
16764 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE September 11 

proposed public land actions; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R. 8406. A bill to establish a Commission 

on Congressional Reorganization, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
H.R. 8407. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 
1947, as amended, and the District of Colum
bia Business Corporation Act, as amended, 
with respect to certain foreign corporations; 
to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan: 
. H.R. 8408. A bill to improve the quality of 

education by broadening the scope of the 
Cooperative Research Act; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RYAN of Michigan: 
H.R. 8409. A bill to provide that the 

Mackinac Bridge shall be operated as a free
way; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. WALLHAUSER: 
H.R. 8410. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 

of Commerce from approving plans, specifi
cations, and estimates for a portion of Inter
state Route 78 in Newark, Essex County, N.J., 
and to prohibit further obligation or ex
penditure of Federal funds in connection 
therewith until a certain engineering study 
has been completed; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. RAINS: 
H.J. Res. 724. Joint resolution to provide 

additional housing for the elderly; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H.J. Res. 725. Joint resolution to provide 

additional housing for the elderly; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H.J. Res. 726. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H.J. Res. 727. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to proclaim the 13th day of 
September as Commodore John Barry Day; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 8411. A bill for the relief of Lai Har 

Lam; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 8412. A bill for the relief of Shu Wah 

Poon, Kwong Hung Poon, Kwong Wai Poon, 
and Kwong Keung Poon; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois: 
H.R. 8413. A bill for the relief of Sotirios 

and Eugenia Salapatas; George and Pipina 
Salapatas; to the Committee on t:tie Judici
ary. 

By Mr. POWELL: 
H.R. 8414. A bill for the relief of Juana 

Kanashiro de Dias, Miguel Dias, and Anna 
Luisa Dias; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H.R. 8415. A bill for the relief of Maj. 

Keith K. Lund; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary._ 

•• .... •• 
SENATE 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1963 
The Senate met in executive session 

at 12 o'clock meridian; and was called 
to order" by Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, a Sena
tor from the State of Alaska. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal Spirit, before each day's de
liberations, we bow at this altar of 
prayer, because in our hearts we know 
that the destiny of this Nation is in
separably bound up with loyalty to its 
national heritage. That heritage is 
rooted in Thee. All our beginnings pro
claim that creed. Apart from faith in 
spiritual verities, America has no mean
ing relevant to today's world situation. 

Stab our spirits broad awake to a com
pelling realization that the greatest spir
itual task that confronts the lawmaking 
bodies of the land is in interpreting for 
these times in which we are called to 
serve the awesome meaning of the motto, 
inscribed on the money which crosses our 
counters of trade, "In God We Trust," 
and in applying that stupendous trust 
to our national and international life. 

So make our hearts strong whatever 
the future may hold. We ask in the 
spirit of Christ. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., September 11, 1963. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, a Senator 
from the State of Alaska, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

CARL HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BARTLETT thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
September 10, 1963, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his sec
retaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 1576) to 
provide assistance in combating mental 
retardation through grants for construc
tion of research centers and grants for 
facilities for the mentally retarded and 
assistance in improving mental health 
through grants for construction and ini
tial staffing of community mental health 
centers, and for other purposes, with 
amendmen.ts, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate; that the 
House insisted upon its amendments to 
the bill, asked a conference with the Sen
ate on the disagreeing votes of the tw<i> 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 

RoBERTS of Alabama, Mr. RHODES of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. O'BRIEN of New York, 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida, Mr. BENNETT of 
Michigan, Mr. SCHENCK, Mr. NELSEN, 
and Mr. BROTZMAN were appointed man
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 

H.R. 5623. An act to amend the provisions 
of title 14, United States Code, relating to the 
appointment, promotion, separation, and re
tirement of officers of the Coast Guard, and 
for other purposes; and 

H.R. 6012. An act to authorize the Presi
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing 
collisions at sea. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
5781) to amend the act of August 1, 
1939, to provide that professional nurses 
shall be registered ·as staff officers in the 
U.S. merchant marine. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT. 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bill and joint resolu
tion, and they were signed by the Acting 
President pro tempore: 

S. 330. An act to amend chapter 35, title 38, 
United States Code, to provide that after the 
expiration of the Korean conflict veterans' 
education and training program approval of 
courses under the war orphan's educational 
assistance program shall be by State approv
ing agencies; and 

S.J. Res. 72. Joint resolution favoring the 
holding Of the Olympic games in America in 
1968. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, de
spite the fact that the Senate is in execu
tive ~ession, I ask unanimous consent 
that, as in legislative session, there now 
be a morning hour, and that statements 
in that connection be limited to 3 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore . . Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Air and Water 
Pollution Subcommittee of the Commit
tee on Public Works was authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

Mr. JOHNSTON subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask that the Senate not 
authorize any committee to meet today 
while the Senate is in session, unless I 
am first notified: 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Chair state the request of the Sena
tor from South Carolina? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] has requested that no 
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committee be authorized to meet today 
while the Senate is in session, without 
him being first notified. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should . like to 
comply with the request of the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina, 
who has already graciously allowed one 
committee to meet; but I hope he will 
reconsider, and will not make that re
quest at this time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I asked that I first 
be notified, so that I would have an op
portunity to exercise the privilege of 
objecting. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator 
from South Carolina will reconsider his 
request, I assure him no further requests 
of that sort will be made without first 
notifying him. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is all I 
requested. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator 
from South Carolina will take my word 
for it and will not act to set a precedent 
of this kind, I shall appreciate his 
courtesy. I assure him that he will first 
be notified. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I have always 
found that the Senator from Montana 
has carried out his word. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina withdraw his request? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, I withdraw it, 
with the understanding that the major
ity leader has stated that he will notify 
me before requesting that any committee 
be permitted to meet while the Senate 
is in session. 

NOMINATIONS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to con
sider the nomination::- on the Executive 
Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to · the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there be no reports of commit
tees, the clerk will state the nominations 
on the Executive Calendar. 

POSTMASTERS 
The Chief Clerk proceeded· to read 

sundry nominations of postmasters. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that these nom
inations be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions will be considered en bloc; and 
without objection, they are confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified forthwith. . 

TRANSACTION OF -ROUTINE LEGIS
LATIVE BUSINESS 

Pursuant to the order, previously 
entered, for the transaction of morning
hour legislative business subject to a 
3-minute limitation, 

EXECUTIVE COI\4MUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the following 
letters, which were referred as indicated: 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF VOLUNTARY AGREE

MENTS AND PROGRAMS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on review 
of voluntary agreements and programs, as 
of August 9, 1963 (with an accompanying 
repor.t); to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF ASSATEAGUE ISLAND 
NATIONAL SEASHORE 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to provide for the establishment of the As
sateague Island National Seashore in the 
States of Maryland and Virginia, and for 
other purposes (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 
ADMINISTRATION OF PRIBILOF ISLANDS, ALASKA 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Act of February 26, 
1944, as amended (16 U.S.C. 631a et seq.) 
for the purposes of aiding in the administra
tion of the Pribilof Islands, in Alaska, and 
for other purposes (with an accompanying 
paper); ~the Committee on Commerce. 
DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT FuNDS ON DEPOSIT 

TO CREDIT OF KOOTENAI TRmE, 'IDAHO 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to provide for the disposition of 
judgment funds on deposit to the credit of 
the Kootenai Tribe or Band of Indians, Idaho 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF 
CERTAIN DEFECTOR 'ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting admission 
into the United States of certain defector 
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 
STATES OF CERTAIN AL~ENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting temporary 
admission into the United States of certain' 
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on . the Judiciary. 

CLASSIFICATION OF STATUS OF CERTAIN ALIENS 
FOR FIRST PREFERENCE 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
reports on the classification of status of 
certain aliens for first preference under the 
quota (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT$ OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 

on Banking and Currency, with amend~ 

men ts: 
S. 1952. A bill to extend and broaden the 

authority to insure mortgages under sec
tions 809 and 810 of the National Housing 
Act (Rept. No. 487). 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 58. Concurrent resolution to 
print additional copies of the hearings on 
the nuclear test ban treaty for tlie Com
mittee on Foreign Relations (Rept. No. 489); 

H. Con. Res. 203. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing as a House document 
and additional copies of the study entitled 
"The Federal Government and Education" 
(Rept. No. 492) ; 

H. Con. Res. 212. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of selected excerpts 
relating to the 1963-64 national college de
bate topic, compiled by the Legislative 
Reference Service of the Library of Con
gress, as a House document, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 493); 

S. Res. 182. Resolution providing additional 
funds for the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare; 

S. Res. 190. Resolution authorizing the 
printing as a Senate document and addi
tional copies of the committee print entitled 
"The Ambassador and the Problem of Co
ordination" (Rept. No. 490); and 

S. Res. 193. Resolution to print additional 
copies of certain hearings entitled "Castro 
Network in the United States" (Rept. No. 
491). 

REIMBURSEMENT OF EXTRA EX
PENSES DUE TO ALLOCATION OF 
VESSEL CONSTRUCTION CON
TRACT~REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE-MINORITY VIEWS (S. REPT. 
NO. 486) 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, from 

the Committee on Commerce, I report 
favorably, without amendment, the bill 
<H.R. 82) to amend the Merchant Ma
rine Act, 1936, in order to provide for 
the reimbursement of certain vessel con
struction expenses, and I submit a report 
thereon, together with the minority 
views of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THURMOND] and the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE]. I ask unani
mous consent that the report be printed, 
together with the minority views. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
NELSON in the chair). The report will be 
received and the bill will be placed on 
the calendar; and, without objection, the 
report will be printed, as requested by 
the Senator from Alaska. 

MILDRED F. STEGALL 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 

the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration, reported an original resolution 
<S. Res. 194) to pay a gratuity to Mil
dred F. Stegall, which was placed on the 
calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen
ate i'lereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Mildred F. Stegall, widow of Glynn D. Stegall, 
an employee of the Senate at the time of his 
death, a sum equal to one year's compensa
tion at the rate he was receiving by law at 
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the time of his death, said sum to be con
sidered inclusive of funeral expenses and all 
other allowances. 

UNP_ M. HUSKEY SHARP JACKSON, 
LOUISE HUSKEY McNEER, AND 
TILLMAN B. HUSKEY 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 

the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, reported an original resolution CS. 
Res. 195) to pay a gratuity to Una M. 
Huskey Sharp Jackson, Louise Huskey 
McNeer, and Tillman B. Huskey, which 
was placed on the calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen
ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Una M. Huskey Sharp Jackson and Louise 
Huskey McNeer, daughters~ and Tillman B. 
Huskey, Jr., son of Tillman B. Huskey, an 
employee of the Senate at the time of his 
death, a sum to each equal to four months' 
compensation at the rate he was receiving 
by law at the time of his death, said sum 
to be considered inclusive of funeral ex
penses and all other allowances. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were intro
duced, read the first time and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. KEATING (for himself and 
Mr. JAVITS) ; 

s. 2137. A bill for the relief of Meliha 
Caylioglu; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. KEATING when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 
S. 2138. A bill to provide that certain 

limitations shall not apply to certain land 
patented to the State of Alaska for the use 
and benefit of the University of Alaska; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
A1fairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BARTLETT when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
d~r a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
S. 2139. A bill to provide for the disposi

tion of judgment funds on deposit to the 
credit of the Kootenai Tribe or Band of In
dians, Idaho; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CHURCH when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 2140. A bill for the relief of Henry C. 

Okulicz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SPARKMAN: 

S.J. Res. 118. Joint resolution to provide 
additional housing for the elderly; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

RESOLUTIONS 
MILDRED F. STEGALL 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration, reported an original resolution 
<S. Res. 194) to pay a gratuity to Mil
dred F. Stegall, which was placed on the 
calendar. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. JORDAN of 
North Carolina, which appears under the 
heading "Reports of committees.") 

UNA M. HUSKEY SHARP JACKSON, 
LOUISE HUSKEY McNEER, AND 
TILLMAN B. HUSKEY 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 

the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration, reported an original resolution 
cs. Res. 195) to pay a gratuity to Una M. 
Huskey Sharp Jackson, Louise Huskey 
McNeer, and Tillman B. Huskey, which 
was placed on the calendar. · 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. JORDAN of 
North Carolina, which appears under the 
heading "Reports of Committees.'') 

MELIHA CA YLIOGLU 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, in be

half of my distinguished colleague from 
New York [Mr. JAVITS] and myself, I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a pri
vate immigration bill for the relief of 
Miss Meliha Caylioglu. 

Miss Caylioglu is a Turkish citizen. 
She has a son by a former marriage who 
is an American citizen by reason of his 
birth in New York. Miss Caylioglu, who 
last entered this country on a visitor's 
visa, has been found deportable by the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
on the ground of a technical violation of 
her visitor's status. We are advised 
there is no way under existing law by 
which she could adjust her status to 
permanent residence here. If she is re
quired to leave the country and return to 
her native Turkey, her son, who would 
naturally accompany her, would become 
liable to military service there before 
reaching age 21 and, as a consequence of 
our own laws, probably lose his American 
citizenship. 

My colleague from New York and I are 
particularly anxious to avoid, if at all 
possible, a situation in which a native
born American citizen, Miss Caylioglu's 
son, may lose his citizenship through 
absolutely no fault of his own. For this 
reason, Mr. President, we are introducing 
this bill today in behalf of the mother so 
that the equities of the case may be fully 
explored and the question of relief given 
careful consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2137) for the relief of 
Meliha Caylioglu, introduced by Mr. 
KEATING (for himself and Mr. JAVITS)' 
was received, read twice by its title; and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA LANDS 
Mr. BARTLET!'. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to provide that certain limitations shall 
not apply to certain land patented to the 
State of Alaska for the use and benefit 
of the University of Alaska. 

The act of January 21, 1929, authorized 
the then Territory of Alaska to select 
100,000 acres of land for the use and 
benefit of the agricultural college and 
school of mines. The Bureau of Land 
Management patented to the University 
of Alaska approximately 150 acres under 
the act. These lands were believed by 
the Bureau of Land Management to be 

nonmineral and unoccupied. As it 
turned out, however, the lands contained 
iron ore deposits and were within mining 
claims of the Klukwan Iron Ore Corp. 

The Interior "Department determined 
the patent held by the University of 
Alaska to be valid as transfer of the 
lands to the university had been without 
fraud and the United States was not ad
versely affected. 

The Klukwan Iron Ore Corp. filed a 
suit in the State supreme court at Ju
neau, Alaska, to quiet its claim to the 
lands in question. Then, both the uni
versity and Klukwan decided to settle 
the matter out of court since both were 
faced with the expense of the legal pro
ceedings and each stood to lose all inter
est in the land. Unfortunately, how
ever, settling out of court involves an 
agreement of a type prohibited by the act 
granting the land to the university. 

Mr. President, the bill I present today 
would allow the proposed agreement to 
take place, thus settling the land dis
pute amicably and doing so within the 
intent of the referenced act, that is, 
leasing of land under the grant for the 
benefit of the University of Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 2138) to provide that cer
tain limitations shall not apply to cer
tain land patented to the State of Alaska 
for the use and benefit of the University 
of Alaska, introduced by Mr. · BARTLETT, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
ref erred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS 
ON DEPOSIT TO THE CREDIT OF 
KOOTENAI TRIBE OF INDIANS, 
IDAHO 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to provide for the disposition of judg
ment funds on deposit to the credit of 
the Kootenai Tribe or Band of Indians, 
Idal).o. 

The judgment moneys referred to in 
this bill are contained in Docket No. 154 
in the Indian Claims Commission, which 
arose out of a claim based upon the 
value of the lands in Idaho and Mon
tana that were taken by the United 
States under the treaty of July 16, 1855, 
without the consent of the Bonners Ferry 
Kootenai Band. The Bonners Ferry 
Band was not a party to, or represented 
in, the treaty of 1855. The Indian 
Claims Commission found that the Bon
ners Ferry Kootenai were entitled to the 
value of approximately 1,160,000 acres of 
land in northwest Idaho and northwest 
Montana, and determined as of March 
8, 1859, the date of the actual taking of 
the lands. 

On March 24, 1960, the parties in the 
case filed a joint motion for entry of a 
final judgment based upon a stipulated 
settlement of $425,000. The motion was 
granted. From this award, the attor
neys representing the tribe were allowed 
fees and expenses in the total sum of 
$65,345.85, leaving a balance of $359,-
644.15 which is presently on deposit in 
the U.S. Treasury to the credit of the 
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Kootenai Tribe or Band of Indians and 
bears interest at 4 percent per annum. 
The ·principal a~d interest as of July 29, 
1963, amounted to $379,898.46. 

The so-called Kootenai Tribe was 
never a single political entity. The 
Kootenai Indians were divided into two 
cultural branches-the Upper Kootenai, 
composed of the eastern bands which 
were similar in culture to the Plains In
dians, and the Lower Kootenai, which 
were more sedentary because their loca
tion to the north and west provided less 
contact with the Plains groups. 

The judgment was in favor of the 
Kootenai Tribe or Band of the State of 
Idaho. The Bonners Ferry Kootenai are 
the successors in interest of this group 
and we . believe the judgment funds 
should be made available to them, for use 
under the rules that apply to tribal funds 
generally. The money represents an as
set derived from a disposition of tribal 
land, and should appropriately be con
trolled as · if it had been paid to the 
Kootenai when their lands were taken. 

The tribe has indicated it favors em
ployment of the judgment fund for the 
socio-economic improvement of tribal 
members through a family-plan program 
and for other purposes. The proposed 
legislation will permit the Kootenai, sub
ject to the approval of the Secretary, to 
decide precisely how they will program 
their judgment funds. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the bill be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. · 

The bill <S. 2139) to provide for the 
disposition of judgment funds on deposit 
to the credit of the Kootenai Tribe or 
Band of Indians, Idaho, introduced by 
Mr. CHURCH, was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the un
expended balance of funds on deposit in the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit 
of the Kootenai Tribe or Band of Indians of 
the State of Idaho that were appropriated 
by the Act of September 8, 1960 (74 Stat. 
830), to pay a judgment by the Indian Claims 
Commission in docket 154, and the interest 
thereon, may be advanced or expended for 
any purpose that is authorized by the tribal 
governing body and approved by the Secre
tary of the Interior. Any part of such funds 
that may be distributed per capita to the 
members of the tribe shall not be subject to 
the Federal or State income tax. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961-AMENDMENT 

. Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sub
mit an amendment to S. 1276, which 
itself proposes to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. My amendment 
is identical to the Fascell-Rogers 
amendment to H.R. 7885, which has 
passed the House of Representatives. 
Its purpose is to prohibit assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act to any 
country which does not, within 60 days 

after the passage of the 1963 act, take 
steps to prevent ships or aircraft under 
its registry from transporting to Cuba 
first, materiel of war; second, items of
economic assistance; and third, any 
other equipment, mate1ials, or commod
ities. The adoption of this amendment 
would, I am convinced, greatly strength
en the existing laws proscribing as
sistance to countries which provide 
transportation of commodities to Cuba. 

This amendment would make it man
datory that military assistance, as well 
as economic assistance, be denied to 
countries which permit their ships or 
planes to carry items of economic assist
ance t6 CUba. Unthinkable though it 
may be, such countries are, under exist
ing law, allowed to receive military as
sistance from us. As an example of the 
effect of the amendment, free-world 
countries whose tankers carry Soviet
bloc crude oil to Cuba would be denied 
the military aid which they now are per
mitted to receive. 

This amendment would also broaden 
the coverage of the law so as to prohibit 
aid to countries whose ships are now 
transporting commodities from CUba. 
The existing law covers ·only shipments 
to Cuba. 

Finally, my amendment would pro
hibit assistance in cases where the 

. transportation of commodities to Cuba 
is by means of aircraft. The present 
law relates only to carriage by sea vessel. 

While the present law prohibits eco
nomic assistance to countries which per
mit ships of their registry to transport 
items of economic assistance to Cuba, 
countries receiving only military assist
ance which permit their ships to carry 
items of economic assistance to Cuba 
are not denied such assistance. My 
amendment would plug this loophole, 
and would prohibit assistance to a coun
try when ships of its registry carry, first, 
items of economic assistance; second, 
any other equipment, materials, or com
modities to Cuba; or, third, Battle Act 
commodities. The experience since Jan
uary l, 1963, indicates that the following 
military aid program recipients would be 
affected by this tightened legislation if 
they have not taken or do not take the 
appropriate steps contemplated by the 
amendment: Great Britain, Lebanon, 
Italy, Norway, Denmark, and West Ger
many. It does not appear that Danish 
ships or West German ships are now 
involved in the Cuban trade. West Ger
many has taken legal action to prevent 
this. 

While there is no evidence that any 
free world country has itself furnished 
any Battle Act commodities or "items of 
economfo assistance" to Cuba, since Jan
uary 1, 1963, some free world tankers 
have carried Soviet bloc crude oil to 
Cuba. Since crude oil has not been 
placed on the Battle Act list of embar
goed commodities, military assistance is 
not prohibited to the countries which 
permit ships of their registry to trans
port this bloc crude oil. My amendment 
would correct this situation and would 
prohibit all assistance under the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to countries 
which do not take appropriate steps to 
prevent ships under their registry from 
carrying commodities of any nature to or 

from Cuba. Thus, this amendment 
would be an important step in imposing 
the burden of crude oil and other pe
troleum delivery on already burdened 
Soviet bloc transport capability. 

My amendment, if adopted, would be 
permanent, since the proposed statutory 
language would be an ame~dment to the 
legislation, and would become a part of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
rather than a limitation imposed each 
year in the annual appropriation bill. 

Unfortunately, trade with Cuba 
through free-world ships has continued 
on a very large scale, although some steps 
have been taken in the direction of iso
lating Cuba from the economic life of 
the free world. Such steps include a 
ban on transportation of U.S.-financed 
goods by ships which have been to Cuba; 
an embargo on U.S. trade with Cuba; 
and steps to freeze Cuban assets in this 
country. · 

Notwithstanding all efforts, however, 
it appears that free-world shipping to 
Cuba has been increasing steadily 
throughout 1963. Since the beginning 
of this year through August 9, numerous 
free-world nations have allowed ships 
under their registry to carry Soviet-bloc 
goods to Cuba. Leaders in this shipping 
to Cuba have been as follows: Britain, 
80 trips; Greece, 63 trips; Lebanon, 31 
trips; Norway, 10 trips; and Italy, 10 
trips. Preliminary estimates show that 
these five countries have been the recipi
ents of approximately $480 million in 
military and economic assistance for fis
cal year 1963, alone. By continuing to 
ship to Cuba, thus assisting in prolong
ing Red domination of that island, they 
have acted against the best interests of 
the United States. They should now be 
compelled to make their choice. 

I am hopeful this amendment will be 
adopted. Its adoption will be a major 
step in the direction of a ban on trade 
with Cuba by free-world nations. It will 
hasten the elimination from our door
step of the grim specter of communism. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the amendment 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
ref erred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations; and, without objection, the 
amendment will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, as fol
lows: . 

On page 8, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

"SEC. 302. Section 620(a) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, which re
lates to prohibitions against furnishing as
sistance to Cuba, is amended as follows: 

"(a) Insert '(l)' immedia~ely after '(a) '. 
" (b) At the end thereof add the following 

new paragraph: 
"'(2) No funds authorized . to be made 

available under this Act (except under sec
tion 214) shall be used to furnish assistance 
to any country which has failed to take ap
propriate steps, not later than 60 days after 
the date of enactment of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1963-

" '(A) to prevent ships or aircraft under its 
registry from transporting to Cuba (other 
than to United States installations in 
Cuba)-

" '(i) any items of economic assistance, 
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Mr. President, I feel very strongly that " •(ii) any items which are, for the pur

poses of title I of the Mutual Defense Assist
ance Control Act of 1951, as amended, arms, 
ammunition and implements of war, atomic 
energy materials, petroleum, transportation· 
materials of strategic value, or items of pri
mary strategic significance used in the pro
duction of arms, ammunition, and imple
ments of war, or 

" •(iii) any other equipment, materials, or 
commodities. 

"'(B) to prevent ships or aircraft under 
its registry from transporting any equipment, 
materials, or commodities from Cuba (other 
than from United States installations in 
Cuba.) so long a.s Cuba is governed by the 
Castro regime.' " 

· the present propaganda outlay of certain 
nations, which also receive U.S. aid 
is wholly out of proportion to their 
budgets and is completely opposed to the 
interests of the United States and of any 
other nations which honestly seek to 
live in peace. Nothing militates more 
strongly against the possibilities of a 
negotiated settlement of outstanding 
issues both in the Middle East and else
where than continued hate propaganda 
that streams forth from such programs 
as the Voice of the Arabs. 

HATE PROPAGANDA SHOULD BE 
CAUSE FOR AID SUSPENSION
AMENDMENT TO FOREIGN AID 
BILL 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the for
eign aid bill, H.R. 7885, as recently passed 
by the House of Representatives, includes 
the following language: 

(i) No assistance shall be provided under 
this or any other Act, and no sales shall be 
made under the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of · 1954, to any 
country which the President determines is 
engaging in or preparing for aggressive mili
tary efforts directed against--

( 1) the United States, 
(2) any country receiving assistance under 

this or any other Act, or 
(3) any country to which sales are made 

under the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, 
until the President determines that such 
military efforts or preparations have ceased 
and he reports to the Congress that he has 
received assurance satisfactory to him that 
such military efforts or preparations will not 
be renewed. This restriction may not be 
waived pursuant to any authority contained 
in this Act. 

This language is somewhat similar to 
that which the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] and I originally introduced as 
a sense-of-Congress resolution last year, 
to oppose aid to nations diverting their 
own economic resources for the purchase 
of Soviet military equipment for use or 
threats against neighboring countries. 
That language is in the bill today. It is 
also similar to the mandatory language 
of the amendment the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DouGLAs] and I submitted 
earlier this year, cosponsored by a num
ber of Senators, to stop aid to nations 
that spend their own meager resources in 
military or propaganda efforts. 

The main way in which the House lan
guage differs from the intent of our lan
guage, is in the omission of the word 
propaganda. It refers only to military 
efforts or preparations, without asking 
any kind of consideration of propaganda 
offensives, which may require just as 
great a diversion of funds as military 
preparation and maneuvers, 

In fact, Mr. President, in my view, 
spending by the underdeveloped nations 
on propaganda is just as inimical to the 
interests of peace as spending on actual 
weapons. In fact, it may be said that 
efforts to poison the minds of men, wo.: 
men, and children and to teach national 
hatreds may be more dangerous in the 
long run, and more conducive to hos
tilities. 

The U.S. Government informs me that 
within the last 6 months there has been 
evidence of stepped-up United Arab Re
public propaganda efforts against Israel 
in a number of different media. 

Egyptian papers have revealed plans 
for a television relay station in Gaza, 
where it would obviously be designed to 
reach Israel and other Arab states with 
new force and clarity. In April, Nasser's 
government initiated a weekly news
paper, purported to speak for Palestinian 
Arabs. Called Palestine News, it is dis
tributed throughout the Arab world and 
presumably also smuggled into Israel. In 
July, the Palestine radio, another new 
tr~nsmission coming from Gaza, also 
went on the air, with assistance from 
the Egyptian Government, and with 
Hebrew as well as Arabic language pro
grams to publicize Nasser's views on the 
so-called Palestine problem throughout 
the area. 

These new efforts are in addition to 
the longstanding Voice of the Arabs 
programs for Palestine refugees--nearly 
20 hours a week-and Radio Cairo 
broadcasts in Hebrew and Palestinian 
Arabic-over 30 hours weekly-as well as 
Egyptian television programs partially 
viewable in Israel now. 

It is very difficult for me to believe that 
. all these new or old propaganda efforts 
on Nasser's part will lead to an acceptable 
settlement in the Middle East or will in 
any way reduce tensions. Quite the con
trary. In fact, Nasser's solution of the 
Palestine problem seems to consist en
tirely of "exterminating Israel." Just 
last month, he further indicated that 
the present strength of the Egyptian 
economy made possible the expenditure 
of nearly 12 percent of Egypt's budget on 
military ventures. 

Nasser is undoubtedly the main offend
er in the exploitation of hate propa
ganda, but he is by no means the only 
one. It is time for the people of the 
United States to express themselves on 
this matter, and for that reason I intro
duce for myself and Senators DOUGLAS, 
SCOTT, PROXMIRE, and KUCHEL, for ap
propriate reference, an amendment 
which would include intensive hate prop
aganda by a foreign government as well 
as military efforts as cause for suspen
sion of aid. 

I also ask unanimous consent to in
clude in the RECORD following my re
marks the text of a report on the latest 
efforts of President Nasser in his prop
aganda program and the text of the pro
posed Keating-Douglas amendment, I 
ask that this amendment lie on the desk 
for 1 week for additional cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING- OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 

appropriately ref erred·; and, without ob
jection~ the amendment and report will 
be printed in the RECORD, and the 
amendment will lie on the desk, as re
quested by the Senator from New York. 

The amendment was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, as fol
lows: 

On page 18, line 25, foll<;>wing "military" 
insert "or propaganda". 

On page 19, line 7, following "military" 
insert "or propaganda". 

On page 19, line 10, following "military" 
insert "or propaganda". 

The report presented by Mr. KEATING 
is as follows: 
EGYPTIAN PROPAGANDA DIRECTED To ISRAEL 

Overt Egyptian propaganda designed spe
cifically for Israel is limited to radio broad
casts beamed to Israel by Radio Cairo. 
These are (a) Hebrew broadcasts, 24.5 hours 
weekly; and (b) colloquial (Palestine dia- · 
lect) Arabic, 7 hours weekly. · 

Israel Jewish and Arab audiences are also 
exposed to other Egyptian radio broadcasts. 
Cairo's Voice of the Arabs includes a special 
beamed program for Palestine refugees (and. 
Arabs in "Palestine") designated the "Pales
tine Radio"; weekly transmissions total 19 
hours and 50 minutes. Radio Cairo also 
broadcasts a. "European program," a medium 
wave program of music and news broadcasts, 
almost 100 hours weekly in English, French, 
Italian, Greek, and German. Although this 
program is intended primarily for foreign 
residents in Egypt, it is widely heard 
throughout the Mediterranean area, includ
ing Israel. 

Television programs originating in Cairo 
are widely viewed in Israel, which has no TV 
station but reportedly has 10,000 TV sets. 
Through favorable atmospheric conditions, 
signals from TV-relay stations at Suez and 
Ismailia. can be picked up in both Israel 
and Jordan. The composition of the Israel 
TV audience is not known but presumably 
includes both Jews and Arabs. Plans for an 
additional TV-relay station in Gaza (for 
direct transmissions to Israel) have been re
ported by the Egyptian press. 

Egypt's Minister of Culture and National 
Guidance, Dr. Hatem, claimed in a recent in
terview with al-Gumhuria (Cairo, August 
10, 1963) that Egyptian films are being ex
hibited in Israel. Presumably, any such 
films shown to Arab audiences in Israel have 
been closely censored by Israeli authorities. 

Egyptian sponsored media in Gaza will 
eventually reach Israel. In addition ' to the 
planned TV-relay station, the Egyptian Gov
ernment has made a direct investment of 
a.bout $55,000 to found a weekly newspaper 
as the voice of the Palestinian Arabs. Named 
Akhbar Filistin (Palestine News), the news
paper began appearing in April 1963. Cop
ies are distributed throughout the Aral> 
world and, presumably, are being smuggled 
into Israel for Arab readers there. At Gaza 
the newly completed "Palestine Radio" (not 
to be confused with the Voice of the Arabs 
program of the same name) has been heard 
since early July with test transmissions. 
This station, subsidized in part by the Egyp
tian Government, plans Hebrew programs 
to Israel in addition to Arabic (and other) 
programs on the "Palestine problem." 

Cost estimates for these programs are al
most impossible to develop. A rough esti
mate of direct radio broadcast costs, based on 
Egyptian budget figures, is about $7,500 a 
week. This does n.ot include capital invest
ment (the Palestine News, "Palestine Radio," 
the planned Gaza TV-relay station, etc.), 
or the costs of indirect broadcasts. In addi
tion, the Egyptian Government operates an 
extensive anti-Israel propaganda program by 
means of numerous "cultural centers" in 
most world capitals, materials regularly fur-
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nlshed Egyptian studen,ts abroad, participa
tion in Arab League in!otmation prog?ams, 
"Voice o! the Arabs" broadcasts to African 
countries, etc. Cost estimates !or these pro
grams cannot be made from available infor
mation. 

HEALTH PROFESSIONS 
TIONAL ASSISTANCE 
1963-AMENDMENTS 

EDUCA
ACT OF 

Mr. COTI'ON submitted amendments, 
intended to be proposed by him, to the 
bill (H.R. 12) to increase the opportu
nities for training of physicians, den
tists, and professional public health per
sonnel, and for other purposes, which 
were ordered to lie on the table . and to 
be printed. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO
LUTION PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 11, 1963, he 
presented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bill and 
joint resolution: 

S. 330. An act to amend chapter 35, title 
38, United States Code, to provide that after 
the expiration of the Korean Conflict veter
ans' education and training program ap
proval of courses Under the war orphan's 
educational assistance program shall be by 
State approving agencies; and 

S.J. Res. 72. Join·t resolution favoring the 
holding of the Olympic Games in America in 
1968. 

LOOSE MANAGEMENT IN THE DE
FENSE DEPARTMENT 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, today I call attention to an
other $10 million of the taxpayers' 
money that has been thrown away as 
the result of loose management in the 
Defense Department. This loss is called 
to our attention in three different re
ports recently su~mitted by the Comp
troller General to the Congress. 

These letters are typical of the almost 
daily reports being submitted by the 
Comptroller General, calling our atten
tion to the multimillion-dollar waste in 
the procurement division of the Defense 
Department; and the only response 
which we get from tlie Defense Depart
ment is that they will try to do better 
next time. 

The first report-No. B-133226-calls 
our attention to a situation wherein 
the Department of Defense will incur. 
unnecessary allllual costs of abo.ut $8.2 
million by insisting upon the continu
ance of separate operations of the Let
terman Army and the Oakland Naval 
Hospitals, in the San Francisco Bay 
area. 

The second report-No. B-146774-
calls attention to a case wherein the 
Government will incur unnecessary costs 
of about $1.1 million as the result of the 
Defense Department's having purchased 
radar altimeters built to operate in an 
unauthorized frequency band, and the 
altimeters therefore could not be used 
for operational purposes. This report 
shows that the procurement officers were 
warned in advance that this equipment 
would not be acceptable, but that they 
paid no attention. 

OIX-1055 

The third report-No. B-133102-
eharges ,that at seven military installa
tions operation and maintenance funds 
amounting to abo-q.t $1.1 million were il-
legally spent. . 

I call attention to one damaging state
ment from the Comptroller General's 
report concerning the illegal expendi
tures of these funds: 

The circumstances surrounding each vio
lation of law were of such nature that the 
omcials responsible for authorizing the ille
gal expenditure of funds should have known 
that their actions were highly questionable, 
if not illegal. Aside from the violations of 
law, the results of the improper actions by 
the authorizing officials for all intents and 
purposes circumvented or disregarded mili
tary construction authorization processes 
established by the Congress to control and 
limit the extent o! military construction. 
The .illegally financed projects included 
landscaping and the installation o! storm 
windows, clotheslines, redwood fencing, and 
central television antennas. 

All three of these reports are typical 
examples of the manner in which the 
procurement officers of the Defense De
partment handle the taxpayers' money, 
and these reports should be carefully ex
amined by the Congress and taken into 
consideration when we act on the De
fense Department's request for appro
priations. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent 
that the three letters of the Comptroller 
General accompanying these rePorts be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

B-133226 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, June 28, 1963. 

To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE AND THE 
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA
TIVES: 

Enclosed ls our report on unnecessary. 
costs to be incurred under the military de
partments' proposals for continued opera.., 
tlon of separate Army and Navy hospitals in 
the San Francisco Bay area, California. 

Our review disclosed that the Department 
o! Defense will incur unnecessary annual 
costs of about $8.2 million under a plan for 
the continued separate operation of Letter
man Army and Oakland Naval Hospitals in 
the San Francisco Bay area. In addition, 
the plans being considered by the Depart-. 
ment of Defense for construction of sepa
rate new hospitals a1! these locations will 
result in costs of about $10 million more than 
necessary to provide adequate hospital faclll
ties for joint service use. These unneces
sary expenditures can be avoided by con
structing a single modern hospital in the 
Oakland-Alameda area and an addition to 
the Travis Air Force Hospital, and by ef
fective joint use of these facilities. Effec
tive joint use can be achieved by improved 
management of the patient workload 
through ( 1) eliminating the unnecessary 
transfers of patients to the San Francisco 
Bay area, (2) making greater use of avall
able civilian hospitals for the care of de
pendents, and (3) eliminatiµg the require
ment for construction of facilities to care 
for retired personnel, their dependents, and 
others, entitled to treatment only if space 
is available. 

we propased to the Secretary of Defense 
that necessary replacement of military hos
pital facilities in the San Francisco Bay 
area be accomplished by a single replace
ment hospital of 1,000 beds and a 200-bed 
addition to the modern hospital at Travis 

Air Force Base in lieu o! the services' pro
posals !or replacement and separate opera
tion of the present Letterman and Oakland 
hospitals. We proposed, also. that the Sec
retary o! Defense require the m111tary de
partments to provide more adequate data. 
on the operation of military hospitals so that 
the real needs for mll1tary hospital facili
ties could be more accurately and consist
ently determined. 

In its reply, the Department of Defense 
stated that a thorough analysis of the to
tal requirements for hospital services and 
the best ·methods of satisfying them in the 
most economical manner was needed before 
authorization for either the Army or the 
Navy project would be requested from the 
Congress. The Department of Defense also 
agreed that bed space for retired person
nel should not be included in computing 
hospital construction requirements and that 
more adequate data on the use o! hospital 
facilities should be used in determining re
quirements. 

our discussions with the principal medical 
officials of the three services disclosed con
siderable reluctance on the part o! the Army 
and Navy medical officers to make joint use 
of facilities, either presently available or 
planned for construction, although each of 
the services expressed full confidence in the 
quality of medical care provided by the 
pther. Because of this attitude, the De
partment of Defense ls likely to encounter 
the same lack of cooperative effort on the 
part of the individual services toward the 
more effective and economical joint use of 
medical activities as we disclosed in our re
po_rts on 1!he duplication of development ef
fort (B-146713 and B-146714, May 1962), on 
failure to standardize on certain common 
items (B-133177, October 1961), and on the 
lnterservice utilization of excess supplies of 
various items (B-133313, May 1960, and 
B-133336, November 1960). 

In view of the magnitude of the ·possible 
savings, we are recommending that the Sec
retary of Defense take the necessary actions 
to consolidate military hospital services in 
the San Francisco Bay area into one modern 
replacement hospital o! 1,000 beds in the 
Oakland-Alameda area and the modern fa
cility at Travis Hospital with an addition 
of 200 beds. Further, we are recommend
ing that the Secretary of Defense require 
the military departments to improve the 
management of the patient workload to ac
complish more effective joint utilization of 
existing hospital facilities and to assure real
istic planning of military hospital construc
tion on the basis of full joint use of all 
avallable military hospital facilities. 

Copies of this report are being sent to 
the President of the United States, the Sec
retary of Defen8e, and the Secretaries of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

. JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
. UNITED STATES, . 

Washington, August 26, 1963. 
B-146774 
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE AND THE 

SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA
TIVES: 

Enclosed is our report on unnecessary 
costs incurred by the Department of the 
Navy in the procurement of radar altimeters .. 

Our review disclosed that the Government 
incurred unnecessary costs of about $1,100,-
000 because the AN/APN-120 radar altimeter 
was built to operate in an unauthorized fre
quency band and the altimeters therefore 
could not be used for operational purposes. 
The Bureau of Aeronautics (now Bureau of 
Naval Weapons), the procurement agency 
for the Government in this case, did not ob- . 
tain approved frequency bands for the AN/ 
APN-120 radar altimeter prior to initiating 
its development despite written instruc
tions from higher Navy echelons requiring 
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that such approval be obtained. Instead, 
the Bureau simply left selection of the fre
quency bands to the discretion of the manu
facturer. 

When development of the altimeter was 
well underway, the Bureau found that it had 
failed to secure authorized frequency bands 
and attempted to obtain proper approval of 
the bands selected by the manufacturer. 
The director, Naval Communications, who 
was responsible for assigning frequency 
bands, informed the Bureau that the fre
quency band for the low altitude portion 
of the altimeter could not be used on a 
permanent basis and would have to be 
changed. The change in frequency band 
made it necessary to completely redesign 
the altimeter. 

Despite the fact that use of the frequency 
band was not granted on a permanent basis, 
the Bureau allowed development of the al
timeter to continue and even ordered produc
tion of additional units using the unauthor
ized band on the basis that these units 
would be needed to test the aircraft on which 
the altimeters were to be used. However, 
the aircraft manufacturer considered it im
practical to test the aircraft with this altim
eter since it was substantially different 
from the redesigned altimeter that was ulti
mately to be used. Therefore the altimeters 
with the unauthorized band were of no value 
in evaluating the aircraft. Had the Bureau 
obtained approval of the frequency bands 
prior to initiating development of the altim
eter, the entire unnecessary cost of $1,100,-
000 would have been avoided; had further 
work been stopped when it was learned that 
the low-altitude band could not be perma
nently used, half that amount would have 
been saved. 

The Navy a.greed that the failure to obtain 
an approved frequency band resulted in un
necessary cost to the Government and ad
vised us that appropriate aotion would be 
taken by the Navy to provide adequate con
trol to prevent recurrence of the situation de
scribed in this report. Specifically, the Navy 
stated that the Chief of Naval Material 
would require that, prior to initiating pro
curement of electronic equipment, all pro
curing activities submit to the Office of Naval 
Material an approved radiofrequency allo
cation granted by the Director, Naval Com
munications. The Navy also advised that 
the findings in this case would be brought 
to the attention of individuals responsible 
making decisions for the development and 
procurement of electronic equipment. 

It seems evident that the substantial un
necessary cost the Government incurred in 
this case could have been prevented if the 
responsible Government employees had used. 
greater care in ma.king both the decision in
volving approval of the altimeter specifica
tions containing provision for the use of an· 
unauthorized frequency band and the de
cision to continue production of the unac
ceptable altimeter for use in testing the air
craft. We believe that this case illustrates 
the need for a. greater sense of individual 
responsibility on the part of Government 
employees for economy in Government oper
ations. In our opinion, the manner in which 
that responsibllity was met in this instance 
should be considered when making personnel 
evaluations and management assignments. 

Not only should individual employees use 
greater care in making such decisions, but, 
in addition, effective controls should be es
tablished to provide assurance that author
ized frequency bands are obtained before a 
contract is awarded for the development of 
electronic equipment. Accordingly, we are 
recommending to the Secretary of Defense 
that the Department .of Defense evaluate·the 
control procedures of the Army and the Air 
Force to determine whether these procedures 
provide the control necessary to prevent un
necessary costs resulting from development 
and production of electronic equipment us-

ing -unauthorized frequency bantls. Also, we 
are asking the Secretary of Defense to advise 
us of the action taken with regard to this 
recommendation, since we plan to give this 
matter further consideration in our continu
ing review of the activities . of the military 
services. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the 
President of the United States, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Secretaries of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force. 

JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

B- 133102 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, August 30, 1963. 

To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE AND THE 
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA
TIVES: 

Enclosed is our report - on illegal use of 
operation and maintenance funds for re
habilitation and construction of family 
housing and construction of a related facility 
of the Department of Defense. 

In our review a.t 32 Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Marine Corps installations, we found 
that at 7 installations-Schilling Air Force 
Base, Kans.; FairchUd Air Force Base, 
Wash.; Robins Air Force Base, Ga.; Chanute 
Air Force Base, Ill.· Fort Riley, Kans.; Naval 
Air station, Whidbey Island, Wash.; and Wil
liam Beaumont Army Hospital, Tex.-op
eration and maintenance funds amounting 
to about $1.1 million were illegally spent 
( 1) to finance rehabilitation work on Wherry 
housing ($800,000), (2) for supplemental 
work or additional features on Capehart 
housing projects ($190,000), and (3) for con
struction of a gas distribution system 
($92,000). The illegal use of operation and 
maintenance funds involving Wherry hous
ing violated section 3678, Revised Statutes. 
The illegal use of funds involving Capehart' 
housing and the gas distribution system vio
lated sections 3679, 3678, and 3733, Revised 
Statutes, and title VIII of the National 
Housing Act, as amended. 

The circumstances surrounding each vio
lation of law were of such nature that the 
officials responsible for authorizing the 
illegal expenditure of funds should have 
known that their actions were highly ques
tionable, if not illegal. Aside from the viola
tions of law, the results of the improper ac
tions by the authorizing officials for all in
tents and purposes circumvented or disre
garded military construction authorization 
processes established by the Congress to con
trol and limit the extent of military con
struction. The illegally financed projects in-. 
eluded landscaping and the installation of 
storm windows, clotheslines, redwood fencing, 
and central television antennas. 

We have informed the Secretary of Defense 
that action must be taken to charge the costs 
applicable to Wherry housing to the family 
housing management account a.nd to reim
burse the operations and maintenance appro
priations, as appropriate. In the cases of 
construction of additions and improvements 
to Capehart housing and construction of a 
gas distribution system, neither authority 
nor .funds were available legally for such 
work. Therefore, as required by law, we are 
issuing notices of exception in settlement of 
the accounts of the disbursing officers for 
the amounts illegally disbursed. Also, since 
these disbursements constitute violations of 
section 3679, Revised Statutes, they must be 
reported by the heads of the military depart
ments involved to the President and the Con
gress to fix responsibility and disclose the 
disciplinary actions taken. 

It is fully recognized that the illegal pay
ments were caused by the actions of the 
authorizing officials--not the disbursing of
ficers. With this in mind we are recom
mending that the Secretary of Defense bring 
the findings in this report and our reports 

-on illegal or imptoper use of funds for con
struction of family housing (B--133259, Jan
uary 13, 1960) and financing of an airfield 
(B-133316, January 24, 1961) to the atten
tion of Defense officials responsible for ex
penditure of Government funds to show the 
need for determining the propriety of the 
expenditure before authorization. We be
lieve that the officials responsible for the 
'illegal expenditures cited in this report did 
not demonstrate a sense of individual re
sponsibility necessary in the management of 
Government activities. Under these circum
stances, we think it essential that the mili
tary departments c·onsider the manner in 
which this responsibility was met in evaluat
ing the performance of these officials and 
in making future management assignments. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the 
President of the United States, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Secretaries of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force. 

JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

SHIPMENT OF $32 MILLION WORTH 
OF GRAIN TO AUSTRIA 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, in today's issue of the Wall 
Street Journal there appears an editorial 
calling attention, first, to the $32 million 
worth of grain shipped by the Depart
ment of Agriculture to Austria that dis
appeared while en route and, second, to 
the $90 million which the Department of 
Agriculture paid for soybean oil, the 
bulk of which was shipped in containers 
so faulty that many countries refused 
to accept or handle the shipments and 
others condemned it as unfit for human 
consumption. 

This editorial points up the glaring 
need for a thorough investigation of the 
Government's disposal of the surplus 
commodities. On July 16, 1963, I intro
duced Senate Resolution 171, the purpose 
of which was to authorize a full-scale 
investigation of the Department of Ag
riculture's disposal of surplus products 
under Public Law 480. It is with regret 
that I report that thus far no action has 
been taken toward approving this inves
tigation. 

I ask unanimous consent that this edi"
torial, entitled "The Salad Oil Saga," be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 11, 1963] 

THE SALAD OIL SAGA 
Now there can be added to the great grain 

roJ:>bery, disclosed in Washington some weeks
ago, the no less incredible salad oil saga. . 

The grain mystery, it will be recalled, in
volved some 66 shiploads of American sur
plus feed grain, valued at about $32 m1llion, 
sent to Austria over a 3-year period by the
Agriculture Department in a barter deal. 
Somewhere along the line the grain disap
peared. 

Two things distinguish the salad oii busi
ness from the grain story. The Government 
stands to lose $70 million, or more than twice 
the value of the vanished grain. And in 
this case, the Government knows where the 
salad oil is. 

The tale, according to Senator JOHN WIL
LIAMS of Delaware, unfolds as follows: Two 
years ago the Agriculture Department con
tracted to buy, for about $90.4 million, 500 
million pounds of refined salad oil and short
ening-primarily soybean oil-on the ground 
that it needed to remove surplus oil from 
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the market in order to support the domestic 
price. It was said also that the oil was 
needed to meet estimated requirements of 
the food-for-peace program. 

As it turned out, though, at the time the 
purchase was authorized soybeans were in no 
need of support. Indeed, they were selling 
at 50 cents above the support price. More
over, there was something amiss with the 
Government's estimates of the oil needed 
abroad. It developed that Korea, for in
stance, already had enough inventoried salad 
oil to last 2 years, India enough for 4 years. 

Nevertheless, the Government shipped the 
oil, 400 million pounds of the total being 
bought from certain.private contractors even 
though these people had been barred from 
participating in any programs financed by 
the Agriculture Department's Commodity 
Credit Corporation. Because the bulk of the 
400 millfon pounds was shipped in containers 
so faulty that some countries refused to 
handle the shipments and others condemned 
the oil as unfit for human consumption, $70 
million worth is turning rancid in ware
houses around the world. 

Certainly such operations ought to stir a 
full-scale inquiry into the Government's dis
posal of surplus commodities. Missing grain 
and spoiling oil make a highly malodorous 
salad. 

STRATEGY TO PREVENT DEATH OF 
CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION 

. Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, yester
day, following a colloquy with the dis
tinguished majority leader, the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], and the 
~istinguished minority leader, the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], it was 
stated that an effort would be made to 
attach to an appropriation bill or some 
other appropriate measure an amend
ment to extend the life of the Civil Rights 
Commission Prior to the end of this 
month. As a result of that statement, 
I indicated that I would not offer an 
amendment for this purpose to the bill 
which will be before the Senate tomor
row. 

I believe the majority leader is entitled 
to assurance that this effort to prevent 
the Commission from expiring will not 
be prejudiced by those of us who have 
a deep interest in this matter and in 
proposed civil rights legislation by any 
effort to broaden the scope of the amend
ment. Of course we are anxious to ex
pedite consideration of. general civil 
rights legislation, but the Commission's 
predicament is unique and we all recog
nize that its early extension will be in 
the nature of stopgap ·action. I hope 
that every Senator will cooperate in 
making it possible for the Senate to take 
this necessary action without undue de
lay. 

There will have to be cooperation on 
all sides and I shall certainly do what
ever I can as an individual Senator to 
enable the majority leader to fulfill his 
pledge. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE ON H.R. 12, 
ASSISTANCE TO MEDICAL A~ 
DENTAL SCHOOLS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

the unanimous-consent agreement 
reached in the Senate yesterday it is 
stated that "at_ the conclusion of .routine 
morning business" the time limitation 
will begin. It was my understanding 

when I made the request that the time 
limitation would begin at 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow; with, of course, the reason
able assumption that before action was 
taken, there would be a quorum call, re
gardless of the time involved. 

I wish to modify the unanimous-con
sent request and ask that the agree
ment on the time limitation be entered 
to begin at 12 o'clock noon rather than 
at the conclusion of the morning hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
[Mr. JAVITSJ, who is the second-ranking 
minority member of the committee which 
reported the bill, H.R. 12, visited with 
the distinguished minority leader, the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
and me yesterday, at which time he ex
pressed his concern about the agreement 
because he had not been notified. He 
should have been notified. We assumed 
he had been notified. 

The Senator from New York also stat
ed that it had been his possible inten
tion to off er a nongermane amendment. 
We could not give him any assurance 
yesterday as to what we would do. After 
meeting with him and after discussing 
the matter with the distinguished mi
nority leader, I now ask unanimous con
sent that under the unanimous-consent 
agreement there be allowed, under the 
same stipulation as made with reference 
to other amendments, the offering of a 
nongermane amendment by the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is 
my understanding correct that the time 
limitation will start at 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the benefit of the Senate, it is the inten
tion of the leadership at that time to 
suggest the absence of a quorum, the 
time not to be counted against the time 
allowed for consideration of the blll, so 
that Senators will have a reasonable op
portunity to be present in the Chamber 
and discuss H.R. 12. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its deliberations today 
it stand in adjournment to meet at 12 
o'clock noon tomorrow. 

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

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the 

distinguished majority leader will yield, 
I think it would be helpful if he could 
advise what the program is likely to be 
for Friday and the remainder of the 
week. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
am glad the Senator raised that ques-

tion, because that was an important mat
ter which escaped my mind. 

Because of the fact that the pending 
business is the very important test ban 
treaty, if consideration of any other 
measure which is brought UP-as we in
tend to bring up the proposal tomorrow 
to aid medical and dental schools
requires too long, the leadership informs 
the Senate that it will feel free to set 
aside such proposed legislation, because 
our most important business is the pend
ing treaty. I think that should be un
derstood. That is why the Senate is to 
operate under a time limitation. 

So far as I know, the next bill which 
may come before the Senate on that 
basis-which should not take too long 
for consideration-is the Defense De
partment appropriation bill. 

I should also like to discuss with the 
Senator from Illinois, the distinguished 
minority leader [Mr. DmKSEN], the very 
real possibility of meeting Saturday of 
this week so that speeches both pro and 
con on the treaty may be undertaken by 
interested Senators. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished majority leader will yield 
further, I should like to inquire whether 
he proposes to present the resolution of 
ratification today . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. At the con
clusion of the morning hour the Senate 
will resume consideration of the nuclear 
test ban treaty. At that time there will 
be a quorum call. At the conclusion of 
the quorum call we will again, together, 
seek to have that resolution presented. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. Would it be pos

sible-perhaps this is exactly what the 
distinguished Senator may have in 
mind-that the resolution or provision 
to extend the life of the Civil Rights. 
Commission might be made a part of 
the Defense Department appropdation 
bill when that bill comes before the 
Senate? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would hope that 
the Senator would not push me too far 
on that particular bill. If he did, I 
would have to say, in all honesty, that 
I would be loath to bring up the De
fense Department appropriation bill un
til the treaty is out of the way. There 
is another bill I have my eye on-but I 
only have my eye on it. 

Mr. KEATING. The only thing that 
concerns the Senator from New York 
is that it is apparently the disposition 
of the leadership--and I have no quarrel 
with it-that the debate on the test ban 
treaty will be interrupted from time to 
time for consideration of other legisla
tion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not for very long 
in any case. 

Mr. KEATING. The thing I am seek
ing to avoid, as the leader can see, is 
coming to the eve of September 30 with
out any bill before the Senate which 
would be a proper vehicle to which to 
attach the provision. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I assure the dis
tinguished Senator that the leadership 
has a bill in mind which it thinks might 
come up before that date. If it does 
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not, some other bill might suffice. While 
· we cannot make a definite, hard and 
fast commitment, I assure the Senator 
again that it is our intention to try to 
do something about this situation before 
the end of this month, at which time 

. the Commission will expire. 
Mr. KEATING. I do not wish to press 

the leader at this time, but I was labor
ing under the impression, when I with
drew my notice of intention to offer an 
amendment with regard to the Civil 
Rights Commission to the bill which will 
come before the Senate tomorrow, that 
the leader was giving assurance that 
there would be some bill to which this 
provision could be attached before the 
end of the month. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. As I say, we have 
in mind a bill, but I would hope that 
the Senator would always allow the 
leadership a little discretion, because 
our intentions are good. We want to do 
what the Senator suggests, but some
times things happen over which we have 
no control, and our crystal ball of the 
future turns a little cloudy at times. 
That is our intention, I can assure the 
Senator. 

Mr. KEATING. I know the intentions 
of the majority leader are alway~honor
able, and that he will make every effort 
to carry them out. 

MAYOR WALSH, OF SYRACUSE 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, a few 

weeks ago, William F. Walsh, mayor of 
Syracuse, N.Y., came to Washington to 
testify before the Senate Labor and Pub
lic Welfare Committee in behalf of the 
extension of the Juvenile Delinquency 
and Youth Offenses Control Act. Under 
the provisions of that act, Federal funds 
have financed a program of research and 
demonstration projects in the area of 
juvenile delinquency. The city of Syra
cuse has received a grant of $152,532 to 
plan such a project, and the youth com
mission has made a commendable start 
in outlining and proposing methods of 
attack on . the delinquency problem. 
Mayor Walsh, a former social worker, 
made an effective plea before the com
mittee and explained the importance of 
this bill at a meeting of New York Con
gressmen, which I was happy to arrange. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that articles appearing in the Syra
cuse Herald-Journal and the Syracuse 
Post-Standard regarding Mayor Walsh's 
efforts be printed in the RECORD at this 
Point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Syracuse Herald-Journal, Aug. 13, 

1963] 
WALSH URGES SENATE To CONTINUE JUVENILE 

DELINQUENCY PROJECT-MAYOR POINTS TO 
SYRACUSE AIM OF STARTING CAREERS FOR 

. YOUNG PEOPLE 
WASHINGTON.-M'ayor William F. Walsh, of 

Syracuse, told a committee here today that 
it makes 11 ttle sense to spend millions trying 
to tea.ch residents of foreign nations the 
American way of life when we have thou
sands of our own young people who are · 
neglected. 

The mayor made this remark while testify
ing before the Employment and Manpower 

Subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Pub
lic Welfare Committee in a plea for ·extep
sion of a bill that would continue a major 

· juvenile delinquency project. 
The 3-year b111 ends this year unless an 

extension is granted. Under the original bill 
Syracuse, Walsh said, received a grant of 
$152,532 to plan its project. 

A total of $30 million was appropriated 
and all but $16 million of this has been 
used in some 16 key cities throughout the 
country. 

Later in the day the Syracuse mayor will 
brief the New York State Republican con
gressional delegation on the need for an 
extension of the legislation. It has the 
backing of Attorney General Robert 
Kennedy. 

Walsh delved into every facet of the 
juvenile problem and what is being done in 
Syracuse and what is planned. 

"It is my personal conviction that the 
youth problems that concern us so deeply 
today are symptomatic of some of our most 
serious problems," Walsh told the commit
tee members, adding "our present situation 
is the paradox of the affluent society. In the 
midst of plenty and of tremendous individ
ual opportunities, we have people who for 
many and diverse reasons do not have the 
training, education or the motivation to 
successfully compete in our complex society." 

"If we are truly dedicated to the preserva
tion of the American way of life," Walsh 
continued, "we must find ways and means 
of dealing with this paradox at all levels of 
government. I believe this bill provides 
these means." 

He spoke of the growth of the Negro 
population in Syracuse and said, "It is our 
responsibility to take steps that will help in
sure a way for these citizens to develop their 
potential to the fullest.'' 

He told of the welfare child, the product 
of a family on relief, who grows up only to 
remain a recipient of public assistance and 
the costs that become astronomical. 

On juvenile delinquency he said the aver
age cost per day for each child in New York 
State institutions averages $15.22 or $5,566.25 
a year which is far more than it costs to 
send a boy or girl to college. 

Walsh spoke of the work done in Syracuse 
during the past 7 months under a planning 
grant-from the President's Committee on 
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime. 

He said more than 150 professional, busi
ness, industrial, church, labor, and other 
community leaders have joined to tackle the 
problem through the mayor's commission on 
youth. 

He spoke of a program of job opportunities 
and said Syracuse is presently considering 
a conservation corps to be employed in the 
parks system and other city departments to 
provide youth with training in landscaping, 
handling of heavy equipment, and soil 
problems. 

"Our aim here," Walsh said, "is not only 
to find or create jobs for youngsters but to 
start them ·on what may be a career with 
expanding opportunities." 

He told the committee of work being done 
on neighborhood development, the rehabili
tation of delinquents .and the like. 

He also told the committee that the 
Syracuse metrop.olitan area received slightly 
more than $14 million in Federal aid in 1962 
and 1963 for welfare, urban renewal, airport, 
and housing development. 

"This money was used wisely and well,'' 
Walsh said, · and he then asked the commit
tee, "but are these p·rojects more important 
than our youth?" 

[From the Syracuse Post-Standard, Aug. 
14, 1963} 

WALSH WINS PRAISE IN PLEA FOR FEDERAL 
FUNDS FOR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

WASHINGTON.-Ma.yor William Walsh dr.ew 
praise from his GOP colleagues in the House 

and Senate for .an impassioned plea for more 
F~eral funds to study and combat juvenile 
delinquency he made Tuesday to a Senate 
group. 

Drawing on his background as a social 
worker, the mayor said Syracuse and com
munities like it need the funds for further 
studies on ways to combat costly juvenile 
crime. 

Last year, he said, 72 delinquents from 
. Syracuse were institutionalized at a cost to 
the taxpayer of $400,700 a year. 

New York State, Walsh told the Senate 
unit, pays about $15.25 a day or $5,566 a year 
for each juvenile delinquent it institution
alizes. 

"Can we write (the juvenile delinquents) 
off, and thousands like him, or do we spend, 
as we are in our city, $140,000 this year on 
planning and much more on action programs 
in succeeding years to permit him to have 
the opportunity of really growing up and 
maturing into a decent, self-sufficient, re
sponsible citizen." 

J AVITS PRAISES 
Senator JACOB K. JAVITS, who attended the 

hearing, warmly praised Walsh, saying, 
"You have made us all proud to have such a 
mayor from New York State.'' 

KEATING reported Walsh also received 
praise from committee Democrats for his 
brisk answers to the lengthy questioning 
session the committee put him through. 

In reply to questions from Senator JosEPH 
S. CLARK, Democrat, of Pennsylvania, head 
of the Senate group, the Subcommittee on 
Employment and Manpower of the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee, Walsh said Syra
cuse could not afford the program without 
Federal aid. 

Currently, he said, the city is operating 
on a 15-month Federal grant of $140,000. · 

PILOT PROJECT 
The funds come from a $30 million pilot 

project involving 16 cities that Congress ap
proved under the Juvenile Delinquency Act 
of 1961. 

The mayor said that in his opinion many 
welfare and corrective programs are not ef
fectively combating juvenile delinquency. 

He said this wa,c;; why such projects as that 
in Syracuse are needed. 

"If I was told I could have $1 million to 
spend tomorrow in this area, I am afraid I 
would have to refuse it." Walsh said, "I just 
wouldn't know where or how to spend it." 

The mayor called for an extension of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Act which would mean 
more funds for Syracuse, at the request of 
the President's Committee on Juvenile 
Delinquency. 

ONLY GOP MAYOR 
Of the 16 pilot cities, Syracuse is the only 

one with a Republican mayor. 
Walsh later told a meeting of New York 

Republicans, hosted by Onondaga's Repre
sentative R. WALTER RIEHLMAN and Senator 
KENNETH B. KEATING, that Syracuse's e14 mil
lion budget is already within e191,000 of the 
constitutional ceiling set by the State. 

"While I strongly believe in home rule, I 
want to see Syracuse get Federal funds in 
view of the large amount Syracuse pays in 
Federal taxes," Walsh said. 

(From the Syracuse Post-Standard, 
Aug. -14, 1963] 

M'AYOR WALSH P!tESENTS STRONG CASE TO 
SENATE 

Mayor Walsh wants to keep the city of 
Syracuse in the business of fighting its juve
nile delinquency. 

He so informed the Senate Employment 
and Manpower Subcommittee yesterday. 

In doing this, the mayor scored these 
illuminating points: 

We spend ei;,566.25 a year to send a young
ster to a corrective or penal-type institution. 

For as much money, we could train that 
youngster, if originally oriented 1-n the right 
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direction, to serve his community as ·a ·doc
tor, a.n accountant, a social worker, a farmer. 
It costs less, each year, to take a vocational 
training course. 

Secondly, Mayor Walsh pointed out that 
we have spent, in this community, more than 
$14 million in the last fiscal year for welfare 
services, for urban renewal planning and 
projects, for airport construction, for public 
housing and then he asked parenthetically: 
"Isn't it worth spending some of these funds 
(the Syracuse grant amounts to $152,532) on 
the community's youth?" 

We think so. 
So do the more than 150 members of the 

mayor's committee for youth. 
The Senate should. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

SYMBOL OF PEACE AND CYMBAL OF 
WAR 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, in dis
cussing the test ban treaty, the Senate 
must decide whether to advise and and 
consent to a symbol of peace while there 
is still heard the cymbal of war. 

The symbol of peace is linked to the 
noblest yearnings and aspirations of 
mankind, but it does not represent their 
fulfillment. 

I shall vote for the symbol, knowing 
full well that it may never take root 
and flourish in my iifetime. 

Still, I can do no less. 
It should never be said of this country 

that America is too proud for peace or 
too weak for war. Such a pride could 
lead to tyranny, such a weakness to 
slavery. There are other avenues to 
pursue and we shall follow them. 

Let us not be moved, whatever we de
cide, by the weight of our mail. Rather, 
let us be impelled by the force of our 
conscience. 

If I were convinced that the nuclear 
test ban treaty was a stake in the heart 
of America, I would oppose its every line 
and protest its every paragraph even if 
I could find no companion in the en
deavor. 

Not many months ago I cast the only 
vote against the Cuban resolution. I 
did so without fear or trepidation be
cause it failed to mark our course so 
that Mr. Khrushchev knows and the 
world knows what our intentions are 
and where we really stand. 

Had America established a policy of 
:firmness, of will, and of resolution, there 
would not be thousands of Soviet troops 
on the island of Cuba today-and per
haps missiles as well. 

Yet, with all the tragedy that the 
Cuba issue portends, the treaty is not 
the proper vehicle for its disposal. If 
indeed it were, then it would be a vehicle 
for correcting every blunder that has 
haunted us for 18 years-including Hun
gary and Yalta. 

It is written that to everything there is 
a season, and a time to every purpose 
under the heaven. This is a time to 
heal; a time to plant; a time to build up. 
It is a time when we pray for peace as 
we prepare for war, recognizing that 
without such preparation our prayer for 
the universal freedom and. safety of man 
is likely to go. unanswered. 

- Whatever judgments may be leveled 
against the nuclear test ban treaty, at 
least this much can be said in its be
half: It will serve to discourage, for days 
or months or perhaps years, the con
tamination of air; water, and food which 
threatens every form of life. 

To say that it does more is to confuse 
hope with reality and to find in the mere 
wish its fulfillment. 

Underground nuclear testing, research 
and development on antimissile de
fense, preparation for a series of standby 
tests in the atmosphere-all these things 
must continue despite the symbol we are 
about to approve. 

I shall vote for the nuclear test ban 
treaty with the clear understanding that 
if war should descend upon any of the 
free peoples of the earth, or upon any 
ally of the United States, or upon the 
United States itself, we are absolutely 
free to use and employ each and every 
nuclear weapon in our arsenal. 

I shall vote for the treaty without res
ervation becaus~ the treaty is a reserva
tion in and of itself whenever the su
preme interests of this country are 
jeopardized. 

Finally, I shall vote for the treaty with 
the unswerving conviction that it places 
no moratorium whatsoever on the power 
of Congress to declare war, or on the 
power of the executive branch to repu
diate the agreement upon the slightest 
breach thereof. 

THE CALUMET SKYWAY BRIDGE 
AND THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I rise 

to call attention to the wrong which is 
sought to be perpetrated upon the whole 
American people by the effort which is 
being made in the Congress of the United 
States to persuade the United States to 
assume the defaulted indebtedness of the 
Calumet Skyway Bridge which is the sol
emn obligation to pay investors by the 
city of Chicago. 

It is sought by a subtle device of as
serting that the placement of this high
way on the National System of Inter
state and Defense Highways makes it ex 
post facto eligible for the immediate pay
ment of 90 percent of that portion of its 
cost which the United States might have 
borne had it been placed in proper time 
on the Interstate System. 

In my State of Ohio during my term as 
Governor, a highway 241 miles in length 
was built across the State at a cost of 
$326 million which by proper manage
ment and honest construction is being 
operated as a paying, solvent venture 
which will repay its investors every cent 
of the $326 million from its own earn
ings. Of the total length, 206 miles are 
now in the Interstate System. 

I want to ask this body whether or not 
my State is. to be immediately reimbursed 
for the 206 miles of the Ohio Turnpike 
which are on the Interstate System. 

Our State undertook the construction 
and operation of the Ohio Turnpike as a 
business· risk and a good business risk it 
has been proved to be. The· city of Chi
.cago undertook the construction and op-

eration of the 7 .5-mile Calumet Skyway 
also as a business risk and offered securi
ties to the public with its assurance that 
it was a good business risk. Through 
poor judgment and overenthusiasm, the 
officials of the city of Chicago declared 
what was in fact a bad risk to be a good 
risk and now that it has been proved to 
be a bad risk, ask the taxpayers of the 
United States to pay off the obligation of 
$63,838,000 and thus make right that 
which in the beginning was wrong. 

The State of West Virginia in good 
faith undertook to construct and operate 
a toll highway. It has proved to be a 
financial failure. Will that highway not 
be sought to be made eligible for 90 per
cent of the cost of construction of that 
highway project which once offered the 
high hope of success as a good business 
risk because it too is on the Interstate 
System and is unable fully to meet the 
obligations of its indebtedness? 

Mr. President, what incentive is left to 
the State and local governments which 
have constructed toll facilities to keep 
them successful if it is apparent that 
the Congress of the United States is 
ready and willing to bail out all bad 
ventures? Let Pennsylvania look for
ward to reimbursement for the 360 miles 
of the Pennsylvania Turnpike which are 
on the Interstate System. Let Ohio, In
diana, Illinois, New York, Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, New Hampshire, Maine, 
Kentucky, Kansas, and Oklahoma-
whose toll highways all or in part are on 
the Interstate System-look forward to 
reimbursement. 

Public reaction to this outrage is well
reflected in an editorial carried in the 
Cincinnati, Ohio, Post and Times-Star, a 
Scripps-Howard newspaper, on August 1, 
1963, entitled "Protect the Highway 
Fund." I ask unanimous consent that 
the editorial be printed at this point in 
the RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

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

PROTECT THE HIGHWAY F'uND 
Every since the $41 billion Interstate High

way fund was set up in 1956, the State poli
ticians have been trying to milk it like a 
Jersey cow. 

Public money of that importance is a di
rect challenge to a certain type of opera tor 
in the political and political contract field. 
He feels that if he can't lay hands on a chunk 
of it he must be slipping. 

Substandard construction and kickbacks 
on right-of-way deals are among the famil
iar devices to tap the fund. Now spokesmen 
for the city of Chicago have come up with a 
perfectly legal but equally effective method 
to the same end. 

The city built, financed by $101 million in 
revenue bonds, a toll road linking downtown 
Chicago with the Indiana toll road. It never 
has paid even the interest on the bonds. The 
reason given is parallel free roads. The toll 
road builders knew the location of these free 
roads when they picked their route. 

Chicago paid the deficits for a while but 
finally defaulted on the bonds, which now 
are rated at about 56 cents on the dollar. 
Now a Chicago delegation led by Mayor Daley 
has had the happy idea of sticking the high
way fund for $87 million to pay off insurance 
and trust companies which hold the bonds, 
and to build some new ramps. 

Some other toll roads are in similar predic
ament. Representative WILLIAM CRAMER, of 



16774 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE September 1 J 
Florida, told a House Roads Subcomnilttee 
that if a precedent were established 1D. Chi· 
cago it eventually would cost the rQad fund 
$4.3 billion. Since the new highways cost 
about $1 million a mile, that is the price of 
4,300 miles of new highway. 

We trust Congress will turn this scheme 
down, permitting the Chicago builders to get 
out the same way they got in. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
fallacy in which the Congress might in
dulge itself by declaring an already con
structed and bankrupt road an ex post 
facto part of the Interstate Highway 
System is just that; a fallacious and sub· 
tle device. 

For the Congress to go on public rec
ord as handing out monetary rewards for 
paor judgment and poor management 
while good management and judgment 
are penalized by having to help defray 
the careless and costly errors of others; 
for the Congress to accede to this ridicu
lous request to bail out the Calumet Sky
way Bridge with taxpayers money, would 
be a deliberate and wanton breach of 
trust. I hope that the Congress will not 
be guilty of such an act. 

COST TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OF CIVIL RIGHTS MARCH 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I wish to include in the RECORD 
a letter which I received yesterday from 
the Honorable Walter N. Tobrine!', Presi
dent, Board of Commissioners, District 
of Columbia. Mr. Tobriner enclosed with 
his letter a memorandum of the cost, to 
the District of Columbia, of the civil 
rights Washington march on August 28, 
1963. I also wish to include the memo
randum at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and memorandum were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD as follows: 

THE DISTRICT 01' COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1963. 

Hon. ROBERT c. BYRD, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on District of Co

lumbia Appropriations, U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR BYRD: I am pleased to 
enclose herewith copy of a report prepared by 
the District budget officer setting forth the 
cost to the District Government for the civil 
rights rally held August 28, 1963. 

While this report refers to the figurea as 
being estimated, nevertheless I have been in
formed by Mr. Herman that any future devia
tion would not be substantial. 

The District of course will make reference 
to these costs when we appear before you for 
the formal budget hearings so that you might 
have them for the record. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER N. TOBRINER, 

President, Board of Commissioners, 
District of Columbia. 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL 
ADMINISTRATION, BUDGET OFFICE, 

September 10, 1963. 
Memorandum for Commissioner Tobriner. 
Subject: Estimated cost of civil rights rally, 

August 28, 1963. 
Listed below are tentative figures of actual 

out-of-pocket costs of the civil rights rally of 
August 28, 1963, as well as the estimated cost 
to the District resulting from diversion of 
staff time to this rally. A formal report 
from each agency involved in this rally is due 
in this omce September 15, 1963. From these 
reports, a final consolidated report ·wm be 
furnished you. 

Esti- Estl-
mated mated 

Agency cost of out-of- 'l:'otal 
diven;ion pocket 
of sta1f costs 

time 
------

Fire Department_ _____ ._ $1,448 $14,453 $15, 901 
Department of Correo-

84 3,061 3,145 tions ___ --------------
Department of Sani-

1,274 117,457 118, 731 tary Engineering ____ _ 
Department of High-

11, 102 11,357 ways and Traffic. ____ 255 
Metropolitan Police ____ 76, 147 223,103 2 99, 250 
Public Health __________ 9,657 3, 712 13, 369 
National Guard __ ______ 133 1,908 2,041 

---------TotaL ___________ 88, 998 74, 796 163, 794 

1 Includes $6,500 for portable sanitation which may be 
a reimbursable item. 

2 Does not include $5,000 for box lunches for police. 
This item is still in controversy. 

D. P. HERMAN, 
Budget Officer. 

DAVID K. ENOMOTO, OF KAHULUI, 
MAUI 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, on July 10, 
1963, the Navy recognized the unusual 
and meritorious service rendered by Mr. 
David K. Enomoto, of Kahului, Maui, 
Hawaii, to his country--service which be
gan on December 7 and lasted for 15 
months following the attack on Pearl 
Harbor. For 15 months Mr. Enomoto 
established the sole radio contact be
tween the Naval Air Station at Puunene, 
Maui, and Pearl Harbor, the U.S. west 
coast, and the Far East. His contribu
tion during those critical days of World 
War II was kept under wraps of defense 
security until July 10, 1963. On that 
day, nearly 22 years after his meritorious 
service Mr. Enomoto received from the 
U.S. Navy a certificate designating him 
an Honorary Naval Communicator, and 
a letter of citation. It was at that time 
that his full story was told. 

I take great pride in bringing this story 
to the attention of my colleagues as it 
marks one of the many shining lights of 
service rendered by U.S. citizens during 
their country's hour of need. 

I ask unanimous consent that two arti
cles, one from the June 22, 1963, issue 
of the Maui News and the other from the 
73d issue of the 1963 Navy Communica
tions Bulletin, which cite the dedicated 
service rendered by Mr. David K. Eno
moto, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. · 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Maui News, June 22, 1963] 
MAUI WORLD WAR II SAGA Is TOLD AFTER 22 

YEARS 
A 20-year-old Maui saga of World War II 

that has remained in the classified file until 
this week, may now be told. 

While the smoke was still ho7ering omi
nously over Pearl Harbor and the Nation was 
still in a state of shock, Maui's sole small 
Navy squadron, VJ-3, commanded by then 
Lt. Thomas South, was immediately cut off 
in communications with Pearl Harbor. The 
squadron at Puunene Airport, which quickly 
became Naval Air Station Puunene (NASP) 
·had no transmitter capable of reaching out 
·to the outside. · 

Top-ranking ham operator on Maui was 
David Kiyo Enomoto • • • but Kiyo was of 
Japanese ancestry and at that terrible mo-

ment in American history there was deep 
suspicion. However, Tommy South made his 
own decision. 

Kiyo was his man. 
So an armed guard appeared- at the Eno

moto home where his big transmitter was 
stored. He was told to pack up and be ready 
to move to Puunene. It was all on the high
ly classified side, totally hush-hush. That 
evening, Kiyo and his transmitter quietly 
moved out in a Navy truck and to all intents 
and purposes, disappeared. 

His boss, William Walsh, long-time gen
eral manager, now retired, and his wife 'Mary 
were the only civllians to know his where
abouts, and they did not know the full story. 

Those first few moments as he passed 
through the gate in the blackout were ones 
that Kiyo will never forget. The Marines on 
gate guard were ready to shoot anyone of 
Japanese ancestry who ca.llle near the base 
but Kiyo's guards got him through safely and 
upstairs to Lieutenant South's omce. 

There he became the first citizen on Maui 
to raise his right hand and take the oath of 
allegiance to his country and the Commander 
in Chief, President Franklin Delano Roose
velt. 

"I was proud but I was also scared,'' Kiyo 
said. "I didn't know from one minute to the 
next whether some trigger happy Marine 
wouldn't take a pot shot at me, but my 
guards, who were always with me, took good 
care." 

There were rumors about Kiyo's where
abouts, one had him rendezvousing with a 
Japanese submarine off Kahului, others had 
him in the hills relaying messages to Japan. 
It was fantastic. Meanwhile, those in the 
know remained silent and the mystery ran 
its course. 

Meanwhile, Kiyo went to work putting his 
transmitter in order, grinding crysta1s to the 
various frequencies needed by the Navy to 
communicate with the west coast, Pearl, and 
the Far East. Enlisted men were assigned to 
him to help grind the crystals and do the 
other intricate operations prior to putting 
the transmitter on the air • • • but it went 
on in quick order and NASP was once more 
in close touch with headquarters and the 
outside world. 

Kiyo Enomoto was the man of the hour 
• * * but only those on the inside knew 
it. 

He worked under the cloak of deep secrecy 
for 15 months before adequate communica
tions were set up by the Navy and Army on 
Maui, serving both branches in communica
ting with Pearl and Fort Shafter. 

His transmitter was powerful enough to 
reach out to Corregldor and the Far East 
as well as the west coast. 

During all this time, Kiyo Enomoto os
tensibly had disappeared from the Maui 
scene. 

Now, some 22 years later, the Navy has rec
ognized Kiyo Enomoto's vital part in the 
early days of World War II when the fate of 
the United States was delicately balanced in 
an area of uncertainty. 

On July 10 at 10 a.m. Capt. Glover T. Fer
guson, the Chief of Staff, 14th Naval Dis
trict, on behalf of the Department of De
fense, will come to Maui to present David 
Kiyo Enomoto with the highest citation 
that his country can a ward to one of its 
citizens. 

The simple ceremony will be conducted 
in Studio A, KMVI and will be broadcast 
as well as televised by KMVI and KMVI
TV. 

Among those who participated in the com
munications with the Navy in setting out 
the facts of this uruselfish devotion by Kiyo 
Enomoto to his country was Ezra J. Crane, 
who at the time was military intelligence 
and counterintelligence officer in Maui dis
trict and worked in close cooperation with 
Kiyo in transmitting important Army mes
sages ta the Pacific Command. 
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Capt. John L. Murphy, first Navy com

mander at NASP, William Wa~sh, general 
manager of Kahului Railroad and . Lt. now 
Capt. Tom South were others who sent for
ward testimonials to the Navy. 

The old historic transmitter has been 
decommissioned but it is still on hand to 
remind heroic Kiyo of h is big part in the 
early defense of his country. It rests in a 
place of honor in t he Enomoto garage. 

In its place is a brand new high-pow
ered transmitter. 

Koyo Enomoto is still Mau i's No. 1 ham. 

[From the Navy Communications Bulletin 
No. 73, 1963] 

MR. ENOMOTO HONORED FOR VITAL 
WARTIME WORK 

David Kiyo Enomoto, of Kahului, Maui, 
Hawaii, ham radio operator, patriot, and 
good citizen, has received Navy recognition 
for unusual service to his country nearly 22 
years ago, in the critical early d ays of World 
War II. 

After the Pearl Harbor attack, Mr. 
Enomoto operated his own high-powered 
amateur radio transmitter and receiver to 
enable Naval Air Station Puunene, on Maui, 
to communicate with Pearl, the U.S. west 
coast, Corregidor, and the Far East. He 
reestablished radio contact between Pu
unene and the outside world, staying on 
the job for 15 months before the Navy and 
Army set up adequate communications on 
the island. 

Mr. Enomoto's vital contribution to the 
war effort was shrouded in secrecy at the 
time, and remained unpublicized until it 
was recently brought to the attention of 
the Chief of Naval Operations and the Of
fice of Naval Communications. 

On July 10, Maui's "No. 1 ham," with 
approximately 100 friends and relatives in 
attendance, received a certificate designat
ing him an honorary naval communicator, 
and an accompanying letter of citation 
signed by Rear Adm. B. F. Roeder, U.S. Navy, 
Director, Naval Communications. The 
presentation was made by Capt. G. T. 
Ferguson, U.S. Navy, chief of staff, 14th 
Naval District. 

After calling attention to Mr. Enomoto's 
volunteer wartime work, Admiral Roeder's 
letter continued, in part: "Since those dark 
days you have continued to serve your coun
try by being an exemplary citizen, an active 
participant in the civic activities of your 
community and by public service through 
amateur radio. 

"Your use of your amateur radio privileges 
in the public interest is in the highest 
traditions of the amateur radio fraternity 
and is in keeping with the acts of patriotism 
and humanity that have become legion with 
you and your associated hobbyists.'' 

FISHING INDUSTRY NEEDS 
ASSISTANCE 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, last 
week the Senate Subcommittee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries completed 
hearings on my bill, S. 1988, cosponsored 
by 12 Senators from coastal States, on 
the grave problem of increasing intru
sions into our territorial waters of foreign 
fishing vessels. It is my hope that the 
Commerce Committee will soon be able 
to report that measure. 

S. 1988 would, for the first time, pro
vide legal ammunition to the Federal 
Government to seize such vessels and 
carries procedures for court action in
volving possible imprisonment and fines. 

Witness after witness at the hearings 
stressed other vital problems, too, which 
have played havoc with our domestic 

fishing industry to the end that the 
United States has slipped from second to 
fifth place in the world's fish market. 

Foreign fishing efforts have been as
sisted through acquisition of huge fleets 
of modern fishing vessels and equipment, 
and many of the foreign catches on the 
high seas are not made in the best in
terests of conservation. 

These problems-and others-are 
graphically highlighted in the article 
which appeared in the September 10 
issue of the Evening Star written by 
Charles Bartlett. Mr. Bartlett gives 
needed attention to a number of legisla
tive proposals which are of paramount 
national interest. 

Senator MAGNUSON'S bill to give assist
ance in the construction of fishing ves
sels, S. 1006, has been reported to the 
Senate, and I am hopeful its passage will 
come soon. 

My bill, S. 627, which would provide 
the machinery for increased efforts 
among the States in the development and 
research ·of fishery projects, has passed 
the Senate. These are some of the an
swers to this serious problem facing 
many thousands of Americans who make 
their living from the sea. We are search
ing for .more answers. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle by Mr. Bartlett be printed in the 
RECORD at this point: 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COUNTERACTING RED FISHING FLEETS-CON

GRESS EXPECTED TO ACT SOON ON BILL, BUT 
BASIC ILLNESS OF INDUSTRY REMAINS 

(By Charles Bartlett) 
The reaction to the Soviet fishing armadas 

off both coasts seems likely to stimulate this 
country's concern with its fishing industry in 
somewhat the same way that sputnik 
brought attention to bear on the space ef
fort. 

The intrusion of these fleets within the S
mile territorial limits has prompted Congress 
to a move, with the support of the State De
partment, that would attach stiff penalties 
to such poaching. Concurrence on the in
ad.equacy of the present prohibitions is broad 
enough to portend that the bill will be passed 
swiftly. 

This country will decide soon whether to 
follow the example of some 40 nations, in
cluding Canada, in extending the fishing re
strictions in its territorial waters from the 
traditional 3 to 12 mil.es. In either case, the 
new law will serve to 'keep these visiting 
fleets a respectable distance offshore and 
lessen the immediate concern. 

But the new law will not, as its sponsors 
concede, answer the basic threat to the Amer
ican fishing industry that is implicit in these 
foreign fleets with their great mother ships, 
advanced trawling equipment, and coordi
nated efficiency. The clear implication of 
these fleets is a present in which the Amer
ican :fishing industry is falling behind and a 
future in which it will be unable to com
pete at all. 

It is not merely a matter of Russia, al
though that country's expansion of its fleet 
has been the most dramatic fact of the new 
era. Nations like Japan, Canada, Peru, and 
even Ghana have also been launching mod
ern fishing vessels during a period of steady 
decline in new construction in the United 
States. Subsequently the fish catch has 
risen only slightly in the United States while 
it was doubling in the world as a whole. 

This country now relies with increasing 
emphasis on imports for its fl.sh supply. 
D>tablished processing plants are obliged to 
turn to foreign sources or face the shortages 
which now afflict processors in traditional 
centers like Gloucester and Boston. The 
number of :fishermen and fishing boats is de
creasing and the industry as a whole ls a 
dwindling operation. 

The essential cause of the decline is the 
u navailability of capital necessary to acquire 
modern boats and equipment. Fishing 
flourished in this country as a rugged exer
cise of private initiative, but the cost of the 
new equipment is beyond the reach of the 
small entrepreneurs and unappealing to the 
large corporate investors. Uncompetitive 
labor costs and the high insurance charges 
on crewmembers have been factors in this 
lack of investment appeal. 

A major deterrent to new contruction has 
been a law, on the books since 1792, which 
forbids the landing of fish in American ports 
from vessels that were not built in American 
shipyards. Since modern steel boats can be 
obtained abroad at savings as high as 50 
percent, the fishermen confront a unique 
handicap. 

The U.S. costs of new construction are 
$450,000 for a modern trawler, $740,000 
for a tuna clipper, and up to $8 million 
for a factory processing ship. These are 
awesome figures, and the rate of new con
struction has declined steadily since the 
war. When new boats are built, the tend
ency is to build them along conventional 
lines without modern improvement. 

The impact of the foreign fleets has 
spurred a congressional move to correct the 
construction handicap. The Senate Com
merce Committee is preparing to report a 
bill that would offer $10 million a year in 
subsidies for new :fishing vessels. Payments 
up to 55 percent of the cost of a boat would 
be made directly to the shipyard under the 
supervision of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries. 

Another proposal, which has gained less 
momentum, would enable the Government 
to build two modern stern-ramp trawlers at 
a probable cost of $7 million each. These 
vessels would be leased to established fishing 
compar.ies with the purpose of proving their . 
worth and inducing private investors to 
contemplate similar construction. 

The case for these bills, and for a further 
proposal to grant $5 million a year to the 
States for fisheries research, rests upon a 
proposition that the American fishing in
dustry is worth saving at the price of Gov
ernment subsidy. This is a knotty issue be
cause the fisherman's tradition of self-reli
ance is strong, but his prospects have been 
severely limited by the aggressive fishing 
policies of other governments. 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY'S DEAN 
ELLIOTT EXPLAINS NEED FOR GI 
BILL 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

I have received under date of September 
5, 1963, a letter from Frank N. Elliott, 
associate dean of Columbia University, 
in the city of New York, endorsing 
S. 5, the cold war GI bill. Dean Elliott 
writes that the same benefits should 
be provided veterans of the cold war 
period as were extended to veterans of 
World War II and the Korean war. 
Dean Elliott states: 

I am sure that the observers in South 
Vietnam, those who observe the truce line 
in Korea, and those who are stationed along 
the Berlin wall are in every bit as much 
danger as I was while I was in the States, 
training to go overseas, or . while I was sit
ting in Oki'nawa, doing occupation duty. 
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I, and many like me, did benefit from the 
GI bill-to which I will be everlastingly 
grateful-but we did not, as a matter of 
fact, face any great danger. Despite the 
fact that the opportunity for active service 
was very much before us and the fact that 
we were prepared to render such service, we 
were not called upon to do so any more than 
these young men have been called on even 
though they are, I am sure, ready should the 
call be made. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Dean Elliott's letter be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY IN THE CITY 
OP NEW YORK, ScHOOL OF GEN
ERAL STUDIES, 

New York, N.Y., September 5, 1963. 
Hon. RALPH w. YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I am writing 
in support of bill S. 5 which relates to pro
viding benefits for veterans of the cold war 
comparable to those that were provided for 
veterans of World War II and the Korean 
war. Most of the reasons that made the 
passage of the GI bill for World War II and 
the Korean war sound apply to the passage 
of a bill that would aid the veterans of the 
cold war. Lives have been disrupted by serv
ice to the country and it is important to help 
these cold war veterans readjust in meaning
ful fashion to civilian life. To deny the vet
erans of the cold war the benefits of a bill of 
this sort because they did not face the dan
gers of war is not in every instance a valid 
argument. I am sure that the observers in 
South Vietnam, those who observe the truce 
line in Korea and those who are stationed 
along the Berlin wall are in every bit as much 
danger as I was while in the States. training 
to go overseas or while I was sitting on Oki
nawa doing occupation duty. I and many 
like me did benefit from the GI bill-to 
which I will be everlastingly grateful-but 
we did not, as a matter of fact, face any great 
danger. Despite the fact that the opportu
nity for active service was very much l:)efore 
us and the fact that we were prepared to 
render such service, we were not called upon 
to do so any more than these young men 
have been called on even though they are, I 
am sure, ready should the call be made. 

I believe that this bill deserves very carefuJ 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK N. ELLIOTT, 

Associate Dean. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
this is one of many letters that have been 
received from leading educators of 
America. The GI cold war bill has the 
support of the educators of America. 
They realize the importance of the read
justment of veterans for civilian living, 
and strongly favor the GI cold war bill. 

I observe the majority leader in Cham
ber. I call his attention to the fact that 
the bill is Order No. 319 and has been on 
the calendar since July 2, 1963. I trust 
the GI cold war bill will soon be ready for 
action by the Senate, and the hopes of 
these 5 million Americans no longer de
f erred. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
again thank the Senator from Texas for 
calling the bill to my attention. 

PREJUDICE AND COURAGE 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the able 

director of the Michigan Regional Office 

of the Anti-Defamation League, Sol I. 
Littman, wrote a story which appeared 
in the ADL Bulletin of June 1963. 

It is a true story with live heroes, Jo
seph Megdell and Will Roberts. Michi
gan is the setting. Prejudice and cour
age are described. It is a story with a 
happy ending, much as one regrets ac
knowledging the existence of the preju
dice described. 

It is a story I want to share with my 
colleagues and people across this coun
try, for I feel it has a timely and impor
tant message. It is for this reason that 
I ask for unanimous consent that it be 
printed at this point in full. 

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

[From the ADL Bulletin, June 1963] 
I REFUSE To CATER TO PREJUDICE-JOSEPH 

MEGDELL SHOWS FLINT THAT STICKING TO 
PRINCIPLE Is GOOD BUSINESS 

(By Sol I. Littman) 
Taking chances comes naturally to Joseph 

Megdell of Flint, Mich. So too does fighting 
for human rights. 

"Thirteen years ago, Will Roberts and I 
scraped together $6,000 to open our first store 
in Flint. Neither of us had any retailing 
experience. We couldn't afford help, so we 
started the first self-service store in the area. 

"We hired our first two employees within 
the year. We didn't realize it, but we were 
setting another precedent in the Flint area
one of the first two salespeople was a Negro. 
Now we have approximately 600 employees, 
and an office staff of close to 50. Negroes 
hold many of our most important positions, 
and they make up about one half of our 
clerical and sales staff." 

Today, Megdell and Robert's Yankee Stores 
is the second largest retail firm in the Flint 
area. 

"It is no longer news that sticking to prin
ciple is also good business," MegdeU said. 
"My private secretary ranks second to none. 
I'm lucky because the discriminatory em
ployment policy in this community brought 
her to work for me. She is qualified to be 
secretary to the president of General Motors." 

Yankee Stores now have six outlets in the 
Flint area and 14 in Michigan. One would 
expect Megdell and Roberts to have grown 
more cautious in order to protect their in
vestment. But they haven't. 

Three years ago, the mayor of Flint at
tempted to set up a Human Rights Commis
sion to deal with some of the interracial 
problems that confront this northern indus-· 
trial community. The mayor approached a 
number of community leaders to chair the 
new commission. None would accept. Fi
nally, he came to Joe Megdell. Joe knew the 
pressure exerted on community leaders to 
reject the post, but he felt Flint needed 
a Human Rights Commission badly. He 
accepted. 

The commission held only one meeting. 
The community's realtors feared the com
mission might pave the way for an open 
occupancy housing ordinance. It was decid
ed to hold a referendum on the commission. 
There was a record turnout on election day. 
The commission was defeated by a vote of 
almost 8 to 1. 

"The modera tes did not vote-as usual," 
Megdell commented wryly. 

Flint, with a population of 200,000, has 
one of the toughest problems in intergroup 
relations in Michigan. The city is almost 
entirely dedicated to the manufacture of 
automobiles, and like other cities based on 
the auto industry, it has large numbers of 
southerners, both white and Negro. Out
side the factory walls, there. is little commu
nication between the races. The political 

undercurrents are treacherous, and radical 
right groups have always found plenty of 
recruits in Flint. 

The race question is not the only one to 
disturb Genesee County, where Flint is situ
ated. The community's 900 Jewish families 
are aware that they are barred from the 
Downtown Club and from almost all of the 
golf a nd country clubs. The Atlas Valley 
Country Club is the only one in the area 
which permits Jewish membership-but un
der a strict quota. 

"You have to wait your turn. One Jewish 
member has to die before another Jew is 
admitted," declared Megdell. "I accepted a 
position on the board of directors. I hoped 
I could influence a change in policy. But i 
was just kidding myself. I resigned in 1959 
as a protest against the quota." 

Some people were unhappy about Meg
dell 's making an issue of social discrimina
tion. But he refused to demean himself or 
his religion by remaining a party to the 
quota system. 
· His partner, Will Roberts, stands· alongside 

Joe Megdell in all his battles. Joe Megdell 
is 49, married, and has three children. 

Early in 1963, the two partners initiated 
plans to open another Yankee Store, this one 
in Owosso, Mich., 60 miles north of Detroit. 
Construction was already underway when 
Megdell was visited by a member of the local 
chamber of commerce. After welcoming 
Megdell to this community of 17,000, the 
visitor suggested that Yankee Stores follow 
local custom in its hiring practices. He 
pointed out that there were no Negroes liv
ing in Owosso and there would be local re
sistance to hiring them. 

Megdell 's reply was abrupt. He stopped 
construction and announced that Owosso 
would have to do without a Yankee Store. 

"We just aren't going to have one policy 
in Flint and another in Owosso, 25 miles 
away," Megdell said. "We aren't in business 
to cater to people's prejudices." 

Megdell has also fought the radical right. 
Last October, small green, white and pink 
cards were found concealed in merchandise 
in some of the Yankee Stores. They bore the 
sarcastic message: "Always buy your Com
munist imports in Yankee Stores." 

Megdell was not surprised. The month be
fore he had received a letter from a so-ca lled 
Committee To Warn of the Arrival of Com
munist Merchandise on the Local Business 
Scene. The CWACMLBS had spot-checked 
his stores for merchandise manufactured in 
Communist countries. The letter was signed 
by a young factory worker at the AC Spark 
Plug Division of General Motors who, accord
ing to the Detroit Free News, was a member 
of the John Birch Society. 

When the "card party" hit him, Megdell 
knew he was pretty much alone. Some 18 
stores in the Flint area had agreed to stop 
selling items from behind the Iron Curtain. 
Megdell knew that some . of the major 
chains-Arlan's, Sears Roebuck, Kresge
were planning to remove dog baskets from 
Czechoslovakia and hatracks from Poland 
rather than risk radical right boycott. 

But Joe Megdell also knew that trade with 
certain Iron Curtain countries was being 
sanctioned by the U.S. State Department. 
"This Government welcomes the expansion 
of contacts which flows from increased trade 
in peaceful goods with Eastern Europe," a 
State Department spokesman had made clear. 
And Megdell refused to be intimidated 

"In a nutshell," Megdell said, "I told them 
to go to hell. I object to anybody walking 
up to a legitimate businessman and telling 
him what merchandise to carry and what not 
to carry. As long as we operate within the 
law, and according to State Department pol
icy, we are not going to be afraid just be
cause some punks threaten us with boycott. 
My stores carry less than 1 percent of their 
stock in Communist-made imports. 
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"I told my store managers that when they 

come in to distribute those cards, to throw 
them out." 

Again, the Flint community looked in 
wonder at Joe Megdell to see how he would 
make out this time. 

There were six or seven card parties in 
Yankee Stores after that. But they did not 
work-Joe Megdell refused to be cowed. The 
Committee To Warn of the Arrival, etc. took 
to distributing pamphlets door to door, urg
ing people to boycott Yankee Stores. Meg
dell got dozens of phone calls from people 
who had gotten pamphlets. All of them 
urged Yankee Stores not to give in. 

How did the radical right pressure affect 
business? 

"Retail sales in the Flint area have been 
way down generally in the last quarter," 
Megdell said seriously. Then, smiling, "Ex
cept for Yankee Stores, that is. Our volume 
ls way up" 

CRITICISM OF U.S. TARIFF POLICY 
BY GERMAN CHEMICAL INDUSTRY 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
was surprised to see on August 8 an ad
vertisement which was published in the 
New York Times. It consisted of a 
statement by the chairman of the board 
of one of the largest chemical companies 
of the world located in Germany. I was 
particularly interested in the fact that 
this gentleman criticized the U.S. tariff 
policy and went on to say that he would 
like "to repeat my appeal for a free and 
fair exchange of goods and services 
throughout the world." In my opinion, 
this advice would best be given to the 
German Government and the Common 
Market organization, not to the U.S. 
public. 

This statement from the German 
chemical industry was surprising to me 
because of the recent actions of the Com
mon Market involving poultry, a product 
of considerable importance to the State 
of Arkansas. I need not go into the 
details of the poultry controversy be
cause this situation is well known by the 
Members of this body. Suffice it to say 
that it is estimated that about $46 mil
lion a year of U.S. poultry exports to 
Europe have been shut off in spite of 
repeated efforts by the United States to 
negotiate an equitable settlement of the 
problem. 

The United States is preparing to 
withdraw a number of previous conces
sions to balance the Common Market 
action on poultry. This is very much in 
compliance with GA TT procedures and 
I, for one, heartily endorse this action if 
the poultry matter cannot be settled to 
a state of mutual satisfaction. 

Many of us were wary of the possible 
-effects of the Trade Expansion Act as it 
was being debated last year. The likely 
growth of imports over exports was a 
frequently mentioned possibility. Nev
ertheless, the Trade Expansion Act was 
passed and work is now underway to im
plement the tariff reduction negotia
tions. On June 11, the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
warned of some of the problems and 
dangers involved in these negotiations. 
I was particularly impressed with his 
statement that: 

'l1le United States must be absolutely cer
tain that the Trade Expansion Act is used 
wisely to accomplish the basic objective--

to maintain, if not improve, the U.S. trade 
position. 

The New York Times advertisement I 
previously mentioned took particular 
aim, of course, at U.S. chemical tariffs 
and the consequent inability of the Ger
man chemical industry to export more 
to the United States. The U.S. chemi
cal industry is an important asset to the 
State of Arkansas and to the Nation. 
My knowledge shows it to be a highly 
efficient, research-minded and highly 
competitive industry. As in the case of 
shoes, textiles, and many other manu
factured goods, the manufacture of 
chemicals with highly paid labor results, 
in many cases, in higher costs and sell
ing prices. For this reason, tariffs can
not be drastically reduced on chemicals 
to satisfy the German chemical indus
try's desire for our chemical markets. 
In two meetings this spring, the U.S. 
chemical industry has told the Depart
ment of Commerce the many reasons 
why U.S. chemical exports are unlikely 
to increase. Among these were non
tariff barriers blocking more exports to 
Germany and the Common Market. 

All of this causes me to urge extreme 
caution in exercising the right to reduce 
U.S. tariffs conferred under the Trade 
Expansion Act. We must make certain 
that the Common Market does not ex
port more to the United States while 
protecting its own industries and agri
culture. While the tariff reduction ne
gotiations present us with many oppor
tunities, they also may present us with 
a number of problems. For this reason, 
I believe that the U.S. trade program 
should be watched closely by the Senate 
and that all developments should be dis
cussed fully on the :floor as they occur. 

THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, a 

scholarly and reftective editorial on 
Vietnam appeared this morning in the 
Washington Post. I wish to call spe
cial attention to the following lines: 

There are surely limits to our toleration. 
If there are no limits at all, then our policy 
is the prisoner of every client government, 
however arbitrary and extreme. And if the 
client government& get sufficiently arbitrary 
and extreme, no amount of economic or mili
tary aid, in the end, will rescue them from 
the disaffection of their own people, to say 
nothing of rescuing them from Communist 
aggression. It is true that South Vietnam 
might be lost to communism if we with
drew; but it is also true that it may be 
lost to communism in spite of the fact that 
we remain-if our remaining in the face of 
all kinds of folly perpetuates a regime in
capable of mobilizing the country in its 
behalf. 

Mr. President, there seems to be some
thing of an ossiftcation of opinion about 
our situation in South Vietnam. Too 
often, we seem to consider only two 
alternatives: to support. the repressive 
Diem regime, or to pull out. I think 
there are two other more promising al
ternatives: First, to support a i·eformed 
Diem regime; or, second, to support an
other non-Communist regime in South 
Vietnam which can elicit the support o! 
the people to overcome the Communist 
Vietcong guerrillas. 

To illustrate the strength of the non
Communist opposition to Diem in South 
Vietnam, I should like to have printed 
in the RECORD an article by Erich Wulff, 
which appeared in the New Republic of 
August 31, 1963. The article is entitled 
"The Buddhist Revolt: Diem's New Op
ponents Deserve U.S. Support." Mr. 
Wulff :flatly declares: 

As for the argument that there is no al
ternative to Diem, it is absurd. 

In this position, Mr. Wulff agrees with 
the statement of the recently resigned 
Vietnamese Ambassador to the United 
States, Tran Van Chuong. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the editorial published in the 
Washington Post, and the article pub
lished in the New Republic. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and the article were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 11, 1963) 

PATRON AND CLIENT 

Our relations with South Vietnam, on 
which the President dwelt in his broadcast 
remarks on Monday, demonstrate anew the 
limitations of great power and the inevitable 
embarrassments of the patron-client rela
tionship in international affairs. This is 
equally true of our relations with a dozen 
other governments around the globe. 

Reinhold Niebuhr pointed out in 1952: 
"The same strength which has extended our 
power beyond a continent has also inter
woven our destiny with the destiny of many 
peoples and brought us into a vast web of 
history in which other wills, running in 
oblique and contrasting directions to our 
own, inevitably hinder or contradict what 
we most fervently desire." 

To some extent, these frustrations are the 
inevitable accompaniment of the exercise of 
worldwide political power. We could not 
escape them by withdrawing from this or 
that country, but only by withdrawing from 
the great power role that has descended upon 
us. And perhaps we could not even escape 
that way, because the power we declined 
would be exerted by others and would soon 
find us only exchanging the frustrations of 
a client for those of a patron. 

The President rightly reminded us: "We 
cannot expect these countries to do every
thing the way we want to do them. They 
have their own interest, their own person
alities, their own tradition. We can't make 
everyone in our image, and there are a good 
many people who don't want to go in our 
image." 

The President recalled one of the Nation's 
earlier experiences with this dilemma-in 
China, where a weak government lost the 
country to the Communists. President 
Eisenhower once reviewed our mistakes in 
China in almost the same language that 
President Kennedy used to describe our re
lations with South Vietnam. At an informal 
meeting in January 1951, he looked back 
on the China episode and said of Chiang 
Kai-shek: "It was an error to expect that 
we could make him over in our image. We 
cannot apply in a land governed by war 
lords for generations the democratic prin
ciples that flourish in the United States. 
You can't go back to the general's childhood 
and replace the images and impressions of 
bis youth with those that each of us got 
at his mother's knee. We have to accept 
him as he is and go from there." 

The Kennedy and the Eisenhower cautions 
are well put and ought to be kept in mind. 
Even if we embrace this tolerant philosophy, 
however, there surely are limits to our tolera
tion. If there are no limits at all, then our 
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policy is the prisoner of every client govern
ment, however arbitrary and extreme. And 
if the client governments get sufficiently 
arbitrary and extreme, no amount of eco
nomic or military aid, in the end, will rescue 
them from the dissaffection of their own 
people to say nothing of rescuing them from 
Communist aggression. It is true that 
South Vietnam might be lost to communism 
if we withdrew; but it is also true that it 
may be lost to communism in spite of the 
fact that we remain-if our remaining in 
the face of all kinds of folly perpetuates a 
regime incapable of mobilizing the country 
in its own behalf. 

It is the President's present decision that 
we should not now withdraw from South 
Vietnam. It is a decision that may be right, 
now, but it is one that he must keep in a 
state of day-to-day review. There must be 
some limit even to a policy of toleration 
that takes the fullest account of the diverse 
policies, customs, habits, and philosophies 
of the varied peoples and governments who 
have little more in common than a hostility 
to communism. 

(From the New Republic, Aug. 31, 1963] 
THE BUDDHIST REVOLT: DIEM'S NEW 

OPPONENTS DESERVE U.S. SUPPORT 

(By Erich Wulff) 
(NoTE.-Dr. Erich Wulff is head of the 

psychiatric division at the University of Frei
burg hospital in Germany. On leave to es
tablish a new psychiatric program at the 
University of Hue in Vietnam, he became 
an involuntary eyewitness of the May 8 mas
sacre of Buddhist demonstrators there. He 
and two colleagues resigned from Hue Uni
versity in protest against the government's 
torture of students and refusal to allow 
treatment of injured demonstrators. He 
was charged with instigating a student riot 
and distributing poison gas to students, and 
expelled from Vietnam.) 

Ngo Dinh Diem has never been able to 
tolerate any force--political, military, or 
religious-which was independent of him. 
In driving the Hoa Hao, Cao Dai, and Binh 
Xuyen sects underground, in robbing the 
political opposition of its leadership, in 
transferring overly popular commanders to 
desk jobs, Diem's objective has always been 
the same: those who might oppose him for 
whatever reasons, had to be destroyed or 
neutralized. SO when Vietnamese Buddhism 
unexpectedly awakened last May to become 
the only power in Vietnam independent of 
Diem; his reaction was predictable: he set 
out to crush it. 

Actually, the emergence of the Buddhists 
as a political force was unexpected only by 
those who had not followed recent Viet
namese history. Certainly it is hard to be
lieve that Diem was taken altogether by sur
prise. The Buddhists actually had begun to 
adapt to modern political realities several 
years ago. Buddhist youth societies and stu
dent and trade organizations were formed 
and attracted a large following, particularly 
in central Vietnam. Young monks streamed 
to the universities. The pagodas gave up be
ing merely homes, schools and places of de
votion· for monks, and once again became 
spiritual centers for the whole people. 

Although there was no indication that 
this Buddhist revival was political in pur
pose, Diem :trom the first carried on a cam
paign of discrimination, intimidation and 
persecution against it. The legal basis for 
all this was "ordinance 10," a vestige of 
French colonialism. This law had been de
signed to help Christianize Vietnam by im
proving the competitive position of the mis
sionaries. It put Vietnamese Buddhism on 
the same legal basis, and made it subject ·to 
the same organizational restrictions, as a 
private club. The Buddhists had to obtain 
a permit in advance (e.g., the purchase of 
land on which to build schools ha.ct to be 

authori?:ed by the provincial administra
tion) . Everything depended on official good 
wm. 

Once the Buddhist revival began, this 
good will evaporated. Ambitious function
aries did all they could to make things hard 
for the Buddhists, assuming this would put 
them in the good graces of the Roman Cath
olic President and his family. Some delayed 
acting on requests for permits until it was 
too late. Others refused permits entirely. 
Some went so far as to put traditional Bud
dhist holy places like Thieu-But, in Quang 
Ngai Province, at the disposal of Catholic 
priests as building sites. 

In remote provinces, such as Phu Yen and 
Binh Dinh, which foreigners seldom visit, the 
Buddhists were subjected not merely to legal
ized discrimination but to a thoroughgoing 
religious persecution. At Phu Yen, for in
stance, a Buddhist monk named Thich Tam 
Chon protested in his pagoda against re·
ligous discrimination. He was murdered. 
The Government blames the Vietcong, of 
course. The Buddhists have considerable 
evidence pointing to the Vietnamese secret 
police. In other rural areas Government of
ficials tried to win Catholic converts by mix
ing intimidation and promises. The cook 
for one of my German colleagues gave me a 
detailed account of such proselytizing. He 
assured me, however, with great emotion, 
that he would rather die than worship the 
cross. 

Many Buddhist officers, officials, and uni
versity teachers in Hue, the capital of central 
Vietnam, were given to understand they had 
better attend mass on national holidays. 
Some Catholic officers even forbade their men 
to take part in Buddhist ceremonies. Among 
this group of· officers is Maj. Dang Sy, the 
man responsible for the Hue massacre of 
May 8. Dang Sy had to be transferred from 
two commands because his religious discrimi
nation drove the soldiers to the brink of 
mutiny. Yet that ls how he got promoted 
to deputy chief of the province. 

During those same years of increasing har
assment of the Buddhists, the Catholic 
Church kept acquiring more privileges, espe
cially in central Vietnam where the arch
bishop of Hue is Diem's older brother, Ngo 
Dinh Thuc. I have no reason to believe that 
Diem ordered these privileges. On the other 
hand, what officer would refuse to loan a 
president's brother (or his agent) military 
vehicles and soldiers for work on a Catholic 
building project? What commander would 
object when President Diem personally or
dered a piece of military property handed 
over for construction of a Catholic seminary, 
school, or hospital? 

As a result of such favors Archbishop Ngo 
Dinh Thue has managed to turn his arch
diocese into a going business concern. His 
goal is to make it financially independent 
of foreign aid. The tuberculosis ward of the 
Hue hospital, for example, is directed but not 
financed by archdiocese. It requires advance 
payment from even the poorest peasant. 
These who cannot pay are not admitted, un
less they have a powerful advocate. The fees 
go to the archdiocese. The archbishop also 
has a monopoly on the import of textbooks. 
This not only provides an opportunity for 
censorship but is profitable as well. Thuc's 
main source of income, however, is his share 
of the profits from the Government's pro
gram for lumbering virgin land. Of course, 
privileges of this kind are enjoyed only by 
the politically loyal. The neutral priest in a 
remote village may have no privileges at all. 
Nevertheless, such practices give rise to less 
well founded rumors. The Buddhists, having 
no faith in Diem's controlleq press, believe 
anything they hear by the grapevine. 

In addition, Diem and his family seem con
vinced that they have the unconditional 
support of the Catholics but not the Bud
dhists. As a result, Catholics advance faster 
in administrative and military careers. Bud-

dhi.sts first have to prove their ·loyalty. One 
result is a large number of opportunistic 
converts among officers and other officials. 

T-HE BIRTHDAY MASSACRE 

All this had been going on quietly for 
years-so quietly that American diplomats 
appear to have been genuinely surprised 
when trouble erupted late in May 1963. It 
all seems to have begun when Thich Tri 
Quang, president of the Buddhist organiza
tion in central Vietnam, decided not to send 
Archbishop Thuc a congratulatory telegram 
on the occasion on his 25th year in the 
priesthood. Soon after, on May 6, Saigon 
issued an order forbidding the Buddhists to 
fly their fiags. May 8 is the Buddha's birth
day and a most important holiday. 

Future historians will have to decide 
whether Diem ordered the ban simply in line 
with general policy on religion-on the as-
sumption that the Buddhists would suffer 
the humiliation in silence-or whether the 
regime deliberately sought an open ·confiict 
expecting to crush the Buddhists as it had 
earlier crushed the other sects. 

Whatever the intention, the result was that 
the Buddhist masses, though inclined to 
pacifism and accustomed to misery, began 
spontaneous protest demonstrations. At 
first the Buddhist leaders simply acquiesced 
in these demonstrations; then they began to 
lead them. 

At the start, the demonstrators had the 
limited objective of a return to the status 
quo ante; they wanted Diem's new restric
tions on the celebration of the Buddhist 
holiday rescinded. The Hue crowd on which 
Dang Sy's tanks opened fire May 8, for in
stance, was asking Saigon to allow the Bud
dhist leaders to give the traditional annual 
radio address. Up to now, it is still not clear 
who gave Dang Sy the order to open fire. 
Seven children and one woman died on the 
spot. Painted on the tanks, in big white 
letters, was the name of the President's 
brother, Ngo Dinh Khoi, murdered in 1945. 

And so the Buddhist Christmas became a 
day of mourning, and the Buddhist leaders 
decided not only to demand compensation 
for the victims but to raise the long-latent 
issue of reli~ious discrimination and persecu
tion. On May 12 the Buddhists requested 
that the Government lift the flag ban, revoke 
ordinance 10, permit the unimpeded dissemi
nation of Buddhist teachings, free Buddhists 
under arrest, punish those responsible for the 
massacre and provide financ.ial recompense 
to the families of the victims. Demonstra
tions spread to several other provinces, but 
their objective remained unpolitical, limited 
to the putting through of this program. 

After the Hue massacre the regime had one 
chance to pull itself out of the affair undam
age_d: to dissociate itself from Maj. Dang Sy 
and admit responsibility for the tragedy. In
stead, it designated the Vietcong, as the 
criminal. In the ensuing weeks, hard and 
soft tendencies seem to have struggled with 
one another. Beginning in June the Presi
dent's brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu, and his wife 
Madame Nhu, incited and supported an anti
Buddhist campaign, ranging in my observa
tion from loyalty telegrams to the employ
ment of poison gas against young girls and 
the torture of students who refused to brand 
their Buddhist leaders as Communists. 

Madame Nhu also iaunched a political drive 
to denounce Buddhism as a Communist-in
filtrated international conspiracy. Pagodas 
were surrounded with barbed wire, and wom
en and children trying to bring water to the 
monks were clubbed to the ground. This 
was all quite open, without any effort at con
cealment. The regime swiftly did everything 
it could to sharpen the conflict until, imme
diately after the sacrificial death by burning 
of Thich Quang Due, the danger of a popular 
uprising became so great that an interminis
t_erial committee, formed on June 16 under 
American pressure, accepted some Buddhist 
demands. 
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On the day after the agreement, however, 

a leading article in the Nhu-financed Times 
of Vietnam spoke of extortion by the Bud
dhists. The efforts, suspended during the 
negotiations, to play off dissident sects of 
lesser significance against the Buddhist All
Vietnam Union, were vociferously resumed. 
Contrary to offi.cial promises, a great number 
of Buddhists remained under arrest. The 
Buddhists came into possession of Govern
ment plans for suppressing their organlza.
tion "once the present storm has subsided." 
The Republican Youth group, under Ngo 
Dinh Nhu's command, published a petition 
in the Times of Vietnam asking that the dis
criminatory ordinance 10 be kept in force. 

Within 2 weeks the Buddhist leaders lost 
faith in the good faith of the Government 
and President Diem, and ordered new pro
test demonstrations. Though forbidding a 
third public suicide attempt and calling off 
a planned demonstration in Hue, the lead
ers sent Diem a strongly worded letter at
tacking the activities of his sister-in-law, 
Madame Nhu. "Many empires have crum
bled and regimes been toppled," the letter 
warned, "because the laws were not enforced, 
power was abused, and above all because 
women were allowed to meddle with the af
fairs of state.'• The letter expressed the hope 
that Madame Nhu's charge of "ignoble trea
son" did not "reflect the policy of the Gov
ernment." 

Meanwhile, the Buddhist monks developed 
an increasingly effi.cient national organiza
tion. Their intelligence from inside the 
Diem government 1s excellent. They also 
have been able to synchronize their actions 
in the various provinces. By the end of 
June, Saigon's Xa Loi Pagoda resembled a 
GHQ. Nevertheless, the problem of trans
mitting news to the rural pagodas has not 
been solved. If it is, my guess is that the 
Buddhists will follow their leaders to the last 
village. Certainly the crowds I watched in 
Hue displayed great courage. Young girls 
remained sitting on the sidewalk, for ex
ample, even when soldiers charged them 
with bayonets. The crowds were also distin
guished by their discipline. During the 
June 1 demonstrations, at the monks' orders, 
not a single offensive word was uttered 
against the government. Excesses occurred 
only when the Buddhist leaders had not ar
ranged the demonstrations, as in Hue on 
June 3 and Saigon on .Tune 16. 

Among the monks who guide the move
ment, one in particular stands out a born 
leader. He is Thich Tri Quang, president 
of the Buddhist organization in central Viet
nam and the man whose refusal to congratu
late Archbishop Thuc is thought to have 
caused the ban on the display of Buddhist 
ftags. In private conversation with Thich 
Tri Quang I was struck by his precise grasp 
of the situation, the modesty of his appear
ance, and the mixture of tolerance and 
determination which he embodies. Address
ing a crowd, he produces an electrifying ef
fect. His audience clearly is ready to obey 
his every· command. He has that direct ac
cess to the heart of the people which Diem 
so completely lacks. In central Vietnam 
he is venerated almost as a saint by students 
and peasants alike. Were he not a monk he 
would be a logical successor to Diem. As it 
is, he could be a kingmaker-and that is 
why his life is reckoned in constant danger. 

What next? In the present tense situa
tion the most important unknown is the 
attitude of the army. There is an unmis
takable discontent among the junior officers. 
"Just what are we fighting for anyway?" 
asked a young captain with whom I was dis
cussing the crisis. "For Diem and his fam
ily? If the physical and spiritual terror 
here gets much worse, there will be nothing 
to choose between us and the North ." His 
opinion is shared by many younger officers 
of the middle grades. As for the recruits, 
I myself saw 10 truckloads of troops, sent 
out against a crowd of students· in Hue, sig-

naling encouragement to them. The regime 
stabilized the situation in Hue only by fiying 
in m111tary police from Danang and pa.rt of 
the Presidential guard from Saigon. In crit
ical situations the government can appar
ently rely only on special troops. 

NOLTING AND DIEM 

A second critical factor is the attitude of 
the civilian opportunists and time servers, 
whose only concern is to protect their 
careers. As in any regime these men are the 
majority. As the crisis reached its first cli
max in mid-June, individuals who had fol
lowed the regime for years began to indulge 
in more or less candid criticism of Diem. 
They had, they said, always been against the 
regime at heart. I talked to offi.cials, secret 
offi.cers, and university professors who wa
vered this way. Friends in Saigon and Hue 
told me of many similar experiences. These 
were people with an inborn sense of the bal
ance of power. If they are deserting Diem his 
ship is doomed. 

The third factor is America. During the 
first act of the religious crisis, from the May 
8 massacre to the short-lived June 16 agree
ment, the United States took a hands-off po
sition. Thereafter, however, the United 
States resumed active support for Diem. 
Ambassador Frederick Nolting returned hast
ily to Saigon and made a public statement 
to the effect that Diem was resolutely work
ing toward democratization and had the sup
port of the people, especially in rural areas. 
He added that in his 2 years as American 
Ambassador to Vietnam he had not seen 
any sign of religious discrimination. Who 
knows? Perhaps he hadn't. 

At the same time American m111tary ad
visers ordered their subordinates to em
phasize the "positive" and play down the 
"negative." The religious crisis was not to 
impair the battleworthiness of the Viet
namese army. The Buddhist movement was 
described as an urban affair which would 
meet with little response in the country, 
where the war is fought. I do not know who 
is expected to believe such nonsense. Cer
tainly the men who are actually fighting in 
the Buddhist sections of rural Vietnam are 
not likely to be fooled. Even the Americans 
in Saigon presumably don't believe it, since 
they also urge the Buddhist leaders to stop 
demonstrations lest the religious dispute 
help the Communists. 

Even if one ignores the moral implications 
of U.S. support for Diem's dictatorship, the 
present policy ls shortsighted. In the past, 
American omcials have usually admitted pri
vately that Diem ls a rather unsavory char
acter and have then argued that neverthe
less, there is no alternative to supporting 
him-that "a change in the leadership would 
plunge the country into chaos." Recent 
events indicate the contrary. Vietnam wlll 
fall into chaos 1f Diem does not resig'n, and 
soon. Already, an important milltary base, 
Rang Rang, has been given up so that more 
troops could be deployed to Saigon to pro
tect Diem. And the psychological damage of 
Diem's private war against the Buddhists is 
only beginning to be perceptible. The peas
antry reacts slowly but imperturbably. U.S. 
aid will not make them accept discrimination 
against their religion. They are imbued with 
human dignity and cannot be bought so 
cheaply. 

As for the argument that there is no al
ternative to Diem, it is absurd. Any honest 
non-Communist politician in Saigon would 
be a better choice. The hopes of the people 
would be raised, and they would give th~ 
new government a choice. Of the various 
opposition groups, however, the nationalist 
Dai Viet has in the past gotten the most 
sympathy from the United States. Between 
1959 and 1962 the Dai Viet had the same 
difficulty vis-a-vis Diem that it had had 
earlier with Bao Dai and the French. Every 
action against Diem indirectly gave aid and 
comfort to the Communists. Since most Dai 

Viet supporters are as anti-Communist as 
they are anti-Diem, they were paralyzed and 
the group a.trophied. Last year, made des
perate by Diem's incompetence, the old group. 
began to reassemble. Today it is the focus 
of a broad front of non-Communist politi
cians, determined to work together for the re
moval of Diem. For obvious reasons, I can
not report either its composition or present 
organization. 

At the moment, the Buddhists openly ex
press the hope that by continuing their pro
test they may become the catalyst for the 
formation of a new government--a. govern
ment which would give them a better break. 
Only in this sense can one say that their 
movement has turned political. If no new 
government is forthcoming, however, the 
Buddhists may rally their followers in the 
countryside and in the army to passive re
sistance. They might even take the path of 
the Hoa Hao and Cao Dai sects, which sup
port the so-called National Liberation Front 
run by the Communists in the hope that this 
wm topple the Diem dictatorship and bring 
about a neutralized Vietnam. 

Rightly used, on the other hand, Buddhist 
movement could give a. new. government 
mass support, allowing the kind of radical 
reforms needed to undermine the Vietcong. 
I know intelligent politicians prepared to at
tempt this in collaboration with the 
Buddhists. The Vietcong would need time 
to adapt its propaganda to the new situation. 
Many who now support the Vietcong might 
rally to the Government or at least adopt a 
wait-and-see attitude. It is uncertain how 
Hanoi would react to a change of government 
in Saigon. There might be possib1llties for 
negotiation with the North. 

The Vietnamese do not ask very much from 
America. They are responsive to the slight
est suggestion of a change in the U.S. policy 
of all-out support for Diem. It might even 
sumce 1f the new Ambassador, Henry Cabot 
Lodge, were to invite the few Vietnamese op
position leaders who are still out of jail to 
a dinner party. Should diplomatic strate
gems of this type show no perceptible result, 
however, the situation would call for a dec
laration, on highest authority, that the 
United States dissociates itself from the 
Diem regime and will in the future be neu-

. tral between him and the non-Communist 
opposition. 

SHORTAGE OF HORSE TRAINERS 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I call 

attention to a very serious situation that 
has developed in my State. 

I have been advised, by a legal firm in 
my hometown of Helena, that one of its 
clients, a rancher, is unable to obtain a 
competent horsebreaker or trainer. 

The rancher has been in touch with 
an Australian, with impressive qualifi
cations, who seeks to enter this country 
to engage in the storied profession of 
"bronc peeling." 

Under the rules of the Immigration 
Department, in order for the Australian 
to enter this country there must be a 
certification by the Labor Department 
that there is not an American supply of 
horse trainers who are unemployed. 

The Department of Labor did indeed 
certify that "qualified workers are not 
available within the United States for 
referral to the employer by the Employ
ment Service." 

Mr. President, what will the American 
image be abroad if it becomes known 
that the Nation of cowboys and Indians, 
which exports hundreds of western 
movies, where even f oriner Presidents 
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read western novels, has to import a 
horse wrangler from the other side of 
the world? 

I certainly will not stand in the way of 
any Australian who seeks to come to our 
shores to follow his profession. But I 
wish to let my colleagues know that em
ployment opportunities, for which some 
of their constituents may possibly 
qualify, do exist in my State. 

The shortage of competent wranglers 
in Montana-the land of the great 
Greenoughs, Lindermans, and Reynolds, 
derives from the fact that Montana 
wranglers are busy picking up top money 
in rodeos in other States. 

CAN AMERICAN GOVERNMENT 
SURVIVE IN THE JET AGE? 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
to be effective in this space age of change 
and challenge, the Federal Government 
must be capable of strong action and 
strong leadership, if our democracy is 
to survive. The legislative process can• 
not be allowed to become an exercise in 
futility. 

Recently, Members of this body, 
notably the distinguished senior Sena
tors from Pennsylvania and New Jersey 
[Mr. CLARK and Mr. CASE] and the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FuLBRIGHTJ have offered construc
tive suggestions as to what they feel 
should be done if Congress is to main
tain its effectiveness in this fast-moving 
age of political and social developments. 

George Jenks, Washington corre
spondent for the Toledo Blade, one of 
the great newspapers of Ohio and the 
Nation, recently wrote a very thought
provoking article entitled "Can Ameri
can Government Survive in the Jet 
Age?" The article appeared in the 
Toledo Blade on August 25. George 
Jenks is one of the outstanding news
papermen in Washington today, and this 
fine article further attests to that fact. 
He has carefully and thoughtfully re
viewed the entire problem of congres
sional reform, and has come up with 
some concrete solutions. I believe that 
this article merits the attention of all 
Senators, and I commend it to them. 

An excellent editorial, which deals 
with this same subject, appeared along 
with Mr. Jenks' article. In the edi
torial, the publisher of the Toledo Blade, 
Paul Block, Jr., has again taken leader
ship in the field of journalism, in calling 
for a public discussion of a serious, but 
little publicized, problem facing our 
Nation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article and the editorial 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and the editorial were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Toledo (Ohio) Blade, Aug. 25, 
1963] 

CAN AMERICAN GoVERNMENT SURVIVE IN TH:IC 
JF!T AGE?--CRITICS CHARGE TRADITIONAL PRO• 
CEDURES ARE OBSOLETE 
(NoTE.-Are Americans saddled wLth a 

horse-and-buggy Federal Government struc
ture in a Jet age of fast-moving political and 
social developments? Here ls a critical ap
praisal of some o! the shortcomings in the 

democratic process and the reforms that are 
being advocated to improve it.) 

(By George Jenks) 
WASHINGTON.-Winston Chmchill is quot

ed as once having remarked that democracy 
is the worst form of government men have 
ever devised, except for every other form. . 

Sir Winston is not the only statesman and 
scholar of the free world to express exasper
ation with the contradictions, confusions, 
and cumbersome nature of the democratic 
process. 

Large numbers of Americans-from uni
versity campuses down to workers on the 
production line and the Negroes seeking their 
constitutional rights-are today watching 
the spectacle of their Government stalled on 
dead center during fast-moving world events. 
And they are wondering how long the stale
mate between Congress and the President is 
going to last. 

One of the eggheads of Congress, Senator 
J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, Democrat, of Arkansas, 
former university president, Phi Beta Kappa 
and Rhodes scholar-was taking part recently 
in a Fund for the Republic symposium on 
how government by the people can be made 
to work efficiently and effectively. 

He led off with the dour statement that 
"Government by the people is possible but 
highly improbable." 

"It may well be questioned whether the 
enormously complex and slow-moving pro
cedures of the American Government are 
adequate to meet both the dangers and the 
opportunities of our foreign relations," he 
wrote. 

Senator FULBRIGHT has grounds for his 
pessimism. The stubborn, quarrelsome Con
gress in which he sits is setting new records 
for doing nothing. It has yet to take final 
action on any major administration legis
lative proposals it has received since January 
and has broken away from its own as well as 
White House leadership. 

In the third year of the term in which 
he promised voters he would get the country 
moving agan, President Kennedy, like former 
President Eisenhower before him, is being 
accused of inaction, indecision, and timidity. 

The Supreme Court is faced by the pos
sibility-even though a remote one-that it 
could be stripped of a substantial part of 
its authority by proposed constitutional 
amendments, backed nationally by those who 
resent the recent school prayer decision and 
sectionally by those who resent the Court's 
rulings in civil rights and legislative reap
portionment cases. 

These amendments would give the States 
the right to propose and ratify amendments 
to the Constitution without congressional 
approval; prohibit the Supreme Court or any 
other Federal court from assuming jurisdic
tion in State legislative apportionment cases; 
and establish a "Court of the Union" made 
up of 50 State supreme court chief justices, 
which would have power to review Supreme 
Court decisions dealing with Federal-State 
relations. 

Cries for basic structural governmental re
forms have been and are still being heard 
across the land. They come from earnest 
citizens who argue that at a juncture when 
the heads of the world's two greatest pow
ers feel it essential to maintain a "hot line" 
between the White House and the Kremlin, it 
is time to reexamine 19th century proce
dures. 

Can the traditional system go on forever 
unchanged, ·they are asking, in the jet and 
nuclear age and still insure domestic tran
quility, provide for the common defense, pro
mote the general welfare, and secure the 
blessings of liberty to ourselves and our pos
terity? 

When the authors of the Constitution be
gan their deliberations in Independence Hall 
in 1787, they shared a common apprehen
sion which some latter-day Americans be-

lieve to have rendered them overly cautious 
and conservative. 

As men who lately had risked their lives 
and fortunes in revolt against the mother 
country for what they regarded as a denial 
of their rights, they were determined to 
leave no loopholes in the document they 
were about to write, through which the new 
Republic could be debauched by tyranny or 
oppression of minorities. 

That they succeeded in that objective is 
a matter of history. The system of checks 
and balances, the careful distribution of pow
ers between the executive, legislative, and 
judicial branches, devised by James Madison 
and his associates, has withstood the test of 
the years. 

The matter for concern today, however, is 
not over threats of possible usurpation of 
power but rather over whether the Govern
ment is close to being checked and balanced 
into paralysis. 

There have been many remedies suggested 
for relief of sleeping sickness in Govern
ment. Most would involve the freeing of 
Congress from the shackles of its own rules 
and its committee and seniority system. 

Others would give the President broader 
powers to act in emergencies, particula:rl-y 
in foreign affairs. 

There have been no serious suggestions 
that the Constitution itself be extensively 
overhauled or rewritten. That venerable 
document has been enshrined in the national 
tradition and it would be a bold reformer 
who would propose that the original 18th 
century framework be altered. 

President Kennedy is one who shares the 
view that the Constitution can be made to 
work as beneficially in the 20th as in the 
18th century. 

Speaking to a group of college students 
last year, he told them to dismiss the idea 
that the Constitution "gives us an automatic 
light to the future, guides our way, and that 
all we have to do is follow the very clear 
precepts it lays down for us. 

"The Constitution has served us extremely 
well. But all of its clauses, the general wel
fare and due process and all the rest; · had 
to be interpreted by man and had to be made 
to work by men," he said. 

"And it has to be made to work today in 
an entirely different world from the days in 
which it was written, both at home and 
abroad." 

One fundamental alteration of the Con
stitution would be required, however, under 
a proposal made by Senator FuLBRIGHT in 
his contribution to the Fund for the Repub
lic symposium. 

As chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, the Arkansas Democrat 
carries more weight in foreign affairs than 
any other Member of Congress, yet he is con
vinced that the President must be given 
broader powers to act in the world arena. 

Congress, he pointed out, cannot initiate 
or shape foreign policy, although it can and 
does modify or thwart Presidential proposals. 
Furtherfore, he added, Congressmen, much 
more than a President, are apt to yield to the 
whims and prejudices of uninformed public 
opinion on such matters as .foreign aid. 

Senator FULBRIGHT did not spell out what 
he had in mind in recommending enhance
ment of Presidential authority in foreign af
fairs but certainly one .of the steps required 
would be modification of the constitutional 
requirement of a two-thirds approving vote 
by the Senate for r a tification of a treaty with 
other powers. 

"The prospect is a disagreeable and perhaps 
a dangerous one, but the alternative is im
mobility and paralysis of national policy 
in a revolutionary world, which can only 
lead to consequences immeasurably more 
disagreeable and dangerous," he said. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT confined his reform pro
posals to the field of foreign policy. Being 
an influential committee chairman and being 
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possessed of ample seniority, he found no 
reason to be critical of congressional han
dling of homefront problems. 

"In domestic matters, it seems to me, the 
Congress is as well qualified to shape policy 
as the Executive, and in some respects more 
so because of the freedom of at least some 
Members from the particular electoral pres
sures that operate on the President," he said. 

On this point senator FULBRIGHT came 
into direct disagreement with another con
gressional participant in that symposium
Senator JoSEPH S. CLARK, Democrat, of Penn
sylvania. 

. Senator CLARK, a former mayor of Phila
delphia, pointed an accusing finger at Con
gress, the State legislatures and city councils 
as "the greatest menace to the successful 
operation of the democratic process." 

He painted a dismal picture of what goes 
on in the Nation's Legislative Chambers. 
There, he said, is "where the vested interest 
lobbies run riot, where conflict of interest 
rides unchecked, where demagoguery knows 
few 'bounds, where political lag keeps needed 
action a genera,tion behind the times, where 
ignorance is often at a premium and wis
dom at a discount, where the evil influence 
of arrogant and corrupt political machines 
ignores most successfully the public inter
est, where the lust for patronage and favors 
for the faithful do the greatest damage to the 
public interest." 

Those are strong words and they did not 
endear senator CLARK to his colleagues in 
Congress. Nor did the reforms he urged to 
correct the legislative evils he sees. These 
are: 

Strengthening the executive at the expense 
of the legislative branch. Specifically he 
proposed 4-year terms for Members of both 
the House and Senate so that they all would 
be elected in presidential campaign years 
and thus committed to the national plat-
form. · 

Amendment of the Constitution to allow 
the President to make Executive appoint
ments without Senate confirmation, doing 
away with "the need to satisfy legislative 
parochialism." 

Election of congressional committee chair
man by secret ballot rather than by seniority. 

Outlawing of delaying tactics such as the 
filibuster and the bottling up of proposed 
legislation in committee. He would require 
that all bills sent to the Capitol by the White 
House be brought to a vote on their merits 
regardless of committee action. 

Fair reapportionment of congressional and 
State legislative districts in all States. 

Stronger laws governing campaign con
tributions, including tax inducements to 
small contributors. 

Another entry in the national debate over 
what's wrong in . Washington came from the 
political scientist and author, James Mac
Gregor Burns, in his recent book, "The 
Deadlock of Democracy-Four-Party Politics 
in America." 

. He finds both Democrats and Republicans 
guilty of misrepresentillg themselves. 

It is Professor Burns' contention that ac
tually there are two Republican and two 
Democratic Parties. Each, he says, confuses 
and deceives the public by maintaining sepa
rate presidential and congressional wings 
which stand apart like separate sovereign 
powers. 

At each national convention in recent 
years, he points out, the GOP has nominated 
a political moderate who ran on a platform 
with broad appeal to moderates and inde
pendents as well as conservative_s. 

Once those presidential elections are over, 
he writes, control of Republican policy has 
tended to shift back to the . standpat, con
servative leadership of the party's conserva
tive · wing, currep.tly personified by such 
men as House Minority Leader CHARLES A. 
lµLLECK, Senate Minority Leader EVERETT 
J.\;{. DIRKSEN; and Senator BARRY M. GOLD
WATER. 

It is much the same on the Democratic 
side, his argument goes. The convention 
nominates a John F. Kennedy, an Adlai E. 
Stevenson or a Harry S. Truman to run on 

. a national liberal platform of glowing 
promises. · 

Then, when the tumult of the campaign 
dies down, the congressional wing of the 
party resumes its old stand on the right 
under the brass-knuckle leadership of such 
Democratic moguls as Virginians Senator 
HARRY F. BYRD and Representative HOWARD 
W. SMITH, boss of the House Rules Commit
tee. 

Professor Burns lays the blame for drift 
and delay in present-day Government to 
what he calls the four-party system "that 
compels government by consensus and coali
tion rather than a two-party system that 
allows the winning party to govern and the 
losers to oppose." 

He would do away with the congressional 
wings of the two parties by absorbing them 
into the national parties, largely through 
most of the congressional reforms proposed 
by Senator CLARK. 

He nominates for oblivion the seniority 
system in Congress, minority devices such as 
the Rules Committee veto, the filibuster, 
malapportionment and one-party districts. 

One of the most penetrating of the recent 
discussions of Government reform and of 
the declining prestige of Congress came from 
a freshman Member of the House, Repre
sentative ROBERT TAFT, JR., in an address at 
the American Bar Association convention in 
Chicago this month. 

Mr. TAFT told his fellow lawyers that Con
gress is the weak link in the Federal Govern
ment and that it must be revitalized if there 
is to be a halt to the mounting assumption 
of power by the executive and judicial 
branches at the expense of the legislative 
branch and of State and local governments. 

Unlike his late father, Mr. TAFT looks for 
no resurgence of States rights. He defined 
the Federal system as "a governmental or
ganization which permits continued exist
ence of lesser subdivisions for limited pur
poses" and said recent Supreme Court deci
sions have made argument over States rights 
more and more academic. 

Some of the reform suggestions Mr. TAFT 
threw out at the bar convention were famil
iar. Others are new and bold. 

For instance, he proposed a voluntary re
drawing of State boundaries to relate them 
to the "economic and practical realities and 
necessities" of modern industrial civiliza
tion. 

This revision of State lines is particularly 
desirable for coping with the increasing 
complexities and contradictions involved in 
large multi-State metropolitan areas, he 
said. 

Among the other reforms suggested by 
Mr. TAFT were: 

Elimina tioil of the electoral college system 
to head off a possible fiasco in a presidential 
election. 

Solving the legislative reapportionment 
problem by taking it out of the hands of 
the courts and . enacting a constitutional 
amendment defining clearly the require
ments for guaranteeing the principle of 
representative government. 

Changing the process of amending the 
Constitution by providing for ratification by 
a two-thirds vote of the people of two-thirds 
of ·the States as well as by a two-thirds vote 
of both Houses of Congress. This limitation 
of the power of the State legislatures would 
offer "more flexibility" to the process, he said. 

Action by State and local governments to 
eliminate duplication of governmental units 
and to eliminate the "balkanization" of 
metropolitan a.reas by county and State lin~s. 

A shift in the Federai tax base to give 
the States and local government more reve
nues to deal with health, education, welfare, 
and other such programs. 

Turning to the question of the House, Mr. 
TAFT traced most of its ineptitude to the 
wide dispersion of leadership on both, the 
majority and minority sides and took his 
stand with those who favor trimming the 
powers of ·the Rules Committee. 

"Because of the power of the Rules Com
mittee, along with the seniority feature in 
connection with committees, the selection of 
committee chairman and the right of com
mittee chairmen to schedule or refuse to 
schedule legislation for hearing, the centers 
of power within the parties in Congress are 
multiple, with no one being in a position 
to direct even the procedural aspects of the 
legislative body," he said. Mr. TAFT sug
gested the undoing of the 1960 reform which 
stripped the Speaker of the House-then Jo
seph G. (Uncle Joe) Cannon-of many of 
his arbitrary powers. 

He said that reform was made at a time 
when the legislative dominated the execu
tive branch and that now with the executive 
firmly in the saddle and Congress the under
dog, the time has come to build up the power 
of the Speaker and centralize the sources of 
procedural power within the two parties. 

Discussions about the shortcomings of the 
Federal Government usually wind up with 
the finger of accusation pointed at Congress. 

On the 535 Members of the House and 
Senate falls the responsibility of overseeing 
the vast Federal establishment of nearly 2.5 
million employees and 2,300 executive depart
ments, agencies, omces, and bureaus. 

They are called upon to review and author
ize Federal spending at a rate approaching 
$100 billion a year and to pass upon the pro
grains submitted by the White House. 

In trying to cope with this formidable 
burden of work, the legislative branch is em
ploying substantially the same loose organi
zation and the same ivy-covered ground rules 
it developed by stops and starts between 1789 
and the outbreak of World War I. 

Taking their cue from the authors of the 
Constitution, successive generations of con
gressional leaders have erected their own 
elaborate system of checks and balances 
which enables the minority to frustrate the 
majority and clog the legislative machinery. 

Attempts to grease the wheels of Congress 
have been frequent in the past. The last 
serious effort came in the Reorganization Act 
of 1946 passed after the legislators were 
warned by a blue-ribbon committee of the 
American Political Science Association that 
it "must modernize its machinery and meth
ods to fit modern conditions if it is to keep 
the pace with a greatly enlarged and active 
executive branch." 

The 1946 act, however, failed to produce 
any lasting changes beyond a boost in con
gressional salaries. It did reduce the num
ber · of standing committees from 81 to 34, 
but that cut eventually was nullified by the 
creation of equally large numbers of stand
ing subcommittees. 

Now, - 17 years later, growing public dis
taste for "do-nothing" Congresses is applying 
pressure for a new stab at rewriting some 
of the archaic rules of procedure. 

Proposals to name a joint House-senate re
form study group to draw up reorganization 
recommendations are now resting in com
mittee in both Houses, backed by bipartisan 
groups of l~berals. 

The towering logjam of unfinished busi
ness, mounting since early January, prob
ably will prohibit action on any reform 
committee resolution this year, but the 
handwriting is on the wall and it will come 
eventually. · 

Disclosures of unethical conduct by Con
gressmen, including nepotism, padded pay
rolls, junketing, confltcts .of interest, to say 
nothing of..the extravag.ance displayed in the 
bµilding of the stately new -House omce 
Building, have aroused the ire of at least 
some of the Nation's voters. 
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It ls likely that there will be a reform group 
named next year but the results are uncer
tain. The only thing sure about a reorga
nization program is that it is likely to in
clude a congressional pay increase. 

In the past, senior Members have been 
able to consistently beat down efforts to make 
the House Rules Committee a conduit rather 
than a blockade against pending legislation; 
and set a time limit on debate in the Senate; 
to delegate authority for disposing of some 
of the trivia that now takes up valuable time, 
or to write a new code of ethics for Congress
men. 

Reform is overdue. Reform is inevitable. 
But before it can come, it appears that 
there will ha-ve to be a landslide election to 
give one or the other of the two parties 
enough new members and the overwhelming 
majority needed to rout ·the entrenched sen
ior members and ram through a meaning
ful reform program. 

[From the Toledo (Ohio) Blade, Aug. 25, 
1963] 

CALL To REFORM 

The crisis in government described on this 
page is neither unprecedented nor revolu
tionary. The history of government can be 
recorded as one crisis after another, each 
defined in its own debate and possessed of 
its own timeliness. 

Usually these crises-the run-of-t he-mill 
type, so to speak~nter upon specific issues 
or proposals: a tariff policy, a tax bill, a 
treaty. What sets today's debate apart is 
that it probes to the vitals of the govern
mental system itself, the process by which 
other crises are resolved. 

Even this aspect of the crisis discussed here 
is not unprecedented. But its crucial nature 
is the more emphasized by the fact that 
similar crises-in-depth have occurred previ
ously only when the Nation's very existence 
was at stake, when the alternatives were to 
change or to die. Thus the Founding Fathers 
threw out the Articles of Confedera tion in 
1787 to convert 13 rival entities into a viable 
sovereignty, and the Civil War was fought to 
free the national impulse to expand from the 
restraining bonds of provincialism. 

The urgency of the current crisis is fur
ther highlighted by the fact that those who 
recognize and define it are not all detached 
bystanders. With the exception of Professor 
Burns, each of the men whose views are out
lined here is involved in the governmental 
process. Together, they represent a broad 
range of geographic, economic, social, and 
political interests. 

It is significant that none of these men 
belong to the school of skeptics which sees 
the crisis as heralding the collapse of Ameri
can democracy. All are confident that the 
United States can continue to build on its 
present constitutional foundation. That 
they find some of the superstructure in dire 
need of renovation actually test ifies to their 
faith. Just as the superstructure they con
demn was originally erected to repla.ce an 
earlier outworn one, so they want now to 
remodel the procedures and powers of gov
ernment to give new vitality to the old 
framework. 

The crisis, then, is one of dynamic politics. 
This can be seen in the fact that so mu.ch of 
today's oontroversy is sparked by decisions 
of the Supreme Court. As Justice Harlan 
told the American Bar Association this 
month, ij; ls a "serious mischief" to con
clude that "all deficiencies in our society 
which have failed of correction by other 
means should find a cure in the courts." 
But resort to the c·ourts is ine·vitable when 
normal political methods become so fossil
ized that they deny the Negro the opportu
nity to obtain his rights or deprive millions 
of citizens of fair representation in their 
Sta te and National legislatures. 

· The 1963 crisis ln American Government 
marks another turning point in our develop
-men t. History teaches us that there is no 
cause for despair. But it also teaches us 
that it could be disastrous to ignore the 
summons to reform. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR PEARSON 
FOR HIS SPEECH ON CUBA 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, last 
week I was privileged to hear a part of 
the fine speech on Cuba delivered by the 
distinguished junior Senator from Kan
sas [Mr. PEARSON]. Unfortunately, I 
was called from the Chamber before I 
could make any comment on his speech. 
So I take this opportunity to compliment 
and commend him for the forward-look
ing ideas he expressed in the speech he 
delivered on that occasion. 

I am impressed by the fact that he 
has considered the passibilities as to 
what might be done in the future when 
Cuba once again is free. He also empha
sized the part the Organization of Amer
ican States should take in planning for 
this possibility, which without question 
will become a fact. He then enumerated 
five essential elements of a free society 
which should be considered by this inter
American organization. 

In his conclusion, he outlined three 
reasons why we should now prepare for 
the rehabilitation of Cuba; and he went 
into some detail in explaining them. 

Toward the end of this speech he made 
this pertinent comment: 

Mr. President, I have tried to see beyond 
the curve of the horizon, to the day when 
Cuba once again will be free. 

I wish to take this occasion to compli
ment the distinguished junior Senator 
from Kansas for making a distinct con
tribution to our understanding. of the 
Cuban problem, and also for attempt
ing-as he stated so succinctly-to see 
beyond the curve of the horizon, into the 
future, and to make plans accordingly. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator from Mon
tana yield briefly to me, to enable me to 
comment on that subject? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

it was my privilege also to be seated in 
this Chamber throughout the great 
speech the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
PEARSON] made last week. 

I desire to pay my respect to the jun
ior Senator from Kansas. Indeed, I feel 
that by his speech, he made a great con
tribution, and he deserves the congratu
lations of all Senators for the leader
ship he has demonstrated so soon after 
becoming a Member of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has morning busi
ness been concluded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY 
The Senate, as in Committee of the 

Whole, resumed the consideration of 
Executive M (88th Cong., 1st sess.), the 
treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space, and un
derwater. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President. after 
weeks of studying the issue of the nuclear 
test ban treaty. as a member of the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee-having 
listened to testimony before our com
mittee and having read the lengthy argu
ments on both sides--! have come to the 
conclusion that it is in the best interest 
of the American people to ratify the 
treaty. 

In doing so, I am laboring under no 
illusions about the character of the chief 
cosigner, the Soviets, or about the liini
tations of the treaty. It is a matter of 
balancing the risks. 

I favor our making every possible effort 
to achieve agreements on nuclear test
ing-and on disarmament and peace
with the Soviets so long as these agree
ments incorporate adequate safeguards. 

We in the Senate will ratify the · nu
clear test ban treaty without any illu
sions as to its limitations. We know full 
well that the leopard has not changed 
his spots. 

Even during the final negotiations at 
Moscow, Khrushchev joined in a public 
declaration calling for the "liberation of 
South Korea" from the U.S. "imperial
ists." No doubt, the Soviets still intend 
to "bury" us. 

As President Kennedy said in his ad
dress to the Nation on July 26: 

Nations cannot afford in these matters to 
rely simply on the good faith of their ad
versaries. 

We are not deceiving ourselves about 
our adversary. Neither are we deceiving 
ourselves about this treaty. It is not the 
millennium, as the President said. 

And, .as he said further, it does not 
"mean an end to the threat of nuclear 
war. It will not reduce nuclear stock
piles; it will not halt the production of 
nuclear weapons; it will not resolve all 
conflicts, or cause the Communists to 
forgo their ambitions." 

Let me say, further, that I firmly be
lieve that the Soviets will not hesitate to 
break this treaty when it serves their pur
pose to do so. We are !ully aware of Rus
sia's record of broken agreements. 

I have been furnished with some in
teresting statistics on our past negotia
tions with the Soviets. I have no reason 
to doubt these figures. During the last 
215 years, the United States has had 3,400 
meetings with the Soviets-including 
Teheran, Yalta, Potsdam, Panmunjom, 
and Geneva. The negotiators spoke 106 
million words--100 volumes. All this 
talk led to 52 major agreements, and the 
Soviets have broken 50 of them. 

We are not the only victims. The 
Soviets have a special fondness for non
aggression pacts; they have gone into 
these treaties in a big way-with Poland, 
Finland, Rumania, the Baltic States, 
among others-and have violated nearly 
every one of them. 

Mr. President, the goal of civilized peo
ple is peace. What is the best way to 
maintain peace? 

The nuclear test ban treaty, submitted 
by the President to the Senate, is be
lieved by many conscientious people to be 
in the interest of peace. 

The treaty we are asked to ratify is, I 
believe, in the interest of every American 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 16783 
if it does not endanger our people's sa~ety 
or security. 

Notwithstanding our justifiable dis
trust of the Soviets and our awareness of 
the limitations of the treaty, we are 
mindful of the grave danger of nuclear 
war and the advantage of keeping open 
any channel, however remote, for the 
avoidance of nuclear worldwide destruc
tion. 

I wish to insert another point right 
here. 

One of the reasons most commonly of
fered for a nuclear test ban has to do 
with the danger of fallout contamina
tion. Most of my mail favoring the test 
ban treaty has ref erred to fallout from 
atmospheric testing. 

I regret to say I have not heard or read 
any conclusive testimony on this point. 
Regardless of how the vote on ratifica
tion goes, I think the responsible officials 
of the executive branch of the Govern
ment owe the public a frank and ade
quate answer on this point. 

Either there is real danger from fall
out incidental to atmospheric testing or 
there is not, and this point should be 
settled. 

It is the position of many of our of
ficials-and sincerely believed by a great 
majority of our citizens-that this treaty 
represents the first step made in 18 years 
toward I>ermanent peace. 

On the other hand, I am mindful of 
the fact that the Preparedness Investi
gating Subcommittee has filed a report 
stating that the treaty will adversely af
fect the future quality of the Nation's 
arms and that it will result in serious 
military disadvantages. 

Some witnesses questioned the safe
guards to protect the national security 
of the United States. 

On this point, I joined with colleagues 
on the Armed Services Committee in of
fering a resolution requesting that the 
administration furnish full information. 
The administration furnished the desired 
information. It gives us assurance that 
we can make the progress necessary to 
protect and maintain our deterrent with
in the limitations of the treaty. We are 
assured that the development of our 
arsenal will continue unhampered. 

Incidentally, if we should fail to rat
ify, it would possibly shake the confi
dence of the 88 other nations who have 
signed, believing in our steadfastness of 
purpose and our devotion to peace. 

There are two possible roads to peace. 
One is the proved road of strength and 
vigilance. The other is the unproved 
road of negotiation. We must travel 
both roads. I feel that to forsake either 
path would be to court war and invite 
destruction. 

Let us place our trust in the path of 
strength and our hope in the path of 
negotiation. 

Mr. President, after careful considera
tion I have come to the conclusion that 
the treaty does not sacrifice anything 
vital to our security and does offer some 
hope. Therefore, I will vote for ratifica
tion-even though it must be with more 
hope than trust. 

Mr. CHURCH obtained the floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield, with the understand-

ing that he will not lose his right to the 
floor? ~ 

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to 
the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
sug~est the absence of a quorum, for the 
purpose of submitting a request to the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, yes
terday the leadership, in conformity with 
the rules of the Senate, endeavored to 
move to the next step in the considera
tion of the resolution of ratification. 
This is the normal procedure. However, 
at the request of the distinguished Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], who 
expressed no opposition whatever to the 
procedure which the leadership was at
tempting to follow, we agreed with him 
to put it over until today. 

Under the rules of the Senate the pro
cedural situation is such that reserva
tions, interpretations, and understand
ings with respect to the treaty are not 
in order at this stage of the proceed
ings. At this time only actual amend
ments to the language of the treaty it
self may be offered. In the past, the 
traditional method by which the Senate 
expressed its reservation to, or its un
derstanding of, the meaning of the treaty 
was by adding such reservation or un
derstanding to the resolution of ratifica
tion. This is the proper procedure and 
the one which the leadership understands 
is intended to be followed now. I there
fore now ask unanimous consent that 
the treaty be considered as having passed 
through the several parliamentary stages 
up to and including the presentation of 
the resolution of ratification. The grant
ing of this request, if it is granted, will 
not deny any Senator the right to speak 
on any part of the treaty, the treaty as 
a whole, or for that matter on any other 
subject. The only effect procedurally 
will be to foreclose the offering of 
amendments and to allow the offering of 
proposed reservations and understand
ings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. THURMOND. Reserving the right 
to object, amendments may be offered. I 
would not wish that the Senate be bound 
by such an agreement. Therefore, I 
object. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I say to the Sena
tor from South Carolina that this is an 
action which can be taken at any time. 
I would hope that the Senator, in his 
understanding of the situation, would 
understand also the position in which 
the leadership finds itself. We are not 
trying to rush the treaty to completion. 
We are making it as easy as possible for 
every Senator to make his views known, 
either for or against the proposed treaty. 
It is the usual procedure which we are 
requesting at this time, and only the 
usual procedure. It will not preclude the 

offering of reservations or understand
ings by any Senator who wishes to do so. 
To the best of the knowledge of the lead
ership-the combined leadership-no 
amendments are at the desk, nor has the 
leadership been informed of any amend
ments to be considered. The Senate can
not consider reservations or understand· 
ings until this step has been taken. 

Mr. THURMOND. I reassert my de
sire to cooperate with the leadership in 
every way I can. This is an important 
subject. I see no need to foreclose the 
question of amendments, if it is decided 
that amendments should be offered. I 
shall have to insist on my objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Senator 
from South Carolina himself . have any 
amendments he wishes to offer? The 
reason I ask is that we know of no 
amendments. 

Mr. THURMOND. I do not care to 
give a final answer to that question at 
this time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena
tor from Idaho for yielding. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, a treaty 
in which all signatories have agreed to 
refrain from nuclear testing in the air, 
underwater, and in outer space, has 
finally come before us for ratification. 
It is here because the Governments of 
the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union have at last rec
ognized that it may be better to try to 
halt the nuclear arms race than to try 
to win it. 

For years we have known in our bones 
that there was no way to win this race. 
The longer it has gone on, the closer 
both sides have come to nuclear parity. 
As our respective atomic stockpiles have 
grown more immense, the more certain 
it has become that it will be suicidal to 
use them. The combined American and 
Russian nuclear arsenals are now es
timated to contain an explosive power of 
some 60 billion tons of TNT--enough to 
put a 20-ton bomb at the head of every 
human being on earth. 

Small wonder that the President has 
said: 

Today, every inhabitant of this planet 
must contemplate the day when this planet 
may no longer be habitable. Every man, 
woman, and child lives under a nuclear sword 
of Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of 
threads, capable of being cut at any moment 
by accident or miscalculation or by mad
ness. The weapons of war must be abolished 
before they abolish us. 

Men no longer debate whether armaments 
are a symptom or a cause of tension. The 
mere existence of modern weapons-IO mil
lion times more powerful than anything the 
world has every seen, and only minutes away 
from any target on earth-is a source of hor
ror, and discord, and distrust. Men no 
longer maintain that disarmament must 
await the settlement of all disputes--for dis
armament must be a part of any final settle
ment. And men may no longer pretend that 
the quest for disarmament is a sign of weak
ness--for in a spiralling arms race, a na
tion's security may well be shrinking even 
as its arms increase. 

We know this treaty is only the first 
step on the long, uncertain journey to
ward arms control. Many steps must 
follow if we are ever to grope our way 
out from under the somber shadow of the 
mushroom cloud. But the treaty repre
sents our first chance to embark upon 
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the journey since the burst of that fate
ful :fireball above Hiroshima 18 years ago. 
It may be a small step, and it comes 
very late, but it pro1fers some hope of 
being the commencement of that long 
pilgrimage to avert what the President 
has aptly described as "the world's slide 
toward final annihilation." 

As the first nation to have developed 
the atomic bomb, we have always felt 
a special responsibility for the control 
of such weapons. Less than a year after 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the United 
States offered its original plan for the 
internationalization of atomic energy. 
Bernard Baruch, as spokesman for Presi
dent Truman, appeared before the 
United Nations in support of the Amer
ican proposal, saying: 

We are here to make a choice between the 
quick and the dead. That is our business. 
Behind the black portent of the new atomic 
age lies a hope which, seized upon with 
faith, can work our salvation. If we fail, 
then we have damned every man to be the 
slave of fear. Let us not deceive ourselves. 
We must elect world peace or world destruc
tion. 

Tragically, our proposal was rejected 
by a suspicious Stalin who believed, with 
his generals, that Russia could never be 
secure without first securing the bomb. 
Thus began the nuclear arms race. 
Never has a competition occurred more 
frightening or more futile. Never have 
the energies of two great nations been 
so largely absorbed in so frantic a pur
suit of the Devil's arts. 

At first, we followed the grim statis
tics of the race with horrified fascina
tion. Warheads were soon perfected 
that were 10 to 20 times as powerful as 
the bomb which infiicted 140,000 casu
alties on Hiroshima. But this was only 
the beginning. As fusion followed fission, 
hydrogen weapons were added to the 
American and Russian arsenals which 
were hundreds-even thousands-of 
times more powerful still. To our dis
belief, we learned there were no upper 
limits to the size of the explosions that 
could be contrived. 

New words were needed to measure the 
forces being released in the testing
kilotons, megatons, the very terms be
gan to turn sour on our tongues. And as 
the years passed, as the costs mounted 
ever higher, as our weapons systems be
came ever more sophisticated, as our 
missilemen went underwater and under
ground, it became increasingly evident 
that national defense, in the sense of 
shielding our homeland and our way of 
life, had gone the way of the musket and 
the powderhorn. The term itself has 
nearly disappeared from the lexicon of 
contemporary military usage. Against 
nuclear-tipped intercontinental ballis
tic missiles, we have no defense. Instead, 
we maintain an enormous deterrent 
which alone may survive a full-scale nu
clear attack upon us. Its purpose is not 
to defend, but to avenge. The frenzied 
search for national security through nu
clear armament has failed. 

Indeed, it was foredoomed from the 
outset. Instinctively, we have known 
this from the time we first detonated 
the hydrogen weapon that sank an is
land in the Pacific. In those days it was 
Senator Brien McMahon, of Connecti-

cut, the chairman of the Joint Atomic 
Energy Committee, who was impelled to 
introduce a resolution concerning "the 
overriding problem of our time-how to 
stop the armaments race and establish 
a just peace." In sponsoring this resolu
tion, McMahon was joined by several 
men who are still Members of the Sen
ate-Senator FULBRIGHT, of Arkansas; 
Senator SPARKMAN, of Alabama; Sena
tor MAGNUSON, of Washington; Senator 
MORSE, of Oregon; and Senator, then 
Representative, JACKSON, of Washington. 
The stirring summation of one of Mc
Mahon's addresses should suffice to show 
the depth of his concern, even then, that 
the world must find a way to deal with 
the split atom before the atom split the 
world. He said: 

Mr. President, the clock is ticking, tick
ing, and with each swing of the pendulum 
the time to save civilization grows shorter. 
When shall we get about this business? Now, 
or when Russia and the United States glower 
at one another from atop competing stacks 
of hydrogen bombs. Senators, destiny will 
not grant us the gift of indifference. If we 
do not act, the atom will. 

If we do not act, we may be profaned for
ever by the inheritors of a ravished planet. 
We will be reviled, not as fools-even a fool 
can sense the massive danger. We will be 
reviled as cowards-and rightly, for only a 
coward can flee the awesome facts which 
command us to act with fortitude. 

But the United States and the Soviet 
Union were too caught up in the momen
tum of their grisly competition to heed 
McMahon's warnings. With little inter
ruption, the clock has continued to tick 
away for the 13 years that followed until 
we found ourselves-true to his predic
tion-glowering at one another from atop 
our respective hydrogen stockpiles, in the 
course of the two terrible showdowns of 
1962-one over Berlin and the other over 
Cuba. 

An implacable fate has not granted us 
the gift of indifference. What American 
parent in the dark hours of the Berlin 
confrontation or the Cuban missile crisis 
failed to look at his children and shudder 
at the thought of the catastrophic con
sequences of nuclear war? As we were 
forced to peer over the brink of the abyss 
where is a sane and honest man who 
would deny that we were not "the slaves 
of fear?" And who among us would 
c~atend that the Russians felt ·no panic? 
However, wrongminded we believe them 
to be, the Russians are human, too. 

How close are we today to the end of 
the rope? No one can say for sure. If 
other showdowns lie ahead, we must face 
them bravely, and pray that nuclear 
holocaust is averted. But sure it is that 
we cannot slide down the rope indef
initely. Somewhere it has a frazzled end 
which will drop us into a witchfire of 
incredible destruction. This treaty is 
one pull back on the rope, the first pull 
of a long climb which could lead to a 
safer and saner world. 

From Truman forward, our Presidents 
have sensed the futility of continued, 
unrestricted testing, and our need to 
somehow temper and then to harness the 
nuclear arms race itself. Less than 3 
months after President Eisenhower took 
office in 1953, he renewed the American 
offer for international control of atomic 
energy to promote its use for peaceful 

purposes only and to insure the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons. In 1958, Ei
senhower ordered a cessation of this 
country's nuclear testing, and his ad
ministration, in cooperation with the 
British Government, commenced nego
tiations with the Soviet Union in an 
attempt to reach agreement on a com
prehensive test ban, applicable to all 
environments, including underground 
testing. 

Perhaps the effort was premature; · 
perhaps the objective sought was too 
ambitious for the times. The inclusion 
of underground testing greatly compli
cated the problem of working out an 
adequate system of inspection and con
trol. We contended, rightly I think, 
that seismographs alone could not al
ways distinguish between certain kinds 
of underground nuclear explosions and 
earthquakes, and that onsite inspections 
of suspicious events would therefore be 
required, if covert violations of the pro
posed treaty were to be safeguarded 
against. The Russians contended that a static control system would suffice, and 
that our motive in demanding roving in
spections was actually a guise to permit 
hostile reconnaissance and espionage 
within the Soviet Union. On this issue, 
the negotiations. dragged on inconclu
sively for many months. 

Thinking it impossible, at that time, 
to obtain Russian consent to onsite in
spections, which were in my view in
dispensable to any workable compre
hensive treaty, I myself proposed on the 
floor of the Senate, in April of 1959, that 
the United States seek a limited test 
ban agreement to stop further nuclear 
testing in the atmosphere. 

Later that year, President Eisenhower 
and Prime Minister Macmillan joined in 
o1fering Khrushchev a limited ban on 
atmospheric tests up to an altitude of 50 
kilo.meters. In 1961, President Kennedy; 
again with Macmillan, proposed a ban 
on atmospheric tests. Both of these pro
posals were rejected by the Soviet Gov
ernment as insufficient. 

All of us know the sorry story of how 
the stalemated negotiations for a com
prehensive nuclear test ban treaty ended 
in dismal failure; we recall how the So
viet Union, after quiet preparations, sud
denly resumed testing on a most exten
sive scale, forcing the United States to 
do likewise. We remember, too, how the 
testing was accompanied by a new round 
of bellicose speechmaking in the Soviet 
Union, coupled with a hardening of Rus
sian attitudes on every cold war front. 
And we shall never forget how the era 
culminated in a daring thrust by Khru
shchev to install missile bases in CUba, 
at our very doorstep. In this reckless 
gambit, Khrushchev in effect was ask
ing: "If her vital interests are challenged, 
is the United States really willing to risk 
all in a nuclear war?" President Ken
nedy's response, coming swift and sure, 
gave Khrushchev his answer. The world 
watched breathlessly as Kennedy ordered 
the Navy to turn back Russian ships on 
the high seas, even as he laid down his 
ultimatum that the Cuban bases must 
be dismantled and the Russian missiles 
withdrawn. Khrushchev had his answer, 
and he backed away under circumstances 
which surely inflicted the .most serious 
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reversal on the Communist cause since 
the end of the second war. 

I suppose Khrushchev's question had 
to be asked-and answered-somewhere, 
sometime, if a turning point in the nu
clear arms race was ever to be reached. 
The Russians had to know whether, in 
a showdown situation, we actually stood 
ready to suffer a full-scale nuclear ex
change--whether, in effect, we would 
sooner choose to be dead than Red. Had 
Kennedy allowed the Russian mis
sile bases to remain in Cuba, then 
Khrushchev would have known that he 
could win his points, one by one, through 
the threat of nuclear war-that he could 
bluff his way to world dominion. Under 
such circumstances, the Russian nu
clear arsenal would have had utility, 
after all, in advancing the objectives of 
Soviet foreign policy. The Russians 
would doubtlessly have then intensified 
the nuclear arms race, and we would 
have no test ban treaty before us today. 

So the tense and terrifying days of 
last October may well be recorded by his
torians of the future as a time of destiny 
for the whole human race, when the for
titude of an American President won for 
us another chance to harness the nu
clear monster, or, as Kennedy himself 
has put it, to stuff the genie back in the 
bottle, while there is still time. 

Those days of danger last October are 
like yesterday to me. I remember talk
ing with the Secretary of State in the 
midst of the crisis. For days and nights 
he had not left his office, except to con
fer with the President. The awful strain 
of having set the United States on colli
sion course with the Soviet Union was 
written in his face, and I thought of how 
lonely the President must be. 

The agony dwelt also in the Kremlin. 
Those of us who serve on the Senate For
eign Relations Committee have learned 
something of Khrushchev's ordeal dur
ing those tense hours, when the knot of 
war had to be untied even as events 
tightened it around both countries. The 
feat was accomplished in the 11th hour 
by men whose involvement will chasten 
them all their lives through. 

So the stage was set for the President 
to renew the American effort to temper 
the nuclear arms race by another at
tempt to reach an agreement on a nu
clear test ban. In June of this year, be
fore leaving on his triumphal trip to 
Europe, Kennedy judged the time to be 
ripe for another overture to the Soviet 
Union. At American University, in a 
remarkable speech that I regard as the 
highwater mark of his first term in of
fice, the President addressed himself to 
the conscience and good sense of the 
American people, with these memorable 
words: 

I have, therefore, chosen this time and 
this place to discuss a topic on which ig
norance too often abounds and the truth is 
too rarely perceived-yet it is the most im
portant topic on earth: world peace. 

I speak of peace because of the new face 
of war. Total war makes no sense in an age 
when great powers can maintain large and 
relatively invulnerable nuclear forces and 
refuse to surrender without resort to ' those 
forces. It makes no sense -in an age when a 
single nuclear weapon contains · almost 10 
times the explosive force delivered by all 
of the allied air forces in the Second World 
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War. It makes no sense in an age when the 
deadly poisons produced by a nuclear ex
change would be carried by the wind and 
water and soil and seed · to the far corners 
of the globe and to generations yet unborn. 

Today the expenditure of billions of dol
lars every year on weapons acquired for the 
purpose of making sure we never need to 
use them is essential to keeping the peace. 
But surely the acquisition of such idle stock
piles--which can only destroy and never 
create-is not the only, much less the most 
efficient, means of assuring peace. 

I speak of peace, therefore, as the neces
sary rational end of rational men. I real
ize that the pursuit of peace is not as 
dramatic as the pursuit of war-and fre
quently the words of the pursuer fall on 
deaf ears. But we have no more urgent 
task. 

Some say that it is useless to speak of 
world peace or world law or world disarma
ment-and that it will be useless until the 
leaders of the Soviet Union adopt a more 
enlightened attitude. I hope they do. I 
believe we can help them do it. But I also 
believe that we must reexamine our own 
attitude-as individuals and as a nation
for our attitude is as essential as theirs. 
And every graduate of this school, every 
thoughtful citizen who despairs of war and 
wishes to bring peace, should begin by look
ing inward-by examining his own attitude 
toward the possibilities of peace, toward the 
Soviet Union, toward the course of the cold 
war and toward freedom and peace here at 
home. 

With a candor as refreshing as it is 
uncommon to men in high station, the 
President went on to say: 

No government or social system is so evil 
that its people must be considered as lacking 
in virtue. As Americans, we find commu
nism profoundly repugnant as a negation of 
personal freedom and dignity. But we can 
still hail the Russian people for their many 
achievements-in science and space, in eco
nomic and industrial growth, in culture and 
in acts of courage. 

Among the many traits the peoples of our 
two countries have in common, none is 
stronger than our mutual abhorrence of 
war. Almost unique, among-the major world 
powers, we have never been at war with each 
other. And no nation in the history of battle 
ever suffered more than the Soviet Union 
suffered in the course of the Second World 
War. At least 20 milllon lost their lives. 
Countless millions of homes and farms were 
burned or sacked. A third of the nation's 
territory, including nearly twQ-thirds of its 
industrial base, was turned into a waste
land-a loss equivalent to the devastation of 
this country east of Chicago. 

Today, should total war ever break out 
again-no matter how--our two countries 
would become the primary targets. It is an 
ironical but accurate fact that the two 
strongest powers are the two in the most 
danger of devastation. All we have built, all 
we have worked for, would be destroyed in 
the first 24 hours. And even in the cold 
war, which brings burdens and dangers to 
so many countries, including this Nation's 
closest allies--our two countries bear the 
heaviest burdens. For we are both devoting 
massive sums of money to weapons that 
could be better devoted to combating igno
rance, poverty, and disease. We are both 
caught up in a vicious and dangerous cycle 
in which suspicion on one side breeds sus
picion on the other, and new weapons beget 
counterweapons. 

In short, both the United States and its 
allies, and the Soviet Union and its allies, 
have a mutually deep interest in a just 
and genuine peace and in halting the arms 
race. Agreements to this end are in the 
interests of the Soviet Union as well as ours
and even the most hostile nations can be 

relied upon to accept and keep those treaty 
obligations, and only those treaty obliga
tions, which are in their own interest. 

So, let us not be blind to our differences-
but let us also direct attention to our com
mon interests and to the means by which 
those differences can be resolved. And if 
we cannot end now our differences, at least 
we can help make the world safe for diversity. 
For, in the final analysis, our most basic 
common link is ·that we all inhabit this 
planet. We all breathe the same air. We all 
cherish our children's future. And we are 
all mortal. 

Then the President focused upon the 
one place where a beginning might be 
made. Said he: 

The one major area of these negotiations 
where the end is in sight-yet where a fresh 
start is badly needed-is in a treaty to out
law nuclear tests. The conclusion of such 
a treaty-so near and yet so far-would check 
the spiraling arms race in one of its most 
dangerous areas. It would place the nu
clear powers in a position to deal more ef
fectively with one of the greatest hazards 
which man faces in 1963, the further spread 
of nuclear arms. It would increase our se
curity-it would decrease the prospects of 
war. Surely this goal is sufficiently impor
tant to require our steady pursuit, yielding 
neither to the temptation to give up the 
whole effort nor the temptation to give up 
our insistence on vital and responsible safe
guards. 

In this great address at American 
University, the President correctly as
sessed the changing temper of the Krem
lin strategists in the aftermath of their 
Cuban misadventure. His renewed in
vitation to Khrushchev to rethink things 
through was superbly timed. Logic is 
the same, whether pursued in English or 
Russian, and our refusal to yield to the 
Red missile threat in Cuba led to one in
escapable conclusion: The issues between 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
could not be settled by nuclear intimida
tion. 

Once this conclusion is reached, it be
comes possible for both sides to consider 
ways for tempering the precarious risks 
inherent in what has been aptly de
scribed as the nuclear "balance of ter
ror." A partial test ban treaty was a 
reachable first step in easing tensions 
and slowing down the feverish arms 
race. Once again, Kennedy otf ered it· 
this time, Khrushchev accepted it. ' 

So we have before us a treaty which 
was negotiated--once the time was 
ripe--with extraordinary ease and speed. 
It has been examined with the utmost 
care by the members of the Senate :<'or
eign Relations, Armed Forces, and Atomic 
Energy Committees. We have heard ex
pert testimony ranging from the techni
cal military consequences of the treaty to 
its broadest implications in world poli
tics and long-range cold war strategy. 
When all of the testimony is taken into 
account, the overwhelming consensus 
has supported the treaty. Our leading 
statesmen, the Chiefs of Staff of our 
Armed Forces, the directors of our intel
ligences and atomic energy programs, the 
great majority of our nuclear scientists, 
endorsed the treaty. It was the prepon
derant judgment of the expert witnesses 
called from many different fields of 
study, scientific, military, and political, 
that the risks to which we will be ex
posed without such a treaty far exceed 
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the risks we assume with it. The case 
was strongly made that the best in
terests of the United States would be 
served by our ratification of this treaty 
without reservation. 

There was, of course, testimony against 
the treaty, and there will be votes 
against it in the Senate. Not one among 
us lacks suspicion of the Russian Gov
ernment, and it comes easily to reason 
that, since we and they are opposites, 
no adjustments between us are possible, 
that whatever is good for them must be 
bad for us. 

If this is true, then cohabitation of 
this plant must ultimately give way-to co
annihilation, tensions will grow ever 
greater as the spiraling arms race 
heightens the common danger, and there 
will be no escape from a fiery oblivion. 

Yet is not this treaty itself a rebuttal 
to so dismal an outlook? Both sides 
have signed it, because each side has 
separately concluded that it serves its 
own interests to do so. 

Decidedly, this does not mean that 
we believe we can now trust the Rus
sians. No element of trust is involved in 
this treaty. It is limited to testing in 
those environments where we ourselves 
can detect any significant violations, 
without having to depend on any sort of 
Communist disclosure. 

It has been said that we can expect 
the Russians to keep this treaty only so 
long as they find it in their interest to do 
so. I agree. And I would add that is 
all the longer we intend to keep it. 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee has sug
gested the typical course of a sovereign 
nation, throughout the whole path of dip
lomatic history, is to keep a treaty only 
so long as it remains in its national in
terest to do so. 

Both sides have carefully included an 
escape clause for this very purpose, 
drawn as broad as language can make it. 

Article IV reads, in part: 
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 inter
ests of its country. 

But there are good reasons to suppose 
that both the Soviet Union and the 
United States may well find it in their 
mutual interest to keep this treaty. The 
two nuclear giants bear the weight of 
certain common problems which this 
treaty should serve to lighten. 

First, the two nuclear giants have 
most at stake in avoiding a nuclear war. 
The United States and Russia would be 
the principal targets of a nuclear ex
change. Each has trained its missiles 
upon the launching sites, the cities, the 
industries of the other. The conse
quences we Americans would suffer were 
succinctly summarized by Mr. Sanford 
Gottlieb, who testified that our "home
land population and way of life would 
be pulverized, and the survivors would 
have the unenviable job of trying to re
fashion civilization out of the radioactive 
rubble. Freedom would not walk among 
the survivors." Khrushchev, on his part, 
has commented that the survivors would 
envY the dead. It is little solace, either 
for the Russians or for us, that Mao Tse-

tung has already sensed that nuclear 
war today would be an Armageddon for 
the West, making the world safe for the 
Chinese. The treaty does not end the 
nuclear competition between us and the 
Soviet Union, but, as Walter Lippmann 
has observed, "limiting the experiments 
will remove the hysteria, the violence, 
and the poison from the competitive 
search for absolute supremacy," and thus 
should contribute toward the avoidance 
of a nuclear war. 

Second, it is the two nuclear giants, 
as matters now stand, which have the 
most to lose by the spread of nuclear 
weapons technology to other countries. 
Each new nation added to the ranks of 
the nuclear Powers holds up another 
match to the fuse of nuclear disaster for 
all. And if nuclear arsenals spread to 
nations with unstable governments, or 
come into the possession of regimes af
flicted with a "rule or ruin" philosophy, 
then the risks to which we are now ex
posed would quickly multiply beyond cal
culation. This treaty alone will not pre
vent, but it will retard, the further pro
liferation of nuclear weapons. 

Third, the treaty, by imposing limita
tions on future tests, will slow down the 
development of ever more costly and 
complicated nuclear weapon systems-on 
both sides. Huge nuclear arms budgets 
have imposed a disproportionate burden 
upon the United States and Russia, as 
compared with our respective allies. It 
is now costing us, in this country, more 
than $50 billion a year to maintain our 
Armed Forces, which is over half our to
tal Federal budget. The cost has in
creased fivefold in the last 15 years. 
Testimony was given that it is likely to 
double again by 1970, if present trends 
continue. The Soviet Union, drawing 
upon lesser wealth, spends an even high
er percentage of her national income for 
arms. 

While the United States and Rus
sia have been thus increasing their mil
itary budgets, their non-nuclear allies 
have been able to devote a bigger part 
of their wealth toward improving their 
economies. Within the Soviet bloc, 
countries like Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
and even Rumania, boast higher living 
standards and more consumer goods 
than Russia, a fact which has embar
rassed Khrushchev during his recent 
visits. As for the United States, we still 
maintain the highest living standards in 
the world, but our country is beginning 
to fall behind some of our non-nuclear 
allies in certain crucial respects. Since 
we are required to spend twice as much 
proportionately on military defense than 
our NATO partners in Western Europe, 
or Japan, our peacetime steel, shipbuild
ing, and machine tool industries are be
coming increasingly obsolescent, in com
parison with theirs, a factor which weak
ens our competitive position in the world 
market. More pertinent still, while 65 
percent of our research and development 
funds go into weapons systems, only 15 
percent of the research mark or yen in 
countries like Germany and Japan need 
be devoted to military purposes. 

The staggering expense of the unre
stricted nuclear arms race has forced us 
to give insufficient attention to the se
vere problems which are building up here 

at home-the problems of diminished in
dustrial competitiveness, of automation, 
of education, of air and water pollution, 
of pockets of chronic unemployment, of 
mass transit, of urban renewal-all of 
which demand major new steps for solu
tion. 

And the same problem plagues the So
viet Union. Khrushchev has been unable 
to hide the increasing demand of the 
Russian people for a better life. I have 
seen enough of Russia with my own eyes 
to understand the popular appeal for a 
larger diversion of the nation's resources 
to consumer goods, food, clothing, and 
adequate housing. Their demands are 
far from met, and cannot be, unless the 
nuclear arms race can be slowed down, 
and resources diverted from the sword 
to the plow. 

Finally, the United States and the So
viet Union, despite their profound differ
ences, share one further inducement for 
keeping this treaty. They have a com
mon need for ending the physical and 
psychological consequences of continued 
nuclear fallout. Internationally, this 
fallout has proved prejudicial to both 
countries. Other nations, with much 
justification, angrily demand: "By what 
right do you slowly poison the air we all 
must breathe?" Internally, the physical 
dangers of fallout are most severe in the 
United States and the Soviet Union 
themselves. 

Senator BARTLETT of Alaska has called 
our attention several times to the high 
radiation levels in the areas inhabited 
by Eskimos in his State. Swedish scien
tists have also noted high radiation 
levels in the Arctic areas of Scandinavia; 
one would suppose that Soviet scientists 
are similarly concerned about their own 
Arctic regions. 

But it is not only in the Arctic areas 
that high radiation levels are injurious 
to life. On June 7 of this year, the Fed
eration of American Scientists issued a 
press release stating that: 

The release of ·large amounts of radio
active debris comparable to that resulting 
from the 1962 U.S.S.R.-U.S. test series must 
be regarded as producing a definite increase 
in cancer mortality among children born 
within 1 to 2 years following that test series. 

Articles in the Washington Post and 
New York Times of August 22 called at
tention to the findings of the St. Louis 
Committee on Nuclear Information 
headed by Dr. Eric Reiss, associate pro
fessor of Medicine at Washington Uni
versity. These articles stated that about 
3,000 children, mostly in the intermoun
tain West, had received excessive doses 
of radiation from the tests conducted 
at the southern Nevada test site. The 
committee estimated that 10 to 12 cases 
of thyroid cancer would result as a con
sequence of this exposure. The article in 
the Washington Post stated that: 

The committee said its analysis of the 
data shows that past tests exposed a number 
o! local populations in Utah, Nevada, Idaho, 
and probably other comMunities as far away 
as Troy, N.Y., to fallout so intense as to rep
resent a medically unacceptable hazard to 
children who may drink fresh locally pro
duced milk. 

Continued unrestricted testing by Rus
sia and the United States, joined in time 
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by other nations, will increasingly poison 
the air .all of us must breathe. Even 
then, as the President has observed: 

The number of children and grandchildren 
with cancer in their bones, with leukemia in 
their blood, or with poison in their lungs 
might seem statistically small to some, in 
comparison witl1 natural health hazards. 
But this is not a natural health hazard, and 
it is not a statistical issue. 

Nor does this affect the nuclear powers 
alone. These tests befoul the air of all men 
and all nations, the committed and the un
committed alike, without their knowledge 
and without their consent. That is why the 
continuation of atmospheric testing causes 
so many countries to regard all nuclear 
powers as equally evil; and we can hope that 
its prevention will enable those countries 
to see the world more clearly, while enabling 
all the world to breathe more easily. 

These are some of the reasons, then, 
that give us plausible grounds for hope 
that this treaty will be kept by the Soviet 
Union, as well as by the United States. 
Our hopes must be tempered with the 
~aution of past experience in dealing 
with the Kremlin, and we must remain 
prepared to resume our own testing, if 
ever the Russians default. In the mean
time, the treaty itself will not change 
Communist ambitions, or eliminate the 
possibility of nuclear war; it will not, in 
itself, reduce our need for arms or allies, 
or programs of assistance to others. But 
it is an important first step toward a 
more rational relationship between the 
Soviet Union and the Western World. 
Given the pressures of a deepening split 
between Moscow and Peking, this treaty 
could open the way to other settlements 
with Russia of far-reaching significance. 
To these possibilities we must remain 
alert and prudently responsive. 

For nothing is more urgent than for 
the two nuclear giants to find a way out 
of their atomic dilemma. Today we con
front one another like two oldtime West
ern gunmen standing face to face, pistols 
drawn, aimed and cocked, near the center 
of a log, lying across a yawning chasm. 
Neither can fire his pistol, because of the 
certainty that the other, even with a 
dying reflex, will also squeeze off a fatal 
shot. Neither can advance upon the 
other, because of the danger that a point 
will come when his adversary, from fear 
or uncertainty, may tighten his pressure 
upon the hair trigger of doom for both. 
Each is afraid to lower his weapon, or 
even to allow it to waver, because each 
expects that a momentary opportunity 
for victory and escape will then be seized 
by the other. 

Meanwhile, both protagonists grow 
tired. The hot sun beats down, and 
sweat forms around the tensely squint
ing eyes. Each wonders when-not if, 
but when-the other, fearing that he 
may be the first to weaken, will decide 
to take the deceptively smaller risk of 
getting off the first shot. Each feels 
that he must inch closer to his adversary, 
so it will be certain that the reflex shot, 
too, cannot miss. 

Each knows in his heart that the situ
ation cannot continue indefinitely, but 
must be resolved, in some way, before 
nightfall. 

Is there not a likeness between this 
situation and our own dreadful dilemma 
with respect to the Russians? Now, with 

this test ban treaty, it is as if both par
ties had agreed that, on sign~l. each 
would take one step backward. E~h 
can afford to do this. If he takes the 
step, and his opponent does likewise, 
there will be time to consider what the 
next step might be. Trust is not in
volved, only a tl'.ue instinct for self
preservation. 

Mr. President, it has been said that this 
treaty is a symptom of a "no win" policy. 
I say there can be no winners-not the 
Russians, not the Americans, not West
ern civilization itself-unless the atom is 
tamed. So let us begin here and now. 
We are a hundred men and women, 
clothed at this moment with a fateful 
responsibility. Let it not be said that 
it was the U.S. Senate, heir and custo
dian of the longest tradition of freedom 
in the history of man, which lacked the 
courage to take the first step back from 
the commitment to violence which offers 
only the specter of eventual extermina
tion for our people, our country, and all 
we cherish. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. MOSS. Today Senators have 
heard one of the most persuasive and 
penetrating speeches on the proposed 
nuclear test ban treaty which will be 
heard in the Senate as this important 
subject is discussed. The senior Senator 
from Idaho, with his usual penetrating 
attention to detail, his broad background 
of knowledge of this subject, and his 
eloquence in expressing himself, has 
given the Senate an outline, a prospectus, 
or a viewPOint that I personally deeply 
appreciate. I call on Senators to read 
carefully in the printed RECORD what has 
been said today. I thank the Senator 
from Idaho for affording me the oppor
tunity to hear a good part of what he 
said today. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator 
from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I, too, wish to say 

that the Senator from Idaho has made 
a valuable contribution to the discus
sion of the treaty. The Senator was 
most attentive in the hearings and fol
lowed them diligently. He is as well 
qualified to discuss the merits of the 
treaty as any other Member of this body. 
As chairman of the Committee on For
eign Relations, I appreciate his taking 
the pains to present his excellent speech, 
which was so well organized and pre
sented to the Senate. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I congratulate the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Idaho 
upon an able address. It is a cogent 
analysis of the issue before the Senate. 

But I wish also to recall, as the REC
ORD will disclose, that the senior Senator 
from Idaho, speaking in 1959 as the 
junior Senator from Idaho, made an
other eloquent speech on the floor of the 
Senate. Standing at his own desk in the 
rear of the Chamber, he urged just such 

a treaty as is now before the Senate. So 
I congratulate the Senator for his pre
science and vision, as well as upon the 
delivery of an able speech. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. At that time I drew 
much inspiration from the thinking of 
the Senator from Tennessee, who was 
one of the first to suggest that the United 
States might suspend further atmos
pheric testing unilaterally and chal
lenge Russia to do likewise. This was 
most significant in contributing toward 
the position taken by the Government of 
the United States and the Government 
of the United Kingdom in the negotia
tions which led to the offering to the 
Russian Government of a treaty limited 
to the atmospheric areas. 

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the generous 
references made by the Senator. If I re
call correctly, I suggested that the United 
States take this step unilaterally, if nec
essary, but in the hope that it would be 
an invitation to the Soviet Union to join 
in the concert. 

Mr. CHURCH. That is exactly so. I 
know the Senator from Tennessee shares 
with me the feeling of accomplishment 
that finally a treaty such as this has 
come before the Senate for ratification. 

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
join with other Senators in expressing 
thanks to the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Idaho for the speech he has 
just delivered. For a long time the Sen
ator from Idaho has been a student of 
the subjects he has discussed today. 
His contribution to the debate will be 
most enlightening, and will result in a 
better understanding of the difficult 
problems which confront all Senators in 
the consideration of a treaty of such 
importance as this. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN obtained the :floor. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Illinois yield without 
losing the floor, so that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield for that pur
pose. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INOUYE in the chair). Objection is 
heard; and the clerk will continue the 
call of the roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed and con
cluded the call of the roll; and the fol
lowing Senators answered to their 
names: 

Aiken 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bennett 

(No. 156 Ex. ] 

Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 

Cannon 
Carlson 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
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Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Edmondson 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 

Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Neuberger 
Pastore 

Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
RibicotI 
Robertson 
Russell 
Simpson 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Walters 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from Alas
ka [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], and the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRON
EY] are absent on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from California [Mr. ENGLE] is neces
sarily absent. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT] and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] 
are absent on official business to attend 
a- meeting of the Interparliamentary 
Union. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
CASE], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GoLDWATER], the Senator from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. MECHEM], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Sco'l*l'] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. The Senator from Il
linois [Mr. DIRKSEN] has the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I envy 
Senators who have time to commit words 
to paper and to present a formal speech 
to the Senate. I make that statement 
in all modesty. First, I wish I had the 
talent for it; second, I wish I had time 
for it, because it makes an infinitely 
better RECORD. But, because of the pres
sures of a variety of work, I discover that 
I must be content with something of a 
synopsis that I had to dictate between 
telephone calls yesterday, and which 
Senators will find on their desks. So 
I apologize for the meager material that 
I have presented to Senators in a formal 
fashion. 

As Senators know, I do not read a 
manuscript very well; and I believe it is 
incumbent on me to search my heart 
and my mind and to talk topically as 
well as I can on the subject at hand. 

At the outset, let me say that I shall 
support the treaty. It is no easy vote. 
Jn my office are probably 40,000 letters, 
and on my Capitol desk are petitions 
containing 10,000 names in opposition to 
the treaty. But I must equate those 
against the whole number of electors in 
my State. Moreover, I have admonished 
them over and over again that, regard
less of the entreaties and presentations 
that have been made to me, I feel that 

I must follow a type of formula laid down 
by Edmund Burke, the great parliamen
tarian and Prime Minister of Britain, 
when he said it was his business to con
sult with his people, but it would be a 
betrayal of his conscience and a disserv
ice to them if he failed to exercise his 
independent judgment. 

So today my statement that I shall 
support the treaty is an exercise of my 
independent judgment based upon what 
I think is best for my country. 

I have been drenched by all the cor
respondence and material that have 
come to my desk. I have gone over 100 
pounds of pamphlets, brochures, letters, 
and all types of printed material that 
had a bearing upon the issue that is 
before the Senate. 

I doubt whether at any other time-
except three-in nearly 30 years of ex
perience in the House and in the Senate, 
I have been so beset with the views and 
expressions of people everywhere. 

I believe the first occasion was in 1940. 
If I am in error by a year, I shall have 
to ask my distinguished friend the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] 
whether that was the year of the "cash 
and carry" neutrality debate. I think it 
was. I remember the intensity of feel
ing which existed everywhere in the 
country and how emotionally and pas
sionately people committed their feel
ings to paper. That was one occasion. 

The second occasion was the dismissal 
of Douglas MacArthur. That happened 
in the Truman administration. The 
commentators and others had managed 
to excite the country. At that time I 
received about 200,000 letters. 

The third time was when I was a mem
ber of the Committee on Government 
Operations of the Senate, the committee 
of which the late Senator McCarthy was 
the chairman. That committee con
ducted the trial. I was a member of 
the committee. On that occasion, the 
country was excited. Senators will re
member that it was late at night when 
the Senate voted on the question. As 
the proceeding had been under the klieg 
lights and television cameras for 7 weeks, 
obviously it evoked a tremendous interest 
everywhere in the land. I believe there 
are still thousands of letters which I re
ceived, which have not been opened. My 
omce staff indicated that more than 
250,000 letters were received. 

Senators can conceive what it is to 
have someone "smite you hip and thigh," 
in an angry mood, and say, "I demand 
a personal answer." 

I do not know how one could answer 
people personally under those circum
stances without resorting to the robot 
machines and other devices which are 
designed to diminish the workload upon 
the shoulders of Senators. 

So I find, under all circumstances, that 
this is one of such occasions. On the 
other occasions--one under Frankin 
Roosevelt, one under Truman, and one 
under Eisenhower-we managed to sur
vive, and we went our own way. 

I believe perhaps Shakespeare was es
sentially correct when he said, in ''Ham
let": 
There's a divinity that shapes our ends, 
Rough-hew. them how we will. 

He might well have used the word 
"destiny." This could be, conceivably, 
a time of destiny for the country and 
for the world. Who am I to judge? 
Time and history will have to render that 
judgment. 

But this is an important matter that 
engrosses our attention. I pray that I 
may be on the right side. I accept this 
assignment, and I accept the responsi
bility for my vote with a sense of grav
ity and concern. 

Before the treaty was initialed, I was 
privileged to see a thermofax copy. I 
examined it as best I could. I rendered 
some offhand opinions at the tune, some 
of which did not stand up. I saw them 
recited in an editorial the other day. 
One must expect that sort of thing in 
public life. But I do not let it bother 
me. 

I said to my people, I said to the coun
try publicly, and I said in the press gal
lery that I would take a hard look at 
the treaty. I said I would be diligent in 
examining its every implication, and 
that there would be only one standard by 
which to come to a vote, and that would 
be: What is best for the present and for 
the future of the United States of Amer
ica, which has been so good to me as a 
citizen? 

In pursuance of the assurance that I 
would take a hard look, I wanted to look 
at both sides, and I did look at both sides. 
I was concerned about a treaty with 
the Soviet Union. Who would not be? 

I am no novice at the business of ex
amining into the Soviet history and its 
record with respect to treaties. As a 
member of the Internal Security Sub
committee of the Senate Committee on 
the Judiciary I have had abundant op
portunity to look. I referred even to 
the old Army data known as "Alert No. 5: 
Soviet Treaty Violations." 

I examined the violation of an unaer
standing with the Georgian Republic, 
now absorbed into the Soviet Union, as 
early as 1920. 

I examined into the trade agreement 
with Britain, when there was assurance 
against propaganda. It was violated, 
and the trade agreement with Britain 
fell. 

In 1922 there was a treaty of assurance 
and friendship with the country of 
Czechoslovakia, yet later it was violated, 
and Czechoslovakia was forced to cede 
territory to the Soviet Union. 

There was a nonaggression pact with 
Turkey in 1925, and ultimately a tre
mendous effort to secure rights from 
Turkey on the Black Sea Straits. 

There was a treaty with Afghanistan 
in 1926. We have recently been host to 
the Afghan royal King. Yet the Soviets 
made Afghanistan cede a piece of terri
tory. 

I have a special interest in Lithuania, 
because there are literally thousands of 
Baltic people-Lithuanians, Estonians, 
and Latvians-in Chicago. A treaty with 
Lithuania not only was made but also 
was extended, yet it did not prevent the 
Soviet Union from annexing Lithuania. 

So I have gone through the whole 
lesson book to get that side of the story. 
I went further than that. I referred to 
the records of 1933, when, during the 
administration of Franklin Roosevelt, 
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the Soviet Union was recognized, on the 
16th of November, 1933. · 

It intrigues me some to read Maxim 
Litvinov's letter. He was the Soviet 
Commissar for Foreign Affairs. The let
ter was written in Washington. It was 
written to Franklin Roosevelt. 

In the first paragraph he said: 
It will be the fixed policy of the Govern

ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re.:. 
publics-

1. To respect scrupulously the indisputa
ble right of the United States to order its 
own life within its own jurisdiction in its 
own way and to refrain from interfering in 
any manner in the internal affairs of the 
United States, its territories or possessions. 

Paragraph 2 is worthy of recording, 
because at times we forget these things. 
In paragraph 2 Mr. Litvinov wrote: 

To refrain, and to restrain all persons in 
Government service and all organizations of 
the Government or under its direct or indi
rect control, including the organizations in 
receipt of any financial assistance from it, 
from any act overt or covert liable in any 
way whatsoever to injure the tranquillity, 
prosperity, order, or security of the whole or 
any part of the United States, its territories 
or possessions, and in particular, from any 
act tending to incite or encourage armed 
intervention, or any agitation or propaganda 
having as an aim, the violation of the terri
torial integrity of the United States, its ter
ritories or possessions, or the bringing· about 
by force of a change in the political or social 
order of the whole or any part of the United 
States, its territories or possessions. 

These assurances go on and on. They 
were the foundation for the recognition 
of the Soviet Union by the United States 
in the first administration of Franklin 
Roosevelt, in November 1933. 

I want those people who send me all 
this documentation and literature to 
know that sources of information are 
available. I want them to know that I 
have been rather diligent in carrying out 
the pledge I made to them. 

Second, I was curious about the sud
den change on the part of the Soviet 
Union. When Mr. Dean was still our 
representative to Geneva-and then 
there had been 400 sessions-I was still 
a member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

The day Mr. Dean left for Geneva, I 
said, "Mr. Dean; come back with some
thing worth while and I will support it. 
Come back with something else and I 
will fight, and I will resist as best I can." 
So I served notice at that time. 

Who would not be curious about the 
sudden change of heart? Is it China 
and the reported difficulties with the So
viet Union that have had some impact 
on Mr. Khrushchev? I do not know. 
But while I am about it, I want to give 
my own opinion of what I expect is a 
part of the Chinese situation. In 1953 
China took a census. Probably a mis
take was made. It took a little while to 
obtain corrected figures, and when that 
was done it announced to the world that 
the population of Red China was 583 
million and that it was growing at a rate 
of 15 million or more each year. At that 
rate, China today has 730 million people. 
In 15 years she will have 1 billion people. 
Those 1 billion people will have to be fed. 

A great many headaches, difficulties, 
and responsibilities have arisen, and will 
arise. 

When I was in Burma, I visited about 
10 miles down the Irrawaddy River and 
I was shown a great storage of rice. I 
was told that the rice was full of weevils. 
Then I was told that we sold 250,000 
tons of Louisiana rice to Japan, and that 
it was their market. That is a surplus 
rice bowl. I :flew over Thailand. I 
know the rice bowl in that area. I 
know the Laotian rice bowl. I remem
ber being in that area when the French 
were fighting at Dien Bien Phu. 

That is a large area; and the popula
tion of 1 billion must be fed. There is 
the pressure. Perhaps Mr. Khrushchev 
knows of that pressure. It may well be. 
Difficulties have been referred to with 
respect to these countries. There may 
be something real about it. It may be 
what was written on the parchments of 
history long ago when it was said, "It 
shall come to pass that when man is 
hungry he shall feed himself, and when 
he does he shall curse his king and his 
God." 

There is nothing worse than a popula
tion pressure. What is to be done about 
it? Many countries have been through 
great hunger, and they have been im
pelled by a force that drove people not 
only to desperation, but to action. 

That, of course, is a diversion; but I 
want people to know that I have tried to 
take a hard look. I have tried to fortify 
myself. I believe I have been diligent. 
The chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee can well say that I was pres
ent to listen to the testimony. The dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi can 
say that I was present to listen to Dr. 
Teller. In addition, Dr. Teller came to 
my office for a long visit. I sat with the 
Atomic Energy Commission under Di
rector McCone. I have proceeded with 
diligence. I say that in modesty. 
I have tried to explore everything in
volved. I wanted to get the whole story. 

I make that statement as I try to ex
plain the question of treaty violations, 
evidences of lack of faith on the part 
o~ the Soviet Union, and the testimony 
of our leaders, like Secretary Rusk, Sec
retary McNamara, Dr. Teller, John 
McCone, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
There is no question about the anxiety 
and concern on one side, and the coun
sel and advice stressed by those to whom 
we have committed the security and de
fense of our country. 

Where do we turn in our difficulty if it 
is not to General Wheeler? Where do we 
turn to if it is not to Admiral McDonald? 
Where do we turn to if not to General 
Shoup, of the Marine Corps? Where do 
we turn to if not to the Chief of Staff of 
the Navy? They have been educated in 
our own schools, supported at public ex
pense. We not only expect them to be
come competent in their field, but we 
also expect fidelity to duty, and we get it. 
They are ranged on one side, and history 
is ranged on the other. What choice does 
one take in the case of the treaty under 
those circumstances? 

I detected one thing in every commit
tee hearing I attended. I have detected 
it in much of the material that has come 
to my desk. I detected it in the letter 
that is attached to the 10,000 signatures 
that lie at the desk in my Capitol office·. 

It was an overlay of concern, of anxiety, 
and of fear. It could be detected in the 
questions which arose, namely Where 
are we vis-a-vis the Soviet Union? 
Where are we in respect to heavy yield 
weapons? Where are we in respect to 
light yield weapons? What is the 
strategy? What is the pattern? What is 
the formula? Have we a readiness pos
ture? Are we prepared to resume testing 
if necessary? What shall we do in the 
event of abrogation? What shall we do 
if there is evidence of deviation from the 
treaty? 

All these questions arise in anxious 
minds and hearts. One cannot hear such 
questions without having some sense of 
apprehension and concern, himself. 
What do we do about it? 

I began to toy with the idea of a con
current resolution expressing the sense 
of the Senate and the House. I con
ferred with the Parliamentarian. It had 
no place here, but it had only one pur
pose. It was to allay the sense of anxiety 
and fear I had detected on every ground. 

I went to my friend the distinguished 
majority leader, and discussed the ques
tion with him. After thinking about it 
some more, I thought this was not the 
approach. Someone said, "Why did you 
include the House of Representatives?" 
After all, we must ascertain whether to 
implement the tr{;aty or whether to im
plement a program. That was set out 
in the concurrent resolution. I drafted 
the resolution. I had it perfected, I 
thought. But I did not submit it. Then 
subsequently I went to the majority 
leader again. I said, "Mike, there is 
fear in the country. Why do people call 
at all hours of the night?" 

One of the roughest scoldings I ever 
received was at 2 o'clock in the morning 
from a constituent of the distinguished 
Senator from Florida. I could not get 
him off the telephone. He said, "Don't 
you hang up on me. I am a taxpayer, 
and I am going to tell you off." 

The number of telephone calls was le
gion. They came at the most awkward 
hours. I tried to accept all of them. 
Some of the callers would not wait, and 
it was a little difilcult. 

At long last I had two more discussions 
with the distinguished majority leader. 
I said, "MIKE, there is only one place 
where this question can be discussed at 
the top echelon, and that is with the 
Commander in Chief, the President of 
the United States." I said, "I have read 
the capitulation of Dr. Seaborg in the 
hearings. I thought it was excellent. 

. But suppose the President had other 
ideas. I heard the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
when they expressed the hope that this 
would be done or that would be done 
or the other would be done." 

I went to the upper office. It is rather 
difficult to get into that office. Some
times I think it is easier to get a charge 
account at Tiffany's than to get into the 
upper office, where the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy meets. There I saw 
John McCone, who served as chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy under Eisenhower, and who now 
serves as Director of Intelligence. 

I listened keenly. He had certain rec
ommendations, as the distinguished 
chairman of the Joint Committee, the 
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Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE], so wen knows. 

I followed through on this matter be
cause of the fear that continued to beset 
me. 

Then I had another meeting with the 
distinguished majority leader. I said, 
"MIKE, I think you ought to contact the 
President." The letter which I shall 
read a little later is not the result of the 
President calling me. It is the result of 
the work of the majority leader and the 
minority leader, who expressed a com
mon fear, and who felt that they ought to 
talk with the Commander in Chief, be
cause if there were to be assurances, they 
ought to come from the highest and most 
authoritative source, the President of the 

· ·United States. 
That was the foundation and back

ground. 
I should like to recite a few of the con

siderations which move me to support 
the treaty, not the least of which, of 
course, is the party position. I am a lit
tle old fashioned. I was here when Wen
dell Willkie appeared before a Senate 
·committee, and when Tom Connally 
asked him a rather sharp question, Wen
dell Willkie said, "Oh, that is only cam
paign oratory." I was here as a public 
servant at that time. It is no campaign 
oratory in my book, when one's party 
goes to the country and asks the country 
to give to it the direction of the affairs of 
the country. That is either a covenant 
or it is not. If it is a covenant, it is 
made to be kept. 

This was my party's platform in 1960: 
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--

Listen to that--
We advocate an early agreement by all na
tions to forgo nuclear tests in the atmos
phere, 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 resumption of 
underground nuclear explosions testing, if 
the Geneva Conference fails to produce a 
satisfactory agreement. 

That is what my party said to the 
country, as we rall1ed behind Richard 
Nixon. Out of 69 million votes we came 
within 113,000 of victory. Oh, yes, we 
have a party in this country. I do not 
subscribe lightly to party platforms. I 
have served on the platform committee 
of my party when such solemn words 
were indited. They become lures to get 
the people into one's corner. There is 
something grave and solemn about it. I 
accepted the platform plank in that 
spirit. We said: 

We advocate an early agreement by all 
nations to forgo nuclear tests in the atmos
phere. 

That is what we seek in the treaty 
today. 

Second, 89 nations are now signa
tories to the treaty. Think of the prop
aganda weapon that we would give Nikita 
Khrushchev if we failed to stand up and 
ratify the treaty. He could go into all 
the areas of the world and say to their 
leaders, "Did I not tell you for many 
years that they are imperialists, capital-

ists, and warmongers? Here is the proof. 
They refused to subscribe to a cessation 
of testing of the hideous weapons that 
can snuff out so much life.'' 

That would be a consideration in itself 
for supporting the treaty. Our arsenal 
of weapons is available. I shall touch on 
that later. It will be remembered that 
on the 23d of August former President 
Eisenhower sent a letter to the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. I have read it several 
times. He used the word "reservation.'' 
It bothered me. I decided to pursue it. 
I did so. Through one of his assistants 
I contacted him at Gettysburg. Was it 
an inadvertent use of the word, which is 
a word of art in this business, or did he 
really mean it? Did he know what a 
reservation really meant? It was not the 
significant thing in the mind of Presi
dent Eisenhower. What he wanted to 
be sure of was that there would be an 
ironclad assurance that our nuclear ar
senal would be available for ourselves 
and for our allies if the need ever arose. 
I will deal with that point at a little 
greater length in connection with the 
President's letter. 

Suppose there is deviation. Suppose 
there is abrogation. Will we be ready, 
and would we move into it? That was 
another point on which I wanted some 
assurances. 

The President in his message to the 
Senate said it was a :first step. So it is. 
The Chinese-and perhaps it comes from 
Confucius himself-have a saying: "The 
longest journey begins with the first 
step." A step must be made somehow, 
because a whole generation of Americans 
has grown up in the atmosphere and in
tensity of the cold war. 

The bombs fell in August 1945. Sup
pose a youngster was 12 years old. Add 
18 to that. That is 30 years. Consider 
the generation that has not known any
thing except the cold war. 

We are devoting hundreds of millions 
of dollars to studies of mental retarda
tion and mental health. Does anyone 
mean to tell me that those pressures do 
not have an effect upon a nation? When 
I was in Britain, and the V-l's and V-2's 
were falling during the late war, a promi
nent member of the House of Commons 
said, "If it keeps up, it will break the 
nervous system of our people." 

Some think this is all remote. But it 
is not remote. There is an impingement 
of all these pressures, all these consid
erations, that are a part of the cold war. 
Yet a whole generation has grown up 
under them. How many more genera
tions will grow· up before we receive an 
answer to the question? That is a con
cern of mine; it must be a concern of 
every other Member of this body. 

There has been some sentiment about 
the heavY-yield, high-megaton weapons · 
as distinguished from those that we 
have; and one could detect a certain 
defeatism. I am not an expert in the 
field. I have never served on the Com
mittee on Armed Services, which has the 
beneft t of such information. I readily 
sit at the feet of those who are members 
of the committee, when I seek advice, 
information, and instruction. But I re
member that in the war in which I was 
a soldier on the Western Front, our 

strength was on paper, but our cause was 
good, and we prevailed. 

I remember when I helped to vote this 
.country into World War II. olir air 
power was on paper. We made close 
distinctions between weapons that were 
in being and those that were being 
planned. So much was not in being. 
But our cause was good and we tri
umphed. Let it never be said that the 
Senator from Illinois has any spark of 
defeatism in his soul, no matter what 
the equation is as between weapon 
strengths, because I am pretty sure that 
our thermonuclear strength, coupled 
with our cause, will abide and prevail, as 
it has and as it must. 

One other thing the President said: 
Do not expect too much of this treaty. 
I thought it sounded biased in the mes
sage, which contains 10 specifics. But 
the treaty will not necessarily stop war. 
We hope it will. We hope it is in the di
rection of peace. What else can we do 
except hope? But is there assurance'? 
None. There are many things that the 
treaty will not do, and it is necessary to 
go back to what the President said in 
his message. 

Abraham Lincoln had a rule, and I 
think it was a great rule. I jotted it 
down, so that I would have it correct. 
This is what he said: 

The true rule in determining to embrace 
or reject anything is not whether it have 
any evil in it but whether it have more of 
evil than of good. There are few things 
wholly evil or wholly good. Almost every
thing especially of Gov.ernment policy is an 
inseparable compound of the two so that 
our best judgment of the preponderance ·be
tween them is continuously demanded. 

That is the case in this instance. I 
have not heard anyone deny that there 
are risks in the treaty. But, as Lincoln 
said, every policy is a compound of risk 
and nonrisk, of good and evil. Which is 
the preponderant quality? That is why 
our judgment is demanded. So I must 
rationalize the problem in that fashion 
and on that basis predicate judgment. 

With those concerns in my mind, and 
with those concerns in the mind of our 
distinguished majority leader, we spent 
45 minutes with the President and ex
pressed our concern. We made certain 
suggestions to him. In response, on 
September 10, he sent this letter, which 
reached me by hand last night at half
past 6. Let me read it to the Senate: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1963. 

Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Hon. EvERETr McKINLEY DIRKSEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MANSFIELD AND SENATOR 
DIRKSEN: I am deeply apP.reciative of the 
suggestion which you maae .. to me on Mon
day morning that it would be helpful to 
have -a further clarifying statement about 
the policy of this administration toward cer
tain aspects of our nuclear weapons defenses, 
under the proposed test ban treaty now be
fore the Senate. I share your view that it is 
desirable to dispel any fears or concerns in 
the minds of Senators or of the people of our 
country on these matters. And while I be
lieve that fully adequate statements have 
been made on these matters before the vari
ous committees of the Senate by the Secre
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Director of Central Intelligence, Vie Chair-
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man of the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nevertheless I am 
happy to accept your Judgment that it would 
be helpful if I restated what has already 
been said so that there may be no misappre
hension. 

In confidence that the Congress will share 
and support the policies of the administra
tion in this field, I am happy to give these 
unqualified and unequivocal assurances to 
the Members of the Senate, to the entire 
Congress, and to the country: 

1. Underground nuclear testing, which is 
permitted under the treaty, will be vigor
ously and diligently carried forward, and the 
equipment, facilities, personnel, and funds 
necessary for that purpose will be provided. 
As the Senate knows, such testing is now 
going on. While we must all hope that at 
some future time a more comprehensive 
treaty may become possible by changes in the 
policies of other nations, until that time our 
underground testing program will continue. 

2. The United States will maintain a pos
ture of readiness to resume testing in the 
environments prohibited by the present 
treaty, and it will take all the necessary steps 
to safeguard our national security in the 
event that there should be an abrogation or 
violation of any treaty provision. In par
ticular, the United States retains the right 
to resume atmospheric testing forthwith-

That was a point I made with the 
President. I said, "It has got to be 
made"; and he put it in his letter-
if the Soviet Union should conduct tests in 
violation of the treaty. 

3. Our facilities for the detection of pos
sible violations of this treaty will be ex
panded and improved as required to inc,rease 
our assurance against clandestine violation 
by others. 

I hope particular attention will be 
given to this paragraph: 

4. In response to the suggestion made by 
President Eisenhower to the Foreign Rela
tions Committee on August 23, 1963, and in 
conformity with the opinion of the legal 
adviser of the Department of State, set forth 
in the report of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I am glad to emphasize again that 
the treaty in no way limits the authority 
of the Commander in Chief to use nuclear 
weapons for the defense of the United States 
and its allies, if a situation should develop 
requiring such a grave decision. Any deci
sion to use such weapons would be made 
by the United States in accordance with its 
constitutional processes and would in no way 
be affected by the terms of the nuclear test 
ban treaty. 

5. While the abnormal . and dangerous 
presence of Soviet military personnel in the 
neighboring island of Cuba is not a matter 
which can be dealt with through the instru
mentality of this treaty, I am able to assure 
the Senate that if that unhappy island 
should be used either directly or indirectly 
to circumvent or nullify this treaty, the 
United States will take all necessary action 
in response. 

6. The treaty in no way changes the status 
of the authorities in East Germany. As the 
Secretary of State has made clear, "We do 
not recognize, and we do not intend to rec
ognize, the Soviet occupation zone of East 
Germany as a state or as an entity possessing 
national sovereignty, or to recognize the 
local authorities as a government. Those 
authorities cannot alter these facts by the 
act of subscribing to the test ban treaty." 

7. This Government will maintain strong 
weapons laboratories in a vigorous program 
of weapons development, in order to ensure 
that the United States will continue to have 
in the future a stre~gth fully adequate for 
an effective national defense. In particular, 
as the Secretary of Defense has made clear, 
we will maintain strategic forces fully en-

suring that this Nation will continue to be in the account, for all to read; and it all 
a pqsition to destroy any aggressor, even happened at 8: 15, on a bright and shin
after absorbing a first strike by a surprise ing morning, when God's day began, and 
attack. · 

8 . The United states will diligently pursue when, I suppose, hundreds of thousands 
its programs for the further development of of people were thinking that, despite the 
nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes by war, they had been privileged to live 
underground tests within the terms of the another day. 
treaty, and as and when such developments Mr. President, that happened 18 
make possible constructive uses of atmos- years ago last month. Since then, what 
pheric nuclear explosions for peaceful pur- have we done? What steps have we 
poses, the United States will seek interna- taken? How far have we moved? 
tional agreement under the treaty to permit The President calls this treaty a :first 
such explosions. 

I trust that these assurances may be help- step. What sort of steps have we taken, 
ful in dispelling any concern or misgivings except steps to make the bombs that fell 
which any member of the senate or any citi- on Hiroshima and Nagasaki look like 
zen may have as to our determination to veritable toys when compared to the 
maintain the interests and security of the heavy-duty, heavy-yield weapons of to
United States. It is not only safe but nee- day. 
essary, in the interest of this country and I want to take a first step, Mr. Presi
the . interest of mankind, that this treaty dent I am not a young man. I am al-
should now be approved, and the hope for · ' 
peace which it offers firmly sustained, by the most as old a.s the oldest Member Of the 
senate of the United states. ,. Senate, certamly am older than a great 

Once more, let me express my appreciation many Senators. One of my age thinks 
to you both for your visit and for your sug- about his destiny a little. I should not 
gestions. like to have written on my tombstone, 

Sincerely, "He knew what happened at Hiroshima, 
JoHN KENNEDY. but he did not take a :first step." 

Mr. President, late the other night I God willing, Mr. President, and in the 
went back to refresh myself on a little frame of my own party's platform and 
history. One of the classic reports made with the knowledge that the Soviet Union 
in our generation was the one made by has violated treaties, there must still be 
John Hersey, to the New Yorker, on enough faith, and enough confidence to 
what happened at Hiroshima. It makes make us willing to take a :first step in 
one think. It came as an account from this :field. 
a Japanese preacher who long ago was If it fails, we will still be here. We 
educated at Emory University, in At- have not forfeited caution. We have 
lanta, Ga. He did his undergraduate forfeited nothing. The President has 
work there and developed great fluency given us assurances in regard to what 
in English. He was one of the principal is proposed to be done in underground 
witnesses when John Hersey went to testing in these and other environments 
Hiroshima to write that almost death- and in regard to developing all the equip
less account. ment necessary in order to maintain our 

The B-29's had bombed nearly every strength against any aggressor on the 
Japanese town except, Kyoto and Hiro- face of the earth. 
shima. The Japanese called the B-29 Mr. President, I believe it is just as 
"Mr. B," out of respect for the might well to conclude this slightly rambling 
and the power of that great wartime discourse by reverting to the Chinese 
bomber. proverb. "The longest journey begins 

As he relates the story, it was 8:15 in with a single step." 
the morning of a bright, sunny day. The This is a :first, single step. It is for 
weather was a little humid and warm. destiny to write the answer. It is for 
At 8: 15, things happened. Out of the history to render judgment. But with 
20th Air Wing, Col. Paul w. Tib- consummate faith and some determina
betts, Jr., flying that B-29, and with tion, this may be the step that can spell 
two escort observation planes, flew over a grander destiny for our country and 
the center of Hiroshima, a town of for the world. 
probably 375,000 persons. Then, for the If there be risks, Mr. President, I am 
:first time, the whole bosom of God's willing to assume them for my country. 
earth was ruptured by a manmade So I support the treaty; and I will vote 
contrivance that we call a nuclear for approval of the treaty with no res-
weapon. ervations whatsoever. 

Oh, the tragedy. Oh, the dismay. Oh, Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, let 
the blood. Oh, the anguish. When the me congratulate the Senator from Illi
statisticians came to put the cold :fig- nois on his magnificent speech. 
ures on paper, they were as follows: As Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
a result of 1 bomb-66,000 killed; Senator from Illinois yield? 
69,000 injured; 62,000 structures de- Mr. DIRKSEN. I am glad to yield. 
stroyed. That was the result of that Mr. CURTIS. I thank the distin-
one bomb, made by man in the hope of guished Senator. I trust that he will be 
stopping that war. Little did he realize willing to answer a few questions. 
what this thermonuclear weapon would . Mr. President, I love and admire the 
do, and the anguish that would be distinguished Senator from Illinois. He 
brought into the hearts of men, women, is most persuasive. He is patriotic. He 
and children. At Hiroshima it caused is fair in the conduct of his office as a 
a mass incineration such as never be- senator. I listened intently as the Sen
fore had been witnessed in the history ator from Illinois recited the testimony 
of the whole wide world. The result was he had heard, the documents that he had 
almost too catastrophic to contemplate. read, and the interviews that he had had. 

In the accelerated march of history, Does the Senator intend to imply that 
how quickly we forget. But there is it would not be possible for another 
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Senator to attend the same meetings, 
hear the same testimony, read the same 
documents, possess an equal sincerity of 
purpose, and yet arrive at a di1ferent 
conclusion from that reached by the 
Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Absolutely. That is 
what makes the world the great world 
that it is. We can listen to testimony, 
come to di1ferent conclusions about it, 
and do so honestly and sincerely. I 
would not for a moment reflect upon the 
integrity, the honor, the honesty, the 
sincerity, or the conviction of any other 
Member of this body. 

Mr. CURTIS. The distinguished Sen
ator is so charming and so persuasive

Mr. DffiKSEN. Should I disclaim 
that? 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is dan
gerous. He can lead us astray. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would not do so 
wittingly or knowingly. 

Mr. CURTIS. I know that. The Sen
ator spoke at length about fears that 
have been expressed in various places. 
Then he told of this great e1f ort-and 
it was a great e1fort-to allay those fears. 
Is it the opinion of the Senator from 
Illinois that those fears came from the 
unlearned people of the country or those 
who did not honestly desire the right 
answer in the cause of peace? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I can answer only 
with respect to my own misgivings. 
Those arose in such large measure from 
the fact that I was not fully informed 
as to what our readiness posture 
was, how diligently and vigorously we 
were going to pursue it, to make sure 
that at no time and under no eventual
ity would our country be other than 
strong and equal to any aggressive e1f ort 
that could be made against us. 

Mr. CURTIS. Perhaps I have not 
made my question clear. The .Senator 
talked at length about the fears that 
exist. Then he spoke of his diligent ef
forts to allay those fears. My question 
is as follows: Do those fears exist only 
among people whose intentions toward 
our country and toward a peaceful world 
are not good and people who do not 
know? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Certainly not. I rec
ognize them as honest views springing 
from the consciences of people. 

Mr. CURTIS. That leads me to my 
next question, which is this: I listened 
intently as the Senator told of his great 
e1forts to allay those fears. It seems 
to me that we would have been helped 
greatly if, rather than allaying the fears, 
the possible justification for the fears 
might have been ascertained. Is that 
not the responsibility of the Senate? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. That is a highly com
plicated field. 

Mr. CURTIS. Is that not our respon
sibility? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I was thinking of 
those who testified. In all kindliness, 
I ref er to them as the second echelon 
ln Government. But I like to hear from 
the President and the Commander in 
Chief who is at the top and who in that 
capacity can push the button, move for
ward, sideways, or pull back. That is 
the reason for the letter. The reason 
was to make sure that, as we move for-

ward, we shall be ready at all times for 
any eventuality that might arise under 
the treaty. 

Mr. CURTIS. I shall state the point a 
bit crudely. If someone should fear that 
his house was afire, would it be better to 
allay such fear, or to ascertain whether 
the house was afire? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. One ascertains 
whether the house is afire. That is a 
physical thing that is easily ascertained. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understand. The dis
tinguished Senator spoke at length of 
the treaty violations of the Soviet Union, 
which seem to be nondebatable. Do I 
correctly understand the Senator to ex
press an opinion that the Soviet Union 
has changed in that regard? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Perhaps so. There is 
a risk. We must take a chance. 

Mr. CURTIS. Does the Senator be
lieve that the Soviet has changed in re
gard to adherence to treaties? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. When the Soviet 
Union became flexible enough to be will
ing to entertain the negotiation of a 
treaty, I would earnestly hope that there 
had been some change in its attitude. 
On that basis, I believe that while there 
is risk, it is a risk that we can accept 
with safety. 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from 
Minnesota stated on television that the 
treaty was not based upon trust, but on 
hope. Do I correctly understand the 
Senator to say that he hopes the Soviet 
Union has changed, or that he believes 
that it has? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Who does not have 
hope? Does not the Senator from Ne
braska? 

Mr. CURTIS. I do not believe they 
have. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I did not say that. I 
asked if the Senator from Nebraska did 
not hope. 

Mr. CURTIS. I hope the Soviet Union 
has changed. I do not believe it has. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Hope springs eternal. 
As the great salesman, Paul, said long 
ago, ·"Faith, hope, and charity"-those 
are the great virtues. 

What would mankind be like without 
hope? What can we say to this genera
tion that has been so steeped in cold war 
for more than 18 years if we say there 
is no hope, and no chance? 

Mr. CURTIS. The distinguished Sen
ator is generous and kind. He has led 
me to my next question. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Good. 
Mr. CURTIS. The Senator spoke at 

length about the horrors of the cold war 
and how it has a1fected our people and 
the youth of our country. The e1fect 
is brought about by the actions of the 
Soviet Union moving forward in Cuba 
and many other places in the Western 
Hemisphere. It may be a1f ected by our 
own defense program. The existence or 
nonexistence of nuclear testing will prob
ably have no effect on the advances made 
by the Soviet Union in taking over ter
ritory and millions of people. 

The Senator has read a letter from 
the President stating that our testing 
will continue, and that we shall be pre
pareci. Now the Senator has aroused in 
our hearts a desire to end the cold war. 
Is it the intention of the Senator to 

present any evidence that the treaty 
would end the cold war? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no evidence 
that it would end any kind of war. Did 
not the President make manifest in the 
statement that accompanied the treaty 
that there is no assurance that even 
nuclear war, let alone cold war, will end? 
We hope for those desirable goals. That 
is the best we can do. 

Mr. CURTIS. Why not hope that it 
will cure cancer or do some other very 
noble things? A message goes out to the 
Nation telling us of the horrors of the 
cold war. I want to know whether we 
are presented with a treaty that will end 
the cold war. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. First, let us not let 
the analogy of cancer get too far away. 
Cancer is something over which human 
volition has no control. But where hu
man decisions are involved, they con
cern operations of the mind. That is 
what we are dealing with when we talk 
about inhibitions on testing in the at
mosphere and under the water. So there 
is not the slightest analogy between the 
two. 

Mr. CURTIS. All right. . We will 
erase that analogy. But is it the inten
tion of the Senator from Illinois to sug
gest to the country that the treaty is a 
treaty to end the cold war? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I did not say that. 
Mr. CURTIS. I did not say that the 

Senator made that statement. I asked 
if it was his intention to give that im
pression. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I only hope that, first, 
tensions will subside and, second, that 
perhaps we will say, as Solomon said to 
the Lord, "Give therefore Thy servant 
an understanding heart." 

It may be that if we ease the tension 
little by little a better understanding will 
develop. If that understanding should 
come, we would have a good predicate 
on which to fashion the second, third, 
and fourth steps. 

Mr. CURTIS. Where will we ease 
tension? In this country or in the So
viet Union? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. AnyWhere that ten
sions exist. May it never be said of us 
that we are the ones to excite and peddle 
tensions all over the world. 

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. Ten
sions are a weapon of the Soviet Union. 
The tensions will go on in this country 
and in that country, with one act of 
subversion after another. Whether or 
not we should end testing in the atmos
phere should be decided on the merits 
of the question, rather than a possibility 
that it will end the tensions of the cold 
war. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. After 400 abortive 
sessions at Geneva, at long last when 
there is an opportunity for an expres
sion and a demonstration of a little faith, 
I do not wish to be found wanting in 
that faith, in the hope that good fruit 
may come of it. 

Mr. CURTIS. I am aware of the dif
ference between the position of the Sen
ator from Illinois, who has faith in this 
regard, and the position of the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], who 
said that the treaty was not based on 
trust. 
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I shall hurry on. · The Senator has 

been most generous in yielding time. 
The Senator from Illinois mentioned 

that we would have a posture of readiness 
to test. May I ask the distinguished 
Senator whether that was President Ei
senhower's position during the morato
rium? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes; I rather think 
so. 

Mr. CURTIS. Very well. Was it pos
sible to carry it out? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is possible to carry 
it out. 

Mr. CURTIS. Was it? Not, "is it"? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; it is. 
Mr. CURTIS. My question relates to 

what happened in the past. Was it pos
sible, and did the United States carry 
out successfully a readiness to test? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from 
Nebraska is a member of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. The Senator 
has the seat I formerly held. I would 
rather ask some Senator who serves on 
that committee, who is familiar with 
what the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy was doing at that time, because 
that would be a source of information. 

Mr. CURTIS. I believe it is true that 
Johnston Island was permitted to go 
down. I believe it is true that tests were 
hurried. I do not care to go into any 
classified information as to how etiec
tive the tests were, but they were hurried, 
and, in a measure, very disappointing. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is no reason 
why they had to be hurried. If the Con
gress and the President cooperate, if the 
request comes from the Atomic Energy 
Commission for equipment, for labora
tory requirements, for personnel and for 
funds, and there is evidenced not only a 
ciesire but also a determination to move 
ahead and to maintain an immediate 
readiness posture, there is not the slight
est reason why it cannot be done. 

Mr. CURTIS. Other than that it was 
tried once and did not work. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That does not prove 
it cannot be done. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a comment? 

Mr. CURTIS. I have almost con
cluded. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to comment 
on that point. We did test underground 
2 weeks after the time the Russians 
broke the moratorium, and for about 6 
months in the atmosphere. 

Mr. CURTIS. Those are the tests to 
which I referred, which were not very 
effective. 

The Senator from Illinois spoke at 
length about Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
Such occurrences tear the hearts of 
everyone; but does it follow that someone 
whose position with respect to the treaty 
might ditier from that of the Senator 
from Illinois would wish for a recur
rence of those things? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me ask the Sen
ator from Nebraska a question. Under 
the circumstances, with bigger and more 
destructive weapons being built all the 
time, with armament burdens upon 
every country in the world, unless we 
take a step in the whole domain of faith, 
what will be left except gloom and de
featism against the day when some care
less person will pull the trigger? 

Mr. CURTIS. I would rather have 
gloom than to slumber. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I did not hear the 
Senator's word. The Senator would 
rather have gloom than what? 

Mr. CURTIS. Slumber, as a national 
posture. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator says 
"slumber"? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Is there any reason 

why we should be complacent or in-
cautious? _ 

Mr. CURTIS. I do not know. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. There is nothing in 

the treaty to that etiect. 
Mr. CURTIS. I know; but the Joint 

Chiefs of Stat! have warned against it. 
Certainly there was a sound reason for 
their warning. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. When I heard them 
at the committee meetings, they sup
ported the treaty. They gave some at
tention to various things which I have 
recited, which were summarized in the 
record, but they supported the treaty. 

Mr. CURTIS. General Power did 
not. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But he is not a mem
ber of the Joint Chiefs of Stat!. 

Mr. CURTIS. No; but I read his 
testimony before the deletions were 
made. It is rather revealing. 

Is there anything in the treaty which 
would outlaw-or give any assurance 
against-an atomic attack on any city 
in the world? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. No. And no one said 
there was. The President made that as 
clear as crystal. 

Mr. CURTIS. I could not understand 
the reason for the description of the at
tack on those two Japanese cities unless 
the Senator was otiering something 
which would stop similar occurrences. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is necessary to ad
vance to that kind of goal a little at a 
time. There was no misrepresentation 
when it was said that this treaty is a 
first step. 

Mr. CURTIS. No one has said what 
step it is. The Chinese proverb, "The 
journey of a thousand miles begins with 
one step," is true, but I am concerned 
about the direction in which the journey 
will proceed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. When we stop testing 
underwater, in the atmosphere, and in 
all the environments except under
ground, it seems to me that is a long step. 
The Republicans appreciated that fact in 
1960, because that is precisely the way we 
set it out in our own party platform 
when we went to the voters for their suf
frage. 

Mr. CURTIS. I remind the Senator 
that since then the Soviets have tested. 
Many well-qualified people believe that 
they have acquired information which is 
very valuable, which we do not have; and 
that although they refused to agree at 
one time there is a likelihood that they 
will wish to agree now because there is 
some advantage in it, secret or otherwise. 

We do not have the same set of facts 
before us. It is not a question of keeping 
faith with the treaty since there was a 
certain ratio of power and knowledge 
which existed then which does not exist 
now. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The best comment I 
could make is that a very distinguished 
former President of the United States 
and General of the Armies, Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, keeps abreast of develop
ments and has not ·fractured his rela
tionships with his former military asso
ciates. He has a very active mind. He 
expressed some concern on one point, 
which I think the President's letter cures; 
but he does support the· treaty. One 
would believe that he is conversant with 
the advances made in that field by the 
Soviet Union, and the question of 
whether we are maintaining a superior 
strength. 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator has been 
more than generous. I did not intend 
to consume this much time. I merely 
wished to inquire into certain of the 
Senator's intentions in reference to the 
position he intended to portray to the 
country through the speech. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It has a large admix
ture of faith, and I hope it will always 
be there. 

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

Mr. DffiKSEN. I would rather yield 
the :floor. I promised my distinguished 
friend from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] that I would not occupy the 
:floor for more than 45 minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This will take-only 
a few minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. First, I congratu

late the Senator. He has made a mag
nificent speech. I do not think he talked 
at length on any aspect of his speech. 
It was all very concise. 

There was one aspect that the minor
ity leader mentioned that I thought he 
had not developed fully. He said he 
would come back to it. It was General 
Eisenhower's letter, in which he used the 
word "reservation." I wonder if the 
minority leader will go further into that 
point. I thought he said he intended to 
refer to it later. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I be
crune very curious about that word when 
I saw it. I have read General Eisen
hower's letter · several times. So I took 
it on myself to make indirect inquiries 
and get the story in such fashion that 
I could disclose it. He was not interested 
in reservations to the treaty; he was in
terested in an assurance that our nu
clear arsenal would be available for our 
security and the security of our allies; 
and that is made abundantly clear in 
one paragraph of the President's letter. 
In addition, there is an addendum note 
in the committee report that has a bear
ing on that point. It is generally recog
nized that such weapons would be so 
used. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it the Senator's 
view that that entirely satisfies the view 
of General Eisenhower as to what should 
be the reservation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Exactly. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that has 

been made clear. 
General Power was mentioned. Gen

eral Power is one of nine who have what 
are called field comm.ands in various 
parts of the world. He felt he could not 
approve the treaty. General Gerhart re
fused to give an opinion because. he said, 



16794 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE Septem~er 11 

he was not sufficiently informed,' a.nd it 
was beyond his competence. General 
Power is the only one who actually took 
a position in opposition to the treaty. 

I was present when that matter was 
discussed with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
That information came through . the 
Joint Chiefs, not by direct communica
tion with me. General Gerhart did not 
wish to take a position. General Pow
er was the only one who took a position 
against the treaty. 

Counting General Eisenhower with the 
other active members of the military 
forces, including the Secretary of De
fense, there are 14 prominent, leading 
men in this field in favor of the treaty, 
against 2 who have taken the other 
position. That is a pretty good average 
in connection with any controversial 
subject of this kind. 

One other question which the Sen
ator mentioned related to the possibil
ity of change in Russia. The Senator al
luded to a so-called alert No. 5, is
sued some time ago by the military. I 
do not question the fact. However, in 
the violations cited-and this informa
tion begins at page 132 of the record of 
the hearings-it will be noted that there 
has been some change in the tempo 
of repudiation of agreements since the 
decease of Mr. Stalin in 1953. The rec
ord of hearing shows that since 1953 
there were four instances of violations 
of agreements, two of them being with 
Yugoslavia concerning loans, not unlike 
what I notice we are contemplating do
ing, in view of certain difficulties, in the 
case of Pakistan. It has been noted in 
the press that we are contemplating a 
change in our decision with regard to an 
airport. 

In the case of two of these violations, 
one in January 1956 and one in August 
1956, they related to matters in which 
we have no great interest. The only 
one really seriously affecting us is that 
relating to the Berlin wall, in which we 
have a great interest. We have no in
terest in the other two, and I do not 
know that they were quite in the spirit 
of violation of treaties as we think of 
this treaty. They related to two loan 
agreements with Yugoslavia. 

I do not say that this treaty is based 
on trust; I think it is more applicable 
to individual action and interest of the 
nations involved. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I mentioned that to 
establish the thesis that we are not un
mindful of what has happened. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am bringing this 
point up only to show that nations do 
change. Merely because there have 
been violations does not mean that the 
Soviets will violate this treaty. As the 
Senator properly stated, I think they 
will avoid doing it, because it is in their 
interest to abide by the treaty, or it is 
not in their interest at all. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
am very proud that we have in this coun
try a fully operative two-party system. 
I again congratulate the distinguished 
minority leader, the leader of the Re
publicans in this body, for the position 
he has taken, not in behalf of party, 
but in behalf of the Nation, which in
cludes both parties. He has done so 
without imputing to any Senator any 

base or ulterior motive if he happens to 
want to vote against the treaty, or wants 
to off er understandings or reservations, 
because he realizes, first of all, that, so 
far as each individual Member of this 
body is concerned, the time is fast ap
proaching when we, as elected officials, 
in line with our constitutional obliga
tions, must decide, each in his own mind, 
what he thinks is best for his country. 

I am glad the distinguished minority 
leader brought out the plank in the Re
publican platform of 1960, on the par
ticular subject of atomic testing, which 
was a stronger plank than the one con
tained in the Democratic platform of 
that year. 

Like the distinguished minority lead
er, I question the motives of no Member 
of this body. I only hope that, in our 
collective wisdom, in the long run, we 
will be enabled to show that what we 
have done will be in the best interests 
of our country and the course which 
another elected official, the President of 
the United States, sought to follow in 
carrying out his duty. 

Of course, there are diverse views in 
this body. I am glad there are. If every 
Senator were in favor of a treaty of this 
magnitude, I would then be truly wor
ried. 

There are doubts on the part of Sena
tors who are in favor of the treaty, as 
well as those who are opposed to it. I 
am not surprised that there are fears 
and anxieties, because these are good in 
the consideration of a treaty of this kind. 

I would hope also, as the distinguished 
minority leader has brought out, that we 
would not brush off what happened at 
Nagasaki and Hiroshima. I hope the fig
ures will be repeated time and time and 
time again-66,000 killed, 69,000 injured, 
62,000 buildings destroyed, in Hiroshima. 
And what caused that destruction? One 
bomb, allegedly equivalent to 15,000 to 
20,000 tons of TNT. Now we are talking 
about bombs of the equivalent of 100 
million tons of TNT in one 100-megaton 
bomb. 

I hope we will consider all the factors 
inherent in a study of this treaty, not 
only genetic and physical, not only mili
tary, not only political, but the combina
tion of all these and any others which 
may be worth consideration. 

I point out once more, because there 
seems to be a question in the minds of 
some people in this country that some 
sort of pressure was used to get the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to come along, that the 
record will show that the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, asked each member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff if any pressure was ex
erted, and the answer was, unequivocal
ly, "No." 

Of course, they said that, in their opin
ion, a combination of factors determined 
their judgment. But when they were 
asked the direct question if they fa
vored the ratification of the treaty-and 
it is in the record of the hearings, a copy 
of which is on every Senator's desk-the 
answer was yes, provided the safeguards 
which they advocated were contained 
herein and which, to the best of my 
knowledge, no Senator disagrees with. 

We have been given assurance by the 
President of the United States, and that 
assurance has once again been brought 
to the attention of the Senate because 
of the initiative of the distinguished 
minority leader, who, in my opinion, has 
once again performed a real public serv
ice, for which I hope he gets the credit 
he deserves and not the condemnation 
which sometimes comes his way. I 
salute a great American. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, this 
has been one of the finest how·s in the 
history of the Senate. We listened to 
a great American today. We listened to 
a leader of one of the great political 
parties, who discharged his responsibil
ity of leadership. He brought to the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States, which answered some 
of the questions lurking in the minds of 
certain Members of the Senate. 

Beyond all that, based upon a unique 
lifetime of experience and devotion to 
his country, in uniform and in Congress, 
EVERETT DIRKSEN made all of us proud 
of the lucidity of his assertion, and an 
eloquence that is unmatched in the Sen
ate. With it all he added overwhelm
ingly to the reasons why this country 
needs to be united and why, as I see the 
light, his advice and recommendation 
should be followed. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
President of the United States has char
acterized the three-environmental test 
ban treaty as a first step, and if he says 
it is a first step, I, for one, am quite will
ing to take his word for it; for the Pres
ident is the one who controls the negotia
tion of agreements with foreign nations, 
and he is in a position to know, from dis
cussions which have taken place, what 
are the terms to which other powers will 
agree, or are likely to agree. 

The fact that this treaty is a first step, 
and the contemplation-fond or fore
boding-of what the succeeding steps 
may be, in no way detracts from the fact 
that the treaty which the Senate is now 
considering is, in and of itself, impor
tant-even vital; for this treaty bears 
significantly on the fundamental issues 
of liberty or subjugation, peace or war. 

The report of the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee which recommends 
that the Senate ratify this treaty, while 
recognizing that the treaty does have 
military implications, minimizes the mil
itary aspects and states that the main 
thrust of the treaty is political. In view 
of the report's warning to the Senate 
that excessive reliance on military con
siderations could undermine national 
security, it is particularly interesting to 
note that the majority of the space in 
the report is devoted to explaining away 
the military implications of the treaty. 

In its discussion of the military aspects 
of the treaty, the Foreign Relations Com
mittee report quite accurately points 
out in some detail that the United States 
now has a clear and overwhelming su
periority in strategic nuclear power. 
Drawing from the specifics of our arsenal 
which Secretary McNamara made pub
lic for the first time during his testimony, 
the report cites the strength of the Stra
tegic Air Command at more than 500 
SAC bombers on quick alert, and more 
than 500 missiles-Atlas, Titan, Minute-



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 16795 
man, and Polaris-new in the U.S. force. 
Even without accepting these rather 
loosely rounded off numbers as precisely 
accurate, no one can seriously doubt the 
present clear superiority of the U.S. 
strategic nuclear power. As has been 
the case since World War II, the 
United States still has strategic power 
that can and does, as it has in the past, 
effectively deter any would-be aggressor. 

It is precisely this significant imbal
ance of strategic power that has pre
vented the occurrence of a nuclear war 
for almost two decades. Our policy of 
deterrence, based on an overwhelming 
superiority of nuclear power, has proved 
to be an effective preventative of nuclear 
war. Gen. Thomas Power, commander 
of the Strategic Air Command, put the 
matter most succinctly in his testimony 
before the Senate Preparedness Subcom
mittee. He stated: 

I am seriously concerned about losing our 
military superiority, because I think that 
this superiority has resulted in a peaceful 
world as far as nuclear war is concerned, and 
I can't think of anything more important 
than to keep the world safe from a nuclear 
war. 

I think if we get into one, there will be no 
Winners, only losers, and I think mankind 
will have reached its highest plateau of 
stupidity if it tries to reach its aims and goals 
or settle its differences with nuclear weapons. 

However, I think that our formula to 
prevent this has been a successful one to 
date, and it is a real simple formula. We 
have had overwhelming military superiority 
to the point where it is ridiculous for Mr. 
Khrushchev to even seriously contemplate 
attacking this country. Now I maintain 
that it is possible to hold this type of lead, 
and that is what I recommend. 

As stated by General Power, that great 
SAC commander, we have found by ex
perience that a policy of deterrence can 
and does prevent nuclear war. There 
are two essential ingredients of a suc
cessful policy of deterrence. 'The first 
is the actual strategic superiority, which 
in this day and age, means nuclear su
periority. Second, a potential aggres
sor must be convinced that we have such 
overwhelming superiority that it would 
be utterly foolish to seriously contem
plate an attack and that such power 
would be unleashed if attacked. 

The very fact that there has been no 
nuclear war is convincing evidence that 
we have had, and still have, overwhelm
ing nuclear superiority, and that the 
Soviets are convinced that we have that 
superiority. No further back than last 
fall, when Khrushchev made his bold 
gamble in Cuba, it was our overwhelm
ing strategic nuclear power, and Khru
shchev's knowledge of that superiority, 
that prevented a nuclear war. 

It is not enough to say that we now 
have a clear nuclear superiority in 
weaponry, however. If our policy of de
terrence of nuclear war is to continue, 
and we intend to prevent a nuclear war 
in the future as we have in the past, we 
must either continue to maintain an 
overwhelming superiority, or turn to 
some untried and untested formula for 
preventing nuclear war. This requires 
a closer look at our strategic force 
structure. · 

In assessing either the present or the 
future balance of strategic military 
power, a most distorted picture will re-

sult from any oversimplified comparison 
of weapon for weapon, or weapon . for 
target, on a simple numerical basis. A 
realistic view will result only if the com
parison includes a qualitative analysis 
of the weapons, together with an analy
sis of the strategies which control the 
use and employment of such weapons. 

Today, for the first time in many years, 
the United States does not have a 
manned bomber aircraft in production. 
Our weapons production is concentrated 
on ballistic missiles. Whatever the 
merits of the differing opinions as to the 
advisability of putting almost sole re
liance on missiles, the dramatic shift in 
emphasis from manned aircraft to mis
siles demonstrates the fact that military 
superiority depends on the quality of 
weapons more than it depends on num
bers. It is the qualitative factor of 
weaponry that accounts for obsoles
cence. For example, right now we are 
in the process of dismantling the Texas 
towers, which comprised a part of the 
obsolete-before-deployed SAGE system, 
the aborted brainchild of Dr. Jerome 
Wiesner. No matter how much of the 
SAGE system we still have deployed, it 
is immaterial; for its existence makes 
no difference to the balance of strategic 
military power. No numerical increase 
can substitute for qualitative improve
ment. There is nothing you need so 
much of as something which is not very 
good. 

It is the qualitative factor that makes 
it impossible to judge tomorrow's or next 
year's balance of power by the number 
of weapons we have deployed today, or 
by the number of today's weapons we 
will be able to produce tomorrow. To
day's weapons will be obsolete tomorrow, 
and the number we have or can produce 
will be increasingly irrelevant with the 
passage of time. If, therefore, we want 
a realistic idea of the probable balance 
of strategic power in the future, we must 
consider primarily the question, What 
are the relative levels of weapons tech
nology today? More than any other fac
tor, it is the level of technology today 
that will determine the balance of stra
tegic power in the future. 

The second fallacy of numerical com
parisons of weapons, and weapons 
against potential targets, is most appar
ent in the arguments of those who dwell 
on what they mistakenly call the over
kill capability of the United States. 
Those who expound the theory of over
kill seem to believe that only one weapon 
per target is needed, and that the num
ber of weapons which exceeds the num
bers of potential targets is surplus to 
needs, or overkill. 

The fallacy of such reasoning is the 
omission from consideration of the reali
ties of the strategy which determines the 
use or possible use of the weapons. 

By this time, it surely should be clear 
that the United States is committed to 
a second strike nuclear force. Our stra
tegic weapons are to be used only after 
we are attacked. This means that we 
must rely for deterrence, not on the total 
number of weapons in our arsenal, but 
only on those weapons. which would re
main operative after an all-out nuclear 
attack against the United States. Since 
we do adhere strictly to a second strike 

strategy, we must rely, in fact on the 
number of our weapons which a poten
tial aggressor believes would survive the 
most destructive nuclear barrag~ he 
could iaunch. In making an assessn1ent 
of this deterrent force, a potential ag
gressor will, of course, take into acC\"'unt 
the quality and reliability of our weapons 
system. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from South Caro
lina yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana. . 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sen
ator a member of the Preparedness In
vestigating Subcommittee? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
South Carolina is a member of the Pre
paredness Investigating Subcommittee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Then the 
Senator is familiar with the report of 
the Preparedness Investigating Subcom
mittee, which states that in eight major 
ways the treaty would prejudice the de
fense of the United States. 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. I 
discuss those ways later in my speech. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Those eight 
ways are set forth on pages 7 and 8 of 
the interim report of that subcommittee. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator agree that in some ways the 
treaty could adversely affect the United 
States to the extent that we would prob
ably never be able to develop a reliable 
defense against enemy missiles so long 
as we abided by the provisions of the 
treaty? 

Mr. THURMOND. I certainly do, and 
this feeling is shared by the military 
men and the scientists, who, I feel, are 
best equipped to make an appraisal of 
that subject. In developing an anti
ballistic missile system, the only way 
definitely to determine if such a system 
would be successful and would really 
produce results and operate, is to test 
it in the environment in which it would 
have to operate. That would be the 
atmosphere. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. One simple 
problem that is easy enough for a per
son to appreciate is this: If we are to de
velop a reliable defense against enemy 
missiles-not merely a defense that could 
shoot down the first missile; I would pre
sume that we already have the capability 
to develop such a defense-but the ability 
to continue shooting down the 2d, 3d, 
4th, 5th, 6th, or even the lOOth missile 
fired at us, aimed at the same point, we 
must develop an ability to locate and 
track such enemy missiles headed for 
our country, even though the atmosphere 
would be disturbed by the exploding mis
siles we are sending out, and recognize 
the possibility that even enemy missiles 
may be exploding out in the atmosphere 
and creating what is known as a radar 
blackout. 

At present, we do not know how to 
solve that problem. It has been sug
gested that we "design around it." I 
assume that means we would hope, if the 
radar were blacked out at New York, that 
we might be able to pick up enemy mis,• 
siles by radar at Philadelphia, for ex
ample. But if one is trying to defend 
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against a barrage of 300 or 400 enemy 
missiles fired against us simultaneously~ 
perhaps a thousand fired simultaneous
ly-with more coming, we must be able 
to continue to track with all the radar 
equipment and continue to shoot mis
siles down, even though some of our de
fenses will be destroyed simultaneously 
with the def ending of them. There is no 
way in which that kind of defense can 
be developed without atmospheric test
ing. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is 
eminently correct. It would be impos
sible to develop a type of antiballistic 
missile system upon which this country 
could place complete reliance until such 
a system had been tested in the atmos
phere, which is the environment in which 
the system would have to operate if an 
exchange should take place. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena
tor aware of the fact that some of those 
who advocate the treaty undertake to say 
that it cannot be done; that no one will 
ever be able to develop a successful mis
sile defense? Where would this coun
try be now if we had taken the attitude 
30 years ago, or even 20 year ago, that it 
could not be done? Where would we be 
if we had taken the attitude that the 
atom could not be cracked; that the 
atom was something that could not be 
harnessed? Where would we be if we 
had taken the attitude that a proximity 
fuse could not be developed? Where 
would we be if we had taken the attitude 
that the airplane could not be developed, 
and that men would never be able to :fly? 
Where would we be if we had taken the 
attitude that space could not be con
quered? We would be far behind our 
potential adversaries. They would be in 
a position to hand us an ultimatum to 
which we would either have to surrender, 
or else be destroyed. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Louisiana is correct. 

I recall that one of the scientists-I 
believe it was Dr. Teller-testified that 
several years ago he was doubtful about 
this system; but he is now convinced that 
it can be successful. 

Consider what the Russians have done. 
This inf orm.ation is now public. When 
I spoke on this subject before, much of 
the information was disclosed in secret 
session. But it has now been made pub
lic and has appeared in the newspapers. 
I do not think there is any question now 
that the Russians have developed a sys
tem which our intelligence says will 
knock down medium-range missiles, 
those calculated to go to 1,200 miles, and 
intermediate-range missiles, those cal
culated to go to 2,500 miles, and, under 
certain favorable conditions, intercon
tinental ballistic missiles. 

Immeasurable progress has been made. 
I was talking with one of our military 
men a few days ago about the Nike-Zeus, 
which is our best anti-ballistic-missile 
development to date. He says that 8 
shots out of 12 have been successfully 
made. This shows that the system can 
be and is being developed. We know 
the Russians have made great progress 
in that field. Not only have· they de
veloped a system, but they have deployed 
a system function around a certain city 
in Russia. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let us as
sume for a moment that the Russians 
already have the inf orm.ation they need 
in order to develop a successful missile 
defense. Is it not correct to assume that 
they have been ahead of us in missile 
development all the time; and if they 
have succeeded in developing what they 
need for a successful missile defense, and 
we by this treaty make it impossible for 
our Nation to develop a successful mis
sile defense, will we not, by ratifying and 
confirming the treaty, have placed our 
Nation in a position in which it could be 
destroyed? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Louisiana is a man of vision on that 
point. He certainly sees the facts as 
they exist. The Communists have made 
great advances in this field. Some of 
their tests were obviously dictated by 
antiballistic missile requirements, as the 
Preparedness Subcommittee points out in 
its report. 

From September 1961, in 1962, and 
this year, they have been conducting ex
tensive high-yield-weapons tests. They 
have obtained vast amounts of knowl
edge and information which we do not 
possess. In order to gain such knowl
edge, we would have to make tests in the 
atmosphere; but this treaty would not 
permit us to make tests in the atmos
phere. Therefore, if this treaty is 
ratified, the gains the Communists have 
made in recent years in connection with 
the development of an an.ti-ballistic-mis
sile system and the development of high
yield weapons will be beyond our reach. 
The gains they have made in the recent 
tests will thus be frozen, and we shall 
never be able to obtain the knowledge 
that we need. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from South 
Carolina yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
INTYRE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from South Carolina yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena

tor from South Carolina also aware of 
the fact that no one has ever been able 
to rely on the Soviets to keep their word? 
I know he realizes that the only time 
when the Soviets have kept a treaty or 
an agreement was when it served their 
immediate interest to do so. 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes. The able 
Senator from Louisiana is certainly 
familiar with the record of the Commu
nists in connection with keeping treaties 
and keeping their word. I believe the 
Defense Department issued a pamphlet 
last November on broken treaties; it can 
be obtained from the Department. In 
one column, the treaties are listed; in 
the next, is a statement of how each 
treaty was broken and when it was 
broken. 

The Senate Subcommittee on Internal 
Security has compiled a report on Com
munist treaties; .and I understand that 
the subcommittee has recently released 
a supplement to that report. It shows 
clearly that the Communists cannot be 
relied upon to keep their word. They 
will not keep their word. Their goal is 
world enslavement and domination. 
They are driving toward it every day. 

To them, truth is anything that pro
motes. communism; and they feel they 
are warranted in saying anything and 
doing anything to accomplish that goal. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena
tor from South Carolina familiar with 
the fact that the Communists teach that 
apything that will promote the spread 
of communism is justified? 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. From the 

point of view of a Communist, if he tells 
the truth or if he fails to cheat or fails 
to victimize us, to his own advantage, 
then he has committed an unpardon
able and treasonable act. Does not the 
Senator know that if a Communist is 
asked how far a certain paved road con
tinues, we can be sure that whatever he 
tells us will be wrong. If the road hap
pens to be 50 miles in length, he will say 
it is 5 miles in length or 1 mile in 
length. One can be sure that whatever a 
Communist tells us will be wrong. The 
reason for that is that he is unwilling to 
tell us the truth, and he realizes that if 
he does not reply at all, we may find the 
truth. From the Communist point of 
view, it is much better that we be mis
informed, rather than that we be 
ignorant. 

When we are dealing with the Com
munists, we must realize that they are 
seeking to subjugate our country. They 
want to take charge; they want to make 
us bend to their will; and they want to 
find a way to victimize us. That is their 
entire purpose. That is why they are 
willing to sign an agreement of this sort. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
South Carolina whether he agrees that 
their dedicated purpose is to destroy 
us-without war, if they can; but with 
war, if they must. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Louisiana is absolutely correct. When 
Lenin took over Russia in 1917, he said 
the aim of the Soviets was to dig the 
graves of all other governments, and to 
be the heirs and successors to all the 
other governments in the world. The 
present Communist leaders have not de
parted from that philosophy. That was 
Stalin's goal; and that is Khrushchev's 
goal. That is the goal of all Commu
nists. They have not abandoned that 
goal. Even since this treaty has been 
signed, the Communists have said this 
treaty is in their interest. They have 
tried to assure the people of Yugoslavia 
that this treaty is in the interests of 
the Communist world. They have tried 
to assure the Red Chinese that this 
treaty is in the interests of communism 
and for the benefit of the Communist 
world, and that it will hasten what the 
Communists call the :final stage of the 
revolution. 

Anyone who studies and reads enough 
to understand communism knows that 
the only time when the Communists will 
enter into an agreement with another 
country is when they feel it will be to 
their advantage to do so. They will not 
hesitate to enter into a treaty, because, 
as Stalin said, they believe treaties are 
like pie crusts, and are made to be 
broken. They will not hesitate to break 
them when it is in their interest. They 
will' observe them only when it is to their 
benefit to do so. 
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In 1958, they observed the moratorium 

only until they had made the necessary 
preparations for resumption of testing. 
So, after extensive preparations, in Sep
tember 1961, they overtly broke the 
moratorium and resumed testing. As a 
result, they have gained great knowledge 
which we do not have. But we must 
have it if we are to be able to manufac
ture the weapons necessary to deter war. 

Because they have gained significant 
knowledge, they .are willing to sign this 
treaty, so as to give them a breathing 
spell in which they can now manufac
ture their weapons in accordance with 
that knowledge. We should have that 
knowledge, too; but we can gain it only 
by testing in the atmosphere and in 
space. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not wish to point the finger of 
scorn at any of the fine men ·who serve 
in our Military Establishment. But is 
it not true that the military men who 
have testified in favor of this treaty serve 
under the President, are part of the 
executive branch, and are expected to 
support the major policy decisions of the 
administration? 

Is it not also true that it is expected 
when the President appoints the Joint 
Chiefs or others who hold high, policy
making positions, he is entitled to insist 
that when final decisions on important 
policy matters are made, they support 
the President's position? 

Mr. THURMOND. Of course. An 
able former member of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff told me that those in that po
sition feel they should support the Presi
dent's decisions if they possibly can, be
cause he is their Commander in Chief 
and is the President. So they believe 
that they should either support his de
cisions or should state outright to the 
President that they cannot do so-so 
that if he then wishes to relieve them 
from their duties, he can then proceed 
to do so. 

But, as military men, they have been 
trained to take orders; and in this case 
they were told to consider the political 
implications, as well as the military im
plications. I understand they were 
further told that in considering the po
litical implications, they should consider 
the information furnished them by the 
State Department, and should also con
sider that that information was correct. 

If that is true-and that information 
came to me-then they had to weigh the 
political considerations along with the 
military considerations. But, of course, 
they are military men, not political men. 
General LeMay gave us a clue when he 
said that if this treaty were today in its 
proposal stage, he would not recommend 
that it be signed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As a practi
cal matter, is it not more or less tradi
tional that if one who holds the position 
of Chief of Staff of one of the armed 
services feels that he must oppose the 
President, the Commander in Chief, 
and if he believes he should advise Mem
bers of Congress to vote against the 
recommendations of the Commander in 
Chief, he should then tender his 
resignation? 

·Mr. THURMOND. I believe the Sena
tor is probably correct. It is quite inter
esting to note that when General 
Twining-a former chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, but not now di
rectly "under the gun"-after recently 
studying this question for the Air Force, 
testified before · us in secret session, the 
effect of his testimony was that this 
treaty is not in the best interests of our 
national security. 
· Adm. Arleigh Burke, who is a former 

Chief of Naval Operations and a former 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
made a similar statement to the effect 
that it would be a great mistake to ratify 
the treaty. 

Admiral Radford filed a statement be
fore the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
He is a former Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. He is not now under the 
gun directly. He made a strong state
ment against the treaty which every 
Senator should read. 

In addition, other generals who are 
still in service, but who are not members 
of the Joint Chiefs and not in top posi
tions, came in and testified. I admire 
them greatly for their courage in doing 
so. I wonder if their testimony will affect 
them in the positions to which they have 
been assigned. I hope it will not. It is 
also worthy of note that the Air Force 
Association today issued a statement 
against the treaty. 

I do not believe any objective person 
who heard the statement of General 
Power would be inclined to favor ratifi
cation of the treaty. General Power has 
charge of our delivery systems to send 
the missiles or the bombers to drop the 
bombs in case we get into a war. He is 
the man who, if he received orders from 
the President to drop nuclear weapons, 
would press the button which would 
command the planes or missiles to go. 

General Power must know every detail 
and implication relating to the military 
and pertaining to nuclear warfare and 
nuclear development. He is an expert on 
the subject. He is also chairman of the 
group that targets all of our strategic 
weapons. 

General Schriever, who has charge of 
our testing, development, and missile 
program, is also an expert. 

Both those men feel that the treaty 
would not be in the best interest of our 
national security. They do not take into 
consideration any of the so-called politi
cal factors. They look at the question 
from the standpoint of the security of 
the United States. 

I should like to hear those who main
tain that we must consider the problem 
primarily from a political angle say to 
what political angle they refer. What is 
the politics involved which is worrying 
them? What is the political angle? I 
should like to hear any Senator who 
thinks there is an overriding political 
consideration tell the Senate and the 
people of our country what political as
pect overrides the military disadvantages 
and risks. I ask that question in the face 
of testimony of military men who are not 
now under the gun, and who are free and 
able _ to say that to ratify the treaty 
would not be in the best interest of our 
national security, and who_point out that 

we are risking the only deterrent that 
has to date prevented a nuclear war
our strategic nuclear force. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-· 
dent, I was not in a position to hear all 
of the witnesses who testified before the 
Foreign Relations Committee. However, 
I did have the opportunity to read most 
of the statements and also to hear the 
testimony of Dr. Teller, who in my 
opinion gave us some very enlightening 
information in this field. 

It seemed to the Senator from Louisi
ana that we should keep two things in 
mind: First, what effect will the treaty 
have upon the defense of the United 
States? Will it affect us adversely or 
will it affect us favorably? 

Second, what effect will it have upon 
our international relations? In my 
mind, there is no doubt that, all things 
being equal, it would be desirable to have 
some sort of test ban treaty with all the 
nations of the world. But, on the other 
hand, if by doing so we would greatly 
imperil the future defenses of the United 
States, we should ratify no such treaty 
as the one before the Senate. 

Dr. Teller pointed out various ways in 
which the treaty could prejudice the de
velopment of the new weapons needed 
to defend our country. So far as the 
Senator from Louisiana is concerned, 
that testimony was not successfully re
futed. Dr. Teller further said that there 
is additional information that he could 
give us to show us why the treaty would 
prejudice the United States, and why it 
would prejudice us even worse than was 
indicated in his public statement. The 
Senator might be interested to know that 
our committee thought so little of the 
man who was correct about the hydrogen 
bomb, and without whom we probably 
would not have been preeminent in that 
field, that we did not even call him back 
to tell us in full session the classified and 
secret information which he communi
cated to the Preparedness Investigating 
Subcommittee, of which the Senator 
from South Carolina is a member. 

Some Senators wished to wait at least 
until the Preparedness Investigating 
Subcommittee had madP its report. 
Those are men who should be experts 
in that field. Senators have been talk
ing about the foreign aid bill, and how 
much money we might give to some back
ward countries. The Senator is a mem
ber of the Preparedness Investigating· 
Subcommittee, which is discussing the 
development of new weapons, how much 
they will cost, how long it will take to 
acquire them, and so forth. So some 
members of the committee thought we 
should wait until the Preparedness In
vestigating Subcommittee, which had 
heard a considerable amount of expert 
testimony from the defense point of view 
which we had not heard in the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, reported. 

As the Senator knows, we did not have 
the benefit of that information. On the 
morning we voted, the junior Senator 
from Louisiana placed a telephone call 
to the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services. The chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] is a 
man whom I greatly admire and one 
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whom I once supported for the nomina
tion for President of the United States. 
I voted for the Senator from South Caro
lina for President. 
. Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen
ator very much. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Both Sena
tors serve on the Committee on Armed 
Services. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana placed a call to a man who 
perhaps for 20 years has been a member 
of the Committee on Armed Services. 
He has been chairman for a long period 
of time. He is a man whom President 
Truman once said was probably the best 
qualified Democrat to be President, and 
a man who probably would have been 
Presi<.lent except for the fact that he was 
a Southerner. The Senator from Louisi
ana desired to know what the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] thought 
about the question after that able states
man had had an opportunity to receive 
information that the Senator from 
Louisiana did not possess. 

I regret to say that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations did not see fit to wait 
until those who are experts in the field 
of atomic power and who would be our 
best experts in the field of preparedness, 
could give their advice. 

It seems to me that we are rushing 
things very gravely and dangerously, 
when we proceed to rush ahead and try 
to ratify a treaty of the sort proposed 
without having carefully considered the 
best advice that we can get, which would 
indicate that the treaty would prejudice 
the defense of the United States. 

I say to the Senator that I shall vote 
against the treaty. Perhaps I shall have 
more to say on the question later in the 
debate. I shall vote against the treaty 
because, as a former member of the 
Committee on Armed Services and as a 
member of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations, I am fully convinced that the 
treaty would be a very good deal for the 
Soviet Union and would very seriously 
prejudice the future defense of our 
country. 

I know that some people are concerned 
about the fallout problem. The best ex
perts on that subject have told me that 
we should not let that question control 
our thinking in this field, and that it is 
a minor problem compared to the other 
major, weighty problems, such as the 
ability of our Nation to defend itself 
from destruction by enemy nations. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator has 
spoken of the problem of radiation fall
out. Dr. Foster, who has charge of one 
of our nuclear laboratories, testified that 
a man living in the mountains of Colo
rado would get more additional radiation 
from living in that area due to the height 
than he would get from fallout resulting 
from nuclear testing. 

Also the Senator might be interested 
in knowing that a recent, book has been 
written by Earl Voss, entitled "Nuclear 
Ambush: Test Ban Trap," which is con
curred in by scientists and experts. This 
book brought out the fact that a man 

' wearing a wrist watch with a luminous 
dial will receive 10 times more radia
tion than he would receive from fallout 
from testing. A man living in a brick 
home would get 20 times more radiation 

than he would get from the fallout test
ing. 

Much of what we hear about fallout 
fs bugaboo. It simply does not exist. 
Dr. Seaborg, upon being questioned by 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], brought out 
very clearly the fact that the amount of 
radiation now is not dangerous. There 
is no danger. 

Of course, if there should be a nuclear 
exchange, and if fallout should result 
from it, the radiation which would occur 
would be dangerous, and lethal. 

Certain people would like to stop test
ing to reduce the dangers of radioactive 
fallout. The point is that it is not neces
sary to stop testing, because we can now 
test with clean weapons and devices. 
The manner in which we test is such that 
we can test without the dangers of fall
out. We have been doing it. The scien
tists say we can continue to do it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As I under
stand the situation, all of the testing 
which has been done by all the powers 
on earth which have atomic weapons is 
estim£..ted to have increased radioactiv
ity in the atmosphere by about 10 per
cent. That increase in radioactivity 
will gradually dissipate itself. It will 
gradually decay, in some 70 years from 
now or perhaps a longer period of time. 
Eventually it will decay and dissipate it
self from the atmosphere, and will make 
no difference. But the radioactivity in 
total has been increased by about 10 
percent. 

The sister of the junior Senator from 
Louisiana moved from Bato:i Rouge, La., 
to Boulder, Colo. When she did so, 
though she did not know it-she liked 
the atmosphere there and the family 
thought it would be good for their 
health-she subjected herself to 70 per
cent more. radioactivity, because the 
atmosphere in Boulder is less dense than 
that in Baton Rouge. 

The family thought it would improve 
health. Probably it did. The more arid 
atmosphere probably improved her 
health to a greater extent than the detri
ment caused by an increase in radio
activity. 

If a person were born and reared in 
the state of Kerala in India, because of 
various mineral deposits, that person 
would be subjected to an increase of 
radioactivity of 1,000 percent, compared 
to the radioactivity in Washington, D.C. 
Nobody in Kerala ever knew there was a 
probkm. Nobody there knows it now. 
How could those people have survived, 
if they were subjected to an increase of 
a thousandfold above what we are now 
talking about; that is, the amount of 
radioactivity which would result from 
the explosion of these bombs in tests? 

The practical approach is that such 
a contention should not control our 
thinking. I regret to say that most peo
ple who believe we ought to ratify the 
treaty are inclined to so believe for that 
reason. Sometimes I have a feeling that 
that might have been the reason why the 
Russians exploded a 57-megaton bomb, 
to try to terrify the world into agreeing 
to a treaty like this. 

Mr. THURMOND. That could have 
been the reason, or at least, one of the 

reasons. I agree with the Senator that 
radiation from faliout is a big "bugaboo" 
which is being played up today, with 
some people saying that is one of the 
reasons why we should ratify the treaty. 
In my judgment that contention has no 
merit; just as other reasons given for 
wanting to ratify the treaty are without 
merit. 

I think this country will take a dan
gerous step if the treaty is ratified. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, when one reads the testimony by 
the Secretary of Defense-upon which 
the administration relies for its case
one finds that his argument breaks down 
to this: That the United States is ex
tremely strong, that we presently are 
ahead of the Soviet Union in a number 
of respects, and that this treaty would 
tend to maintain the advantage we pos
sess. 

I should like to ask the Senator if we 
are ahead of the Soviets with regard to 
the big bombs. 

Mr. THURMOND. We are not ahead 
of the Soviets with regard to the high
yield weapons. The Soviets have a lead. 
It is assumed that we are ahead of the 
Soviets with respect to the low-yield 
weapons. At a later point in my speech 
today I shall cover that point in greater 
detail. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The wit
nesses testified before us about the re
spects in which they believe we are ahead 
of the Soviets. I ask the Senator, how 
could. they know such things? Has the 
Senator any reason to believe that our 
people know what the Russians know 
about atomic weapons? Would it seem 
more likely that the Russians have a way 
of keeping those things secret? 

Mr. THURMOND. The testimony 
given before the Preparedness Subcom
mittee by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who 
are on the other side of this question, 
with respect to various points is very 
clear that in certain fields the Commu
nists are ahead. When one looks at those 
points, relating to where they are ahead, 
it is frightening. Our information of 
Soviet technology is limited, but through 
analysis of radioactive debris from Soviet 
tests, we have some information. 

I suggest, if the Senator has time, that 
he read the testimony given by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff on that point. The staff 
has it available. It has been summa
rized. I believe that seven or eight dif
ferent points are covered. It is well 
worthwhile reading. 

Today in my speech I shall bring out 
as well as I can, without violating the 
rule against divulging classified material, 
what is involved. A little later I shall 
come to the disadvantages of the treaty. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Has the Sen
ator explored in his mind the possibility 
that if the Soviets wished to do more 
testing it could be done on Chinese ter
ritory? So long as we were not able 
to prove that the Russians were doing it, 
so long as we merely suspected and were 
unable to prove it, we would be bound 
by the treaty to continue to refrain 
from testing. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator has 
brought out a key point. That is a ques
tion which I propounded to some of the 
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military and scientific witnesses who 
testified before the Preparedness Sub
committee. I asked, "What would keep 
the Russians from shifting their equip
ment and scientists just over the Chinese 
line, thousands of miles away from 
where we can reach, so that we would 
never know whether the testing was 
done in China or in Russia?" 

That is exactly what they could do. 
The evidence whioh was brought out in 
the investigation showed that it could 
be the case. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would it 
not be easier to arrange to do the test
ing on Chinese territory than to go to 
the expense, small though it might be, 
of providing an adequate underground 
tunnel to conduct explosions? 

Mr. THURMOND. That could be done 
by the Russians. With the instruments 
which we have today we might be able 
to pick up those tests, but we would not 
be able to tell whether they were con
ducted in Chinese or Russian territory if 
they were conducted near the line. It 
would be impossible to tell that. The 
Russians could go near to the line and 
carry out a series of tests, and then the 
Russians could deny that they had any
thing to do with them, and it would be 
difticul t to tell on which side of the line 
the tests were being conducted. If the 
Chinese were conducting the tests, that 
still would not be a violation of the 
treaty, technically speaking, yet it would 
be an effort inspired by, prescribed by, 
supervised by, and under the leadership 
of the Russians. 

We could not even be sure who was 
testing if we determined the detonation 
was of an advanced device. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. From the 
Communist point of view, would that not 
be a fine, patriotic thing for them to do, 
for the benefit of their nation? 

Mr. THURMOND. There is no doubt 
about it. They would not hesitate to do 
that, if they thought it to their ad
vantage. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does not the 
Communist doctrine teach that it is the 
duty of Communists to do that sort of 
thing? 

Mr. THURMOND. Absolutely. That 
brings up the next question, about the 
rift. It has been claimed that there is 
a rift between Russia and Red China. 
I asked the members of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, "If there were a showdown to
day with Russia, on whose side would 
China be?" They answered, "On the 
side of Russia," in their opinion. 

I asked, "If there were a showdown 
today with China, on whose side would 
Russia be?" and they answered, in their 
opinion, "On the side of China." 

If the showdown is coming between 
our Nation and Russia or between our 
Nation and China, and if those nations 
will be, as the Joint Chiefs of Staff think 
they will be, standing together, what dif
ference does it make if there is any 
rift? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is it not also 
correct that all those people really argue 
about is, "Which is the better way to 
destroy the United States?" 

Mr. THURMOND. That ·is the whole 
question. The Senator has put his 
finger on the point. They ask only, 

"Which is the best way to destroy the 
United States?" 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. From the 
Russian point of view, it is by entering 
into this treaty. They think this is the 
best way to conquer the world. 

Mr. THURMOND. Russia appears to 
feel that is the best way to proceed. 
Russia feels that it should proceed 
gradually to take over the world by sub
version, deceit, and deception; by get
ting us into traps and placing us in such 
a position that we will either be destroyed 
or have to surrender. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Meanwhile, 
they obtain every military advantage 
they can. If the result of this treaty 
should be to retard us from developing 
modern weapons of the future, while 
the Communists rushed pell-mell ahead, 
using the information that they may 
now have, would that not be advancing 
the doctrine for which Russia is con
tending, namely, that this is the better 
way to subjugate the Western nations? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am grateful 
to the Senator for permitting me to tres
pass upon his time. I have been very 
much troubled about this treaty, and I 
believe the majority of the members of 
the Preparedness Subcommittee, of 
which the Senator is one, have .rendered 
a great service to this country in point
ing out in the report how the treaty 
would prejudice our defense. I congrat
ulate the Senator for the speech he is 
making. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the dis
tinguished and able Senator for the ques
tions propounded. They have been in
formation-seeking questions. They have 
brought out information that I hope will 
be of value to the American people. 

On the Preparedness Subcommittee, 
headed by the distinguishe~ Senator 
from Mississippi, all members but one 
agreed to the report. The ranking Re
publican member, the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]' did not 
agree. One member, the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
had additional views, however. The 
others were all in accord on the report, 
and even the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON] went along with the report 
with the addition of individual views. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If a Senator 
concludes, as I do, that this treaty would 
prejudice the defense of the United 
States, and that it would result in this 
Nation being second best as compared 
with the Soviet Union in weapons of the 
future, would it not be his duty, as well 
as the duty of the rest of us, no matter 
how much the political repercussions 
might affect this Nation, to vote to con
tinue to develop the most modern weap
on8, and to reject the treaty, if we con
cluded that the treaty would adversely 
affect our defenses? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is 
correct. Furthermore, in my judgment, 
the only thing that has prevented the 
Russians from using nuclear weapons in 
their aggressions and their efforts to take 
over this country is our tremendously 
superior nuclear striking power. It has 
been the deterrent that has hindered and 

kept the Russians from starting a nu
clear war. Now, since the Russians have 
gained this vast knowledge from recent 
tests, and their advantages will be frozen 
if the treaty is ratified, we are going 
to be greatly handicapped, because the 
Russians have scientific knowledge about 
·high-yield weapons, weapon effects, and 
antiballistic missiles, which are vital to 
us and our future, that we do not have; 
and the only way we can obtain it is to 
test in the atmosphere. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator very much. I shall listen with 
interest to the remainder of his speech. 
I regret to say that few Senators are 
present to hear the speech this after
noon. What the Senator from South 
Carolina is presenting should be heard 
and studied by every Member of the Sen
ate before he votes on the treaty. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen
a tor for his kind remarks. 

Obviously, therefore, we cannot credit 
ourselves with strategic superiority suf
ficient for a credible deterrent force if 
we merely possess a numerical advantage 
in weapons of roughly equivalent quality 
to those of a potential aggressor. Our 
announced second strike strategy--or our 
public renunciation of a first strike
places a burden upon us to maintain an 
overwhelming superiority in quality and 
quantity of strategic weapons. It is a 
heavy burden from many standpoints, 
and puts us at a distinct disadvantage. 
In the past, and even now, we have man
aged to carry that burden, and since it 
has effectively prevented a 'nuclear war, 
it has been worth the extra effort re
quired. 

In assessing our ability to deter a 
would-be aggressor in the future, we 
must, therefore, examine the relative 
levels of technology today, and the pros
pect for relative technological progress 
in the near future, always keeping in 
mind that our self-imposed second strike 
strategy requires far more than a numer
ical and qualitative parity to maintain 
a credible and effective deterrent. 

With these two factors in mind, it 
should be clear that our current supe
riority in nuclear weaponry, standing 
alone, or even combined with our capa
bility to produce greater quantities of 
today's weapons in the future, offers lit
tle comfort that we can maintain an 
effective deterrent force in the future. 
As impressive as is our weapons array 
at the moment, it is sobering to recall 
that we have not begun production of a 
strategic weapons system of later vintage 
than 1957. To be sure, existing weapons 
systems are constantly being improved, 
but the absence of any new strategic 
weapons system for more than 6 years 
is an invitation to obsolescence. 

The most pertinent issue on the ques
tion of our capability to maintain a suf
ficient strategic nuclear force to insure 
that we can deter a nuclear war in future 
years is the relative levels of nuclear 
technology in the United States and in 
the Soviet Union at present. Since the 
three environmental test ban will inhibit 
the development of technology in certain 
areas, if observed, the existing level of 
technology when this treaty would go 
into effect is particularly pertinent in 
those areas. 
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The Preparedness Subcommittee has 
studied for months the relative balance 
of nuclear technology between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. The inves
tigation included the compilation and 
comparison in detail of each and every 
nuclear test conducted by the United 
States and the knowledge gained there
from, together with the best information 
available in this country on each of the 
Soviet tests on which we have informa .. 
ti on. 

The conclusions drawn from this com
parison, to the extent permitted by secu
rity considerations, are presented in the 
report of the Preparedness Subcommit
tee. Admittedly, estimates of the Soviet 
achievements ai:e conservative, and are 
by no means based on the sound rule 
of military intelligence that the most 
pessimistic judgment as to a potential 
enemy's capabilities should be drawn. 

In general, the comparative rates of 
testing by the United States and by the 
Soviet Union in the past 2 years is sig
nificant. In 1958, when the test mora
torium began, the United States held a 
clear superiority over the Soviet Union 
in the yield-to-weight ratio over the en
tire range of deliverable weights for 
weapons. One-fifth of the U.S. tests had 
been in yield ranges above 10 megatons, 
and the Soviets had conducted no tests 
above 10 megatons. 

During 1961 and 1962, the Soviet 
Union conducted more than twice the 
number of tests of yields above 10 mega
tons that the United States has ever con
ducted, and ' more than ·four times the 
number of tests the United States con
ducted in the same yield range in the 
same period. The Soviet Union has 
demonstrated in these tests, capabilities 
for a clearly superior performance to the 
United States above about 15-megaton 
yield. The last U.S. experience in this 
yield range was in 1954, almost a decade 
ago. Our uncertainty about the design 
of such Soviet weapons is most dis
turbing. 

In the multimegaton yield ranges, it is 
quite obvious that the Soviets now hold a 
clear superiority in technology. 

In the yield ranges below a few mega
tons, available evidence indicates that 
the United States continues to hold a 
lead in weapons design and performance. 
This is the precise area in which the 
United States has concentrated. Even 
this lead is not positive enough to be too 
reassuring, however. Prior to the mora
torium, the United States had conducted 
more than twice as many tests in this 
yield range as had been detected in the 
Soviet Union. The number of tests in 
this yield range that we know the So
viets conducted in 1962 and 1963 indi
cates clearly that the Soviets are intent 
on challenging the U.S. position in this 
range, and this is an area in which con
tinued testing underground, permitted by 
the treaty, can contribute to further ad
vancements of technology. 

In the lower yield ranges, we know far 
less of the Soviets' testing experience, for 
our detection, identification, and ana
lytical capabilities are degraded at the 
lower end of the yield range spectrum. 
The Atomic Energy Commission indi
cated that available evidence would not 

permit a comprehensive comparison of 
U.S. and U.S.S.R. capabilities in this 
yield range, and recommended that a de
velopment capability for the U.S.S.R. 
comparable to that of the United States 
be assumed. 

Under present circumstances, the ac
quisition of knowledge concerning weap
ons effects is as crucial, if not more so, 
than knowledge of weapons design. In 
answer to questions, General LeMay 
stated that knowledge of weapons effects 
was clearly more crucial at this juncture. 
Unfortunately, this is one area in which 
the Soviets almost assuredly hold a lead. 
Judging from the knowledge which we 
have of Soviet multimegaton weapons 
tests, we must assume that the Soviet 
Union amassed a significant and valuable 
body of data on high yield blast, shock, 
communications blackout, and the ex
otic effects of radiation and electromag
netic phenomena which are not now 
available to the United States, and 
which we cannot acquire with under
ground testing. 

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

Mr. THURMOND. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. TALMADGE. In 1962, the Soviet 
Union made tests of an extremely large 
type of weapon, as I recall, of perhaps 
50 or 60 megatons. Is that correct? 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Have we any in

formation as to what effect such tests 
would have on systems that might be 
used for our own.missiles fired from sub
marines or land bases? 

Mr. THURMOND. The evidence be
fore the Preparedness Subcommittee in
dicated that it could be very serious. In 
other words, the blast, shock, commu
nications blackout, and the exotic effects 
of radiation and electromagnetic phe
nomena must all be taken into consider
ation. It is felt that the high-yield tests 
have been very beneficial to the Com
munists, in that they now know how to 
go about constructing the weapons they 
need, which could turn the tide in the 
cold war. 
· Mr. TALMADGE. I take it that we 

have made tests with some of our own 
weapons in the 10- and 15-megaton 
range. 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. 
They are much smaller than those of the 
Communists. We have not tested above 
15 megatons since 1954, and the state 
of the art has advanced significantly 
since then. 

Mr. TALMADGE. When those weap
ons are fired, are our firing systems still 
operating accurately? 

Mr. THURMOND. We still have far 
less weapons effects knowledge than we 
need. I do not wish to go into classified 
information, but we are very much con
cerned about the high-yield weapons, 
which the Communists are now able to 
produce with the knowledge they have 
gained. In my judgment this is one of 
the reasons for their wanting the test 
treaty, to get a breathing spell so that 
they can manufacture these weapons 
based on the knowledge which they have 
gained from their tests. Their produc
tion capabilities are poor. They will then 

be -able to say to us, "Either surrender, 
or be destroyed." · 

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it the able Sen
ator's view, then, that if they were to 
hurl bombs of great magnitude at us, 
say, in the 50-, 60-, and even 100-mega
ton range, the effects of the explosion 
might be felt by our firing mechanisms 
and therefore we would be unable to re
taliate? Is that the thrust of the Sen
ator's argument? · 

Mr. THURMOND. That is a distinct 
possibility, but our knowledge is lim
ited. That is the opinion of some of the 
scientists and military experts. Further
more, the Senator has put his finger on 
a key point, because we would not be able 
to hold tests to determine what the exact 
results would be. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Was that fear sup
ported by the majority of the scientists 
and the military, or by a minority of the 
scientists and the military? 

Mr. THURMOND. I do not recall ex
actly about the number who testified, 
but they were all concerned about the 
effects of the firing of the high-yield 
missiles which could be dropped on us, 
and the effect it could have on the ques
tion of whether we would be able to get 
our missiles off, or whether our guidance 
systems and control systems would be 
destroyed, or whether the exotic effects 
of the nuclear explosion would play such 
a part that we could not direct our mis
siles to the target, or whether they could 
even take off from the ground. There 
was serious concern about these things, 
and it is necessary for us to obtain 
further information on whether our 
systems would be able to penetrate 
the enemy's antimissile defense; and 
whether our antimissile defense system, 
which we ought to be developing, and 
which I hope someday we will be de
ploying would be able to withstand the 
enormous missiles that would be fired 
at us as well as the effects of our own 
defensive missiles. The only way that 
can be determined is through actual tests 
in the environment in which these weap
ons are actually to operate, in order to 
determine the exact results. 

Mr. TALMADGE. From what the 
Senator has said, the testimony of the 
scientists displayed a fear of the un
known-that we did not know what the 
reaction would be, while at the same 
time the Soviets probably know, through 
their tests, what the reaction would be. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator has 
expressed that point correctly, except 
that we do have some knowledge on the 
matter, which provides a very real basis 
for the concern, although that knowledge 
is limited. The evidence indicates the 
Soviets know more, though probably not 
everything. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the able 
Senator very much for permitting me to 
ask these questions of him. He is deliv
ering a very able speech. I wish I could 
stay for the remainder of it, but I must 
keep an appointment. I assure the Sen
ator that I will read it with great benefit 
in the RECORD tomorrow. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the able 
Senator for his kind remarks. 

Since the United States does not know 
the results of the Soviet experience in 
testing multimegaton weapons, we are 
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not capable of ~valuating the military. 
effectiveness of such multimegaton 
weapons. 

We are further handicapped by the 
fact that we have not subjected most of 
our major missile weapons systems to 
operational proof tests. Only the Po
laris system has been subjected to a full
scale ·systems test. Atlas, Minuteman, 
and Titan have had no such tests. At 
this point, we must estimate, without full 
knowledge, the reliability of these weap
ons systems, even in the absence of en
emy attack. This makes it even more 
difficult, if not wholly speculative, to esti
mate the reliability of such weapons sys
tems in the nuclear environment of at
tack. 

Even more important, in assessing our 
deterrent capability, we cannot with any 
degree of confidence know what the So
viets believe the reliability of our weap
ons systems to be, since we do not have 
their weapons effects knowledge upon 
which they base their judgment. 

A particularly vital area of technol
ogy -is the antiballistic missile field. 
Despite the generalized statements of 
conclusions by some witnesses, which 
have had the tendency to confuse the 
relative levels of technology in this field, 
a specific analysis of the tests them
selves is the best indicator of the facts. 
The Preparedness Subcommittee thor
oughly examined the details of all the 
tests relating to this subject. While the 
specifics of information on both our tests 
and those of the Soviets are classified, 
the subcommittee summarized the situa
tion as follows: 

In the field o! weapons effects experiments 
related to the design and development o! an 
effective antiballistic missile (ABM) system 
the evidence, although less conclusive, in
dicates that the Soviet Union in 1961 and 
1962 conducted a. series o! complex high
altitude operations which, i! properly in
strumented, could have provided substantial 
and important data. on various types o! 
radar blackout and nuclear effects. These 
Soviet experiments were clearly dictated by 
an ABM development program. 

The United States has conducted no ex
periments comparable in complexity to 
those Soviet operations and a disturbing 
number o! the U.S. high-altitude-effects 
experiments which were conducted were. 
compromised either by considerations un
related to the technical objectives o! the 
test program, by inadequate or faulty in
strumentation, or by operational lnadequa
ci~ -

Only the limitations of security clas
sification prevent the presentation of 
more specific proof of the obvious Soviet 
lead in technology in the ABM field. 

As is shown by the chart of U.S. test 
requirements on page 6 of the Prepared
ness Subcommittee's report, those areas 
in which we have the most vital deficien
cies of knowledge are the precise areas 
where we cannot acquire significant ad
vances with underground tests. 

There is an additional disturbing f ea
ture which must be taken into consid
eration in any comparison of United 
States and Soviet nuclear testing expe
rience. A large number of the U.S. tests 
have been devoted to the purpose of de
veloping capabilities for detecting, iden
tifying and analyzing nuclear tests and 
other nuclear detonations carried out by 
other nations. This was a very essen-

CIX--1057 

tial program, and has given us a more 
realistic estimate of our own detection 
capabilities, although here, as in other 
areas, large uncertainties still exist. 
Apparently the -Soviets have devoted few 
of their tests to such purposes. Any 
comparison of numbers of tests designed 
to evaluate the relative levels of tech
nology for weapons design and weapons 
effects in the United States and the So
viet Union must be qualified by the dis
parity of numbers of tests for the pur
pose of developing and improving de
tection techniques. 

Equally important to a realistic ap
praisal of comparative tests is the fact 
that the Soviets, who do not adhere to a 
second-strike policy, can concentrate 
their tests on a more narrow spectrum 
of interests than can the United States. 
Because of our second-strike policy, a 
substantial number of our tests must be 
devoted to ascertaining the capability of 
our own weapons systems to survive a 
nuclear attack. The Soviets, who do not 
plan to await an attack before launch
ing their nuclear forces, do not need to 
test so extensively on the ability of their 
own systems to withstand nuclear at
tacks. Their technology can concen
trate on the vulnerabilities of U.S. sys
tems and the means to exploit those 
vulnerabilities. 

On the basis of comprehensive study 
and comparisons of Soviet and United 
States nuclear technology, the Prepared
ness Subcommittee found the military 
disadvantages to the United States to be 
as follows: 

1. The United States probably will be un
able to duplicate Soviet achievements 1n 
very high yield weapon technology. 

2. The United States will be unable to 
acquire necessary data. on the effects o! very 
high yield atmospheric explosions. 

3. The United States will be unable to 
acquire data on high altitude nuclear weap
ons effects. 

4. The United States will be unable to de
termine with confidence the performance 
and reliability of any ABM system developed 
without benefit of atmospheric operational 
system tests. 

5. The United States will be unable to 
verify the ability of its hardened under
ground second-strike missile systems to sur
vive close-in, high-yield nuclear explosions. 

6. The United States will be unable to 
verify the ability of its missile reentry bodies 
under defensive nuclear attack to survive 
and penetrate to the target without the 
opportunity to test nose cone and warhead 
designs in a nuclear environment under 
dynamic reentry conditions. 

7. The treaty will provide the Soviet Union 
an opportunity to equal U.S. accomplish
ments in submegaton weapon technology. 

As is obvious, most of these disadvan
tages result from the absence of a capa
bility by the United States under the 
treaty to acquire knowledge .of weapons 
design and weapons effects in areas in 
which there is at least a probability that 
the Soviets have more knowledge than 
do we. 

In addition-and this is the eighth 
disadvantage in the report-the treaty 
would diminish our capability to learn 
of Soviet advancements in technology. 
With testing limited to underground, we 
would be denied the knowledge we can 
gain from analysis of radioactive debris 
from Soviet tests. With the passage of 

time, our knowledge, or. basis f.or esti
mates of the state of the art of nuclear 
weapanry in the Soviet Union. will be 
materially degraded. 

The military aspects of the treaty can 
be ·placed in perspective only if trans
lated into the effects on our capability 
to maintain the overwhelming superior
ity of strategic power essential to an 
effective deterrent of nuclear war in the 
years to come. 

We know that the Soviets now have a 
clear superiority in the technology of 
multimegaton weapans design, and 
under this treaty the United States 
could not surpass or even duplicate that 
knowledge. In the absence of such 
knowledge, we cannot realistically eval
uate the military value of such multi
megaton weapons. 

We know that the Soviets have per
formed tests, which, if properly instru
mented, have given them a lead in high
yield weapons effects technology. This 
knowledge, if now possessed by the So
viets, cannot be acquired by the United 
States under the terms of the test ban 
treaty. We cannot, therefore, realis
tically assess the vulnerabilities of our 
own weapons systems to the high-yield 
blast, shock, communications blackout, 
and exotic radiation and electromagnetic 
phenomena. The Soviets, from the tests 
they have already conducted, could 
know both the vulnerabilities of our 
weapons systems and their own capabil
ities with multimegaton weapons to ex
ploit those vulnerabilities. Since it is the 
potential enemy's estimate of the sur
vivability of our second-strike force 
after their attack which determines the 
effectiveness of our deterrent force, the 
importance of our lack of knowledge of 
what the Soviets know assumes critical 
proportions. 

The importance of the relative levels of 
technology in the ABM field derives from 
the fact that deployment of an effective 
ABM system could seriously degrade, if 
not nullify, the deterrent capability of a 
nuclear force composed of ballistic mis
siles. An ABM system which falls short 
of perfection can nevertheless seriously 
degrade the credibility of a missile force 
deterrent, especially when combined with 
an offensive force designed to exploit 
vulnerabilities of a second-strike force 
with a first attack. 

In summary, the facts developed by 
the Preparedness Subcommittee over a 
period of 5 months of investigations and 
hearings, which included a detailed 
study of tests by both sides, show a bleak, 
dismal and doubt-pervaded prospect, if 
this treaty is ratified, for the U.S. 
capability to maintain the overwhelm
ing strategic power essential to deter 
nuclear war. 

Intimations have been heard, and 
some of them not . very subtly put, that 
the conclusions of the Preparedness Sub
committee are overly pessimistic. Surely 
no one can charge, however, that the 
report cf the Preparedness Subcommit
tee is . more pessimistic than the repart 
of the Foreign Relations Committee is 
optimistic. Indeed, the Foreign Relations 
Committee report has one characteristic 
in common with U.S. intelligence esti
mates of the situation in CUba prior to 
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October 1962. They both adopted the 
most optimistic conclusion from the 
standpoint of the United States that the 
facts, or any presentation of the facts, 
would possibly support. 

However, even accepting the conclu
sions of the report of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee as correct, for the sake 
of argument, the prospects for maintain
ing an etrective deterrent 1f this treaty 
is ratified are most discouraging. 

The report of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, in discussing the probable 
motivations of the Soviets, states: 

Soviet scientists presumably are confident 
that in many critical areas of nuclear 
weaponry they have achieved a rough tech
nical parity with the United States. 

If Soviet scientists are confident that 
the Soviets have achieved a rough tech
nical parity with the United States in 
many critical areas of nuclear weaponry, 
as the Foreign Relations Committee says, 
the days of continued credibility of the 
U.S. deterrent force are numbered, and 
the one thing that has prevented nu
clear war for so many years is doomed. 
Regardless of how wrong the Soviet sci
entists may be in their judgmen~and 
we do not know the technological infor
mation on which they base their judg
men~ur nuclear force will no longer 
constitute a deterrent, if they do not be
lieve in its superiority. Their plans are 
based on a first-strike strategy, and 
under conditions of parity from other 
standpoints, this gives them a very dis
tinct edge. There is small consolation 
that the Soviet scientists may be over
confident, and that the optimistic con
clusions of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee as to the relative levels of tech
nology may be correct, thus making it 
possible for us t.o retaliate effectively 
after a Soviet nuclear attack. We might 
even bring more destruction on the 
enemy than was visited upon us, but we 
would have failed in our primary pur
pose in creating and maintaining our 
strategic f orces--to prevent a nuclear 
war through deterrence. 

Quite obviously, the Foreign Relations 
Committee report refers to the judgment 
of Soviet scientists that a parity exists 
in nuclear weapons technology, rather 
than a nuclear weapons parity, although 
the report does not specifically so state. 
There is little doubt that the United 
States today has a clear superiority in 
strategic nuclear forces-that is, in qual
ity and quantity of weapons in place. 
There is small comfort in this distinc
tion, however, for, as Dr. Edward Teller 
so accurately and succinctly stated: 

A disparity of knowledge today is a dis
parity of power tomorrow. 

When the serious military disadvan
tages to the United States as a result of 
this treaty are pointed out, there is often 
a response made that only one side of 
the pictw·e is being considered. This 
argument maintains that if both sides 
continue testing, nuclear parity w111 
surely result. Another version of the 
same rationale is that further testing by 
the United States may stimulate testing 
by others who will thereby overtake U.S. 
technology. This argument is based on 
the false premise that there has been an 

all-out arms race in nuclear testing by 
the United States and the Soviets. 

Unquestionably, in the 1961 and 1962 
series of tests, the Soviets tested at a rate 
which was probably near the maximum 
of their capability. It takes two to make 
a race, however. The United States, un
fortunately, was not even running. In 
the period since the test moratorium was 
overtly broken by the Soviets in Septem
ber 1961, the Soviets have conducted 
approximately three times the number 
of tests that the United States has con
ducted, and this includes, of course, only 
the Soviet tests of which we have knowl
edge. Again, even this disparity must be 
expanded in view of the fact that some 
of the U.S. tests were for the purpose of 
improving detection techniques, that 
others were related to the peaceful uses 
of nuclear detonations, and the fact that 
the first-strike strategy of the U.S.S.R. 
permits the Soviets to concentrate more 
on weapons design and effects-the most 
pertinent technology to strategic power. 
In terms of average yield, the Soviet tests 
of 1961 and 1962 were a high multiple of 
the average yield of U.S. tests. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from South Caro
lina yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the able 

Senator from South Carolina agree that 
we shall never be able to develop a de
pendable atomic missile defense without 
testing in the atmosphere? 

Mr. THURMOND. That is my opin
ion. During their recent tests, the Rus
sians made tests in the atmosphere that 
showed that they were testing for the 
development of an antimissile system; 
and it is clear that they have gained 
knowledge which they can use now in 
manufacturing weapons to perfect a 
more advanced ABM system. Unless we 
test in the atmosphere, we shall not be 
able to determine what will actually oc
cur when such a weapon is used in the 
environment in which it is designed to 
be used. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Has the Sen
ator from South Carolina heard the ar
guments to the effect that we can develop 
a practical, workable missile defense 
without ever testing it under actual trial 
conditions? 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes. Today, we 
have an antimissile program. We have 
not produced or deployed it, but we have 
an antimissile designed that has in tests 
knocked down 8 out of 12 shots, as I have 
already stated. However, it would be im
possible to perfect this system and de
velop it to a point where we would feel 
we could rely upon it, because testing 
underground will not be the same as test
ing in the environment in which it will 
actually have to operate. No one can 
tell what results will be forthcoming 
when tests are actually made in the at
mosphere. 

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
from South Carolina knows, of course, 
that at present we have no dependable 
answer to the problem of destroying a 
missile which is accompanied by a num
ber of decoys. In other words, the Rus
sians may have, or get, large missiles 
with multiple warheads and multiple de-

coys. If one is fired at us, it can be ex
pected to explode, while on its way, and 
to separate into 25 or 30 components-
perhaps 25 dummies and 5 actual bombs. 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We have no 

present answer to that problem. We also 
know that if we try to shoot them down 
with an atomic missile, there will be a 
communications blackou~for which we 
have no answer at present. The black
out caused by the first explosion would 
make it impossible to see the following 
missile. 

Some contend that perhaps we can 
"design around" this problem. As I 
understand, the idea is to have at other 
places a number of radar systems which 
perhaps could spot the missiles. But in 
that event, if war broke out between the 
U.S.S.R. and the United States, we would 
be confronted with probably hundreds 
of missiles fired simultaneously; and 
therefore it might not be possible to 
"design around" that problem. 

In addition, is the Senator from South 
Carolina familiar with the fact that 
early in World War II our naval forces 
were using torpedoes that would not ex
plode? They had been tested under 
simulated conditions, for prior to the 
war, "economize" was the order of the 
day, and our naval chiefs were unwilling 
to use torpedoes in actual deepwater 
tests against ships. So the tests were 
made under simulated conditions. They 
were made with deepwater torpedoes. 
We had not then developed shallow
water torpedoes. It was believed that 
when the torpedo passed beneath a ship, 
the magnetic field of the ship would ex
plode the torpedo. 

When tested under simulated condi
tions, the torpedoes worked perfectly; 
but under actual war conditions they 
went about 10 feet deeper than planned, 
with the result that they did not pick up 
·sufficient magnetic impulse to make them 
explode; and nothing happened. 

Some people thought our submarine 
commanders perhaps lacked the courage 
to move close enough to the ships to be 
sure the torpedoes would hit them. 
Others thought the sailors were drinking 
the alcohol in the gyroscopic mechanism 
of the torpedoes, and thus causing them 
to malfunction. Then it was found that 
the firing pins of the torpedoes were too 
brittle, and were not sufficiently viable 
to withstand the shock of a direct hit. 
So our torpedoes would not explode. 

One commander reported that it was 
a waste of time and money to send a 
submarine 8,500 miles, only to find that 
the torpedoes were no good. It was clear 
that actual use under war conditions was 
required. 

The Japanese, who did not have that 
problem, sank practically all our Pacific 
Fleet. Their torpedoes were designed to 
work in shallow water. And the British 
had developed a good one, which they 
used to excellent effect when they raided 
the Italian naval base at Taranto. 

Developing a contact torpedo is a sim
ple problem. I believe I could build one 
myself, by reason of knowing a little 
about fulminate of mercury and TNT. 
But that problem would be simple, com
pared to the intricacies involved develop-
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ing a missile that would be accurate 
enough to shoot down 100, 200, 500, or 
1,000 other missiles. However, to fail in 
that task would be to mortgage our fu
ture survival, because the scientists have 
proved that these things can be done. 

Someone will develop a successful mis
sile defense. I hope and pray that this 
Nation, rather than the Soviet Union, 
develops it first. 

But I say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that in my judgment-and I 
believe it is also the judgment of the 
Senate Preparedness Subcommittee-we 
shall never have a successful missile de
fense so long as we abide by the terms 
of the treaty. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Louisiana is correct. He was a distin
guished naval officer in World War II, 
and he has very interestingly related the 
experience with our torpedoes. I believe 
his illustration is apropos. We must test 
this weapon in the environment in which 
it will actually be used, in order definitely 
to determine whether it will be success
ful. 

I feel that our stockpile of warheads 
should also be tested, for it is quite pos
sible that duds are among them. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from the 
Cowboy State. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Is not that the 
gist of the testimony of Dr. Teller? 

Mr. THURMOND. Dr. Teller's testi
mony was to that effect, as was the testi
mony of other scientists and military 
experts. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I compliment the able 
Senator from South Carolina for his 
magnificent exposition. Because of his 
great ability and his long military expe
rience, he should be carefully listened to 
by the people of America. I believe his
tory will record that he is entirely cor
rect. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen
ator from Wyoming for his kind remarks. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I believe I have referred to a cer
tain amount of information which has 
not otherwise been available to us. Does 
the Senator share the opinion of General 
Twining and Admiral Radford-both of 
whom at one time were Chairmen of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-that we would not 
be able to develop an atomic missile de
fense without testing? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am not sure that 
they expressed an opinion on that par
ticular point, but General Twining testi
fied in secret session and gave us ex
tremely valuable information that was 
most helpful. Almost any person pres
ent would have been convinced by his 
statement that the treaty would not be 
in our best interests. 

Incidentally, as I stated earlier, Gen
eral Twining has been with a group 
known as the Twining Committee, which 
is carrying on research and work for the 
Air Force, as I understand. He is prob
ably in as favorable a position as anyone 
to know what the situation is and wheth
er or not the treaty would be helpful to 
us. Some may say that these former 
chairmen or chiefs are now out and are 

not familiar with the latest information, 
but this is not necessarily the case. 

General Twining has been briefed re
cently on intelligence. He is informed 
of what is going·on. That is one reason 
he ·could not testify in open session and 
give all the information that he pos
sessed. 

Admiral Radford made a very strong 
statement, which is in the record of the 
hearings before the Committee on For
eign Relations, and which, although 
brief, is against the treaty on the ground 
that it would not be in our best national 
interest. Admiral Burke, a former Chief 
of Naval Operations, shares that opinion. 
• Mr. President, the sum and substance 
of the matter is that there has been no 
race. The reasons for the U.S. failure 
to test more aggressively are difficult to 
pinpoint, but were political, psycholog
ical, and technical in nature. Not the 
least of the reasons why the U.S. test 
programs lagged was the state of unpre
paredness to test which resulted from 
the moratorium. Some of the first tests 
which the United States conducted after 
the Soviets openly breached the mora
torium were of little or no value, for they 
were hastily and ill prepared. This, too, 
contributed to the relative gains in nu
clear technology which the Soviets 
achieved in the past 2 years. 

In those areas of testing where the 
United States has concentrated, the 
United States still holds a probable lead 
in technology, despite our lack of ag
gressiveness in testing. This is the case 
in the low megatonnage weapons design 
technology, where we are still ahead. 

There is every reason to believe that if 
the United States tested seriously, after 
planning and scheduling carefully, with
out an off-again, on-again approach that 
has so often characterized the U.S. ap
proach to testing, we could maintain an 
overwhelming superiority. Our scien
tists are more imaginative and capable, 
our laboratories are more efficient, and 
our military planners more sound in 
judgment of weapons requirements than 
those of the Soviets. Our capabilities are 
superior to those of the Soviets, not in
ferior. But superior capabilities cannot 
avail the United States of superior stra
tegic power, and thereby an assured de
terrent to nuclear war, unless there is a 
will and policy for these capabilities to be 
realized to the maximum. Had we tested 

. to the extent of our capabilities since 
September 1961, the superiority of tech
nology held by the United States on that 
date would not have diminished or dis
appeared, but would have increased de
spite the comprehensive Soviet series of 
tests. 

The requirements for testing which are 
listed in the report of the Preparedness 
Subcommittee are not substantially dif
ferent in nature than they were in Sep
tember 1961. Had these requirements 
been met by serious and diligent U.S. 
testing in the period since that date, the 
United States would probably now have 
a commanding lead in nuclear technol
ogy; and a treaty, such as the one now 
before the Senate, which tends to freeze 
certain levels of technology, could have 
assisted in protecting this commanding 
lead in nuclear technology. As it is, we 

are in the position of considering a treaty 
which may at best tend to freeze a rough 
technological parity overall and freezes a 
technological inferiority of the United 
States in certain crucial areas. 

In reaching their conclusion that the 
"Soviet scientists presumably are con
fident that in many critical areas of nu
clear weaponry they have achieved a 
rough technical parity with the United 
States," the Foreign Relations Commit
tee was attempting to assess the probable 
motives of the Soviet Union in now ac
cepting what heretofore it has consist
ently rejected. While attempts to as
sess the motives of the Soviet Union are 
necessarily conjectural and highly specu
lative, as pointed out by the Foreign 
Relations Committee, none of the prob
abilities of Soviet motivations should be 
excluded from consideration. 

The Foreign Relations Committee has 
omitted from consideration in its re
port one quite possible, and I am con
vinced, probable, motive of the Soviets 
in suddenly signing this treaty. Admit
tedly, this probable motive is of a mili
tary nature, which may account for the 
lack of consideration accorded it in the 
Foreign Relations Committee report. 

It is possible, even probable, that the 
Soviet scientists have concluded, as a 
result of the series of tests conducted by 
the Soviets in 1961 and 1962, that they 
have achieved a technological break
through in discovering vulnerabilities in 
the U.S. strategic nuclear force and in 
learning enough about multimegaton 
weapon design to exploit those vulner
abilities. The vulnerability which they 
may have concluded that they have dis
covered may pertain solely to some f ea
ture of our missiles in silos, or in the cir
cuitry which controls the launching or 
guidance of the missile. Such vulnera
bility could be in the warheads. There 
is such a large area of lack of knowl
edge in the United States, and the So
viet tests were sufficiently comprehensive, 
that the vulnerability could lie in any one 
of a number of areas. It could be in our 
missile control circuits, or in our warn
ing system. The means to exploit such 
a vulnerability could lie in the very size 
of the blast or in the shock effects of their 
monster bomb, for which they have the 
technology to produce delivery vehicles, 
if they do not now have the vehicles 
themselves. The means of exploiting 
the vulnerability could well lie in the 
exotic effects produced by the 100-mega
ton bomb. 

If the Soviets have achieved a tech
nological breakthrough by which they 
could produce weapons to neutralize or 
destroy our land-based missile force, they 
would, of course, still have to deal with 
the Polaris system. This is where even 
a less than perfect ABM system could 
contribute substantially to downgrading 
the credibility of the U.S. second strike 
force. One of the principal problems in 
ABM development is providing a capa
bility of dealing with saturation attacks. 
A relatively unsophisticated ABM system 
can be very effective against single mis
siles fired at single targets. The Polaris 
system does not fire salvos. There can 
be no simultaneous satunttion attack on 
a large number of targets by a Polaris 
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system. Even if the Polaris carried up 
to five warheads on each missile, an ABM 
system of limited capability could pro
vide a substantial and highly effective 
defense. If Soviet detection and coun
terfire capabilities have also been sub
stantially improved, they might be per
suaded that the Polaris submarine could 
be knocked out before many of its mis
siles were launched. We do not have· 
much knowledge on the radius of kill of a 
multimegaton weapon when employed 
against a submarine. 

If, indeed, the Soviets achieved such 
knowledge from their 1961 and 1962 
series of tests, they would still have a 
problem, of course. There is always a 
chance, in the absence of a test ban 
treaty, that the United States would test 
and discover knowledge which could be 
used to remove vulnerabilities in our sys
tems and design new counterweapons. 
The relative Soviet productive capacity 
is so poor, that even if the United States 
obtained the pertinent and needed in
formation 2 years after the Soviets--say 
in 1965-there would be a distinct possi
bility that the United States, through its 
superior production, could correct the 
vulnerabilities in its weapons systems 
and deploy new weapons systems before 
the Soviets could complete their produc
tion and deployment. 

If, indeed, these were the circum
stances in which the Soviets found 
themselves following their evaluation of 
their series of tests, what would . be a 
more logical solution than to seek a 
treaty banning testing, and thereby 
freezing the level of knowledge in those 
critical areas where the Soviets judged 
themselves to have a distinct advantage, 
while leaving themselves free to test in 
that area of testing where they still felt 
they could make gains on the United 
States? Such circumstances are quite 
possible, and not in the least inconsist
ent with the knowledge which we now 
possess. Indeed, the facts to support 
such a theory of motivation are much 
more cogent and persuasive than is the 
basis for any of the possible motivations 
discussed by the Foreign Relations Com
mittee in its report. 

This theory of motivation may well 
not be accurate, but that only puts it at 
the top of the category of the possible 
motivations suggested by the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

There is one vital difference, however. 
If the motivation which I have sug--
gested proves to be the correct one--and 
I am convinced that it is-ratification of 
this treaty will leave the United States 
with alternatives only of submitting to 
nuclear blackmail, nuclear war, or sur
render; for, we will have no credible de
terrent to nuclear . war when the Soviets 
have managed to translate their nuclear 
knowledge into nuclear weapons, a 
period which could take from 3 to 5 years 
or possibly a little longer. 

Thus, even in the absence of the con
sideration of the questions of the pos
sibilities of clandestine testing by the 
Soviet Union or a second surprise abro
gation of the treaty with a new series of 
tests by the Soviet Union, the military 
risks inherent in this treaty are formi
dable-even fearsome. The crux of the 
military disadvantages is the fact that, 

unlike the conditions that existed in 
early 1961, we no longer have a clear 
superiority in nuclear technology, and in 
many areas of weapons design and effect 
all the evidence supports a conclusion 
that the Soviets now enjoy a superiority 
in nuclear technology. 

The test ban treaty tends strongly to 
freeze the Soviet advantages in nuclear 
technology. Such a freeze could be used 
to compensate for their relatively slow 
productive capacity, so that they could, 
in time, confront us with deployed weap
ons systems which could, at least in 
their own judgment, give the Soviets 
a clear superiority in strategic power, 
especially if this power is used to carry 
out a first strike against us. 

At the very least, it gives the Soviets 
time to convert their knowledge into 
weaponry, so that they end up with a 
qualitative and quantitative parity of 
strategic weapons with the United States. 
Again, in view of the differing strategies, 
this would give them the advantage 
which might well be the basis for a de
cision to carry out a first strike resulting 
in nuclear war. 

Under existing circumstances, even 
if the treaty is observed by the Soviets 
according to the letter of the treaty, the 
military effect is to diminish, if not en
tirely negate, the possibility that the 
United States can continue to maintain 
the overwhelming strategic nuclear 
power which will deter and prevent a 
nuclear war as it has in the past. 

As serious as these military aspects 
of the treaty are for the United States, 
there are other factors which add to 
the number and magnitude of the risks. 
These factors are the possibilities of 
undetected or unidentified clandestine 
tests by the Soviet Union, and of another 
surprise abrogation of the test ban by 
the Soviet Union. 

Our existing capabilities to detect and 
identify nuclear explosions in the at
mosphere, underwater and in space are 
the best now existing in the world. 
These capabilities are not the best the 
state of the art in this country will per
mit. However, if the treaty is ratified, 
substantial improvement would be very 
costly and unavoidable. 

There are many uncertainties about 
our detection and identification capa
bilities. There are obviously thresholds 
below which the capabilities are de
graded se1iously, and in some cases,_ dis
appear. Future developments by the 
Soviet Union could quite conceivably de
grade substantially our existing detec
tion and identification capabilities. 
These uncertainties exist, in varying de
grees and under differing circumstances, 
in all environments covered by the test 
ban treaty. 

The potential dangers of clandestine 
testing by the Soviet Union in the three 
environments covered by the test ban 
treaty do not rank among the major 
military disadvantages to the United 
St-ates resulting from the treaty, nor 
even as one of the major risks should 
the treaty be ratified. There are, how
ever, certain elements of risk :flowing 
from the possibility of clandestine test
ing which should be noted even though 
they pose minimum hazards and dangers 

to the United States in and of them
selves, since these elements of risk are 
in some respects cumulative to the mili
tary disadvantages above noted. 

First, there is little probability that 
relatively low-yield, low-altitude, or sur
face nuclear detonations .in the Soviet 
Union would and could be both detected 
and identified under all circumstances by 
the United States. Although there are 
different opinions in scientific testimony 
as to the degree to which isolated tests 
of this type could influence the strategic 
balance of power, there is no question 
that such additions to Soviet technology 
derived from such tests would be cumu
lative in areas of technology where the 
Soviets now either have, or possibly have, 
a lead; thereby increasing the military 
disadvantages of this treaty. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I should like to ask the Senator 
if he is familiar with the statement by 
Adm. Lewis Strauss? I believe Admiral 
Strauss served as Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission for a num
ber of years. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It seems to 
me that Admiral Strauss' testimony is 
worthy of being considered by the Sen
ate. He stated: 

A radical new weapon discovery or a 
breakthrough in countermeasure systems, 
suddenly tested and found workable, could 
put the possessor nation in command of 
world events. 

We ourselves were twice in that position; 
first with our invention of the fission bomb 
and later of the fusion bomb. 

Mr. THURMOND. The atom bomb 
and the hydrogen bomb. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. 
I continue to read his testimony: 
Of course, we never considered making 

such use of our advantage, but what if in 
the future the situation is reversed, as well 
it maybe? 

Suppose it were the other way around? 
Suppose the Communists had the ad
vantage, instead of us? 

Mr. THURMOND. We are dealing 
with an enemy whose goal is the domina
tion of the world. There can be no ques
tion that the Communists would use the 
breakthrough for conquest, either by 
blackmail or sneak attack. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am read
ing the testimony given by a man who 
had the responsibility to think about the 
problem for a number of years. I read 
further: 

For instance, it has been said that the 
Soviets might elect cheating with a single 
test which might even escape detection; that 
we could surely detect a series of tests but 
that one test by itself alone would be of 
little significance. This unfortunately will 
not stand up in the light of history. 

We cannot forget, we should not forget, 
that only one single test proved the atomic 
bomb, and one test proved the principle o~ 
the H-bomb. If such radical invention is 
made on our side of the Iron Curtain, one 
that is provable only by testing it above 
ground, the treaty will firmly bind our hands. 

Thus paralyzed, we can only file the idea 
away in a safe and pray fervently that the 
same invention will not occur to scientists 
on the other side of the Iron curtain. Un
fortunately , there is a well-recognized and 
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frequently experienced phenomenon known 
as simultaneous invention. It may operate 
against us. 

If the discovery-the breakthrough-ls 
made on the other side of the Iron Curtain, 
is there anything upon which to base an esti
mate of the situation? Would the Soviets, 
in that circumstance, or other circumstances 
favorable to them, clandestinely breach · the 
treaty? 

The Senator knows as well as I that if 
the Soviets should come forth with a 
fantastic new weapon they would de
velop it. If there were some break
through-certainly we would make some, 
and so would they-if we should make 
the breakthrough which would provide, 
as an example, a fantastically successful 
missile defense, we would be barred from 
testing it. We would not know whether 
it would work or not. We would not 
know how to overcome the many imper
fections which might be involved, or any 
problems which might develop in con
nection with it. 

Has the Senator the least doubt that 
if the Soviets made a similar break
through they would develop it? Would 
they not test the weapon to make sure 
it worked? The simplest way to do so 
would be to take it to China where, even 
if we detected the explosion, they could 
say, "That is terrible. Those Chinese 
Communists are awful. We deplore this. 
We are very sorry about it. We have 
sent them a note protesting it." 

For lack of proof, this Nation's hands 
would be tied. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. Admiral Strauss was a 
distinguished naval officer during World 
War II. Later he served as chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission in a 
highly competent manner. He has 
rendered this country great service. He 
is a true patriot and a great American. 
His testimony should carry great weight 
with the Senate of the United States. 

I am very glad the Senator from Lou
isiana called attention to the excerpt 
from his statement. I have a copy of 
his complete statement in my office. I 
was very much impressed by it. 

If we have any new inventions or 
weapons that might involve or require 
testing in the atmosphere, we would be 
prohibited, under the treaty, from testing 
in the atmosphere, and we would never 
know for certain whether or not they 
would be successful until they were tested . 
in the environment in which they would 
have to be used. The Senator is abso
lutely correct on that point. 

If the Russians developed a new weap
on-which they undoubtedly will-froni 
the recent tests, the Senator can rest 
assured they would abrogate the treaty 
and test, or test it clandestinely. Their 
word is nothing. Their goal is domina
tion of the world. They would not live 
by the treaty. Or they could go next 
door to China and the test could be con
ducted on the Chinese side. 

So, from any angle we may approach 
this issue, from any viewpoint we may 
look at it, all the advantages in this 
treaty are on the side of the Russians, 
and against our best interests. The 
United States is an honorable nation. 
It will observe its word and will keep a 
treaty or contract. The Co!l1Il1unists 

will not. The Communist leaders can
not be trusted, and we must not rely 
upon them. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, it has been said that this treaty is 
but a small step, the inference being that 
there will be additional steps. 

Mr. THURMOND. That is what l 
believe the President of the United 
States said, and it gives me great con
cern. This first step is far too much, 
and I fear that if it is ratified, the fol
lowing steps would be similar. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If a Senator 
is firmly convinced that the treaty would 
prevent us from developing weapons we 
need for our defense, that it would per
mit our adversary to remain ahead in 
areas where it is ahead, that it would 
permit it to catch up in the areas where 
we are ahead, and that the treaty would 
be used by our adversary to obtain at 
least a year's leadtime, in one respect or 
another, I ask the Senator if we should 
not be careful about steps in that direc
tion. 

Much as we would like to have some 
way of living with the Russians, I ask 
the Senator if this fact does not remain: 
Our Nation will continue to be imperiled 
so long as the Communist doctrine of 
advocating complete domination of the 
world is the theory and the political mo
tivation of great powers like the Soviet 
Union and Communist China. 

Mr . THURMOND. I thoroughly agree 
with the Senator. If Russia asserts that 
it is signing the treaty now to work for 
peace, let her first show her good faith. 
Let her withdraw her technicians and 
troops from Cuba. Let her stop the war 
in Laos and Vietnam. Let her tear down 
the Berlin wall. Let her release from 
behind the Iron Curtain, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Hungary, Rumania, Latvia, and 
the other nations that are now subju
gated behind the Iron Curtain. Let the 
Soviets show some deeds of good faith. 

The Senator and I, and every other 
right thinking person in America, want 
to live in peace. The Senator from 
Louisiana, who has fought in a war and 
knows the horrors of war, does not· want 
another war. Others who have fought 
in wars abhor war. But the treaty is not 
calculated to bring peace. In my judg
ment, it is calculated to bring us war, 
or subjugation. 

Therefore, I think it is clearly not in 
our best interests to ratify the treaty. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When the 
President made his statement about 
Cuba, which amounted to a virtual ulti
matum with regard to missiles there, the 
Senator from Louisiana predicted, with 
complete confidence, that there would be 
no war between the United States and 
the Soviet Union, at least not at that 
time because the Senator from Loui
siana was convinced that this country 
was so very strong; and so well abreast of 
cievelopments in weapons, that the dam
age which would be inflicted would be 
completely unacceptable to ·the Soviet 
Union, and that she would not accept 
the damage which would be visited on 
her in the event of war. 

So long as we are dealing with the kind 
of people that control the Soviet Union 
and Communist China, the only real 

safety will lie in our ability to def end 
ourselves and in the preeminence and 
superiority of our modern weapons. 

The sooner we recognize that there 
can be no safety or security in a treaty, 
and that we must rely on our ability 
to fight and defend ourselves, the better 
off we shall be. As Patrick Henry said 
in his memorable speech, "Gentlemen 
shout for peace, but there is no peace." 
A cold war is in progress, and it will con
tinue for a long time. We may as well 
recognize the fact that the only way we 
can defend ourselves is to have the most 
preeminent weapons possible. We hope 
we shall not have to use them. The only 
way to be sure of that is to have the best 
weapons. 

I agree with the Senator from South 
Carolina. The treaty means that now or 
at any time in the future this Nation 
would be second best in its ability to de
f end itself, and would greatly increase 
the prospect of warfare. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Louisiana is correct. In my judgment, 
the only thing that has kept the Com
munists from attacking us, and the rea
son for our not having been attacked, is 
our vastly superior striking power. The 
only language the Communists know is 
power. Because of the great nuclear 
power that we have, and which the Com
munists fear, we have been able to 
avoid war. We have been strong. 

We are a peace-loving Nation. Unlike 
the Communists, we do not commit ag
gressions. We have no worldwide goals 
or aspirations involving aggression. 
They are grasping and working day and 
night to dominate the world. We must 
remain stronger than the Communists. 
We cannot do so if we tie our hands be
hind our backs by such means as this 
treaty. The treaty would prevent us 
from gaining the knowledge we need in 
the higher yield weapon field, or weap
ons effects, and in the development and 
employment of an anti-ballistic-mis
sile weapons system it would prevent us 
from testing our weapons systems and 
warheads to make sure they are work
able. Either one of those fields could 
prove to be the very thing that would 
save this country from destruction. 

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

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I call the Senator's 

attention to the statement of the Presi
dent in his letter to the distinguished 
leaders of the two parties in the Senate. 
He said this in paragraph 5 of the letter : 

While the abnormal and dangerous pres
ence of Soviet military personnel in the 
neighboring island of Cuba is not a matter 
which can be dealt with through the instru
mentality of this treaty, I am able to assure 
the Senate that if that unhappy island 
should be used either directly or indirectly 
to circumvent or nullify this treaty, the 
United States will take all necessary· action 
in response. 

In the light of conditions in Cuba and 
the apparent lack of action on the part 
of the administration, does the Senator 
from South Carolina believe any cre
dence should be accorded this particular 
paragraph in the President's letter? 
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Mr. THURMOND. I cannot see that 
it should. ·We were told we were to have 
onsite inspection in Cuba so that we 
could say definitely that the missiles and 
weapons had been removed. That has 
not occurred. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Nor do we know 
whether or not the Russian military per
sonnel have been removed. 

Mr. THURMOND. They are' still 
there, and the technicians are still there 
in great numbers. How long will we al
low them to remain there, 90 miles from 
our shore? We want to see some deeds 
of good faith before we enter into a con
tract that affects our security so vitally. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the Senator yield 
for one fw·ther inquiry? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I attended many of 

the hearings, both in the Senator's com
mittee and as an observer at the other 
committee hearings. I gathered the im
pression from the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and Dr. Teller and others that they ·were 
agreed that the Soviet Union would not 
keep the treaty, and that the probability, 
at this time., was that the Russians were 
ahead of us in the anti-ballistic-missile 
field. Did the Senator from South Caro
lina gain the same impression? 

Mr. THURMOND. The testimony of 
the military experts and of the scientists 
was to the effect that it is general knowl
edge that the Communists will not keep 
a treaty any longer than it is to their ad
vantage to do so. That was generally 
acknowledged, and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff so stated, that the Communists are 
ahead of us in the anti-ballistic-missile 
field. 

Another potential danger from clan
destine testing :tlows from the possibility 
that the Soviets will conduct underwater 
tests in inland lakes in the Soviet Union. 
If such tests were of very low yield, they 
would fall below the threshold of U.S. 
detection and identification capabilities. 
Even if such nuclear explosions under
water were of sufficient yield to be detect
able, the signals received would be seis
mic, and indistinguishable from signals 
which would be received from under
ground tests, which are legal under the 
provisions of the treaty. There are, of 
course, no onsite inspections provided 
for in the treaty, so that verification is 
out of the question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe 

both the proponents and the opponents 
of the treaty can agree that the Commu
nists will lie whenever it suits their pur
pose to do so. We are discussing a 
treaty which states that we will not test 
in the sea. Russia is not the only Com
munist power. China is a Communist 
power. Albania is a Communist power. 
Yugoslavia is a Communist power. 
Rumania and Hungary and East Ger
many are Communist powers. We do not 
even recognize East Germany. Suppose 
the Communists wish to find out what 
the effect of an atomic explosion would 
be on one of our Polaris submarines. 
They could go out and make that test in 
a submarine in the South Pacific some
where. They could do that and lie, "We 

did not explode that." How are we going 
to prove who did explode it? ~ 

Suppose there ·is an explosion some
where in the South Pacific or somewhere 
near the South Pole, and suppose they 
say; "We know nothing whatever about 
it." 

Suppose we say, "Who was the awful 
fellow who did it?" 'supposing Albania 
says, "We did it,'' just to play the game 
with the Communists. They can say, 
"We did not sign the treaty. We did 
it." 

Suppose Red China lies and says, "We 
did it." 

It is standard Communist procedure to 
lie to us when it hurts us and helps them. 
Red China could say, "We did it." How 
are we going to say that a Russian sub
marine did it? We would be bound by 
the treaty. One government would say, 
"We do not know anything about it." 
Another would say, "We did it." How 
would we know who did it, unless we were 
told in advance? No one believes that 
they would tell us in advance about an 
explosion some 500 miles south of Tas
mania. They could do that. How would 
we know who caused the explosion? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Communists 
are known to be guilty of deceit and de
ception. They will do what the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana said 
they might do. They would not hesitate 
to do so if they felt it was to their ad
vantage to do it. The Chinese Reds 
might make the underwater tests, as
sisted by Soviet technicians. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we did 
something like that, a member of the 
crew would come back and tell about it, 
and there would be an investigation. 
Some people probably would want to im
peach the President for breaking the 
solemn obligation of the country under 
the treaty. The Communists are not 
bound by any such considerations. It 
is a part of their doctrine and idealism 
to act the way they have been acting 
right along. That is what they believe 
in. For the life of me I cannot under
stand how anyone could prove that the 
explosion was not set off by the Com
munist Chinese, or perhaps even by Ho 
Chi Minh of North Vietnam. How could 
we prove who was responsible? All we 
would know would be that there was a 
big blast. 

Mr. THURMOND. Muct.. could be 
learned about weapons effects from 
underwater detonations. Among other 
things, the vulnerabilities of submarines 
and estimates of the radius of kill of nu
clear devices exploded underwater for 
antisubmarine warfare purposes could be 
ascertained. 

Currently, our detection capabilities 
are largely degraded in the distances of 
outer space. Should our capabilities be 
improved to the extent which the prob
able state of the art would now permit, 
there would probably be little likelihood 
that the Soviets would attempt to clan
destinely test for weapons effects in 
space. Weapons effects tests require 
considerable instrumentation and prep
aration, and therefore, would be sub
ject to detection from normal intelli
gence, as well as technical detection 
devices. Proof tests of warheads and 

total systems,.however, require less prep
aration and considerably less instru
mentation, and the possibility of in
frequent; but highly significant, clan
destine proof tests by the Soviet Union 
constitutes a distinct risk. The risk, 
again in this case, is decidedly cumula
tive; for it could serve to confirm a 
weapons design which was based on 
technology derived from the Soviets 1961 
and 1962 series of tests. 

Of even more serious import than that 
:ft.owing from the risk of successful So
viet clandestine tests is the potential for 
a sudden and surprise abrogation of the 
treaty by the Soviet Union in the form 
of a comprehensive series of tests. 

Despite the promised safeguards, and 
even under circumstances where the 
promised safeguards of readiness to test 
are carried out vigorously by the execu
tive branch, a surprise abrogation by the 
Soviets would still catch the United 
States unprepared to test meaningfully 
and comprehensively in the environ
ments in which testing had been pro
hibited by the treaty. 

For one thing, the Soviets would con
trol the timing and could, therefore, set 
precise target dates for their series of 
tests. Such target dates are as impor
tant to preparations for testing as a 
countdown is to a missile launching. 
The United States, being unaware, as it 
would, of the time when the abrogation 
would occur, could not maintain specific 
target dates repeatedly without seriously 
degrading both the morale of the per
sonnel involved and the state of pre
paredness of the United States to test. 

On March 2, 1962, approximately 6 
months after the Soviets overtly abro
gated the test moratorium, and in a 
period when the United States was still 
attempting to make its testing mean
ingful, President Kennedy, fresh in the 
knowledge and experience of the lack 
of preparedness in which this country 
found itself after the Soviets started 
testing, stated: 

But in actual practice, particularly in a 
society of free choice, we cannot keep top
:flight scientists concentrating on the prepa
ration of an experiment which may or may 
not take place on an uncertain date in the 
future. Nor can large technical laboratories 
be kept fully alert on a standby basis waiting 
for some other nation to break an agree
ment. This is not merely difficult or in
convenient--we have explored this alterna
tive thoroughly, and found it impossible of 
execution. 

Perhaps the President's recollection of 
tbe difficulties we experienced have be
come dim with the passage of time. I 
believe the President's assessment on 
March 2, 1962, was correct. I agreed 
with his assessment then, and I still 
agree with that assessment. 

If, as the Foreign Relations Commit
tee concludes, the Soviet scientists are 
confident that in many critical areas of 
nuclear weaponry they have achieved a 
rough technical parity with the United 
States, that achievement is a direct re
sult of the premeditated, deceitful, and 
sudden overt abrogation by the Soviets 
of the test moratorium in September 
1'961. If the Soviets achieved a rough 
technical parity by such a devious mean·s 
the first time they tried, there is every 
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reason to believe that they will attempt 
the same thing again. And there is no 
reason not to believe that if they 
achieved parity the first time, they could 
achieve a clear superiority in technology 
the next go-around. 

Thus, if the Soviets have not already 
achieved sufficient technological advan
tage with which to overpower the U.S. 
strategic forces as a result of their 1961 
and 1962 series of tests, or if subsequent 
determinations by Soviet scientists re
veal to them that they have achieved 
less than the necessary technological 
advancement to make the risk of nuclear 
blackmail or nuclear war acceptable, 
they can always, under this treaty, re
peat the surprise abrogation technique 
and place their bets on another cycle of 
weaponry. 

The possibilities of another surprise 
abrogation by the Soviets is distinctly 
cumulative to the military disadvantages 
to the United States inherent in the 
treaty. It is in the nature of an insur
ance policy to the Soviets. The poten
tial for further relative gains in nuclear 
technology which flow from the surprise 
abrogation potential, when considered 
together with the military disadvantages 
and risks to the United States which 
stem from the freezing of technology in 
certain vital areas, characterizes this 
treaty for the United States, from the 
military standpoint, as a matter of 
"heads, they win, and tails, we lose." 

At this point, Mr. President, I am re
minded of a quotation from a recon
struction of what Patrick Henry prob
ably said at one point in his famous 
"Liberty or Death" speech on March 20, 
1775. The quotation is as follows: 

The question before the House is one of 
awful moment to this country. For my own 
part, I consider it as nothing less than a 
question of freedom or slavery; and in pro
portion to the magnitude . of the subject 
ought to be the freedom of the debate. It is 
only in this way that we can hope to arrive 
at truth and fulfill the great responsibility 
which we hold to God and our country. 
Should I keep back my opinions at such a 
time, through fear of giving offense, I 
should consider myself as guilty of treason 
toward my country, and of an act of dis
loyalty toward the majesty of Heaven, which 
I revere above all earthly kings. 

Mr. President, conceivably it could be 
true under some circumstances, as stated 
by the Foreign Relations Committee in 
its report, that excessive reliance on mili
tary considerations could undermine the 
national security. I am not so per
suaded, however, particularly in this 
instance. 

The military disadvantages and mili
tary risks, as they are so labeled in the 
context of this debate, are not disad
vantages and risks just to our military 
forces, nor should they be so confined. 
What are referred to as military disad
vantages and risks, are, in fact, disad
vantages and risks to the continuation of 
the one proven method which we have 
found to prevent nuclear war. They are 
jeopardies of serious and formidable im
port to our ability to save the lives of a 
large percentage of the American public 
and possibly a sizable portion of the 
world's population. In the alternative, 
they are jeopardies of serious and for-

midable import to our ability to protect 
the continued liberty of all Americans 
from Communist domination. 

There are no more serious risks than 
these. 

What are the alternative paths to pre
vention of nuch·ar war? 

Are the alternative ways to prevent 
nuclear war proveh or speculative? 

We are told that the principal thrust 
of this treaty is "political," and that the 
"political considerations" outweigh the 
military disadvantages. 

The military disadvantages and risks, 
which are actually risks to our deterrent 
of nuclear war or slavery, are finite. 
They are specific and quantitative. 
They can be numbered and weighed. 
They are real, practical, and, when un-
derstood, awesome. . 

The political considerations which 
have been mentioned, have been, at most, 
vague generalizations, such as references 
to "peace" and "relaxed tensions." 
There is no specificity to the so-called 
political considerations. At best, the 
political considerations which we have 
heard fail to provide any credible means 
for replacing our finite deterrence as a 
means to prevent nuclear war. 

It is my sincere hope that the propo
nents of ratification can, in the course 
of the debate, define and explain the 
political considerations and aspects of 
this treaty, and precisely how these polit
ical aspects will prevent nuclear war 
in the absence of an overwhelming su
periority of strategic power in the United 
States. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 

is near the conclusion of his remarks. 
In my judgment, he has presented us 
with an absolutely masterly analysis of 
this problem. It is my judgment that 
the Senator from South Carolina is 100 
percent correct in his position. 

On the day I attended the meeting of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
when the treaty was ordered reported, 
I did not know how I would vote. But 
the military aspects of the treaty were 
not adequately explored, in my judgment, 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
If I had to be the Senate's lawyer, and 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
the treaty, I would never have voted to 
report it without having called before the 
committee Dr. Teller, one of the ablest 
scientists in the world, to tell the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations in secret ses
sion what he wanted to say. Of course, 
that information was made available to 
the Senator from South Carolina and 
his committee, because they undertook to 
explore these matters. 

The Senator well knows that the two 
great military advisers who have the 
responsibility to def end this country and 
to :fight and die for the country at the 
drop of a hat did not increase their pros
pects for promotion when they went 
before the Senator's committee and gave 
their honest judgment about the treaty. 

It is my belief that if the decision had 
not already been made, and if one had 
asked General LeMay what he thought 
about the treaty, and had let him study it 

and reach his conclusion prior to the 
time the President, as Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces, had signed it, 
General LeMay would have said, "Do not 
take this action." 

I remember when the Humphrey Dis
armament Subcommittee was in full op
eration. I was a member of that sub
committee. President Eisenhower was 
in the White House. Members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff came to us, one by 
one, and each one said "Before you start 
to disarm this country, you had better let 
us arm it. We are not well enough 
armed as things now stand." 

That condition has been corrected to 
some extent. Today the Nation is much 
stronger than it was at that time. But 
as the Senator from South Carolina has 
so well pointed, out, the weapons of the 
future are being constantly developed, 
and our only security lies in being pre
eminently the strongest-in being first 
with the best. 

I might cite a statement by a man who 
was once described by General Lee as 
being the greatest cavalry officer, to his 
knowledge, at the time-old Nathan Bed
ford Forrest. General Lee had never met 
him, but he felt that General Forrest was 
perhaps the greatest cavalry officer on 
either side. He was famous for his sim
ple principle of warfare which, if either 
side had adopted it, might have caused 
the war to proceed differently. General 
Forrest used to say, "Get there fustest 
with the mostest"-meaning men. 
Today, the idea is to get there first with 
the latest developments in weapons; with 
something superior to what the other 
country has. 

Hundreds of millions of people live 
under the Communist yoke. They can 
be twisted by a single command. So we 
must have the best weapons. 

The Senator from South Carolina; the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, who has been a member 
of that committee for more than 20 years, 
and is one of the ablest students in the 
entire world in this field; and men who 
have the responsibility of defending the 
country, and who spend most of their 
time thinking about this subject, have 
concluded that this treaty could cause us 
to be placed in a position where we could 
no longer defend ourselves adequately. 
For this reason, it seems to me it is our 
duty to vote to reject the treaty. 

I realize that it would be highly em
barrassing to the President of the United 
States in his position of leadership in the 
world if the treaty were to be rejected. I 
realize that it would embarrass the Presi
dent domestically if the treaty were to 
be rejected. When I voted for the es
tablishment of the Agency for Arms Con
trol and Disarmament, I stated that I 
was not voting to disarm the United 
States; and that everything that Agency 
did would have to be approved by the 
Senate. 

So I cannot in good conscience vote to 
;ratify the treaty merely because the 
reputation of the President is at stake or 
the President's prestige is at stake, for 
I have told the people of my State that 
I will not vote to disarm my country 
unilaterally. 
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I am not going to vote for ap
proval of a treaty which might 
prejudice the security of this Nation. 
I believe the Senator from South 
Carolina has spelled out a case that can
not be answered . . I have carefully read 
the statements of the very able and patri
otic Secretary of Defense; and his state
ment simply does not meet these argu
ments. He says, basically, that we are 
very strong. Everyone agrees that ·we 
are. But then he proceeds to say that 
this treaty will tend to perpetuate our 
advantage. The Senator from South 
Carolina knows that statement is just 
eyewash; it is ridiculous. In the area in 
which the Russians are ahead, we will 
not-under the treaty-make tests. In 
the area in which the Russians are ahead 
with their very large bombs, we have not 
exploded a missile of more than 15 mega
tons. The Russians have exploded 57-
megaton missiles-three times as large 
as ours. They have all the information 
they need in order to explode that large 
a missile. They have the benefit of a 
very complicated series of tests. We 
cannot make such tests underground. 
The area in · which the Russians are 
ahead is the area in which they should 
not remain ahead. But under this 
treaty, in that one area-now one of 
Soviet superiority-they will remain 
ahead, for under the treaty we will bind 
our hands to so great an extent that we 
shall find it impossible to catch up in 
that field. 

In the area where we are ahead-in 
the use of the smaller warheads, we
and the Soviets-can acquire much valu
able information by testing underground. 
In addition, as the Senator well knows, 
our Nation would not give its word to 
abide by a treaty of this kind if it did 
not expect to keep it. Even if we tried 
to cheat, as an open nation we would 
soon be caught. A police state, such as 
the Soviet Union, would have a better 
chance of getting away with cheating. · 

However, the Russians do not need 
to cheat, for they can use China for their 
cheating. They can explode weapons 
over tht high seas, and then can blame 
Albania, Yugoslavia, East Germany, or 
some other country, or can just say that 
they do not kriow how it happened, and 
that they have no idea how those explo
sions in the South Pacific occurred. So 
it is very easy for them to be success
ful in their attempts to lie to us and 
cheat and defraud us. There are a mul
titude of ways in which they can get 
ahead of us in the development of nu
clear weapons-and a multitude of ways 
in which this treaty would prevent us 
from developing the weapons we need in 
order to defend ourselves against attack. 

Finally we come to the question, Are 
we willing to trust the murdering Com
munists? The answer is "No." We 
must never trust them. 

For 20 years, or perhaps a little longer, 
our defense policy has be.en based on the 
theory that the way to achieve peace is 
through preparedness; and before the 
world we have offered to share our 
atomic secrets, provided there would be 
fool-proof inspection, so as to be sure we 
would not be victimized. 

After pursuing that policy and seek
ing that objective-which is disarma-

merit, with ·foolproof inspections-now 
we are asked to approve a treaty which 
to a certain degree does amount to dis
armament; but insofar as it amounts 
to disarmament, it would be unilateral 
disarmament, without the benefit of in
spection. 

Let me say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that if this is to be the first 
step, I shall hate to see the next one, be
cause by steps of this type we would 
render our Nation incapable of relying 
upon its defenses. 

So long as we remain strong, I believe 
we shall remain free-but only so long 
as we have sufficient strength to conduct 
a successful defense. That is what the 
very able SenatOr from South Carolina 
has well pointed out. I agree with him. 
Certainly he has rendered a great service 
in bringing to us the benefit of his wide 
experience. I sincerely hope that all 
Senators will read carefully every word 
of his most valuable speech. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the able 
Senator from Louisiana for his kind re
marks; and I wish to commend him for 
his fine comprehension of this problem. 
He has asked very penetrating questions. 
I hope all Senators will read them, and 
thus will benefit from them. 

Again I congratulate the distinguished 
Senator from Loujsiana for the great 
service he has rendered. 

Mr. President, hypotheses and abstract 
theories do not prevent wars. If these 
are what we propose to substitute for a 
proven deterrent to nuclear war, only 
heaven can save us. In that case, we 
can only hope that, in this instance, God 
will help those who refuse to help them-
selves. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
understand that the Senator from In
diana [Mr. HARTKE] wishes to ask a few 
questions. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SIMPSON in the chair). The Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
have the floor. I thought the Senator 
from Indiana wished to ask some ques
tions. 

Mr. HARTKE. I do. Will the Sena
tor from Arkansas yield for that pur
pose? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HARTKE. I am sure Senators 

have received from their constituents 
large numbers of letters on the test ban 
treaty. Since the treaty was initialed 
on Tuesday afternoon, I have received 
from the citizens of Indiana approxi
mately 4,500 expressions of opinion. 
These expressions run about 2 to 1 in 
favor of ratification. In the letters from 
those of my constituents who oppose 
ratification, several specific objections 
are repeated over and over. I have pre
pared a list ·of the most frequently men
tioned objections. I believe it would be 
interesting and profitable if the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, who has heard and 
considered all the pros and the cons at 
great length, would agree to provide some 
answers to those objections, even though 
probably in one f onn or another he has 
heretofore expressed his opinion upon 
them. 

The most frequent objection · men
tioned is that there is no assurance that 
the Russians will respect the treaty, since 
they have already broken 50 out of the 
52 treaties with the West. I wonder if 
the Senator from Arkansas would com
ment upon that objection. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall be very 
glad to. I say to the Senator from In
diana that it is clear that the Soviet 
Union in its short history has violated 
a large number of international treaties, 
including such important political agree
ments as the nonaggression pacts with 
Lithuania, entered into September 28, 
1926, Latvia, February 5, 1932, and 
Estonia, May 4, 1932, the arrangements 
for access to Berlin, and the Potsdam 
Declaration relating to the establish
ment of a central German Government-. 
However, it should also be noted that 
the Soviet Union has to all appearances 
satisfactorily observed a significant num
ber of multilateral and bilateral agree
ments to which it has been a party. A 
list of 27 of those agreements appears on 
page 967 of the printed hearings of the 
committee. 

In that connection I also draw the 
Senator's attention to pages 132 to 135 
of the hearings. At that point he will 
find a list of agreements, some of which 
are treaties and some not so formal, 
which the Russians have violated. That 
material was inserted in the record dur
ing the hearings. 

With respect to these ·documents I 
should like to make the following com
ment: While some of the agreements 
listed on page 967' are of real substance 
and importance, a number of them are 
more· or less minor in nature. So one 
must discriminate to some extent in 
judging the nature of those agre·ements. 

Further, with regard to this list of 
broken agreements, the Senator will 
note the significance of the fact that 
since · Stalin's death in 1953 there have 
been relatively few breaches of agree.;. 
ments. The most important one, from 
·our point of view, relates to the Berlin 
wall and access to Berlin. 

To illustrate how nebulous and in• 
·consequential some of these agreements 
are, though cited as being significant 
treaty violations, two of the last four are 
agreements that the U.S.S.R. had with 
Yugoslavia with r.egard to credits and 
grants. It would be somewhat similar 
to our agreements in connection with 
foreign aid. We always consider such 
agreements rather tentative in nature. 
We decide that we will do so much for 
a certain country, usually with recipro
cal obligations. Two of those cases are 
ones in which the U.S.S.R. withdrew or, 
rather, postponed for 5 years a grant to 
Yugoslavia of $285 million. That was a 
bilateral agreement. I do not believe it 
was in the nature of a treaty or a solemn 
undertaking. It was an agreement be
tween those two countries. I only men
tion that point so that we do not swallow 
the declaration that 50 out of 52 agree
ments have been broken, but we should 
consider the nature of the agreement. 
· Insofar as concerns solemn treaty un
dertakings of a- dignity and a substan
tive importance comparable to the one 
now before the Seriate, outside the Berlin 
problem and since the death of Stalin, 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 16809 
the number of treaties violated has been 
relatively few. Many more of equal dig
nity have been adhered to without viola
tion. For example, I cite the Antarctic 
Treaty and the Austrian Treaty. So far 
as I know, no violation of these treaties 
has taken place. . . 

These things are not quite as black 
and white as they appear. 

Further with regard to the present 
treaty, the very lea.st one can say with 
regard to what distinguishes the treaties 
that have been observed from those vio
lated-which applies in all cases, I 
think-in that the treaties that have 
been observed are those which were in 
the interest of the Soviet Union. It was . 
for that reason that the committee was 
concerned in its hearings, and set forth 
in its report, the considerations which, it 
appears, have led the Soviet Union to 
enter into this agreement. Insofar as 
those considerations can be relied on to 
be continuing factors in Soviet policy, 
they provide some guarantee against fu
ture violations of this treaty. 

First, it is apparent that the 1961-62 
tests have led Soviet scientists to believe 
that in many critical area~ of nuclear 
weaponry they have achieved a rough 
technical parity with the United States. 

Of course, it is speculative as to how 
they feel, but it is very p~obable that 
they feel a certain assurance as to their 
capacity, which from their point of view 
is their deterrent. 

Second, the Cuban missile crisis is 
likely to remain in the minds of the 
present Soviet leadership as a sobering 
glimpse at the implications of nuclear 
war. 

That point was developed at consider
able length, and I believe quite per
suasively, by the Secretary of State in 
his testimony at tpe hearing. 

Third, is the Sino-Soviet schism. The 
depth of that schism as it is progressive
ly revealed, indicates, I believe, the ex
tent of the commitment which the Rus
sians have been willing to make for the 
sake of agreement in this case. It seems 
hardly likely that such consequences as 
the Soviet Union has already incurred 
from the mere signing of this document 
would be incurred for the sake of a docu
ment which they do not intend to abide 
by. 

An example of that break was set forth 
in this morning's newspaper. The bit
terness of the exchange between the two 
countries indicates that there has been a 
great change in that relationship, and it 
also has had a sobering effect upon the 
Russians. 

Fourth, the possibility of diverting re
sources away from nuclear weapons de
velopment and into the consumer goods 
area in which they are sorely needed has 
probably motivated the Soviet leaders. 
Once the diversion is made it seems pos
sible that this will have a cumulative 
effect in creating a Soviet Union with 
interests in other areas than weaponry. 

For several years we have heard about 
the difficulties of Russia in respect to 
agriculture. It is quite reasonable to 
believe that these difficulties may have 
contributed to the Soviets desire to de
celerate the rate in the field of nuclear 
weapons in order to enable them to de-

vote more of their resources to things 
such as agriculture and the production 
of other consumer goods. 

Finally, there is the interest which the 
Soviet Union must share with this coun
try in preventing the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. This interest can only 
increase with time. 

All these things are questions which 
the committee believes-and I believe-
the treaty effects in a way which is ill 
the self-interest of the Soviets. We rely 
·upon such self-interest for the observ
ance by the Soviets of the treaty. It is 
in their interest. It seems to me that it 
is quite possible that great countries, 
with the kind of power that we both 
possess, could have a common interest in 
certain fields. These fields may be dif
ferent. We do not have the same in
centives, for example, insofar as con
sumer goods are concerned, although I 
think we have a great need in the field 
of education, urban renewal, and other 
things to divert some of the exorbitant 
cost of armaments to meeting those 
needs. They are not the same interests 
as those of the Russians, but they are in 
that general area. 

Insofar as these considerations lead the 
Soviet Union to enter upon the treaty, 
they will to a greater or lesser extent, I 
believe, .bind them to the treaty in the 
future. 

In additicm to self-interest, some gen
eral statements can be made as to the 
likelihood of Soviet treaty violation on 
the basis of an analysis of the treaties 
adhered to and violated in that Govern
ment in the past. 

For one thing, the greater the num
ber of parties adhering to the treaty, the 
greater seems the assurance that the So
viet Union will not blatantly abrogate 
the understanding reached. To date 
in excess of 80 parties have adhered to 
the treaty. 
. While it would not be prudent to pre
dict any change of Soviet policy in this 
regard based on the personalities of the 
Soviet leadership, it is noteworthy that 
recent treaty violations have sought the 
color of legal justification in place of the 
cynical statements of Marxist ·dogma 
which accompanied the about-faces of 
the Stalin period. Perhaps the need for 
regal arguments to support their position 
will eventually lead the Soviets to con
form their conduct to international law. 

However. the most persuasive argu
ment for not permitting past violations 
to dictate our present relations with the 
Soviet Union on this matter is that a 
violation in this case will not pass un
noticed or put the United States at a 
disadvantage. The treaty is self-policing. 
The United States can safely rely on its 
own ability to detect Soviet violations 
and to maintain a military and scien
tific posture that will assure that no 
gains will accrue to the Soviet Union 
from violation of the treaty. 

That latter statement is based to a 
considerable degree upon testimony 
taken in executive session, which is avail
able to the Senator if he wishes to look 
at it,.with regard to our country's capac-

. ity for detection. 
l\{r. HARTKE. I think I shall do that. 

I should do it, in all sincerity, for the 

benefit of my own constituency and for 
my own satisfaction. 

Secondly, many have alleged that the 
treaty is advantageous only to Russia. 
The Senator has indicated that there 
were certain benefits from the treaty to 
Russia; otherwise, the Russians would 
not have signed it. It has been said that 
the Russian goal is to dominate the 
world, and that the Russians would not 
agree to a pact which would not aid them 
in obtaining this objective. I am sure 
my constituents would be interested in 
the chairman's view of this question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If that statement 
has any validity, it could be said about 
any agreement. To put it another way, 
no agreement could ever be signed, be
cause obviously the parties who signed 
it each believe, at the least, that it is to 
their advantage. 

We think the treaty is to our adv::i.n
tage, also. In this particular case, the 
limited test ban treaty .is an American 
proposal, going back to 1959, as has al
ready been stated, and as the Senator 
knows. 

Its purpose is to decelerate the arms 
race which, if allowed to proceed un
checked and unlimited, would represent 
a hazard for both the United States and 
for the Soviet Union. So this hazard 
faces both of us equally. 
· I have already given certain reasons 

why we believe the Soviets can be relied 
upon to some extent-perhaps to a great 
extent-to abide by the treaty, because it 
is in their self-interest. It is also in our 
self-interest. I think our interests are 
mutual in many respects with regard to 
this particular treaty. Many of the rea
sons why the Soviets will abide by the 
treaty, which I have mentioned, are also 
applicable to and relevant to this ques
tion. It is in their interest. It is also 
in our interest. 

I emphasize that this is an American 
proposal by the previous administration, 
supported by this administration. 

It is inconceivable to me that both 
administrations, together with the vast 
majority of the present military leaders 
of this country and a clear majority of 
the scientific brains not only of the 
present administration but also of the 
past one, could all be mistaken in their 
assessment as to where the advantage 
lies. 

Mr. HARTKE. Many people also be
lieve that the Russians will test secretly. 
We have heard this in the debate re
peatedly on the Senate floor. Many 
people believe that, because there will 
be no onsite inspections, we shall be 
unable to detect such tests. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The onsite in
spections, as the Senator knows, which 
occupied so much of the discussions in 
Geneva, related to underground testing, 
which is not to be covered by this treaty. 
In the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water, it is the belief of our best 
experts-the ones to whom I have al
ready ref erred-that our capacity for de
tection is adequate. Not only was this 
the testimony in executive session, but it 
was also stated in open session, without 
going into details. 

The Director of the CIA; the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff; Dr. Brown, the chief 
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scientific adviser; and the SecretStry of 
Defense all stated in general terms that 
they believe our detection capacity is 
adequate to detect any significant viola
tions of this treaty in the environments 
covered by it. 

I think everyone would recognize that 
there could be tests small enough in size 
that they might go undetected, but they 
would be quite small and would not be 
significant with regard to the balance 
of power between the countries. 

Mr. HARTKE. It is also said that 
even if the Russians do not test in their 
own country there is nothing to prevent 
them from providing a nonsignatory na
tion, such as Red China, with nuclear 
weapons which would then be tested un
der Russian supervision. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That would be a 
clear violation of the treaty. If it were 
done, the treaty would be abrogated and 
would end. The language of the treaty 
prohibits such acts. 

The signatories undertake to dis
courage or to prevent testing by other 
nations, by allies or by any other nations. 

That would be a clear violation of the 
treaty. Our experts have no doubt that 
we would know that they were doing it, 
and therefore it would amount to an 
abrogation . of the treaty. We could of 
course withdraw from the treaty. Sec
tion 4 has a very lenient withdrawal 
clause. 

(At this point Mr. CLARK took the 
chair as Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. HARTKE. Another often-
repeated objection is that entering into 
a test ban agreement now would prevent 
the United States from conducting the 
atmospheric tests necessary to develop 
very large yield weapons as a counter to 
the Soviet superweapons, which are now 
supposedly 100 times more powerful than 
the U.S. Polaris and Minuteman missiles, 
on which our future defense depends. 
It has also been contended that it would 
freeze our development of an antimis
sile defense system; and that, therefore, 
we must continue testing to maintain 
and to increase our nuclear deterrent 
power, for if we do not test we shall lose. 

This is also apparently the view which 
has been expressed ori the floor of the 
Senate by the Preparedness Subcom
mittee. 

I wonder if the chairman of the com
mittee would care to comment upon this 
point. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There was testi
mony to that effect, but the great weight 
of the testimony was contrary to that 
view. I should say that the testimony 
indicated the premises of the question 
are false. 

The committee was informed by ex
pert witnesses that the United States, 
without further testing, could develop a 
50- to 60-megaton weapon for B-52 
delivery. But these same witnesses as
signed very little importance to such a 
weapon. For example, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Taylor, 
replying to a question on this point, 
said: 

I attach very little importance to this, 
frankly, Senator. The whole very high yield 
weapons field is one which has very little, 
if any, military significance. 

I interpolate that as long ago as 1954 
this question was discussed by the lead
ing military and civilian experts, and 
they decided against the development of 
high-yield weapons. The concept of a 
50- or 60-megaton weapon, as opposed 
to a 5- or 10-megaton weapon, rather 
loses its meaning, because the 5- or 10-
megaton weapon suitably deployed is so 
powerful as to be capable of destroying 
any city in the world. That is why the 
experts did not feel there was any point 
in going into the extremely high-yield 
weapons. 

General Taylor's comment was sup
ported by the combined statement of 
the Joint Chiefs. As the Secretary of 
Defense and these other witnesses point
ed out, the United States could have 
developed such weapons but has concen
trated instead on the more useful, flexi
ble, and deliverable low- and intermedi
ate-yield weapons. 

With regard to ABM development, 
the committee took exhaustive testi
mony, some of which is quoted on pages 
12-15 of the report, on this question. 
The burden of expert opinion is that 
development of an ABM system suffi
ciently effective to justify deployment 
would be exceedingly difficult, if only 
because offensive capability in the nu
clear field is likely to remain far ahea!i 
of defensive capability. 

Dr. York, one of the leading scientists 
in the past administration, who headed 
the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at 
Livermore, Calif., said: 

The race between offense and defense is 
a race between a tortoise and a hare and if 
only the hare does not go to sleep, the tor
toise has no chance. 

To interpret that, he was saying that 
the offense can always be kept ahead of 
the antiballistic missile, or defense, if we 
are at all alert. Of course we must be 
alert, whether there is a treaty or not. 

But whether development of an eff ec
tive ABM system is a feasible prospect 
or not will not depend on testing its 
warhead, according to Secretary Mc
Namara, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dr. 
Brown, and most of the other expert 
witnesses. 

As the committee report observed: 
The United States has a number of nuclear 

warheads of suitable design and performance 
for anti-ballistic-missile systems under de
velopment. Still others of larger yield can 
be developed underground. However, the 
development of a high performance ABM sys
tem is a composite of staggering tecl:lnical 
problems, largely unrelated to the warhead, 
a relatively simple and manageable part of 
th~ w~ole system. 

Secretary McNamara said: 
An ABM system consists of several types 

of radars, the interceptor missile and the 
very complex computing equipment at a 
ground station to control the radars and to 
direct the interceptor missile. The various 
radars serve to detect incoming objects in 
nearby space, to traqk the incoming war
head, and to track and control the inter
ceptor missile, which is targeted on the 
incoming warhead by the computing equip
ment. 

That testimony demonstrates that the 
real problem, the difficult problem, in the 
ABM system is not the warheads-we 
have many-but the system that directs 

and computes, which the treaty does not 
-affect. We can pursue the experimental 
·projects in this field and in experiment
ing and developing computers and all 
that goes with them, without the inhi
bitions of the treaty. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, we all 
know that the Soviets br-oke the 1958 
moratorium and in so doing gained su
periority over us in nuclear weapom·y. 
If they should break this treaty, it would 
take us several months to resume test
-ing, and therefore they would gain an 
additional advantage. 

What has the chairman of the com
mittee to say in reply to that question? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is true that the 
Russians obviously learned a great deal 
from those tests. I have already said 
that this is one of the considerations we 
think encouraged or led the Soviets to 
sign this treaty. We have already dis
cussed many of the other reasons. All 
of the witnesses but one appearing be
fore the committee believe the United 
States now has superiority in nuclear 
weapons, and that the risks implicit in 
·the treaty are outweighed by the ad
vantages. Dr. Teller would not agree 
with that testimony; but Dr. Teller is 
Dr. Teller. His testimony is there for 
the Senator to see. But all the other 
witnesses, of equal reputation and capac
i.ty, testified directly to the contrary. 

The committee was assured that the 
executive branch intends to maintain 
our superiority by intensive underground 
testing programs; by maintaining the 
vitality or our weapons laboratories; by 
remaining tu a high state of readiness 
to test in th& atmosphere in the event 
of violations; a:n.d by improving the vari
ous systems by w~ch the United States 
can detect and identify the nuclear ac
tivities of other powe:rs. 

The President's lette:. which the Sena
tor from Illinois [Mr. D:LRKSEN] read to
day, reaffirms, at least fro~·n the highest 
authority, the statements made before 
the committee. 

A great deal has been said with re
gard to the moratorium on testing. It 
is well to remember the record on this 
point, because it has been somewhat mis
understood. 

In March 1958, the Soviet Union an
nounced a moratorium on nuclear test
ing, provided the Western Powers did not 
test. 

In August of 1958, foreseeing the end 
of our own test series, President Eisen
hower announced ow· willingness to sus
pend tests for 1 year. 

These were unilateral statements. 
They were not treaties. They were not 
formal agreements. One side made a 
statement. President Eisenhower an
nounced our willingness to suspend tests 
for 1 year, beginning on October 31, if 
the Soviets agreed to do likewise. We 
conducted tests through the end of Oc
tober. The Soviets tested on November 
1 and 2, and then stopped. That was all 
they tested. President Eisenhower said 
those tests freed us from our pledge, but 
that we would continue the suspension 
"for the time being." 

In 1959, the Soviet Government said 
again it would not test unless the West
ern Powers did so first. 
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In December 1959, President Eisen
hower said the United States consider~d 
itself "free to resume nuclear weapons 
testing,'' subject to advance notification 
of such intention. 

France, which is a. Western power, be
gan testing in 1960. She had not been 
under any commitment. There were 
statements by our Government, our 
President; but France had not made any 
such agreement, so she considered her
self free. 

The Soviet Government declared that 
the continuance of tests by France might 
compel the Soviet Union to resume tests. 
There were no further tests by France 
before the Soviet Union began testing 
again on September 1, 1961. 

This is quite different from a formal 
treaty not to test. These were exchanges 
of intentions. 

Thus, no formal agreement existed. It 
was merely a de facto suspension, which 
was broken by the Soviet Union, after 
long preparations. However, the United 
S~ates had not stopped working on nu
clear weapons. There was testimony 
that our laboratories were maintained in 
a high state of efficiency. The staffs of 
the laboratories were increased during 
this period. We obviously must have 
been making some preparations for re
sumption of tests underground, because 
it was only 2 weeks after the Russians 
started testing and broke the moratori
um that we conducted our first test. 

It is too bad that the Russians broke 
the moratorium, as they did, but it was 
somewhat different from a violation of a 
treaty. 

Mr. HARTKE. Another allegation is 
that this treaty is the first step in inter
national control by the United Nations. 
Does the chairman of the committee 
agree? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly do not. 
We all look forward to a lessening of the 
arms race and to diminishing arma
ments. We use the phrases of "disarm
ament" and "complete disarmament" 
loosely. I do not think the committee 
foresees any such development. Cer
tainly I do not. 

So far as United Nations control is 
concerned, the treaty does not in any 
way relate to control by the United 
Nations. · 

There is nothing in the treaty or any
thing associated with it, in my view, that 
could justify any such statements. It 
is in no way a disarmament treaty. To
day there was a discussion of President 
Eisenhower's suggestions and under
standing. It is in no way a disarma
ment treaty, and it does not in any way 
inhibit the use of armaments in any way. 

It is difficult to answer the question 
other than to say it is absolutely irrele
vant to the treaty. 

Mr. HARTKE. Finally, some people 
fear that if the treaty were ratified, we 
would not be able to use nuclear weap
ons in case of war-either in our own 
defense or in defense of the nations we 
are committed to defend. I would be in
terested in the comments of the chair
man of the committee on this question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I refer the Sena
tor to pages 5 and 6 of the committee 
report. I do not believe I should take 

.the time of the Senator or of the Senate 
to read it all. A nuclear explosion or 
.any other explosion in the event of hos
tilities is not affected by the treaty. 
President Kennedy, in his letter, made 
this very clear. 

The important testimony on this ques
tion, given by the Secretary of State and 
the Secretary of Defense, among others, 
was that the treaty would not affect the 
use of weapons in wartime. It is only a 
test ban. It is not a ban-the-bomb 
treaty. In the case of hostilities, either 
directly affecting us or one of our allies, 
we feel it is in our interest to defend, 
there is no inhibition upon the use of 
weapons. 

In fortifying that statement, the Sen
ator will see on page 5 of the committee 
report, a statement by the Russian Gov
ernment in response to a somewhat sim
ilar criticism by the Chinese. I shall 
read only the last part of it: 

Second, the treaty also does not prohibit 
the Soviet Union, if need be, from holding 
underground nuclear tests, from increasing 
the stockpiles of its nuclear arms, and even 
from using these weapons against the im
perialist aggressors if they unleash a war in 
a flt of insanity. 

In other words, aside from what our 
people who negotiated the treaty have 
told us, and the President's interpreta
tion, the Russian Government itself has 
said the treaty does not inhibit them 
from using the weapons in case of war 
started by the so-called imperialist ag
gressors. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I have 
just posed a series of questions to the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee--questions which 
have been posed to me by the people 
who have sent me to the Senate. The 
chairman has replied with forthright
ness, with great sincerity and clarity. 

We have, moreover, the assurances of 
the President of the United States on 
matters of serious concern and reserva
tions of many of us. Chiefly these con
cerns are whether or not secret or hid
den concessions have been made to the 
Soviet Union; whether or not we shall 
lay so much reliance upon the words of 
the document that we ignore the possi
bility that the treaty may be broken. The 
President has assured us that no addi
tional concessions or agreements have 
been made or implied. He has further 
assured us that we will continue tests 
that are legal under the treaty; namely, 
those underground-and that we shall 
continue in readiness to resume tests in 
the air and the sea so that, if the treaty 
should be broken, we shall not endanger 
our security. 

Mr. President, I believe this treaty 
serves a purpose. It is a hopeful sign
a slim crack of sunshine in the cloudy 
skies of world tension and cold war. But 
we also feel that it is to our advantage 
and the advantage of mankind. 

I view the treaty as a way to cease the 
pollution of the air, our food, and our 
drink from the poisons of radioactive 
elements. I believe that the cessation 
of tests may save infants from death and 
crippling. Thus, if it is kept for just 
a day or a week or a month, it will have 
served a useful purpose. 

We must look at the test from this 
angle. Potentially, it can be a device 
that may lead to additional concrete 
benefits for all mankind. Perhaps 
through this instrument the highest 
goals and ambitions of all of us for per
manent peace on earth may be attained. 
The treaty itself does not guarantee 
this. It does not even give us the hope 
for this lofty ambition. 

The treaty will not end the arms race. 
It may-I repeat--may lead to some 
moves to limit the arms race. And this, 
in turn, may help to thaw the cold war 
or lead to peaceful ends. 

But this, too, is more than we can ex
pect. We can just hope. 

But while we hope, we must view with 
realism. The past performance of our 
adversaries in the cold war is such that 
they have broken treaties virtually as 
fast as they have made them. We must, 
then, expect this treaty to be broken even 
though we have hopes that it will be kept 
and that it will lead to further gains for 
all of mankind in this eternal quest for 
peace. 

The world is watching. Every mother 
in our land and throughout the world 
who has concern for the health of her 
babies and their babies looks to us in the 
Senate to help insure that they will not 
be killed or maimed by the poisons of 
radioactivity. But just as surely, death 
is preferable to capitulation to slavery. 

But we hold in our hands the vote that 
can give mankind new hope. 

The treaty will not end war or cold war 
or an arms race. It may not even long 
end the threat of the poisoning from 
radioactivity. 

Should Russia break this agreement as 
she has others, the force of world opinion 
will be mighty. It will come crashing on 
the heads of the Russians. 

But this is not enough. We shall re
main ready to resume our tests for we are 
determined to maintain the security of 
this Nation and of the free world-for
ever. 

Let Russia take warning here and now. 
Behind a breaking of this treaty she will 
find a strong iron fist of the strongest 
Nation in the world, the mightiest nu
clear power-these United States. 

The world wants this treaty because it 
it in the world's best interests. Should 
Russia break its solemn word again, the 
world will react. 

And the instrument of this reaction 
will be our own country. 

Firm in this knowledge and warm in 
the comfort of my own convictions that 
the world deserves hope, I shall support 
this treaty. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas for yielding to me at this time. 

NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY
UNDERSTANDINGS 

Mr. DODD submitted understandings 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
resolution of ratification of the treaty 
banning nuclear weapon tests in the at
mosphere, in outer space, and under
water, which were ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 



16812 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 11 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
As in legislative session, 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to include in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my re
marks an article from Newsweek, issue 
of September 16, 1963, written by Walter 
Lippmann, on "The Negroes' Griev
ances," and also today's editorial in the 
New York Times on desegregation of Ala
bama's public schools. The crying need 
for a standard of law and :fidelity to it 
remains a constant reminder that the 
price of a slow pace on civil rights legis
lation in the Congress is to add measur
ably to the jeopardy to public order and 
tranquillity in the meantime. 

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

[From Newsweek magazine, Sept. 16, 1963) 
THE NEGROES' GRIEVANCES 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
Since the afternoon of the march in Wash

ington, the first question in everyone's mind 
has been whether the demonstration-so big, 
so disciplined and so moving-would make 
any difference in Congress. A cool answer 
would have to begin, I think, by noting that 
it will be easier for Congress to promote free
dom than to provide jobs. 

To many of the marchers it is, I realize, a 
dusty answer to say that their economic 
grievances are not primarily or peculiarly 
due to racial discrimination. Admittedly, in 
the hiring and firing of labor, the chances of 
the Negroes are poorer than of the whites. 
Nevertheless, there can be no solution of the 
Negro labor problem even if hiring and firing 
could be equalized. For we have a chronic 
lack of demand for about 5¥2 percent of the 
people wanting jobs. With jobs scarce, the 
problem cannot be solved by establishing 
quotas for Negroes at the expense of the 
whites. All that could do would be to em
bitter race relations. 

A real solution can be had only in an up
surge of the American economy which will 
increase the demand for labor, white and 
black, by some 2 to 3 million jobs. This 
will take care of almost all but the unem
ployable, for whom special treatment, such 
as retraining, will be needed. 

The economic grievances of the Negroes 
cannot be redressed on a racial basis. They 
are an inseparable part of the national prob
lem of how to stimulate the American econ
omy-how to provide that much higher 
standard of life which is within the capacity 
of our technology, our resources, our capital 
reserves, and our labor force. Here there is 
no near prospect of a big advance. In the 
Congress the conservative coalition opposes 
the measures which in the experience of the 
more advanced countries of the world are 
conducive to rapid and sustained economic 
growth. To this opposing coalition a pre
ponderant mass of the voters are giving at 
least tacit assent--some because they agree 
with the conservative coalition and some be
cause they do not understand the alterna
tives. 

HEARTS AND MINDS 
Where the most can be done most quickly 

is in the civil rights measures directed at 
the disfranchisement of Negroes, their segre
gation in public education, and discrimina
tion against them in public accommodations. 
It is quite true that laws passed by Congress 
cannot change the hearts and minds of whites 
or blacks, and that the problems of the two 
races living in the same community will not 
soon disappear. But it is false to argue that 
nothing can be done because everything can
not be done. It will do a great deal if the 
denial of civil rights is outlawed emphati-

cally with the stamp of the authority of the 
Nation. 

The quickest practical results are likely 
to come from that section of the civil rights 
bill which would outlaw racial discrimina
tion in public accommodations. For this 
kind of discrimination is a public humilia
tion based solely on color. It is a public dec
laration that the descendants of the slaves 
are not full American citizens. The victims 
of this discrimination are for the most part 
the very Negroes who are the natural leaders 
of the Negro people. They are the ones who 
can afford to travel, and it is they who have 
begun to be part of the American public 
way of life. They suffer acutely from the 
stigma put upon them when they want a 
room in a motel or a sandwich at a lunch 
counter or a glass of water. This stigma 
injects poison continuously into the rela
tions of whites and blacks. 

DESPOTIC THEORY 
Of all the grievances, this one is the most 

blatant. It is also the most easily redressed. 
It is said, however, by Senator GOLDWATER, 
for example, that to make it unlawful for 
the owner of a lunch counter to discriminate 
is to deprive him of his right of private prop
erty. This is a conception of private prop
erty which Blackstone described as the "sole 
and despotic dominion * * * over the exter
nal things of the world, in total exclusion 
of the right of any other individual in the 
universe." 

No civilized society has long tolerated the 
despotic theory of private property. This 
conception of property is alien to the central 
truths of Christendom, which have always 
held that property is not absolute but is a 
system of rights and duties that are deter
mined by society. A man's property, says 
Blackstone, "consists in the free use, enjoy
ment and disposal of all his acquisitions, 
without any control or diminution, save only 
by the laws of the land." 

Private property is, in fact, the creation 
of the laws of the land-the laws of owner
ship, sale, and inheritance, the zoning laws, 
the sanitary laws, the laws of eminent do
main. It is a primitive, naive, and false 
view of private property to urge that it is 
not subject to the laws which express the 
national purpose and the national con
science-among which have been for a hun
dred years the abolition of slavery and the 
admission of the Negroes to the rights of 
American citizenship. 

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, 
Sept. 11, 1963] 

WALLACE'S DEFEAT IN "VICTORY" 
Governor Wallace finally achieved what 

he had been seeking for a week-Federal in
tervention. President Kennedy, after exer
cising monumental forebearance in the hope 
that the clear will of Alabama's own citizens 
would make their Governor cease his reckless 
defiance of law, had no choice but to use his 
powers to enforce Federal court orders for 
school integration in Birmingham, Mobile, 
and Tuskegee. 

Governor Wallace thus has his "victory." 
But at what a price. By his actions, his vain 
posturings, his cries that he was standing 
up for the people of Alabama against a 
dictatorial Federal Government, by his mo
bilizing of State troopers to spurn court 
orders and chase Federal marshals off the 
capitol grounds in Montgomery, he has 
undermined respect for iawful process and 
stirred up a devil's brew of racial hatred 
that can erupt any minute into further vio
lence, perhaps more bombings, more riots. 

The unruly students at Birmingham who 
yelled "Nigger, go home" at fellow students 
had been given an example in folly by their 
Governor. The racial activists who 
attempted to break police lines and paraded 
in horn-blowing motorcades t hrough Bir-

mingham streets could point ta that same 
example. 

Had Governor- Wallace accepted the in
evitable last week-as the officials and the 
school board of Birmingham, Mobile, Tuske
gee, and Huntsville had done-it is probable 
that there would have been no trouble at 
all. Certainly none with which the police 
forces of those cities could not have coped. 
Huntsville supports that conclusion. So do 
all the other southern areas where public 
school integration proceeded quietly last 
week. 

By his conduct Governor Wallace has de
graded himself, his State and its people. 
And in some measure all of us. He has won 
a "victory," but the price of victory, as he 
must have known it would be, is eventual 
total defeat. Not only for Governor Wal
lace personally, but for all those like him 
who preach racial supremacy and then by 
their own absurd actions show the absurdity 
of their thesis. The condemnation the Gov
ernor has already received from the responsi
ble white citizens of Alabama is p:·oof of 
how completely he has cut himself adrift 
from the new political reality in the South. 
The country will hope that, in the despera
tion of their final repudiation, he and 'his 
extremist followers will not provide the spark 
for new violence. 

POTENTIAL LAPSE OF AUTHORITY 
FOR CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION 
CONSTITUTES DEATH BY ATTRI
TION 
As in legislative session, 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, Chief Justice Marshall once 
described the Constitution as a document 
"intended to endure for ages to come 
and, consequently, to be adopted to the 
various crises of human affairs." 

Today our system of democracy is in 
the throes of a most serious crisis. The 
Congress, the Nation, and the entire 
world scrutinize the problem of provid
ing to every American citizen the rights 
accorded him under the Constitution. 
Of utmost concern in this connection is 
the proposed civil rights legislation, S. 
1731, which is designed to make equality 
a reality to the American Negro. 

While concern over the eventual pas
sage of this critically needed legislation 
is exceedingly important, we may be 
overlooking the crucial fact that the ex
isting Civil Rights Commission will be 
defunct by November 30. 

The Civil Rights Commission has 
played a vital role in the struggle for 
equal justice for every citizen. Before 
we can act intelligently to correct the 
many injustices which still persist in 
America, we must be informed, accurate
ly and impartially. The great body of 
evidence gathered by the Civil Rights 
Commission has been an invaluable aid 
in preparing effective civil rights legis
lation. The activities of the Commission 
have thrown a powerful spotlight on 
racial injustice and have shown where it 
exists and how it operates. Even more 
important, this Commission, established 
by Congress as an arm of the Govern
ment, has demonstrated our determina
tion as a people to live up to the high 
ideals of the Constitution. 
· Given the acknowledged value of the 

Civil Rights Commission, there would 
seem little doubt that the Commission's 
life will be extended with the passage of 
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the President's civil rights bill. How
ever, it is quite possible that the . civil 
rights legislation will not be brought to 
a successful fruition before November 
30, the expiration date of the Civil Rights 
Commission. 

Under the law establishing the Civil 
Rights Commission, its phasing out must 
begin on September 30 and terminate on 
November 30 of this year. My informa
tion indicates that, because of the poten
tial hiatus in authority, the Commission 
is confronted by a number of serious 
administrative and personnel problems. 
One cannot expect the highly qualified 
staff of the Commission, which has de
veloped the expertise and experience for 
which the Commission has become so 
rightly esteemed, to stay with the Com
mission rather than look for. other em
ployment. 

Moreover, and more importantly, if the 
Commission which expires by Novem
ber 30 is subsequently revived with the 
passage of the civil rights bill, the at
tendant hiatus will create not only hard
ship among the staff, but also constitute 
an unnecessary waste of taxpayer money. 
Clearly, it would be absurd to require 
the Commission to close its doors, re
lease its personnel, vacate its buildings 
and then, within a short time expect it 
to go through the burdensome, costly 
task of hiring new personnel and un
dertaking the other administrative tasks 
involved with reactivating the Commis
sion. 

Mr. President, the Civil Rights Com
mission is in danger of falling into total 
disrepair and demoralization, at the 
precise time when it is needed the most 
and when its ardent supporters seek to 
extend its life. To prevent this, my· col
leagues and I are considering a proposal 
which would alleviate this problem by 
extending the life of the present Com
mission for 90 days. 

I want to emphasize, Mr. President, 
that a 90-day extension does not go to 
the merits of the pending bill to extend 
the life of the Civil Rights Commission, 
but rather is designed to avoid unnec
essary, burdensome administrative costs 
and hardships on personnel, which might 
result if the Commission becomes defunct 
on November 30, 1963. 

I hope that Members of the Senate, 
who have supported civil rights generally 
and, in particular, have supported the 
proposed extension of the Civil Rights 
Commission, will support this modest ef
fort to extend the life of the Civil Rights 
Commission. This proposal would avoid 
an unnecessary hiatus in the Commis
sion's authority and would diminish the 
hardships on the Commission, its staff, 
the taxpayers, and most importantly, on 
the American Negro, who, for too long, 
has been denied the blessing of unquali
fied American citizenship. 

McNAMARA'S "WHIZ KIDS" 
As in legislative session, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

believe that the activities of the Secre
tary of Defense, for whose ability and 
capacity in this position I have the very 
highest regard, are well described in an 
editorial entitled "McNamara's 'Whiz 

Kids.' " I ask unanimous consent that 
this editorial, which was published yes..: 
terday in the Washington Evening Star, 
be· printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

McNAMARA'S "WHIZ Kms" 
In the dispute between some senior mili

tary men and the McNamara "whiz kids," 
we side with the youngsters. This does not 
take away any of the respect that Adm. 
George W. Anderson and his gray-haired col
leagues have earned, nor does it deny that 
their frustrations are real. 

It means only that in the nuclear age any 
responsible Secretary of Defense wm try to 
run things the whiz-kid way, not the Ander
son way. 

The issue really ls this: Should the Secre
tary of Defense use more of the authority 
that ls legally his when the limited defense 
budget is divided up or should he rely more 
on the judgment and recommendations of 
the Chiefs of Staff? 

We believe Congress was wise to give great 
power to the Secretary of Defense, and we are 
glad that Mr. McNamara is using it. The so
called whiz kids, the economists and scien
tists who supervise analyses of weapons and 
strategies, are merely tools at Mr. McNa
mara's disposal. He needs them. 

Without this help he could not sort fact 
from fancy; he could not judge the interserv
ice disputes that have plagued the country 
since unification in 1948, and he could not 
provide the positive leadership of the Defense 
Department which was missed in the terms 
of most former Secretaries. . 

Admiral Anderson, who was dropped 
August 1 as Chief of Naval Operations after 
a single 2-year term, said in his Press Club 
speech that military experience and judg
ment are being pushed aside by the technical 
studies of the whiz kids. The analysts are 
all right, he said, but they should be the 
servants of the officers, not the bosses. Well, 
of course, they are not the bosses. Mr. Mc
Namara is the boss. The analysts can and 
do serve both military men and civilian offi
cials. 

These technical studies may be painful for 
military men, but senior officers must face 
the facts of 1963. Defense money, as always, 
is limited, but the needs of defense are great. 
The service Chiefs have demonstrated over 
the past 15 years that they cannot divvy up 
the funds themselves in a way that best 
serves the United States. Some superior 
must do it. That superior is, by law, Mr. 
McNamara. He needs technical advice in or
der to reduce the guesswork and judgment 
inherent in his job. The whiz kids help 
provide this advice. 

Mr. McNamara did not invent either the 
problems or the tools of solution. The cold 
war and a limited budget create the prob
lems, and he is merely expanding manage
ment techniques developed by past Defense 
officials, particularly his predecessor for 1 
short year, Thomas S. Gates. We believe Mr. 
McNamara's successors will continue to use 
whiz kids and their studies. The days are 
gone when the American Military Establish
ment can fly by the seat of its pants. 

PROPAGANDA ACTIVITIES OF 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 

.AI3 in legislative session, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 2 

years ago, I submitted to the Secretary 
of Defense a memorandum on propa· . 
ganda activities of military personnel. 
In it, I sought to make the point that 
it is not a proper function of the mili
tary to educate the public on political 
issues, but that that was being done, in 

contravention of tradition and consti
tutional principles. 

The memorandum aroused some mis
understanding and opposition, and quite 
some discussion by some of my colleagues 
and certain groups of civilians. 

On August 22 of this year, in writing 
to the Secretary of Defense, I objected
on similar grounds-to the content of 
a directive of the Department of De
fense, dated July 26, 1963, on the subject 
of "Equal Opportunity in the Armed 
Forces." 

I have received from the Secretary 
of Defense a reply which is somewhat 
reassuring. From the Secretary's letter, 
it is obvious that he appreciates the 
dangers of military intervention in civil
ian affairs, and that he is concerned 
with the proper role of the Military 
Establishment in our national life. 

However, I am still concerned about 
the language of the directive, because 
I believe it is so broad and general that 
it very likely will give rise to abuse. I 
take this opportunity to urge that the 
Department of Defense reconsider this 
language. 

I ask unanimous consent that my let
ter to the Secretary of Defense and his 
reply be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AUGUST 22, 1963. 
Hon. ROBERT S. McNAMARA, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: You may recall that 
2 years ago I objected to a directive issued 
by the previous administration which made 
it the policy of the U.S. Government to use 
military personnel and facilities to "arouse 
the public to the menace of the cold war." 
At that time, I sought to point out some of 
the dangers involved in education and prop
aganda activities by the military, directed 
at the public. 

My attention has been called to a directive 
of the Department of Defense dated July 26, 
1963, on the subject of "Equal Opportunity 
in the Armed Forces." The directive con
tains the following language: 

"B. THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
" l. The military departments shall, with 

the approval of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower), issue appropriate in
structions, manuals, and regulations in con
nection with the leadership responsibllity 
for equal opportunity, on and off base, and 
containing guidance for its discharge. 

"2. The military departments shall insti
tute in each service a system for regularly 
reporting, monitoring, and measuring prog
ress in achieving equal opportunity on and 
off base. 

"C. MILITARY COMMANDERS 
"Every military commander has the re

sponsibility to oppose discriminatory prac
tices affecting his men and their depend
ents and to foster equal opportunity for 
them, not only in areas under his immedi
ate control, but also in nearby communities 
where they may live or gather in ofiduty 
hours. In discharging that responsibility a 
commander shall not, except with the prior 
approval of the Secretary of his military de
partment, use the offlimits sanction in dis
crimination cases arising within the United 
States." 

Frankly, I am not certain of the exact 
intent of this language because of its broad 
and general terms. But this very fact em
phasizes the potential dangers involved. 
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It is not necessary for me to tell you of 

the vast power of our Military Establishment 
in the economic, political, and social life of 
the Nation. Even when the Military Estab
lishment is confined to its own proper role, 
i t s power is considerable. When it steps 
outside that role and intervenes in political, 
economic, or social matters, the potentiali
t ies for abuse are great. 

My concern about the dangers of military 
intervention in civil and political affairs ls 
not satisfied by the fact that such inter
vention may be done under authority of 
civilian superiors. The more imp9rtant 
question is, What is the proper role of the 
military in our national life? In other words, 
the fact that the military is engaged in ac
tivities only at the direction of the civil 
authorities does not itself justify the activi
ties. It rather gives them the color of au
thority and enhances their power. 

The fact that these particular activities 
may be popular at the moment or may co
incide with the administration's program 
does not vitiate the principle involved nor 
the fact that it sets a very bad precedent for 
future use of the power of the Military Es
tablishment to influence the civil population 
in one way or the other. The precedent is a 
dangerous one, beyond any question of racial 
discrimina tlon on or off base. 

Not the least of my objections to the di
rective is the fact that it would appear to 
give the Military Establishment authority to 
use its great powers as a means of accom
plishing what the administration is at the 
same time seeking enactment of by the Con
gress-the so-called public accommodations 
feature of the administration's program. 

I am aware of the fact that the military 
departments have used the offlimits sanc
tion to safeguard the health and welfare of 
personnel, and do not question the propriety 
of limited use of this power. The directive 
appears to go far beyond this normal and 
limited use, to make it the affirmative duty 
of military commanders to seek changes in 
local custom or even laws, in one of the 
most delicate and sensitive areas of our na
tional life, putting the military back in the 
buisness of "educating" or even coercing the 
public. There are many defects in our so
ciety, I agree, and many of them may have 
some bearing upon the health and welfare 
of military personnel. Racial discrimination 
may have this effect on some members of the 
armed services. But the cure for these social 
defects is not use of the mllitary, either by 
force or the threat of boycott. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. FvLBRIGHT. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington. 

Hon. J. w. FULBRIGHT, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT : In your letter 
of August 22, 1963, you questioned whether 
the Defense Department program for obtain
ing equal opportunity for members of the 
Armed Forces is consistent with the proper 
role of the military in our national life. 

I strongly agree that military personnel 
and military resources are provided for pur
poses of national security and are not instru
ments of social change. It was for this rea
son that the directive, issued on July 26, 
1963, on the subject of "Equal Opportunity 
in the Armed Forces," contained language 
insuring that I would be consulted with re
spect to a determination of those cases 
wherein racial discrimination against mili
t ary personnel and their dependents is harm
ful to military effectiveness. 

It is my hope that such cases will not arise. 
Where they do, military commanders will be 
charged to work with and through local ci
vilian community leaders with the object, 
not of desegregating the community, but of 
insuring that discriminatory practices bear
ing upon the effectiveness of men and women 

in uniform a.re elimin.a.ted in a reasonable, 
responsible manner. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT S. MCNAMARA. 

FILMS AND FREEDOM 
As in legislative session, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 

beneath the placid surface of today's 
Russia, an intellectual and political 
ferment appears to be taking place--one 
which could have wide repercussions on 
the future relations between Russia and 
the West. The Sino-Soviet dispute and 
the consequent decision by the Kremlin 
to seek a limited accommodation with 
the West, through-a test ban treaty, con
stitute one aspect of this change. An
other aspect lies in the changes that are 
taking place within the Soviet society it
self. Having attacked the brutality of 
Stalinist repression, Premier Khru
shchev is now finding it extraordinarily 
difiicult to maintain on Russian artists 
the rigid line of conformity. A little 
liberty merely whets the appetite. As a 
result, censorship appears to be in a 
:fluid state--tight one day,loose the next; 
but over the past few months there has 
been a gradual liberalization that indi
cates that Soviet artists may be losing a 
few of their chains. 

The young poet Evtushenko is allowed 
to read his poems in Red Square, and to 
publish in Paris his "Precocious Auto
biography." A survivor of Stalin's 
forced-labor camps is permitted to re
count his sufferings in the novel "One 
Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovitch"; 
and now Russian painters are beginning 
to turn away from the mass production 
of Lenin's portraits, and to turn toward 
the kind of abstractionism that long has 
·been common in the Western art world. 
The human heart may at last be re
placing the collective farm as the source 
of artistic inspiration in the Soviet 
Union. 

A society in which the artist can :find 
his own truth, even while criticizing his 
government or his neighbors, is a free 
society. A society in which the artist 
must parrot a line of conformity
whether laid down by a government 
bureaucracy or laid down by informal 
censorship or vigilante groups--is a so
ciety in chains. We Americans, blessed 
by a long tradition of artistic freedom of 
expression, can only welcome the efforts 
of Russian artists to shake themselves 
loose from the censors who repress them. 

The intellectual ferment now taking 
place among Russian artists and writers 
was dramatically revealed during the re
cent International Film Festival held in 
Moscow. Films from all over the world, 
including many from the United States, 
were exhibited. When the Russians saw 
these films, they wanted to know why 
they were not allowed the same freedom 
of artistic innovation that they witnessed 
in the films from other countries. But 
most remarkable of all was the fact that 
the grand prize of the Moscow Festival 
was-for the first time-not given to a 
dreary piece of "Socialist realism" of the 
genre in which the happy worker exceeds 
his quota and meets his love on the col
lective farm, but, rather, to a film from 
the West which is the exact opposite of 
"Socialist realism"-a film which deals 

with the vagaries, the doubts, and the 
apprehensions of the human spirit. That 
film was Frederico Fellini's "Eight and 
One-Half," a brilliant and almost sur
realistic account of an artist's struggle 
with his creative use. The awarding 
of the grand prize to this film is no doubt 
a small thing in a world in which peo
ple's thoughts are preoccupied with test 
ban treaties, civil rights marches, and 
military coups; but it is a sign that the 
Russian artist may at last be moving to
ward the same freedom of expression in 
his country that Signor Fellini enjoys in 
Italy and our own filmmakers enjoy in 
Hollywood and New York. If this should 
prove to be true, then the awarding of 
this prize will have been no small thing. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an account of the 
Moscow f es ti val, written by Mr. Stanley 
Kramer, the distinguished American film 
director, who served as one of the judges. 
In his account, which was published in 
the Washington Post, Mr. Kramer ex
presses the extraordinary impact of the 
American films upon the Russian audi
ences-and particularly of films in which 
we comment on our own shortcomings, in 
order to correct them. As Mr. Kramer 
comments: 

One simply cannot underestimate the im
pact of this fact upon a people who know 
that their creators are simply not free to 
make any comment of this nature in the 
first place. · 

This is the lesson all of us may learn 
from such events as this festival: that a 
free society is free to criticize itself. If 
the Russian artists are able to compete 
with us in this area, the world may yet 
be a more hopeful place in which to live. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Aug. 22, 

1963) 
FILMS CAN IMPROVE U.S. IMAGE ABROAD 

(By Stanley Kramer) 
HOLLYWOOD.-! don't think an 18-day visit 

to Moscow entitles anyone to write a book
nor even to pontificate. A little knowledge 
is still dangerous, if only because it is so 
little. 

Perhaps the justification for this piece is 
in its limitation to a discussion of the im
pact of American films at the Moscow Film 
Festival. Yes, I am aware that even in this 
limitation there is a potential danger-be
cause film is a primary force in mass com
munication and it spills over into the politi
cal arena, like it or not. 

Last month's Moscow Festival was the 
scene of the greatest American film invasion 
ever undertaken. And it was highly experi
mental besides. 

Instead of indulging in an exchange of 
cliches and giving lip service to the ideal of 
peace and understanding, we were able to 
screen films out of competition which were 
controversial · and provocative. The Soviet 
reaction to these films was worth more than 
one could imagine in understanding their 
aims, prejudices, and sensitivities. 

First, the official American entry was "The 
Great Escape." It was an entertainment not 
topped by any other film in the festival. 
Unfortunately, it could not be considered 
seriously for the Grand Prix since the jurors 
from all European countries, as a result of 
their own national experiences, are unable 
to consider the theme of a prison camp in a 
light vein; it is something to be shown in 
terms of serious drama only. 
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The :films shown out of competition, how

ever, covered a broad spectrum. They in
cluded "West Side Story," "Judgment at 
Nuremberg," "The Defiant Ones," "Some Like 
It Hot," "David and Lisa," and "Ben-Hur." 

Since there was no control, "West Side 
Story" was screened three times at a deluxe 
theater before the American delegation heard 
about it. It was shown in English, with a 
Russian translation blaring out over loud
speakers. The Soviets are accustomed to this 
kind of translation and dial down the sound 
to accommodate the translator. We sug
gested that the sound be turned up during 
the musical numbers so that the audience 
might enjoy the song and dance routining. 
Izvestia promptly ran a front page story 
asking "What have the Americans to hide?" 

The following night, I was asked to intro
duce the picture before its screening at the 
Kremlin Palace. To set the record straight 
I read aloud the lyrics to the song "America" 
and commented that the picture deals with 
a problem in America and showed that we 
were quite able to criticize ourselves-even 
better than Izvestia might do it. The audi
ence reaction exceeded our expectations. 
They literally cheered at this reference to 
Izvestia-and 2 days later, that newspaper 
published a retraction. 

In introducing "The Defiant Ones" and 
"Judgment at Nuremberg" on successive 
nights, we mentioned that we did not come 
flying any flags of virtue. 

"The Defiant Ones," we pointed out, had 
to do with what we thought were flaws in 
the American social structure, as commented 
upon by American film makers. "We do have 
some faults," it was added, "and we presume 
you have a few." Again, there was a tre
mendous, and favorable, reaction to an 
American suggesting that the Soviet system 
had its own faults. 

With both "The Defiant Ones" and "Judg
ment at Nuremberg," there were some spe
cific reactions that were unexpected. In the 
former, there is a line in which Sidney Poi
tier says to Tony Curtis, "You live all your 
life-and you never make a sound-until 
you die." 

Nowhere in the world has that line evoked 
any particular reaction-except in Moscow. 
The audience broke into applause that lasted 
long enough to drown out the following 
dialogue. 

In "Judgment at Nuremberg," there was 
excited and audible-if somewhat shocked
response on two occasions, first when an 
American Army officer comments that "the 
Russians are making their move in Czecho
slovakia" and again when Maximilian Schell, 
as the defense attorney, suggests that if the 
German defendants are guilty, some of the 
guilt must be shared by the Soviet Union 
because its 1939 pact with Hitler gave the 
Germans time to launch a war in the West. 

The reaction to these films lead to a re
markable conclusion: The Soviet people, 
bathed in daily newspaper and radio propa
ganda, actually believe that most Americans 
subscribe to racial inequality. Suddenly, 
they witness films, made by Americans in 
America which make comment on the situ
ation. So-after all-they come to realize 
we are aware and desire to change the in-
justices. . 

One simply cannot underestimate the im
pact of this fact upon a people who know 
that their creators are simply not free to 
make any comment of this nature in the first 
place. 

How truly mistaken we have been to insist 
upon only the innocuous being shown in 
the Eastern orbit. Our power-our one great 
power-is in the full demonstration of real 
freedom in fl.Im making. The argument 
about endangering the American image is 
ridiculous-the image has already been en
dangered in press, radio, and television cov-· 
erage of the American scene. 
· I discovered that an American filmmaker 
who visits Russia must expect to be asked 

about all phases of American life. At one 
press conference I was asked, "What about 
Cuba?" 

Naturally, I emphasized that I was not an 
expert on world affairs, and could speak only 
for myself. But, I added, "We Americans 
aren't good at this sort of thing. We are 
either there too little or we come too late or 
we don't make adequate preparations. As 
an individual, it seems to me that perhaps
only perhaps on moral grounds-we should 
have handled it the way you handled 
Hungary-send the whole army in and get 
the job over with." 

The comment brought appreciative if not 
enthusiastic laughter from the assembled 
Communist newspapermen. 

Similarly, they responded, and quoted 
fairly, the answer to a question regarding 
the Negro "revolution" (as they phrased it) 
in the United States. I pointed out that the 
current situation is the result of 30 years of 
progress toward a clear, just and constitu
tional status for the Negro. 

They listened attentively to the theory 
that violence only comes at the end of a 
long struggle .such as this and is caused by 
the last-ditch struggle of the dwindling 
number of diehards who would preserve 
that status quo. They have not regarded 
the American scene in this light before. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 

under the previous order, I move that 
the Senate adjourn, as in legislative ses
sion, until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 44 minutes p.m.) under the 
previous order, the Senate adjourned, as 
in legislative session, until tomorrow, 
Thursday, September 12, 1963, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 11, 1963: 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of colonel, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 
Conrad, Robert L. Bennett, William R. 
Boyd, Kenneth B. Scarborough, Hartwell · 
Wyckoff, Don P. V., Jr. 
Shiffiett, Edwin E. Hannah, Samuel A. 
Chase, Norman S. Zimmer, Andrew M. 
Fields, Thomas M. Dickinson, Harry E. 
Harbin, Fred F. Stockman, James R. 
Spanjer, Ralph H. Sullivan, William J. 
Boag, Arthur R. Tosdal, Orlando S. 
Hugh&, Stanley S. Olson, Donald T. 
Case, William N. Thomas, Franklin C., 
Hays, John E. Jr. 
Simpson, Archie D. Merritt, Thomas R. 
Claude, Eugene P. Robertson, Charles S. 
Hogan, John K. Taft, Howland G. 
Loy, John I. Bristow, John B. 
Caldwell, Frank C. Sexton, Martin J. 
Conway, John A. Sims, William L. 
McFarland, David W. Robichaud, Clifford 
Schmidt, Maynard W. J., Jr. · 
Mosteller, Michael Hill, Jake B. 
Card, Horace W .. Jr. Crossfield, Charles C., 
Haigler, Wilson D. III 
Wilson, Robert W. Mallory, Donald L. 
McCartney, Henry A. Steele, Fred A. 
Davis, Clyde H., Jr. Beale, Charles H., Jr. 
Titterud, Stanley V. Hull, Milton A. 
Hartsock, Edmond P. Thompson, Robert A. 
Finn, Howard J. Linnan, James K. 
Leu, Reinhardt Dwyer, Ross T., Jr. 
Eubank, William L. Jaskilka, Samuel 
Snoddy, Lawrence F., Lindsay, John A. 

Jr. Smith, Franklin L. 

Jenkins, Robert M. Reid, George K. 
·Houghton, Kenneth J. Holmgrain, Eric S. 
Wood, Roy I., Jr. Steman, Louis H. 
Kicklighter, Edward C. Williamson, Harold P. 
Faw, Duane L. O'Donnell, John J. 
McLeod, Stanley N. Boress, Bernard M. 
Noren, Wesley C. Hunt, Richard M. 
Daddazio, Armand G. Mentzer, John F. 
Bosshard, Lawrence H. Schumaker, David W. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate September 11, 1963: 
POSTMASTERS 

ALABAMA 

Armstead L. Hayes, Notasulga. 
Merle Wilson, Union Grove. 
Larry C. Clark, Weaver. 

ALASKA 

Theodore Samuelson, Bethel. 
Lyman E. McBride, Kenai. 

ARIZONA 

Mary M. Mccarrell, Chambers. 
William E. Wood, Douglas. 
Edward I. Kacer, Palo Verde. 
Charles F. Adams, San Carlos. 
Ara 0. Sparks, Whiteriver. 
William R. Rowley, Yarnell. 

ARKANSAS 

James L. Thrash, Ashdown. 
Barney R. Adams, Banks. 
Ra.ymond J. Robinson, Garfield. 
Austin A. Stovall, Imboden. 
Donald L. Ray, McNeil. · 
Floyd L. Kelley, Portland. 
Max 0 , Weathers, Salem. 

CALIFORNIA 

Robert M. Heighway, Altaville. 
Mazie A. Thornton, Auberry. 
Leland K. Pauly, Camptonville. 
Joseph L. Causey, Compton. 
Juanita S. Roberts, Kerman. 
Joyce A. Thomas, Kettleman City. 
Albert L. Cox, Jr., Ojai. 
Loyd J. Swycaffer, Santa Ysabel. 
Earle H. Flaws, Seaside. 
Leroy J. Rust, Yosemite National Park. 

COLORADO 

George A. Cavender, Denver. 
· FLORIDA 

Edgar R. Sitler, Sr., Casselberry. 
William H. Melton, Fernandina Beach. 
Gladys A. Tillis; Keystone Heights. 
Dyle R. Johnson, Mayport. 
Joseph E. Arnold, Pinellas Park. 

GEORGIA 

Andrew J. Casey, Jr., Cave Spring. 
Guy Freeman, Jr., Evans. 
Rudolph B. Kellett, Powder Springs. 
Billie L. Hamrick, Ranger. 
George H. Hunt, Thomson. 

IDAHO 

Grant A. Patterson, Hailey. 
INDIANA 

Gayle A. Smith, Boston. 
Margaret F. Moss, Harlan. 
Charles H. Boswell, Indianapolis. 
Mary E. Liedtky, La Crosse. 
Paul Davidson, Letters Ford. 
Chalmers A. King, Muncie. 
Eurvon W. Adkins, New Salisbury. 
Helen K. Galbraith, Oakville. 
Marvin M. Wright, Parker. 
Marinus H. Brackman, Rockport. 
Ivan R. Love, Seymour. 
David F. McGuire, Solsberry. 
Margery E. Brenner, Whiteland. 

IOWA 

Max M. Brewster, Albion. 
·stanford R. Warner, Blakesburg. 
Robert L. Falcon, Central City-. 
Warren L. Lehman, Doon. 
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Wayne E. Brinton, Ellsworth. 
Ruth M. Kopel, Haverhill. 
Robert M. Fishel, Lockridge. 
Dorothy H. Schuck, New Hartford. 
Delores A. Kunkel, Oyens . . 
Anna. V. Beuse, Princeton. 
Marcus A. Neppl, Wall Lake. 
Harry D. Levy, Washington. 

KANSAS 

Francis E. Kunkel, Burden. 
Raymond Peters, Lehigh. 
Winford J. Broadfoot, Montezuma. 
Richard N. Van Scyoc, Osborne. 
Gerard P. Ketter, Pauline. 
Ralph A. Schweitzer, Penokee. 
Gerald B. Trautwein, Udall. 

KENTUCKY 

Benjamin P. Boyd, Boaz. 
Edna L. Peters, Lily. 
Elmer B. Arnett, Salyersville. 

LOUISIANA 

Rodney C. Deshotels, Washington. 
MAINE 

Margaret M. Evans, Center Lovell. 
John E. Mains, Gray. 
Malcom R. Packard, Locke Mills. 

MARYLAND 

Wilbur T. Messick, Bivalve. 
MASSACHUSETI'S 

Agnes H. Cone, Haydenville. 
Rita L. Mournighan, Hebronvllle. 
Ml-chael F. O'Rourke, North Attleboro. 
Carl T. Sherman, Raynham. 
Marian B. Shepard, Still River. 

MICHIGAN 

Ethel M. Linskey, Atlas. 
James E. Pryal, Escanaba. 
Louis C. Russell, Greenville. 
Robert L. Cooper, Kalamazoo. 
Delbert S. Lee, Metamora. 
James W. Marshall, otisvllle. 

MINNESOTA 

Donald W. Nielsen, Alpha. 
Clarence J. Peterson, Badger. 
Victor J. Humeniuk, Baudette. 
Willard G. DeGroat, Hector. 
John D. Miller, Hinckley. 
Carl E. Hoover, Racine. 
Louis J. Sauvageau, Stillwater. 
Albert F. Kellen, Woodstock. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Norman E. Snowden, Collinsville. 
MISSOURI 

Raymond M. Herr, Asbury. 
Edwin L. Goodrich, Grain Valley. 
James H. Shearrer, Patterson. 
Christian A. Greminger, Ste. Genevieve. 
Dorian M. Alexander, Shelbyville. 
Roger L. Funkenbusch, Taylor. 

MONTANA 

Elsie P. Garbe, Pablo. 
Fred A. Geisser, Townsend. 

NEW HAMPSHIU 

Norman E. Vittum, Ossipee. 
Lorraine M. Callaghan, Rochester. 
Harold J. Wright, Twin Mountain. 
Marlene M. Leger, West Swanzey. 

NEW JERSEY 

Calvin L. Naylor, Blackwood. 
Helen M. Emley, Creamridge. 
Thelma C. Cooper, Naveslnk. 

NEW YORK 

Jessie Bradley, Barryville. 
Ruth I. Robl, Black River. 
Helen C. Miller, Cadyville. 
Walter A. Kansas, East Moriches. 
Sidney Schorr, Far Rockaway. 
Evelyn M. Cassara, Highland Lake. 
Glenn W. Sickles, Mumford. 
Walter J. Janik, Niagara Falls. 
Gerald M. McGinnis, Norwood. 
Clarence R. Ford, St. Bonaventure. 
Walter S. Eckel, Schodack Landing. 
Lavina M. Kubler, South Cairo. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Harold E. Davis, Bryson City. 
J ames L. Morris, Jr., Cherokee. 
Thelma J. Johnson, Ferguson. 
Willifred M. Farris, Gastonia. 
J ane L. Humphrey, Kelford. 
James H. Ross, Lincolnton. 
Carlene D. Bailey, Penland. 
R . Guy Sutton, Sylva. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Vernon D. Jacobson, Maxbass. 
OHIO 

Robert C. Plassman, Bloomdale. 
Henry L. Hanson, Chesterland. 
Norman G. Betz, Duncan Falls. 
Harold W. Kaderly, Galloway. 
Eugene O. Place, Leipsic. 
Orville C. Ruedebusch, New Bremen. 
Richard H. Taylor, New Haven. 
Harry R. Smith, Paulding. 
Edgar E. Arnold, Pomeroy. 
Arthur F. Strauss, Strasburg. 
Freeman A. Enoeh, Syracuse. 
Richard L. Hostetler, Walnut Creek. 
Philip E. Foster, Winchester. 

OKLAHOMA 

Doyle V. Strong, Beaver. 
Leslie K. Smedley, Davenport. 
Dorothy J . Orton, Fort Towson. 
Charlie D. Payne, Lawton. 
Leta M. Brock, Mansville. 
James T. Hughston, Valliant. 

OREGON 

Anna C. Allen, Elgin. 
Bernice B. Muller, Wolf Creek. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Herman E. Schwirian, Buena Vista. 
Merle C. Bamat, Lanse. 
Charles E. Wise, Lebanon. 
Chester W. Marburger, Mars. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Luther W. Andrews, Greene. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Henry Summerall, Aiken. 
Ruby G. Hodge, Alcolu. 
Joseph G. Orvin, Manning. 
Clara M. Mason, Varnville. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Floyd L. Leibbert, Bryant. 
Mary E. Ewoldt Piedmont. 

TEXAS 

Frank A. Yeager, Galveston. 
Bobby L. Raspberry, Keller. 
Andrew J. Hayes, Plains. 
William R. Saunders, Wimberley. 
Cecil E. Garner, Yorktown. 

UTAH 

Clarence A. Bundy, Washington. 
VERMONT 

James R . Hudson, East Montpelier. 
Stanley R. Beauregard, St. Albans. 
Paul W. Rivait, Salisbury. 
Herman W. Mercier Swanton. 

vmGINIA 

Robert W. Buntin, Blackstone. 
Clarence M. Vassar, Charlotte Court House. 
Byron A. Pepper, Colonial Beach. 

WASHINGTON 

Laverne M. Deane, Anacortes. 
Edward 0. Riechman, Carnation. 
Vernell B. Shepler, Coulee Dam. 
Lynn I. Sauve, Moxee City. 
Jennie F. Snider, Rainier. 
George C. Hale, St. John. 
William E. Mitchell, Vashon. 
Vada P. McMullan, Wenatchee. 

WEST vmGINL\ 

Melvin C. Stemple, Aurora. . 
Robe.rt A. Underwood, Ellenboro. 
Billy J. Blankenship, Itxnann. 
Hal S. Findley, Flemington. 
Thomas E. Roberts, Keystone. 
Edward C. Pastilong, Moundsville. 
Jack L. Dotson, Richwood. 
Lanelle W. Michael, Sinks Grove. 

WISCONSIN 

John M. Stauffacher, Darlington. 
John Weinberg, Gleason. 
Charles W. Larson, Mauston. 
Leona N. Stahl. Newburg. 
Fredean P. Miller, Powers Lake. 
Jerome M. Kowaleski, Wild Rose. 

EXTENSIONS OF . . REMARKS 

The Brooklyn Philharmonia 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN M. MURPHY 
OF NEW YOR.K 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

lVednesday,Septernber11,1963 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, in the minds of many, the de
parture for points west of the Brooklyn 
Dodgers left the borough bereft of any 
organization in which its citizens could 
take singular pride. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

Indeed, Brooklyn is a community 
which can boast of numerous cultural 
and educational ·organizations which 
would compare favorably with those in 
cities of similar size. One of the most 
distinguished of these is the Brooklyn 
Philharmonia, the borough's own pro
fessional symphony orchestra, which this 
coming season celebrates its 10th anni
versary. 

The growth of the Philharmonia over 
the years has been amazing. From a 
handful of subscribers in· its first year, 
each concert now draws near capacity 
houses of 2,200 at the Brooklyn Academy 
of Music. 

This rapid growth can be attributed. 
to the leadership provided by the offi
cers and board members of the Phil
harmonia and to the excellence of its 
musical director, Siegfried Landau, and 
the outstanding artists who comprise this 
magnificent musical aggregation. 

From its very beginnings, those who 
directed the destinies of the Brooklyn 
Philharmonia recognized the need to 
bring symphonic music to our young peo
ple, boys and girls who could derive 
enormous cultural benefits from exposure 
to virtuoso presentations. 

The Philhar~onia . gives a Saturday 
matinee Youth Concert series for chil
dren of elementary school age and con-
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