in
all these matters is badly needed.

The Russians have performed many
more atmospheric tests in the missile age
than has the United States. The Soviets
have claimed that they have solved the
problems of missile defense. ‘These
claims may be empty boasts, but for us
to disregard them may be a deadly peril.
The recent book by the Russian, Marshal
Sokolovsky, entitled “Military Strategy,”
leaves no doubt about Russian determi-
nationr-on missile defense.

It is to be noted that Secretary Mec-
Namara did not say that our missile de-
fenses will be actually deployed. He
mentioned no date; he made no com-
mitment. Will lack of atmospheric ex~
perminentation induce enough doubts in
our minds to tip- the scales away from
afety? The Russians may try to build

W ] g
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_up their defenses and may well succeed,

~ our security.

. ment agalnst the ban.

while we may fever give missile defense
a full trial, o

Tt may well be that a massive Russian
attack will penetrate any defense we can
install. But we may parry any small

 attack that the Chinese cdan mount dur-

ing the 20th century. We are worried
about proliferation. We can and we
should defend ourselves against its con-
sequences. Missile defense may turn out
to be the correct move with which to
counter Chinese nuclear power.

The anncuncement of the test ban was
followed by the President’s pessimistic
evaluation of our missile defense. We
must hope that these two facts are not
related. If our interest in test cessation
diverts our effort from missile defense,
then the test ban will not have served

We must bend ouf efforts toward an
early ahd successful plan for missile de-
fense, The ban will certainly impede our
effort and this fact alone is astrong argu-
; The Russians
may well be ahead of us in missile de-
fense. If so, we shall have a difficult
time catching up with them. This is an
even more telling argunient against the
test ban treaty. )

Our eraotions have been aroused by

" those who run away from the facts and

talk about Hiroshima or Nagasaki, and
then say that I am for something that
everyone condemns. Let us face the
facts. The defense against a nuclear
missile aftack is dependent upon testing
in the afmosphere, and we are proceed-
ing to tie our handsin that field. T ask,
who is it that is concerned about the
terror of a nuclear attack? i

The missile-atomic age has moved our

country into the front line of a possible
war, A treaty that weakens our missile
defense endangers the security of our
military defenses, our cities, and our
homes. -
- T ecall attention to the words of one of
the country’s most distinguished citizens
on the necessity of military strength as
an instrument of preventing war and
keeping the peace. I want to quote to
you what Adm. Lewis Strauss had to say
about this. He said:

May I be so bold, in conclusion, as to call
to mind a fact repeatedly expérienced and
then forgotten through the generations. Be-
cause civilized man abhors war, he lIs at-
tracted by any apparently reasonable pro-
posal that is Iabeled “peace.”

Too oftén, however, and too late, a pact

hailed by a hopeful majority as slgnaling

“pedce in our time” actually turns out to be
g firét efep on the path to disaster.

In thé past, it has been only our strength
which hasg kept the peace. For manhy years,
our strength will be our surest, perhaps our
only assurance of peace.

Many well intentioned and well in-
formed people have fears about this
treaty, When I use the term “fear,” I
‘use it in its connotation as relating to be-
ing prudent and not in any sense indicat-
ing cowardice. Will anyone deny that
such fear exists in the minds of many
Senators? Millions of Americans fear ™
this treaty. Many members of the
Armed Forces who were not called to
testify have privately expressed grave
feail's about this treaty.

" out.

~ =

Is it our duty to allay their fears with

promises? Or do we have a duty to do
our very best to ascertain- the truth of
these fears? Mach has been said about
the fear of injury to human beings from
radioactivity that occurs ih fallout from
a nuclear explosion in the atmosphere.
Good people have beeén concerned about
it. Designing people have used it as a
propaganda weapon. Fear of radioac-
tivity has been preached to the masses
in the far corners of the earth.
" Many have spoken and written about
it, and I have done my best to read the
testimony and secure the opinions of the
best authorities, While there is dis-
agreament on the subject as to the degree
of this danger, there is nothing in the
hearings fo give us-sufficient reason to
advise and consent to a treaty on this
basis. . o :

After I had read the material of one
of the top sclentists in the United States,
I sought a conference with him. We
talked and we exchanged some corre-
spondence. I asked him to find for me
an accurate statement on this racioac-
tivity problem written in layman’s lan-
guage which I would understand, which
at the same time was scientifically ac-
curate. He refefred me to the book en-
titled “Nuclear Ambush,” by Earl H.
Voss, a careful writer and a distinguished
Washington newspaperman. The book
was published in 1962. This secientist
directed my attention to certain pages
of Mr. Voss’ book. I want to read what
he has to say: )

This excursion into the basic science of
radiation has shown that the hazard of nu-
clear test fi#llout is trifing—38 to 5 percent—
-compared to background radiation hazards
the world accepts without question. How
distcrted the thinking has become can be
mads clear by comparing fallout with other
hazards, using some popular statistical tech-
niques.

Over the past 20 years, in the United
States, there have been six fatal accidents
and a small number of injuries to atomic
energy workers from ionizing radiation. For
mos, of these 20 years automobile accidents
have been c¢ausing more than 30,000 deaths
per vear. But each of the 4 radiation ac-
cldents that caused 6 deaths among atomic
energy workers has received worldwide pub-
licity; the fact that over 100 nuclear-energy
workers have been killed in automobile acci~
dents alone during the same period has gone
unnoticed.

Smokestacks belch millions of tons of acid,
silicone, beryliium, lead, and arsenic—all
widely suspected to be cancer agents-—while
scientists are sifting the alr for faint traces
of radioactive fallout,

Living in a brick house gives a person 20
times the radiation dose one gets from fall-
But world attentlon has been concen-
trated on limiting the strontium 90, not on
finding a substitue for bricks. There is no
known case of moving from & brick house
to a frame house to avold radioactivity.

Lruminous-dial wrist watches give off &s
much as 10 times the radiation dose that
fallout produces.

Selence suspects automobile exhausts, as
it suspects fallout, of producing cancer. But
no one has suggested declaring a mora-
trolum on automobile transportation, or
evenr making a multi-million-dollar investi-
gation of auto exhausts.

Principally because of the fallout problem,
science has been stimulated to learn much
more about radiation as a cause of cancer
and. other health problems than it knows
about almost any other occupational or

I
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environmental hazard. Benzpyrehe, for in--
stance, was discovered in the early 1830’ to
be a powerful cencer-producing agent in
mice. Combustion of petroleum by autos
yields more than enough benzpyrene ta pro-
duce a cancer hazerd. In large American
cities, there is so much benzpyrene in the
air that it settles on windowsills in measur-
able quantities. But there has been no
scientific investigation of the hazard of
benzpyrene at low doses.

“I presume that we want to save thou-
sands of lves in this country every year
and we could just abolish the manufacture of
automobiles and go back to riding horses,”
Senator BovRKE HICKENLOOPER, of Iowa sug-
gested. facetiously in one committee hearing
on fallout. “It seems to have struck a bal-
ance in the minds of people that transporta-
tion is important and we keep making auto-
mobiles, people keep getting killed by the
thousands on the highway every year. We
are all sad about that.”

On the east coast, the annual radiation
from natural sources is about 0.1 roentgen
per year, while Denver and other large Colo-
radan cities get about twice that amount
from natural background sources. Denver
is expanding despite this health hazard. And
New York reports a higher rate of leukemia
than Colorado, presumably from causes other
than radiation.

In southern Illinols, where the drinking
water contains unusual amounts of radium,
persons store about 10 times as much radium
in their bones as those living in Chicago.
But there is no significant difference in the
bone-cancer rates so far detected.

People living in Albuguerque, N. Mex., an-
nually absorb much more radiation in their
mile-high homes than do people in Wash-
ington, D.C. The excess is greater than that
received by Waskington residents from all
bomb-test fallout to date. Yet most of the
citizens of Albuquerque continue to reside
there.

If the incidence of lung cancer from ciga-
rettes 1s assumed to be linear, that is, de-
pending on the size of dose, as leukemia is
assumed to be linearly proportional to fall-
out, one sclentlss has calculated that two
cigarettes per year can produce as much lung
cancer as fallout can produce leukemia.

Using the same statistical technique, pol-
lution of the city air can be regarded as a
comparable hazard. A few hours spent in
the city by country folks would produce lung
cancer to the same extent as fallout produces
leukemia. .

It would be rash to claim that small radia-
tion doses have no effect on humans in in-
creasing bone cancer and leukemia. But it
would seem reasonable to conclude that if
there 1s any increase in the incidence of
these diseases because of fallsut, it is so
slight as to be unnoticeable when compared
with other suspected causes of bone cancer
and leukemia. i

The directly proportional or linear theory
can be applied to other harmful phenomena
in modern society.

One’s life expectancy can be reduced about
9 years by smoking a pack of cigarettes a
day, according tc one statistical calculation
based on thg linear theory. This is equiva-
lent to shortening one’s life by one.hour for
each cigarette smoked.

A sedentary job instead of one involving
exercise reduces life expectancy by 5 years,
compared to the 1 to 2 days life-shortening
due to worldwide fallout. Being 10 percent
overwelght costs one a year and a half. Liv-
ing in the city ingtead of In the country re-
duces life expectancy by 5 years; so does
remaining unmarried. ’

The point here is that it can be misleading
in the extreme to assume that one suddenly
discovered factor, like fallout, is the sole
cause for some change picked at random
from a whole spectrum of causes and
changes.
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Nor can 1t be consldered completely valid
“ to contend, that all mutations are bad. Stu-
dents of eyolution_ say that it was genetic
mutation—thousands of years ago, when the
natural background level of radiation pre-
. sumably was much higher than it {s today—
" which produced man in his present form. It
can only b-_sald that mutations are neither
all significant nor all bad.
A§ more’ i learned about cancer, doubts

. are increaﬁing that low doses of radiation

produce noticeable or significant effects.

Both cancer and Jeukemis are sometimes’

. /produced by indirect methods not involving
.8 direct hit by a radioactive particle or
réy on ‘a human céll. Many have assumed
that radioactivity makes a direct hit on a
single cell and starts a chain reaction of
cancerous cells,  If two mutation;instead
of one werg found to be required to produce

" cancer, however, then instead of 100,000 cases
of leukemia produced over the centuries by
fallout, there might be as few as 100 cases,
over millennia,

The theory that cancer is caused by a single
mutation that gives rise to a growing colony
of cancer cells was In vopue some gcars ago

but 15 passing out of fashion. lentists
advancing the proportional theory in re-

" lation to fallout have been “almogt exclu-

;Bively * * '* guite unfamillar” with recent
‘advances in cancer knowledge.

Add to  these difficulties the lmpreclse
measurements of the fallout hazarcl that are
possible with present technlques and there

- develops a ‘wide tarige of uncertainty, mainiy
on the side of ‘doubt as to whether fhere s
‘any health hazard in test fallout at all. Fall-
out doses ‘aré 5o low that they cannot be
used on mice, As has been noted earlier,

smillions or billlons of mice would have to

- be bred in laboratories before any genetic

. effects woyld. be ngticeable from even such

. relatively high doses of radiation as 10 ) roent-
gens.

“Hot spots,” or clusters of radioactivity
from tests could develop in populated areas,

\but In experience since 1945, there is no re-
-corded . case of harm to human or animal

' life,

Most sclentists feel that while pa,st testing

as not presented a health hazard, blg mega-
‘ton exploslons of ‘the order of magnitude
exploded By the Soviet Unlon in"1961 and

21962 could eventually accumulate fallout
-hazards of serlous proportions, Heavy test-
ing in the atmosphere is not a realistic pros-
pect, even after the Soviet serles of 1961 and

1962, however. The United. States has sig-
nifled its intention of confining the great
proportion, if nof all, of its future tests un-
derground, where there will be no radioactive
fallout hazard. )

The greatest hazard might come from
‘newly emerging nuclear powers if they de-
veloped dirty weapons, Regulation of their

- atmospheric testing could become an issue

. in the next decades,

L. ‘How did_the unreallstic fear of fallout get
such a grip
study of the test ban's history shows there

.-were many forces at work, some {nformed

.and some uninformed.

“Whether the freaty is ﬁnahzed or not
the United States will proceed to do as
much testmg as_ possible underground
and it may well be assumed that we will
make further advances in producing
clean bombs. However, a treaty that

will completely prohibit testing in the
atmosphere would seriously hinder our
national defense.” At the same time the
treaty w111 not lessen the radloactlve fall-
D ponsigners such as Red China,
bs will
essen ra,dloactwe falloyt caused
“..by treaty breakers.
i . Mr. President, can we trust Red Rus-
sla? We Jere ln _exercising our treaty-
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‘Russians?

on the world? A rather detalled’

"mental freedoms.

be dirty bombs, nor

making power are not, acting for our-
selves, We are acting for the United
States of America, its people, its insti-
tutions, its future.

Just who signed this treaty for the
It was the Soviet Foreign
Minister, Mr. Gromyko. About 11
months ago, Mr. Gromyko went to the

White House and. told the President

that the Russian Communists had no
missiles in Cuba. The facts were the
whole country was terrified to learn that
missiles were there pointed at a large
portion of the United States.

On October 22, 1962, the President,
in justified outrage, described the bare-
faced deceit to which he had been sub-
jected. Before the whole world the
President branded Mr. Gromyko’s state-
ments false.

Would I be regarded as naive to in-
quire, when a sp1r1tua1 regeneration and

rebirth took place in Andrei Gromyko,

the Soviet Foreign Minister? Before
we trust murderers, thieves, and liars in
our private dealings, we should inquire
whether they have changed.- Do we
have any less responsibility in protect-
ing our country?

Much has heen written and said about
the broken promises of the Russian’
Communists. One of the most concise
statements on this subject appears in
the hearings. The recitation was made
by the distinguished Senator from Ohio,
[Mr. Lavscuel. I want to read it to
the Senate: 7 ) ) ’

I want to recite here Russla’s conduct of
the past. I begin on February 2, 1920, when
it made separate peace treaties with Estonia,
.Latvia, and Lithuania, recognizing the inde-
pendence and autonomy of these countrles
and renouncing voluntarily and forever all
rights of Russia over these people. On June
16, 1940, In the face of that treaty, Soviet

_iroops occupled Estonia, Latvia, and Lithu-

ania,

I go to Iran. There was a tripartite alli-

ance on January 29, 1942, to which Red Rus-
sia was a signatory, and it promised to with-
draw its forces from Iranian territory. In

1945 Red Russia equipped the rebels with

Soviet arms and Red army uniforms. Iranian
forces were neutralized by Red army troops.
In January of 1946 Iran appealed to the

.United Nations charging the Soviet Union

with violating the agreement and interfer-
ing with its internal affairs, and nothing was
done about it,_

I now go to Yalta. We heard so much
about it. In the Yalta agreement Red Rus-
sia, the United States, and the United King-
dom agreed to assist liberated people to form
interlm government authorities broadly rep-
resentative of all democratic elements in the
population and pledged to the earliest estab-
lishment through free elections, and I want
1o repeat that, free elections, and the right of

self-determination, of governmienits respon-"

sive to the will of the people. Now, the
violations: In Hungary, acting through the
Hungarian Communist Party and its own
agencies and armed forces in Hungary, Red
Russia suppressed the will of the Hungarian
people by installing the minority Communist
dictatorship and denled Hungary funda-
The same thing was done
in Rumania and Bulgaria.

I now go to Poland. 'In 1932, on July 25,
Red Russia signed an agreement that there
wolild be no aggression of Red Russia on
‘Poland and not by Poland on Red Russia.
We all remember this stab in the back on
September 17, 1939, when Poland was fight-

Ing Germany on the west and Red Russia

attacked Poland on the east.
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g0 to the United States. In 1033
when Red Russia was begging the Unilted
States to establish trade relations with Rus-
sla, just as Kadar is now doing, and Litvinov
wrote a letter to our Government committing
himself that on Russian soil no agency would
be permitted to exist contemplating intrud-
 ing communism upon other nations of the
worid.  In viclation of that thvinov letter
undoubtedly about which you know, the
Comintern was in existence and they were
attempting to communize the world.

No. 10, Finland: There was an agreement
that before Russia and Finland ever en-
gaged in war that the issue would be sub-
mitted to arbitration, and that in no event
. would resort be made to war until 3 months
“after the report of the arbitrators. On No-
vember 26, 1939, the Soviet Government at-
tacked Finland.

I now come to Hungary of 1956, When
those patriots took control of the Govern-
ment and Imre Nagy was In charge, Red
Russla sald, “We will remove the Red Rus-
slan_troops. Pravda will tell the story.”
The story was carried throughout the United
States, but while we were relying upon that
promise they were bringing in their tanks
and thelr guns and their military men.

No. 12, German reunification; On July 23,
1955, the Foreign Ministers of the Govern-
ments of France, the United Kingdom, the
United States, and Red Russia stipulated,
.the heads of government have agreed, that
settlement of the German guestion shall be
by means of a free election. That was re-
pudiated and broken.

‘We now come to China, No. 13. In the al-
liance between the Republic of China and
the Unlon of Red Russia, they agreed to work
together in close and friendly collaboration

.after the coming of peace following World

War II, and to act according to the prin-
‘clples of mutual respect for thelr sover-
elgnty. That treaty was broken.

Then we come to the very significant Pots-
dam agreement on Germany. It was
promised - that Germany would not be
sealped and denuded of all of its economy.
The signatories to that promise kept it ex-
cept Red Russia, and it carried out everything

At possibly could, causing us to pour huge

sums of money into Germany to reestablish
the economy. There were other commit-
ments made in the Potsdam agreement that
were broken.

I now come to the Kellogg-Brland Treaty,
which is significant. The Kellogg-Briand
Treaty outlawed war as an instrument of
national policy. The Red army invaded
Manchuria on October 12, 1929, 1 year after
it promised to outlaw war. Here we are
sort of outlawing the nuclear tests. I won-
der how long we can rely on that. .

Yet, Mr. President, we hear Senators
beg Russia for a pact to outlaw war.

The Senator from Ohio also said:

Japanese war prisoners: It was agreed by
Red Russia that it would return those pris-
oners. It still hasn't done it.

Korea, item No. 17: It was agreed on De-~
cember 27, 1045, the 1 t
“provisional “Korean d
There shall be a jolnt commission to provide
a four-power trusteeship of Korea for a
period up to 5 years. From the very begin-
ning, the Russian representative refused to
collaborate -and to act in pursuance to that
agreement,

No. 18, the return of German ._prisoners of
‘wat from the concenitration camps: It still
has not been done. Then we have had the
peace  treaties with Hungary again and
Rumania and Bulgaria, also vioclated.

Mr. President (Mr. McGoOVERN in the
chair), the Senator from Ohio closed his
recitation of events by saying:

Now, may I ask, Mr. Secretary, which is
. the last agreement that Red Russia has




-
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viclated? I have in mind the Cuban com-
mitment that we would have the right to
inspect and ascertain whether the missiles
were removed. Am T correct in that or not?

Secretary Rusk. That was a basis for the
exchange, basis of the exchange between the
President and Khrushchev during the week
beginning October 22.

: Senator LauscHe. That promise was not
kept.

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir. As
you recall, Castro would not accede to that.

Senator LAUSCHE. Yes. The commitment

- wag8 made that neutral nations would be
permitted to go in and see whether the mis-
siles were removed. That commitment was
not executed, is that correct?

Secretary Rusk, That is corréct, sir, but
there were certain alternative arrangements
that were made, as you rermember.

Béfintor LauscHE, I have a letter here from
the State Department saylng that we are

" not bound by the promise not to invade or
any of the other promises that we made
becaupe the commitment of Khrushchey was
not Kept to allow us to inspect.

I agk you, in the face of this fragmentary
récitation of breaches of commitments, if
we are to judge Red Russia in the future
by what it has done in the past, what ¢an
SWE expect"

High officials have openly stated they
expect the Russians to cheat on this
treaty. There is no reason to doubt their
word. The distinguished Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY] publicly
admitted that he did not. support *the
treaty on the basis that he trusted the
Russians. If that be the case, what safe-
guards do we have? -

Secretary Rusk stated i in the heari ings:

Thé original position of the Soviet Union
in these discussions was that a withdrawal
clause was not necessary, because a soverelgn
- state could, in any event, denounce a treaty.

.‘As'a. ‘matter of fact, that provision is
in their Constitution. The whole history
of Soviet acflons proves that they claim
the right—which they have repeatediy
exemised——to junk a treaty, not on 90
days” notice, not on 1 day’s notice; not
on 5 m.lnutes notice, but without 1 sec-
ond of notice:

Barlier in my remarks, I quoted the
Jotnt Chiefs of Staff as saying that if
this treaty were put into effect, our de-
fense would cost more. One of the rea-
sons. is that it will cost more to test
‘underground and to establish all over
‘the world stations to check on what nu-
clear developments take place in Com-
munist Russia. Many of those plans of
detection are still on paper.. The money
has not been appropriated, and they are
years away.

.The hope that the United States could
readily. and effectively resume atmos-
pheric testing, if the Communists vio-
lated the treaty, is not sustained by the
récard, When the Communists broke
the testing moratorium in 1961, some
time passed before we could test. When
our tests were made, they were hurried
and unprepared for, and the knowledge
gained fell far short of that desired.

. The treaty itself is replete with ambj-
guity uncertainty, and undefined lan-
guage. Its preamble refers to additional
"steps, but does not define them. The
treaty uses terms that never before have
been used in treatles. If we enter into
this treaty, we shall bind ourselves not
only to refrain from testing in the atmos~
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phere, but also to refram from carrying
out any other nuclear explosion. Thus,
the treaty not only will put an end to
great portions of our peacetime use of
atomic energy, but it also raise a serious
question about the use of nuclear explo-
sions to preserve the peace. In case of
aggression or threatened aggression
against us or one of our allies, our hands
will be tied. The assumption that when
a state of war exists, we shall not be
bound by the treaty could result in a ne-
gation too late to prevent war.

An instance of the capability of supe-
rior weapons to preserve the peace, save
lives, and at the same time prevent the
extension of the subjugation of free peo-
ples, occurred in July 1958. If was then
that President Eisenhower ordered the
landing of troops in Lebanon. The land-
ing was made; there was no loss of life;
and the Russian Comrmunists did not
dare interfere. The mission was accom-
plished because other branches of our
defense system were poised with our su-

.perior weapons to strike whenever and

wherever necessary.

If we solemnly agree.not to carry out
any nuclear explosion, 2 mission similar
to the one to Lebanon could not be car-
ried out by us.

The strength of the aggressive power
of countries in which human life is not
valued Hles in their millions and millions
of men. The strength of the defensive
power of eountries such as ours, in which
human life is valued, lies in their superior
weapons.

It is commonly said the United States

_can withdraw from this treaty any time

it wants to on 90 days’ notice. The
treaty carries no such provision. The
treaty provides in article 4 that we have
the right to withdraw from thé treaty if
we decide that extranordinary events,
related to the subject matter of the

“treaty, have jeopardized the supreme in-

terests of our country. These exiraor-
dinary events must be related to the sub-
ject matter of this treaty. In other

‘words, they have to be related to nuclear

testing. Extraordinary events of aggres-
sion, or subversion, or a Communist
takeover of more countries in the West~

‘ern Hemisphere by conventional weapons

would not be related to nuclear explo-
slons.

the treaty. It is not only the use of our

~weapons that keeps the peace, but the

ability to use them—the readiness to use
them-—and at this point we tie our hands.

The late John Foster Dulles, an able
and distinguished Secretary of State,
said before his death in 1959:

Since a treaty is what the Russians want,
it wouldn’t be difficult to come up with
one which would look good .on the surface.
We could include in it all the fuzzy language
of diplomacy-—and believe me, I know some
of the phrases—and present it to the world
as a great achievement for peace. All of this
would result in a relaxation of world ten-
sions, generate a feeling of international
gooclwill and probably elect a Republican
President in 1960,

But we're not going to do it. If we signed
such a pact with the Soviets, there would

“develop a tremendous pressure to cut back

on our defenses, reduce the size of our Armed
Forces, and curtail our armaments. And we'd
have only the word of the Russians that they
were doing the same.  Our NATO, SEATO,

In that case we are still bound by

] September 18

and other alliances would be endangered,
perhaps to the point of detericration. As a
result, within a few years we could be a sit-
ting duck for the Communists to pick off
whenever they felt the time was ripe.

Is this treaty a part of the Commu-
nists’ great design for world domina-
tion? Is it a propaganda weapon to
force the hand cf the United States and
to cause our people and the Congress to
slummber? The Joint Chiefs of Staff cer-
tainly have warned against complacency.
Why was this treaty not allowed to be
completed pursuant to the constitutional
processes of the principal signers before
it was submitted to all the nations of the
world to sign? Something over 90 na-
tions have alreacy signed. Was this pro-
cedure followed to pressure the United
States and the U.S. Senate into a diffi-
cult position to reject or amend the
treaty?

When we have a parade of nations
not possessing a popgun, an air rifle, or
a cherry bomb, coming in and solemnly
agreeing that they will not set off a nu-
clear explosion in the atmosphere, there
is something about such procedure that
is tainted with hypocrisy. It would
have been a simple matter to have a
treaty considered and finalized by the
prineipal partigs, who are atomic powers,
and then after the entire treatymaking
process was completed permit other
countries to join in, but that was not
done.

We hear much talk about world pub-
lic opinion. I have respect for world
public opinion, but I try to remember
that not everything appearing as world
public opinion is such, With a few dol-
lars a troublemaker can journey to the
capital city of a foreign country and
hire some kids to carry placards, parade
in front of the American Embassy and
shout falsehoods. Such an event then is
broadcast to the world through the news
media and we are supposed to interpret
it as world public opinion. It is propa-
ganda pure and simple. It is manufac-
tured. It is managed.

The treaty itself makes reference to
further steps. The proponents of this
treaty have said that it is only a step.
There will be mcre. What are these next
steps? WIill one of the future steps be
to compel stalwart and honorable Uncle
Sam to march to Moscow and sigh a non-
aggression pact? America is not an ag-
gressor hation. We have no aggressive
intentions. Our money and our might
have been spent unselfishly for other
countries., American boys have died not
alone for this country but for the defense
of many countries. We were the victor
in World War I and World War 1I but
did we demand territory? Is there any-
one in the Chamber who feels that the
United States must renounce its past and
sign an agreement not to commit ageres-
sion? '

What would he the effect of the Rus-
sian Communists signing a nonaggres-
sion pact? They have signed many non-
aggression pacts before, all of which have
been broken. Unless they change, their
signature on a nonaggression pact can
not be dependec. upon. But, that is only
half of the story. When great powers
enters into a nonaggression pact, it is.
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1963
o based on the premise that they may keep

“:a line drive,

the territory already taken. This would
wipe out all hope for the millions who
‘today live under Communist slavery. It
would freeze and make permanent the
status quo. One might say that such a
nonaggression pact would neyer be
drawn. . I say to him, suppose if is and
suppose 1t is presented to this country

Ander the same conditions and proced-
ures as_this treaty is presented. Many
people “have argued that the Senate

.should advise and consent to this treaty

because refusmg to do so now will create
ash unfavorable image. Would not that
same problem exist if a nonaggression
pact should come before us?

Red China has not signed this treaty
and would not, observe it if she did. Yet
Red China may be the one aggressor na-
tion emerging as a nuclear power,” We
are asked to sign this treaty without any
provisions to inspect nuclear develop-
ments in that vast interior of Red China.
~.Many prudent, individuals believe that
.in case of war against the United States,
Communist. Russia and Communist
China would join forces. Certainly we
-should not risk the future of this coun-
try on the hypothesis that they will not
-stand together.

" In recent months Red China and Red
‘Russia have entered into certam treaties
.and I want to call attention to them.

The newsletter of the United Nations
Assoclatlon of the Republic of China,
pélbllshed 1n Taiwan, June 1963, on page
15:

PEIPING AND Moscow Stan SCIENCE ANp TECH-
_NOLOGICAL CoorERATION PLAN_

The Chinese Communists, angd. Soviet
Unlon have signed a plan for scientific and
“technological cooperation for the last half of
1963 and the first half of 1964, Peiping radio
“disclosed on June 21,

The Communist Chinese radlo moni-
-tored in Tokyo, has also reported the signing
of an executive plan for sclentific coopera-
tion between Communist China and Bul-
garia in 1963. Both were signed in Pelping.
The Sino-Soviet agreement was slgned fol-
lowing 8 days of talks “held in a friendly at-
mosphere. A communique issued on June
19 said “under this plan the (Communist)
Chinese and Soviet institutions concerned
will mutually play host to scientific, engi-
neering, and technical workers studying
‘sclentific and technical achievements and
production experience in various branches of

_~the national economy and will supply each

other with scientific and technical data and
samples.”

Mr. Presldent one of the greatest
statesmen of our time is that distin-
guished Nebraskan, ¥on. Walter Judd,
-former Representative and former
~missionary to China. As a student of
Communist strategy he has no peer. I
have heapd him liken the  Communist
strategy to that of a football game.
When a foothall team acts like they are
going to carry the ball through the line,
-100k out—they are about to_run the eng,
“or make g surprise forward pass. When
-the foothall team, gets poised for a line
.drive the opposing team must beware of
& sufprisé punt. When the formation is

~.called for a kick, the opposing team, if

they want to win, must be prepared for

i trategy advance the ball, the Com-

‘with force,

. founder of the Christophers.
titled, “3 Minutes a Day.” I want to read

Representatlve Judd has .
said _that Just as _the football team uses..

Approved ForReIease‘ 2004/03/11 CIA _RDEB5BOO383R000100210008 2
CONGRESSION AL RECORD — SENATE

munlsts use strategy to advance com-
munism and achieve their unchanged
goal of world dommatlon

‘We should not forget that they want
to bury us. When they act like they
want peace, they prepare for war. When

they pretend to be friendly they strike
When the_ yehicle ‘of treaty
_maklng can be used to advanece commu-

nism they will use it, The Russian Com-
munists ne1ther enter into a treaty nor
observe a treaty when it is not to their
advantage to do so.

When the United States and the Rus- .

sian Communists sit down at a peace
table they do not meet as equals _The
Communists are aggressors. The Amer-
icans are not, Americans are believers.
The Communists are atheists. . The
Americans honor treaties and the Com-
munists break freaties.

There are other inéqualities. The

high-megaton nuclear explosions in the
_atmosphere carried out by the Russians
following the moratorium may have

given them additional knowledge which
the United States does not have, |

The Apostle Paul in wr1t1ng to the
Corinthians said: . .

Be ye not unequally yoked together wlth
unbelievers: for what fellowship hath right-
eousness with unrlghteousness" And what
communion hath light with da,rkness?

Mr. President, I must be guidedl by the
lamp of experience and I cannot turn my
back on history. Neither can I ignore
the warnings that have come from the
Communists themselves.

I hold in my hand a httle devotional
book written by Father James Keller,
It is en-

about the Communist boast made some
20 years ago. In reading it I want to
point out that time is running against us:

‘“War is inevitable,” were the strong words
used by Dimitri Manuilsky, when he ad-
dressed the students of the Lenin School of
Political Warfare in ‘1930,

His dire forecast continued:

“Today, of course, we are not strong enough
to attack. Our time will come in 20 or 30
years.

“In order to win we shall need the element
of surprise. The bourgeoisie will have to be
put to sleep, so we shall begin by launching
the most spectacular peace movement on
record.

“There will be electrifying overtures and
unhheard of concessions. The capltalistic
countries—stupid and decadent—will rejoice
to cooperate In thelr own destruction. - They
will Teap at another chance to be friends.

“As soon as their guard is down, we shall
smash them with our clenched fists.”

- Mr. President, I shall vote against thls :

treaty.

THE SOVIETS AND THE PosTwAr—A ForMER
AMBASSADOR TO MOSCOwW ANSWERS SoME
PERPLEXING PROBLEMS

(By Joseph E. Davies)
(The replies to these questions submitted
by the editors do not reflect any current

. Qfficial opinion of either the Soviet Unilon or

of the United States, so far as I know, Nor
are the answers intended to be dogmatic.
They are simply my own oplmons for such
value as they may have. They are based
upon published sources of information, and
upon facts within my own knowledge, and
represent my considered judgment.)
“l..Can we assume that the rulers of Rus-
sla are men of good will toward other nations

s
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sta,ble

and that they desire ‘a peaceful
world?””

Yes. Their prublic statements of policy
and their deeds in the past decade both
establish that. Ambassador Litvinow, when
he was Foreign Minister, both within and
without the League of Nations, was the out~
standing advocate of collective action by the
nonaggreSsor nations, in order to insure “a
War anywhere
he constantly urged, “wollld "éngulf all the
rést of us for “peace was indivisible.” Abys-
sinia, Spain, China, the attitude of the So-
viets in agreeing to stand by Czechoslovakia

.with France against attack by Germany—all

attest to their sincerity as “men of good
will.” It is, also, to theilr practical best
1nterests to have peace with _and in, the
world. ’

“2, Will Russia pursue a lone-wolf policy
after the war or will she seek to cooperate
with the other great powers In creating a
stable world?”’ .

That will. depend uppn what kind of world
they wil] then face, or upon what kind of a
world they think they are facing, If they
believe in, and trust the proposals of Great
Britain, China, and ourselves, and the Unitsd
Nations, they will, in my opinion, go ag far
a3 any of these in a high-minded and al-
truistic effort to cooperate in creating a
stable and decent world.

I, on the other hand, they belleve they
are not getting a square deal on a reciprocal
and high-minded basis, they will not hesi-
They will not be “taken
Nor will they be used to pull
They will
do exactly what we would do, if In their
shoes.

“3, Will Russxa. seek to create some kind
of world federation, embodying some transfer
of sovereignty from the member states to the

“cefitral goverfiment? Or will she faver vol-

untary cooperation by the great powers to
maintain a stable-world?”

The Soviets vigorously supported the °
League of Nations and constantly advocated
a stronger and more effective League. They
are, however, essentially practical and real-
istic in the application of their ideals. First
things first is the motto of the Soviets.
They, 1 feel sure, would be willing to give up
so much of their sovereignty as would assure
a strong federation to outlaw war, aggres-
sion and conquest and to establish an in-
ternational police force to keep the peace for
the world community of nations. What
other and further relinquishments of sov-
ereignty they would agree to would depend
upon how practical and unselfish the pro-

‘posals were, and upon thelr confidence in

the good faith of the other large nations,

“4. Will Russla be willing to undertake
any International commitments which in-
volve reveallng military information to other
nations?”

Yes, if it is upon ‘a fair and reciprocal basis,
and for the honest purpose of protecting the
peace of the world community against gang-
sters, outlaws, or terrorists.

“B. Winston Churchill once described Rus-
slan foreign policy as ‘a riddle wrapped in a
mystery lnside an epigma.’ Can you make
sense oOf 11? What are its fundamental
aims?”

In my opinlon, the best approach to the
solution of the riddle is to forget the epigram
and set to one side the idea of elther, an
enigma, or & mystery. The riddle, if riddle
there be, from my experience can be best
solved by the simple approach of assuming
that what they say, they mean; that they
are honest in their beliefs, speak the truth
and keep their promises. If one were to
assume, also, that they were strong, able,
courageous and willing to treat others hon-
estly, if they believe they are treated hon-
estly themselves, the riddle can be answered
with reasonable certainty.
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As 8 matter of fact, in my opinion the for-
eign policy of the Soviet Government is quite
clear. - Its first concern is to insure the ter-
ritorial security of the Soviet Unlon., They
built up a great military and industrial sys-
tem for that purpose. The Soviet Govern-
ment s not a predatory power like Germany
or Japan. It was only after Hitler came into

power that the great industrial development .

projected by Stalin was speeded up for ‘war
purposes. Once that security 1s established,
the Soviet policy is to develop the U.S.8.R.
internally. 'That can best be done in a peace-
ful world. The Soviet foreign policy-there-
fore has been consistently addressed to the
preventton of war. When they lost ‘faith
in both the will and the capacity of the west-
ern democracies to joln them realistically to
stop Hitler, they still tried to maintain thelr
security and their peace by entering into a
nonaggression pact with Hitler in 1039.
That was not & pact for a mutual offensive
agalnst Germany’s enemlies. In that par-
ticular, 1t provided qnly that neither would
attack the other. They gained precious time
which -they feverishily employed to protect
their .security against the Inevitable Nazi
attack.

After this war there will be still greater
need for peace to promote their plans for the
internal development of their country.

- There is no riddle or mystery if the state~
ments of the Soviet Government, or its lead-
ers, are read in the light of these policles.
They are straightforward and direct.

“8, Is there religious freedom in Russla?”

The Constitution of the Soviet Union (art.
124) provides that, “Freedom of religlous
worship and freedom of antireligious propa-

. ganda is recognized for citizens.”

:

‘By-this same article the church is sepa-

“rated from the state and the school “to in-

sure titizens freedom of conscience.”

Axticle 135 of the Constitution provides
that religion shall be no bar to the right ef
the ¢itizen either to vote or hold office.

-Ppelor to the enactment of artlcle 135,
which 1s attributed directly by some to the
attitude. of the President in his recognition
«af .the USSR, in 1933, several nations in-
cluding the United States were guaranteed
that their citizens in the Soviet Union
shonld haye: (1) full liberty of conscience
and_ religlous worship, free from persecu-
tlon; (2) the right to hold religious services
in churches or bulldings selected for that
purppse, free from molestation; and (38)
the Fight to impart religlous instruction to
their children. That, however, did not in-
clude the right to proselyte outside those
restrictions. )

In 1937 there were about 100,000 ministers
of religlon in the Soviet Union, according to
the thalrman of the Athelst League of the
TU.SER.

The Russian Orthodox Church of the
Soviet Union is mlilitantly supporting the
Government in this war. The highest pre-
Jate, Acting Metropolitan Sergei of Moscow,
has -appealed for this tolerance of religious
people outside Russla and has urged that
such people be not misled by ‘“Fascist propa-
ganda” or belleve “their lies” as to persecu-
tion of the church in recent years. A book
devoted to the Truth About Religion In
Russia was recently published in Moscow by
the Orthodox heirarchy, addressed to provid-
ing accurate information on religion in the
Sovlet Union.

There i5 no question, however, that despite
these constitutional guarantees there is much
hostility toward religion -In thé party mem-
bership. I was rellably informed when in
Mosgow that the objections raised to the
-adoption of these constitutional provisions
were gvercome by Premier Stalin’s personal
advocacy of thelr passage.

7 Is Russia determined to pursue the
cause of world revolution?”

1 my opinion, no. The Stalin 5-year pol-
icy clearly set .aside the Trotsky idea of
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world revolution, It was one of the alleged
betrayals of the revolution charged by the
Trotskyites. o

“8. If Russia has given up her ambition
to turn the world Communist, may she
nevertheless still fear capitalistic encircle-

ment and attack?”

That depends upon whether they think
that they have reason for such fear. Much
will therefore depend upou how the rest of
the world approaches the problem of postwar
reconstruction, and the attitude of the other
nations toward the United Sovilet Sociallst
Republic, If there are evidences of hostility
on the part of the outside world, they will
certainly detect 1t and profect themselves.

Before Russia entered the war, Russian dis-
trust of the western powers was very real.
On the morning following Hitler’s night at-
tack, June 22, 1941, there were highly in-
formed persons in Moscow who believed that
Britain would launch a simultaneous naval
attack through the Baltic Sea in conJunction
with, and pursuant to, an agreement with
the Nazis. That fear was only relieved when
Prime Minister Churchill's broadcast came
over the air, pledging al-out aid to Fussia.

The developments in the conduct of the
war, I belleve, through contacts and better
understanding, have definitely contributed
to dissipating the classic fear of capitalistic
encirclement and attack.

“9. Even it Russia 1s not interested in pro-
moting world revolution for its own sake, will
she still use revolutionary activity as an
instrument of Russian nationallsm? May
she for imstance, promate Communist revo-
lutions.in Europe? In Asia?” )

This ides Is again being vigorously and
assiduously preached by Goebbels and other
Nazi propagandists, both in and out of Ger-
many. The express oral assurance of Pre-
mier Stalin, the commitments dontained
in the Joint Declaration by the United Na-
tions, and the treaty made with England have
defirdely killed that Hitler bugaboo which
he has tried desperately, and without suc-
cess, to sell to Europe these many years,
The Soviet Union has an enviable récord as a
nation for keeping its obligations. Except
as an instrument of military necessity, the
Soviet Union will not promote dissension
in the internal affairs of other nations.

“10. What do you think is the probable
extent of Russia’s territorial demands?"

It would be natural for them to demand
what any other people would, under similar
circumstances. First, they would naturally
want that back which had previously been
taken away from them by force after the last
war. After that, it would be natural for them
to require any such territory as that which
they considered to be vital to their securlty
in the event of possible future European
attack.

The probable extent of Russia’s territorial
demands will therefore depend, in my opin-
ion, upon what conditions are when peace
comes and upon what kind of a world they
thirk is going to come out of the peace.
It should be remembered that the Baltic
Stetes were all carved out of, and taken
away from Russia, after the last war. It is
alsc the fact that the very Germany, which
they are now fighting, in 1917 and 1918 took
away from Russia nearly all of the territory
gained westward since the accession of Peter
the Great, including the Ukraine and White
Russia. It would be only natural that they
should want to get it back from a defeated
Germany. Five million Ukranians were ar-
bitrarily converted into Polish citizens after
the last war. Bessarabia, which was taken
from Russia at about this time by Rumania,
hed been Russian for 100 years. The United
Btates refused to recognize Bessarabla offi-
clally as a part of Rumanian territory. It
could be contended withh much force that
Soviet claims to all of this territory would
not be *4erritorial aggrandizement” and
would not be inconsistent with pletges made

_Poland up to the Curzon line.
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by the Soviet Government either in the «
treaty with Britain last June, or with the
covenants contained in the Joint Declaration
of the United Nations made in January 1942,
in Washington, I could be contended that
the acquisition of such territcries did not
constitute aggression, but simply the restor-
ation to the Soviets of that which has been
taken from them by force and the rectifying
of previous wrongs. B

Further, if the Soviet Government believes
that it is confronted with the same type
of world which existed before this war, they
will undoubtedly require that which self-
preservation demanded in this war, namely,
a sufficient extension of territory on its west-
ern frontier to make itself secure against
possible European attack. That would mean
a part of Finlanc and, possibly, a part of
That, it will
be remembered, was the line determined by
the Curzon Commission under the Versailles
Treaty as the line of racial demarcation of
the Polish and Russian nationalities.

Last year, when the Soviet-BEritish Treaty
was sigred, providing for a mutual-assist-
ance pact in the event of an attack upon
either for a period of 20 years, both Britain
and the Soviet Urnion were satisfied to leave
the solution of controversial questions to be
settled after the fighting was over by the
application of certain broad equitable prin-
ciples. That was wise. It is no time to fight
among ourselves -antll Hitler and the Nazis
are thoroughly beaten.

At that time the guestion of the Polish
border was ralsed, according to the press.
It was reported that General Sikorski and
the Polish Government were agreeable to
that disposition of the problem in the in-
terest of unity in the war effort, After the
British-Soviet Treaty, which from press ac-
counts seemed to have been approved by
General Slkorskl, great numbers of Polish
prisoners held by Russia were freed, and
some 100,000 Pollsh soldiers were released,
armed by Great Britain and the Unfted
Btates, and organized as.a fighting force
§gainst Hitler, They are now in the Middle

ast.

I am very sympathetic with the Polish
people, but it could scarcely be expected
that the Soviets would remain mute when
these controversial frontier matters were re-
gently brought up in London; particularly
in the face of what appeared to the Soviets
to an implied consent to the postponement
of the determination of the issue until after
victory. The Soviets obviously, could not
permit these claims to be asserted without
contradiction, without themselves being es-
topped at some luture time from asserting
theilr viewpoint, upon which naturally they
would wish to ke heard. It Is sighificant
that 1t is8 not the Soviets who are now press-
ing, s0 far as the United States iz con-
cerned, for declsions upon these controver-
sial matters.

After victory has been won, conditions
may be entirely clifferent from those existing
now. Many thirgs may happen in the in-
tertm. 'The sclence of war is being com-
pletely revolutionized by airpower. Fron-
tiers such as rlvers and mountains, provid-
ing bases for fortifications, have lost much
of their importance. The war has already
shown that thousands of paratroopers may
be transported to strike at vital centers in
the Interior, by simply passing over the
frontier land fortifications. Boundaries may
not be of such vital importance in a recon-
structed and peaceful world.

Moreover, the terms of the peace may, and
probably will, provide for mutual-defense
agreements for collective security, which will
reduce the necessity for military defenses
and srmaments. Itis unthinkable that such
1tttle, at least, would not be the result of
the war.

Under such conditions, it is not beyond
possibility that the Soviets might consider,
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“there 1s no

German long-range guns.

‘matel

:ln. the mter st of &%eaceful world, that the

matter of the 1sion of its frontf IS was
fal pre against a

possible recurrence of German attac

Certainly, the comradeshlp ‘and under-
standing developed’ by mutual “fighting
n will“provide
golvents for these knotty questmns

“11, What, does Russia régard as her proper
gpheres of inﬂuence‘ﬁ"

That would 4gdin depend upon the char-
acter of the world which the Soviet Govern-
ment would confront at the concluston of the
war, If the postwar world can be assured of
the enforcemeént of one principle, t6 wit:
that milita.ry power ‘cannot be used by any
natlon to enforce jtg will (then these ques-

“tlons of vitgl interest cpn be defermified on

the basls of equity and decéncy. The So-
viets, I belleve, would go as far ‘as any
nation to, bring that about.

To answe]
loubt that there are certaln mat-
_has "a_vital inferest.
N f access to the sea and
warm-water ports. ~ That, particularly, af-
fects the Pacific ahd the Mediterranean.

-Russla, has always been concerned with the

ports of Port Arthur and Darlen on the Pa-
cific slde, of which she was deprived in 1905.

_Again the use by her and other nations of

the highway which the Dardanelles affords
for, sh‘ipping and an outlet from the Black
Sea, and through ‘the Mediterranean to the

"oceans, would naturally and rightly be’a’

matter Q; concern _ Also, realistically, in a

-hostile of a,n anarchle world, self—preserva-

tion might demand the thrustlng forth of
their defenses agaliist a possible repétition

-of German attack through the terrifory of
sndaller states adjacént to Russia, which are

not strohg enough themselves to prevent a
strong Germany or other aggressor, from
making a highway of these smaller coun-
tries to attdck the Soviet Union. 'TQ illus-

‘trate: The great sea base of Kronstadt and

the city of Leningrad, are only 25'miles from
the Finnish border §nd within easy reach of
The Soviet Union
made 3 very strong effort to come to an
agreement with the Finnish Government,
whereby the Soviets could compensaté them’

- for’ concegsi ns of te;ritories which were Vital

0 Soviet defense against Cerman attack.
These the Finmsh Governmpnt in fear of
‘Germany, was unabfe to concede becaiise, ob-
yiously, they were under tie Germian gun,
and, unfortunately, still are.

Presumably, all of these vital interests and
dthers, such as fair access to raw materials,
the commop use of the seas and the air as
highways for all of
community, and’ slmilar matters, must ulti-
e adjusted on a basis of reciprocity
and % fair balancing of the interests of the
varlous states, if there is to be a stable peace.
Thelr determination must he gdverned under
rules of decency and equxty as between’ neigh-

they be friendly economic com-
T belleve that the Soviet Union

: petitors
would cooperate wholeheartedly ‘and would

contribute positively to that end, once con-
vinced of the good, faith and reliabﬂity of
her assoclates.
The attitude of’ the Soviets, no leéds than
vi

| “that of other nations, upon these vital mat-
: ‘ters will therefore,

depend entirely n the”
kind of peace that is to be established to
secure a ‘decent, desirable, and stable world -

- to live

voluntarily apply
US8R., will Russia admit them? Can we

“12, Will Russia 9be prepared to back up

- her demands Wwith ayms if we oppose them?”

~If the Soviets face an archale world, where
t peace but wa sontronts them, they can
ba heir security by force of
. a% 1s the only alternative.” That, I
am S1ure, would be Tar from their desire
“18, I¥ other states go Communist and
for "admisslon to the

safely germlt this?"

o

the question ﬂa,tly, however,}

fluerice’ on 'be

"It states adjacen% to the Union

..Should voluntarily apply for adission to

the USSR, I | have no doubf that they
would be admitted "If that weré doéne, both
countries being willing, it would be my opin-
ion that it was none of our business; nor
would our safety be necessarily imperiled
thereby. If any such states wére not ‘con-
tiguous to the borders of the Soviet Union,
such application might possibly be embar-
rassing to the Soviets, but I doubt it. In
any event, in my opinion, they would resolve

.Such problems In a practical and reallstic

way in cooperation with those nations that
were assoclated with them in the common

enterpnse of keeping the peace of the world )
_community.

In this connection there has been much
agitation directed from Berlin to the pos-
sibility that the.success of the Soviet armies
might result in communizing Europe. It is

the same’ old red herring drawn across the
trail,

Anyone Who knows, Europe knows full
well _that neither the -Scandinavian coun-

tries (Norway, Sweden, Finland) nor Poland’

nor Rumania nor Hungary nor Greece nor

_ Czechoslovakla would ever voluntarily accept
communism or the Soviet system. And it

_wiil be a long time before the Soviets will

ever call either Frenchimen or Germans Tova-

risch after this war,

“14. What will be Russms policy toward
the defeated natmns””

There 1s no doubt but that, like the rest

"of us, they would wish to see evenhanded

and exact Justice done, under law and with-
out passion. This would requiré that those
in the defeated nations who were responsible
for crime would be duly trled by a judicial
body and, if after due process, they were
found to be guilty, then punishment suitable
to the crime would be administered.
Undoubtedly the Soviets would also re-
quire that all necessary safeguards would be
established to prevent defeated nafions from
again breaking the peace and indulging in
mass murder. Apart from these, the policy
of the Soviets would, I think, be dictated
solely by humanitarxan considerations. Pre-
mier Stalin’s published utterarices abun-

_giantly support that conclusion.

“15, What would be Russia’s attitude to-
ward a European federation” (10t incliding
herself and Great Britain) 9"

1t would clearly depend upon the char-

acter of such federation. If it were to con-

tain the seed of either actual or potentlal
aggression, the Soviets would oppose it, just
as we all would. ~Assuming that it was part
of a general plan to secure world peace
through collective action, and that it was
so set up as to prevent dominstion by any
potentially strong aggressor unit in it, I do
not think that the Soviets would oppose it.
" “16. On what basis can a stable settlement
in Asia be made between Russia and China?”’

Both Russia and China, in my opinioh,

have lerderships’ which are sincere In their
thése” leaderships™ are” practical ‘and wise.
Both recognize that there can be no peace if
force is to be used by either as an instrument
of national policy to enforce the will of either
over the other. Both, I believe, to secure a
pedceful world, will actively try to establish
an “effective infernational police. That ac-
complished, there is within these two coun-
tries sufficient capacity for fairness and tol-

“erance to settle all matters of difference if

ainy such exist, through reciprocal arrange-
ments ‘on a fair and equitable basis as be-
tween themselves; and If not, each, I am
sure, governed by a decent respect for the
opinion of mankind, would submit their dif-

“ferences to other members of the community

of nations in order to preserve the peace.of

‘that community.

As far back as 1938, I was rellably informed
in Moscow that the Soviet Unioh was most

‘helpful to the government of Generalissimo

Chiang Kai-shek, in that it exercised its in-
Ifb'i‘ the "Chinese Government

rangement with t
_any real value, must be by treaty and that

3;5800383R0001 0021 OOG ‘

“to prevenﬁ commumshc activl’cies which'
would impair the common defense against

“Japan.,” That s Indicative of the kind of de-

cent cooperation which, in my opinion, can
beé expected from the Soviet Government in
the Interests of a peaceful world. '

“17. Does Russia fear an Anglo-American
enterite with ah anfi-Russian basis?”

I do not know. It is, of course, possible, if
Wwé §hould S0 conduct ourselves as to justify
that fear. 1t is of vital importance that this
should not happen. We should accept the
good faith of Britain and the Soviet Union,
just as they should accept the professions
which we make.

“#18, What if the Russian economic system
proves to be more efficient than ours?”

I do not accept the premise that their
ecofiotiiic system will prove to be more effi-
cient than ours.

From what I have seen of both systems, I
am firmly of the opinion that we need not
fear their competition. Our system of free
enterprise, under rules of fair competition
protected by government, contains springs of
initiative and enterprise that will, under falr
coniditions, surpass anything that a bureauc-
ragy, under government administration, can
produce. A pure governmental soclallsm,
even with the great vigor and energy which
the Soviet leadership provides, cannot com-
pete with the efficiency of our type of private
enterprise. A completely soclalistic state, in
my judgment, will inevitably, as human na-
ture presently is and will continue to be for
a long time, breed inefficiencies in contrast
to an industrial, economic, and social system
such as ours which, in addltion to the joy
in the working, provides greater individual
reward for extra effort and exceptional abil-
ity, coupled with police protection against
urnfair competition, monopolies, or other spe-
‘¢lal class privilege.

"The fact that the Boviets have constantly
extended the system of individual profit in
order to make their industries more produc-
tive during recent years, in my opinion, sup-
ports that point of view.

“19, What can America do to assure Russla

‘'of the security she needs and to assure mu-
tual cooperation between our two mnatlons?”

The Soviet Government, so far as the fu-
ture is concerned, recognizes that ani a.r-
United States, to be

that treaty must be confirmed by the Senate
of the United States. They know very well
what happened In the last war when the
Senate refused to ratify the League of Na-

‘tions Treaty, That fact contains the answer

t0 the question.,

The surest answer is to be found 1n a bet-
ter mutual understanding and conﬁdence as
between our peoples.

“20. How would you deal with Russia?”

Exactly as I would want to be dealt with
if conditions were reversed. Their word I
would accept with the same confidence that
I would ask them to accept ours, until faith
had been broken. Just as I would insist that
their government would not interfere in our
internal affairs or in our governmental mat-
ters, so I would scrupulously stay out of
theirs. Their government is their business.
What they tell thelr people, or do not-tell
their people, is not our concern. They have
their own problems. They have handled
them in a manner which demonstrates their
effectiveness and also their purpose to serve
peace, order, and law in the world.

" 'Generally speaking, we should deal with
the Soviet Union as she is entitled to be dealt
with. The U.8.S.R. is a great nation. It
covers one-sixth of the world’s land. surface
and has approximately one-tenth of the total
population of the world. The country is
blessed with enormous natural wealth—min-
eral, “agricultiral, fisHeries, forestry—and a
great, vigorous, strong people. The poten-
tialitles of the Soviet Unlon are commensu-
rate w1th the achi ‘ts which she has
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demonstrated. She is-destined to be one of
the very great powers of the earth.

In. the interest or our country and the
world at large, she must be accorded the
recognition and treatment that such a sltu-
atién requires. Without Russia, our com-
mon victory would have been seriously jeop-
ardiged, Without the cooperation of the
Soviet Union, there can be no permanent
ené durable peace projected. Both of these
wro. gel-evident. If we cooperate with the
Soviet Union on a basis of fairness to her, to
ourgglves,“and to the rest of the world, the
Boviet “Unlon can be an Inestimable power
and a great influence in the establishment
of permanent peace and the elimination of
war, for the common beneflt of all of us. To
think of the Soviet Union in any other way
&nd to deal with her in any other manner or
on #hy other plane is to expose the world
ahd ourselves to many avoldable dangers and
ratastrophes.

;This was in effect the policy I recom-
mended to my Government at the end of
Ty sorvice as Ambassador to the- Soviet

'I.Tnicm To the Department of State I find.

“wrate the following:

“guch a policy does not involye approving
Ju @ny manner the ideologicai conecepts of
this Government. It does, however, recog-
nizé the right of self-determination. It 1is
4nterpretative “ of the high-minded and
Christianlike declarations of the foreign
policy of the United States as expressed by
the President of the United States and the
Becretary of State in connection with foreign
affairs. It 15 a good neighbor policy, and

-ome consistent with the best iraditions of

pur diplomatic history.”

“g1. Bhould we start negotiations with
“Russla (and the other great powers) now to
.lay the basis for postwar cooperation?”

Yes, provided such negotlations were con-
fined. to matters upon which there Is siub-
stantial agreement, the discussion of which
fwmﬂ‘d not impair the unity necessary to win
he war

If; for tnstance, the great poweérs could
now negotiate a treaty providing for collec-
tive security, the outlawry of war as an in-
strument of aggression or conquest and pro-
vidinig the means for enforcing order so that
the peace of the world community would
not €e broken, 1t would be highly desirable.
“Upon such simple negotiations there could
“be "Ifttle room for disagreement. It is ob-
viougly In the interest of all and detrimental
‘to none.

‘With that done, a long step forward would
be taken in the winning of the peace. Under
such a’condition all -other mattérs in differ-
ence would have to be settled by conference
and mutual concessions, fairly and equitably,
for force would be outlawed. Time would be
affordéd for the settiement of the inevitable
graver problems of frontiers, actess to raw
-materials and other economic pnd political
problems.

8uch a simple agr eement would in itself
constitute a great contribution to clviliza-
tion, It might make haste more slowly, hut
in my opinlon it would be more surely,
‘Troplcal growth flowers rapidly, but it wilts
-easily and is not hardy. Hardwood forests
&re. slow _imr growth, but they withstand
storins &nd last long.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield? ‘

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I congratulate the
able and distinguished Sepator from
Nebraska for a masterful presentation
today. Since I came to the Senate I

have not heard a finer address than the .

one delivered by the able Senator from

Nebrasks today. Itis a masterpiece.
‘The Senator is a student of commu-~

nism. He knows the dangers and evils
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of communism, He knows that when Mr.
Khrushchev says, “I favor peace” what
he really means is the time after he has

-conquered the world when there will no

longer be any conflict and therefore
peace under Communist rule. He knows
that the word “truth” to the Communist
means anything to promote the Commu-
nist cause. He is astute enough to un-
derstand that we cannot trust the Com-
munists except to do what they want to
do and what promotes their interests.

T commeénd the able Senator. He has
made a fine contribution to the debate.
I wish every Senator could have been
present to hear him speak today. :

Again I congratulate the able Senator
from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. The distinguished Sen-
ator has been more than generous. I do
not deserve his praise.

I judge no other Senator, but I shall

have no part of the treaty. I respect the
motives of every Senator, but I cannot
turn my back on history or the pro-
nounced intentions of the Russian
Cornmunists.

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

Mr. CURTIS. Iam glad to yield tomy
distinguished friend the Senator from
Wyomning,

Mr. SIMPSON. I commend the Sena-
tor from Nebraska, and I associate my-
seif with the remarks made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Carolina.

I have a great and abiding affection
for the Senator from Nebraska, and a
high regard for his ability. His address
today, to which I have listened very at-
tentively, confirms more and more my
belief that I am entirely correet in my
opposition fo the ‘so-called test ban
treaty. .

I also commend the Senator for his
statement about the first step. We have
heard much about the “first step” pro-
cedure. I am reminded of what the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah said in

“the committee to which I belong. It was

sald that when a person starts upon a
longz journey he must always take a first
step. The distinguished Senator from
Utah said, “Yes, and if you taks that
first step in the wrong direction you are
likely to meet with ru

The Senator’s remarks today have

great probative foree.

I also wish that all Senators could
have been present to hear the Senator’s
remarks, because I am convinced that
perhaps many would be able to seeathe

error of their ways and perhaps would

vote with us against the treaty, which
iI think would do a disservice to Amer-
ca.

Mr. CURTIS. I express my gratitude
for the kind words of the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming, with a feeling of
humility. - I do not deserve his tribute.

I am alarmed by all the discussion of
additional “steps.” 1Is it expected we
shall proceed to completely disarm our
country? Will Uncle Sam be asked to
agree to reform and not commit aggres-

‘siorn, and to close the door on the millions

of people who are now behind the Iron
Curtain?

I do not know what the next step will
be. I agree that the frst step is the be-
ginning of a long journey, but I ecntend
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that it is easier to take a step downhill
than a step uphill.

Mr. SIMPSON. The Senator from
Wyoming has observed that threre have
been some ratler intemperate remarks
made to the effect that any one who
was opposed to the treaty was irrational
or that any 10-year-cld should have the
sense to sign it., I merely observe that
the able chairman of a great committee,
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
SELL], certainly is not irrational. Cer-
tainly, Senators THUrRMOND, STENNIS,
RoBERTSON, RUSSELL, and other Senators
of that caliber are not irrational. I pro-
test that kind of statement. I yield to
no one in this body in my belief in this
country and the patriotism I feel for it.

The Senator from Nebraska has made
a distinet contribution, and it confirms
me in my belief that my stand.is correct.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.
I take this position because I want to
prevent a nuclear war.

Mr. SPARKNMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me before he yields
the ficor?

Mr. CURTIS. 1 yield to the Senator
from Alabams.

Mr, SPARKMAN. I join Senators
who have complimented the Senator
from Nebraska. I think he knows I do
not agree with him in the conclusions
he has drawn,=out I think he has made
a fine and clear presentation of his view-
point. I wish to question him briefly
about one or two points. I have care-
fully followed the debate and the hear-
ings before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, both the open sessions and the
secret sessions. As I have previously
stated on the floor, that I do not believe
any member of the commitiee attended
the hearings more regularly than I did,
with the exception of the chairman of
the committee, .who I believe attended
more regularly than any other member.
But the Senalor from Nebraska has
placed a great ceal of emphasis upon the
interim report made by the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee,

I read it witl. a great deal of interest.
I appreciate the amount of work that
went Into it. I am impressed by one
thing about the report, which was
brought out by the committee in the con-
cluding paragraph. I am sure the Sena-
tor from Nebraska is familiar with the
portion which reads:

Although we have concluded that there
will be a net military disadvantage to us if
the treaty is ratiied, we recognize the exist-
ence of ather factors which, while not within
the scope of this report, are pertinent .to a
final judgment on the treaty. Among these
are matters related to International affairs,
foreign policy, and relations with other coun-
tries. When these are taken into considera-
tion the question becomes one of weighing
relative risks, and our hearings provide
ample evidence that the overall assessment
of the relatlve raerits and demerits of the
treaty is a complex and difficult matter on
which equally patriotic, inforraed, and dedi-
cated persons racy and do disagree. In the
final analysis, then, each individual must
reach his own judgment on the basls of per-
sonal philosophy, past experience, current
knowledge, and tae relative weight which he
assigns to the various factors involved.

Let me go one step further and note

that there are seven members of the sub-
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- committee, Of the seven membeys, six
have definitely taken a stand, three of
them in favor of the treaty, and three
opposéd. So far as I know, the seventh
member has not, given an expression on

. It. But it seems fo me the.committee

- 1tself was saying there is not a clear-cut
decision against it, In other words, the
committe did not make a report against.

the treaty. ~Is sald, In effect, “These are

- the military facts, and we have not gone

Into the other factors. Each individual

. Member Iust decide for himself,”  Fol-

lowlng that, at leas} three members spoke
for the treaty, and three have spoken
against the treaty. So far as I know,
. the seventh member has not yet given
- dn expression. To me, that fact is quite
significant. . ‘
Mr. CURTIS. I, too, read that report
and the closing paragraph. All it means
“to me is that the committee is not in-
"vading the province of any other com-
mittee. It Is not attempting to embrace
in its report matters to be covered by
the " Commiitee on Foreigh Relations,
- and perhaps other committees. .
The very fact thaf the dedicated chair-
" man of that subcommittee, and half of
-1ts members, who are dedicated to the
defense of this country, cannot support
“the treaty, should weigh against it, _The
.mere fact that half of its members, in-
“cluding the chairman, have spoken out
against the treaty should weigh against
. the treaty. A Everyone knows that upon
the chairman falls the responsibility of
.calling for hearings and assembling re-
ports. The report speaks for itself.
. The military conclusions in it have hot
been disputed by members of that com-
nijttee or any other committee in the
Senate. Is that not correct? s
Mr. SBARKMAN, No: I do not agree
to that statement. I am not sure the
Senator means just what I understood
himtomgjgg, . e m
‘Mr. CURTIS. The Joint Chiefs of
Stafl say there are military disadvan-
tages to the treaty. N
‘Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes: but each
- member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff rec-
ommended ratification of the treaty.
© Mr, CORTIS. Iknow that,
- Mr, SPARKMAN. Each one of them
. ~did so because they all took into con-
" ‘sideration the other factors which they
i‘iaid' ought to be taken into considera-
tion. . - . .
- Mr. CURTIS. If the Senator will read
their entire testimony, they admit that
the treaty—— ) -
- Mr. SPARKMAN, I was present and
" ‘heard it. I did not have to read it. I
" .sab in committee and heard it. I heard
1t in open session, and later I heard it in
secret sessiop,. . e
- .Mr. CURTIS. Let the record speak
. for itself. e
© “Mr, SPARKMAN, Yes. .
© oMr. CURTIS. I challenge the Senator
to show me a speech made in this de-
bate in which, point by point, a Senator
has undertaken to disprove the findings
of the Stennis subcommittee concerning
the treaty. -

2+ Mr, SPARKMAN. T am not trying to
do that. , . .

© Mr. CURTIS. It has not been done.
| No. 1dg—— 12 ' .
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Mr. SPARKMAN. So far as I know,
no Senafor has questioned it. All I am

Irying to say is that the subcommittee, in -

its conclusion, said that there are other
Jactors which are recognized but have
not considered.. Each_Senator will have
to consider them, All the committee has
done is present the military picture.

. I do not wish to engage in argument,
but I thought it was rather significant
to point out that fact, e

.. Mr, CURTIS. Those conclusions have

.ot been challenged in any speech on the

floor. . . .
_Mr, SPARKMAN. Also, I point out
that half of the members of the subcom-
mittee have expressed themselves on the
treaty and have spoken for it. They
have not merely announced they were
for it; they have made speeches on the
floor of the Senate in favor of the treaty.
Mr, CURTIS.. . I think that is an
emphatic condemnation of the treaty.
_Mr. SPARKMAN._ If the Senator will
yield to me for one further point, I was
interested in the Senator’s reading from
Father Keller's book. . Father Keller is
a great leader and a forceful speaker,
but I happened to think, while the
Senator was reading, about the motto of
the Christophers. Is it printed on the
inside page of the book? If not, I think
I can quote it. .
Mr. CURTIS. Perhaps the Senator

‘can. There is a research center from

which a Senator can obtain all sorts of
information——

Mr. SPARKMAN, No; I have read
many of Father Keller’s little booklets.

Mr, CURTIS. What I read was not
Father Keller’s book.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It was a quotation

. used in the hook.

Mr. CURTIS. I was referring to what
was sald by Dimitri Manuilsky and the

boast about their political warfare in

1930, wherein he said:

The bourgeoisie will have to be put to
sleep, so we shall -begin by launching the
most spectacular peace movement on record,
" There will be electrifylng overtures and
unheard-of concessions, The capltalistic
countries—stupld and decadent—will rejolce
to cooperate in their own destruction. They
will leap at another chance to be friends.

As soon as their guard is down, we shall
smash them with our clenched fsts.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Iam familiar with
that quotation. :

“Mr. CURTIS. It was a Russian who
said that.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I knew that. I
sald the quotation was contained in
Father Keller’s book.

Mr. CURTIS. Does that invalidate it?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thought it might
be interesting.

Mr. CURTIS. Father Keller's book is
a devotional book. I did not intend to
efiter into a denominational discussion.
The Supreme Court might enjoin us. I
could have obtained the Dimitri Manu-
ilsky quotation from another book, but
I happened to have this one on my desk,

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thought the
motto of the Christophers, for whom
Father Keller writes, should be placed in
the RECORD:

‘It 18" better to light a candle than to curse
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posltive statement, to say the

i

That is a
least.

Mr. CURTIS. It is. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator. I hope that before
the debate concludes some Senator will
defend the treaty._ .

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

Mr. CURTIS. Iyield.

Mr. THURMOND. The point was
raised by the distinguished Senator from
Alabama about the Joint Chiefs of Staff
supporting the treaty. I wish to read

- the last part of their statement, given by

General Taylor. This is what he said:

. The risks inherent in this treaty can be
accepted in order to seek the important
gains which may be achieved through a
stabilization of International relatlons and
4 move toward a peaceful environment in
which to seek resolution of our differences.

Those are the political questions on
which the Chiefs based their decision.
According to their own words, they are
willing to take the military risks in order
to achieve two political gains, namely, the
gain of stabilization of international re-
lations and the mave toward a peaceful
environment. .

I ask the distinguished Senator
whether he feels that the treaty will
bring about a stabilization of interna-
tional relations.

Mr., CURTIS. Definitely not. The
Chiefs of Staff warned against eupho-
ria—against complacency. I wish the
Senator would read into the REcorp at
this point his words of yesterday when
he quoted General LeMay as to what
his instructions were as to considering
factors other than the military merits.

Mr. THURMOND. The other point
that was mentioned in the statement of
General Taylor on behalf of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff was: .

A move toward a peaceful environment in
which to seek a resolution of our differences.

Does the Senator feel the treaty would
bring about a peaceful environment, or
may it not be a step toward disarma-
ment, which in the end could lead us into
war, instead of peace?

Mr. CURTIS. If I thought the treaty
was a move for peace, I would support it.
I believe no such thing.

Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point the portion
of General LeMay’s testimony to which -
the Senator from Nebraska has referred.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows: g

General LeMay stated:

“But the net result 1s that there are
military and technical disadvantages to the
treaty. All of the Joint Chiefs agreed on
this point. .

“However, there are political advantages
that may accrue from the treaty. This is
a fleld that I don’t consider myself an ex-
pert in, and I have depended to a large
extent on the advice of others.” )

General LeMay stated that he and the
other Chiefs had been briefed on the politi-
cal, or nonmilitary considerations, by both
Secretary of State Dean Rusk and Under-
Secretary Harriman,

General LeMay was Interrogated further
Senator Byro,

e
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of West Virginia, who posed the following
question:

“ygu have indicated, General LeMay, that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff were nodt to confine
their judgment in connection with the treaty
before us on this basis of purely milltary

considerations, but that political considera- -

tions were also to be thought about.

“Ig this normal, General LeMay, or has it
been the practice in the past for the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to attempt to asess political
constderationsin reaching their judgments?”

.General LeMay responded:

“1t certainly has been true since Presi-
dent Kennedy came into office, because this
is one of the first things that they told the
Joint Chiefs they expected them to do. They
expected them to put the polltical factors’
in at their level. :

“They told us this verbally many times.

Actuslly, T think we have a note in writing
on the subject, the Joint Chiefs.”

- Quite obviously, therefore, the testimony.

of the Joint Chlefs does not confllet with
the fndings of the Preparedness Subcom-
mittee.
to consider the political considerations,
which they were glven by Mr. Rusk and Mr.
Harriman, and this is the basis for their
support of the ratification of the treaty.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-

dent, will the Senator yleld? '
_ Mr.CURTIS, Iyield )

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I agree with
the Senator that there is no reason to
believe that this Nation would be advan-
taged by trusting the Soviel Union and
the leaders of that country to keep their
word. A great number of individuals
and nations making that mlstake found
that their decision led to their own ex-
tinetion. :

Is it not true that the best information
the Senator can find indicstes that the
tresty would be an advartage to the
Soviet Union from a military point of
view, as compared with the Uhited States,
even asSuming that the Soviet Union
does abide by the treaty? =

Mr. CURTIS. That is the unques-
tioned testimony of every mmilitary au-
thority who appeared In any of the hear-
ings. - It is supported by the Senator from
Misgissippi [Mr. Stexnis] ih his report.
It Is supported by the Senator from
Mississippl in his speech. It is supported
by thé distinguished soldier, the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. TaurMonDl.
It is supported by the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]. ‘

I said earlier in my speech that 40 Sec-
retaries of Defense or of fhe separate
branches of the service have come and
gonhe 'since Senator RusseiL served on
the Armed Services Committee or the
predecessor committee. ;

It 1s not a matter of my opinion. It is
gererdlly accepted and not disputed that
the military advantages aré in favor of
the Soviet Union. . co

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. _The Senator

+has spelled out the fact thal as a part of
the Communist doctrine, from the Soviet
point of view, it is a laudable thing for
them to decelve, defraud, and mislead
other nations, particularly the capitalist
nations of the world. Recognizing that
fact, and, in additlon, the fact that they
aré obtdining a military advantage from
the treaty itself, and thus will have the
ability to consummate their perfidious
acts, I ask the Senator if that does not
add up to the conclusion that we might

The Jolnt Chiefs were instructed.

risk our national survival and our inde-
pendenes if we agree to abide by a freaty
of this nature.

Mr. CURTIS. That is true. In the
course of the hearings I asked the Secre-
tary of State if the treaty had strength-
ened the hand of Khrushchev with his
own people. T did not get a direct reply.
He said, “The treaty is popular all over.”

The fact is that it has strengthened
the influence of Khrushchev in this coun-
try, back home in my State of Nebraska,
and everywhere else. He has partly ac-

- complished his mission of disarming the

American people. There is not one iota
of evidence that the Communists have
changed their goal or that Gromyko. is
any more truthful now than when he was
in the White House deceiving our Presi-
dent a year ago. .

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The treaty
has been described as one of a numhber
of steps. It may well prove to be about
the only step that will be necessary to as-
sure Soviet superiority. Is that correct?

Mr. CURTIS. It might be the one
step that we can refrain from taking.
The other steps will be harder to resist.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.

TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns today, it adjourn to meet
at 10 a.m. tomorrow. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withou
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, it is hoped
that all Senators who desire to speak on
the pending partial test ban treaty will
come to the Chamber tomorrow and Fri-
day, prepared to remain until late. If
there are no requests for speeches to be
made on Saturday, it is anticipated by
the leadership that there will be no
Saturday session. ;

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
the Senate has before it today a treaty
which may prove to be a small step to-

ward a world free from the scourge of-

war. If this treaty is not approved, it
meay be many years before the people of
the world will have another opportunity
to begin this journey. In fact, though
it is hard to face this reality, we may
now be considering the last opportunity
for civilization to start this journey.

Because the results of the Senate’s
decision may be so consequential to all
mankind both living and yet to be born,
it is essential that the most careful
thought be given to the promises and
possible pitfalls of the treaty.

This I have done. Last Friday, I
spoke before the Third Baptist Church
Men’s Study Group in 8t. Louis, Mo., on
the subject of the treaty and presented
my reasons for supporting ratification.
I ask unanimous consent that my state-
ment be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, this treaty is not a coveted pana-

;
s

-
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cea, marking a solution to the cold war.
The vast ideological gulf separating East
from West has not closed; the cold war
has not ended for all times; the world,
to quote the words of one of our heralded
predecessors, is not yet “safe for democ-
racy.” But, we face the future with re-
newed hope, knowing that peaceful
methods are pcssible to lessen tensions.
and to ameliorate conflicts without a
concomitant loss of status and/or
strength vis-a-vis the Communist bloc
nations.

Many observers have noted since the
signing of the t2st ban accord that it, in
fact, accomplishes little which the volun-
tary moratorium did not—that is, we

have signed an agreement banning
space, atmospheric, and underwater
testing.

The most controversial aspect of the
armaments race remains unchecked; no
regulation of waderground nuclear test-
ing has been attempted.

Despite the fact that complete and
unanimous agreement has not been
reached on all facets of banning nuclear
testing, that we have reached an accord
on any portion of this whole, compli-
cated problem-—-a problem which poten-
tially could spell doom for the human
race—indicates progress. That we have
not yet gone the whole way and com-
pletely erased the threat of nuclear war
and weapons is not the primary issue.
We are moving toward our goal of last-
ing peace and, simultaneously, protect-
ing our own self-interest.

The present treaty, despite its ob-
vious limitation, is significant on several
counts. A step has been made toward
the gradual tapering off of the pace of
the arms -race. This is important.
History shows that all arms races have
ended in war. If and when an agree-
ment is made to ban nuclear testing un-
derground, the nuclear arms race should
come to a halt.

Thére has been much speculation
about the Soviet Union’s motives in ne-
gotiating a nuclear test ban treaty at
this time, after 5 years of blocking all
attempts to devise a formula acceptable
to both East and West. Many beople
feel that we are witnessing a change in
Soviet policy—peaceful coexistence with
an accompanying lessening of tensions
is a sincere goal of the Khrushchev
government. OQthers see the Soviet will-
ingness to conclude a treaty as an effort
to throw the West off balance. These
critics argue that we will suffer from a
false sense of security and as & result
curtall our own nuclear exploration to
the benefit of the Communists. They
predict that Western military power will
diminish in relation to that of the Com-~
munists. i

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and other
military and scientific experts have ex-
pressed assurances that rilitarily the
treaty is sound. It does not, in their
considered opinions, put this country in
a disadvantageous position. Further, the
President has assured us that under-
ground testing will be vigorously and dili-
gently carried forward and that we will
maintain a position of readiness to re-
sume testing in the other environments
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- 11~ there 15 a violation of the treaty by
the Soviet Union. _ e
- “Already more than 90 nations in the
International community have signed the
treaty. An irresponsible rejection of the

treaty would damage the U.S, position

as 8 world leader dedicated to peace.
Finally, and this in and of itself is
sufficient reason for consenting to the
freaty, with the cessation of atmospheric
and space tests, radioactive fallout will
become less of a_problem. . This is an
- especlally important factor to the citi-
- zens of Missourd, for we have one of the
highest Strontium 90 counts in the coun-

try. Our health and that of our children

must be taken into agcount when con-
sldering this treaty. Most authorities
believe a relationship exists between cer-
tain types of cancer and the Strontium
90 count in the atmosphere. If this is
true, we cannot justify—to ourselves or
future generations—our not adhering to
this agreement. Moreover, the risk of
radiation-induced mutations and genetic
deformities must be taken into acgount.
As I said earlier, this treaty does not
slgnal the termingtion of the cold war.
Communist 1deology and Western beliefs
still are polar. An ideological difference,
"however, does not mean that one side
must destroy the other, We have man-
aged to find one grea of mutual agree-
ment. Perhaps others exist. If s0, we
may find them. | ,
.. All of our problems are not over, we
cannot expect utopian conditions, How-
ever, we can be justly proud and happy

- that & constructive attempt 1s belng

made to deal with one of mankind’s most
perplexing difficulties.

It is for these reasons that I support

the test ban treaty. In so doing, I am
cognizant that dangers and difficulties
are Inherent in the situation: v
The treaty is a true test of our. Na~-
tion’s coyrage. It would be far easier to
adhere to the status quo and continue
our daily lives with the false securlty
offered by unlimited nuclear develop-
ment. But, this was not the way of our
forefathers and it is not the way of
. Americans today. We have the courage,
the will, and the means to seek a lasting
and responsible peace. If this venture
toward the realization of . mankind’s
fondest_dream fails, 1t must not he be-
cause we refused to give it a chance.
Let us take this first small step with
full realization of all it entails but let us
take it enthusastically. )
el Exgeir 1 R
THE TeST BAN TBEATY—PROGRESS OR REGRESS?
(An address by the Honorable Epwarp V.
Lone, U.8, Senator from Missourl, befare
the Third Baptist Church Men's Study
Group, St. Louls, Mo., Sept. 13, 1963)
Gentlemen, you have invited me to dis-
cuss with you the question of the proposed
nuclear test ban treaty—the 1,600-word
document slgned August 65 by the United
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet
Unlon which Is now being debated in the
.8, Senate, I appreciate the opportunity
Yo explore the many faceted agreement with
- you—mien” who I know full well share my
~hope for a world at peace, not at war—a
world in.which man, as a creature in the
image and likeness of God, lives in keeping
with all thaf is inherent in his nature, with
-the freedom and dignity the Creator in-
:tended. I am_ not _here to argue for or

-

| N

.other countries of the world;
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against the treaty itself. I have arrived at
a conclusion on the matier, but it is not my
purpose to make any attempt at persuasion
here tonight. I have reached a Judgment
to support ratification, and I want you to
know how I have arrived at that conclusion.

First, let me make it clear that while my
support for ratification of the treaty is un-
qualified, it does not. stem from any notion
that entering into the compact doesn’t in-
volve risk. There are risks—and it is im-
portant that we recognize this reality. But
what great achlevement does not involve
chance and uncertainty?

Wasn’t there great risk in the ploneering
of our heloved country, risks that had to be
taken in order to forge this great Natlon
from a vast and uncharted wilderness? Yet,
men did not turn their backs on the venture
because of them, and as a result America
has grown and prospered.

Haven't all great discoverles of man, in
exploration, in science, in medicine required
assumption of risks—grave risks? But this
fact alone has not swayed man from the
course that has led to knowledge and un-
derstanding of our environment, alleviation

" of suffering, cure of disease and a greatly

advanced civilization.

Isn’t our space program—exploring the

unknown mysteries of the universe—de-
manding from our modern day pioneers
awesome risks and dangers? But because
men and women are willing to carry on this
work, knowing there are risks and coping
with them ‘intelligently, world security in-
creases, and man is likely on the threshhold
of fantastic discoverles that may lead to
solutions of many age old problems,
- Isn’t there a deflnite element of risk in
every business venture—every investment—
every new buslness opening—every factory
expansion? But because men recognize
them, assume them and deal with them in
sound calculation our business and indus-
trial economy thrives.

...Doesn’t every famlily venture, whether it

is a home purchase, or selection of a college
for a son or daughter involve risks? If
risk alone caused us to abandon family
aspirations, democracy and self-determina-
tlon would have falled miserably long ago.

If we find that every phase of life has its

‘dangers and its risks, and certainly they

have, would it be reasonable to shun what
could well be the first opportunity of man
to achieve his greatest earthly goal, perman-
ent peace, because 1t involves a degree of
uncertainty?

Since the dawn of human creation, man
has reached for this goal, Today we have
a chance to take the first small step in that
direction, Although it 1s only a first step—
and only a small one, to be sure—1if we let
it pass us by, who can tell how many genera-
tions of the future may come and go before
there is another such opportunity to make
a breakthrough. In fact, considering to-
day’s capacity for destruction, man may
never agaln have such an opportunity. I
belleve our duty to God and to our Chris-
tlan philosophy demands that we look at
this opportunity realistically, and make every
effort to see it bear the fruit of peace and
security.

Bometimes I get the feeling that perhaps
there has been so much talk about the many
risks involved in_ the treaty, that we can
tend to lose sight of the very real fact that
our present situation-—where there is no
limitation on testing, ltself involves a num-
ber of very serious risks. It would be logical
to welgh these risks, and see how they strike
8 balance, If in fact they do.

Without a test ban the risks are: .

(a) A continued intensified and unre-
stricted arms race between the United States
and the U.S.S.R. . History has made it clear
that all arms races have led to war.

(b) A continued and increasing risk of
further spread of nuclear weapons among the

St
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(¢) An increasing risk of radioactive con-

tamination of the atmosphers. I am con-
vinced that the treaty constitutes a small
beginning in reducing the first two of these
risks, and will dramatically reduce the third.

With the treaty, those risks are overcome,
but new ones take their place. They are:

(a) Secret testing by the Soviets; and

(b) Secret preparations to resume testing
by the Soviets, and thelr sudden, large-scale
treaty violations. .

I am convinced that tHe treaty, and U.S.
policies developed under it, will reduce
these risks so that elther course of action by
the Soviet Union will not be a threat to our
securlty.

In balance, the reasonable possibilities that
our acceptance of the treaty may usher in
a new era in which man is serving man in-
stead of trying to dominate and destroy him
are so gréat, that if we don’t act with ad-
vised courage, our hesltance and failure could
be the greatest step away from peace that
man has ever taken.

An old Army axiom has it that a good
soldier never polishes the backs of his shoes
because no one will ever see him in retreat.
I pray God that it can never be sald that
this country was seen in retreat from the
frontiers of peace.

What is this treaty? What does it do?
‘What does it not do?

The treaty, a simple and clearly written
document, prohibits nuclear testing in the
atmosphere, in space, and underwater.
Underground testing is permitted so long as
there 1s no radioactive fallout beyond the
boundaries of the testing country. Those
are the only things the treaty does.

It does not prohibit the production of nu-
clear weapons—uor the means of delivering
such weapons,

It does not restrict the use of nuclear weap-
ons in the event of war.

It does not require that the Unlted States
glve diplomatic or other official recognition
to any country not presently recognized.

It does not bind the United States to any
further agreements or negotiations regarding
further disarmament.

And the treaty does not commit the United
States to any negotiations or settlement of
political 1ssues, despite the attempts of the
Soviet Unlon to tie-the treaty to a nonaggres-
sion pact with the Warsaw treaty nations.

Going further into the advantages and dis-~
advantages as I have listed them, let us con-
slder them one by one.

With reduction of the arms race, we will
be taking the first step toward eventual
arms control-—a goal we have been seeking
ever since we first reallzed what a massive
destructive power we had in our hands when
we dropped atomic bombs on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki—small and crude weapons in the
light of today's standards,

The allout, uncontrolled, increase, and
multiplication of destructive might has not
Increased our national security. Since the
dawn of the nuclear age In the closing days
of World War II, our adversarles have been
constantly close at our heels—each of us
forcing the other toward—even beyond—the
point where one’s capability would so far out-
strip the other’s that he would draw back
in horror. -

But instead we have both Iong Since
reached the stage of development where fur-

~-ther increases in power of our weapons make

little, if any real contribution to our capa-
bility. By President Kennedy's own estimate,
both of us are fully capable of destroying
upward of 300 million human beings in only
1hour. Having reached the “point of dimin-
ishing returns” in destructive power, the
United States has, In recent years, concen-
trated primarily on deliverability of weap-
ons, proceeding on the assumption—and I
think a valld one—that accuracy and de-
pendab:

LN
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More than 90 nations have now become sig-
natories to the treaty—binding themselves
to the combpact that blocks the flow of nu-
clear weapons and information to them,

By limiting further spread of nuclear capa-
bility to presently nonnuclear csuntries, the
risk that & nuclear weapon would be acel-
dentally detonated is significantly reduced,
in turn lessening the danger of a local con-
fiict escalating from conventional to nuclear.
An escalated conflict would almost certainly
_ place'the United States and the Soviet Unlon

In direct confrontation.

It 1s hopefully expected that within a
short time all the nations of the world, save
Communist China aifid France, will have
bound themselves to the agreemient. World
opinion moves toward greater crystalization
against atmospheric contamination from
testing. That leaves underground testing

_the only available alternative—a far more
- pxpensive and time-consuming process.

Sofne ‘treaty opponents have all but dis-
counted the value of eliminating the con-
tinuing rigks of rising pollution from test-
ing. ~ Granted, to the best of our present
knowledge, the dangers from fallout are
slight. But even the slightest risk—when
1t is_unnecessary, and avoldable, is a fool-
hardy undertaking. As the President sald
in his July 26 nationwide speech *this is not
2 natural health hazard—and 1t 1s not a
statistical Issue.” No one is able t6 say now
what physical damage increasing fallout
levels might precipitate. No ofe is able to
pay now what mutations might occur in
future generatlons—mutations brought
about by high fallout levels. But all agree
there 1s a fisk—the only disagréement being
a8 tO how great it is. )

1 am sure that no one hails this treaty
as &n absolute guarantee that all the in-
tended purposes will be falthfully fulfilled
by all the parties. Much debate has centered
around the record of the Soviet Union—one
that is strewn with broken agreements, vio-
lated treaties, and soon-forgoften “‘under-
standings.” Those who argue that “Russia
ean’t be trusted” do so from valid ground.
We éan’t trust them to keep the agreement,
left_solely to thelr own devices. Bui this
treaty 15 riot based on trust; it is not based
on ¢onfidence; 1t 18 not based on any no-
tion that there has been an overnight rever-
sal of Communist alms or methodology.

Ifistead, we will be constantly monitoring
the Soviet Union with ihstruments—for de-
tecting nuclear weapons tests which have
been developed over the past several years
to know what progress was made by the
Soviets. Listening devices; sef§mic {instru-
ments t5 deteet earth tremors; detecting of
radlo signials from the radlation that accom-
parnles niicleat explosions—as well as flights
and survelllance around the perimeters of
the Soviet Union to gather samples of dust
and clouds to be tested for radioactive de-
bris.. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have urged—
and’ the administration has assured—that
our current detection system will be ex-
panded and improved, through satellities to
detect outer space tests and other means.

. With a detection system such as this, any
chegting on the test ban would have only
the most remote chance of going undetected.
with a detection system such as this. the
TUnited States has-concluded, according to
Secretary McNamara, that “the Soviet Union
could obtain no major results by testing in
the atmokphere and deep space or under-
water without incurring the high risk of de-
tectlon and identification.” .

In addition to the risk of Joviet testing
on the sly, there is also the recognized risk
that insteéad of attempting prohibited tests
clandestinely they would make preparations
for & massive test series, and then, in g sur-
prise thove, suddenly abrogate or mullify
the treaty and resume testing. On the basts
of experignce with the 1058-61 moratoriim
we. must be prepared for this ogcurrence,

While we can do little to inspect for and
detect such preparations, the President has

made it clear that our testing facilities will.

be kept “‘at the ready"—ifully capable of an
immediate resumption of presently treaty-
banned testing if that course of actlon would
be necessary to preserve our present definite
superiority. Also minimizing the risks in-
volved in sudden Soviet treaty abrogation
will be continuation of underground tests,
which the sclentific community agrees al-
most unanimously will maintain our present
lead in overall nuclear capability.

Balancing the risks, and approaching the
treaty with a realistic outlook as tg both
the agreement itself and the past perforrn-
ances of the Soviet Unlon our overall na-
tional security will increase. Already pos-
sessing a nuclear force described by Secretary
McNamara as “manifestly superior,” a point
which has not been contradicted by any re-
sponsible or knowledgeable testimony or
evidence, the United States does not need
furtier atmospheric tests to:

(1) Insure that our weapons systems will
survive a Soviet attack and penetrate Soviet
defenses; or

(2) To develop and depoly an antimissile
defense.

Further—the United States long ago made
a firm decision not to pursue attempts to de-
velop an extremely high-yield weapon. We
have instead centered our program around
strengthening our defenses and increasing
the tactlcal effectiveness—the deliver-
ability-—of our nuclear striking power. Test-
ing in the atmosphere is not an essential
part of that program.

The treaty, I believe, represents an op-
portunity to take the first step in the di-
rection of peacé. It is only the beginning
of a long, slow and preéarious journey.. But
the real task of reaching the ultimate goal
lies in the future. As I see it, the task is
threefold—and éach step equally important
as the others.

First, we must maintain all necessary safe-
guards to keep the United States strong
in our defenses; to protect against the danger
of surprise abrogation; and to continue our
efforts against the spread of Communist
aggresslon. If we fall this, the treaty may
fulfill the worst fears of its opponents, end

instead of moving us toward peace, move’

us toward war. I am convinced that this
Nation is committed to and determined to
carry out this first task.

Second, we must keep exploring for fur-
ther steps toward peace; toward further
apreements which can be adequately po-
liced; toward further measures which can
strengthen Iinternationel law and interna-
tional security. If we fall this, the treaty
will lead only to an isolated sighpost on a
dead end road. I am convinced that the
treaty will in no way alter the course of
U.S. policy of an unrelenting search for
permanent peace, but will in fact, bolster
our efforts in that direction.

Third, we must reorient our thinking.
‘While it will be necesdary to continue the
development of our nuclear strength, we
must bring to an end our concentrated pur-
sult of nuclear strength as an end in itself,
If the allout, unlimited arms race of the
last decade is merely transformed into an
allout, underground arms race, then the
main thrust—the main promise—of the
treaty will be lost. We must learn to live
with the idea that mankind may at last
be moving toward its fondest dream. A
world free from the séourge of war.

If we persevere in these tasks with the
same Intensity that we used in bringing
about this treaty, we have every valid reason
to hope that we have Indeed taken the first,
though admittedly small, step toward peace.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeE]l, I ask unanimous consent
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to have printed in the REcorp at this
point a statement prepared by him re-
lating to the proposed nuclear test ban
treaty.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR McGEE

The debate on ratification of the nuclear
test ban treaty has caught the interest of the
Nation, and we are indeed in the spotlight
of public attention and concern. I have re- -
celved many, many letters from Wyoming
concerning various points in the treaty and
its effects upon this Nation if ratified. There-
fore, I thought it would be appropriate if
I approached this question in response to
those inquiries.

The first thing that must be understood
is that a Wyoming approach to the problem
of the cessation of nuclear testing is no
different from the approach of a resident of
any other of the 50 States. For Wyoming,
although .it is far from either ocean and
unigque in many aspects of her way of life,
is on the front lires in any potential nuclear
war. In our missile bases at Cheyenne, the
largest missile complex in the world, and our
oil industry centered about Casper, we have
completely suitable targets for nuclear deva-

- gtation. And we neighbor a State in which

the levels of radioactive materials have
reached such quantities as to be of real con-
cern to public health officials, and, it goes
without saying, so the mothers of growing
children. Our stakes in thils matter are as
vital as those of any other American.

While Wyoming’s interests in this treaty
are identical to the rest of the Nation’s, I
think that it is proper and illuminating to
draw some parallels in the development of
Wyoming and the West and the tenor of
the reservations expressed agalnst the test
ban treaty.

To agree to this treaty, according to its
critics, would be to take unjustified risks
with the future of the Nation because we
cannot be positively certain that the Soviet
Union will not at some future date break the
agreement. It is also sald that this treaty,
once ratified, wil immediately lull us into
e soporific attitude of national negligence
from which we shall awake to find ourselves
in chains. Thesz2 critics say that as a pre-
clude to any treaty we should insist that
the Russians agree to dismantle the Iron
Curtain, and present us with ironclad evi-
dence of their sincerity in this matter and
thelr withdrawal from the cold war.

If the ploneers who settled Wyoming had
insisted upon ecuivalent guarantees before
they started on their . westward journey
none would have ever passed the Mississippi.
The thing that separated fhese pioneers
from the rest of the population.is the very
fact that they were willing to take calculated
risks in order to create a better life for
themselves. :

These resolute Americans had no illusions
about finding any Garden of Eden in the
American West. They required no iron-
bound assurances that the Indian popula-
tion would immediately abandon all hostile
attitudes and they did not ask as a prere-
quisite to that journey that all questions
of land ownership and rights be settled in
their favor.

While our forefathers were perfectly will-
ing to accept this risk, I do not imply that
they were unmindful of the dangers in-
volved or Ignored the risks of their journey
and new way of life. Quite to the contrary,
they took every reasonable precaution to as-
sure success in their journey and in the
establlishment of a new life in the new land.
These precautions took the form of well-de-
fended wagon trains, scouts, and lookouts,
and the maintenance of adequate supplies
and lines of cornmunication.
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Above and heyond all these material
" “things, these pioneers had the essential in-

’

gredient for success—faith in thelr own
abjlity to meet and surmount the challenges.

that lie ahead. They knew that hostlle In-
dlans or the adversities of weather might
make life extremely difficult, but they be-
lieved that they could adjust to those dif-
ficulties and conquer them. .

And so must we have the determination to
accept the challenge of this treaty. Cer-
tainly, there are risks involved and c¢ertainly
there is required eternal vigilance. But
these were pormal conditions on the fronfier
‘and they are, unfortunately, normal condi-
tions in the cold war, ° . .

:As others have said, this treaty is ng glant
stride toward peace and tranquility. But 1t
1s a small step in the right direction, an
opportunity to set a more favorable course
toward the ultimate goals of peace and na-
tional security. I am convinced that we dare
not ignore this chance. We cannot, leave
for our descendants a legacy of doubt and
obstinacy in response to opportunity. We
cannot forever refuse to face the challenge
of finding means to reach the ultimate goal
of a lasting peace. o

I believe that this trealy offers a chance to
make a lasting peace—not in the treaty itself
or in the events in the next § years, but pos-
sibly in the next generation, And it is a
chance that is consistent with the mainte-
hance of our national security.
- The treaty would not substantially change
our’ nuclear. position vis-a-vis the Russians
- for it would preserve a status quo that in
total finds us maintaining a superior posi-
tlon, ) .
The treaty would not bind our hands in
time of war or in case of a surprise violation
of the treaty by the Soviets. In either case,

the treaty becomes ah immediate dead letter,
: The treaty is not based on any unwar-
ranted trust of the Soviet Unlon’s good in-
tentions nor is 1t the first step in a national
self-deluslon that will reduce our desire to
protect our Nation and way of life. If we
are to commit suicide or sell the Nation down
the river, notreaty can prevent it or cause it.
If our national leaders and our Military Es-
teblishmept have not by now learned the
lessons of almost a score of cold war years,
there is little hope for us now. .

What the, treaty is, then, is a chance, a

. 8mall chance, to improve the outlook for hu-

man survival to wage the battle for_human
freedom and. the democratic way of Iife on
“lines less sanguinary than the nuclear battle-
- fleld and to eliminate the uncharted dangers
of nuclear fallout. What we do here will be
welghed on the scales of history. I am con-
fident that we will ngt be found wanting.
. Tiny as the immediate material impact of
this treaty will be at the outset, it is none-
- theless bigger than all of us here—in fact
.bigger than life itself, It rides the wave of
the history of our times.
nothing if not the inevitability of change—
the kind of change and in which direction
ho man here 1s wise enough to foretell. But
the coneclence of that history hangs heavily
over the heads of the Members of this body
at this moment. No man here can pretend
"0 know what tomorrow holds, Nor can any

one of us . he so absurd as to assume an .

omnisclence, denled ms by the Lord. Yet
there are those who want to be certaln, who
want to be sure. Unfortunately, we can’t
walt until tomorrow .in order to make our
Judgments in hindsight. Tomorrow has to
be taken on faith today. =~

“What the treaty does for us, then, is win
& chance—albeit a small chance—to bring
beace to mankind, The price we have al-
ready pald for that chance through two

- World wars ought to haunt us every night.

‘What we do with 1t on this occasion the fu-
ture generations now looking over our shoul-
ders alone will stand in judgment.

History teaches us’
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
have now arrived at a decision on the
broposed nuclear test ban treaty. In
doing so, I have carefully reviewed the
hearings and committee reports on the
test ban treaty. I have read and listened
to the debate in the Senate Chamber.
And I have had a chance to interrogate
supporters of the treaty on the floor of
the Senate on some of the military im-
plications of the treaty that troubled me
the most. ‘ , . .

- The way, the treaty has been handled
is a great credit to the U.S. Senate. I
say this as one whose duties did not
bring him into special responsibility with
regard to the treaty. I do not serve on
any of the committees that have compe-
tence on any phase of this treaty. So I
can appraise with some perspective the
manner in which this treaty has been
handled. i

The Committee on Foreign Relations
has discharged its prime responsibility
brilliantly. Statements made to the
committee by the Nation’s most compe-~
tent and responsible experts and the
committee’s. comprehensive interrogation
of these experts represent a model of
searching serutiny. Any Senator unin-
formed on this treaty after these hear-
ings can only be uninformed hecause he
failed to read them. 5

The unique participation in these
hearings by members of the Atomic En-
ergy Committee and the Armed Services
Committee served the happy purpose of
bringing the special knowledge of these
members in the military and scientific
Implications into focus on the treaty.

Unlike some  able Members of this
body, I believe that the Senate Prepared-
ness Subcommittee of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee performed g very impres-
sive and useful service by holding its own
hearings on the treaty and issuing its
own highly critical report on the treaty.
Frankly, this report gave me a further
very important insight into the military
consequences of the treaty which I
would have otherwise missed.

Debate on the floor on this treaty has
been the most enlightening and helpful
that has been heard in this body in a
long time, Senators have- not merely
delivered “canned” speeches. For days
they have submitted to interrogation
that has emphasized and re-emphasized
the critical problems involved in the
treaty. Some of the questioning has
been repetitive, but even that hag been
useful in hammering home the answers
to the most troublesome questions,

Mr. President, I will vote for the treaty.
In doing so I recognize that we canngt,
and in this treaty do not, trust the So-
viet Union to keep its part of the bargain
on faith.

I rely on the assurance of the most
competent military and scientific brains
in and out of our Government that we
can detect any Russian atmospheric nu-
clear tests that could give them a signifi-
cant advantage by violating the treaty.

I rely oh the assurance of the Presi-
dent that we will take full advantage of
our rights under the treaty to keep our
huclear defense, including our retalia-
tory deterrent and our progressing nu-
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clear knowledge, in a state of steady im-
provement., And, further, I rely on the
President’s clear assurance that we will
instantly act to protect our security, if
and when the Soviet Union is detected
violating the treaty.

Most important of all, I will vote for
the trehty because of a point made by the
brilliant opponent of the treaty, Dr. Ed-
ward Teller, in his masterly attack on it.

Dr. Teller argued that this treaty fun-
damentally- serves not to stop the phy-
sical production of the arms race, or the
deployment of devastating nuclear weap-
ons. This treaty strikes at the crux—
the fount of military power: the oppor-
tunity to push back the frontiers of
knowledge about nuclear explosions in
the atmosphere. This treaty will pre-
vent us from discovering truth: the truth
about the prospects for nuclear weap-
onry in the atmosphere.

Mr. President, John Stuart Mill wrote
of the sacredness of truth in his essay
*On Liberty,” the greatest political essay
ever composed in the English language.
Few men in history have ever had a more
complete reverence for truth than Mill;
and yet, in this greatest defense in the
English language of mankind’s right to
seek the truth and to speak the truth,
Mill recognized a fundamental reality
about the truth: that mankind in fact
often has turned away from knowledge
and truth. He did so in the execution
of Socrates and the erucifixion of Christ.
Repeatedly throughout history truth has
been crushed and buried, to rise, if ever,
ages later.

But what this treaty begins to do in its
small, halting, limited way is not to force
the truth-speakers to their death, not to
suppress truth or to smother truth, but
to channel the brilliant and preciocus
and limited scientific knowledge that we
have in this world a little—and only a
little—away from the search after the
truths about the more efficient destruc-
tion of mankind and, I hope—by im-
plication at least—toward the vast unex-
plored areas of ighorance that engulf us.

‘We live in an ocean of ignorance about
our own world, and, of course, the uni-
verse. We live on a tiny island of knowl-
edge. We can magnify our knowledge
a thousandfold—yes, a millionfold—and
still our ignorance of God’s plan is
pathetically large.

What a travesty on man’s wisdom that,
beset by this unending challenge to find
the truth, we impose immense taxes on
our people to focus the precious scientific
energy and ability we do have to peer
into the one limited microscope of self-
destruction to discover more and more
and more and more about how we can_
more efficiently wipe out mankind on
earth. One would think that this is the
only kind of knowledge that remained
to challenge our abilities.

I hope and pray that this limitation on
the channeling of our scientific energies
in the field of destruction will permit
these magnificent scientific intellects to
work in the positive areas of making it
possible to live longer and better and
happier and more constructive lives and
not to bring quicker and more devastat-

T

ing death, - e




s
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No one can study the hearings and re-
ports and debates on the treaty without
developing serious misgivings. The
treaty does indeed involve risks of sudden
massive Russian violation that might
give the Russians an advantage. I admit
that. -

But the treaty also begins 4 small,
gradual, limited move toward limiting
the nuclear khowledge that will certainly
destroy civilization if limitations are not
somehow forged. -

Of course, it is a weakness of the treaty
that Red China and France are outside
its agreement. But the governments of
these countries as their current leaders
pass from the scene will be increasingly
pressured to limit their testing and their
nuelear advances, if not to adhere to the
trealy, )

The treaty will slow down the prolifer-
ation of knowledge. 'A nation that does
not test 1s far more loath to pass the
knowledge that is power—and death and
destruction—over to any otHer sovereign
entity. With that knowledge nuclear
power could be within the capability of
a store of nations.

What is worse, in view of the geometric
escalation of nuclear knowledge based on
testihg in the past 15 years, a simi-
1ar gscalation in the next few years could
make nuclear power & possibility for any
soveretzn nation, including Luxembourg
and Ciabon. It is the development of
nuclear knowledge that could make it
possible with very litile ‘capital and
simple processing equipmerit to develop

weapons of immense destructive capa-

Tt 15 the virtue of this treaty that it

- begins, very gently and_slowly, to steer

mankind’s scientific gefiius away from
this knowledge.

T say ‘that the proliferation of nuclear
degtructive power, the ownership of the
capactty tokill tens of millions of people
by ffty or even a hundred countries,
would atmost certainly in time mean the
cataclysm, Armageddon for mankind.

Many of the countries of the ‘world
are and will be dictatorships, often mili-
tary dictatorships. Continuance of the
spreading of nuclear knowledge means
than any one of these dictators in a fit
of desperation or folly or stupidity or
masochism or megalomania could kick
off world destruction. This is what pro-
liferation of knowledge means.

And even if we assume that we have
geen the end of acts of great evil by
men in power—and how Tnaive an as-
samption—we cannot lgnore the mathe-
matical certainty that with scores of
nations handling these nuélear weapons
someone, somewhere, sométime, will set
one off over another coufitry where It
will eause death and destruction, and
then the capacity of mankind to pull
back will be terribly tested.

1In spite of books ahd motion pictures
to the contrary, I have faith that our
Ajr Force has put the human and me-
chanical safeguards into effect that will
prevént an Air Force accident. But no
man—no man——can ever Be a thousand
percent sure In any anél all circum-
statices. I have eqiial falth in our Navy
and Army. I have similiar if less faith
in theé United Kingdom'’s profections
against accident, and some—though
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sharply -diminished—faith that the
Soviet Undon will not blunder uninten-
tionally into war. But when we multi-
ply this knowledge by 10 or 20 "nations
the chances of accident become, over
time, close to a sure thing.

Here is the risk this treaty would
help—-a little—but help begin to prevent.

For many more reasons far too num-
crous to mention, inclading especlaliy the

- gure evil-of increasing fallout in the

atmosptere, I support the trealy. And
I do go in the fervent hope that it will
be a beginning toward the atms control
which will take years of patient, pains-
taking effort to achieve and which, in the
long run, is essential to the survival of
civilization on this planet. :

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the tak-
ing of the vote on the guestion of Senate
approval of the nuclear test ban treaty
will be & momentous occasion in the his-
tory of the United States. Although the
treaty is a limited one, with limited ob-
jectives, it has serious and far-reaching
implications for the future of this Nation
and the world. Because of its import-
ance and because of its implications, it
is imperative that we cast with care our
voles on the question of approval of the
treaty.

T have read the treaty, the President’s
messages, the committee reports, and the
various published analyses. I have re-
viewed the testimony and the debate.
My objective has been to test the treaty
against the criticisms by its opponents,
and to analyze it in the light of the argu-
ments by its supporters. . :

‘My hope is on the side of a peaceful
and uncontaminated world; my concern
is on the side of the security and safety
of our country; my mind is focused on
the logic of the arguments of both sides
to the dispute over the question of rati-
fication.

It is clear that this issue is not one-
sided. Some express unqualificd sup-
port; others urge unqualified opposition.
Some would require resolution of the
Cuban problem as a condition precedent
to approval. Still others, although they
applaude the objectives of the treaty,
believe its purposes could have been
stated more clearly, that its application
to our security and defense requirements
could have been expressed more pre-
cisely, that the application to this treaty
of the Senate’s constitutional duty to
approve treaties is ambiguous.

The proposed reservations and the
arguments of thosé who advance them
have served useful purposes. They have
served to highlight the pertinent ques-
tions bearing upon our security and de-
Fense requirements which the treaty
raises. They have served to broaden our
understanding of the effect of the treaty
on our national interests. The discus-
sions they have generated have resulted
in definition and -clarification of the
terms of the treaty as they relate to
the points raised by the reservations.

T am satisfied, as a result, that ratifica-
tion of the treaty will not mean recogni-
tion of East Germany or other treaty
signers whose governments are not al-
ready recognized by our Government.

T am &atisfed that we can withdraw
from the treaty immediately, in the event
of a treaty violation by the Soviets, with-
out a 90-day delay.
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T am satisfied that the treaty does not
inhibit our use cf nuclear weapons in the
defense of our country.

I am satisfied that the treaty does not
prohibit cooperation with our allies in
every way needed to improve their de-
fense, including the realization of a
multilateral nuclear force with -our
NATO allies. .

I am satisfied that the treaty canno
be amended without ratification by the
United States, which would necessarily
require submission of the amendment to
the Senate, for its advice and consent
to such ratification.

T am satisfiecl on these points because,
as a result of the debate generated by
the proposed reservations, I am satisfied
that the clear and the reasonable mean-
ing of the provisions of the treaty itself
supports the conclusions I have stated.
Therefore, I see no need for reserva-
tions.

I am satisfiad, further, that in the
area in which the treaty permits an in-
crease of knowledge, including under-
ground testing, such increase of knowl-
edge will be pursued to as great an ex-
tent as is needed for the safety of the
United States.

On the question of whether resolution
of the Cuban problem should be attached
as a condition of ratification, I am satis-
fied that the result of attaching such-a
condition would be destruction of the
treaty, but without solving the Cuban
problem. To support such a result would
be, in effect, to support a policy that we
should do nothing to resolve any one of
our differences with the Soviet Union,
unless we can resolve all our differences
at one and the same time. I do not be-
lieve that we can achieve such an end,
unless and until we are ready to make
a beginning. :

If the treaty merits our support, it
does so on its own, without additions or.
subtractions, without our making it more
than it is or less than it appears to be.
It it is to be nullified, that should be
with one stroke, on the issue of ratifica-
tion.

Should we approve this treaty or
should we withhold our consent? That
is the central issue; that is the guestion
we must decide.

I would not for a moment detract from
the complicated issues surrounding the
treaty. I would not suggest that the de-
ciston for any one of us is a simple one.
But, however complicated, however awe-

_some the decision, it is our duty to face
the problem and to make the choice.

As I have thoroughly examined the
arguments of the opponents, I find they
lead back to two fundamental assump-
tions: First, that we cannot afford to
give up testing.in the atmosphere, under
water, or in outer space; and second,
that in any event, we cannot trust the
Russians, and. that any treaty with them
is an invitation to delusicn and disaster.

The first question involves a judgment
on the relative strength of the Soviets
and ourselves in nuclear weaponry, the
improvements in weaponry which we
might gain from further testing in the
three environments proscribed by the
treaty, the gains the BSoviets might
achieve from: similar testing, the risks
of clandestine tests, the hazards of
radioactive fallout resulting from fur-
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-thier testing, the dangers inherent in an

escalating nuclear-arms race invelving
more nations, and the international po-
litical advantages to be gained or lost
by such a treaty. The balance of such
risks, thé President has argued, favors
ratification of the treaty.

After reyiewing the information pro-

vided by the Foreign Relations Commit-

tee and the Preparedness Subcommit-
tee, together with other documents and

" testimony, I agree with the President on

this point, We cannot assure absolute
security in this world; we can only ap-
proach. it. o . .
Neither course open to us—ratification
or nonratification—can guarantee peace,

- securlty, and survival.

Having satisfled myself on the first

- question, I faced the second: Can we

trust the Russians to honor the treaty?
There are disagreements as to the num-
ber of treaties the Soviets have honored
and the number of those they have abro-
gated. But whatever the detailed figures,

-the fact which remains is that they have

honored some treaties, and have broken
more, .. 7 p
~In evaluating the treaty, we should,

" therefore, assume the possibility of its

Violation by the Soviet Union.
. Are we, then, inviting ourselves Into

““another Munich, as some opponents have

charged, if we approve this treaty? Are

-all the arguments about the text of the

treaty and its relative values if it were
observed meaningless, because we cannot
frust the Russiagls 10 keep a bargain or to

argain in good faith? If the answers
to these guestions are “yes,” if we must
sccept the proposition that it never pays

to enter into an agreement with the So- .
" viets, then we must adopt a pessimistic,

not; to say hopeless, outlook on the future
of the world. Under such a view, we are
doomed to a life of suspiclon, with accel-

erated weapons research and testing, -

hair trigger preparedness, and the ever-.
present danger of instant, universal an-
nihilation. , .

I view with horror such a prospect.
But in good conscience I must face if,
and I have. Having faced it, having real-
ized its possibility, having examined the
logic which leads to the abyss, I return to

" the question: Can we at no time, under

no circumstances, reach an agreement
with the Russians on any major issue?
I think we can, if the agreement is in

“ the self-interest of each of us, and if we

are In a position to protect our interests
if the agreement.is broken. -

~ I believe 1t would be in our interests

and in the Interests of the Russians to
abolish all nuclear testing except that de-
Blgned for peaceful and necessary pur-
poses under international supervision.
Each of us has much, to gain from the re-
duction of the hazards of radioactive
fallout. We live in the same world; we
breathe the same air; we are all human
beings, Each of us has much to gain
from inhibiting of the arms race. The
search for security through better weap-
ons, In this age, leads to greater tension,

10t less, Each step leads us closer to the

" polnt where we go beyond the balance of

terror and epter an grea where any step

- 1s fatal, not to one, but both: not to

some, but to all. Further, each of us has

B

. their allies.
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.much to gaih’from curtailiné the spread

of nuclear testing and weapons to other
nations. We know independent nations
cannot be controlled completely, even by
Khrushchev. has learned
this, much to his anguish and distress.

The abolition of all nuclear weapons
tests would, it seems to me, be in the So-
viets’ interests as well as ours. This, I
think, has been the reason for the grop-
Ing efforts of both countries on the test
ban treaty issue over several years.

The trouble with total prohibition,
however, is the loophole the Russians
sought through the refusal to allow on-
site inspeetions of underground tests.

Such a loophole would be in their best
interests, but not in ours. It would not
have given us a clear opportunity to
protect our interests in the event of a
violation, The present treaty, however,
does give us the opportunity to protect
ourselves, It offers no opportunity for
significant clandestine tests. We do not
rely on expressions of good faith: we
rely on the technological facts which
make.the limited agreements possible;
we rely on the determination of this Na-
tion to keep its guard up, without panic,
without the ageressive stance which
stems from fear.

Mr. President, I shall vote for this
trealty. I do so without reservations.
I do so, not because I expect it to bring
the millenium, but because I believe the
treaty is what the President says it is:
a way to “get back out from the shadows
of war and seek out the way of peace.”

To do otherwise, it seems to me, would
be to reject the possibility of a rational
relationship between ourselves and the
Soviet Union, and to accept the inevita-~
bility of force as the only conceivable
arbiter of our differences.

Are we more fearful of negotiation
than we are of nuclear war?

Are we less confident of our ability to
wage peace than we are of our ability
to wage war? .

Which course holds the greater prom-
ise for peace, security, and survival—to
agree in the circumstances we are con-
sidering, or to disagree with the Soviet
Union under all conceivable circum-
stances?

It seems to me that the alternatives,
however stated, are clear. All of us, I

.am sure, have weighed them carefully,

impressed by their grave implications. I
choose the course offered by the treaty,
in the hope and belief that it holds the
greater promise for the future of man-
kind,

‘When I have voted for this treaty, I
can say to my children, “I have tried to
give you a world in which you will not
be poisoned by  the silent, insidious
hazards of nuclear fallout”; I can say
to my constituents, “I have voted for
this treaty because it is a sensible step
toward a rational world”; I can say to
the critics of this treaty, “I have faith
in the strength of America, in its institu-
tions, in its leadership, and in the wis-
dom of acting with your eyes open and
your feet on the ground.”

Mr, jMANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
comménd the Senator from Maine for a
most moving speech, in which the Sena-
tor has delineated his philosophy, and
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which I believe lays the issue very

squarely before the Senate. The Sena-
tor has performed a magnificent service
in doing so.

Mr. MUSKIE. I am grateful to my
majority leader. ’

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SEN-
ATE SESSIONS ON THURSDAY AND
FRIDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have cleared the request I am about to
make with the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirkskn], and the distinguished Senator
from South Carolinag [Mr. JoHNSTON].
I ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Manpower and Employ-
ment be authorized to meet on Thursday
and Friday mornings, to take testimony
on unemployment problems during the
sessiohs of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 4505. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the Court of Claims to entertain, hear, and
determine a motion for a new trial on the
claim of Robert Alexander;

H.R. 8009. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide certain veterans with
urgently needed nursing home care and hurs-
ing care facilities while reducing the cost to
the United States of caring for such veter-
ans, and for other purposes;

H.R. 8100. An act to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937, the Railroad Retire-
ment Tax Act, the Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act, and the Temporary Extended
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Benefits
Act of 1961 to Increase the creditable and
taxable compensation, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 8200. An act to further amend the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as
amended, to provide for shelter in Federal
structures, to authorize payment toward the
construction or modification of approved
public shelter space, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 1952) to extend and
broaden the authority to insure mort-
gages under sections 809 and 810 of the
National Housing Act, and it was signed
by the President pro tempore.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles, and referred, as in-
dicated:

H.R.4505. An act to confer jurisdiction
on the Court of Claims to entertain, hear,
and determine a motion for a new trial on
the claim of Robert Alexander; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 8009. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide certain veterans with
urgently needed nursing home care and nurs-
reducing the cost

d
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to the United States of caring for such vet-
erana, and for other purposes; and

HR.8100. An act to amend the Railroad-

Retirement Act of 1937, the Railroad Retire-
ment Tax Act, the Rallroad Unemployment
Insurance Act, and the Temporary Extended
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Beneflts

- Act of 1961 to increase the creditable and
taxable compensation, and fqr other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic "Welfare.

HR.8200. An act to further amend the
Federal Clvil Defense Act of 1950, as amend-
ed, to provide for shelter in Federal struc-
tures, to authorlze payment toward the con-
struction or modification of approved public
shelter space, and for other purposes; to the
Comimittee on Armed Services.

r—— I ——
THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

The Senate resumed the consideration
of Executive M (88th Cong., 1st sess.),
thatresty banning nuclear weapon tests
in“the atmosphere, in outer space, and
underwater. -

" JXODIFICATION OF UNANIMOUS AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
agafn with the concurrence of the dis-
tingulshed minority leader, the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DIrsEN] and also the

disgingutshed Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. CurTis], I wish to propéund a unan-
imous-consent request for & change in
the. unanimous-consent agreement al-
ready entered. ) ' )

T ask unanimous consent that on Tues-
day morning, instead of meeting at 10:30
a1 and voting o the resolution of rati-
ficgtion at 11 a.m., the Senate meet at
19 m.m., and vote on the resolution at
19130, o c e )
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? - - C

¥r.“GORE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I Ehall not Gb-
jeet—1I should like, first, to congratulate
the Senator upon his facility in reach-
ing an agreement. However, if there is
to be a yea-and-nay vote on the Gold-
weiter reservation, I was hoping that the
vote could be postponed until Tuesday
morning also. Is that not possible?

‘Mr, MANSFIELD. 'I plead with the

:Mr. GORE. I withdraw the reserva-
tlon of objection. o

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none;
and it Is so ordered. N '

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, during the
colirse 'Of the debate yesterday with the
digtinguished sentor Senator from Géor-
gla [Mr. Russeis], I'made the followinig
statement which appears on page 18275
of the REcorp: : '

*The fact is that the Soviets have never
at any time agreed to accept’a single mean-
ingfal onsite inspection within the Soviet
Uhkion. -

{There was some discussion about the
ageuracy of my statement. I suggestéd

that I would search the records and,

make a statement today with respect o
it ' ) :

1 have before me a copy of the letter
which Chairman Khrushchev wrote to
President Kennedy on December 19,
1862, which I shall ask to have printed

" 4 the ReEcorp. I should Jike to read &
_ paragraph of the letter, and then I shall
' gomment upon that paragraph:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We took all this into account and, in order
to overcome the deadlock and to arrive at
last at & mutually acceptable agreement, we
would agree, in those cases when 1t would
be considered necessary, to two to three in-
spections a year on the territory of each of
the nuclear powers in the seismic areas where
some suspicious earth’s tremors might oc-
cur. It goes without saying that the basis
of control over an agreement on under-
ground. nuclear test ban would be the na-
tional means of detection in combination
with automatic seismic stations. Onsite In-
spections could be carrled on with the pre-
cautions mentioned by Ambassador Dean
against any misuse of control for purposes
of espionage.

It was this letter which 'gave rise to

" the impression, widely held in the United

States and throughout the world, that
Mr. Khrushchev had agreed to permit
two or three onsite inspections in the
Soviet Union; If we examine the para-
graph carefully--as I propose to do—we
find that again something appears in
form at first glance, but, when examined
carefully, is found to be without sub-
stance. )

At the time Chairman EKhrushchev
wrote the letter, we had not been able to
reach an agreement with the Soviets as
to what kind of inspection, if any,
should be made. We had not been able
to reach any agreement with the Soviets
as to who should make the inspection.
The Soviets were insisting upon national
inspection, upan self-inspection. We
had not been able to reach an agreement
with them about what kind of an inspec-
tion team would be used; about the
makeup of the inspection team-——so many
seismologists, so many chemist§, so many
nuclear experts, so_many Russians, so
many Americans, so many international
representatives, and so on.  'We had not
been able, even, to reach an agreement
that the team would be allowed to have a
Geiger counter or any other instruments.

It had never been made clear through
agreement as to the right of the United
States or of an international agency to
make an inspection. The Soviets in-
sisted inspection could be conducted on
Soviet territory only upon the invitation
of the Soviets, i
" I revert to the Chairman’s letter:

We would agree, in those casés when 1t
would be consldered” neécessary, to two to
three inspections a year.

Whe would decide when it was neces-
sary? The Russians were insisting that
they would decide when it was Hiecessary;
and that the inspection would be made
upon their invitation. ) o

By whom? I refer again to the para-
graph in the letter:

It goes without saying that the basis of
‘control gver an agreement on tinderground
nuctear test ban would be the national
means of detection.

Not an international means, but a
national means. =~

Would the Russians decide whether an
inspection was necessary? Under their
insistence at the time the chairman
wrote the letter, that would be for them
to decide. It would be a matter of invi-
tation, not a matef of right by a party
to the agreement, and not & matter of
right by an international agéncy.

We had not been able to reach any
agreement whatsoever on the budget for
the inspection teams. We had been un-
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able to reach any agreement as to who
would provide the money, as to who
would pay the expenses, as to who would
buy the equipment, and in what
amounts; or who would have authority
to employ merabers of the inspection
teams, to dispsich them, and to exer-
cise administrative control.

We had not been able to reach a spe-
cific agreement with the Soviets in any
respect whatsoever as to the right of
free access to an area where a suspicious
event might occur. Indeed, as I shall
point out, Chairman Khrushchev in his

. letter excluded vast areas of the Soviet

Union. I advert again to his letter:

In the selsmic areas where some suspicious
earth tremocrs might occur.

The United States had been insisting
that an underground explosion could be
attained in nonseismic areas, as well as
in seismic areas,

A careful reeding of Cheirman Khru-
shehev’s letter in the light of the posi-
tions which the Soviets were taking at
the conference table reveals that the
letter does not in fact represent an agree-
ment to accept a single meaningful on-
site inspeection in the Soviet Union.

I am fully prepared to reassert the
statement I made yesterday, that the
Soviets have riot proposed and did not
at any time propose, or agree to accept,
or permit, a single meaningful onsite
inspection in the Soviet Union.

This is not a major question in the
debate on the treaty. So far as I know,
it ts not even at issue. Since it arose in
a colloguy between the distinguished and
able senior Senator from Georgia and
me, I agreed to search the annals of the
meny conferences and determine
~whether the facts were as I believed them
10 be and present the facts to the Sen-
ate in the innerest of accuracy of the
record.

Before expressing some general views

.on the pending treaty, I ask unanimous

eonsent that Chairman Khrushchev's
letter to President Kennedy of December
19, 1962, President Kennedy’s reply of
December 28, 1962, and Khrushchev’s
letter of January 7, 1963, may be printed

“in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered 1o be printed in the RECORD,
a8 follows:

Nore FroM KHRUSHCHEV TO PrESIDENT KEN-
NEDY—DECEMBER 19, 1962

In our recemnt correspondence related to
the events in the Caribbean area we have
touched on the question of cessation of nu-
clear weapon tests. Today I would like to
come back agali to that problem and to set
forth my views concerning possible ways of
its speediest solution which would be mu-
tually acceptakle to both our sides.

1t seems to me, Mr., President, that fime -
has come now to put an end aonce and for
all to nuclear tests, to draw a line through
such tests. The moment for this s very,
very appropriate. Left behind Is a period
of utmost acuteness and tension in the
Caribbean. Now we have united our hands
to engage closely in other urgent interna-
tional matters and, in particular, in such a
problem whict: has been ripe for so long as
cessation of nuclear tests.

A certain relaxation of international ten-
sion which has emerged now should, in my
view, facilitate this.

The Soviet Union does not need war. I
think that war does not promise bright pros-
pects for the United States either. If in the
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. PAst after every war America used to in-
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crease s economlic potential and to accumu-
late more and. more wealth, now war with
the” use of modern XYocket-nuclear weapons
will stride across seas and oceans within
minutes. Thermonyclear catastrophe will
bring enormous losses and sufferings to the
American people as well as to other Dbeoples
on earth, To prevent this we musst, on the
basis of complete equality and with just re-
gard for each other’s interests, develop be-
tween ourselves peaceful relations and solve

_all issues through negotiations and mutual

concessions, . . . . B

“One of such questions with which the
governments of our countries have been deal-
ing for many years is the question of con-
cluding a treaty banning all tests of nuclear
wedpons,

‘Both of us stand_on the same position
with regard to the fact that national means
of detection are sufficient to control banning
experimental nuclear explosions in outer
space, In the atmosphere, and underwater.
Bo far, however, we have not succeeded in
finding a mutually acceptable solution to
the problem of cessation of underground
tests. The main obstacle to an agreement
i the demand by the American side of inter-
national control and inspection on the terri-
torles of nuclear powers over cessation of
I would like to
believe that you yourself understand the
rightness of our arguments that now na-
tlonal means are sufficlent to control also
this kind of tests and be sure that.agree-
ment is observed by any side. But so far
you do not ‘want to recognize openly this-
actual state of things and to accept it as
& basls for concluding without delay an
agreement on cessation of tests. :

Birlving to find a mutually acceptable
basls for agreement the Soviet Union has
made lately an important step toward the
West and agreed to installing automatic
selsmlic: stations. This idea, as is known,
‘was put forward not by us. It was Intro-
duced by British scientists during the recent

meeting in London of the participants of
Pugwash ‘movement. .Moreover, 1t is well
known to us that when this idea was pro-
posed, it was not allen to your scientists
who were in London at that time. .

‘We proposed to install such stations both
near the borders of nuclear powers and di-
rectly on their territories. We stated of our
agreéement that three such stations be in-
stalled on the territory of the Soviet Union
In- the zones most frequently subjected to-
earthquakes. There are three such zones in
the Soviet Union where these stations can
be installed: central Astan, Altaian and far
eastern,

In the opinion of Soviet sclentists the
most suitable places for locating automatic
selsmic stations in the Soviet Union are area
©of the city of Kokchetav for central Aslan
2zone of the U.S.S.R. area of the city of
Bodalbo for Altaian zone and area of the,
clty of Yakutsk for far eastern zone. How-
ever, should, as a result of exchange of
opinfon between our representatives, other
blaces be suggested for locating automatic
selsmic stations in these seismic zones, we
will be ready to discuss this question and
find mutually acceptable solution,

. “Beslde the above sald zones there are two
more selsmic zones in the Soviet Union—
Caucasian and Carpathian. However these
zones are so densely populated that con-
ducting nuclear tests there is Pbractically
xcluded, -

©Of ‘course, delivery to and from interna-
tlonal center of appropriate sealed equip-
‘ment for its perlodic replacement at auto-
matic selsmic stations in the U.SS.R. could
‘well be made by Soviet personnel and on
Boviet planes. However if for such delivery
to and from automatic seis-
‘mic stations .participation of foreign per-
sonhel’were needed we would agree to this
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also, having taken, if necessary, precau-
tlonary measures against use of such trips
for reconnailssance, Thus our jproposal on
automatic selsmic stations Includes elements
of international control. This is a major
act of good will on the part of the Soviet
Union.

I will tell you straightforwardly that be-
fore making this proposal I have consulted
thoroughly the speclalists and after such
consultation my colleagues in the Govern-
ment and I came to a concluston that so far
as the Soviet Union is concerned the aboye-
sald conslderations on the measures on our
part are well founded and, it seems to us,
they should not cause ohjections on the part
of the American side.

You, Mr. President, and your representa-
tives point out that without at least a mini-
mum number of onsite inspections you will
not manage to persuade the U.S. Senate to
ratify an agreement on the cessation of tests.
This circumstance, as we understand, ties
you and does not allow you to sign a treaty
which would enable all of us to abandon
for good the grounds where nuclear weapons
are tested. Well, if this is the only difficulty
on the way to agreement, then for the noble
and humane goal of ceasing nuclear weapon
tests we are ready to meet you halfway in
this question.

We noted that on this October 30, in con-
versation with First Deputy Forelgn Min-
ister of the U.S.8.R., V. V. Kuznetsov in New
York, your representative Ambassador Dean
stated that, in the opinion of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, it would be sufficient to carry on
2-4 ‘onsite Inspection each year on the ter-
ritory ‘of the Soviet Union. According ‘to
Ambassador Dean’s statement, the United
States would also be prepared to work out
measures which would rule out any possi-
billty of cafrying on esplonage under the
cover of these inspection trips including such
measures as the use of Soviet planes piloted
by Soviet crews for transportation of in-
spectors to the sites, screening of windows
in the planes, prohibition to carry photo-
cameras, and sb forth. ’

We took all this into account and, in order
to overcome the deadlock and to arrive at
last at a mutually acceptable agreement, we
would agree, in those cases when it would
be considered necessary, to 2-3 Inspections a
year on the territory of each of the nuclear
powers In the seismic areas where some sus-
picious earth’s tremors might occur. It goes
without saying that the basis of control over
an agreement on underground nuclear test
ban would be the national means of detec-
tion in combination with automatic seismic
statlons. Onsite inspections could be carried
on with the precautions mentioned by Am-
bassador Dean against any misuse of control
for purposes of espionage.

We believe that now the road to agree-
ment Is straight and clear. Beginning from
January 1 of the new year of 1963 the world
can be relieved of the'roar of nuclear explo-
stons. The peoples are waiting for this, this
is what the U.N. General Assembly has called
for. With the elimination of the Cuban crisis
we relleved mankind of the direct menace
of combat use of lethal nuclear weapons that
Impended over the world.
a far simpler question—that of cessation of
experimental explosions of nuclear weapons
in the peaceful conditions? I think that we
can and-must do it. Here lies now our duty
before the peoples of not only our countries
but ‘of all other countries.  Having solved
promptly also this question—and there are
all the precondifions for that—we shall be
able to facilltate working out an agreement
on disarmament and with even more con-
fidence proceed with solving other urgent
international problems, which we and you
unfortunately are not short of.

Sincerely,
N. KHRUSHCHEV.

DeceMEBER 19, 1962, -

Can’t we solve,
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DEecCEMBER 28, 1962.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: T was very glad to re-
celve your letter of December 19, 1962, set-
ting forth your views on nuclear tests.-
There appear to be no differences between
your views and mine regarding the need for
eliminating war in this nuclear age, Per~
haps only those who have the responsibility
for controlling these weapons fully realize
the awful devastation their use would bring.

Having these considerations in mind and
with respect to the issue of s test ban, I
therefore sincerely hope that the suggestions
that you have made in your letter will prove
to be helpful in starting us down the road
to an agreement. I am encouraged that you
are prepared to accept the principle of onsite
inspections. These seem to me to be essen-
tlal not Just because of the concern of our
Congress but because they seem to us to go
to the heart of a reliable agreement ending
nuclear testing.

If we are to have peace between systems
with far-reaching ideological differences, we
must find ways for reducing or removing the
recurring waves of fear and suspicion which
feed on ignorance, misunderstanding or what
appear to one side or the other as broken
agreements. To me, the element of assur-
ance 1s vital to the broader development of
peaceful relationships.

With respect to the question of onsite
inspections I would certainly agree that we
could acecept any reasonable provision which
you had in mind to protect against your
concern that the onsite inspectors might
engage in ‘‘espionage” enroute to the area
of inspection. In a statement at the United
Nations, Ambassador Stevenson suggested
that the Unlted States would accept any rea-
sonable security provision while the inspec-
tors were being taken to the site, so long
&s they had reasonable provision for satisfy-
ing themselves that they were actually at the
intended location and had the freedom nec-
essary to inspect the limited designated area.

With respect to the number of onsite in-
spections there appears to have been some
misunderstanding. Your impression seems
to be that Ambassador Dean told Deputy
Minister Kuznetsov that the United States
might be prepared to accept an annual num-
ber of onsite Inspections between 2 and 4.
Ambassador Dean advises me that the only
number which he mentioned in his discus-
slons with Deputy Minister Kuznetsov was
a number between 8 and 10. This repre-
sented a substantial decrease in the request
of the United States as we had previously
been insisting upon a number between 12
and 20. I had hoped that the Soviet Union
would match this motion on the part of the
United States by an equivalent motion in
the figure of 2 or 3 onsite inspections which
1t 'had some time ago indicated it might
allow.

I am aware that this matter of on-site in-
spections has given you considerable diffi-
culty although I am not sure that I fully
understand why this should be so. To me,
an effective nuclear test ban treaty is of
such importance that I would not permit
such international arrangements to become
mixed up with our or any other national
desire to seek other types of information
about the Soviet Union. I believe quite
sincerely that arrangements could be worked
out which would convince you and your col-
leagues that this is the case. .

But in this connection, your implication
thet on-site inspections should be limited to
seismic areas also gives us some difficulty.
It is true that In the ordinary course we
would have concern about events taking
place in the seismic areas. However, an un-
identified seismic event coming from an area
in which there are not usually earthquakes
would be a highly suspicious event. 'The
United States would feel that in such a cir-
cumstance the U.8.8.R. would be entitled to

A1l on-site inspection of such an event oceur-
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ring In our area and feels th..t the United
Statés should have the same rights within
1ts annual guota of inspections.

Pérhaps your comment would be that a
seismic event in another area designated for
inspection might colnecide with a highly sen-
sitive defense installation. I recognize this
as a real problem but believe that some ar-
rangement can be worked out which would
prevent this unlikely contingency from erect-
ing an’insuperable obstacle.

Your suggestion as to the three locations
in the Soviet Unilon in which there might be
unmantfed sefsmlc stations i3 helpful but
it does not seem to me to go far enough.
These stations are all outside the areas of
highest seismicity and therefore do not re-
cord ail of thé phenomena within those
areas. These stations would Be helpful in
increasing the detection capsbility of the
system but I doubt that they would have the
same value in reducing the number of sus-
piclous séismic events by ldentifylng some
as sarthquakes. For this purpose unmanned
selgmic stations should be in the areas of
highest seismiclty, not outside them. To
achieve this result there would be need for
& wtmber of stations in tH¥ vicinity of the
Kamchatka area and s number in the Tash-
kefit ared. It might be possible, of course,
to reduce somewhat the number actually in
the- Soviét Unlon by arfanging stations in
Hokkaldo, Pakistan, and Afghanistan. If the
stations on Soviet tefritory were sited In
locations free from local disturbances and
cotitd be monitored periodically by com-
petent United States or international ob-
geryers who tdok in portable seismometers
and placed them on the pedestals it would
be. very Relpful in reducing the problem of
identification, : .

Tou have referred to the discussion of the
“black box” proposal st the 10th Pugwash
Conference in London In September of this

it as & United Eingdom proposal to which
the United States has agreed. I do not be-
Heve that this was the situation. This pro-
poal was reported to e as a Soviet pro-
posal which was discussed with some U.S.
sofentists. Of the US. sclentists who signed
the statement none represénted the U.S.
Government or had ‘discussed the matter
wih régponsible officials. All were speeking
& inaividudls and none were selsmologists.
Thelr, agreement does hot signify anything
other than that this was an area which justi-
figd further study. The U.8. Government has
given It that study and the résults have been
the conclustons which I have indleated above.

“Notwithstanding these problems, I am efi-
couraged by your letter. T do not belleve
that atly of the problems which I have raised
are ingoluble but they ought to be solved.

I, wondér how you think we might best pro-
céed with these dlscugsions which may re-
quire some technical development. Tt oc-
curs to me that you might wish to have your
representative meet 'With Mr. Willlam C.
Foster, the Director of our Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, at & mutually con-
¥enient place, such a8 'New York or Geneva.
T will be glad fo have your  suggestions.
After talks have been teld we will then be In
& posttion to evaluate where we stand and
eontiriue our work together for an effective
agreement ending all nucledr tests.
- Jomk P, KENNEDY.
- . JanvaRY 7, 1063.
‘Deak Mr. PRESIDENT: I recelved your reply
. jo ‘my message of Bédembetr 19, 1962, I am
.f_qati,sﬁecf that yot have appralsed. correctly
the delet Governméﬁt‘s proposals set forth
in that message as directéd to securing in
the very mear future a ban on all tests of
fuclegr weapons. . ]
. We understand your answer as meéaning
that you do not object that national means
“pf delection together with automatic seismic
#stations should be the basls for control over
“arn agreethent banning underground nuclear
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“tests. Wo note your agreemént that instal-

Jation of sautomatic seismic stations will
prove useful from the point of view of in-
creasing the effectiveness of control over
cessation of underground nuclear explosions.
During the Geneva talks 1t was Justly ob-
served, also by your representatives, that in-
stallation of such seismic stations would
serve as good means of verifying the correct-
ness of functioning of national seismic sta~
tions. It 1s precisely by these considera-
tions that the Soviet Government was
guided in proposing that the idea of install-
ing automatic seismic statlons put forward
at the Pugwash meeting of scientists be
utilized. )

In my message of December 19, 1962 I
indicated those three areas where in the
opinion of our scientlsts automatic selsmlic
stations should be.set up on the territory of
the Soviet Union. Those areas were selected
after a thorough study with comprehensive
consideration being given to geological and
selsmic conditions in those places.

In the areas of Kokchetav and ‘Bodalbo
automatic selsmic statlons would be located,
according to our suggestion, at the exposures
of crystalline rocks while in the Yakutsk
area—Iin the zone of eternal congelation. As
is known on crystalline rocks and on grounds
frozen deep down always only minor selsmic
hindrances are noticed which facilitates re-
llable detection of underground nuclear ex-
plosions. In combination with selsmic
stations abroad, on territories adjacent to the
seismic zones in the Soviet Union automatic
stations located in the above-mentioned
points will be adequate means capable of
removing possible doubts of the other slde
with regard to the correctness of functioning
of the national seismic station network.

You did not make any comments on the
location of an automatic seismic station for
the Altai #one in the region of the city of
Bodalbo, and thus we could consider this
question as agreed upon.

However, you have doubts as to the loca-
tlon of automatic seismilc stations for the
other selsmic zones in the Soviet Union—
far eastern and central Aslan ones. As far

s those zones are concerned, in your opinion,
it would be expedient to place such stations
in the Kamchatka area and in the area of
Tashkent. In the opinion of Soviet scientists
placing automatic selsmic stations in the
areas of Tashkent and Kamchatka would be
a worse variant as compared to the one that
we propose because in those areas function-
ing of automatic stations will be seriously
nandicapped by seismic hindrances. But if
you belleve it more expedient to relocate
those stations we will not.object to that.
In my message to you X have alreacly pointed
out that the Soviet Union s prepared to
seek a mutually acceptable solution also in
the question of location of automatic seis-
mic stations. We would dgree to relocate the
automatic selsmie statlon for the central
Aslan zone of the U.S.8.R. to the Tashkent
area placing it near the city of Samarkand
and for the far eastern zone—to place the
automatic station at Seimchan which 1is
part of the Kamchatka seismic area.

Location of an sutomatic selsmic station
on the Kamchatka peninsula itself seems, in
the opinion of Soviet sclentiste, clearly un-
acceptable in view of strong hindrances
caused by the proximity of the ocean and
strong voleanic acliivity In the peninsula
itself which will inevitably hamper normal
functioning of a station. Tt appears to us
that thus we could consider as agreed upon
also the question of the location of auto-
matic seismic stations for the central Asian
and far eastern zones of the U.S.S.R.

The Soviet Government having consulted
{ts speclalists came to the conclusion that it
is quite enough to install three automatic
selsmic stations on the territory of the Soviet
Union. The more so that in your message,
Mr. President, a possibility is envisaged of
setting up automatic seismic stations on

+
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territories adjacent to the selsmic zones in
the Soviet Union--on Hokkaido, in Pakistan,
and Afghanistan, naturally with the consent
of respective governments.

The Soviet Government has named definite
areas for the location of automatic seismic
stations on the territory of the U.SS8R.
Moreover, Mr. President, taking into account
your wighes we agree to relocate two stations
to new places. We are entitled to expect
therefore that your side also will name
definite areas where such stations should be
set up on the territory of the United States
and that in reaching an agreement on the
sites where stations. are to be placed the
American side will take into account our
wishes.

Mr. President, we are convinced that all
conditions exlst now for reaching an agree-
ment also on the question of inspection.
It is known that all the recent time we
heard not once from the Western side—
agree In principle to inspection and then
the road to agreement will be open. We
believed and we continue to believe now
that, in general inspection is not necessary
and if we give our consent to an annual
quota of 2-8 inspections this is done solely
for the purpose of removing the remaining
differences for the sake of reaching agree-
ment.

As you see we have made a serious atep
in your direction. The quota of inspec-
tions on the territory of each of the nu-
clear powers that we propose is sufficient.
Indeed, in the negotiations your representa-
tives themselves recoguized that there is
no need to verify all or a greater part of
significant susplcious phenomensa to restrain
the ‘states from attempts to violate the
treaty. And they gave figures of annual in-
spections practically equaling the quota
proposed by us. Naturally it is most rea-
sonable to carry out inspection in seismic
areas where the biggest number of uniden-
tified seismic phenomena may occur. How-
ever, If you ccnsider it necessary, we have
no objectlon to inspections being carried
out also in nonseismlic areas provided such
inspections are conducted within the an-
nual quota indicated by us.

1 noticed that in your reply you agree with
the necessity of taking reasonable measures
of precaution which would exclude & possi-
bility of using inspection trips and visits to
automatic seiemic stations for the purpose
of obtaining intelligence data. Of course,
in carrying out on-site inspection there can
be circumstances when in the area designated
for inspection there will bhe some object of
defense importance. Naturally, in such a
case it will be necessary to take appropriate
measures which would exclude & possibility
to cause damage to the interests of security
of the state on the territory of which in-
spection is carried out. In this respect I
fully agree wish the considerations expressed
in your message.

Mr. President, in your message yeu sug-
gest that our representatives meet in New
York or in Geneva for a brief preliminary
consideration of some of the problems you
touched upon.

We have no objections to such meeting of
our representatives. The Soviet Government
for that purpose appointed N. T. Pedorenko,
U.8.8.R. permanent representative to the
U.N., and S. K. Tsarapkin, USSR, repre-
sentative to the 18-Nation Disarmament
Committee, who could meet with your repre-
sentative Mr William €. Foster in New York
on January 7 to 10. We proceed here from
the assumption that meetings of our repre-
sentatives should lead already in the very
near future 5o agreement on guestions still
unsettled so that upon the reopening of the
18-Nation Committee session our representa-
tives could inform it that the road to the
conclusion o2 agreement banning all nuclear
weapons tests 1s open.

Sincerely,
N. KHRUSHCHEV.
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+Mr. GORE. The principal issue in the
discussion between the very able and dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia
and me yesterday was whether the pend-
Ing treaty represented an abandonment
of U.S. insistence ypon inspection to as-
sure compliance with, the treaty.
= It was y view then, and, upon recon-
sideration, it is still my view, that in-
stead of representing an abandonment
of the principle of inspection, the fact
. that the Upited Sfates refused to enter
into an  agreement involving under-
ground “testing without effective inspec-
tion serves to reassert this country’s
dedication to the principle of adequacy
of inspection in areas where inspection
is needed. . . e .
- ‘The limited test ban treaty makes
no_concession with respect to the prin-
ciple of onsite inspection. It does not
glve up onsite inspection for any kind of
testing where such_inspections are nec-
“essary to carry out the fundamental
prineiple which underlies the U.S. posi-
tlon in - all disarmament negotiations,
which is that any disarmament measure
must be implemented under such strict

and effective controls as to provide firm .

- assurance that all parties are honoring
~their obligations. .= = AU
“The United States has been unswerv-
ing in its sypport of this position; and
where onsite inspections are necessary,
we have Insisted upon them. Bgcause
- Wé were Unable to obtain them, we re-
fused to enger into.a treaty involving
- underground tests. . .. .

Thus, the Joint Statement of Agreed

Principles  for Disarmament Negotia-
tions, agreed to hetween the United
Btates and the Soviet representatives on
September 20, 1961, provides that “in-
spectors should be assured unrestricted
access without, veto to all places as nec-
essary for purposes of inspection.” .
- Here again is an assertion of a prin-
ciple by the United States, an agreement
“in principle” by the Soviet Union. But
-1t 1s when specifics are required that we
find difficulties develpping. That was the
case with respect to onsite inspections to
detect possible cheating in connection
with underground tests,

The limited test ban agreement now
before the Senate prohibits only tests
in the atmosphere, underwater, and in
outer space. It does not prohibit tests
underground unless they cause radioac-
tive debris to be present outside the
.country where the test takes place.

Inspection within the borders of an-
other country at the site of a possible
explosion has never been proposed for
atmospheriec, ocean, or outer space tests;
. only for those underground.

- Neither the 1959 limited test ban pro-
Dosal of President Eisenhower.nor the
1961 and 1962 limited test ban broposal
of President Kennedy required onsite
inspection, e e
-xoBecretary Rusk said of all these
- ‘Proposals: R L e

- The coneept has remained the same—to

take a first step toward the control of nu-
clear weapons by prohibiting testing " in
those environments where our national sys-
tems are gcapablé of detecting significant
#¥iolations, leaving for subsequent steps the
. #&llmination of those tests that can be de-
- tected and identified only with an adequate
system of inspection. . o

e
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Thus, far from having abandoned the
brinciple of onsite inspection, the limited
treaty now before the Senate was offered
by the United States to preserve that
principle, and yet to prohibit testing in
as many environments as possible while
doing so.

The failure to obtain an agreement
for onsite inspection does not represent
an abandonment of the principle. We
have asserted it. We have insisted upon
it. This Government has not failed at
any time during the administration of

-former President Eiserthower or during

the administration of President Kennedy
to insist upon inspection as a vital part
of verification for underground tests or

-85 @& principle for the disarmament

negotiations.

The fact that we are now discussing
a limited, rather than a comprehensive,
test ban treaty results from the insist-

ence by the United States that an

effectively verified ban on underground
tests requires onsite inspections.

The United States does not intend to

give up onsite inspections where they are
needed, insofar as I am advised with
respect to intentions of the Kennedy
administration. It is certainly not the
intention of the Senator from Tennessee
fo abandon the principle of onsite in-
spection to verify compliance with treaty
obligations.
- No one would suggest onsite inspec-
tions for the Washington to Moscow
direct communications link. Inspection
is not necessary there. .

On the other hand, in the case of the
comprehensive ban on nuclear weapons
testing and other military activities in
Anarctica, onsite inspections are needed.
We insisted upon them, and the treaty
which the Senate ratified provided for
them.

Given this record, no other nation, in
my view, can effectively contend that the
United States has abandoned the prin-
ciple of onsite inspection.

I reassert, insofar as I am privileged
to speak, dedication to the prineiple;
and I believe this view will be held by all
Senators who vote for approval of the
treaty.

I entered the discussion with the able
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
SELL] on this point yesterday because I
regarded it as an important point which
he had made in his speech. I said to
him then, and I say to the Senate now,
that if I believed approval of the pend-
ing treaty would in fact constitute aban-
donment of the principle of inspection,
not only with respect to nuclear weapons
tests but in the disarmament conferences
which are to come, I would not be able to
give my consent to it.

I should like to read now from the
statement of Gen. Maxwell Taylor,
speaking for the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
This appears on page 274 of the hear-
ings:

However, the dangers of detection and
the cost and difficulty of testing In outer
space would tend to impose severe restric-
tions upon such clandestine testing. Other
clandestine tests in the atmosphere or under
water, depending upon their size, would in-
volve a fairly high probability of detection by
our conventional intelligence or our atomic
energy detection system, Moreover, the
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Jaint Chiefs of Staff consider the resulting
progress which the Soviets might make
clandestinely to be a relatively minor factor
in relation to the overall present and prob-
able balance of military strength if adequate
safeguards are maintained.

Mr. President, some of my colleagues
have indicated that they will vote against
ratification of the pending treaty on the
grounds that the treaty would pose un-
acceptable military risks for this coun-
try. I am confident that those who take
this position are sincere in their views
which have been formed after lengthy

- study of the treaty and the factors re-

lating to it. Military implications in-
cident to ratification of the treaty are
quite properly a legitimate matter for
consideration.

I daresay that probably every Senator
has given consideration to this point.
Perhaps the differing conclusions which
Senators have arrived at on this point
may result from the focus, the perspec-
tive, and the relative weight they attach
to the various elements deserving con-
sideration and having a bearing upon
the pending treaty.

The military implications of this
treaty quite obviously bear upon the
present and future military strength of -
the United States. But they also bear
upon the present and future military
strength of the Soviet Union. The self-
limiting features of this treaty obviously
apply to both of the great nuclear powers
and will apply to all other nations who
have adhered to the treaty.

Surely we would not wish to limit our-
selves unless others were similarly lim-
ited. That has been the central thesis
of all our negotiations with the Soviet
Union on this subject since the days of
the Baruch plan submitted to the United.
Nations immediately following World
War II. We have sought assurance that
we are not binding ourselves without an
effective means of verifying that other
signatory nations were likewise meeting
their obligations under any proposed
agreement. .

The argument that the treaty should
be rejected because of asserted military
disadvantages really boils down to an
argument that this Nation cannot afford
to enter into any agreement at all
on this subject. Such an argument,
whether wise or unwise, runs counter to
what has been the stated policy of the
past three administrations, a policy
which I believe has been supported by
the American people.

In its very essence, this treaty is a
political document. There is no way, ’
however, in which political considera-
tions can be divorced from military im-
plications. Indeed, military considera-
tions are an important element in the
formulation of all aspects of our foreign
policy. Consideration by the Senate of
military implications in the discharge
of its constitutional responsibility of ad-
vising and consenting to this treaty is
proper and necessary. But it is also nec-
essary that these military considerations
be placed in proper perspective as they
relate to the overall decision which Sen-
ators must make.

It is generally agreed by proponents
and opponents alike that the United

States enjoys a clear margin of superior-
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ity over any other power in nuclear arms.
We are superior, I believe, both quan-
titafively and in terms of varlety of
weapons. On this point, I refer my col-
leagues to the statement of the Secertary
of Defense which is found on page 87 of
the printed hearings. I refer also to the
statement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who informed the Committee and the
Senate as follows:

As to net superlority in ability to inflict
damage on the enemy, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff consider that the United States at
prefent is clearly shead of the U.8.S.R.In
the ability to wage strategic nuclear war.

1f we clearly possess overall nuclear
superiority—and those whom we have
charged with responsibility in such mat-
ters so state—what then are the asserted

military risks incident to ratification of

the treaty?

Opponents cite the problem of ultra-
high yield nuclear weapons. I regard
anything in the one to five megaton
range as high yiéld. Weapons of such
yield are more than sufficlent to take
out virtually any military or civilian tar-
get should this ever become necessary.
Moreover, as professional military and
selentific witnesses told the Committee,
weapons in this range can be delivered
i gréater numbéers and with more ac-
curacy than the ultra-high-yield bombs,
the single. category in which the Soviet
Unlon {5 concédéd to haveé the lead in
yield to weight ratios. -

Tt Is true that Russia has conducted
atthospheric tests of wespons in” thé
ultra-high-yield area while we have not.
Tt is also true that as long as the treaty
shpuld be in force we would be precluded
from testing such weapons In the atmos~
phere. ‘ o

“But, Mr. President, we have not here-
tofore been so treatybound, and we are
not &0 treatybound row, prior to ap-
proval of the treaty. We have not ¢on-
ducted such tests. Our failure fo test
sith weapons has been the result of a
deliberate “decision on olir part that
_ weéapons of such awesoni® destrictive
ptwer were niot of sufficient military sig-
“nifficance to justify the effort to develop

I pannot see the justification for ré-
jécting this treaty on the grounds Of
military disadvantage based upon the
. fact that we would be précluded under
the treaty from doing somBthing we'had
alresdy declded not to d9 anyway.

“Of course, 1t should be récognized that
fliture events might cause the United
States to change its mind. T

“Biit such future events, if they seri-
otisly affected the security of this coun-
try, would perrilt the United States to
femeve any binding effect of the treaty

this regard. Secretafy McNamafa,

%
the ‘Joint Chiefs of Staff, and several
golentific witnesses all agreed that these
_wegpons have very little military” sig-
nificance for the United States; and
that, in any tase, the United States
#ould develop a 50- to 60-megaton Weap-
_ g Without further testing, if that should
‘Become advisable.
“_The second risk, the dne which ap-
peared to calise the greatest coficétn
for some, involves antiballistic missile
development. After exhaustive testl-
raony on this question, the committee

Iy
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agreed with the Secretary of Defense,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission, and
the weight of knowledgeable scientific
opinion that, first: The development of
an antiballistic missile system suf-
ficiently effective to Jjustify the ex-
tremely high cost of such development
and deployment is not likely.

Second, that the United States must
continue intensive research and develop-
ment in this field. Indeed, the Depart-
ment of Defense is currently seeking $450
million for this specific purpose; both he-
cause the purpose of the program is of
such obvious importance and because,
as Dr. York and others observed, anti-
ballistic missiles perform a useful service
in testing the penetration capabilities of
our offensive missiles.

Third, it is generally agreed, as the
Joint Chiefs of Staff testified, that “in
the antiballistic missile field, the devel-
opment of the U.8. system does not de=
pend on atmospheric testing.”

Virtually every scientific witness testi-
fled that the ability of offensive nuclear
weapons to saturate and overwhelm de-
fensive missile systems is decisive. The
view was expressed that in all likelihood
this situation would remain constant.
The committee report noted that neither
of the chief critics of the treaty, among
scientists—Dr. Foster and Dr. Teller—

Appeared to be convinced that further un-
restricted testing would guarantee or neces-
sarily promote significant progress in ABM
development.

The other area of risk concerns the
effect of induced phenomena on nuclear
weapons systems and the possibility that
the Soviet Union might have greater
knowledge in this area.

T have chosen at this late date in the
debate to deal with military risks, not
because T feel any particular competence
in this field, but because of two factors—
first, the weight of the evidence which I
have studied during the years I have
been closely identifled with the atomic
energy program, including the hearings
on this treaty; and because so much im-
portance has been attached in the debate
in the Senate to the military risks in-
volved.

‘Information about the relative degree
of knowledge in the area of the effect of
induced phenomena on nuclear weapons
systems is hardly precise, and must be

regarded as more or less speculative.

The informed consensus appears to be
that the United States and the Soviet
TUinlon are in roughly comparable posi-
tions in terms of knowledge of such nu-
clear phenomena as blackout and dis-
turbance of communications. Under the
treaty, both sides would have to “design
around” some of these uncertainties, as
s number of witnesses put it, and make
extrapolations from known data.

This leads us into a complicated, un-
known feld—a field difficult for even
our most competent and talented sci-
entific geniuses. It is difficult for Sena-
tors who had only a limited science
colirEe In high school and college to reach
3 judgment upon these uncertainties,
and these complicated and technical fac-
tors. Yet it is upbon Members of the Sen-
ate that the constitutional responsibility
for reaching a judgment and & decision
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devolves with respect to the pending
treaty. What shall we do? What have
I done? I have listened to the most com-
petent witnesses and have read most of
the competent siuthorities available. My
judgment accords squarely with what I
tegard as the judgment of the prepon-
derant majority of those most competent
persons.

Undoubtedly, there is much that we
do not yet know about nuclear explosions,
their effects, and the means of defense
against nuclear attack. There is no
question that further development work
in this field would be somewhat in-
hibited under the terms of the treaty.
Such work would be more difficult and
more expensive—more difficult for us,
more difficult Jor the Soviets; more eX-
pensive for us, more expensive for the
Soviets. Progress would likely he
slower—slower for us and slower for
them. Results probably would be less
conclusive than if unrestrained and un-
restricted nuclear testing were to con-
tinue. .

But what about the other 25 or 30 na-
tions whose industrial capacity gives
them the ability to develop nuclear weap-
ons? Except for Red China, most of
them have already adhered to the treaty.
They, too, would be inhibited. Indeed,
they would be inhibited by the lack of
much of the scientific knowledge which
the Soviet Union and the United States
already have.

Among assertions that have been made
during the course of the debate is the
statement that the pending treaty would
be to the advantage of the Russians. It
has been stated that Mr. Khrushchev
said the treaty was in Russia’s own
interest.

Wwhat two nations in the world would
be most likely to be destroyed in the
event of a nuclear holocaust? Obvi-
ously, the two nuclear powers that are
armed with nuclear warheads already in
place on miseiles aimed at each other’s
vital industrial and population centers.
The loosing of nuclear weapons tonight
would rain destruction upon the United
States and the Soviet Union. The
United States and the Scviet Union ob-
viously would suffer most from a nuclear
war. What greater mutual interest
could two nations have than the avoid-
ance of nuclear war by the two nations
most likely to be destroyed? This sit-
uation involves a real mutual interest,
a mutual interest of self-preservation.

Yes, Khrushchev has said the treaty is
in the interest of the Soviet Union.
President Kennedy has also said it is in
the interest of the United States. Do we
believe the Soviets would have signed the
treaty unless they regarded it as being
in their interest? Do we believe Presi-
dent Kennedy would approve the treaty
unless he regarded it as being in the
interest of the United States of America?
All treaties—-unless forced upon one of
the parties—come about only because of
mutual interests. )

In case of total nuclear war and the
destruction of the United States and the
Soviet Union, the other great goliath,
Red China, might inherit the earth on
foot.

So T am prepared to support a treaty
that is in the interest of the United
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Inion—a, treaty in which we have the

.., greatest possible mutual interest: self-

preservation.
_ 'Thé central point is that it is not here
proposed that the United States unilat-
exally subject itself 'to fhese restrictions
and allow the Soviet Union to be free of
them,” The restrlctlons will apply to
both countrre We. refiised, let me re-
péat, to enter int6 a treaty 1nvolv1ng un-
derground testmg,'because the Soviets
would not permlt inspection adequate to
- guarantee’ against “cheating. " But the
‘proposal before us ¢ontemplates that the
limitations and restrictions will apply
equally to all the signatory powers.
‘Let us concede, for the sake of argu-
ment, that there are some areas in
which Soviet knowledge, gained as a
résult of prior tests, exceeds ours—for

example, as to the effects of ultra-hlgh- .

yiel'd weapons.
.~ However, Mr. President (Mr. WALTERS
in the chair), there are other areas in
~which our knowledge exceeds theirs, ad-
vantages ‘we have gamed from our own
atmospheric testing. Unless we are pre-
pared to refect the advice of all who
claim overall U.S. nuclear superiority,
then I believe this is a reasonable con-
clusion.. It is not just now that I have
heard the authorities thus testify. This
has been the case throughout the “de-
velopment of the nuclear era.

For myself, I do not accept the theory
that the Russians already know all they
wish to know, and have agreed to this
treaty only to entrap us into a position
Where we_ will be Unable to catch up.

. This is not to say, Mr. President, that

“the Soviets do not consider the treaty
to be in their best interests. As I have
sald, I assume they do. Indeed, they
assert that they do; and I claim_the
same for my country. Buf if we must
walt for an_ ‘agreement that is entirely
- “to. our, advantage then I fear we must
walt forever. If we must wait for an
agreement of that type, we must be
prepared to accept the prospect that no
ggreement on anything affecting ~the
securlty of natlons Would ever be
reached,
‘There ate those who contend that the
Russians have 1o 1ntent10n of living up
“to the terms of the freaty. "In the light
'of our past experience in such matters,
this could well be true. But here, again,
if we must wait until the “Russians ‘Thave
demonstrated conclusively and to the
satlsfactlon of all that they will keep
“their word, we shall wait forever, =
-+ Mr, Presuient as I sald’ yesterday, on
gome aspects of this issue, Senators must

i "ultimately choose between ah investment

.in faith or Hving in fear. I have closen
to invest in faith—faith in our own lead-
_*érship, faith in our own capacities, Taith
in the will and the determination of our
- own people, faith that this international
conéert, now adheréd to by more than 80
nations, W111 be abrogated ohly upon the
: greatgit of g_ovoc tlon by any na,tlon
know 1t Is
‘to reach an agree
Unfortunately, the Soviets’ record ‘with
respect to fidelity’ to trust is not~ “very

BN RO e

S ates and in the 1nterest of the‘Sov1et -

“ mittedly, there will be some risk of un-

I mte, however the 1nstance of one
agreement. The treaty with respect to
Austria. A fellow townsinan—in some
respects a political mentor and friend
in former days, former Secretary of State
Cordell Hull—talked with mie about this
subject immediately after the end of
World War II. One of his priority goals
and aims was to seek an agreement to
bring freedom to Austria. It was diffi-
cult to achieve it. Thé negotiations were
tedious and long; the Soviefs were devi-
ous and misleading. - They treated the
negotiations as an exercise in propagati-
da, somewhat as they have done in con-
nection with the negotiations leading to
the pending treaty EventuiIly however
an agreement was reached. )
Not long ago, I enjoyed a visit to Vien-
na, where I heard free Austrians play
beautiful Viennese music. I witnessed
the freedom they had obtained as a re-
sult of the agréément between the United
States and Russia—ireedom which their

‘neighbors—Hungary and Bulgaria—

missed. because of failure to obtain a

_ similar agr eement Sol am not prepared

to-say that no treaty will be kept by the
Soviets.

I also recall that there is an ‘interna-
tlonal concert agamst the use of p01son'
gas. Many nations had ecanisters of
poison gas during World War II. They
were not used by either side in either
the European orgthe Pacific theafers of
war. It may well be that. future his-
torians will compare the pendmg trea-
ty—adhered to already, as I have said,
by more than 90 nations—to the pact
which outlawed the use of poison gas.

In that connection, Mr. President, let
me say that nuclear weapons constitute
only one of the means of mass destruc-
tion. The populations of cities can now
be quickly destroyed, not only by nuclear
weapons, but also by gases, radiological
warfare agents, or bacteriological war-
fare.

.What we are deahng with is one of
the means of mass destruction, and we
are dealing with it in a limited way at
that. But even so, the treaty represents,

_not disarmament, but a pause in a con-

flict between societles on & collision
course, I welcome that pause. I invest
faith in the human race and faith in the
ability of the United States to maintain
@ position of moral and political leader-
ship, of technological and military su-
periority, and I invest faith in the will
and the determination of our people to
take whatever steps may become neces-
sary to preserve their freedom.

No, I do not say that we should rely
solely upon thé good intentions of the
Soviet leaders or their pledges to adhere
{0 the terms of the treaty. Indeed, we

. must not.  But this treaty is as nearly

capable of unilateral verification as we
could reasonably expect any treaty on
this subject to be. 1 do not contend
that it is impossible for a signatory na-
tion to cheat without being caught but

_ the consensus of expert testimony is that
“the chances of detection of a clandestine
test would be Very great, and that those

chances would increase with the size
of the yield of the weapon tested. Ad-
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stopping nuclear weapons tests in the

detected cheating, ut th1s is, I thmk
a minimal risk which, under the terms
of the pending treaty, has been reduced
to the lowest level that might be ex-
pected.

The possibility of failure of the Rus-
sians to abide by the terms of the treaty,
whether by clandestine tests or by open
‘dbrogation, must be met, not by rejec-

“tion of the treaty, but by our mainte-

nance of a state of readiness to test
should Soviet action require it. We have
been assured by the Executive that that
would be done. Congress is not without
means and influence to see that it is
done.

“It is not my view that there are no
military implications at all incident to

“the ratification of the treaty. Of course,

there are. There are military risks in-
volved in many decisions which the Sen-
“ate makes. The distinguished senior
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN~-
rONEY], who does me the courtesy of his
attention, is a leader in the development
of civil aviation. We take a military
risk when we decide to improve our air-
ports or decide not to. We take a mili-
tary risk when we choose between build~
ing 10 or 20 atomic submarines. We take
an economlic risk with our economy on
the question of full employment and tax
reduction. Those who ere afraid to

‘choose between relative risks need not

apply for membership in this body be-
cause they must live with risk and
decisions.

We are now confronted with one of the
most important decisions that it has been
our responsibility to make in a long
while.

Should the Senate, in its wisdom and
in the exercise of its independent judg-
ment, reject the treaty, we shall have
put the world on notice that we are com-
mitted to a relentless competition to de-
velop ever more powerful weapons of de-
struction. What other conclusion could
the Soviets, the French, the Scandi-
navians, or any other people reach? We
shall have declared to the world that
our enunciated policies of seeking some
measure of agreement in this field were
nothing more than the wishes or the
propaganda policies of chief executives
who could not obtain the support of the
Senate in this vital field. We shall have
cast doubt on the sincerity of our pro-
fessed desire for peace. We shall, in
some measure, have forfeited our claim
to leadership in the search for an alter-
native to a world ruled by force, for an
alternative to an ever-growing danger of
nuclear destruction.

Mr. President, those who would reject
the treaty or destroy it by reservations

“miist be prepared to accept the hazards
of its rejection. Once the treaty has
been érntered into by all the nations

which have signed it, the Senate is hardly
free to reach its decision without con-

‘sideration of those factors and the conse-

quenceés which would flow therefrom.
It may well be that Nigeria, or other

" slgnatory nations, will not be able within

the century to build nuclear weapons.
But the people of Nigeria, the largest
country in Africa, have an interest in
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atmosphere because the fallout hazard
jays an indiscriminate hapd upon hy-
man beings of whatever race or of what-
ever country. It not only has an indis-
‘criminate effect among races of people
but also an indiscriminate effect on all
biological life. o .

Mr, President, we are-hardly free to
consider the treaty separate and apart
from the world community of which we
are a part—indeed, of which I am proud
to say we are a leading part. Our coun-
try took the lead in creating this prob-
lem; I am proud that it has taken the
lead in the search for a solution to this

awful power that has been unloosed, .
. :What are some of the hazards of re-
jection? . -
. There is the hazard of a rapproache-
ment or reconcilistion between the So-
viets and the Red Chinese.

. 3 Mr. Khrushchev is not able to move
toward a minimum accommodation with
the West he may desire to ameliorate
the tension in the East. Instead of
promoting divisicn within the enemy of
eommunism, as I think the_treaty might
well do, as the Red Chinese daily testify
o, rejection of the treaty might tend
to bring them together and to solidify
the Communist alliance, the greatest
sfg‘fngth of which has been its monolithic
unity. : :

1 think there may be a hazard of mili-
tary control of the Soviet Union. I am
not a champion of Mr, Khrushchev, but
I shall never forget that when he was in

political difficulty at home hecause of the

U-2 incident, he came to the Paris Con-
ference with a big marshal, who shad-
owed his every step, and overheard his
- every word. . . - -

I do not pretend to have any psychie
powers or any penetrating understanding
of the Soviet soclety, but I raise this
question. We have heard scholars of
the Soviet society many times allude to
the contest between the military domina-
tion on the pne hand and civilian domi-
nation on the other. This is a problem
not unknown in .our own country, as
referred to in the parting advice of for-
mey President Eisenhower. -

There is the hazard of an outraged—
if ‘nof outraged, a very disappointed—
world opinion. Some Senators do not
think this a subject worthy of consid~
eration. I have heard disparaging re-
marks made about those who do not wish
to bring about unfavorable world public
opinion. :

~ Although there are those who belittle

the influence of world opinjon, there is
Iittle doubt that rejection of this treaty
now would be the single most important
act the United States could take to de-
stroy American influence throughout the
world. It would be a blow to American
leaflership and to American prestige.
We would thus isolate ourselves from the
sentiment of a large proportion of man-
kind. ;

"I should like to mention another
hazard, the hazard of proliferation of
atomic weapons into the hands of many
Aations, . .

In my opinion, and according to in-
formed testimony, at least eight non-
nuclear powers have the capacity to de-
velop nuclear weapons of their own,
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Perhaps 25 or 30, given g lttle more
time, could develop them.

Rejection of this treaty and the con-
sequent interpretation that the United
States, instead of taking this first step—
this pause—would travel the other route
toward greater and greater atomic arma-
ments, would operate to invite all those
nations to build for themselves atomic
weapons, thus multiplying the danger of
a planned or accidéntal precipitation of
a nuclear exchange.

Whether nuclear missiles start fying
through the atmosphere into gpace and
falling to the eéarth because fired from
a small nation or from a great one might
not bhe easily and _quickly determined.
The first burst might mean the touching
of many buttons and the incineration
of milljons of people. -

I repeat, the leading two atomic pow-
ers are those which would suffer most.
Is there mutual interest? What greater
mutual interest coyld the Soviets ang
the Americans have?

I do not suggest, Mr, President, that
the Senate should, ratify this treaty
merely because the President has nego-
tiated and approved it or merely because
nearly 100 nations have signed it. The
Senate, under the Constitution, has an
obligation  to rejegt an improvident
agreement which would imperil the na-
tional security. )

As I sald in the Senate yesterday, I
repeatedly advised thé President, both
personally and from the floor of the
Senate, that in my opinion_the most
disastrous thing which could occur in
this connection woud be the approval
of a treaty by the President on. this sub-
Jject which would berejected by the Sen-
ate. I also advised as best I could that
in my opinion the Senate would reject
an improvident tresity on underground
testing which did not provide for an
adequate system of detection and inspec-
tion to verify compliance with the treaty.

But the Senate has an obligation to
weigh and consider the risks of rejec-
tion as well as the risks of ratification.

This I have attempted to do. I have
concluded to support the treaty.

It has long been my view that a treaty
ban on nuclear weapons tests to be ac~
ceptable to the United States, must by
its terms provide an effective means of
verification. I have long been con-
cerned about proposals for a compre-
hensive test ban agreement because I do
not believe the Soviets would ever agree
to a dezree of on-site inspection which
would bring the risks of verification
within manageable limits. The elimi-
nation of underground tests from the
terms of the treaty has, in large meag-
ure, eliminated this problem.,

‘There are few certainties in this com-
plex world in whith we lve. Rapid
change is the earmark of our time,
There is some risk, as I have said, in
every action we take, or in every step we
take or fail to take in the flelds of mili-
tary policy and foreign affairs. We
must be prepared to ccept minimal and
manageable risks if such action would
be helpful as a first step toward reduc-
ing the threat of nuclear war. We have
a duty to avold ill-advised action that
might increase the threat of nuclear
war. 3

September 18

Our highest military authorities as-
sured the Senate and the American peo-
ple that the tarms of the pending treaty
Pose no unacceptable military disad-
vantage. On balance, both militarily
and politically, the evidence before us
and the political realities of the world
in which we live strongly support rati-
fication of the pending treaty.

With this I close. I shall vote with
the deepest of conviction that the ap-
proval of the pending treaty is in the
interest of the United States, in the
interest of humanity, in the interest of
the people of every nation in the world,
be that nation small or large.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, as a
boy I often siood atop a West Virginia
hill and traced a rainbow through a
storm. I stand today in this forum of
debate and decision. I sense a rainbow
of promise as we come nearer to the
rollcall which will, I believe, bring the
ratification of the nuclear test ban
treaty. The promise must not be in
vain,

The debate on the treaty has dem-
onstrated the function of the Senate in
one of its most fundamental duties. In-
dividual Senators have maintained a
high level of seriousness and have exer-
cised a deep sense of loyalty to their
personal convictions and have trans-
lated the convictions of the constitu-
ents in their States as well.

It is with.this recognition and respect
for the views held on both sides of the
issue that I am constrained also to state
that the debate has demonstrated the
remarkable capacity of the human mind
to adjust to almost any extremity and
to clothe an inherent lunacy in the garb
of rationality.

The scholariy chairman of the Foreign

‘Relations Committee [Mr. PuLprIGHTI,

in presenting the test ban treaty to the
Senate on Sepltember 9, declared:

There is a kind of madness in the dialog
of the nuclear age, an incredilous response
to terrors beyord our experience and imagi-
nation.

This “madress,” Mr. President, lies
near the heart of the debate, not only in
the Senate, but in the continuing dia-
logs of almost swo decades.

Eighteen years ago last month, the
world vaulted into the nuclear age in
terms not of theory but of operations.
The response then to the almost instant
incineration of more than 60,000 people
in Hiroshims was that mankind had fi-
nally overreached itself—that the final
and ultimate horror of war would eradi-
cate war itself.

The popular response in America to
the apocalyptic vision revealed in the
fireball over Japan was characterized in
the widely read book of that day, “No
Place To Hide.” Since then we have had
lengthy and learned debates on “places
t0 hide,” and serious economists and nu-
clear strategists have discussed plans
for placing a large part of our industrial
system underground in preparation for
a prolonged nuclear exchange.

There has been consideration of the
possibility of ‘putting some industry
under the motntains of West Virginia.
Certain surveys have been carried for-
ward looking toward that possibility.
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h Seventeen years ago, the official re-

-gponse of the American Covernment to

the nuclear age was presented in the
plan of that grand American, Bernard
Baruch, to “entrust all phases’ of the de-
velopment and use of atomic enérgy” to
an international atomic development au-
thority. Yet today—-m the name of mili-
tary security—we hear the proposed test
ban treaty opposed partially on the
grdunds that it will prevent our testing
& §0-megaton bomb in the atmosphere—
a_bomb with 3,000 times the explosive
yield of the machme that wiped out Hiro-
shima, In 18 years we have moved from
the shock and horror of cont.emplatmg
the death of 60,000 persons to an almost
casual and academlc consideration of
the prospect of 70 million or 100 million
Americans being wiped ouf in a nuclear
war with the Soviet Union.

Since the mind cannot possibly com-
prehend such uhiversal chaos and de-
struction, we have deevloped a new and
protective lexicon composed of such
terms as ‘“the prmmple of imposed, in-

voluntary reaction,” “vulnerability of
the retahatory force,” and “systems of
mobile d1spersa * Somewhere in the
process. 'Mr. President, our perspective
has becomé unhinged from the human
realities which are obscuréd by this kind

of language, Whether or not this is the
kind of “madness” to which the chair-

‘man of the Foreigh Relations Commiit-

tee referred earlier last week, it qualifies
for the term in my opmion And I con-

-fess some dlﬁiculty in perceiving any

enhancement of our national security in
this escalation of "destructive power and

- in our emotional and intellectual ac-
. commodation to the present condition.

I am not a member of the Foreign
Relations Committee. Nor have I had

- the benefit of sitting on the Armed Serv-

ices Committee. But I have read the
hearings with care. I have followed the
previous debate in this forum and in the
Recorp, and I have pondered the issues
Wit.h the most serious deliberation.

+ The questlon of arms control in the
broad sense is not an entirely new issue
to the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia. As'a Member of the U.S. House
of Representatives, I introduced on June
29, 1945, a bill to create a Department of
Pence a:t the Cabinet level. Former
Senator Alexander Wiley introduced a
slightly different measure in the Senate
on July 6 of that year. We believe
then—and 1 contmue to believe—that
this Nation must give as much attention,
at a high executive level, to the attain-
ment of peace as to the art and sclence
of military pursuits.

I was one of the cosponsors of the
measure in 1961 to establish the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agenéy in the
Departmeitt of State, which I believe has
received not enough credit for the un-

glamorous Spad eWork which préceded
“the final negotialions of the pending

.treaty

I note tfle presence of thé Senator who
“had more to do with the sponsorshlp )
and leadership of that law than any =

other Member of Congress, the senior
“ Minnesota [Mr,
sistant maJorlty leader.
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‘orous spadework whlch preceded the
final negotiations on the pending treaty.

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

‘Mr. RANDOLPH. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very pleased
that the Senator from Weést Virginia has
made this comment about the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency and the
work of Mr. Foster and Mr. Fisher and
the other persoris who are assoclated
with these two distinguished govern-
mental officials.

A good deal of work went into the
,preparatlons of the treaty which is now
before us. Mtuch of that work was un-
dertaken under the guidance and direc-
tion of Mr. Foster and the able legal
counsel of Mr. Fisher. Several days ago
in the debate in the Senate, one of our
colleagues asked me what great inter-
national lawyer was present at Moscow
to protect our rights and to look out for
the interests of the United States at the
time of the negotiations on the treaty.

The Senator from Minnesota was not
quick enough in his response and not
very adequate. I did mention the fact
that a man of the stature and ability and
experience and maturity of the Under
Secretary of State Mr. Harriman was
present. I should have also added at
that time that Mr, Adrian Fisher, for-
mer General Counsel of the Atomic
Energy Comm1ssmn and one of the most
able lawyers in this country.and dedi-
cated to public service, was also present.

I mention this only because very often
we tend to forget that the Arms Comntrol

and Disarmament Agency people had a
very singular rolé to play in the nego-
tiation of the treaty.

1 wish to say one further word to the
Senator from West Virginia.” I heard his
comments on the subject of the develop-
ment of the art of peacemaking, or of
the role of seeking a just and enduring
peace. The Senator from West Virginia

. will be long remembered for his dedica-
tion to peace without appeasement, to
strength for our country without arro-
gance and belligerence. I am very happy
that it has been my privilege to be asso-
ciated with him in many of these en-
deavors on the part of our Government
as we reach out to find ways and means
of protecting the freedoms that are ours
and extending these freedoms to others,
while at the same time attempting to
relieve and to limit the tensmns in the

tastrophe, a world war. The Senator can
be very proud of his efforts, as indeed I
know his constituents are proud of what
he has done.

I congratulate him upon his genuine
leadershlp throughout the years, in pri-
vate life and in pubhc 11fe, in the interest
of the security of our country and a
genuine, lasting peace in the world.

_Mr. RANDOLPH “T'shall cherish the

‘“generous remarks of the Sénator from

"Minnesota. All t60 often in this restless
“world, ‘we fail to express the apprecia-
fion we fe€l. To what the Senator has
“said with reference fo the men in the
Agency to which I have given my en-
dorsement, T add only this expression,
- "]'.n'gratitude is the most reprehensible of
vices.” I have never found the Senator
from anesota lackmg 1n h1s expres-
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sion’ 6f apprema’blon to ‘thosé who work
for enduring goals and for the benefit of
their mankind.

More recently, in April of last year, the
Senator from West Virginia now speak-
ing served as a representative of this
body at the Interparliamentary Union
Conference in Rome. There I partici-
pated in tlie sessions of the Disarmament
Committee; and in October 1962, I also
was among those representing the Senate
=t the NATO Parliamentarian’s Confer-
ence in Paris. I draw attention to these
matters, Mr. President, to indicate that
while I am not a member of either of
the committees which has submitted its
report to the Senate on the test ban
treaty, I have long maintained a deep-
seated and thoughtful regard for the
issues which comprise the substance. of
the treaty.

However, I do not hesitate to admit
that this experience does not qualify me
independently to evaluate the technical
problems related to the test ban treaty.
For this, I must rely on the testimony of
the military and scientific experts pre-
sented in the hearings.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
JACKSON], in his closely reasoned address
to the Senate on September 13, referred
to the need for hope as well as vigilance
in the acceptance of the treaty. I would
also point to the operation of faith—the
faith that each of us must have in the
competency of the technical judgments
on which we base our final declsion.

Few of us, perhaps not even the knowl-
edgeable Senators who serve on the
Armed Services Committee, possess the
independent scientific and technical
knowledge to appraise all the implica-
tions of the nuclear test ban treaty. In
a previous era, when military strength
was a matter of tanks, of guns, and of
battleships, militarily educated and ex-
perienced Members of the House or Sen-
ate could cope with our strategists on
their own terms and in a common lan-
guage.

Today, however, the military sciences
and technology, like other sciences, have
become fractured into a number of in-
creasingly esoteric and specialized
branches in which only the experts seem
to have the answers. And because many
of the issues involve a degree of specula-
tion and the weighing of different varia-
bles, we discover even the experts in
disagreement.

Thus, it is with some relief that one
reads in the hearings of the Committee
on Foreign Relations the testimony of
Dr. George Kistiakowsky, at page 855,
that Dr. Harold Brown, Director of De~
fense, Research, and Engineering of the
Department of Defense is “‘the only wit-
ness so far heard who can speak with

- real authority regarding the total ABM

problem, and the related developments
in offensive system. Ie has access to all
the intelligence regarding Soviet activi-
ties and all of the expertise in the
United States on our future capabilities
that relate to the problem.”

Therefore, on the basis of my faith in
the knowledge, integrity, and experience
of Dr. Kistiakowsky, I turn to the testi-
mony of Dr. Harold Brown in order to re-
solve the doubts created by the testimony
of Dr. Teller. In reading the testimony
of Dr. Brown, I ﬁnd tha,t hls carefully



.

16531

phrased and frequently qualified state-
ments indicate the areps of uncertainty
and speculation in the field of nuclear
strategy and systems development.

These aress of ambiguity in the tech-
nical and military spheres therefore jus-
tify our weighing the political and his-
torical considerations in the-total bal-
ance. "And they justify our right to hope
that we may somehow break through the
viclous pira} of nucleat buildup.

Risks are involved in the test ban. But
risks are involved in any course of action
in this world. Those that would be in-
curred undey the test ban appear to me
to be less mortal in the long sweep than
those we would confront with a continua-
tion of uncontrolled testing, ]

The jnterim report of the Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee presented
eight military and technical disadvan-
tagés which would be encountered by
the United States if the treaty is rati-
fled. With the exception of the eighth
point—regarding the lessening of acces-
sibility to information on Soviet capa-
bilities—these objections have been an-
swered to my satisfaction by the testi-
mony of Dr. Brown and others, as well
as by the assurances and safeguards
mehtigned by the Senator from Wash-
Angton [Mr. Jacksonl in his compre-
herisive remarks. It should be empha-
sizéd that the Preparedness Subcommit-
tee quite explicitly stated in its report
that it avoided an apprisal of “political
considerations, and matters involving
foreign and international affairs.” The
suhcommittee’s report closed with the
admonition to Senators that “each .in-
dividual must reach his own judgment
on the basis of personal philosophy, past
experience, current knowledge, and the
relative weight which he assigns to the
various factors involved.” )

In this respect, my personal philosophy
is. guided by the_ axiom that the only
changeless fact in life is change itself.
The. art of government, in this context,
is t0 help to channel the forces of change
in the direction that will best fulfill the
aspirations of our society. Today, the
overwhelming aspiration of the Amer-
ican people, of the Soviet people, and of
most humanity, is for world peace.

In my campaign of 1958, as I talked
with peopie about bread and butter is- |
sues. in the mountains of West Virginia,
they spoke about jobs too often denied
them through the téchnological changes;
about mechanization and automation
within industry. They spoke about
schooling for their children, and a decent
life. '

Yet if I tarried beyond a quick hand-
shake or a hurried conversation, I found
they wanted to talk with me about peace
and_a world in which their sons, grow-
ing to manhood, would not have to go
out and bear the burden of warfare and
perhaps give their lives. The distin-
guished Senator from Hawaii [Mr, In-
ou¥rel, who is sitting beside me, Hhas
known the bitter fruit of war as a much
decorated combat infantry officer who
saw action during World War II in
France and Italy.

The proposed test han treaty offers a
slight but significant move in the direc-

<

tion of world peace, and for this reason
I shall vote for its ratification.

Mr. President, there are many aspects
of a future under the test ban treaty
which we cannot know with certainty.

Indeed, there is little in this life about-

which we have absolute and certain
knowledge. But of one prospect I believe
we can be certain: That we cannot main-
tain the status quo of our present nuclear
deterrent vis-a-vis the Soviet Union,
Every new test brings new knowledge
and an accelerated effort by the other
party to duplicate or surpass that knowl-
edge. With every test, the prospect of
proliferation of nuclear arms to other
countries increases, and with it the pros-
pect of accidental war, war by miscal-
culation, or war precipitated by the ac-
tions of an irresponsible dictator of a
minor power. Thus, especially in re-
cent years, the long-term security of the
United States has not been strengthened
by the development of nuclear techrnol-
ogy.

We have never been so strong, yet sel-
dom has peace been less secure. -

Most certainly, risks are involved in
the ratification of the treaty—risks that
have been pointed out by knowleclgeable
Senators, especially the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
and the distinguished Sensator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. STENNIs]. One may not
lightly dispense with the precautions ad-
vanced by those who have participated
so extensively in the development of our
nuclear deterrent. Yet I would prefer to
live with these uncertain elements than
with the almost certain prospeet of
eventual nuclear holocaust, if the pre-
sent tendency is not altered.

Nor am I expounding the cliche that
an armament race inevitably creates or
leads to war. We have scen many in-
stances—not the least of which occurred
last October—when military. strength
has been a deterrent to war.
bar. treaty, however, is not addressed

solely to a situation in which two pro- -

tagonists are poised against one another;
it is also designhed to help forestall or
prevent the time when the present so-
called “nuclear club” of three or four
members is joined by a 5th, a 6th, or a
16th. Those who would argue against
the eventual prospect of nuclear war
uncer such conditions as these take a
more sanguine view.of human nature
than I can summon.

There is a curious irony in this re-
gard, in that those who are concerned
solely with U.S. military strength, and
who avow that “you ean't trust the Rus-
slans,” are viewed as “hardheaded” and
“realistic.”
was realistic to declare,
Holmes did, that:

Now, at least, and perhaps as long as man
dwells upon the globe, his destiny is battle,
and he has to take the chances of war.

That, however, was the maritzl and
hercic temperament of another age,
Today, with the capacity for universal
destruction, one who takes a realistic
view must acknowledge that man has
little longer to dwell upon the globe
unless he takes messures to alter his
destiny of battle.

Approval of the test ban treaty is a
small, concrete step fn the direction of

Perhaps, in another age, it i
as Justice.
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a possible new destiny for all mankind.
But it is a step of major symbolic pur-
bose in the contribution that it may
make toward a new climate of under-
standing between the United States and
the Soviet Union. This does not require
that we trust the Soviet leaders, but only
requires that we assume they are ra-
tional men not bent on self-destruction.
This is the same assumption of rational-
ity which guices our military strategy.

The ratification of this treaty will sig-
nify for the first time since World War II
that the interast in survival which we
hold in common may, on occasion, over-
ride the issues which separate us. Per-
haps this recognition of mutual self-
interest in the test ban treaty can, in the
future, guide us toward other areas of
accommodation, and thereby .advance
the realization of our desire for peace.
The goal is worth the hazard, Mr. Presi-
dent; and I reaffirm my support of
approval of the treaty.

Rejection. of the treaty might thwart
the concerted efforts of men and nations
in the quest for peace. We must not
allow the crucifixion of humanity on
the cross of & nuclear confllet which
conceivably could destroy our civiliza-
tion.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
will the Senator from West Virginia
yield?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I commend the
Senator for his moving and eloquent
address. It is one of several T have
heard that touch one’s heart, move one's
spirit, and appeal to the mind and the
sense of reascn. The Senator’s con-
cluding words were most eloquent; and
I assure him that his speech will be very
helptul in the cause for which we work.

I regret very much that I was out of
the Chamber briefly at the time when

.-the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
The test

se¢ [Mr. Gorel completed his remarks
and the Senator from West Virginia be-
gan his. Certainly the Senator from
Tennessee fully merits the commenda-
tion, the praise, and the respect of each
and every one of us. I am confident
that the Senator from West Virginia
will agree witk me that it was a very
bersuasive and thoughtful address by
a Senator whc has given many years
of his life to the consideration of the
intricate and difficult problems relating
to  our defensive strength; our foreign
policy, the development of nuclear power
and nuclear wseapons, and the control
of those weapons.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I
agree.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we
are about to hear from the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], who
has given so much thought to the issue
before the Senate. We shall be privi-
leged to hear the words of this distin-
guished Senator, who has had long ex-
perience in the matters of foreign policy
and defense; and I look forward to hear-
ing his address. '

Mr. INOUYE, Mr. President, T am
somewhat hesitant about addressing
myself to a subject on which so much
expert testimony has been delivered in
the various committees by so many per-

certainly do

sons with such thorough knowledge, I
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- have heard equally impressive argu-
ments on the floor of the Senate, both
for and against the approval of the test

‘ban treaty with the Soviet Union. It
would take either a person with highly
informed, technical knowledge or one
very deeply committed to attempt to
cover the same ground. I feel that al-
though I speak essentially as a result
of the latter stimulus, there are many
other Americans who feel the same way I
do. We are not experts, but we have lis-
tened to them carefully, and we feel that
the choice must now be made.

During the various committee hear-
ings on the subject, I indicated. in a
-speech to my constituents that if I found
myself personally convinced that the
treaty would reasonably and adequately
shfeguard the national interests of our
people, then I would do everything pos-
sible to secure its approval and ratifica-
tion. Although the Senate deliberations
are yet to be completed, I now find my-
self convinced that ratification is im-
perative to our national interests.

I have listened to expert witnesses in
committee, -I have thoroughly studied
the reports of the Foreign Relations
Committee and the Preparedness Inves-

- tigating Subcommittee, and have sat
through many a session of the Armed
Services Committee.

. I have sat and listened to distinguish-
ed Senators as they have spoken in the
Senate—some with years of experience
in the field of weapons development,
others with invaluable insight into the
intricacies of diplomatic relationships.
I have listened to the statement by the
President, to the learned exposition by
the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, and to the truly magnificent
extemporaneqous remarks of the distin-
guished leader of the minority party.
They have ‘all _been eloguent, and have
shown remarkable perception of the pos-
sible military, technological, and poli~
tical consequences of ratification or non-
ratlﬁcatlon. - .
~ I need not review all the arguments
either for or against the treaty. We
have all heard them here on the Senate
floor. Moreover, anyone who has taken
the time to read the 1,000-page report of
the Committee on Foreign Relations,
with arguments ranging the entire spec-
trum from Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara to Dr. Edward Teller, or who
has studied the tightly argued and tech-
nical 25-page reportof the Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee, knows full
well the testimony of the experts. He
should also have more than a layman’s
understanding of . how multimegaton,
low-megaton, and submegaton weapon
capabilities may or may not be hindered
by the ratification. He should under=
stand the arguments and counterargu-
ments on how the treaty may affect U.S.
development of very high yield atomic
warheads equal {0 or surpassing Soviet
achievements.

And if he has heard or read Dr. Tel-
ler’s testimony and compared it with
that of the Secretary of Defense he
should have some notion of the argu-
ments revolving around the question of
the effects of the treaty on our ability
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to deyelop further our antiballistic mis-
sile defense capabilities.
Frankly, I must confess that I am not

enough of a military weapons expert or

an applied physicist to understand thor-
ocughly all of the various technical points
raised in these arguments and counter-
arguiments. Moreover, I must confess
that I am not completely at home in the
legal technicalities concerning interna-
tional law and the theory of abrogation
of treaties, so ably covered by Senator
FuLBrIGHT in his opening remarks., How-
ever, I am painfully aware that the So-
viets have not established a particularly
enviable reputation for adhering to
treaties.

I do know the thesis which underlies
practically every military and scientific
argument against the ratification of the
treaty. That thesis, variously stated, is
that the Soviets would not have agreed
to the test ban treaty unless it was to
their advantage and clearly detrimental
to the United States; that the Soviets
have already attained the knowledge re-
quired for an effective antiballistic mis-
sile defense complex; that they have al-
ready developed advanced technical data
on high yield blast, shock, communica~
tions blackout, and radiation and electro-

magnetic phenomena through their

1961-62 series of nuclear fission tests
called by Dr. Teller “the most powerful,
the most plentiful, the most repetitious,
the most solid ever carrled out by any
nation”; that the Soviets will not be
prevented from cheating because of their
ideology but that we will suffer because
we will be honest due fo our moral com~
mitments; and finally, that we simply
cannot trust the Soviets.

I think that those who have argued for
ratification have not dismissed these
theses lightly. Rather, they have seri-
ously considered them and have pon-
dered their consequences. But in the
end, I must agree with the Secretary of
State who has said:

If there may be marginal risks in it, they
are far less * * * than the risks that will
result if we accept the thought that rational
man must pursue an unlimited competition
in nuclear weapons.

‘The risks that will result from an un-
limited nuclear arms race are clearly ap-
parent. At the worst, it may mean
staring ultimately into the inferno of
thermonuclear destruction, At the least,
it means bequeathing to still unborn
generations the fallout from additional

nuclear blasts, the precise number of’

which we may never know in our time.

I think it is logical to conclude that
the very worst may be anticipated be-
cause a spiraling arms race can only
result ultimately in a confrontation of
adversaries. And a spiraling arms race
is inevitable in the argument of those
who say the treaty will prevent the

United States from engaging in this ex--

periment or that test to further develop
ABM capabilities, or nuclear warhead
reentry iInto the atmosphere, or any
number of military nuclear capabilities.

At the very least, we can expect the
cumulative residue from nuclear explo-
sions past, present, and futare, to add up
to proportions with which statistics and
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statisticians need not bother. This would
be empecially so if in the absence of a
test ban, more and more countries would
eventually conduct more and more tests.
What makes this possibility even more
foreboding is the fact that countries en-
tering the nuclear arms race in the fu-
ture may have neither the technical
means nor the necessary incentive to try
to control excessive fallout. As has been
said: “We have a high obligation to safe-
guard life and health and the genetic
integrity of the human race.” In many
ways, the test ban treaty is as close a
guarantee which we can have today that
future generations will not be required
to meet costly installments in genetics
for thermonuclear experiments today.

It is a rather interesting and signifi-
cant fact to me that although we most
certainly have had conflicting testimony
both in the present discussions on this -
treaty and in the past, I can recall no
one who has in any way intimated that
continued exposure to radiation has no
harmful effects, Grand promises of a
more bountiful future are completely de-
void of any meaning if we simultane-
ously bequeath to the future radicactive
pollution of the essentials of life on
earth.

I am not willing to leave this legacy
of contamination.

I am not eager simply to Increase the
potential of each megaton to kill more
effectively.

I am deeply concerned that we renew
with increased vigor the attack on the
problems of human misery in this Na-
tion and throughout the world.

In short, I am very much disturbed
that we should emphasize the art of war
rather than the art of peaceful living.

Last week, the President informed us
that more than 90 nations, excluding
Communist China and France, have al-
ready ratified the test ban treaty. The
collective eyes of the rest of the world
are focused upon the Senate of the
United States. In an important sense,
we are also staking our position of inter-
national leadership. We have been con-
tinuously asking for some sort of modus
vivendi on the problem of nuclear tests
between East and West. This marks the
third administration which has attempt-
ed to do so. Both political parties have
been on record to reach some sort of
accord. We have never been closer. If
we do not ratify this treaty, we can never
rest assured that nations not now in-
volved in nuclear development and test-
ing will not enter, however reluctantly,
the mad race to attain nuclear capabili~
ties. The secrets of thermonuclear fis-
sion are surely not perpetually secure
from the rest of the world.

The chain reaction first conceived in
the Manhattan project, then given birth
on the sands of Alamogordo, received its
fiery baptism at Nagasaki and Hiroshima.
Since then, it has reached across the Si-
berian wastelands of the Soviet Union,
tropical Christmas Island in the Pacific,
and into théeé desert of the Saharas.
From what we now know, it may rever-
berate in the hinterlands of Red China in
the near future
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How soon will we see the ominous
mushrépm clouds over the horizors of
other nations? We will see them as cer-
tainly as we now see the setting sun.
We will see them just as soon as these
countries reach scientific maturity and
technical competence. Yes, we will see
them so long as there is no test ban
agreement among the leaders of the
world.

But, by then, it may be too late. In
the collective quest for nuclear prifi~
ciency, the world might be just a step
away from total annihilation. In chas~

. ing the thermonuclear tiger’s tail, we may
all just melt away.

The ratification of this treaty by ail
the three major powers imvolved may,
therefore have a salutary effect not only
amongst” these slgnatory nations but
upon the nitclear arid military ambitions
of the entire world. At least, I think
that this is"a legitimate hope. The Na~-
tional Coutiell of the Churches of Christ
thinks so: ~

The treatyisa ﬂr'st step—

Sa,ys the council: 0

. It goes not halt production or reduce exist-
ing stockpiles of nuclear weapons; but it
may 8low up the nuclear arms race and will
diminish the health hazards from radioactive
fallolit to this and future generations.

Of-itself 1t does not prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons to n#tions without them
but it does prohibit assistance to other na-
tlong In making tests in the environments
which it specifically proscribes. It does not
end the threat of' nuclear war or outlaw the
use 0f nuclear weapons; but it opens the
Wway to further agréements and thereby re-
duces the threat of war.

* Certainly, these ate words of emingnt
theologians, But there will be those who
will ask, rather understandably: ‘“Are
there any scientific minds supporting a
similar positiori? ~After all, is this not
ultimately a scientific and technological
question?”

Bome of the Nation’s top sclentists
have issued & very simiilar statement,
although mucH more tersely worded as
perhaps befits their objective nature.
This statement issued by a group of 54
sclentists, including 19 Nobel laureates,
from Harvard and MIT to Stanford and
Cal-Tech, state:

We have widely Hlvergent views on al-

_mpst every coffeelvable stibject. But all of
us agree on the importance and urgency of
supporting the nuClear “test ban treaty.
What 15 1t that unites us on this issue?

’I'hese Inescapable facts:

“1. The treaty will reduce the ukellhood of
nuclear war.

=9, The treaty win discoumge the spread of
nﬁclea.r weaptns to hontmiclear powers,

8. The treaty will create a better climate
on both sides for a’slowup ¢f the arms race.

4. The treaty will protect us and our chil-
dren from eﬁposure to additional doses of
contamination frof radioactive fallout.

8. conﬁnued testing is greater
© than the risk of "n test ban. “The treaty
will protect “fhe -natlonal security of the
Tnited Stafés. Purthérmore, under the
ferms 6f the~ ‘treaty, we'can resume testing
H ‘we ever’” “feel dur mtbml secunty is
t.hreatened S

- .This is as‘ §uceinct a statement as I
“have ever read nailing down the precise
~-reasons why ratification must be had.
Included in the list of eminent scientists
who have signed their names to the fore-

‘“under water.

.
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going statement are Dr, James R. Killian,
Dr. George Kistiakowsky, and Jarnes J.
Wadsworth, all names highly respected
for their scientific and social objectivity.

After all has been said and resaid, X
think that it is reasonable to conclude
that the bhasis of most of the objections
to ratification of the treaty is that the
Soviets cannot be trusted—that the rec-
ord of past duplicity in diplomatic nego-
tiations should lead us to suspect the
Soviet motive in the signing of the t,eS.t
ban treaty.

let me repeat here that the ¢ £ ov1ets
past record in this regard is not espgpial-
ly encourging. But the Senator

Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], in his re-* ombstone:

marks to this Senate, indicated that in™
order to obtain a proper perspective on
this question, it should be noted that the
Soviets have satisfactorily observed a
significant number of multilateral and
bilateral agreements to which it has heen
a party. The distinguished Senator
from Arkansas went on to say that the
Soviets indeed have used the criterion of
national interest in adhering to or abro-
gating treatiés. However, the Senator
reminded us of various factors which he
considered definitely to the interests of
the Soviet Union in adhering to the con-
ditions of this treaty.

These factors of national interest to
the Soviets included the conclusion that
they have achieved a position of com-
parable technical parity with the United
States in nuclear weapons development
as a result of the 1961-62 tests, that the
Cuban crisis forced the Soviets to real-
ize how close they were to nuclear holo-
caust, that the Soviets are concerned
over the Chinese Communists’ position
of intransigence,

And then, of course, he concluded:

I do not think we can be so self-righteous
as to say this country has never violated a
treaty. I did not follow it closely, but I
believe the Seneca Indians have been saying
that this Government violated its treaty with
the Seneca Indiansg in New York.

For half a century, we in Hawali, like
the Seneca Indians, had almosf come
to believe that the promise of eventual
statehood was never to be fulfilled, until
that glorious day in 1959 finally arrived.

But I think that the most compelling
argument against the charge that this
treaty rests purely on trust of the Soviets
has already been delivered by Secretary
of State Rusk in answer to a question
during the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearings. Let me remind
Senators of it, for I think it is the best
answer that I have heard throughout
the hearings as well as the cleliberations
on this floor. Said the Secretary:

If we thought that weé could rely upon
trust, we should probably be discussing a
comprehensive test ban treaty rather than
one in the atmosphere, outer space, and
1 do not believe that an agree-
ment of this sort can rest upon the element
of falith and trust, because it relates deeply to
our own elementary security needs. I do
think that we must ask ourselves two ques-
tions: Is this treaty, if it is coraplied with, in
the Interests of the United Stafes, and are the
arrangements in the event the treaty is not
complied with adequate for our safety and
security? . I think the answer to both those
questions is “Yes.” We will know if there
are significant violations of this treaty, we
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will be free to do whatever is necessary in Sur
own securlty, and I would think that this is
not a matter of trust.

I can personslly conceive of no better
or more effective way to close my re-
marks today than by quoting the master-
ful and moving speech by the leader of
the minority party on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 11, 1963, a date on which I was
privileged to preside over this body. Said
the Senator:

T want to take a first step, Mr. President.

am not a younyz man; I am almost as old as

¢ oldest Member of the Senate, certainly
glder than & great many Senators. One

of i’ﬁy age thinks about his destiny a little.
I should not lke to have written on my
“He knew what happened at
Hiroshima, but he did not take a first step.”

Mr. President, I support the ratifica-
tion of this limited test ban treaty, with-
out reservations or amendments.

e S ————rae—-

LOOKING AHEAD TO THE I18TH
SESSION OF THE CGENERAL AS-
SEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, the
United States should take the initiative,
at this session of the United Nations
General Assembly, to create a construc-
tive and conciliatory climate which could
lead to a serious discussion between the
United States and the Soviet Union of
the basic political issues of the cold war.
During this session of the United Na-
tions, consideration should be focused on
five problem areas offering some possi-
bility of progress:

First. The area of financial support
for the United Nations and its peace-
keeping functions. :

Second. The field of outer space.

Third. The field of lunar exploration.

Fourth. The field of educational, cul-
tural, scientific, and economic exchange.

Fifth. The field of East-West trade.

If progress can bhe made toward
achieving greater cooperation in these
functional areas, the chances will be im-
proved for successfully tackling the more
delicate political questions later.

In the wake of the test ban freaty,
our U.S, delegation to the United Nations
should prod the Soviet Union to show a
greater wilingness to share in the finan-
cial burdens imposed upon the United
Nations: specifically it can itake meas-
ures to pay up its regular United Nations
assessments and can contribute its
proper shtare to the United Nations
peacekeeping operations in the Congo
.and the Near East. The Soviet Union
should cease harrassing the United Na-
tions, and, instead, should strengthen its
role as a peacemaker by strengthening its
financial position.

We should make clear our willingness
to cooperate with the Soviet Union and
with other nations in the field of outer
space. The whole question of explora~
tion of outer space and of the law that
will govern outer space are ripe for fur-
ther discussion and bold new actions.

I am encouraged by recent statements
by Sovie officials on outer space policy.
In a stafiement last week in the United
Nations Commitiee on Outer Space, Dr.
Nikolai Pederenko indicated that prog-
ress could be made iti drafting a declara-~
tion of legal principles to govern space

vis
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