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THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY, 1963:
A BIPARTISAN STEP TOWARD

DETENTE
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was the subject of an address to
the nation by President John F. Kennedy on July 26, 1963. He said
that the éreaty was a "symbol," a "hopeful step,” "an opportunity to
reduce tensions,”" and an opening wedge with our cold war antagonist,
the Soviet Union. The treaty was signed in Moscow on August 5, 1963;
ratified by the United States Senate on September 24, 1963; and finally
certified in Moscow, London and Washington on October 10, 1963.

The action by the United States Senate was acclaimed by
political writers as being the most "momentous™ decision in the post-
war era and as such the decision was too important to be governed by
partisan political considerations. The political atmosphere was ripe
for partisan considerstions. Less than a year before the Soviet Union
had precipitated the missile crisis in Cuba. Domestically the civil
rights movement climaxed on August 28, 1963, with the peaceful march on
Washington. The Goldwater-for-President movement was Jjust beginning

to get into full swing. The Democrabic administration was being

lU.S., Department of State Bulletin (October 28, 1963), p. 658.




accused of excessive credulity by Senator Barry Goldwater, Governor
Nelson Rockefeller and Mr, Richard Nixon. President John F. Kennedy

in an apparent response to the simplistic approach of the radical right
wing following of Senator Goldwater toward foreign involvement and en-
tangling alliances, stated in a speech at Salt Lake City, Utah, that
America must guard against the distrust of such alliances, foreign aid
and other aspects of contemporary life.

Public interest ran high during the debate on the Test Ban
Treaty. Pressure groups such as the Young Americans for Freedom, a
25,000 member group consisting of college studenFs, young alumni, and
forty members of Congress, announced through its national chairman,
Robert E. Bauman, that their opposition to the treaty would be
channeled by means of a national petition drive, letters and person
visits to Semators, and even by '"mass demonstrations."1 Articulate
political interest groups can generally be relied upon to flcod the
mail of their constituent Congressmen and thatlof any other Congress-
man they feel they might influence or coerce into voting for or
against a bill. The effects of such tactics are debatable and examples
of this can be seen from the contrasting speeches of Senator Margaret
Chase Smith, Republican of Maine, and Senator Everet Dirksen, Republican

of Illinois, during the course of their debate on the Test Ban Treaty.

lThis information was inserted into the Congressional Record
of August 15, 1963, p. 15167 by Senator Strom Thurmond, at that time
Democrat from South Carolina.




Senator Smith said:

What does the majority of the American people want?

Ratification or rejection of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty?

The Gallup poll and the Harris poll report that an over-

whelming majority of the American people want the treaty

to be ratified. But it is not what my mail shows., « . «

and it is the heaviest meil that I have eveﬁ received in

all of my entire service in Congress. « « »
Senator Smith said that she would not let the mail have any signif-
icant influence on her final vote. She would vobte against the treabty
for reasons of national security.

Senator Everet Dirksen sgid:

In my office are probably 40,000 letters and on my capitol

desk are petitions containing 10,000 names in opposition

to the treaty.
Senator Dirksen went on to say that only on three occasions had his
mail been so intense and emotional. The first occasion was concerned
with the "cash and carry" neutrality debate of 1940. The second
occasion was after the dismissal of General Douglas MacArthur. At
that time he received 200,000 letters. The third occasion came when
he sat on a committee under Senator Joseph McCarthy which was tele-

vised and he received 250,000 letbters. In spite of this, Senator

Dirksen, after quoting Edmund Burke, said:

1y.s. » Congressional Record, 88th Cong., lst Sess., 1963,
CIX, p. 17831.

2U.S. » Congressional Record, 88th Cong., lst Sess., 1963,
CIX, p. 1679k.




So foday 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.

Not only was this an independent judgment based upon what he thought
best for the country, but it was a reaffirmation of the Republican
Party Platform of 1960:

We are similarly ready to negotiate and to institute realistic

methods and safeguards for disarmement, and for the suspension

of nuclear tests. We advocate an early agreement . . » by all
ngtions to forego nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and the
suspension of other tests as verification technigques perm:i.t.2

Despite the great public interest and heated controversy,
there was little solid information availsble to the public on which
to base a thorough and objective study of the implicabtions of the
Test Ban Treaty for national security. One reason this information
was not availgble is that it involves military, technological and
intelligence information which is classified and is not normelly
released to the public for security reasons.

In fulfilling its constitutional role in giving "advice and
consent” the Senate referred the treaty to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, which held hearings from August 12, through August 27, 1963.
The Foreign Relations Committee heard a total of forty-three witnesses.

A1l of the hearings were "open," with the exception of the afternoons

of August 15th and August 19th, at which time it mey be assumed that

Ipid.

2Tpid.



classified information which would effect the national security of
the United States was given to the committee.

An unusual aspect of this treaty was the fact that the Senate
Armed Forces Committee had previously established & subcommittee to
investigate any moves of the Kennedy administration toward disarmament
or controls over the development of atomic energy or atomic weaponry.

The Armed Services Committee, headed by Senator John Stennis,
Democrat of Mississippi, had objected early in the Kennedy adminis-
tration to the establishment of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency under the State Department in 1961. It was after the establish-
ment of the ACDA that the Armed Services Committee established the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee to keep close wabch over the
administration and the developments at Geneva of the Eighteen Nations
Committee on Disarmament.

When the Test Ban Treaty was submitted to the Senate and
referred to committee, the Armed Services Committee suggested and
asked that the treaty should more properly be considered by that
committee rather than the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Although permission was denied by members of both political parties,
the subcommittee continued to hold hearings.

In effect the Senate had two committees considering the Limited
Test Ban Treaty. Unguestionably the Subcommittee of the Armed Services
Committee had a vested interest in the treaty, but it is doubtful that
it had precedent on its side for teking up an investigation of a
treaty that had been made by executive initistive and was now being

submitted to the United States Senste for its approval or rejection.



The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate
Armed Services Committee was headed by Senator John Stennis. Senator
Stennis is considered to be a part of the coalition of conservative
Democrats from the South who vote regularly with Republican conservatives

and constitute what John McGregor Burns and the Congressional Quarterly

refer to as the "Conservative Coalition" or the 'Congressional Party.”

The principal witnesses called before the Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee consisted
generally of the Chiefs of Staff, assorted retired military men, the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission and atomic scientists, Edward
Teiler, Norris Bradbury, Harold Brown, John Foster, Jr., William C.
Foster, Leland J. Haworth, and Franklin A. Long. All sessions of this
subcommittee were "closed" sessions.

The Forei%P Relations Committee published its report entitled

The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, on September 3, 1963, with a favorable

report by a vote of sixteen to one. Senator Russell B. Long, Democrat
of Louisiana, was the lone dissenter. The Senate Armed Services
Committee rendered an unfavorable report on September 9, 1963. The
Senate Subsequently approved ratification of the treaty by a vote of
eighty to nineteen. Senator Margaret C. Smith was among the nineteen
negative votes against the Test Ban Treaty. As a member of the Armed
Services Committee she was joined by five other Senators for a total of
ten of that committee voting against the treaty. Eventually Senator
Jackson of Washington, Senator Young of Ohio, Senator Imouye of Hawaii,

and Senator Saltonstall of Massachusetts voted in the affirmative.



Advantages of the Treaty

President Kennedy had told the nation on the evening of
July 26, 1963, that the political advantages of the treaty could
be:

le + o« «&a step toward reduced tensions and broader areas of

agreement.

2. o+ o o8 step freeing the world from fears and dangers of

radioactive fallout.

3. < « & step toward preventing the spread of nuclear

weapons tomations not now possessing them.

h. . . .and finally, this treaty can limit the nuclear arms

race in ways, which, on balance, will strengthen our nation's 1

security far more than the continuation of unrestricted testing.

The President was very careful to point out that the treaty was
"no cause for complacency" and in his address to the Senate he called
attention to thirteen limitations:

l. The treaty permitted continued underground testing.

2. A signstory nation may withdraw from the treaty upon three
months' notice.

3. 'The treaty is not an end to the threat of nuclear war.

4. Tt will not reduce nuclear stockpiles.

5. It will not halt ‘the production of nuclear wespons.

6. It will not restrict their use in time of war.

Te It reflected no concessions to the Soviet Union.

8. Tt would not resolve all conflicts, or cause the Communists

to forego their ambitions, or eliminate the dangers of war.

1y, S. President (Kennedy), "The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: A Step
Toward Peace," U. S., Department of State Bulle'bin, (August 12, 1963),
pp. 234-240.




9. It would not reduce our need for arms or allies or pro-
grams of assistance to others.

10. The Moscow talks reached no agreement on any other subject.

11l. The Soviet Union was still unwilling to accept on-site
inspections.

12. No one can predict with certainty what future agreements
can be built on the foundations of this one.

13. The familiar contest bebween choice and coercion, the
familiar places of danger and conflicts are still there. However,
this was the first concrete result of eighteen years of efforts by
the United States to impose limits on the nuclear arms race. The
treaty would in effect act as a catalytic agent to precipitate
further areas of agreement which might lead toward greater stability
and peace.l

President Kennedy constantly called the treaty a "hopeful first
step" toward lessening of tensions. Unfortunately, his untimely death
cut short the realization of his plans. His close friends, Senator
Albert Gore and General Maxwell Teylor, concur that the Limited Test

Ban Treaty was the President's finest monument towerd lessening

of international tension.

1pig.



CHAPTER II
FOREIGN POLICY MAKING

One of the primary goals of foreign policy is self-preservation.
The term “security” wbuld perhaps be more appropriate in light of the
threat of nuclear devastation in the event of a major confrontation
between the United States and the Soviet Union. It is admittedly an
abstract term that may be applied in a multitude of ways. Some would
seek security in large armaments and in the quest for the ultimate
weapon or defense systems. There is a paradox involved in seeking
security through armaments. The insecurity that causes nations to
seek security was originally caused by atomic technology and the methods
of mass destruction that were developed by the scientific commmnity
of the United States and the Soviet Union with the full approval of
the political community.

National security is a concept that is ever elastic and changing.
When the United States ended World War II by means of the atomic bomb,
security, for the ﬁni’bed States, was thought to have been achieved.
When the Soviet Union exploded an atomic device of their own, security
for the United States vanished, until weaponry in the form of the
stratospheric bomber re-established a sense of security for the United
States. When the Russians placed their Spubtnik in orbit around the
earth by means of a long-range guided missile, the concept of security

changed once again.
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Security has been pre~eminent in the considerations of
United States foreign policy decision-mekers almost to the point
of the exclusion of other problems and national goals. As desirable
as absolute security might seem for peace of mind, it is impossible
to achieve. It is, however, the task of the diplomat and the
politician to strive 4o attain it.

Foreign policy is concerned with many areas of international
relations, but primsrily the treaty is the principle instrument
binding nations together in agreement.

The Constitution of the United States provides that the
President "shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of
the Senate, to make Treaties, provided two thirds of the Senators
present concur. . . ol

Hisbtorically, the President has initiabted negotiations through
the State Department or other agents, and then submits the document
to the Senate for its consent. The Senste has frequently from time
to time questioned this interpretation and has insisted upon the right
to be consulted whether negotiations ought to take place with other
countries and the conditions that should be complied with before they
teke place. The Senate may by a simple msjority alter treaties by
means of amendments. The effect of such actions is best illustrated
by the Treaty of Versailles, which was altered and changed by Senste
modifications to such an extent that. President Woodrow Wilson could not’

accept the tresty. The altering of tregties by amendments and

5. S., Congtitubion, Art.IT, Sec.IT, Para. II.
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reservations may have one of two effects: (1) as in the case of the
Versailles treaty, the treaty was discarded by the President as no
longer in the national interest, or (2) the contracting nations may
reject the amendments which would either have the effect of killing
the treaty or calling for its renegotiation.l

While the role of Congress is important in the treaty making
processes, it 1s a subordinate position. The initiative in foreign
policy is left to the Bresident.2 However, the President does not have
complete freedom of movement in foreign policy msking. When treaties
mark & distinctive movement away from political norms of the past, i.e.,
the hostilities of the "cold war," then the President must consider the
temper of the Senate, the mobd of the country, and prepare the wey by
exhortation and education, seek to change opinioﬂ if possible, and

amend or add provisions to the clauses of the treaty if necessa.ry.3

Executive Leadership

The President must, if he is to be successful, gain the support

of the majority of his own party and a sizeable number of the opposition

l"Un'bil 1901, the Senate altered or amended eighty to ninty treaties
placed before it.About oneshird of these either failed of ratification or
were lger abandeoned by the President as unsatisfactory. During the next
quarter century fifty-eight proposed treaties were changed by the Senate;
4O percent of them were abandoned or discarded by the President as no
longer in the national interest."Cecil V. Crabb, Jr.., American Foreign
Policy in the Nuclear Age, 2d ed.(New York: Harper and Row, 1965), pp. 92-93.
2Ja.mes A. Robinson, Congress and Foreign Policy-Making(Homewood;
Illinois: The Dorsey Press, Inc., 1962), Chapter T.

3Kenneth N. K_a.l'bz » Foreign Policy and Democratic,PoJitics(Boston:'
Little, Brown and Co., 1967), p. 98.
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party to obtain the necessary two-thirds vote of Senators. This cooper-
ation between the diverse factions within parties and between the two

major parties has been called "bipartisanship."

Bipartisanship

The term "bipartisan" conveys many different mesnings among
political scientists. The term came into prominence during the Truman
administration and its most famous advocate was Senator Arthur H.
Vza,nd.enburg,:L whose viewpoint has been paraphrased as "politics stops
at the water's edge."

Prominent writers such as Professors Crabb ,2 J ewell,3 Waltz ,)*
and Hofi’ma.nn5 have differing points of view as to what the term means
exactly, but a careful examination of these writers indicates that a
consensus concerning the concept would include:

1. Consultation between the executive branch and party leaders.

2. The exclusion of certain issues from presidential campaigns.

3. Continued support of policies after the normal constitutional

processes of advice and consent have been satisfied.

1Arbhur H. Vandenburg, Jr., The Private Papers of Senator
Vendenburg (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1952), p. 550.

2
Crabb, op. cit.

3Ma.lcolm E. Jewell, Senatorial Politics and Foreign Policy
(Kentucky: The University of Kentucky Press, 1962).

bvaltz, op. cit.

5S'ba.nley Hoffmann, Gulliver's Troubles, or the Setting of
American Foreign Policy (New York: McGraw-Hill Co., 1968).
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4. Bipartisan voting without regard to partisan considerations.

5. The elimination of partisan considerations in reaching
agreement .

6. The appointment of minority members to responsible policy-

making roles.

Consultation bétween the Executive Branch

and Party Leaders

This term, according to Jewell, means "pfior consultation”
by the executive with members of the minority party leaders and
other inf;l.uential members of the majority party and minority party.
When the President sttempts to obtain maximum support for his policies,
bipartisan consultation appears to be the strongest presidential
weapon to gain Congressional support for his p‘rogram.l
In the absence of disciplined parties as known in the English
system of government, there is no guarantee that party members will
follow their leadership in supporting a bipartisan foreign policy.
The President has no choice of whom he shall consult, even within
his own party, because of the Seniority system and party caucuses.
Depending upon the personal qualities of the men chosen as party

leaders, the leé.ders mey or mey not be effective in marshalling suppoi't.

Lrewell, op._cit., p. 160.
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The President must, if he is to receive acceptance of his
policy, build a "bridge" of cooperation between parties that transcends
party splits and partisan considerations in the name of "national
interest."

The President has an additional weapon at his disposal to
bring "mavericks" from both parties around to supporting his foreignu
policy. The President may rely upon the White House Staff, on
Congressional friends, and ultimately on his own personality in
persuading certain influential Senators to support him. The instru-
ments of such persuasion are morning breakfasts, telephone calls, and
informal briefings and shé:ring of information, but primarily the
means will be direct, personsal and private.

Although the President has great powers over his own party
in terms of patronage and political support, he must be cautious
in the use of these elements in offering or threatening to withold

them f£rom Senstors.

Exclusion of Certain Issues from

Presidential Campaigns

Professor Crabb indicates that this concept is a must for
bipartisan foreign policy. The implication is that both parties
benefit from a bipartisan foreign policy and should one party seek
to exploit a treaty or agreement, that party in effect destroys

creditability in its own mobives.
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For purposes of this study, the above mentioned concept was
rendered mute by the death of President Kennedy in 1963. However,
during the debabe 6n the Limited Test Ban Treaty,there was the
distinct possibility that the Republican candidate for President

intended to use the treaty as a campaign issue.t

Continued Support of Policies After the Normal

Constitutional Processes of Advice and Consent

Agein the death of President Kennedy muted this concept.
However, when one examines the foreign policy of President Lyndon
Johnson and the successful conclusions of ideas initiated in the
Kennedy administration, i.e., the Consular Treaty and the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, one may conclude that there was continued
support of policies after fbhe conclusion of the Limited Test Ban

Treaty.

Bipartisan Voting Without Regsxrd to

Partisan Considerations

When Senator Vandenberg was once paraphrased as indicating
that "politics stops at the water's edge," this of course implied
unity, but it did not mean that criticism of the Executive's handling

of foreign policy should cease. Criticism in all cases should be

Isee Chapters V, VI, and VII of this dissertation and the
personal interview with former Senator and Vice President H. H.
Humphrey in Appendix "B,"
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constructive, particularly if there has been wide support for a

treaty by both parties. However, it is also certain that one

can not decide when criticism changes from constructive to destructive.
Professor Crabb indicates that the "appearance" of bipartisan

unity may be of immense value diplomatically. It may convey a

unified governmental public support; it may make policies more

publicly acceptable; it may commnicate the gravity of an incumbent

President's views of the outside world; it may instill a feeling of

confidence in the government's policies, i.e., President Eisenhower's

support of President Kennedy following the disastrous "Bay of Pigs"

invasion of Cuba.

Elimination of Partisan Considerations in

Reaching Agreement

This term perhaps applies more aptly to domestic issues or
"the horse trading”" or "tit for tat" that sometimes goes on in the
give and take of voting in the United States Senate. It is a concept

almost impossible to research.

Appointment of Minority Members to Responsible

Policy Making Roles

Foreign policy that is made by members in good standing and
reputation from one's own party is difficult to repudiate.
This concept would cover a far greater range than the occasional

inclusion of members of the opposition party in treaty signing ceremonies.
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It means, in essence, bipartisan nomination of members of the
minority party to high level policy meking posts in the ma.,jprity
President's administration. However, once more, in the absence
of disciplined parties in the United States, "maverick" Congress-
men will reject their party leadership and vote according to &
multitude of reasons they might choose to give, be it the wishes
of their cdnstituency, public opinion, or their own individual

consclences.

Public Supports

The President is said to be the President of all the people
and the United States is his constituency. When the President speaks
he commands the attention of the whole nation. Through the use of
broadcasts, telecasts, news conferences, speeches, supporting groups
of organized citizens, and messaées to Congress, the President may
influence Congress by pressure from his constituency, which is nation-
wide rather than the limited constituency of individual Congressmen.

Further, the Executive has the facilities of the State Department
and his White House Staff for gathering public opinion samples. The
Congress does not have centralized facilities for gathering and
analyzing date concerning public opinion. Subsequently, each Congress-
man must rely on his own resources.

The Congressmen's mail is one source of information that he
can rely upon. However, the wise Congressman must take into account
"pressure groups" and their influence. Pressure groups are notorious

for organized mailing to their @Bongressmen and eny other Congressmen



18

thought to be wavering or liable to influence. In the case of the
Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, Senators reported that their mail

was divided. Senator Smith of Maine indicated that her mail was

running heavily against the treaty while the polls indicated gresat
public support. Senator Aiken reported that his meil indicated the

same thing, but when broken down to his own constituency, the indication
was spontaneous, overwhelming support.

Senator Albert Gore and Vice President Hubert Humphrey, who
was still a Senator in 1963, both indicated to this writer that the
political right wing "stirred up & tempest” around the Limited Test
Ban Treaty, an obviously well-organized tempest. Both men placed
more faith in the Harris and Gallup polls than the amount and type
of mail they received during this period. The impressions of pubiic
opinion that the Senators received from organized political groups
were different from those conveyed in other sources of political
commnication.

Newspepers from the Congressman's constituency are a valid
source of informetion for the Congressman concerning the trends in
what would be importent to them regarding significant public opinion.
It may be that other events overshadow the concern of regional news-
papers end matters involving foreign policy msy be hidden by matters
of more immediate concern to the Congressman's constituency.

The Executive is the central figure in Americen politics
around whom all foreign policy is made. It is true that events may
create foreign policy on & crisis basis, but long-range foreign policy

is the product of the Executive and his advisers.



19

The idee of a test ben treaty or a treaty limiting testing
in certain elements was not new in foreign policy. The administration
of President Eisenhower and the platform of the Republican Party were
dedicated to the idea from 1958. President Kennedy actively pursued
the idea with the establishment of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. By 1961 the question regarding atomic testing was not "what"
is to be done but "when?" There was no question regarding the desir-
ability of a limitation on atomic testing by the majority of both
political parties.

Early in 1961 President Kennedy proposed five stages of
disarmament that he and his administration would work fo‘r:.

l. A Nuclear test ban agreement.

2. Cessation of production of nuclear materials for war.

3. Prohibition upon the transfer of nuclear weapons to
countries not presently possessing them.

4. An East-West agreement to ban nuclear weapons in outer
space. .

5. The destruction of exi.sting stockpiles of nuclear weapons
and conversion of fissionable materials for peaceful uses.l

In each of these positions “"consensus" between the office of
the President and Congress would be highly desirable. The initiative

in gaining this consensus is up to the President.

e New York Times(September 26, 1961) quoted in Crabb,
Op._cit., p. 434,
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Once consensus has become reality the problem of implemen-
tabion becomes a problem. The tool necessary to obtain consensus is

' In some instances consultation may mean "informstion-

"consultation.’
giving" or "sharing." At other times briefings of Congressional
committees suffice as “"consultation." Professors Crabb, Dshl, Jewell,
Waltz and Hoffmenn all indicate that of all the concepts, 'prior-

consultation" is the most important factor in obtaining successful

cooperation from the Senate in gaining their consent.

Executive-Legislative Relations

In order for the President to fulfill his constitutional duties,
he mist be informed on a myriad of subjects and a multitude of detailed
sub ject matter.

Intelligence gathering or commnications between the President
and Congress is & very detailed and in some instances secretive process.

Foreign policy meking in the twentieth century has been
characterized by the need for technical information in a very short
time.

The 1963 Cuban missile crisis and the need to use public
commnications between the Russian Premier and the President of the
United States best illustrate the needs of instant communications.

The Executive branch of government has & near monopoly on information
gathering and Congress must rely on date supplied by the President and
his advisers. Although prior consultetion with members of the Senate

mey be desirable it is not always possible due 4o the rapidity of events.
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In sucﬁ events Congress' role is merely to legitimitize rather than
initiste.t

Congress has long realized that the Chief Executive and his
advisers should have wide discretionary powers to gather information
and keep it confidential. The State Department was created to aid
the President in foreign policy formulstion. However, since the end
of World Wsr II and the insecurity that the postwar period brought,
Congress has been asked to create special agencies to cover the needs
of the nation's foreign policy. Thus Congress created the Central
Intelligence Agency, the National Security Council and the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was established to meet
the needs of coordinating research on atomic energy, weaponry, and the
problems of negotiating arms control and disermement. The Agency
stands midway between military policy esnd foreign policy. As such
it became the object of distrust by the other agencies within the
State Department, the Senate Armed Services Committee, the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and the research laboratories at Los Alamos
and Livermore.

President Kennedy by Executive Order stated that the Director
Of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency should be responsible for
the preparation and management of the United States participation in
internstional negotiations in the arms control and disarmement field.
Furthermore, the Director should see that differences of opinion con-

cerning arms control and disarmement policy and related matters be

l'Robinson, Op. cit., Chapter T.
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resolved expeditiously and produce common or harxrmonious action among
all concerned agencies.:L

As sweeping as this power might seem to be, the actualities
involved in formulating and implementing foreign policy proposals
were far more complicated.

Professor Robinson indicates that the Constitution invites a
contest not only between the President and Congress for the making
of foreign policy, but also a struggle of Congress against Congress

with respect to its role in the msking of policy.2

Congressional Investigations

Legislative investigations have made some very important
contributions to American foreign policy. ,Ai‘tér World Wer II
Congress made investigations into virtuslly every phase of American
foreign policy.3 The Investigative model of the American Senate has
produced much needed information for Congress to inform itself on
matters of national importanse. However, as in the instence of the
Congressional investigations into the firing of General MacArthur, some
legislative investigé.‘bions in foreign affairs have been instruments

for legislative mischief. In this instance William S. White called

lU. S., Congress , Foreign Relations Committee Joint Committee
Print, Legislation of Foreign Relations,90th Cong., lst Sess.,1967,p. 32k.

2Robinson, op. cit., p. 131.
3Cra.'b'b, op. cit., p.10k,
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the congressional investigation the "gravest and most emotional
Constitutional crisis that the United States has ever known."T

Upon examining the legislative history of the Senate, one
finds that the Foreign Relations Committee is the most powerful
of all committees. With few exceptions the recommendations of the
Foreign Relations Committee become the Senste's decision.2

Becasuse approval of congressional committees is essential,
governmental officials must submit themselves to congresgional
questioning. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles indicated that
he had met more than 100 times with bipartisan congressional groups.3
In addition to the Secretary of State, Deputies, Assistant Secreteries,
assorted experts, and interested parties may appear before the
various committees of Congress.

The United States Senate has been divided into ideological
liberal and conservative voting blocs that cross party lines on
domestic and international issues. The American government has been
described as being traditionally "deadlocked" between "Congressional"
and "Execubive" wings of both political parties.”

Dr. Jewell indicates that the two political parties are divided

along international policies and domestic isolationist policies.

1

quoted in Crabb, op. cit., P. 106.
aRobinson, op. cit., p 95.
Waltz, op. cit., p. 101.

hJ‘ames MacGregor Burns, The Deadlock of Denocract(l\Tew York:.
Prentice~Hall, 1963).
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Among both political parties, Democratic and Republican, the inter-
nationalists rank highest in the Northeastern section of the United
States, followed by the West Coast and the Midwest. Ranking lowest
on his scale of supporting the international commitments of the

President were the Southern and the Plains states, which historically

have sent "fiscal" conservatives to Congress.®

1

Both categories correspond roughly to the term "conservative-

coalition" used by the Congressional Quarterly to indicate the

voting bloc of conservative Democrats and Republicans who regularly
vote together to bloc international policies of the United States
President and the "Executive" party of Congress.

Furthermore, the committee system in the Senate has been
controlled by Senators from the "congressional wing" or the "con-
servative-coalition." The undisciplined nature of American parties
tends to permit the Midwestern Republican and Southern Democratic
coalition to block intermational sgreements made at the initiative of
the President and the Executive Department.

The committees of the Senate guard their areas of concern with
great jealousy. Frequently there are situabions where the juris-
diction or concern overlaps other committees, and when it does

considerable strdng feelings are expressed along with equally strong

lJewell, op. cit.
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parliamentary actions. The ‘Sena.te committee most concerned with
"national security” is the Senste Armed Services Committee. The
committee most concerned with treaty making and foreign policy is
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. The Limited Test Ban Treaby
of 1963 brought these two commlttees into direct confrombation.

A case study of the distinctions made between the two committees
would be very interesting, but in the complex situation involving a
new agency negotiating foreign policy, the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, attitudes or "states of minds" become equally interesting and

important for the influence they play on foreign policy making

The Military Frame of Mind"

The President as Commander-in-Chief fulfills the "founding
fathers'" wishes that the military be under the authority of civilians.
Primary in the thought of James Madison was that a standing army was
"one of the greatest mischiefs that can possibly happen.'®

Until the end of World War II, the United States had little to
worry about an overt takeover of the government by the military. How-

ever, one can not escape the fact that a nation that has been armed

s

J‘I‘wo clessic treatments of civilian-military relastions are Samuel P.
Huntington, The Soldier and the State (Cambridge,Mass.:Harvard University
Press, 1957) and Jerome G. Kerwin, ed. » Civil-Militery Relationships in
Americen Life (Chicego: University of Chicago Press, 1943).

2Quoted in Crebb, op. cit., p. 65.
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almost thirty years and expends & major portion of its income on
the military would have some changes in its basic attitudes. These
attitudes, no matter how subtle or overt, should be taken into account
for their influence on foreign policy.
Professor Crabb indicated the real danger comes from with~-
in the civilian sector of government. Senators with a particularly
strong military background or who have constituencies with large
military instellations are apt to be more than favorable to the
military and military spending for wegponry. All of this indicates
a certein framework of thinking on the part of Congressmen. Political
scientists have dubbed this the "military mind."
The "military mind" as defined by Professor Crabb indicates
that those individuals generally displey:
e « «& reluctance to change outmoded.weapons systems and
tactics; an addiction to essentially military solutions to
crises in external affairs, accompanied by an inability to
recognize the limitations inherent in such an approach; &
predictable readiness to believe that the nation's military
defenses are inadequate, irrespective of the current level of
defense spending; and manifestations of a super-patriotic,
ultranationalistic approach to relations with other countries.
o o <and a temptation to reduce complex diplomatic issues into
contests of power and force. . .and to gloss over political,
economic, cultural and ideological dimensions of foreign policy.
. There may be fundamentel differences between officials and
agencies concerned with national security. Whether those Senstors
who display a "military mind" are merely engaging in partisen mischief

or pushing a deep-felt concern for national security, their use of

military men o back up previsouly stated positions or preconceived

1Ibid., D T6.
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ideas about "national security" seriously erodes the constitutional

dictum of civilian control.:L

The Scientific Community

The scientific commmity of atomic scientists is the latest
sector of government to play a very important part in foreign policy
making. Scilentifically, it was their genius that enabled men to
produce methods of mass destruction and bring gbout the insecurity
of e cold war. Politically, it was the scientist acting as a
negotiator at Geneva that seriously hampered real progress toward
any real disarmament by demanding "on-site" inspections.Z

The scientific community is itself divided on the role it
should pley in foreign policy meking. While physics may be a "pure"
science, the scientist outside his laboratory is still a man with
political preferences and may fail to appreciate how his own political
dispositions affect his advice on technical matbters. It is entirely
possible that scientists may consciously have their own special
interests that they wish to further when their advice is called up-
on by either the Executive or Legislative branch of government.

Since 1955 the scientific community has been divided into two

major schools of thought over atomic development and control. The

1Tbid., p. TT.

2Rob.erb Gilpin, American Scientists and Nuclear Weapons Policy
{Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962).
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Finite School holds that control is possible through political
means of consensus and accommodation. This group is generally
associated with the Los Alamos Laboratory and the scientists were
the principal scientific advisers in the Kennedy administration.

The Infinite School is of the mind that centrsl is not
possible in the political atmosphere of the cold war. The Liver-
more Laboratory is the focal point of the Infinite School scientists,

2
led by Dr. Edward Teller.

Statement of Thesis

It is the purpose of this study to examine the Limited Test
Ban Treaty of 1963 as a "bipartisan'" step toward lessening the
tensions with the Soviet Union.

The study examines a period of time when the United States'
integrity was at stake regarding the talks on disarmament. The
United States had been involved in negotiations at Geneva since 1958
and on public record we were in favor of limiting atomic testing and
even disarmament. The record of accomplishment was zero.

The United States had a young Président of "liberal" persuﬁsion
who came under severe partisan attack from the '"conservative' elements
of the Democratic ;nd Républican parties for the abortive "Bay of Pigs"
invasion of Cuba. After his successful handling of the '"Missile Crisis

of 1962," he was again under attack from the same quarters for using

lipid., Chapter &.

21bid,
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the crisis as a means of gaining Democratic majorities. When the
President announced a little more than seven months after the con-
frontation with the Soviet Union in Cuba that the two nations were
entering into talks aimed at the limitation of nuclear testing, he
was again attacked by the conservatives of his own party.and the
leadership of the Republican Party. However, the American public
reacted quite differently. 'Public opinion polls taken after the
October missile crisis indicated that 74 percent of the American
people were satisfied with his performance as contrasted to a low
of 64 percent before the October crisis.1 The effect of an inter-
national crisis is to increase the President's popular standing.

The investigation, description, and analysis of any particular
historical event constitutes a case study. The materials presented
herein relating to the development and approval of the Test Ban
Treaty of 1963 constitute by definition such a study. The question
which arises relates to the degree of relevance and value that a
particular case history can have for the study of foreign policy making.

Viewed as an isolated event, or as a descriptive narration of
causality or accidentally related historical occurrences, a case
study is of limited significance. Ordered by theory or hypothesis
these same events assume a meaningful totality. Theory is both the
end product and the starting point of scientific research. However,
the study of cases is an essential aspect of any science, political
science or '"pure' science, and a case study is the preliminary step

toward formulation of types and generalizations. 1In the long run it

lyaltz, op. cit., p. 275.
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is gpparent that individual studies can accumilate in value through
offering sources for generalization. The more immediate value of
the case study would seem to be in the realm.of practical politics
and the possibilities for the future.

A central theme of this dissertation is that President John TF.
Kennedy, having been elected by less than half of the voters, developed
5ipartisan practices to a high point in the Limited Test Ban Tresaty
of 1963. The Limited Test Ban Treaty further opened political
doors with the Soviet Union, ultimately leading to the lessening of
tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union.

It is the intention of this dissertation to show that "bi-
partisanship” was demonstrated by the President byi

1. Prior consultation between the executive branch and
party leaders.

2. Cooperation with party leaders in Congress.

8. Bipartisan voting without regard to partisan considerations.

L. Private appeals to individual congressmen.

5. Appeals to public opinion calculated to generate con-
gressional support.

6. Appbintment of minority members to responsible policy
meking roles.

This period was furkther unique for the President's role in
requesting and obtaining the establishment of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, which profoundly changed the negotiating role
of the Secretary of State and the State Department in matters con-

cerning arms control and disarmament.
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A secoﬁdary’théme of this dissertation is to show that the
United States Senate's Armed Services Committee, under the ideo-
logical leadership of Senator Barry Goldwater and a "conservative-
coalition" of Western and Southern Democrats and Republicans,
attempted to block the passage of the Limited Test Ban Treaty on
the basis of testimony given by retired members of the Armed Services
and members of the scientific community known for their views
favoring unlimited testing and development of nuclear energy. In
this instance '"bipartisan opposition'" was displayed on the basis
of voting patterns. In 1963, Senator Goldwater joined his party in
supporting their foreign policy positions only 36 percent of the time

. . 1
as compared with 65 percent for the average Republican Senator.
Resources

A few words must be said concerning the evidence gathered
for the construction of this study. The major portion of the material
was drawn from government documents, congressional hearings and reports,
executive agency studies, news releases and presidential news conferences;
Much of the information of this dissertation is from testimony
of persons having a direct personal interest in subjects under consid-
‘eration, therefore, an effort has been made to corroborate important
points through professional writings and through the use of personal
interviews. In this fashion the reliability and validity of much of

the material contained has been verified.

Yarren Weaver, "Goldwater Splits His Votes," The New York Times
(July 17, 1964).
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A point of caution should be noted. A great deal of the
information relating to the Limited Test Ban Treaty involves
technical and militery information. This point is particularly
pertinent to the Defense Department's project VELA. Project VELA
is the name assigned by the Secretary of Defense for the various
projects devoted to the problems of high altitude detection .(Pa.nofsky
Panel) and the Berkner Panel which had examined the problems of
seismic detection.l

Although unofficial European sources indicate that the United
States has perfected its satellite and seilsmological listening de-
vices to such an extent that “on-site" inspections are no longer
necessary, the United States still officially classifies the project
as "top secret.”

Two of the most important individuals concerned with this
trea‘by are dead. The Kennedy papers are locked for & period of
twenty-five years. The papers of Senator Dirksen are not available
for research and there is no indication when the papers will be avail-
able. The informstion concerning both individuals came through
individusl interviews with Senator Albert Gore of Tennessee, General
Maxwell Taylor and Vice President Hubert Humphrey.

In addition to this chapter, the following chapters are
designed as a case study to examine the actions of the President and
Congress in the framework of "bipartisanship." Chapter III deals with

the chronological survey of our efforts to achieve & treaty limiting

i S., Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Documents on

Disarmament, 1262,Publica.’cion No. 19(Washington: Government Printing
Office, 19 3 ] VOlS. I, II. ’
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nuclear testing. Historically, Adlai Stevenson was the first person
of public recognition to call for a ban on testing, during the
presidential campaign of 1955.

Chapter IV in many ways is the heart of the dissertation
because it examines the administration of President John F. Kennedy's
efforts to obtain a bipartisan executive staff; change the structure
of the State Department and the manner of negotiating treaties con-
cerned with stomic energy and development by the establishment of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; his efforts to keep the
proper congressional committees informed and seeking their advice
regarding the treaty and finally the efforts to negotiate the
treaty with an eye on the Sensate.

The committee action was divided into two chapters. Chapter V
is devoted entirely to the Subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee
on Disarmament. The chapter is researched for evidence of a "military
frame of n;ind'f and the differences of opinion within the scientific
- community of atomic scientists. Chapter VI is devoted to the Senate
Foreign Reldions Committee and evidence of prior approval of the
treaty by the committee due to prior consultation.

Chapter VII divides the Senate debate on the treaty into three
sections covering the proponents of the treaty, the opponents of the
treaty end the group of Republicens who were led by their leader,
Everet Dirksen, to support the treaty. Once again evidence of prior
consultation, cooperation with Senate leaders and bipartisan voting is
sought. Chapter VIII is an attempt to analyze the voting of the Senate

and the role the President played in affecting the vote.

-



CHAPTER III
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The first atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in
August, 1945, were at first considered as a means to an end, the end
of World War II. Atomic testing did not become a matter of political
importance until after the United States detonated a fifteen megaton
thermonuclear device in the Bikini Atoll on March 1, 1954. The dangers
of fallout became apparent when it came to light that several Marshallese
and Japanese fishermen had been endangered when they inadvertently came
into the path of the fallout debris. World pressure against the testing
of nuclear weapons increased.

The issue of discontinuing nuclear testing was an important
issue in the Presidential Campaign of 1956 when Democratic Nominee
Adlai E. Stevenson suggested that the United States should stop testing
unilaterally as a first step toward obtaining some agreement on testing
with the Soviet Union.

The Democratic-controlled Congress of 1957 established a Sub-
committee on Disarmament under the Foreign Relations Committee with
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey as its chairman. The first report of this
subcommittee was to call for a moratorium on testing with United
Nations supervision.1

On March 31, 1958, the Soviet Union announced that it would

cease testing unilaterally and would not continue unless other nations

1U.S., Congress, Senate, Coomittee on Foreign Relations,Sub-
committee on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of Armaments,88th Cong.,
2d Sess., 1958.

34
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tested. This move was hardly more than a propaganda ploy designed to
embarrass the United States. The United States had long planned to
conduct a series of elaborate tests. The Russians had already com-
pleted their testing and therefore had nothing to loose in their
announcement and everything to gain on the propaganda front.

The United States' response was to request a meeting of
technical experts from the East and West to examine the question
of the practicality of banning nuclear testing.

The United States did not permit this offer to deter their
conducting the test that had already been scheduled. On August 22,
1958, the United States and Great Britain announced that they would
suspend testing for one year commencing October 31, 1958. The offer
was to be renewable for one year periods, provided the Soviet Union
would also desist from testing and would agree to join the United
States and Great Britain in negotiations for the suspension of
nuclear tests and the establishment of an international control
system,

The Geneva Conference of Experts met from July lst to August
21, 1958. The conclusion of this conference‘gas that it was "technically
feasible to set up, with certain capabilities and limitations, a
workable and effective control system for the cessation of nuclear
weapons tests."1 Detection of nuclear testing could be accomplished
by a system involving land-based control posts and ships stationed

at sea. The importance of "on-site'' inspections was due to the fact
p ' insp

1U.S., Department of State, Documents on Disarmament,1945-59,
Publication No. 7008 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1960).
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that underground nuclear explosions could be detected by the collection
of radioactive debris at the site. The London conference did not go
into any length on the problems of high altitude and outer space
explorations.

President Dwight D. Eisenhower proposed that the nuclear
powers enter into negotiabtions on a test ban agreement and offered
to suspend testing for a period of one year from the beginning of
the negotiations. Thus began a morabtorium which eventually restulted
in the Test Ban Treaty of 1963.

The United States proposed during these negotiations that the
problem of prohibiting nuclear testing should be separated from the
broader disarmament proposals. Russia refused to-accept any meaningful
inspection system and the West was Jjust as adamant regarding safe-
guards. On April 13, 1959, the United States and Great Britain pro-
posed that, as & first step towards a comprehensive test ban treaty,
an agreement should be concluded which would avoid the issue of "on-
site" inspections to detect underground and space tests. The Soviet
Union rejected this proposal. On February li, 1960, the United States
proposed an uninspected partiel test ban, which would include all
nuclear testing in the atmosphere, underwater, in space and under-
ground. There was an exception made in the proposal exempbing
"small explosions." The Soviet Union vetoed this proposal.

The 1959 proposal had also contained the expression of willing-
ness on the part of the United States to enter into a joint research |
program with the Soviet Union and Great Britain to improve control

probabilities. There seemed to be some progress toward a solution
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until the diplomatic relations between the Soviet Union and the
United States were severely strained by the U-2 spy plane incident.
Premier Nikita Khrushchev announced that he would have no more
dealings with the Eisenhower administration and would wait until
the following year to deal with the new administration. Although
the Geneva Conference continued in session until January 29, 1962,
there was no significant progress.

The inauguration of President John F.Kennedy marked a more
forceful era of diplomatic moves toward some form of a half in the
arms race in atomic weaponry. Prior to President Kennedy's inauguration,
the United States ﬂad never tabled an entire draft treaty for a
nuclear test ban at Geneva. The Eisenhower administration had
drafted one, but had not been sble to obtain é. "cbnsensus " among
the interested agencies of the United States Congress and Executivev
Departments. President Eisenhower, particularly during the first
part of his administration, was not of the opinion that a test ban
treaty would be in the interest of the United States. This doubt
was shared by the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of
Defense. The only agency in favor was the President's Science

Advisory Committee and his Secretary of State John Foster Dulles.t

lCra.bb, op._cit., p. 119.President Eisenhower had appointed
James ‘R. Killian Jr., President of the Massachusetts Institubte of
Technology, as his Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
Robert Gilpin indicates in his book, American Scientists and Nuclear

Weapons"'that this was a breskthrough for the "finite containment
school.
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President Eisenhower relied upon "consensus building" and the one
major decision in 1957-1958 that did not come from consensus was

the proposal for the Conference of Experts in 1958. This decision
has been criticized because the United States sent a delegation
dominated by scientists to London and Geneva. The Eisenhower sdmin-
istration loocked upon the conference as strictly a matter between
scientigts. John Foster Dulles reported that "we have given them
complete authority to work on this matter as a purely scientific
technical matter. . « .I do not anticipate that there will be any
need for political guida.nce."l

At the Conference of Experts the United States committed
itself to & course of action regarding inspections that would have
far-reaching politica. consequences without fully exploring the
full fmplications.

To the Eisenhower administration's credft, it should be
pointed out that it was under his administration tﬁa.t the appointment
of Dr. James R. Killian, Jr. led to ‘the establishment of a broader
spectrum of thought concerning atomic energy development. Unbil
1957, the scientists involved in policy decision-making wefe those who
had been directly connected with the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Department of Defense. Under Dr. Killiasn's guidance Dr. George B.

Kistiskowsky, Dr. Isador I. Rebi, Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, Dr. Herbert

York, Dr. Lloyd V. Berkner and Dr. Hans A. Bethe, all identified with

1y, s. > Department of State Bulletin (June 30, 1958) , p; 108s5.
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the "finite containment school" were brought into the decision-
meking process.
Dr. Killian set up a panel to study some of the issues
involving the banning of nuclear weapon tests. The panel, which
has come to be known as the Bethe Panel, consisted of Dr. Hans
Bethe, Dr. Harold Brown, Dr. Herbert York and an assortment of
civilian and military officers of the Eisenhower administration.
The findings of the Bethe Panel have never been made public,
but Vice President Humphrey indicated to this writer that it was
here that & significant breakthrough 3;.n seismic detection was made
by the Bethe panel, particularly by Dr. Berkner » Who wé.s an inde-
pendent researcher on the project. From testimony before the Humphrey
subcomnittee, it transpired that the panel had concluded that
continued testing would ultimately result in the narrowing of the
lead in the development of more sophisticated weapons than the
United States had.”
On September 1, 1962, the moratorium was abruptly ended by
the Soviet Union with a series of tests that were conducted as a
result of extensive preparations. The United States and Britain
were compelled to conduct tests of their own. One positive aspect
of the testing and the moratorium was the fact that the findings
of the Bethe Panel were accurste to the degree that the task of
detecting underground tests was considersbly easier than first

thought during the London Conference.

1see Humphrey interview, Appendix "B."

Harold Jacobson, "The Test Ban Negoti atlons Im hcat:.ons
for the Future,K The Annali, CCCLI(January, 1! 56’+-)L o
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In spite of their disappointments, the United States per-
sisted in its pursuit of a test ban treaty. During the middle of
the second post-morgtorium Soviet test series, the United States
and Britain presented two important treaties: one proposed a ban
on 8ll nuclear testing, safeguarded by a system of internationally
supervised control posts and "on-site" inspections, while the other
called for the uninspected prohibition of testing in all environments
except underground. The Soviet Union rejected both proposals.

October, 1962, saw the United States and the Soviet Union
"eyeball-to-eyeball" with the threat of a full scale atomic war
over the issue of missiles in Cuba. The confrontation made a pro-
found impression on Premier Khrushchev about the American willingness
to use force and the firmness of the President of the United States,
John F. Kennedy.1 During the crisis a series of letters were ex-
changed between the two leaders and are still classified documents.
On December 19, 1962, Premier Khrushchev indicated in a letter to
President Kennedy that the Soviet Union would be agreeable to a
test ban treaty on the basis of two or three inspections a year on
Soviet territory, in addition to & few unmanned seismic stations.
While the United States rejected this proposal, the letter did have
the effect of keeping glive the test ban talks because it seemed to
indicate a willingness on the jart of the Soviet Union to accept the

principle of "on~-site" inspections.

1Edward D. Wilson, The Missile Crisis: 1962, Unpublished Mester's
Thesis (Normen, Oklshoma: University of Oklahoma, 1963). Personal con-
versation with Senator Albert Gore, Democrat of Tennessee, confirmed the
findings of the thesis.
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On January 21, 1963, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey announced to
the Senate that the United S‘,l;a.tes and the Soviet Union were resuming
negotiations in New York after a series of letters between President
Kennedy and Premier Khrushchefr were made public and printed in the

Washington Post of January 21,1963. Mr. William C. Foster of the

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency headed up the United States
delegation while Premier Khrushchev appointed N. T. Fedorenko, U.S.S.R.
bperma.nent representative to the United Nations and S. K. Tsarapkin,
U.S.S5.R. permanent representative to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament
Comittee of the United Nations. The United Kingdom was to be repre-
sented by Sir David Ormsby Gore.:L

The preliminary negotiations were promptly deadlocked over
the "on-site" inspection issue once again. In an attempt to overcome
this issue, President Kennedy ordered a suspension of underground
testing. In response, the Soviet Union proposed that the three power
talks be terminated and that the Eighteen Netion Disarmsment Committee
be given the task of working out an agreement. On February 18, 1963,
Dean Rusk announced that the United States would cancel its suspension
of underground testing.

A misunderstanding between the United States and the Soviet
Union on the exact number of "on-site" inspections caused the Eighteen

Nation talks to arrive at an impasse. The Soviet Union had agreed to

1. s. » Congressional Record, 88th Cong., lst Sess., 1963, CIX,
pp. 692~697.
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two or possibly three "on-site" inspections, but the United States

insisted that it had never offered to lower its demands below seven.l

On February 19th, a rumor was widely circulated in the Congress
that the United States might agein lower the number of inspections
it had been demanding &t G-eneva..2 Senator Thomas J. Dodd, Democrat
of Connecticut, made & speech on the floor of the Senate which
illustrated the concern of the Senate and his own personal hopes:

The time has come therefore for a frank nonpartisan appraisal
of our nuclear posture and of our status in the test ban
negotiations.

The record of the United States and of the United Kingdom at
Geneva since the inception of the test ban negotiations, re-
veals a consistent and continuing retreat from the basic
principle of inspection.

The central questions at issue in the matter of a test ban
are, first, the question of whether or not we can trust the
Soviets. These are essentially political questions of which
sclentific competence by itself, does not qualify & man to
advise.

« - o1t is my hope that this concession of onsite inspections
will enable my colleagues and the public at large to better
understand how far we have retreated from our initial position.3

The thrust of Senator Dodd's speech was that we should return

to our original position of "on-site" inspections as Yoiced at Geneva

in 1958. To do otherwise would constitute a threat to our national

1Ja.mes A. McBride, The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and United States
National Security, Unpublished Dissertation No. 2856(Washington,D.C.:
Georgetown University, 1966).

i,

3U.S., Congressional Record(Febmry 21, 1963), p. 2802.
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security and he could not support such & treaty if a treaty did
result. Six dé,ys later Senator Dodd reversed his position and
joined with Senator Humphrey and thirty-two other Senstors in
sponsoring a resolution urging a limited test ban treaty without
"on-site" inspections, "bearing in mind that such tests can already
be monitored by the United Stabtes without onsite inspection on
Soviet Territory."l

If the Soviet Union should reject this offer of a limited
or partial test ban in favor of a total ban without inspections,
then the United States should persist in its efforts to negotiate.
Meanwhile, the United States should not conduct any further tests in
the atmosphere or underwater so long as the Soviet Union abstained.
However, bearing in mind the record of the Soviet Union tendency not
to keep its word, the United States should keep its testing facilities
at a state of readiness.2

This position expressed to the Senate was not new nor did
it represent "arm twisting" of Senator Dodd by the White House. The
position had been announced and clearly expounded by William C. Foster
of the Bendix Corporation A¥ms Contwol Symposium at Ann Arbor, Michigen,
on December 15, 1962. Dr. Foster stated at 'l;,hat time that the United
States had spent in excess of 100 million dol'l.ars’; so far in research
on detection devices and as & consequence the United States was able

at that time to monitor tests within the Soviet Union without "on-site"

inspections. Underground tests continued to be an area of ambiguity,

1rpid., p. 9483.

21pid.
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but the United States was working on perfecting detection devices
which should eliminate even this area. The United States, "in an
effort to bresk throﬁgh the circular debate that has been taking
place," was prepered to consider four alternatives in the possible
banning of nuclear weapons:

1. We will consider a comprehensive treaty without on-
site inspection if‘the Soviet Union can demonstrate why
on-site inspections are unnecessary.

2. If they cannot do so, we are prepared to consider a
comprehensive treaty with limited requir ements for on-site
inspection.

3. If neither of the foregoing approaches is acceptable to
the Soviet Union, we are prepared to enter into a partial
treaty, with an interim agreement banning underground tests
and. providing adequate controls while negotistions for a
lasting arrangement continue.

L, If the Soviet Union does not wish to accept adequate
controls even on an interim basis, we are prepared to accept
a partial treaty which would ban tests in the atmosphere, in
outer space and underwater. Underground tests would continue
while we sought agreement for that environment.

American University Commencement

President Kennedy had been invited to address the graduating
class at Americen University on June 10, 1963. His biographer,
Theodore Sorenson, said that the President came awey from the 1962
missile crisis badly shaken over the possibilities of nuclear destruction
to the United States and the warld. Try as the President might, he had
until this time been unable to convince the Soviet Premier of his goo-d
intentions. Although the United States pre;ss was alerted to the

fact that the President's address would be & major one, little notice

lyilliam C. Foster,"Risk and Security in the Age of l\gxclear
Weapons," U.S., Department of State Bulletin,(January, 1963).
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was given to it in the daily Newspapers.

The speech itself reflected the Kennedy administration's
attitude toward an agreement on nuclear energy, but also the fears
that domestic opposition in the Senate might further hamper any
success.

Some say that it is useless to speak of world peace or

world law or world disarmament. . . and that it would be

useless until the leaders of the Soviet Union adopt a more

enlightened attitude. . .But I also believe that we must re-
examine our own attitudes. . . .for our attitude is as
essential as theirs.

The President also took this ocecasion to announce that he,
in concert with Brifish Prime Minister MacMillan and Premier Khrushchev
had agreed to high level discussions in Moscow "looking forward to-
ward early agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty."2 In
addition he announced that the United States would refrain from atmos-
pheric testing so long as other nations did not_test.

British Iebour Party leader Harold Wilson conferred in
Moscow ;n the same day with Premier Khrushchev for more than three
hours. He said at the conclusion of their talks that the hopes were
not bright for a full test ban treaty but that the possibility of a

test ban which would limit atmospheric tests, space and underwater

tests was more hopeflil.3

1y, s. President Kennedy, "Toward a Strategy of Peace," U. S.,
Department of State Bulletin (July 1, 1963).

2Tpid.

3The New York Times (June 11, 1963).
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Premier Khrushchev commented on the content of the commence-
ment address at American University and indicated that the speech
had made a favorable impression on him:.

We are ready to sign an agreement on the discontinuation of

all nuclear tests even today. We agreed to a meeting between

the.represen’catives of the three powers i{l Moicow to try once
again to reach an agreement on this question.

On July 2nd, in an address to a rally in Berlin, Premier
Khrushchev announced that the Soviet Union would be willing to sign
a treaty banning nucleer weapons in the atmosphere, underwater and
in s;pace.2 The next day both Washington and London released announce-
ments to the effect that they would be willing to accept a partial
test ban treaty, and the stage seemed set for agreement.

The three power talks opened in Moscow on Mondsy, July 15,
1963. The American delegation was headed by Averell Harriman, Under-
secretary of State for Political Affairs. The British delegation was
headed by Viscount Hailsham, Minister of Science. The Sovie‘b' dele-
gation was headed by Premier Khrushchev at the first meeting and
subsequently by Foreign Minister Andryei Gromyko. By the following
Saturday the Conference was in tentative agreement on a treaty which
would ban nuclear testing in the atmosphere, in space and underwsater.

The draft of the treaty was initialed by the chief delegates

of each of the three powers on the evening of July 25, 1963. On

Lbid., (June 15, 1963).
2Ibid., (July 3, 1963).
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August 5, 1963, the treaty was formally signed in Moscow by Secretary
of State Dean Rusk, who was accompanied by six United States Senabors:
Fulbright, Sparkman, Aiken, and Humphrey of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, Saltonstall of the Armed Services Committee, and Pastore
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Signing for the British was
Secretary for Foreign Affeirs, Lord Home. Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko signed for the Soviet Union.

President Kennedy transmitted the treaty to the Senate on
Mugust 8, 1963, where it was referred to the Foreign Relations

Committee as "Executive M., 88th Congress, lst Session."

The Foreign
Relstions Committee conducted hearings on the treaty from August 12th,
through the 2Tth and reported it out of committee on September 3rd
with & positive vote of sixteen to one. Senator Russell B. Long

was the onliy dissenter.

The Armed Services Committee held closed hearings on the
military aspects of the treaty from August 1lst to the 2Tth and de-
livered an unfavorable report on September 9, 1963.

The Senste initiated debate on the treaty the same day and
continued until September 2Uth, when the Senate spproved ratificetion
by & vote of eighty to nineteen. On the same dsy the African Republic
of Niger signed the treaty, being the 102nd nation to do so. The
treaty was signed by President Kennedy on October Tth and on October 10th
the ratification was certified in Moscow, London and Washdngton, thus

entering into force the Test Ban Treaty of 1963.
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The Treaty

"Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible
achievement of an agreement on general and complete disarmament under
strict international control in accordance with the objectives of
the United Nations which would put an end to the armaments race and
eliminate the incentive to the production and testing of &ll kinds
of weapons" the governments of the United States of America, the
United Xingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, seeking "to achieve the discontinuence
of all test explo¥ions of nuclear weapons for all time," agreel to
five articles.t

Under Article I all nations signing the treaty would refrain,
prevent or not carry out all nuclear explosions, or nuclear wespons
any place under its jurisdiction or control in the atmosphere, outer
space or under water including territorial waters or the high seas.
Underground testing was to be allowed providing the explosion did not
cause radioactive debris to travel beyond the territorial limits of
the state where the explosion took place. Further, the parties égreed
to refrain from gausing,-encouraging, or in any way varticipating in,
the carrying 5ut of any nuclear weapon test explosion anywhere in the

prohibited environments.

IMe full text of the treaty is to be found in Appendixz "AY
of this dissertation.
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Article II provided for fubture amendments to the treaty.

Any party masy propose amendments by submitting the text of the
amendments to the depository governments who then would distribute
the amendments to the other signatory nations. When one-third or
more of the parties agreed, the depository governments would convene
a conference to consider the amendment. Ratification of the amendment
must be by a majority of all the votes of the parties to thettreaty,
including all the depository parties. The failure of any one of the
three depository parties to sign the amendment would have the effect
of a veto. |

Article IIT provides for the ratification procedures to be
followed. It also provides that the treaty should be open to all
states for signature. At the time the United States formeily ratified
the treaty over 102 nations had become signatories.

Article IV declared that the treaty would be of "unlimited
duration." In the interest of national sovereignty each nation shall
have the right to withdraw from the treaty when it decides that its
national interest has been threastened by "extraordinary events, re-
lated to the subject matter of this treaty."l Notice of three months

should be given to the other parties to the treaty.

‘bia.



CHAPTER IV
EXECUTIVE LEADERSHIP

"The heart of bipartisan prodedures, must lie in the
Executive branch, with their purpose being to bring Congressmen
around. "

Much has been written by political scientists concerning the
power of the Legislative branch of government vis-a-vis the Executive
branch. It would seem that a consensus of opinion regards as 'weak"
those Presidents who allow the Legislative branch to dominate or
"lead" and as "strong" those Presidents who take the initiative
and lead the Legislative branch.

Before the advent of gtomic weaponry and advances in commun-
ications, a "weak" President might have been probsble without lasting
consequences. @Given the circumstances of the "cold war" and the might
of the United States and the Soviet Union, & weak President could
seriously jeopardize the security of the United States and its role
as leader of the Western nations.

The Eisenhower administration relied upon consensus building
in the decision-meking processes of domestic and foreign politics.
Because of the slowness of action versus the momentum generated by
technology, the United States found itself at a serious disadventage

in the arms limitation talks at Geneva in 1958. The cause of the

1Wa1‘bz, op. cit., p. 121.
50
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disadvantage was due to the fact that the United States went to the
talks without a singular purpose or previously agreed goal. President
Eisenhower had sent scientists to negotiate political matters and in
the minds of many this was a primary error.l The error was due in

"eonsensus"”

part to President Eisenhower's insistence on obtaining a
within his administration. Professor Jewell criticized the President,
theréfore, for a lack of 1eadérship in foreign affairs.2 Jewell
indicates that initiative is necessary and possible to obtain within
a President's own party. In this instance President Eisenhower found
his greatest strength in the Democratic leadership of Iyndon Johnson,
Make Mansfield, John Kennedy and Hubert Hhmphrey.3

Senators of both parties are generally reluctant to demonstrate
serious disunity to our allies and opponents or to undermine any
intermational commitment already made by the President.h

Professors Jewell, Crabb, and Waltz agree that Congress has
voiced opposition and some resistance to presidential initiative in
foreign affairs. In the light of modern diplomstic history their

opposition could be called academic. Nevertheless, a President

cannot ignore the idiosyncrasies of individual Congressmen but must

1

Gilpin, op. cit.
2Jewell, Op. cit.
3Tbid., p. 147.

thid.
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attempt to place them for their support of his policies;

The reasons a President must seek bipartisan support are:
(1)he may have only a small majority or none at all in Congress;
(2)party unity in the United States is not dependable; and (3)some
policies require extraordinary majorities to maximize their impact
abroad.l

President Kennedy was elected by less than one-half of the
American electorate in an election that was marked by religious
and racial overtones. He represented the "Bastern" establishment.
He was young, rich, urbane and Roman Catholic. While his career in

2 ne had served on the Senate Foreign

the Senate was not spectacular
Relations Committee and had learned the inner workings of the
Senate. He was well versed on foreign affairs and through his
close associations with Senators Gore and Humphrey he was particu-
larly well-versed on the problems of disarmament.

It was evident from his inavgural address that President
Kennedy'was concerned with disarmement. In the minds of most
Americans the term disarmament had meant the sinking of battleships,
the destruction of weapons and a laspse into absolute pacificism.

t appeared that the President was asking the American people to

place their thinking on the term "control" rather than "disarmement."

1Sugra, Chapter II.

65) 2Meodore C. Sorenson, Kennegy(New York:Harper and Row,
1965).



>3

The President attempted to make himself more of an expert
on the subjects concerning disarmement and arms control. He
surrounded himself with experts who were not burdened with "cold war"
logic and vocabularies. By doing these things, the Executive was
able to give the government & greater sense of direction and an
awareness of purpqgse than was known in the previous administration.l

On September 26, 1961, President Kennedy set out five stages
of disarmsment that he and his administration would work for:

1. A nuclear test ban agreement.

2. Cessation of production of nuclear materials for war.

3. Prohibition upon the transfer of nuclear weapons to
countries not presently possession them.

k. An East-West agreement to ban nuclasr weapons in outer
space.

5. The destruction of existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons
and conversion of fissionable materials for peaceful uses.a

It was within this framework that President Kennedy set out
his hopes for a lessening of tensions with the Soviet Union, a "re-
examination of attitudes" called for in his June 19th address at
American University. The peace he sought would not be a "pax Americana"

nor "merely peace for Americams, but peace for all men. . .not merely

peace in our time but peace for all time."3

lJerom.e B. Weisner, Where Science and Politics Meetb(Néw York:
McGrew Hill, 1965), p. 1l.

The New York Times (September 26, 1961).

3Sorenson, op. cit., p. T31l.
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Executive Appointments of

Minority Party Members

President Kennedy, from the very outset of his administration,
realized the importance of having respected members of the minority
party in his administration in order that he could govern effectively
and lead Congress. Therefore, the administration of President Kennedy
was marked by a thorough mixing of Republicans and Democrats chosen
for their ability as well as their power to influence Congress.

President Kennedy immediately appointed John J. McCloy, banker,
Republican, Assisiiant Secretary of War from 1941 to 1945, President
of the World Bank and U. S. High Commissioner in Europe, as his
adviser on disarmsment.

The President changed the -negotiation team at Geneva by
gppointing Arthur Dean, a Republicen.

The most important and highly controversial appointment was
that of Robert S. McNamars, former President of Ford Motor Company
and a registered Republican as his Secretary of Defense.

John A. McCone, businessmen, Republican and former Cheirman
of the Atomic Energy Commission became Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency.

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg was appointed Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission and Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner was named Si:;acié.l Assistant
to the President for Science and Technology. Dr. Wiesner had previdusly
expressed his concern about the dangers of the arms race and like
President Kennedy had been critical of the Eisenhower administration

as being "suspicious of Soviet proposals and ultraconservative in
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the inspection requirements."l

Agents and Agencies of Foreign Relations

Historically, the major portion of foreign policy is fash-
ioned by the State Department with the Secretary of State being
the primary agent and responsible only to the President for his
actions.

The question of negotiating a treaty controlling the
testing of atomic devices presented a far more different picture
than had been customarily encountered by the State Department. In
1958 President Eisenhower had faced the questhton of negotiating
arms questions by sending scientists. No one can question the
use of scientists as advisers to diplomatic negotiations, but some
have criticized the sending of scientists as principal negotiators
because, "lacking of sufficient political guidance,”they fell into
a number of regretable errors.>

The very nature of the system of formulating security policy
and atomic research within the United States presented President
Kennedy with a very fundamental problem at the beginning of his
administra‘b_ion. President Eisenhower had first- faced this problem
of drawing together complex scientific issues involved in the test
ban with the machinery available to his administration. But by th(bs

time President Kennedy took office, time had allowed a certain amount

Lrerome B. Wiesner, "Comprehensive Arms Limitation Systems,"
Daedalus (Fall, 1960), p. 917. -

2Gilpin, op. cit., p. 219.
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of expertise to have been built up in the diplomatic services and

other governmental offices to be of great value to President Kennedy .
The United States obviously needed an agency to coordinate

this vastly complex problem of bringing together the scientific,

military and political sectors of government in order that the foreign

policy of the United States have some direction and meaning.

Arms Control and Disarmament Agancy

During the debate leading up to the 1960 election, candidate
John F. Kennedy pointed out that there were less than 100 persons in
the Eisenhower administration working for peaceful objectives in
forgign policy. President Eisenhower reacted by establishing a
disarmament administration, headed by Harold Stassen, within the
State Department.

Shortly after Senator Kennedy was elected President, he made
some very fundamental and important decisions regarding the heads
of depariments. These were carry-overs from the Eisenhower admin-
istration, such as Allen W. Dulles, who served as Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency until September 27, 1961, when he was
replaced by John W. McCone.

Perhaps the most important Kennedy appointment for purposes
of this study was that of John J. McCloy as Special Adviser on Dis-
armement. At the urging of Mr. McCloy, President Kennedy requested

Congress to createethe United States Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency.
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The creation of the ACDA meant that through co-ordination
of research the foreign policy positions of the United States
could be explored mbre thoroughly before being advocated, and
analysis would be done with the view of trying to achieve agreements
among competing agencies of government.

In the beginning a question arose regarding the organization
of the agency. Should disarmament be a separate agency which would
create excessive bureaucracy and weaken the negotiating processes
of the State Department or should it be co-ordinsted with the State
Department?

Consultations took place with a number of private individuals,
including Professor Richard E. Neustadt of Columbis University, Mr.
Robert A. Lovett, Mr. James A. Perkins of the Carnegie Corporation,
and Mr. Don K. Price of the Ford Foundation. Within the Kennedy
administration the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
the Chairman of fhe Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the
Budget, and the President were all involved in the eventual decision
to establish an agency "at an authoritative level in the government
with the exceptionally broad competence, functions and resources re-
Quired to work on the problems of arms control and disarmament, in-

cluding the conduct of the research so essential to progress in this field."l

1y. S., Department of State Bulletin, (November 6, 1961),

p. T69.
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The decimion was made that those conducting research should
be in the same organization as those conducting negotiations in this
field. Therefore, the organization should be subject to the direction
of the Secretary of State. The Director of the agency should also
have direct access to the President as his principal adviser in
the field of disarmament, with proper notification of the Secretary
of State.l
On June 23, 1961, John J. McCloy wrote a letter to the Presi-
~dent outlining the principal provisions of the bill that would
create the Arms Conbrol and Disarmament Agency. Originally the
agency was to be call the Disarmesment Act for World Peace and Security.
Congress eventually would not "buy" this term as being too grandiose
and all encompassing. Mr. McCloy's letter pointed out the importance,
not only 6f the agency, but the necessity to do away with some of
the conflicts within past administrations.
The agency was to be under the President ahd the Secretary
Aof State because:
This arrangement recognizes that disarmament considerations

are so all-pervasive in scope and importance that the President
must concern himself with these matters on a continuing basis.

It also recognizes the fact that disarmament policies, negotisatdons

and programs must be very closely coordinated with State Depart-
ment activities and responsibilities.2

1pid.

°Ibid., (July 17, 1961), p. 100.
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Under the bill, Public Law 89-297, the Director of the
agency would have the responsibility for conducting negotiations
based on approved policy, under the direction of the Secretary of
State. Mr. McCloy suggested that such negotiations should "teke
the form of formal conferences or informal communications through
regular diplomstic missions."  The Director was to be appointed
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. He
would also serve as principal adviser to the Secretary of State.

The functions of the Director and the agency covered re-
search, development and other studies in the field of arms control
and disarmament by the United Sta.tes.2

Policy was to be made by the President, the Secretaéy of
State and other such agencies as the President must determine con-
cerning United States control and disarmament policy:

« « oprovided, however, that no action shall be taken under

this or any other law that will obligatethe United States

to disarm or to reduce or limit the Armed Forces or armaments

of the United States, except pursuant to the treaty making

power of the President . . .or unless authorized by further

affirmative legislation by the Congress of the United States.
Under the Secretary of State's direction the "Director may consult and
communicate with or direct the consultation and communication with

L

representatives of other nations or of international organizations."

1U.S., Statutes at LargedTth Cong., lst Sess., 1961. See Section
XXITI-XXXTIV,

°Thid., Section XXXI.

3Iid.

thid.
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In order that the vast sprawl of information be directed to
its proper source, the President was authorized to establish pro-
cedures to:

l. . . .assure cooperation,consultation and continuing ex-

change of information between the Agency and the Department

of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, the National Aero-

nautics and Space Administration and other affected government

agencies. « o« .

2. .+ . Jresolve differences of opinion between the Director

and other such agencies which cennot be resolved through

consultation.
President Kennedy, acting with the authority granted to him, issued
Executive Order No. 1104k on August 12, 1961, spelling out in detail
the procedures on cooperation between governmental agencies involved
with arms control and research. The President specifically stated
that the Director should be responsible for the "preparation and
management of United States participation in international negotiations
in the arms control and disarmament field. . . .and shall exercise
leadership in assuring that differences of opinkon concerning arms
control and disarmament policy and related matters are resolved expedi-
tiously and shall take such steps as may be appropriate in order o
produce common or harmonious action among the agencies concerned."®

The draft of the bill to create the agency was finally prepared
by the White House Staff and transmitted to the Vice President and

the Speaker of the House. Senator Hubert Humphrey intmpduced the bill

‘Ibia.

2"Legislation on Foreign Affairs," op. cit., p. 324.
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as S. 2180. In the House, the bill was originally introduced by
John S. Morgan, ranking Democrat on the House Foreign Affairs
Committee from Pennsylvania. Hearings were held before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee and the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
Both committees recommended passage by unanimous vote.l
The Senate version of the bill was passed on September 8,
1961, by a vote of seventy-three to fourteen. Senator Goldwater
introduced an amendment to cripple the agency's research activities,
but the proposal was defeated by a vote of forty-six to forty-three.
Senator Goldwater's amendment would have deleted from the bill the
right of the agency to:
« « sconduct research, development and other studies in
the field of disarmament. . .to make srrangements including
contracts, agreements and grants <for the conduct of re-
search, development and other studies in the field of dis-
armsment. . .and coordinate the research, development and
other studies conducted in the field of disarmament by or
for other Government ageneies.
In the preliminary debate, Senators Goldwater and Russell
of the Armed Services Committee stated that they thought the bill

should have been committed to their committee rather than the Foreign

Relations Committee for hearings.3

1y. 8., Department of State Bulletin, (November 6, 1961),

p. T69.
2Thid.

3U. S., Congressional Record, 8lst.Cong., lst Sess., 1961,
CVII, p. 18686.
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The bill had been reported out of committee and was on the
floor of the Senate. To have acceded to the Senators' wishes would
have meant that the bill would have to be recommitted. Both Senators
had already been on record as being opposed to any idea of disarm=-
ament. Senator Goldwater saw the agency as merely a duplication of
existing efforts by various agencies. He said that ke knew of no
other country which had an agency for disarmament. Furthermore,
such an agency would create jealousies and complications, parti-
cularly in the field of missile development, "where we now have a
conflict. "t

Senator McCarthy of Minnesota asked Senator Goldwater if
it wasnot a question of "whether the authority shall be continued to
be exercised by those who now possess it, or, if it is not now |
assigned to an agency, the President could assign that responsibility? n2
Senator Goldwater acknowledged that .t could be, but he believed the
situation as it then existed would be best.

He further thought that the control over agencies would be
best left to the appropriations processes of the House and the Senate.
During the presidential campaign of 1964, Senator Goldwater classified
his smendment to control by agency by means of appropriations as
"harmless, all it would do would be to kill the agency.” Senator

Goldwater, after the defeat of his amendment, continued to attack the

1Tbid., pp. 18718-18720.
Thid.

31bid.



63

the agency as a "well-intentioned dream," a "mother-love type

agency."l

Senator Thurmond of the same Armed Services Committee
attacked the agency:

. « .the Communists at this time are applying to the United

States almost every pressure possible. We are faced with a

crisis in Berlin, with a controversy over our naval base in

Cuba and ever increasing attempts on the part of the Communists

to force us to recognize diplomatically Outer Mongolia and

Red China. . . .It would be a slap in the face of our allies

for the Senate to give favorable consideration of the im-

pending bill.2

The House of Representatives passed its version of the bill
by a vote of 290 to 54. A conference committee report was adopted
by the House on September 23, 1961, by a vote of 250 to 50. The
Senate adopted the report by unanimous consent. The bill became
Public Law 8T7-297.

Mr. William C. Foster was nominated to be the first Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency on September 27, 1961, as
an interim appointment. Congress approved his appointment on October 5,
1961. Foster, a Republican, was but one of the members of that party
chosen by President Kennedy to fill important posts in the new ad-
ministration. William Foster was born at Westfield, New Jersey,

April 27, 1887. He received his education at M.I.T. After serving

in the Air Force as a pilot, he held the position of Undersecretary

11pid., p. 18720.

Ibid. » p. 18738.
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of Commerce from 1946 to 1948 under Averell Harriman. From the
years 1948 through 1951 he served on the Economic Cooperation
Administration. During the years 1951 to 1953, Mr. Foster served
as Deputy Secretary of Defense.t |
Mr. Adriasn Fisher, a lawyer, had served as counselor to the
State Department and the Atomic Energy Commission. He was also a
Professor of Internationgl Law at Georgetown University. After
being Deputy to John J. McCloy, he was appointed Deputy Director
of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. These

two gentlemeny were responsible for the negotiations and treaty

formulation of the Limited Test Ban Treaty in Moscow.2

Internal Structure

The Disarmament Agency meintains a small professional staff
numbering roughly one hundred and twenty-six people. The agency
aids in the formulation of policy and the conduct of foreign policy,
working in close conjunttion with an advisory committee of scholars,
diplomats, businessmen and military men.

The General Advisory Committee in 1963 consisted of John J.

McCloy of New York, former adviser on disarmesment to President Kennedy;

IMme New York Times, (August 27, 1961).

2U.S., Arms Control and Disarmsment Agency,Documents on
Disarmement, 1963, Publication No. 20 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 196L4).
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Roger M. Blough, Chairman of the Board of Directors of United
States Steel; the Reverend Edward A. Conway of Omsha, Nebraska,
a Professor of Political Science at Creighton University; John

Cowles, publisher, The Minneapolis Star and Tribune Company;

Trevor Gardner of Pasadena, California, Chairman and President

of Hycon Manufacturing Company and former Assistant Secretary of

the Air Force; George B. Kistiakowsky, Professor of Chemistry at
Harvard University and former Assistant to the President for

Science and Technology; Robert A. Lovett of Long Island, New York,
lawyer and former Undersecretary of State and former Secretary of
Defense; Dean Anderson McGee of Oklashoms City, Oklehoma, President
of Kerr-McGee 0il Industries; Ralph E. McGill, editor of the Atlanta

Constitution; George Meany of Bethesda, Maryland, President of the

AFL~-CIO; James A. Perkins, President of Cornell University; Herman
Phleger, lawyer and former legal adviser in the State Department;
Isidor Isaac Rabi, Professor of Physics at Columbia, former Chairman
of the Scientific Adviser Committee, Office of Defense Mobilization,
and former Chairman of the President's Science Advisory Committee;
General Thomas Dresser White, former Air Force Chief of Staff, Herbert
Frank York, Chancellor of the University of California, former Chief
Scientist for the Advanced Research Project Agency, Department of
Defense, former member of the President's Science Advisory Committee

and Director of Defense, Research and Engineering.l

lIbid..
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The Committee of Principles

The Committee of Principles was established in 1958 by
President Eisenhower and in 1963 was composed of the Secretaries
of State and Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Chair-
man of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Special Assistants to the President for
National Security Affairs and for Science and Technology, the Admin-
istrator of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and
the Director of the United States Information Agency.

The Committee of Principles is consulted on every major pro-
posal which the United States makes or advances at conference tables
in international negotiations. The final step in foreign policy-
making is a review with the President.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is responsible for
the development of the ideas and recommendations from the beginning
until the final review with the President. This process may start at
any level inside or outside of the ACDA by research that has been
contracted for by the agency.

At the study group stage, the Director msy also call upon
outside experts from the related fields concerning the subject matter
at hand. The results of these study groups, particularly those of
major importance, are brought before the General Advisory Committee.

The General Advisory Committee was called upon three times

during the year 1963. A comprehensive test ban was considered early
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in 1963. A proposal for the "hot-line" was studied in April and the
possibility of a partial test ban treaty was considered in July. It
is important to note that the members of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee were brought in and consulted along with the General Ad-
visory Committee concerning the partial test ban treaty.l

During this time consideration was given to all relevant
aspects of national security, both as it might be affected by a
comprehensive treaty, on one h;nd, and & limited treaty that would
- limit testing to outer space, the atmosphere and underwster.

Various aspects of the problem were examined, such as the
effect the treaty would have on the United States-Soviet Union
military balance, with and without a ban; the possibility and ex-
tent of the diffusion of nuclear weapons, both with and without a
nuclear testing agreement, and an analysis of the problem of main-
taining readiness to test; and the effects of possible clandestine
underground testing in violation of an agreem.ent.2

The conclusions to these problems were that: (1) either a
partial or comprehensive test ban agreement with the Soviet Union was
in the national iﬁterest of the United States; and (2) if the Soviet
Union would be uniilling to accept "on-site" inspections for under-
ground tests, the United States would accept a partial test ban
treaty limited to outer space, the atmosphere and underwater. These

drafts were both submitied to the Eighteen Member Nation Conference

1Documents on Disarmament, 1962, op. cit., p. 670.

“Ibid.
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in August, 1962. The draft for the partial test ban treaty served

as a basis for the agreement finally concluded in Moscow.t

Prior Consultation

President Kennedy was worried that the Senate's Southern
Democrats and conservative Republicans might be able to muster
enough strength to block any moves toward arms control and disarma-
ment. He took great pains to keep Congress as well informed as
possible and sought out their advice.-

On August 26, 1962, Mr. William C. Foster of the ACDA
appeared before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to discuss
the proposed nuclear test ban treaty that was to be proposed by
the United States and the United Kingdom on August 27, 1962.2

Mr. Foster had also appeared on July 23rd before the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and the Disarmament Subcommittee on
Foreign Relations to discuss the status of the test ban treaty at
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva.3

On August 2, 1962, Ambassador Arthur Dean and Mr. Poster
appeared before the two committees to discuss the proposals that
the Ambassador was presenting at Genevs regarding the concept of

8 comprehensive and & limited test ban ’creaa.t;y.)'L

Irbid., p. 1241.

2Congressional Record, CIX, op. cit., pp. 17650-1T7651.

3Tbid.

brpia.
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The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate
Armed Services Committee initiated hearings on September 17, 1962,
and on that day Messrs. Foster and Paul H. Nitze testified. On
September 19th, Secretary of State Rusk appeared before the same
committee.t

On March 5, 1963, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy held
hearings regarding the detection capabilities of the United States
through Project VELA. Appearing before this committee were: William
Foster and Franklin Long of the ACDA; Jack P. Ruina, Director of the
Department of Defense Research Projects Agency; and Major General
A. W. Betts, Director of the Division of Military Application of
the Atomic Energy Commission.2

On March 11, 1963, the status of the limited test ban treaty
and a draft was shown and discussed before the Subcommittee on Dis-
armament of the Foreign Relations Committee by Secretary of State
Rusk and Adrian S. Fisher of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.3

Prior to the specific negotiations in Moscow on July 15th,
"key members of the Senate were advised informally of the status of

the negotiations and were asked for the advice of the comm:i.’c’cee."LL

Tpid.
21phid.
3Tpid.

brpia.
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Treaty Groundwork

After the June 10th address at American University, the
Committee of Principles met on June 14, 1963.1 The Joint Chiefs
of Staff were asked to consider a limited test ban treaty by
General Maxwell Taylor, another Republican appointed by President
Kennedy as Chief of Staff of the Armed Services.

On July 2, 1963, Premier Khrushchev, in a speech in Berlin,
indicated the Soviet Union was ready to conclude an agreement for
a partial test ban.

At this time the ACDA began preparations for the negotiations.
Background papers on facts and issues were prepared in consultation
with Undersecretary of State Averell Harriman, who had been named
by President Kennedy to personally head the United States delegation
to Moscow. ACDA's Deputy Director, Adrian S. Fisher, was named
Ambassador Harriman's principal adviser. Accompanying the Ambassador
and Mr. Fisher were: Carl Kyasen, White House Staff; William R.
Tyler, Department of Defemnse; Frank E. Cash, Department of State
with a background in German affairs; and from the ACDA came Alexander
Akalovsky, translator; Franklin A. Long, Assistant Director of
Science and Techmnology; Nedville E. Nordness, Public Affairs Adviser;

and Dr. Frank E. Press, Director of the California

1Documents on Disarmament, 1963, op. cit.

21bid., p. 24h.
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Institute of Technological Seisﬁological Laboratony.l
The choice of Averell Harrimsn over the Secretary of State
was made by President Kennedy and caused some opposition within
the State Department. In adition, the President had also picked
his most trusted men from his own executive staff to accompany
Mr. Harriman. John J. McCloy had been the President's first choice,
but Mr. McCloy was not available due to personal business.2
Before the negotiating team left for Moscow, the President
made it clear that:
1. This was the last clear chance to stop the diffusion of
nuclear tests and poisons and to start building mutualcoonfi-
dence with the Russians;
2: K ~that the delegation should keep in daily contact with
g%n% . .that extreme precautions should be taken to prevent
their prospects of success from being ruined by any pre-
mature leak of their position.3
To ensure that security leaks would not occur, the President
made arrangements for only one decoding clerk to handle all messages.
The clerk would personally hand the messages to Dean Rusk, Secretary
Ball, Robert McNamara, John McCone, Ambassador Thompson, and Mr.
Foster of the ACDA.

Al]l messages and instructions from the State Department were

carefully gone over, and in some instances they were rewritten by

1y, s. » Department of State Bulletin, (July 29, 1963) 5 pe 149,

2Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., A Thousand Days:John F. Kennedy in
the White House (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1965), p. 903.

3Sorenson, op. cit., p. T3k.
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the President.t

The Negotiations

Theodore Sorenson in his book, Kennedy, indicates that the
successful gttainment of a.more peaceful atmosphere with the Soviet
Union was the most important personal aspirgtion of President Kennedy.
The President would have gladly forsaken any chances for re-election
in 1964 if he could but obtain‘a test ban treaty to alleviate cold
war tensions.2

Initially, after the public ceremonies were over and the
hard negotigtions were underway, the Russians immediately dismissed
the idea of a comprehensive test ban treaty which would require “on-
site" inspections. Premier Khrushchev also wanted a non-aggression
pact which he had mentioned in his East Berlin address on July 2nd.
Ambassador Harriman pointea out that such a pact would take consid-
erable consultation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies,
but a partial test ban treaty could be completed in a very short

time. The American Ambassador also presented the idea of a non-

proliferation treaty but the Russian Premier pointed out that as

;Adrian Fisher related that he and others were warned to watch
even their personal conduct while in Moscow, particulsrly with individual
Russians. Any change to discredit the negotiations and the negotiators
should be avoided.

2Sorenson, op. cit., pp. 906-909. Amitai Etzioni in an
article in the Western Political Quarterly, June, 1967, has an
interesting hypothesis that President Kennedy, after having a
sociological-psychological character analysis made of Premier
Khrushchev, pursued a policy of action-reaction. The ides being
that a peaceful gesture would beget a peaceful gesture.
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other nations signed the treaty non-proliferation would cease to
be a problem. The idea that a no-transfer of atomic weapons would
have to be deferred for future considerations was evidenced then.

Two important questions came up in the beginning of the
negotiations. Both questions dealt with the interpretation of
the wording of portions of the tfea.ty. The Preamble, according to
the United States interpretation, implied that nuclear weapons would
be banned in the course of self-defense. Ambassador Harriman knew,
from conferences with President Kennedy and his own knowledge of
the domestic politics of the Senate, that this would never receive
approval of the Senate. The second problem was the fact that a
withdrawal clause had been left out of the original draft. Ambassador
Harriman told the Russians that without a withdrawal clause there
could be no treaty.

Arthur Dean, chief negotiator of the United States at Geneva,
says that the "only major substantive change in the 1963 treaty and
the original treaby proposed at Geneva was the problem of onsite
:i.ns;pect:i_ons.":L Originally, the Geneva proposal would have allowed
nuclear test‘ explosions in all environments, under carefully con-
trolled circumstances, provided that the original par’cieé agreed to
them. The Russians refused to go along with this idea and it became
a major point for the anti~treaty Senators in the debate before the

Senate. As such, it did not allow the United States to conduct the

Larthur Dean, Test Ban and Disarmament (New York: Harper and
Row for Council on International Relations, 1966), p. 98.
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proposed "Plowshare" program. The Plowshare idea was contained in
a theoretical study to build, by nuclear power, a new canal across
the Isthmus of Central America to replace the existing Panama Canal.

Mr. Dean believed that the United States would be better off
with the total prohibition on testing than where we.would have been
1f the original provision, which permitted nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes, had been retained. It should be obvious that
even peaceful explosions would be beneficial militarily, if they were
so designed. This would invite blatant cheating under the guise of
legal testing.

The problem of "de facto" and "de jure" recognition of states
also worried the United States. The question of East German and
Chinese recognition had long been a partisan political question in
the United States. The United States suggested and the Russians
rejected the ides that any accession to the treaty by either East
Germany or China did not comstitube recognition. Eventually lawyers
Fisher and McNaughton came up with the idea that every signatory was
free to sign in associgtion with nations of which it approved.

After the treaty had been initialed, Ambassador Harrimen
questioned Premier Khrushchev about the possibilities of getting
Red China to sign the treaty if the United States could get France
to sign. The Premier merely said: "That's your problem. . . ." As
brief as the answer might have been, it held more information about
the problems the Soviet Union were having with their own ally than

wes realized at that moment. General Maxwell Taylortold this writer
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that the idea that a test ban treaty would drive the Soviet Union
and China further apart was the greatest political advantage of
the treaty. If the treaty achieved nothing more than this, then
it was a success.

Arthur Schlesinger gives lavish praise to Averell Harriman,
and the back of his hand to the State Department:

Left to itself, the Department of State would not have

perservered with the issue, nor would it have ever pro-

posed an American University speech. . .that speech which,

in its modesty, clarity, and perception, repudiated the

self-righteous cgld war rhetoric of a succession of Secre-

taries of State.

While Schlesinger was generous in his preise of the Ambassador,
President Kennedy and his advisers in the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency should have been given the premier spot for appraisal of the
test ban treaty. Harriman was merely the instrument that capped
the tremendous work done by the ACDA and Arthur Dean at Geneva.

On July 26th, President Kennedy addressed the nation over
national television in the first of his meny efforts to explain the .
treaty to the American people and gain their support. He said:

I speak to you tonight in a spirit of hope. . . .Since the

advent of nuclear weapons, all mankind has been struggling

to escape from the darkening prospect of mass destruction on
earth. . . .Yesterday a shaft of light cut into the darkness.

lInterview with General Maxwell Taylor while he was on campus
at Mankato State College to address the foundation of the National

Collegiate Veterans' Club, sponsored by the Mankato Veterans' Club of
which the author was faculty sponsor.

ESchlesinger, op. cit., p. 909.
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This treaty is not the millennium. « . .But it is an im-
portant first step . . .a step toward peace, a step toward
reason, a step away from war. . . .

According to the ancient Chinese proverb, "A journey of a

thousand miles.must begi& with a single step." . . .Let

us teke that first step.

President 'Eennedy"s words were inspiring to most of the
nation, but he knew that there were powerful forces in the United
States Senate who did not have his hopes nor the desire to take
any step toward lessening the tensions between the United States
and the Soviet Union. The fact that the President eventually was
able to rally the American people and the leadership of the Re-
publican party was a monumental task.

From the beginning the domestic scene had not been at all
hopeful or encouraging. As early as February 21, 1963, Senator
Dodd had attacked the rumors that the United States had lowered
iks demands for "on-site" inspections. Senators Russell, Symington,
and Jackson of the Armed Services Committee had informed the Presi-
dent that they could not support or approve any treaty with the
Soviet Union that would curtail the United States Armed Forces or the
use of atomic wea.pons.2 The Republicans under the guidance of Repre-

sentative Craig Hosmer had set up a Conference Committee on Nuclear

Testing to watch for the possibility of any move toward disarmament.

lquoted in Sorenson, op. cit., p. T37.

2washington Post (March 5, 1963).
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To counter these attacks, President Kénnedy called upon
his appointee to the ACDA, Deputy Director Adrian Fisher, to
answer the Senatorial critics, particularly Senator Dodd. Mr.
Fisher wrote a letter to Senator Dodd which was published in the

Washington Post on March 1, 1963. Senator Humphrey made a major

speech on the floor of the Senate on March T, 1963, vigorously
supporting the President's position.l Secretary of State Dean

Rusk appeared before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee four
days later, accompanied by Foster and Long of the ACDA. They also
appeared before the Committee on Atomic Energy to explain why the
United States had lowered its demands for "on-site" inspections.
They pointed out that through advances of Project VELA,2 which

had been under the control of the Department of Defense, the United
States was engaged in the development of techniques for the improve-

ment of our capability to detect, locate and identify nuclear

lCongressional Record, op. cit., pp. 3711-372L.

2Project VELA was a project of the United States Coast and
Geodetic Survey which was in the process of constructing a world-
wide seismological network. The stations would be operated by
friendly governments and other private groups such as universities
throughout the world. There were seven seismological stations in the
United States. The first of the stations was constructed at Fort Sill,
Oklshoma, and became operational in October, 1960. These seismological
statéons were able to pick up and identify correctly a secret detonation
by France in an underground cavern in & desolate region of Algeris in
1962.(see The New York Times dated July 2k, 1962) The shot was a low-
yield megaton nuclear device. Apparently the sensitivity of these
seismographs could be increased by a factor of five or ten by placing
them in deep holes rather than on the earth surface. Documents on
Disarmament, op. cit., pp. 246-248.
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nuclear detonations in all enviromments and eventually develop
a system capable of adequately monitoring a comprehensive nuclear
test ban,

The President's efforts began to have a positive effect.

Senator Dodd submitted a resolution on May 27th, stating that:
The United States should again offer the Soviet Union an
immediate agreement banning all tests that contaminate the
atmosphere or the oceans, bearing in mind that such tests
can already be monitored by the United States without on-
site inspection on Soviet territory.

Senator Dodd was joined by Senator Humphrey and thirty-two other
Semators in sponsoring the resolution.

President Kennedy still had the most difficult hurdle of
all to overcome, Senate ratification and the coalition of Souther

conservatives and the Republican Party.

1Documents on Disarmament,1963, op. cit.

2This support by Senator Dodd was classified by Mr. Humphrey
as being a '"coup.” The Senator from Minnesota ifdicated that he was
intending to introduce a resolution, but he and the administration
needed a "hawk" or a man as strongly opposed to the treaty as possible
to support it. After a period of personal visitations by Humphrey,
Senator Dodd indicated that the idea of a limited test ban treaty was
a pretty good idea after all and asked Mr, Humphrey to introduce such
a resolution. But Humphrey wisely, as it turned out, asked Senator
Dodd to introduce the resolution and they were joined by a total of
thirty-two other United States Senators.



CHAPTER V
RATTFICATION OF THE TREATY

The primary function of the committee system of Congress
is to provide open forums to inform itself and the public concerning
actions of the Executive and the need for legislation. Congress
has access to classified information; it is organized into committees
and subcommittees; it has skilled and specialized agencies available
in the form of personal assistants and subcommittee staff; it can
release the results of its hearings and investigations to the
public in the form of verbatim records and hearings, reports and
press releases.

Periodically committees of Congress will hold hearings to
gir fundamental differences between officials and agencies con-
cerned with national policy, or they may merely be forums which
are partisan-inspired to embarrass the President.

In the case of the Limited Test Ban Treaty the record indi-
cates that Congress had an important role in shaping United States
policy. The Congressional hearings produced & wealth of technical
and political data.

President Kennedy presented the treaty to the United States
Senate for its advice and consent to ratification on August 8, 1963.
In his message of committal the President said:

This treaty is in our national interest. While experience

teaches us to be cautious in our expectations and everso

vigilant in our preparastions, there is no reason to oppose
this hopeful step.

lcongressional Record, op. cit., p. 14558.
9
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When the motion to commit the treaty to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee was made by Senator Sparkman, he made note of
the fact that the Senate Armed Services Committee had requested
that it be given jurisdiction or be allowed to hold hearings on
the military aspects of the treaty. ILeading the objections to
such a move was Senator Everet Dirksen, minority leader of the
Republican Party.

The Senate Armed Services Committee had been watching the
Kennedy administration very closely and had established a sub-
‘committee to investigate the probabilities and effects that talks
might have on the limitation, control and reduction of the Armed
Forces. The chairman, Senator Sﬁennis, put his fears more directly
when he characterized the talks as a step toward the "elimination
of our Armed Forces and Armaments."t

The jurisdiction over the treaty fell, according to Senate
custom, to the Committee on Foreign Relations. There have been
few times that any other committee challenged this perogative. It
may be said that the body of rules and precedents of the Senate
discourages one congressional committee from sticking its nose into
another's ares of authority.

In the case.of the Limited Test Ban Treaty it must be
remembered that the Senate Armed Services Committee had fought

the establishment of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

1U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services: Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee, Military Aspects and Impli-
cations of Nuclear Test Ban Proposals and Related Matters, 88th
Cong., 1lst Sess., Vol. I, p. 2.
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Senagtor Goldwater had wanted to kill the agency by approprisations;
Senator Thurmond had said that it was & sign of weakness and a
slgp in the face of our allies.

A close look at the membership of the Senate Armed Services
Committee which overlaps the Appropriations Committee and the Joint
Atomic Energy Committee, i.e., Sensators hold more than one seat on
committées in the Senate, reveals that the three top-ranking members
of the Armed Services Committee, Russell, Stennis and Smith of Maine,
also serve on the Appropriations Committee. Senators Russell and
Jackson also sit on the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, as well as
the Armed Services Committee. Three other members of the Armed
Services Committee, Democrat Howard Cannon of Nevada, Strom Thurmond
of South Carolina and Republican Barry Goldwater of Arizona, are
Msjor Generals in the Air Force and Army Reserve.‘ Senator Symington
of Missouri was deeply imbued with the Armed Services. Senator
Henry Jackson, of Washington, has been called, somewhat derisively,
the Senator from "Boeing," indicating his constituency's dependence
on military spending in the manufacture of airplanes and missiles.
It may be conjectured thaﬁ the Senstors had more than a passing
interest in the Limited Test Ban Treaty.

The treaty was 9fficially submitted to the Foreign Relations
Committee and hearings commenced on August 12th, and lasted through
August 2Tth.

The Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services
Committee had started its hearings in early May and continued‘to

hold hearings simultaneously with the Foreign Relations Committee.
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The Senate Foreign Relations Committee invited the entire
membership of the Armed Services Committee and the Atomic Energy
Commission to sit with them in the questioning of witnesses called
to testify for and against the treaty. By this procedure the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee could inform itself on the
military-scientific-political aspects of the treaty and make a
Jjudgment about recommendations to the Senate.

Certain gquestions had to be asked in formulaxing'a rational
decision regarding the nuclear test ban treaty:

1. What were the dangers of radiocactivity in continued
testing of nuclear devices with respects to the immediate and long
range genetic effects?

2. What would be the gains in weapon technology with and
without further testing?

3. What type and quality of nuclear weapons does the other
side possess as compared with the United States?

4. What methods of detection of clandestine testing were
available?

5. What effect would the treaty have on proliferation of
nuclear weapons among non-nuclear nations?

6. What dangers exist to the national interest of a nation

during time of war and peaceful experimentation?

T. What kind of treaty would the American people, the allies

of the United States, and the United States Senate ﬁccept?l

;For a discussion of the scientific-military aspects of the
treaty see the McBride Dissertation, op. cit.
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Inherent in.these guestions is a general overlapping of
knowledge or expertise. It would be difficult for one man or one
expert to answer any or all of them equally well. The military,
the scientific, and the political all overlap. One would assume
that a Senator sitting on an investigating committee would take
into account any personal inadequacy on his part on military and
scientific matters by asking intelligent questions. Unfortunately,
the ability to ask questions sometimes depends upon & minimal
background and, more importantly, a willingness to hear witnesses
with information that the individual Senator might not like to

hear.

Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee

The Committee on Armed Services was chaired by Richard B.
Russell of Georgis. Its members were Harry F. Byrd, Virginia;
Stuart Symington, Missouri; Henry M. Jackson, Washington; San J.
Ervin, Jdr., North Carolina; Howard Cannon, Névadé; Robert C. Byrd,
West Virginia; Stephen Young, Ohio; Daniel K. Inouye,‘Hawaii;
Leverett Saltonstsll, Massachussetts; Margaret Chase Smith, Maine;
J. Glenn Beall, Maryland; Barry Goldwater, Arizona; and Clifford P.
Chse, New Jersey.

The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee was chaired by
John Stennis, Mississippi; Stuart Symington, Missouri; Henry M.
Jackson, Washington; Strom Thurmond, South Carolina; Leverett
Saltonstall, Massachussetts; Margaret Chase Smith, Maine; Barry
Goldwater, Arizona. Legal counsel for the subcommittee was Mr.

James T. Kendall and Russel J. Fee.
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From the time of its inception in May, until the limited
test ban treaty was negotiated and initialed in Moscow, the Pre-

paredness Investigating Committee held hearings about a comprehensive

test ban treaty that would bar alltesting in any element. Because

the final treaty limited testing to underground, there was some
confusion on the part of some Senators in making the distinctions
between "comprehensive" and "limited." Because the members of

this committee had stated as early as 1961 that they were opposed

to any moves toward disarmament, during the debate on the establishment
of the ACDA, it could be surmised that the Senators were unwilling

to even consider g treaty of any kind, limited or comprehensive.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were against the idea of a compre-
hensive test ban and their position was stated by Admiral George W.
Anderson, Jr., Chief of Naval Operations, on June 26th:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have expressed. . .that it is the

Jjudgment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the proposed

test ban treaty is not adequate to prevent the Soviet Union

from making important advances in nuclear weaponry that ctuld

alter the present military relationship in favor of the soviets.

They concluded therefore, that the proposed comprehensive

treaty is not consistent with the national security.

While Admiral Anderson was before the committee, Senator
Symington took the occasion to question the Admiral about the
Twining Report, which had been used extensively to support the
concept of a nuclear treaty. Although the Admirsl stated that

he was familiar with it, Senator Symington reiterated the principal

lP:r'epa.zz'edlness Subcommittee, op. cit., p. 310.
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parts of the report in question:

The United States leads in nuclear technology and would
maintain the lead if there is a test ban treaty.

Nuclear technology is, at this point, of diminishing re-
turns and under a test ban no developments are likely that
would upset the balance of power.

The risk of surprise and abrogation can be reduced to an

acceptable level if we maintain strong weapons laboratories

and test facility readiness.

Under cross examination, once again by Senator Symington,
Admiral Anderson concluded that the Soviets would not automatically
achieve military superiority if we kept our own program of testing
and development in a vigorous state of activity.

General Curtius LeMay was called on Thursday, June 27, 1963.
The General's statements indicated that he was not in favor of a
comprehensive treaty that prevented testing in the atmosphere or
the effect of bombs being dropped on launch sites to determine what
effect the bomb would have on them.

General LeMay and Senator Jackson were able during the hearings
to discuss the effects and dangers the "Ban-the-Bomb" movement was
having on individuals in the United States who were playing a role
in disarmament talksﬁ

The reason I say that is that a very large msjority of our

people, probably 99.9 percent, are highly honest, patriotic

Americans, but there are some in this field of disarmament

I have become suspicious of, and I would like to fing out if
this Lmovemenf\ had any effect or contact with them.

1Tbid., p. 311.

2Tphid., p. 360.
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Up until this time, the Preparedness Subcommittee had heard
testimony reinforcing their stated opposition to any form of dis-
armament or arms control. Between August 14th and August 16th,
General Maxwell Taylor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
testified, and the hearings took an abrupt and dramatic reversal

for the opponents of the Test Ban Treaty.

General Maxwell D. Taylor, Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

President Kennedy asked the subcommittee to suspend its
hearings while negotiations were in progress in Moscow, and they
did suspend them. Now that the treaty had been initialed, the
committee was in session once more and General Maxwell Taylor was
the "lead-off" military witness. The other members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were scheduled for a later date.

General Taylor very carefully explained that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff had thrown aside all previous considerations in-

voling a comprehensive test ban treaty and focused their attention

on the limited test ban "at this particular point in time." General
Taylor was quite emphatic that their considerstions of the past, as
represented by Admiral Anderson at a much earlier date, were no longer
valid. Using new criteria, the Joint Chiefs had established four
points that would make this, a limited test ban, acceptable as to
"content of timing of a limited test ban treaty which would prohibit

nuclear test explosions in all environments excepting underground."l

11vid., p. 587.



87

FIRST: The United States should not sccept limitations on
testing if the Soviet Union had or could achieve a signifi-
cant advantage in any militarily important area of nuclear
weapon technology which under the treaty could not be over-
come by the United States.

SECOND: Recognizing that the U.S.S.R. could be expected to
take advantage of any reasonable safe opportunity for clan-
destine testing, the Joint Chiefs determined that a test ban
treaty would have no seriously adverse effect on the relative
balance of military power.

THIRD: It was considered important that withdrawal from the
treaty should be uncomplicated, allowing the United States to
withdraw without undue delay upon acquiring reasonable evidence
of a treaty violation or in the event our national interests
were imperiled.

FOURTH: If the conditions of criteria Numbers 1 and 2 were
not completely met, the treaiy must convey adequate compen-
satory advantages elsewhere.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff stipulated four safeguards for their
support:

1. The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive and continuing
underground nuclear test programs designed to add to our
knowledge and improve our weapons in all areas of significance
to our military posture for the future.

2. The maintenance of modern nuclear laborsbory facilities
and programs in theoretical and exploratory nuclear technology
which will attract, retain, and insure the continued eppli-
cation of our human scientific resources to these programs

on which continued progress in nuclear technology depends.

3. The maintenance of the facilities and resources necessary
to institute promptly nuclear tests in the abtmosphnre should
they be deemed essential to our national security or should
the treaty or any of its terms be abrogated by the Soviet
Union.

1Tpid., p. 588.
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4. The improvement of our capability, within feasible and
practical limits, to monitor the terms of the treaty, to
detect violations and to maintain our knowledge of Sino-
Soviet nuclear activity, capability and achievements.

General Taylor next indicated that the Joint Chiefs had taken
into account more than just military matters in the decision. They
made the decision:

. « Jhaving taken note of the effect of the treaty in the

broad field of International Relations and of world-wide

military strategy, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized

that considerations of nuclear technology and weaponry

were not the sole determinants of the merits of the treaty;

that if it would contribute to a further division of the

Sino-Soviet bloc, this treaty would be a mgjor achievement

with important and favorable implications.

The treaty should also contribute toward restraint of further
proliferation of nuclear weapons. "Both of these advantages, if
achieved, should contribute to the fundamental obJjective of the
United States Armed Forces, namely the deterrence of war and the
maintenance of peace on honorgble terms. "3

In conclusion, the Joint Chiefs had reached the determination

that, while there were military disadvantages to the treaty, the

1Tbid., p. 590.

2General Taylor, in a personal interview with the writer, in-
dicated that the political split and the complications between the
Soviets and the Chinese was of the greastest importance and that, in
his mind, in 1968, the treaty was a success beyond anyone's dreams in
1963. The implication was that this was the "political gain" sought
and was mentioned time after time by the military in their testimony
before the Preparedness Subcommittee.

3Preparedness Subcommittee, op. eit., p. 590.
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disadvantages were not so serious as to render the treaty un-
acceptable.l
The committee, to a man, attacked the testimony of General
Taylor. The line of attack was that the Chairman and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were responding to "arm-twisting" by the White
House and the Secretary of Defense. Senators Goldwater, Thurmond,
and Stennis were particularly adament that the Chiefs and the
military as a totality were being "gégged" by the Executive branch.
Senator Goldwater wanted to know if General Taylor had even taken
the trouble to consult the individual Chiefs or if he had made this
decision for them. Senator Goldwater even questioned the veracity
of General Taylor's knowledge concerning the personnel of the
negotiating team in Moscow.2
Senator Goldwater then demanded to know why the Joint Chiefs
of Staff had changed their position from one of opposition to &
test ban treaty to a qualified endorsement after only one and a half

months. General Taylor attempted to explain that originally the

Chiefs had considered a comprehensive treaty banning-all tests and

they could not accept such a restriction. However, under a limited
treaty the United States would be allowed to continue testing under-
ground and our technology would not be hampered by such a treaty.

Senator Goldwater admitted that he could not comprehend the use of

1Tpia.

®Ibia., p. 606.
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terms having to do with "nuclear technology and nuclear weapons."

To him they were not two distinet concepts, but were the same. A
guestion put directly to Semator Albert Gore by this writer indi-
cated that Senator Goldwater actually did not understand the differences
between these two terms, nor would he admit that there were differences

between comprehensive and 1imited.l

Senator Thurmond, a Major General in the Reserves, proposed
"if/and/or" questions to General Taylor which would discredit the
General's testimony. General Taylor refused steadfastly to speculate
on the generalities put to him by Senator Thurmond. Senator Thurmond
implied that General Taylor, since he had been appointed by President
Kennedy, had "sold-out" his military position to a political one for
reasons of personal gain, glory, or because of "arm-twisting" by the
President. Senator Thurmond asked, "Do you not class yourself in the
category of other political appointees of the President who are not
in the military?" General Taylor answered, "Of course not. I am a
four star General of the United States Army, selected by the President
to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Whatever that is, that is
my status."2

Senator Thurmond then produced as "proof" that the military

had been "gagged," a copy of the Freedom Press of Santa Barbara,

lpersonal interview with Senator Albert Gore, Democrat from
Tennessee, October, 1969.

2preparedness Subcommittee, op. cit., p. 615.
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California, stating in headlines that the "U.S. Military Told to
Shutup on Nuclear Treaty."

General Taylor's ordeal with the "military-minded" Senator
Thurmond ended with an exchange of ideas that summarized the appear-
ance of the military before the hearings:

SENATOR THURMOND: . . .Well, I was very disappointed to see

that the Chiefs have come up with the second statement. I

‘thought your statement in your first position paper was more

realistic. But I cannot agree with you on this one.

GENERAL TAYIOR: We think this one is quite a different
situation, Senator, from the comprehensive test ban.

General Taylor explained the differences between the position
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding a comprehensive treaty and a
limited treaty. Under a comprehensive treaty there was a great danger
of clandestine testing. Underground tests were the most difficult
to detect and, for this reason, the Joint Chiefs were against the
comprehensive treaty. Under a limited treaty the United States could
test underground to prove out technology of matters already gathered
in atmospheric and undérwater tests. PFurthermore, our art of detecting
tests in the atmosphere and underwater were perfected to such a degree
that this was no longer a matter of concern to the milita.ry.2

The suspicion still persisted among the Senators that the

second position of the Joint Chiefs was not based upon entirely new

11big., p. 6hk.

2Ibid., p. 6LT.
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evidence and & new treaty, but was rather due to the closeness

of General Taylor to President Kennedy and to the pressures of
i

the Secretary of Defense Robert McNamars.

SENATOR INOUYE: General Teylor, I realize that you are under
ogth and you are also a member of the military. I donot in
any way question your integrity or your honesty. . . .I hope
you will not consider this question insulting in any way.

In recent weeks articles have been written and statements have
been made implying that members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
might not be completely candid and forthright in their dis-
cussions with Congress, especially with the Senate, on the
Test Ban Treaty. So my question is, have you directly or in-
directly recelved orders, directions, or suggestions from your
superiors which in any way would have inhibited your testimony
before this committee in relation to the test ban treaty?

GENERAL, TAYIOR: Nd& in the slightest. And I would go further
and say that I have been a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for four years as Army Chief of Staff, and I am in my first
year as Deputy Chief of Staff. . . .I have never known the
Joint Chiefs to be exposed to this kind of pressure you talk
about. Obviously, we know how our Commsnder-in-Chief and our
Secretary are oriented toward certain directions. But, we are
constantly aware of the fact that the Joint Chiefs, as a body,
have a statutory responsibility to give sound advice and, if
we indeed are_loyal to our oath of office, we must give advice
as we see it. '

On Thursday, August 15, 1963, Gezléral Wheeler of the United
States Army appeared before the subcommittee and supported the position
of General Taylor.

The questions put to General Wheeler by Senator Goldwater are
important and interesting because of the nature of the 1964 presi-

dential campaign and evidence of a "military mind."

Tbid., p. 625.
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Senator Goldwater challenged General Wheeler's statement that
there were no side agreements made at Moscow between Secretary of
State Dean Rusk and the Russians. General Wheeler indicated that
the statements of the President, the Secretary of State, and the
legal opinion that he had obtained from the Advocate General that
the United States could use atomic weapons in the course of self-
defense or tactical weapons in North Korea or Vietnam was satisfactory.
Senator Goldwater responded that "I don't take the word of the
President or Mr. Rusk on this. . . ." After an exchange on the
difference between a "comprehensive" and a "limited" treaty, Senator
Goldwater restated his fears that: (1) there was a conspiracy to
deprive the subcommittee of the material it wanted to hear, i.e.,
that the treaty was a threat to the United States and (2) the Joint
Chiefs were lying in their testimony and had been misled into believing
that political advantages were more beneficial than the military.

General Wheeler replied that he had told the Senator the
"sbsolute and complete truth.”® The General further elaborated on
the military advantages ot the Sino-Soviet split:

« « 1t 1s always a sound military principle to divide your

enemies if you can, or contribute to the continued division

between the Soviets_and the Chinese Communists, this is a solid
military advantage.3

1tbid., p. 658.
°Ibid., .p. 665.

3Ibid., p. 677.
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Admirgl McDonald appeared the same afternoon and gave some-
what the same information as had Generals Taylor and Wheeler. The
questions and implications by the Senators were the same, except
Senator Stennis indicated that the subcommittee was beginning to
realize the substantial difference between a limited treaty and a
comprehensive treaty. But, "if you ZAdmiral McDonald\ wish to file
something on the comprehensive concept of nuclear testing you may do
s0."l Admiral McDonsld did not take the lure, but upheld his colleagues
completely.

General Curis E. LeMay of the Air Force was the last of the
Joint Chiefs to testify and, although he gave a more gualified state-
ment of support, he made the endorsement of the treaty by the Joint
Chiefs unanimous. Under fhe same relentless questioning by Senators
Goldwater, Thurmond, Stennis, and Jackson, General LeMay admitted
that he was on the low-end of the scale as to optimism regarding the
political advantages of the treaty. The principal reason he supported
the treaty was the fact that the treaty had been signed and endorsed
by a great number of nations. To one of Senator Thurmond's "in/and/or"
questions, General LeMay said that in all probability he would not
have approved the treaty if it was still in the proposal stage.2

Senator Goldwater told the General that "your opinions in this

field are more highly respected by the American people than a8ll the

1Tpbid., p. 707.

2Tbid., p. T57.
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rest of the Joint Chiefs put togeﬁher."l

With the exception of the recall of Admiral Anderson on
August 23rd, the committee called upon a parade of retired Army and
Air Force Generals known for their bitterness toward the Secretary
of Defense.?

General Thomas S. Power was against the treaty and responding
to Senator Thurmond's "if/and/or" questions spoke at length on the
necessity for testing survivability of Minuteman silos; survivability
of warhead and re-entry vehicles in a nuclear environmeﬁt; the Soviet
ARM system versus the United States ABM system; and, in agreement with

Senator Jackson, minimized the threat of "overkill."

Recall of Admiral Anderson

The subcommittee recalled Admiral Anderson on August 23rd.
Admiral Anderson had testified earlier on the merits of a comprehensive
test ban treaty. From the remarks of Senator Jackson, it was apparent
that the subcommittee expected a reaffirmation of the Admiral's earlier
position against the treaty. Admiral Anderson had retired on August 1,
1963, and was now Ambassador to Spain; therefore he did not participate
in the latest appraisal by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He pointed out
that his testimony would be limited because he did not have access
to classified information that the Joint Chiefs had when they considered

the new limited treaty. His testimony, therefore, would be limited to

1bia., p. 727

2The New York Times (August 19, 1963).
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his personal opinions. His statement went into depth on the military-
technical-political implications and the safeguards necessary to min-
imize any dangers. His conclusions came as a shock to the Senators:
"Subject to the foregoing stipulationsZThe four safeguards mentioned
by the Joint Chiefg\ I believe that the Senate of the United States
should ratify this treaty."r

Senator Goldwater was furious over the Admiral's reliance on
political factors over military factors. However, Admiral Anderson
stated that:

e » +1if we do not take a step forward at this time, we will

never know whether any clear avenue lay shead which might

lead to the settlement of other issues which are of trans-

cending importance to us all. Frankly, Senator, we are

dealing mosgly in the area of hope as to the real political
advantages.

Although Admiral Anderson refused to answer any questions
outside of his field, particularly those of a scilentific nature, he
pointed out that "it is impossible for us in the world in which we
live, the environment in which the Joint Chiefs of Staff live, to
completely divorce themselves from the political and the psychological
and economic factors."d

The last military witnesses called before the subcommittee were

Admiral Arleigh Burke, retired, and General Twining. Admiral Burke was

1Tpid., pp. 890-89k.
°Tbid., p. 896.

———

3Tbid., p. 915.



ot

against the treaty and so was General Twining, but General Twining
told the committee that "political considerations have to be con-

sidered.

Scientists and the Subcommittee

The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee called the following
scientists to testify: Dr. Norris E. Bradbury, Director of the Los
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, U. S. Atomic Energy Commission; Dr.
Harold Brown, Director of Defense Research and Engineering, Depart-
ment of Defense énd formerly of the staff at the Livermore Laboratory
where Dr. John Foster was his superior; Dr. John Foster Jr., Director,
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory; Dr. William C. Foster, Director, United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; Dr. Leland J. Haworth,
Commissioner, U. S. Atomic Energy Commission; Dr. Franklin A. Long,
Assistant Director, Science and Technology, U. S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency; and Dr. Edward Teller, University of California.

The testimony of the scientists is informational to this study
for two reasons: (1) the political attitudes of the Semtors and (2)
the differences between the Livermore and the Los Alamos Laboratories
as a continuation of the split between the Finite and the Infinitel
Schools' attitudes toward disarmament and the proposition that two
or more scientists using the same information may arrive at different

conclusions, depending on their personal orientation.

lSu.;gra., Chapter II.
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William C. Foster, Director

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

Dr. William C. Foster, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Director; was called before the subcommittee on May T, 1963, almost
a full month before President Kennedy's speech at American University.
As a consequence, he and the Senators were discussing the compre-
hensive test ban treaty that was la‘be.f rejected at Moscow.

It was evident from the very first that the Senators of the
subcommittee still regarded Dr. Foster's Agency as being unaccept-
able because of the battle the Senators had lost in 1961 over the
establishment of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. The usual
custom is to allow a witness to read an opening statement without
being interrupted. In the case of Dr. Foster this was not to be
allowed. Dr. Foster's position was baded very heavily on that of
Dr. Harold Brown of the Department of Defense. Senator Symington
objected very strongly to this and attempted to discredit Dr. Brown's
expertise by saying:

« » +If you are basing your position entirely on statements

by Dr. Brown, we should know that qualified people disagree

with Dr. Brown. People at least.as able in this field of

nuclear physics completely disagree with Dr. Brown. . . .

There are other nuclear physicists who are willing to come

before 'tEl_iS committee and state their position on these
matters.

lPrepa.red.ness Subcommittee, op. cit., pp. 18-30.
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Dr. Brown had formerly been at Livermore Laborstory, which was
dominated by scientists of the Infinite school, but had changed
his position to that of the Finite school.

Senator Thurmond's questioning was more direct and to the
point. He did not like Secretary of Defense MacNamara, nor the
Secretary's attempt to exert civilian control over the military in
the Pentagon. He asked Dr. Foster if he was aware that the individual
Chiefs of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were opposed to the comprehensive
test ban treaty. ". . .So your statement Dr. Foster is based on |
advice of the Secretary of Defense and not on the military ;people."i

Dr. Foster attempted to answer the Senator that it was the
policy of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to consult the
head of every department concerned for advice. Dr. Foster's expla-
nation was interrupted by Senstor Thurmond's instance that the three
services heads had not been consulted separately for thelir opinions.
Chairman Stennis reminded Senator Thurmond that Dr. Foster could not
give the thinking of other men.

Senator Symington asked Dr. Foster about the security of the
United States under a comprehensive test ban treaty. Dr. Foster
responded that he had followed the guidelines set up by Congress and
the Executive Order for maeking decisions. Senator Symington rejected
these procedures which included the Atomic Energy Commission and the

intelligence apparatus of the Central Intelligence Agency and the

advice of the Committee on Principles in the ACDA. "I have talked

1Thid., p. 29.
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to persons who I believe know more about security +than any other
people in the world." From testimony taken late in August it was
evident that Senator Symington was referring to Dr. Edward Teller,
who based his opposition to the treaty in part to his lack of
trust in the ability of the United States intelligence during his
role in the development of the atomic bomb.

From this exchange the lines were drawn between the Finite

and Infinite schools of atomic scienbtists.t

Livermore versus Los Alamos

The most informative and productive testimony was given on
August 1, 1963, when Dr. John Foster, Director of the Livermore
Ieboratory and Dr. Norris E. Bradbury, Director of the Los Alamos
Scientific Laboratory appeared before the committee.

Dr. Foster led off the hearings with & statement of the
position of the Livermore ILeborstory. The laboratory at Livermore
had in the past devoted more than one-half of its total effort to
the problem of nuclear explosives and their application to military
purposes. The key to success at Livermore consisted in obtaining
and retaining people willing to work on such projects and a test
ban would "put their skille on the shelf." This hshelving" had
accompanied the 1958-1960 moratorium. Both Dr. Foster and Dr. Edward

Teller were "extremely anxious to move shead as fast as possible."2

1Su.p_ra, Chapter II.

2Preparedness Subcommittee, op. cit., p. 395.
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From a purély political view, Dr. Poster's most important
statement was:

During recent years it is becoming more and more difficult

for the laboratory to attract good young scientific talent

out of college. These people are more and more getting the

opinion that we are in a shady business, an effort that could

well lead the United States into a holocaust. And so as I

read the treaby and especially the preamble, and if that

treaty goes into effect and our people have to live under that
treaty, I feel that the public opinion, and particulerly the
opinions of the young people whom we try to bring to the labor-
atory will be much more strongly oriented against working on
the weapons program than they currently are.

Amazingly enough, after a discussion of the limitations of a
test ban, he could make no suggestion for the maintenance of the
skills of his people without further nuclear experiements.

Dr. Bradbury of Los Alamos then took the stand and pointed
out that while his remarks would be similar in technical detail,
they would be different in interpretation. To place his remarks in
proper perspective, he pointed out the primary differences between
the Los Alamos Leboratory and the Livermore Laboratory.

The first atomic bomb was developed at Los Alamos and by the
time that they realized that other countries had the bomb, Los Alamos
scientists came to the conclusion that they were in a very unique
position. While developing nuclear weapons they also hoped that

"someday someone would find a way to get out of the problem of

nuclear war." From that point on the Los Alsmos Leborstory sought

J'.[bid., p. 396.
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to broaden the base of the laboratory's work and activity. The
laboratory started to look for a number of other peaceful appli-
cations of atomic energy, nuclear weaponry fusion power, and pro-
grams in biology and medicine.

In contrast, the Livermore Laboratory was established at

the insistence of Dr. Teller on a very fundamental assumption,
possibly a correct assumption, that its basic objective was
to develop nuclear weapons because there was more gold in
tho® hills so to speak, than the laboratory at Los Alamos

was by itself able to find.t

Because of this diversification the Los Alamos Leboratory
was now in better shape to withstand the impact of & partial or
complete test ban. Dr. Bradbury saw noe difficulty in recruiting and
retaining people for the laboratory at Los Alamos.

Dr. Bradbury agreed that the Russians had a slight superiority
over the United States in the "very, very large-yield weapons," but
we were ahead of the Russians in the area of smaller systems. Dr.
Bradbury was relatively certain that the United States could maintain
its present superiority and, in fact, develop a large but crude multi-
“megaton weapon underground.

During the moratorium that Dr. Foster had mentioned as being
a disaster to the laboratory at Livermore, Dr. Bradbury said that
the Los Alamos Laboratory regarded the moratorium as a challenge to
see what they could do in a peaceful manner, and as a result the

laboratory grew.

lIbid., p. 404, Emphasis supplied.
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Senator Jackson of Washington was the first of the committee
to react to Dr. Bradbury's statements that with underground testing
we could maintain our superiority and that the business of nueclear
scientists was to put nuclear weapons out of business. Dr. Bradbury
did not respond as Senator Jackson would have desired that he would.
Dr. Bradbury had also stated that Ios Alemos made weapons 'not be-
cause we like to kill people. We mske them only because we believe
in some way it will give the country strength to negotiate, to find a
way out of war in gem—:'ra.l.":L The high yleld weapons so much desired
by Senator Jackson, Goldwater, et. al., were "psychological" weapons.
"They are mass destruction weapons and our normal military objectives
are to fight a war and put that country back together a.ga:i.n.2 Senator
Symington ultimately answered this position with: "He who gets there
fustest with the mostest wins."3

While Dr. Foster and Bradbury agreed on details, they disagreed
on conclusions. Dr. Foster wanted continued testing in the atmosphere
while Dr. Bradbury contended that we had accomplished all we could
by this manner of testing and further knowledge could be gained from
underground testing. Furthermore, if the four safeguards suggested

by the Joint Chiefs of Staff were carried out, there would be no risk

Lrpid.
o2 .
Tbid., p. L409.

3Ibid., p. 42l.
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to the United States. The attitude of Senator Jackson was: "Speaking
of treaties, I think we may need two treaties if we adopt the treaty
that is to be submitted. I think we might well have a treaty be-
tween Congress and the Executive,” to assure the Executive Would
carry out the safegt.ia.rds.l

Both scientists agreed that the danger of fallout was minimal,
but Senator Jackson suggested it might be beneficial. Both agreed
that the anti-ballistic missile system could be developed underground
without testing in the atmosphere. Dr. Bradbury pointed out that re-
liability of the ABM system was not a question of black and white. It
was not necessary to test particular warheads for ballistic defense
in the atmosphere,. because this could be accomplished underground.

Dr. Bradbury made the most preceptive statement near the end

of his testimony that aptly described the limited test ban treaty:
n2

"o « JActually it is more of an agreement to test underground.

Senator Inouye repeated the previous question that he had put
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to whether or not they had been forced
to0 give one-sided testimony "either by instructions, suggestions, orders
or directives made by the President or other high officials."3 Both
scientists answered "no."

Senator Goldwater appeared at the questioning. on August 2,1963,

which was the second day for Dr. Bradbury and Dr. Foster. Dr. Bradbury

1mpid., p. 4es.
2Tpid.

3Tbid., p. 468.
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was the object of his questions and he wanted to know how Dr.
Bradbury could be so sure that weapons will work unless they are
tested in their environment. "Someday you have to trot the device
out and try it, whether it is a .22 caliber bullet or a 100 megaton
warhead." Dr. Bradbury said that in his opinion the United States
had tested enought. "If weapons could be developed without testing
then what about our own silos containing Minutemen missiles?" Dr.
Foster answered for Dr. Bradbury by reminding Senator Goldwater that
Minutemen silos are located in populated areas of the United States
where few would agree to conduct, much less participate in, such
testing. Most certainly the Russians would not be willing to allow
us to test on one of their shelters or silos.t
Senator Symington introduced into the record a statement by
Dr. Edward Teller to Congress, which in essence said that we were
behind the Russians and were apt to fall further behind if we did not
continue to test in all elements. Dr. Bradbury called the statbement

"too broad in its generalities" and did not agree with the statement
in general. Dr. Foster did agree with it in its generalities. From
this point in the hearings the lines were clearly drawn between the
Finite school of containment and the Infinite school as represented by

Dr. Foster, Edward Teller and the entire subcommittee. In addition,

Senator Goldwater was acting as Chairmen in Senator Stennis' place.

1Ibid., p. 489.
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Senator Goldwater's questions were forerunners of his 1964
Presidential Campaign. The Senator from Arizona wanted to know
from Dr. Bradbury what would happen:

o +» +if we found that we had to use a tactical nuclear

weapon of very, very, low-yleld. Would that constitute

a nuclear explosion? Then assume that we decided to

defoliate a rain forest and used a very low-yield atomic

weapon. No humans are killed. We merely take the leaves
off the trees for better fire control.
Dr. Bradbury replied that he suspected that Russia would regard
it as being a nuclear or atomic explosion.

Near the end of the day Sem tor Jackson asked Dr. Bradbury
if he had enough informgtion:bo come to adequate conclusions in
this field in the light that Dr. Foster had disagreed with him.
In addition, Dr. Teller, Dr. Bradbury's former superior at Los
Alamos, was in disagreement. Dr. Bradbury's answer could be
used as a summary of the problems the Preparedness Investigating
Subcomuittee was having in conducting its investigation. Dr.
Bradbury stated:

Senator Jackson, I think the answer o the question is

"yes." Dr. Teller's question would be "no." Dr. Foster

can make his own answer. And this is characteristic of

the difference of opinion of people. We all look at the

same set of facts, and wecome to different opin%ons about
their relevance, interpretation and importance.

1tbid., p. 525.

2Tbid., p. 536.
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Dr. Edward Teller

Dr. Edward Teller appeared before the subcommittee on two

different occasions, August 12th and August 16th. On August 12th,

Dr. Teller was questioned extensively by Senators Stennis and

Symington after Dr. Teller stated categorically that he was opposed

to the treaty and listed the military disadvantages of the test

ban treaty. The subconimi’c'bee relied primarily on Dr. Teller's advice

and therefore the following reasons that Dr. Teller gave opposing

the treaty are important:

1. The treaty cannot be completely policed.

2. The treaty will permit the BRussians to retain their ad-
vantage in multimegaton explosives. With the help of space
testing the Russians may even increase this advantage.

3. The treaty will inhibit the United States tests deleted
to verify the hardness of our missile sites. The USSR on
the other hand, can proceed with such experiments.

4. The treaty will impede the development of missile defense
in the United States. This. . .is perhaps the most important
point. A corresponding inhibition in Russia will be very
much leff effective.

5. The treaty is ambiguous with respect to the use of "Plow-
share" outside the territory of the United States. This may
give the Russians a possibility to intervene in our dealings
with friendly or neutral nations.

6. The language of the test ban treaty apparently prohibits
the use of nuclear explosives in limited conflicts outside
the territory of the United States unless 3 months notice

has been served in advance. Thus badly needed prompt response
to aggression might be inhibited.

T. The treaty erects a new barrier against our cooperation
with our allies in the area of preparedness, particularly in
missile defense.
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8. Excessive caution in interpreting the treaty in the
United States may lead to severe limitations on future de-
velopments. In this way progress is impeded and we deprive
ourselves of pgssibilities which might acquire great importance
in the future.
Dr. Teller had always been consistantly opposed to any form of test
ban. He was the prime mover for an accelergted program to develop
thermonuclear wegpons which was ultimately turned down by the Atomic
Energy Commission upon the recommendation of Dr. Robert Oppenheimer.
This decision was ultimately used by Dr. Teller against Dr. Oppenheimer
to remove any opposition to further testing. Dr. Teller was also
opposed to any technical agreement by the East and West resulting
out of the Conference of Experts in 1958 and he opposed the morstoriums
of 1958 and 1961.2

An article that appeared the the Washington Post the day before

Dr. Teller's testimony predicted that Dr. Teller would oppose the
treaty, but seriously questioned why Dr. Teller had stated in 1960
that all necessary weapons development could be conducted underground
and was now calling on continued testing in the atmosphere. Dr.
Teller said in effect that in 1959 and 1960 he did not “particularly
believe in antimissile work. I thought it was too difficult."” Under
the impact of Russian successes and additional discussions how it
could be done, he now concluded that it was feasible. He elaborated

on & previous point that was to become increasingly important.

1Tbid., p. 545.

2Mhe New York Times (August 25, 1963).
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"Reviewing the history of my past scientific predictions , I can
tell you that I do not think I was wrong in a single case when I
said that something could be done. . . .I dlid not change my mind
1

because of the present situation, but because of additional evidence."

On August 10, 1963, Drew Pearson in the Washington Post said

that it was revealed during the Senate debate on Admiral Lewls
Strauss that Dr. Teller was being pald by big defense contracters
at the rate of $1,000.00 a day, and he had received $20,000.00 so
far that year. His biggest client was General Dynamics, one of
the top defense contractors in the r1:.=).tion.2 Dr. Teller indicated
that 1f Mr. Pearson was called to give this information under oath
that Mr. Pearson would perjure himself.

Dr. Teller had testified before both committees almost simul-
taneously and it was evident that he had a low estimabte of our art
of intelligence. He specifically pointed out that in 1949 our in-
telligence did not predict that the Russians would have a nuclear
weapon in 1949. Senator Symington, for some reason, as did Senator
Stennis, felt that Dr. Teller needed their defense by loud praise of
the wisdom of Dr. Teller. However, it should be pointed out that
during the years mentioned, by most estimates, our intelligence
gathering apparatus was in its infancy and Dr. Teller had "top clear-
ance" and was privy to any information that was available regarding the

development of atomic energy.

lpreparedness Subcommittee, op. cit., pp. 579-580.

2Tbid., p. 566.
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Dr. Teller's statements before both committees were punctuated
with misgivings regarding the intelligence service, and in general
this seemed to be the primary concern and mainstay of his arguments
against the treaty.

I understand that our intelligence has been greatly strengthened.

Yet, I continue to be impressed and worried about the fact that

the statements concerning our safety are based on intelligence

data which in the pagt have failed to predict dangers in many
important instances.

Senator Symington brought up an interesting point to Dr. Teller
in the form of a question as to why Dr. Harold Brown, Director of
Research and Engineering, Department of Defense, and who had been
on the Staff of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory from 1952 through
1961 es assistant to Dr. Teller at Livermore, should be supporting
the present treaty. Senator Symington stated:

Now the mystery to me is how two people who have worked to-

gether and been so close together in this field can never the

less be so far apart in conclusions.
By reply Dr. Teller gave a succinct answer that was closer to the

truth than he or the committee imagined:

There is one simple answer which I will make and the compli-
cated answer which I will try to make.

The gimple answer is . « .I don't know.

I can try to answer in a more complicated way and I will
attempt it, but I am guessing here.

We are talking about questions which are intertwined with
technical and scientific problems, but they are intertwined
with political and emotional problems &s well.

1Tbid., p. 765.

2Thid., p. TT2.
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The question who is ahead.and who is behind and for that
reason is based on guess.
Dr. Teller had been called back to the subcommittee on
August 16th to specifically refute Secretary of Defense McNamara's
testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee regarding
the vulnerability of our Minuteman sites and the question of ballistic
missile defense. Dr., Teller retracted his statement that it was
generally assumed that the Russians were ahead of the United States
on missile defense. He retracted his statement due to the over-
whelming disagreement by his colleagues and experts in this field.
Dr. Harold Brown attacked Dr. Teller's depreciation of intelligence
reports because of the fact that Dr. Teller had not seen all the
2
intelligence reports. At this juncture Dr. Teller, by his own
admission stated:
I do not happen to have clearance for intelligence information
and. therefore you should realize that while I am informed
about the general intelligence estimate, and while in my
technical discussions I have developed some feeling more or
less valid about the probable situation, I do not have access
to the detailed3way in which these intelligence estimates have
been developed.
Senator Symington indicated his appreciation that Dr. Teller

had admittbed that he did not have access to classified information

and that the persons who favored the treaty did have up-to-date

Tpid.

2The New York Times (November 22, 1963).

3Preparedness Subcommittee, op. cit., p. T6kL.
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information, i.e., Doctors Brown, Foster and Bradbury. Senator
Symington asked Dr. Teller if he would like to have clearance to
the same information. Dr. Teller indicated that he would and if
he found any differences for a chéﬁge in his testimony he would do

so. There is no further information in regerd to this mstter.

Reprise

The remainder of the witnesses called before the Armed
Services Subcommittee seemed to have been chosen because of their
"anti-treaty" bias or else to support the apparent hostility of
the subcommittee members towards the Pentagon and Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara's policies.l Admirsl Lewis Strauss, while
not opposing the treaty, gave the committee largely negative testi-
mony. The former members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admirals
Burke, Radford and General Twining, while admitting that they did
not have current intelligence reports or information to support
their views, gave negative testimony and expressed grave misgivings

toward the treaty.

Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee Report

On September 9, 1963, the Senate Committee on Armed Forces,

Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, issued its report.2 This

e New York Times (August, 1963).

See Appendix "C" for a complete analysis of advanteges and dis-
advantages of the Test Ban Treaty.
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report came six days after the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
issued its favorable report on the Test Ban Treaty. The subcommittee
had met at various times for a total of nineteen days and twenty-
nine sessions and heard a total of nineteen witnesses to explore the
military and technological aspects of any agreement to elther disarm
or curtail the developments of arms.

The committee concluded that the Test Ban Treabty would "re-
sult in serious and perhaps formidable military and technical dis-
advantages to the United States military establishment.” The
comnittee was not convinced that such comparsble disadvantages would
result to the Soviet Union. The committee brushed aside the "im-
portant factors . . .such as foreign policy, international affairs
and relations with other nations" because "each individual must reach
his own Judgment about the wisdom and desirability of the treaty on
the basis of personal philosophy, past experience, current know-
ledge and relative weight which he assigns to the various factors
involved."

The report was signed by Senators Stuart Symington, Democrat
of Missouri; Henry M. Jackson, Democrat of Washington; Strom Thurmond,
Democrat (who turned Republican the next year during the Presidential
Campaign) from South Carolina; Margaret Chase Smith, Republican from
Maine; Barry Goldwater, Republican from Arizone and candidate for
President for the Republican Party and the Chairmesn of the Subcommittee,

John Stennis, Democrat of Mississippi.
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Minority reports were filed by Senators Symington of
Missouri and Saltonstall of Massachusetts. Senator Saltonstall,
ranking Republican on the committee, said the conclusions drawn
by the subcommittee were "overly adverse." Although Senator
Symington signed the report, he stated that he would vote for the

treaty.

Summary

In view of the fact that Senators Jackson, Russell and
Symington had stated as early as February 21, 1963, that they
could not nor would support any treaty that would curtail the
United States Armed Forces or the use of atomic weapons, it was
surprising that Senator Symington indicated that he would vote for
the treaty. As we shall see, Senstor Jackson also voted for the
treaty. Apparently these two Senators did not see anything in the
treaty that would constitute a military threat to the United States.

Sengtor Saltonstall accompanied the Secretary of State to
Moscow to sign the treaty. As ranking Republican on the Armed Services
Comnittee his vote was to be eventually very important for ratifi-
cation.

The questions by the remainder of the Senators fully qualified
as being "military-minded," i.e., their conclusions that the military
factors were more important than the political factors concerning
foreign affairs, international relations and relations with other

nations.
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Senators Goldwater and Thurmond attempted to discredit the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and gave praise to those witnesses they
agreed with(LeMay, Teller and the scientists from the Livermore
Laboratory). They tended to gloss over political and ideological
dimensions of foreign policy and seemed to forget that the military
is but one element of national power and is but the means available
to the civilian executives to achieve the major goals of national
policy.

The subcommittee, then, was a vehicle for the opponents of
the treaty to express their views and attempt to gain a sense of

expertise to back up their previously stated opposition.



CHAPTER VI
FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMLITTEE

The Foreign Relations Committee has played an important
role in foreign policy since its inception in 1916.

The committee has established important subcommittees to
keep it informed on various subjects. In addition to subcommittees
the fact that Senators may sit on more than one committee gives it
greater competence to judge on matters concerning foreign policy.

The membership of the Foreign Relations Committee in 1963
consisted of: Senators Fulbright(Chairman),Sparkman, Humphrey,
Mansfield, Morse, Gore, Lausche, Church, Symington, Dodd, Smathers,
Hickenlooper, Aiken, Carlson, Williams of Delaware and Mundt of
South Dakota.

Senators Humphrey and Gore have been identified with the
idea of disarmament since 1958. In 1958 Senator Gore suggested
that the United States should abandon its demands for a comprehensive
test ban treaty and concentrate on a partial test ban. In 1959
Senator Humphrey proposed a limited test ban to be accompanied by a
moratorium on testing in those environments where control techniques
were not at that time adequate.

Senstor Hickenlooper served on the Joint Committee on Abtomic
Energy and the Foreign Relations Committee. Senator Symingbon served

on the Armed Services Committee and its Subcommittee on Preparedness.

116
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Senators Gore and Hickenlooper had served as congressional
advisers to the American delegation in Geneva and thus were sble
to bring thelr knowledge to the Committee on Foreign Affeirs.

The formal hearings on the Limited Test Ban Treaty opened in
Room 318, in the 0l1d Senate Office Building, with the full committee
in attendance. In addition to the Foreign Relations Committee, the
Senate Committee on Armed Services and the members of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy were invited and were in attendance.
Senators Dirksen, Kuchel, Cooper, Bible, Javits, Allott and Miller
were honored guests.

The hearings lasted from August 12th until August 2Tth.
During this period the commititee questioned forty-three witnesses,
eleven of whom appeared before both the Foreign Relations Committee
ba.nd the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee on Preparedness. The
testimony of these eleven men was substantially the same before both
committees.

The military's support of the treaty was increased with the
testimony of General Shoup of the Marine Corps, who swore under oath
that he had not been pressured by the administration to give positive
support to the treaty. His testimony came in answer to additional
questions by members of the Armed Services Committee that the Joint
Chiefs had abnormal pressure applied to them and that each individual
Chief of Staff had not been consulted privately by Generasl Maxwell

Teaylor.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff insisted that the four safeguards
stipulated before the Preparedness Subcommittee be adhered to for
the national security.

General LeMay stated in open session that he probebly would not
have endorsed the treaty 1f the treaty had not already been signed.
Later Senator Fulbright announced that General LeMay had given more
substantial support to the treaty while testifying in executive
session.l

Edward Teller appeared before both committees and ﬁas opposed
to the treaty, holding that the Soviet Union could not be trusted to
keep the treaty and would test clandestinely. He wanted more tests
on the development of an anti-ballistic missile and felt that this
could be done €fectively only in the atmosphere.

Dr. John Foster also appeared before both committees as
Director of the Lewrence Radiation Leboratory at Livermore, California.
He concluded that from a strictly technical military point, the
treaty had the appearances of being disadvantageous.

Dr. Harold Brown, Director of Defense Research and Engineering,
Department of Defense, had been on the staff of the Lawrence Radiation
Laboratory from 1952 through 1961. He ultimately served as the head
of the Livermore Ieboratory and as its Director from 1960 through 1961.
He had also served on the American delegation at Geneva on the Conference
of Experts in 1958. Dr. Brown supported the treaty and attacked Dr.

Teller's depreciation of the intelligence reports of the United States.

IThe New York Times (August 20, 1963).
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He said simply that Dr. Teller had not seen "all the facts."L

Dr. Norris E. Bradbury, Director of the Los Alamos Scien-
tific Laboratory acknowledged thet the treaty had certain scientific
risks but he felt that they could be minimized through a program of
vigorous underground testing. The Los Alamos scientists were gener-
ally more favorable to the treaty than were those from the Liver-
more Laborstory.

Two of the most important administration witnesses, Secretary
of State Dean Rusk and Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, appeared
only before the Foreign Reletions Committee. Although no official
reason was given, it may be surmised that the administration felt
that the Armed Services Committee did not have proper jurisdiction
over the treaty and it was a well-known fact by this time that the
members of the Armed Services Committee had no intention of accepting
or considering any ban on testing.

Senators Goldwatey, Thurmond, Stennis, Jackson and Symington
had constantly derided the activities of Secretary of Defense McNamsra
and his use of computers in cost-analysis of defense programs.
Secretary McNamara had also firmly re-established the principle of
civilian control over the military.

On August 24, 1963, Senator Thurmond said that the Secretary
of Defense had tried to deceive the Senate and pictured him as a
"confidence man . . .who uses a deceptive and deceitful buildup with

an overly strong implication to support the treaty."2

IIbid., (August 20, 1963).

°Tpid., (August 24, 1963).

————
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It may be surmised that no constructive purpose would be
served by the appearance of Secretary McNamara before the Sub-

comnittee of the Armed Services Committee.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk

At the opening of the hearings, Senator Fulbright read the
letter of transmittal from the President which contained ten consid-
ergtions that he wished the committee to keep in mind during their
deliberations:

1. The treaty was the complete document. There were no
additional agreements or understandings made at Moscow.

2. The tregty did not assure world pesce; it would inhibit,
not prohibit the arms race. It would limit nuclear tests.
It would not halt production or reduce existing arms stock-
piles bubt it would be a first step toward limiting the arms
race.

3. The treaty would curb the pollution of the atmosphere from
nuclear fallout.

4. The treaty would protect our rights of the future by the
withdrawal clause and the right of the Senate to approve
amendments . '

5. No combingtion of signabures would either imply or grant
recognition to any signatory to the treaty.

6. Our testing facilities would be kept in constant state of
readiness through underground testing, for the purposes of peace
or Wwar.

T. Our nuclear superiority was the factor that made the treaty
possible, but there was no need for a sense of euphoris with the
signing of the treaty.

8. Even though the Soviet Union should test clandestinely
underground, our nuclear superiority would remsin due to the
fact that the United States had reached the point of total
retaliatory capacity.
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9. The risks of clandestine testing were far smaller than
the risks of unlimited testing. The United States had de-
veloped technical means of detection.

10. The treaty was the product of two administrations. It
grew out of the initial proposals of the Eisenhower admin-
istration, the Senate reso}ution and the platforms of both
political parties in 1960.

The President ended his letter with the words:

This Treaty is in our national interest. While experience

teaches us to be cautious in our expectations and ever

vigilant in our preparations, there is no reason to oppose
this hopeful step. It is rarely possible to recapture
missed opportunities to achieve a more secure and peaceful
world. To govern is to choose; and it is my Jjudgment that
the Uni'ié'ed States should move swiftly and approve the pending
treaty.

Before Secretary of State Dean Rusk could start his testimony
on the treaty, Senator Hickenlooper called for an unprecedented move
by requesting that all witnesses be sworn in so that their testimony
would have the weight of an oath. Senator Fulbright agreed, but
noted that it was highly unusual, particularly in the light of the
caliber of witness to appear before the committee. As it later
Pranspired, Senator Hickenlooper was adhering to the wishes of the
conservative Senators from the Armed Services Committee who had
implied throughout that the administration witnesses, particularly
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, were either lying or were under heavy

pressure from the administration to give only positive testimony.

Senator Fulbright placed a ten-minute limitation on questions.

J‘Hearings on Executive M., op. cit., pp. 2-k.

2rpid.
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Secretary of State Dean Rusk elaborated primerily the ten
points made by President Kennedy ir the letter of transmittal.

The Secretary ended his statement with an eloquent quotation from
Bernard Baruch, "We are here to make a choice between the quick
and the dead."t

Senator Russell led the attack by gquestioning why there were
no military men on the mission to Moscow to negotiate the treaty
and furthermore whether the Kennedy administration intended to
consult only civilians and lawyers in the Department of Defense on
matters of disarmament. Secretary Rusk pointed out that the road
of negotiations on the particular treaty was & very long one and
involved persons of all walks of life; military men, civilians, and
scientists as well as laymen and diplowmats.

Senator Russell had made frequent references to his mail and
the virulence it contained. It should be pointed out that during
this period under consideration, the civil rights bill was being
formilated, the "March on Washington!' was in progress and Secretary
McNamars had called for an end to all discrimination in the construction
of Armed Services projects, and had threatened to close Army bases
that were near cities and towns who discriminated against servicemen.
The southern Senators were using these hearings for a national plat-
form to air their frustrations toward the whole Kennedy administration.
Senator Sparkman picked up a point that Senator Russell had made in
reference to his mail that both sides, for and ageinst the tresty,
were condemned in the broadest terms of hatred. However, Senstor

Sparkman had three guestions for Secretary Rusk, questions which were
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to be asked over and over again by the conservative bloc in the
hearings. The questions asked were as follows: Can we trust the
Russians?; Would we be prevented from developing atomic weapons?;
and Could we use nuclear weapons in case of war? Secretary Rusk's
answers were a qualified "yes" to the first, a "no" to the second
and a "yes" to the third.

Senator Hickenlooper's performance was a rather curious one
before the committee. He had served in the past on the Foreign
Relations Committee and its Subcommittee on Disarmament. He had
also served on the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, as well as an
adviser to the American delegation in Genevs on disarmament, and
therefore should have been as well advised as any member of Congress
present in the hearings on the test ban treaty. In addition the
President had invited him to go to Moscow with a bipartisan group
of Senators, but he refused, as did a number of other prominent
Republicans. Therefore, it came as a surprise when he asked the
Secretary of State, "What does the treaty do? We know fully what
it doesn't do, but just what does it do?"™l The Secretary tried to
point out that this treaty was but a hopeful "first step" toward
further agreements to limit the arms race. Senator Hickenlooper
indicated that he intended to ask that all correspondence between
the President and his staff with the Soviet Union be made public

as to the "potential agreements after this treaty should be signed."

11bid., p. 29.
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Senator Saltonstall asked the Secretary more plainly if there
were any side agreements or understandings made at Moscow, "Am I
correct in my understanding from what you have said here and what you
have said in conversation, that there are no side agreements, no
other agreements of any kind, that go along with this treaty?"
Secretary of State Rusk replied, "That is correct, sir." To which

1
Senator Saltonstall added, "And you say that under oath?" "Yes,sir."

Secretary Rusk had to deny this same inference from all the
members of the Armed Services Committee who either did not compre-
hend or merely wished to antagonize the administration's witness.
Senator Morse was not reluctant to defend the Secretary and attack
his detractors. He made the following statements:

Is it not true that the military establishment under our

Constitution has no authority whatsoever to determine foreign

policy? Here's one Senabtor who wishes the record to show

that I am glad you did not take a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to Moscow for . . .we have not established a military
government in this country, not yet. It is also true, is it
not, that under our Constitution the policies of the Pentagon
building shall be directed by civilian command?

It was evident that the ten points made by the President had
made no dent in the thinking of the "conservative-military" bloc of
Sengtors from the Armed Services Committee. But Secretary Rusk was
prepared for Senator Goldwater's question as to whether the tresty
prohibited the use of and development of tactical nuclear weapons.

Secretary Rusk produced a written opinion by the Attorney General with

the answer, "no."

1pid., p. 35.

2Ileid., pp. 56-58.
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Senator Miller was not a member of the committee, but asked
Senator Curtis to present two questions to Secretary Rusk. Senator
Miller wanted a reservation to the treaty that would keep the treaty
from becoming effective until the Soviet Union paid her debt to the
United Nations. Secretary Rusk pointed out that such a reservation
would not be accepted by the Soviet Union and would have the effect
of killing the treaty. Furthermore, it would place the United States
in the embarrassing situation thet it found itself in after World War I
when the Congress of the United States failed to join the League of
Nations after having been the originator of the idea. The second
question concerned Mr. Miller's concern about the wiil to win in
the "cold war."

Senator Fulbright was the last person to make remarks and
he used the committee as a platform for his own particular philosophy.
The Senator had accompanied the delegation to Moscow and the entire
committee had seen the draft as early as June and had for all practi-
cal reasons endorsed the treaty beforehand.

Tre Senator started out by pointing out to Senators Mundt and
Hickenlooper that the Soviet Union was not the only nation to break
treaties when it was in her nationsl interest. With the confirmation
of Secretary Rusk it was indicated that the United States had also
broken treaties when it was useful for her purposes.

He pointed out that even though the Russians might be given a
breathing spedtl from the arms race that the United States could well
use the same time to our own advantage becausev"we cannot afford

indefinitely to outspend the Russians in the field of armaments without



126

suffering a serious deterioration in our relstive fields of health,
education, poverty and urban decay."

" The "hawkish" Senators from the Armed Services Committee did
not question Secretary of Stabte Rusk for any length of time due to
the fact that they were hearing testimony with Dr. Teller the same
day in the Subcommittee on Preparedness.

At the end of the dsy, Senstor Aiken predicted that the
treaty would be ratified by & margin of four to one.:L However,
the members of the Senate Armed Services Committee and the Atomic
Energy Commission expressed grave doubts and reservations in spite

of the excellent testimony by the Secretary of State.

Robert S. McNamara

After Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara was sworn in,
he immediately gave a rundown on the nuclear superiority of the
United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union:

Earlier this year I was able to report to the Senate Armed
Services Committee that---gllowing for losses from an initial
enemy sttack and attrition enroute to target, we calculate

that our forces today could still destroy the Soviet Union
without any help from the deployed tactical eir units or carrier
task forces or Thor or Jupiter IREM's.

. + .In the past twenty-four months alone there have been:

A 100 percent increase in the number of nuclear war heads in
the strategic alert forces.2

Ihe New York Times (August 12, 1963).

2Commithee on Foreign Relations, op. cit., p. 98.
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A 60 percent increage in the tactical nuclear forces deployed
in Western Europe.

A 45 percent increase in the number of combat ready Army
divisions.

A 30 percent increase in the number of tactical air squadrons.
A 60 percent increase in airlift capability.

A 100 percent increase in ship construction and conversion to
modernize the fleet.

A 200 percent increase in the sRecial forces trained to deal
with counterinsurgency threats.

The Secretary of Defense was not concerned with the over-
all superiority of the United States. However, there were four
areas that he wished to call attention to: (l)very large~yield weapons;
(2) miasile site survivability; (3) anti-ballistic missile defense;

and (4) missile penetrability.

Very Large-Yield Weapons

Although the Soviet Union had tested a sixty megaton device
and could probably go as high as 100 megatons, they did not have a
missile that could deliver such a warhead to the continental United
States.

The United States strategy was aimed at military sites and
we could, with underground testing, develop sophisticated weapons

that would fulfill our mission.

I1pid.



128

Missile Site Survivability

The missile force of the United States was deployed in such
a faghion that the United States could sustain a "first strike"
and still retain much of the original striking force.

The Secretary stated that "we can say with assurance . . .
that even after g Soviet strike, the total surviving United States

strategic nuclear force will be large enough to destroy the enemy."l

Anti-Ballistic-Missile System

Without further testing the United States now has the cap-
ability to weaponize a variety of possible ABM warheads.

Regarding ABM radar blackout and communications blackout,
the United States possessed the facilities and capabilities to design
around any existing uncertainties.

Any problems that the United States had at that time related
to reaction speed, missile performance, traffic handling capacity and
the capacity for decoy discerimination were all factors that were not

related to the limited test treaty.2

Penetration Capability

It was only in this area of penetration of enemy snti-ballistic-

migsile systems that the United States could not be certain.

lIbid., pp. 102"'1030

2Thid., pp. 103-10L.
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We could test the vulnersbility as to radiation underground,
but we could not fully test the vulnerability of the ballistic-
missile warhead to kill by blast.

Under the treaty we could not test or confirm the resistance
of new, hard-warhead designs. But the Secretary indicated that it
was his belief, based on current intelligence reports, that the

Soviet Union had not explored the bulnerability of re-entry vehicles

to blasts.t

By way of summary or conclusions from the Secretary's opening
remarks:

e « o«If testing continued indefinitely without limit as to

the test environment or size of yield, the most likely ulti-
mate results would be technical parity between the United
States and the Soviet Union. . . .Except for the very-high-
yield weapons where we have no great interest. . .unlimited
underground testing by both sides would also tend to pro-

duce technological partity. But, by limiting Soviet testing
to the underground environment, where testing is more diffi-
cult and more expensive and where the United States has had
substantially more experience, we can at least retard Soviet
progress and prolong the duration of our technological super-
iority. . . .This prolongation of our technological superiority
will be a principal direct military effect of the treaty on
the Suture military balance. I believe it to be a significant
one.

The questioning of Secretary McNamara by the members of the
Armed Services Committee was a very carefully orchestrgted perfor-
mance. Senator Fulbright had put a ten-minute limit on the time each
individual Senator would have for questions. Senators Russell, Stennis,

Goldwater, Thurmond, Young and Lausche asked questions that overlapped

1bid., pp. 104-105.

°Ibid., p. 105.
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each other and each one asked them in such a way that there were built-
in responses. They frequently demanded a "yes" or "no."

They insisted that the Joint Chiefs of 8taff were not telling
the absolute truth. In scientific mgtters they disregarded all
testimony except that of Dr. Edward Teller, even after he admitted
that he did not have all the current intelligence information.

Regarding "Plowshare" Mr. McNamare indicated that the ban
would not inhibit the development of technical instruments to build
a canal but under this treaty we could not use atomic energy for
explosive means to dig an actual canal.

Some authors have indicated that the hearings were something
less than a college debate on points. However, in the light of the
present attacks on the "military-industrial" complex, the exchange
of pointed remarks between Senators Fulbright and Hickenlooper has
pertinance:

HICKENLOOPER:. . .With regard to the educational system in

Russia and the United States and other places in the world,

does your examination show that in ancient Cathay, with all

its refinements and education, that the scholars were able to
stand at the gates of their cities and ward off Genghis Khan
when his hordes came through?

MCNAMARA:. . .I believe I read the same books you did and the

answer 1ls that they did not, but I am not certain that Cathay

would have lasted any longer and I think that is the test.

HICKENLOOPER:. . .Do you think the Greek civilization which was

very high indeed was able by pedagogical fiat to ward off the

hordes that came from the East and conguered it? Inotherwords

wasn't it the physical strength that was necessary to ward
off these things that would have saved them?
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MCNAMARA:. . .I think both of us would agree that physical and
intellectual strength are required and as a matter of act in
the present day, with the complex weapons systems that we are
dpending upon as a foundation for our military strength, in-
tellectual strength is an absolute requirement for military
strength, and we need an expansion of the educational system
for that reason as well as other.

HICKENLOOPER:. . .But, educational strength alone can't
command the sun to stand still, can it?

After the usual protocol of ﬁhankiﬁg the witness and his response,
Chairman Fulbright intervened in the dialogue with:

« « oL would remind the Senator that the real downfall of

Greece was that foolish military expedition against Syracuse

rather than any hordes_from the East, I think, if I remember

the history correctly.

Senator Hickenlooper had been one of Secretary McNamara's
most consistent critics over his handling of defense contracts,
particularly the TFX award and decision to build. In addition,
Senator Hickenlooper had long and close personal ties with Dr.

Edward Tellerd and ideologically fell into line with Senators Jackson,

"the Senator from Boeing," and Carl Mundt X

rbia., p. 123.
2
Thid.

SNorman Moss » Men Who Play God (New York:Harper & Row, 1968).Mr.
Moss has written a highly informative albeit journalistic work. His
style comes from the fact that he was & former reporter for Reuters,
The Reporter, The Sunday Times of London and the Saturdsy Review. His
chapter "The Scientist" is a particularly critical analysis of Dr.
Teller's personality and his conflict within the atomic commnity of
scientists. His analysis in part substantiatbes remarks madeto this author
by his former student and associate from Los Alamos to the effect that
Dr. Téller was of a singular mind and would not hesitate at anything to -
achieve a goal even to distortion of facts. Interview with Harold Agnew :
of Los Alamos, Physicist.

hl'bid.
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Either by planning or "happenstance" the Atomic Energy Commission
detonated a nuclear device with an intermediate-yield underground

in Nevads on the opening day of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee's
hearings. This was almost to underscore the point of Secretaries

Rusk and McNamars and Glenn T. Seaborg, that the administraion in-
tended to do a&ll that it could to mainbtain American readiness, in-
cluding increasing the underground 'testing program.

At the end of Secretary McNamars's testimony, the New York Times

reported in headlines that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee was
generally very pleased with Secretary McNemara's testimony, with
particular praise coming from Senator Everet Dirksen, Republican

from Illinois. The members of the Armed Services Committee and the
Atomic Energy Commission "expressed doubts and reservations." Senators
Thurmond and Goldwater said that they were not impressed. One important
convert, however, was Senator Hickenlooper, who gave grudging support

and favoreble praise to the day's hearings.

The Military

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff had testified the dey be-
fore, on August 1lhth, before the Senate Committee on Armed Forces
Prepardedness Subcommittee, they appeared the next day before the
Senate Foreign Relgtions Committee. The testimony of the Joint Chiefs
was the same as it had been the dsy earlier. However, the real purpose
of Senator Hickenlooper's insistence that all witnesses be put under

oath became apparent with the "questioning" of General Maxwell Taylor.

General Taylor was regarded as a "Kennedy man" although the General is
& registered Republican. General Taylor had been brought back out of



133

retirement to head the Joint Chiefs of Staff and make an investi-
gation of the "Bay of Pigs" fiasco. General Taylor had wellknown
views regarding the role of a Secretary of Defense and also that of
a leader of the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

A Secretary of Defense needs a strong chairman to direct the
works of the Chiefs, to keep their noses to the grindstone,

and to extract from them timely advice and recommendations.

. « opreferably of g kind which can be accepted and approved
without embarrassment. . . .Thus, the chairman has become g

sort of party whip, charged with conveying the official line
to the Chiefs in the hope and exRectation that they will be

guided thereby in their actions.

Senator Russell was the chief questioner and he led off with
his now familiar:

When were the Joint Chiefs of Staff brought into consulbation
on this treaty for the first time? Had you been consulted from
time to time during the course of the negotiations? We hear

a great deal in this day and time about pressures that are
brought to bear on the Joint Chiefs to cause them to surrender
purely military views to what might be called political consid-
erations of one kind or another; whether they are in the natbtional
interest or not is not important for the purposes of this
question. 3But have any unusual pressures been brought to bear
on you or on any other member of the Joint Chiefs, to your know-
ledge, in the consideration of this trea£y?2

General Taylor once again replied:

No, sir; definitely not.3

LMaxwell D. Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet (New York: Harper &
ROW’ n~d..), PP- 109"']_.]J.o

QCommittee on Foreign Relations, op. cit., pp. 280-281.
3Tpid.
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Senators Fulbright and Humphrey came to General Taylor's de-
fense by the parliamentary device of asking him questions that would
allow him to defend his honor and integrity. Through Senator Humphrey's
guestions it was brought out that the Joint Chiefs had been consulted
and made recommendations to the President and the Committee of Prin-
ciples on points relating to the final treaty. Although there was
no military man physicelly present with Ambassador Harriman in
Moscow, there was a representative of the Department of Defense and
the Ambassador received his instructions directly from the President,
who in turn was advised by the Joint Chiefs and members of his admin-
istration. General Taylor was privy to all cables from Moscow and
he in turn informed the other Chiefs of Staff as to their content
and the progress of negotiations. Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff
could have objected and had the right to intervene, they saw nothing
to object to at any time and gave full accord to the treaty before it
vas initialed.l

The following day the remainder of the Chiefs of Staff appeared
and answered the conservative bloc's question with & unanimous,'No,
sir." Senator Kuchel, Republican of California, indicated that he
had received an "abnormal" amount of mail from southern California
indicating that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were opposed to the treaty
but that they had been brainwashed. The answers Senator Kuchel re-
ceived from the Chiefs should have silenced the opposition on this one

position:

lrpid., pp. 297.
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GENERAL, LEMAY:. . .as to the brainwashing. I would resent
very mich any attempt to put pressure on me to come up with
an answer either weay on this treaty. . . .I say again that
there has been no pressure applied to me in this matter.

GENERAL WHEELER:. . .I, too, would resent any pressure being
put upon me. . . I think General LeMay is correct in saying
that each of us probably assessed the various risks and the
various advantages with a slightly different weight.

ADMIRAL MCDONALD:. . .I have nothing to add to what General
LeMay and General Wheeler have stated other than to say for
myself that no pressure whatsoever was put on me.

GENERAL, SHOUP:. . .I agree with that statement. . . .I was
called for by the Commender-in-Chief and the Secretary of
Defense in person and in privete and I presume that if pres-
sure was being used I would have found out.

Edward Teller

Dr. Teller's appearance before the Foreign Relations Committee
has been called a "tour de force" in defending his opposition to the
treaty. His position was basically the same as he had given before
the Armed Services Subcommittee but he warned the Senators, "If you
ratify this treaty you will have given away the future safety of our
country, and increased the danger of war."

By August 22, 1963, the committee had worked its way through
nearly all the military and scientific community and on that day
they heard from Dr. Willard Libby and Admiral Lewis L. Strauss.

While Dr. Libby endorsed the treaty, Admiral Strauss, although he

did not oppose the treaty, gave essentially negative testimony.

lrpid., pp. 354-356.
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By late afternoon on August 22, 1963, it seemed thet the
circle had turned full with the appearance of Harold E. Stassen,
accompanied by his daughter Kathleen. Mr. Stassen had been Pres-
ident Eisenhower's first appointee in charge of disarmsment. Mr.
Stassen supported the treaty and called for full "bipartisan” support
because the treaty required, in the national interest, gbove all
else, in the interest of humanity, overwhelming and bipartisan
support.

From this point on the committee heard from individusls who
wished to be heard on the subject, before the committee published
its findings. One of themmost important individuals who was re-
sponsible for the test ban treaty and much of the advice regasrding
timing of President Kennedy's June 10th speech was Norman Cousins,

Editor of the Saturday Review.

Mr. Cousins had an opportunity to spend three hours with
Premier Khrushchev in December of 1962 and six hours in April of
1963. 1In his conversations with the Russian leader it became
evident that Khrushchev tied his political future to the test ban
treaty, hoping that he could point to the treaty as a positive gain
from the missile confrontation with the United States in 1962, for
which he was under severe criticism from the Communist Chinese.
Furthermore, there was trouble with the Russian economy and Khrushchev
did not want to lose the material gains in housing projects, power
installations, or dams. President Kennedy's June 10th speech was

the opening of a door that the Russians thought was closed to them.
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Mr. Cousins indicated bthat primarily Mr. Khrushchev, in pressing
for a nonmilitary showdown was not foregoing his aims, but recognized
that nuclear war was not a realistic enterprise. Cousins added that:

« « It seems to me {Tousing) that Khrushchev had tied his
politieal future to some understanding with the United States
which would make it possible to call off or at least reduce
the dangers of war and free him for dealing with the Chinese
Communists. He made that choice. That choice was clear.

Professor Marshall Darrow Shulman of the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy backed up Mr. Cousins' contentions that Premier
Khrushchev had clearly placed his political fubure with that of

the United States:

« +» «L hope that in the consideration of this treaty that
we would bring to bear the view of our long-term interests
in relation to the Soviet Union; that is to say, it seems to
me important that we always have present in our minds in
deciding upon immediate measures to undertake, what the
direction is we are trying to move in in relation to the
Soviet Union, and if the direction is to bring them along to
the point where we can moderate some of the hazards of this
confrontation, and perhaps over a very long period of time
moderate the force of their policy direction that mekes it
possible to live at a lower level of tension, that this
should be done, and that measures that we take to protect
our security in the shorg-term should not be violative of
our long-term interests.

As a contrast to Mr. Cousins and Dr. Shulman, the committee
also heard from Mr. Robert E. Bauman, National Chairman; Young
Americans for Freedom, Inc., & national conservative youth organi-

zation with more than 25,000 members in colleges, high schools and

1Tbid., pp. 792-T9k.
2Tpid., p. 810.
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communities all ovér the United States. The Y.A.F. was opposed
to the ratification of the treaty by the United States Senate.t
To back up his position, Mr. Bauman quoted Theodore Roosevelt,
but for all practical purposes he could have been quoting the
members of the Armed Services Preparedness Subcommittee: "Weak-
ness always invites attack. Preparedness usually prevents it."2
Mr. Baumen made the unfortunate mistake of listing as opposed to
the treaty Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence, in addition to Dr. Edward Teller.
Senator Fulbright informed Mr. Bauman that Dr. Lawrence had been
dead for about four years and the Senator wondered aloud where

Mr. Bauman obtained his source.

Of the remaining potpourri of witnesses, support came from
Arthur H. Dean, Ambassador to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Con-
ference; John J. McCloy, adviser to Presidents Eisénhower and
Kennedy and architect of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency;
Hans Bethe and Dr. Herbert York; Professors I. Rabi, Linus C.
Pauling, Edward .M. Purcel and Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky. Dr.
Robert Strausz-Hupe, Director of the Foreign Policy Research
Institute, University ’o:E' Pennsylvania gave approval of the treaty,
but only after the United States and the Soviet Union had settled
all political questions confronting the two in areas such as Cuba,

Laos, Vietnam, and Berlin. Senator Humphrey asked Dr. Hupe if he

3Tpid., p. T2

2Tbid.
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did not clearly understand the President's message that this

treaty was but a first "tenative" step toward reduction of tensions
so that other political questions could then be considered. Addit-
ionally, Dr. Hupe was concerned that the Senate make it clear by
way of a "sense of the Senate" resolution or amendment to the treaty
thet signatures in concert with other nations did not constitute

"de facto" or "de jure" recognition of East Germany or Red China.

The Report

On September 3rd, the Committee on Foreign Relations filed
its report. The Committee approved the treaty by a vote of six-
teen to one with Senator Russell B. Long, Democrat of Louisiana
dissenting. Before adopting the final report, which in itself
is an excellent summation of the asrguments for and against the
treaty, the committee: (1) rejected by a vote of ten to seven the
Hickenlooper motion that copies of all treaty correspondence be-
tween the principles of the treaty be handed over to the Committee;
(2) rejected by a vote of eleven to five the motion by Senator
Carl Mundt to delsy the vote until printed copies of the testimony
already heard were made available; and (3) rejected Senator
Lausche's motion to delay the vote until a joint discussion could
be held between the Armed Forces Committee and the Joint Atomic

Energy Commission by a vote of eleven to five.
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Although these three Senators signed the report, they
were in-the-main all critical throughout the hearings and
"orchestrated" their questions very closely with the "hawks"
from the conservative Armed Services Committee. They announced
that even though they were signing the report they reserved the
right to change their minds after they had a chance to review
the portion of the hearings of the Senate Preparedness Subcommittee
which were "closed."T
The Hickenlooper demand for the correspondence was met by
Secretary of State Rusk who offered to show it to the Foreign
Relations Committee. Senator Aiken sgaid that the committee re-
jected it because they did not want the responsibility of passing
Judgment on i’c.2
Senator Mundt indicated that approval of the treaty by
the Foreign Relations Committee did not mean that the Senate
would not attach reservations to the treaty.
Both Senators were very influential within the Republican
Party and the conservative Southern bloc of Democrats. Their
attitudes indicated further trouble for the treaty in the Senate.
The close cooperation between Chairman Fulbright and the

administration gave a superficial picture that the treaty would

have no trouble obtaining the Senate's consent.

Iyewsweek (September 9, 1963).

®The New York Times (August 31, 1963).
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President Kennedy and his staff had been careful to answer
or anticipate the objections of the "conservstive-coalition" in
the Senate against the treaty. While the Foreign Relations
Committee was the formm used to answer the coalition, it is in-
escapable to note that the committee did not fully realize the
role of Congress to investigate to inform itself, but at times
took on the appearance of a propaganda machine and debating

society.l

IMeg Grenfield, "Ping Pong on the Potomac,” Reporter
(September, 1963).



CHAPTER VII
ADVICE AND CONSENT

Afticle II, Section 2, of the United States Constitution
gives the President power, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators
present concur. The President may not ratify a treaty until the
Senate gives its endorsement.

The Senate has other alternatives than merely accepting
or rejecting a treaty. Reservations may be added to a treaty.

Such reservations most generally lead to renegotiations and, as
in the case of the Treaty of Versailles, may lead to rejection.

The Senate may also approve ratification of a treaty with
an "understanding” of its intent. These "understandings" are
frequently accepted by the Committee on Foreign Affairs and, as
such, do not have the damaging effect of amendments or reservations.

There is an executive device avgilable to the President of
the United States to implement or, in some instances, to "get a-
round” a rebellious Senate. This device is the Executive Agreement.
There are three types of Executive Agreements: those which are
used to implement authority given to the Executive by the legis-
lative branch; those which are entered into and then later spproved
by resolution by a simpie majority of the legislative branch when

it appears that the two-thirds vote will not be forthcoming from

1k2
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the Senate; and those which require no legislative action or
approval and which have been used to conclude armistice agree-
ments, agreements to commit troops of the United States in
support of our foreign policy, and agreements with the heads of
other nations. The "hot line" was an example of the latter exec-
utive agreement. Unfortunabely, the involvement in Korea, the
Middle East, and Vietnam are other examples.

In the history of the United States' actions on treaties,
the United States Senate has acted on 1,357. They have approved,
without reservations or understandings, 944. Two hundred fifty-
two treaties have passed with reservations or understandings and

133 treaties have been rejected outright.l

Senate Debate

President Kennedy submitted the treaty to the Senate for
its advice and consent to ratification on August 8, 1963:

This treaty is in our national interest. While experience
teaches us to be cautious in our expectations and ever
vigilant in our preparations, there is no reason to oppose
this hopeful step. It is rarely possible to recapture
missed opportunities to achieve a more secure and peaceful
world. To govern is to choose, and it is my judgment that
the United States should move swiftly to make the most of
the present opportunity and approve the pending treaty.

Leongressional Quarterly (August 2, 1963).

20ongressional Record, op. cit., p. 14558.
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Offically, the Senate took up formal debate on the
treaty on September 9th, and the debate lasted until September
2lth. However, as early as August 6th Senator Robertson, of
Virginia, made a particularly virulent attack on the treaty.
Members ot the Armed Service Committee continued their attack
up to and including the formel debate. Senator Goldwater was
the most vocal of the group during the pre-debate interim. He
used the floor of the Senéte as an extension of the hearings
being held by the Preparedness Subcommittee of the Armed Services
Committee. Senator Thurmond, while refraining from speaking
extensively during this period, inserted voluminous copies of
conservative newspaper editorials, statements by -right wing
Journalists, and propaganda from the John Birch Society. Senstor
Thurmond is listed by the Young Americans for Freedom on their
Congressional Advisory Board. He later registered as a Republican
on September 16, 1964, in support of the Goldwater campaign.
Democratic Senators Jackson and Stennis made minor contributions
to the pre-debate colloquy.

The treaty was defended during this period by Senator
Humphrey of Minnesota. Senator Goldwater had used the Senate to
sound out his fears of the treaty without any major opposition
from the administration. However, on August 19th, Senator Humphrey
obtained the floor for the purpose of answering the Senator from

Arizona:
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I rise to protest the strawmen that are set up day after
day for someone to knock down and say "I have proved my
point." . . .I believe that the Senator's speech presents

a constant attitude of doubt and suspicion. I do not be-

lieve that it makes a constructive contribution to a

thoughtful_ discussion of the all-importent treaty that is

before us.

There are several reasons why Senator Goldwater had been
allowed to pursue his derogatory oratory against the treaty. The
month of August was a very trying time for Congress and the Chief
Executive. On August 9th, the President and Mrs. Kennedy's infant
son died. On August 10th, Senator Kefauver died. The Peaceful
March on Washington climaxed on August 28th. Secretary of Defense
McNamaras had issued his decree regarding "off-base discrimination"
in cities and towns near military bases and, because of this, the
Southern bloc of Senators was as busy condemning the Secretary as
they were the Iimited Test Ban Treaty.

On August 31st, two important events gave the administration
hopes for the treaty. Senator Bourke Hickenlooper, ranking Re-
publican on the Foreign Relations Committee and Atomic Energy
Commission, announced his support for the treaty. The Gallup Poll
showed that 63 percent favored the treaty to 17 percent opposed.
Fifty-eight percent of all Republicans were in favor to 67 percent
Democrats. More surprising was the figure that 52 percent of all

those identified as being Goldwater supporters favored the treaty.2

lrpid., p. 15289.

2American Institute of Public Opinion.
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The final vote on the treaty represented s "bipartisan”
vote led by Senator Everet Dirksen, Republican of Illinois, and
Senators Bourke Hickenlooper of Iows and Mundt of North Dakota.m

At the beginning of the session, Senator Dirksen inserted
into the Record all of his public statements regarding any test
ban treaty and policy statements of the Republican Party which
indicated that there might be a number of amendments and reser-
vations from the Republican Party. Although the Senator did not
give his approval at this time, there was some reason to think
that it would be forthcoming. Senator Dirksen reacted quite
strongly in favor of the motion to commit the treaty to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. In the motion to commit, Senator
Sparkman made note that Senator Russell had asked that the Armed
Services Committee be allowed to sit separately to hear witnesses
on the treaty.

‘The Armed Services Committee would serve only in an ad-

Yisory capac.:ity, because.jurisdici.:ion gf course, is solely

in the Committee on Foreign Relstions.

Senator Albert Gore of Tennessee told this writer that he
thought Senator Hickenlooper had more influence on Senator Dirksen
in supporting the treaty than vice-versa. Of all the Repubiiéans ’
Senator Hickenlooper would have had more informetion and expertise
than anyone, with the exception of Senators Gore and Humphrey, re-

garding disarmesment. The speeches of Senator Hickenlooper and Mundt

1. Krock, The New York Times (August 20, 1963).

2(‘,'ongressiona.fl. Record, op. cit., p. 14558.
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are particularly interesting for their concern over the role of
the Senate to give "advice" to the President regarding the sub-
stance of foreign policy. -

Professors Crabb ,l Da.hl,2 and Sn;yder3 indicate that generally
the role of the Senate in éreaty-making has declined to the point
of a mere formality. However, as we shall see in the role of the
Executive, the Senate in this case was extremely instrumental and
well-informed on the merits of the treaty.

The Senate debate was divided into roughly three distinet
groups: (l)the proponents of the treaty headed by Senators Mansfield,
Fulbright and Humphrey (2) the opponents of the treaty led by
Senators Goldwater, Stennis, Thurmond, Russell, and Tower and

b ana (3) a bipartisan

supported by the "conservative-coalition"
group of Republicans and Democrats of both conservative and liberal

ideologies.

1Crabb, op._cit.

2Robert A. Dahl, Congress and Foreign Policy (New Yorkr:. We

W. Norton & Co., Inc., 1950).

3Richard C. Snyder and Edgar S. Furniss , American Foreign
Policy: Formulation, Principles, Programs (New York: Rinehart & Co., 195L).

hDefinec‘i in Supra, Chapter IL. Senators scoring high on the
Congressional Quarterly scoreboard are: Southern Democrats:Stennis,
Mississippi; McClellan, Arkansas; Russell, Georgia; Bastland, Miss-
issippi; Byrd, Virginia; Jordan, North Carolina; Ervin, South Caro-
lina. Republicans: Thurmond; Hickenlooper; Young; Jordan; Allott;
Mundt; Williams; Goldwater. NorthemDemocrats:Cannon, Nevada; Byrd,
West Virginia; Bible, Nevada; Lausche, Ohio; Anderson, New Mexico;
Symington, Missouri.
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Proponents

Senator Fulbright

Senator Fulbright, as Chairman of the powerful Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, led the formal defense of the
Limited Test Ban Treaty and pushed for its adoption without
any reservations or amendments. While apbroval of the treaty
would require two-thirds vote by the Senate, amendments and
reservations would require a simple majority. Such amendments
would have the effect of killing the treaty. Any additions to
the body or spirit of the treaty would require renegotiabions
with the Soviet Union and England. In addition, over fifty other
nations had signed the treaty at the time of the Senate's consid-
eration. More important, this was an instrument of American
foreign policy, initiated and negotiated by our diplomats.

When Senator Fulbright opened debate on September 9th, he
asked certain fundamental questions about the desirability of a
treaty. Would the treaty be compatible with the military security
of the United States? Did the treaty advance the purposes of
Anerican Foreign Policy?l

Senator Fulbright concluded that the treaty was both "safe"
and "wise." The treaty, furthermore, was but a tenative and pre-
cautionary "first sfép" towards stebility and moderation and it would

in some small measure mitigate the fears and suspicions of the cold

loongressional Record, op. cit., pp. 16525-16545.
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war and perhaps lead to other areas of accommodation. This
use of the term "other areas of accommodation' had led the
opponents of the treaty to conclude that there were other
secret agreements made at Moscow and they concentrated a great
deal of their attacks on this idea.

As a former professor, the Senator pointed out a funda-
mental fact of power politics: there are areas of mutual con-
sensus that the United States and the Soviet Union might both
profit by. Primarily, a respite in the cold war tensions could
produce a period of detente whereby each nation could work on
domestic problems.

Senator Fulbright noted that there were good reasons for
the Soviet Union wanting a relaxation of tensions at this time:

(1) the Sino-Soviet dispute was primary in their considerations.

A test ban would help the Russians immeasurably in their ideological
dispute with the Red Chinese who had berated the Soviet Union for
its actions after the missile crisis in 1962. The Soviet Union had
pictured itself as a model of restraint and its main propaganda
position was ''peace" and “'reasonableness." (2) competitive co-
existence had failed and the Russians were having difficulties at
home in agriculture, The difficulties were caused by the demands

of the Russian people for more and better foods and ''scf t" gobds

for consumption. The Soviets were also having difficulties with
their satellites in Eastern Europe because of the obvious difference
between the economic recovery between East and West Germany. All

of these factors contributed to the over-all desire of the Soviet
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Union for & period of peaceful detente with the West.

Senabor Fulbright concluded his initial report by re-
marking that: "y generation ago we were speaking of meking the
world safe for Democracy. Having failed, we must now seek ways
of making the world reasonably safe for the continuing contest
between those who favor Democracy and those who oppose i,

Senator Fulbright, as floor leader for the treaty, was
called upon to answer a.most every opposing Senator. He proved
t0 be a splendid parliamentarian in patiently explaining tﬁe
procedures of "advice and consent" to the Senators of the "con-
servative-coalition," particularly Senstors Mundt and Hickenlooper.

Both Senabors questioned when the process of "advice" was
started and why Senator Fulbright did not seek the "advice" of
the Senators before the %reaty was ratified by over fifty nations
and initialed by the Secretary of State or considered by the
Foreign Relations Committee. More properly, the two Senabtors were
wondering why the Executive branch had not sought either a “sense
of the Senate" or a resolution of the Senate indicating the Senate's
desire for any treaty. While the course desired by the conservative
Sengtors might have been desirable, and even possible, during the
19th Century, such an approach would be cumbersome, time-consuming,
and would bring about & certain paralysis and indecision. One

might seriously question Senator Hickenlooper on this fact since

Irpsa.
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he had participated in the negotiations in Geneva. Surely,
the Senator understood that the United States might, one day,
actually come up with a formula for limitations on atomic
testing.

Senator Robertson of Virginia attacked Senator Fulbright
personally for "playing down" the testimony of the military.
Senator Fulbright pointed out that his committee had heard the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and all concerned military who had current
intelligence informgtion. He further took this opportunity to
attack the encroachment of the Armed Services Committee on the
Foreign Relations Committee's Jjurisdiction:

e o oIt is most unusual for & subcommittee of the Armed

Services Committee to take up a treaty and hold hearings

on it. I know of no precedent whatever in the history

of the Senate . . .for a subcommittee of another committee

to presume to take up a treaty in the first place. . . .

We took the testimony of all the important and accredited

officials of the military . . .we did not believe it

appropriate or necessary to take the testimony of former

military men wholnow have no responsibility for the security
of this country.

Hubert H. Humphrey

More than anyone slse, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey deserves
credit for the Limited Test Ban Treaty between the United States

and the Soviet Union.

ltpid., p. 17059.



152

From the very outset of negotiations in Geneva in 1958 and
1959, Senator Humphrey, as Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Subcommittee on Disarmament, had always called for the United States
to separate a test ban from the other measures of disarmament and
enter into negotiations on a test ban only.

During the Senate debate, Senator Humphrey was called upon
time and time again to refute Senator Goldwater and seemed de-
lighted to match wits with the Senate from Arizona.

Senator Humphrey's position supported that of the President
and the Foreign Relations Committee. Earlier in August he had
objected to the "strawmen" that Senator Goldwater and his conservative
military-minded friends from the Armed Services Committee continued
to set up.

In his speech of September 10th, he attacked the other objections
that the Armed Services Committee had: '"While some military and technical
experts expressed doubts about the treaty, those scientists, govern-
mental officials and military officers supporting the treaty were
those with access to the latest and most comprehensive intelligence
and scientific data on which to reach the most balanced conclusions."2
Furthermore, since Dr. Edward Teller had depreciated the art of the United

States intelligence gathering service,the facts given in secret hearings

1Humphrey Interview, January 1, 1970.

2Congressional Record, op. cit., pp. 16612-16635.
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indicated that our intelligence service had proved "very re-

1iable.™

On September 23rd, one day before the formal vote,
Senator Humphrey cabtegorically denied each allegation against
the treaty:

Argument: The treaty might limit the right of the Pres-
ident to use nuclear weapons in time of war.

Answer: Legal opinions of the legal adviser to the
Department of State and the General Counsel of the
Department of Defense concluded that the treaty cannot
be so interpreted.

Argument: Accession to the treaty will involve recognition
of East Germany.

Answer: The opinion of the legal adviser of the Secretary
of State is that recognition is not involved. Axticle III
of the treaty provides for accession procedures.

Argument: The treaty may conflict with U.S. commitments
to our allies for defensive purposes.

Answer: The treabty will not affect any existing commit-
ments for defensive purposes with allies of the United
States.

Argument: The treaty will inhibit the U.S. PloWshare pro-
gram for peaceful use of nuclear explosions.

Answer: According to Dr. Seaborg, presently proposed
Plowshare projects can be conducted underground.

Argument: What effect would a accidental violation of the
treaty through "a little venting" have on the treaty?

1 the interview with the Vice President, he indicated that
it was through Project VELA that the President and himself were able
to eventually overwhelm any opposition from the Republicans Dirksen,
Mundt, and Hickenlooper to the treaty. The scientific comunity was
overwhelmingly in favor of this treaty and the weight of this testi-
mony; before the Senate and the persuasive powers of the President
enabled the U.S. to combine a political decision with a scientific
and technological breakthrough into an important "first step."



154

Answer: A small accidental breach would not abrogate
the treaty.

Argument: Is the definition of an underground test
sufficient?

Answer: Yes.

Argument: The treaty contains no assurance that amendments
will be subject to the advice and consent of the Senate
prior to their entering into effect.

Answer: The treaty makes clear provision for U.S. rati-
fication of amendments to the treaty which under the Consti-
tution cannot be obtained without the advice and consent

of the Senate.

Argument: The preamble of the treaty commits the United
States to eventual nuclear disarmament.

Answer: No preamble to any document ever committed any-
one to anything. At most, a preamble suggests. . « «

Argument: A treaty may have been made contingent upon
some undisclosed agreement with the Soviet Union.

Answer: The President of the United States has given
absolute assurances that is not the case.

Argument: In the event of a violation, the United States
would be prevented from testing under the tresty's terms
for the 90-day period specified in the treaty's withdrawal
clause.

Answer: In the event of violation the United States may
immediately declarelitself no longer bound by the treaty
and resume testing.

Senator Humphrey also answered point-for-point the "questions" of

the "right wing" and "military-minded" Senators as to whether

Russians could be trusted and what they were getting out of the

treaty. A state of euphoria might exist allowing the American

1Tbid., p. 17803.
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people to drop their guard against Russian duplicity. Under

a heading "Arguments Relating to the Ratification Process,"

the questions were answered as to whose witnesses were more

competent, those of the Preparedness Subcommittee or of the

Foreign Relations Committee.

More important were the questions regarding the "Military

and Scientific Considerations:"

First: The Joint Chiefs of Staff were not adequately
consulted in the development of policy relating to the
treaty.

Answer: General Teylor as Chief of Staff participated in
the formulation of the treaty as a member of the Committee
of Principles transmitting the wishes of the Joint Chiefs,
i.e., the withdrawal clause.

Second: Clandestine tests are & serious risk.

Answer: The Secretary of Defense indicated that the Soviet
Union could not test without incurring high costs and high
risk of detection. Dr. Brown and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff concurred.

Third: Cooperation among Communist countries entails a
high probability of successful cheating.

Answer: The withdrawal clause permits the United States
to resume testing if explosions anywhere in the world are
deemed to threaten the country's security.

Fourth: The treaty would involve a serious risk for the
continued capability of United States missiles and their
ability to penetrate the Soviet defensive system.

Answer: It is easier to rely on an offensive than on a
defensive weapons system.

Fifth: The treaty would seriously affect our development
of an effective anti-ballistic-missile system.



156

Answer: The Soviet-United States AMB development efforts
in resolving the problems of an effective ABM system are
comparable in magnitude and success; that the future U.S.
development will be concerned chiefly with difficulties
largely unrelated to the relatively simple nuclear com-
ponent of the system.

Sixth: The Soviet Union may have bested us in developing
an effective counter force threatening the survival of
our second-strike capability.

Answer: The variety and dispersal of our land, sea, and
airborne second-strike force, including, in the near future,
airborne command and contrnl posts, plus the extreme hard-
ening of the land-based portion of that force based on our
own experience as to its vulneragbility from tests conducted
in the past, provide strong assurance that the strategic-
missile force is designed to survive and it will survive.

Seventh: The Soviet Union may have bested us in developing
knowledge of the effects of high-gltitude nuclear weapons
tests.

Answer: Consensus concerning the effects of nuclear blasts
on communications radar and on nuclear weapons is that the
Soviet and United States experience is roughly the same.

Eighth: ZIrrespective of our nations will power, the condition
of our nuclear laborstories will deteriorate as the result of
the test ban.

Answer: During the three year moratorium, laborstory per-
sonnel grew by some 50 percent.

Ninth: Irrespective of our right of immediate resumption
of testing in the face of any violation of the treaty, we
mey be left behind because of the gains obtained by the
Russians in the tests violating the treaty.

Answer: The Secretary of Defense and other military witnesses
have denied that any absolute advantage could be conferred on
the Soviets simply from one series of tests.

Lbid., pp. 17804-17805.
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While Senator Humphrey had seemingly knocked down
"strawmsn," his reasons for supporting the treaty were not
so concrete. He supported the treaty because:
It inhibits the proliferation of nuclear weapons. It
reduces the chance of war. It minimizes the spread of
radioactive fallout. It weakens the unity of the Commun-
ist bloc. It enhances the prospects for an era of peace-

ful coexistence. The treaty strengthens our posturelas
g proponent of peace without weakening our security.

Senator Mansfield

Senator Mansfield has been depicted as being uncomfortable
with power and his Democratic colleagues have chargcterized him
as "a nice guy and éverybody loves him. . .but he isn't a leader."
To further.impair the majority leader's effectiveness was his
long-standing dislike and lack of rapport with the Whip, Senator
Long of Louisiana.3

More importantly Senator Mansfield has always been solic~
itous of the minority party's members and rights so that he could
count on them for substantive support on major issues. He and

Senator Dirksen, Minority Leader, were pictured as having a

particulér personal rapport with each other.

lrpbid., p. 16612 and Appendix "B."

2Randsll B. Ripley, Power in the Senate (New York: St.
Martins Press, 1969), pp. 90-96.

3Ibid., quoted in Washington Post(September 25, 1966).
"Mansfield was appalled when Long, having dined well but not
wisely, had to be carried out of the chamber, flush-faced by

three of his brawny colleagues. . . ."




158

While Senator Mansfield did not take & large part in the
debate, he did express the views of his geographic area where
fears of radioactive fallout were greatest. He protested Senator
Hickenlooper's statement that in certain areas of life, i.e.,
fisheries and experimental laboratories, a little radiation might
even prove to be beneficigl. In addition, according to Senator
Hickenlooper's statistics, a very small number of Americans would
be harmed by radioactive fallout. Senator Mansfield noted that
"it would not be very well to tell that to the specific Americans
who will suffer the consequences.":L

While the anti-radiocactive fallout position was supported
by Western Senators such as Church and McGee, none was more
eloyuent or emotional than Senator Neuberger in her speech on
September 16th. She pointed out that the President and the
executive department had been properly cautious in delineating
the test ban treaty's significance:

It is not a blueprint for disarmsment. It in no way ob-

viates the necessity for maintaining e superior military

structure. It may or may not effect any long-range dimuni-
tion of international tension. Yet, if the only tangible
benefit to be derived from the test ban would be the
capping of future atmospheric pollution, it will still be

a major achievement in the history of human affairs. If

there is a "mothers' vote" on the nuclear test ban, then
it is a vote cast for the genetic future of mankind.2

1Congressional Record, op. cit., p. 16328.

2Tpid., p. 17109.
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The primary goal of the proponents of the treaty was to point
out that this was but a hopeful "first step." It was more a psycho-
logical ploy rather than a concrete move toward disarmement. Their
debate reflected the President's April 10th speech calling upon
Americans to "re-examine our attitudes" toward the Soviet Union and
the President 's letter of transmittal to the Sena.’ce.1 At one point,
Senator Humphrey said that the treaty would not cure "arthritis" but
it was a hopeful step toward a period of relaxed tensions with the
Soviet Union. While other members of the administration pointed
out what the treaty would not do, it was also carefully pointed
out that the United States possessed nuclear superiority over the
Soviet Union and even in areas where they might conceivably catch
up with the United States the risks involved would be "liveable."2

The main strength of the proponents of the Limited Test Ban
Treaty came from liberal Democrats from the Northeastern industrisl
states, the moderate Democrats from the Border states, and loyal
Demoamts from the Midwestern states.

Certainly, President Kennedy was correct when he expressed
the fears that there might be sufficient strength among Southern
Democrats and conservative Republicans to block or impair the final

ratification of the test ban treaty.3

1
Supra, Chapter II.

2Mcl\l'amara's testimony. Supra, Chapter V.

3Sorenson, op._cit., p. T37T.
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Opposition

The opposition to the treaty came from the members of
the Armed Forces Committee headed by Senator Russell of Georgia.
Senator Russell is a man of considerable power and influence in
the Senate beca.uée of his long seniority. Senator Thurmond was
the most persistent challenger to the supporters of the treaty.
Senator Goldwater was the rallying point for the Republican and
ideological conservatives of the United States Sena,te.:L

The Senators who eventually voted against the trea‘cyz,
with the exception of Senator Smith, came from the West, Midwest,
and South. In sum, they may be called political conservatives
based upon ideology and voting records. Of a total of nineteen
votes against the treaty, seven, including Russell, Stennis, botﬂ
Byrds, Thurmond, Goldwater and Mrs. Smith, are all members of the
Armed Services Committee and had signed the Preparedness Investi-
gating Report which stressed the military disadvantages of the
treaty. The nine other members of the Armed Services Committee,

including Symington, Jackson, Ervin, Cannon, Young, Inouye, Case,

IWeltz, op. cit.

2Benne'l: » Republican of Utah; Byrd, Democrat of Virginia;
Byrd, Democrat of West Virginia; Curtis, Republican of Nebraska;
Bastland, Democrat of Mississippi; Goldwater, Republicen of Ari-
zona; Jordan, Republican of Idaho; ILausche, Democrat of Ohio; Long,
Democrat of Louisiana; McClellan, Democret of Arkansas; Mechem, Re-~
publican of New Mexico; Robertson, .Democrat of Virginis; Russell,
Democrat of Georgia; Simpson, Republican of Wyoming; Smith, Repub-
lican of Maine; Stennis, Democrat of Mississippi; Talmadge, Democrat
of Georgia; Thurmond, Democrat of South Carolina; Tower, Republican
of Texas,
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Saltonstall and Beall, eventually abandoned the negative position

of the chairman and voted for the treaty.l

Barry Goldwater

Senator Barry Goldwater was clearly running for the honor
of representing the Republican Party in the Presidential campaign
of 1964 during the debate on the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The

Washington Star pointed out in an editorial on September T, 1963,

that the Senator had reserved fifty-one rooms of the Mark Hopkins
Hotel in San Francisco for g period coinciding with the Republican
Convention.

Senator Miller made frequent allusions to the fact thab
the treaty could be a factor in the 1964 presidential campaign
and endorsed Senator Goldwater's candidacy.2

By the time of the Senate debate, it was evident to most
of the nation's leading newspapers that the Senate, in all like-
lihood, would ratify the test ban treaty.

Senator Goldwater had a record of supporting his party
along party lines, but he frequently diverted his direction to

the far right and became intransigent when his far right ideology

was concerned or affected.3 As a retired Air Force man and

L0ongressional Quarterly (September 27, 1963).

°The New York Times (September 15, 1963).

3Congressional_ggarterly:SEpp;gment on Barry Goldwater (l96h).




162

ideological leader of the far right wing of his party, he in-
gsisted on opposing the treaty, even after the Republican Minority
Leader Dirksen came out in favor of it.

in the period prior to the actual Senate debate, Senator
Goldwater laid the foundation for the reservations that he eventu-
ally would offer to the treaty.

During the period from August 8th until the final vote on
September 23rd, the Senator first announced that he would vote
for the treaty with certain reservations. Soon afterwards, he
restated his position as being one that would depend upon the
acceptance of his reservation to the treaty calling on the Russians
to pull their remaining troops and arms out of Cuba. After Senator
Goldwater offered this amendment, he admitted that, even if his
amendment was accepted by the Senate, he would not vote for final
passage of the treaty. By demanding that the Soviet Union with-
draw its troops and materials from Cuba, the United States would
be making the Soviet Union "pay a price."” The Senator evidently
failed to teke note that the limited treaty was an American in-
strument and was negotiated at American initiative. In sum, the
Sengbor was willing to use the Cuban situation and the Limited
Test Ban Treaty as a partisan campaign issue in 1964. Senator
Goldwater evidently was sure that the Soviets would probably
bresk the treaty by open or clandestine testing in violation of

the treaby. 1

1Congressiona.l Record, op. cit., pp. 17191-17205.
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Senagtor Goldwater had constantly complained that the
Executive merely wanted the Senate's "consent" rather than its
"advice." Further, he said that his proposed reservation did
not involve the textual contract of the treaty, but "just the

' and therefore would not have to be re-

time of its ratification,'
negotiated by the high contractural powers.

Senator Dirksen called his reservation "ungermane" and a
confession of wéa.kness. Sengtor Humphrey called the reservation
"partisan mischief," a theme picked up by a majority of the
nation's nefwspa.pers.:L

Senator Javits, long a proponent of the Soviet withdrawal
from Cuba, protested against the reservation and asked Senator
Goldwater to withdraw his reservation. Eventually the reservation

was defeated by a vote of seventeen to sever:fuy-.‘..‘:’.ve.2

Releigh (N.C.) News and Observer(September 12, 1963); The
Boston Herald (September 9, 1963); Chicago Sun-Times(September 9,
1063); Pittsburg Post-Gazette(September T, 1963); Detroit Free
Press(September T, 1963); Decatur(Ill.) Herald(September 7, 1963);
Fairmont (W.Va.) Times (September.9, 1963); Washington Star(September
T, 1963) 5 Little Rock Arkansas Gazette’(September T, 19635 3 Little
Rock Democrat(September 8, 1963); New York Herald Tribune(September
8, 1983); Washington D.C. Post(September T, 1963); New York Times
(September 9 and 12, 1963); New York Post(September 15, 2963); St.
Louis Post-Dispatch(September 9, 1963); DeMoines Register(September
T, 1963); The Denver Post(September 8, 1963); Hartford Times (Sep-
tember 9, 1963); Congressional Record inserts.

25ee Appendix "C" for voting analysis.
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Senators Thurmond and Stennis

Senators Stennis and Thurmond were the most vocally
active of the opponents of the Limited Test Ban Treaty on the
floor of the United States Senate. BEvery Senator speaking for
the treaty was challenged by one or the other. If support for
their position came from unexpected sources, as well as that from
expécted sources, then that Senator could expect congratulations
on thoughtful independence of mind and judgment.

In refuting the proponents of the treaby, the two Senabtors
accepted the positions of Edward Teller and General Power, both
of whom appeared before the Preparedness Investigabting Subcommittee
of the Senate Armed Forces Committee. Dr. Teller was particularly
worried about the efi‘ects resulting from nuclear blasts on our
radar and communications. He had argued that the 100 megaton
blast by the Soviet Union had given them advantages that the United
States did not have. Furthermore, only by continued testing could
we gain knowledge of wéapons’ effects in the atmosphere.

General Power was worried that the treaty, by allowing the
Soviet Union to test underground and develop low-yield tactical
weapons, would give the Soviet Union & net gain.

Both Teller and Power agreed that the development of an
ABM system would not be impeded by the testing underground but
they were concerned that the United States would not be able to

test fire the weapons.
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Senator Thurmond, who later became a Republican and
supported Senator Goldwater, openly espoused "right-wing"
ideologies and was responsible for inserting into the Record
evidences of public support for his position against the treaty.l

Senator Thurmond completely rejected President Kennedy's
suggestion that Americans should re-examine old attitudes and
time-worn cliches.

On September 11, 1963, Senator Thurmond stated that the
only way peace had been maintained was the "significant imbalance
of power in favor of the United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union."
Furthermore, the United States superiority depended upén the in-
vulnersbility of the second-strike force which would have to sur-
vive an initial first-strike by the enemy. Any curtailment on
atmospheric testing would greatly hinder that ability of the United
States to defend itself.

Generally the stylized language of the Sengtors is stifling,
but during the occasion of the debate there were many Sensators
willing to speak pleinly to Senator Thurmond.

Senator Morse said that he was concerned about the military
buildup in the United States:

I refer to the buildup of what I consider dangerous in-

fluence of the military on American foreign policy. There

have been implications of it in the present debate. . .

there have been Senators who seem to be of the opinion that
the judgments of the military should be substitued for those

J'l\I:sn.tion:za.l Review; Dallas Morning News; U.S. News & World Report;
The Manion Forum;Columbia . (S.C.) State; Knoxville Journal;Llos Angeles
Iimes; Freedom Press; and his own weekly newsletter to his constituency.
Congressional Record inserts.
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of American civilian officials in the determination of
Americen public policy. . « .I say from the floor of
the Senate today to the American people, keep yourselves
on guard against the power of the military. Keep your-
selves on guard against the growing and dengerous power
of American military minds over public policy, for it is
important in a democracy to keep the military always in
its place; and its place is subordinate to our civilian
leaders. Its place is to carry out policy determined
by ourlcivilian leaders, and not determined by military
minds.

Senator Clark was more positive in his identification:

If one looks at the names of Senators who are opposed to
this treaty or to pe doubtful sbout it, the conclusion is
irresistible that the overwhelming majority of them come
from the most conservative members of this body. Several
of them are Generals in the Armed Forces. . . .Several
more are ranking members of the Armed Services Committee,
where, day in and day out, the demends of the military for
more and bigger arms are heard. . . .It is perhaps not too
mich to say that the opposition to the treaty . . .repre-
sents the hard core---the low water mark, if we will---

of the Senate establishment. . . .I honor them for their
sincerity and their dedication to the cause of our country,
but I profoundly disagree with their conclusions sbout

the treaty. It may be that one day we shall have a treaty
calling for complete disarmament which the Senator from
South Carolina so fears. . . .With that elimination, radical
as it may seem, might even come the abolition of the Senate
Armed Services Committee and its Preparedness Subcommittee.

It was pointed out by Senator Clark that Senators Thurmond,

Stennis and Goldwater had made grest points about "secret" testi-

mony from the military before the Preparedness Subcommittee. He

pointed out that this same information was available to the Foreign

Relations Committee who approved the treaty by sixteen to one. The

1Congressional Record, op. cit., pp. 17387-17390.

2Tpid., p. 17093.
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same informgtion was available to the President, the Chief of
the CIA, the Secretary of Defense and each member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, each and évery one of which recommended the
Senate approve the treaty. "It is frightening even to contem-
plate what would happen to the position of the United States
all over the world if we were to repudiate the action of our

President and Commander-in-Chief and every one of his principal

advisers after ninety-two other nations had ratified the treaty."l

Senator Smathers, a fellow Southerner, was less charitable

with the Senator:

It is obvious that the minds of men who long have been
intthe military service---and I pay tribute to the able
Senator from South Carolina, who is a distinguished

Major General in the U.S. Army Reserve--are oriented
along military lines. So it is more difficult for them
to see the :olitical possibilities and the ideological
possibilities of achieving peace. . . .Although we weigh
the testimony of military men, I believe it sometimes more
important to weigh the testimony of the scientist and others
because their careers are not so directly affected by our
decisions. . . .But I believe we should consider the views
of other witnesses too, should weigh all the evidence and
then should arrive at our conclusions.

Senator Richard Russell

Three days before the publication of the Preparedness In-

vestigating Subcommittee Report on September 9th, Senator Russell,

I1bid.

2Tpid., p. 17102.
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along with Senator Stennis, announced that they would vote
against ratification of the treaty.

They reasoned that the United States would be “"mouse-
trapped” by the treaty and (to the contrary) the treaty was
not a "hopeful first step" but a "direct step" toward unilateral
disarmament. Furthermore, the Senator from Georgia was afraid
that a sense of "euphoria" would settle over the American people
and would allow the United States to make further concessions in
"on-site" inspections.

The only addition to the treaty that was allowed by the
Senate was an amendment to the Preamble to the treaty by Senator
Russell. The amendment reasserted the Senate's constitutional
perogative to pass on all amendments to the treaty.

Senator Russell is considered by most Congressmen to be &
first class parliamentarian and a strict interpreter of the Con-
stitution. He certainly knew that the President could not alter
the body of any treaty without the consent of the Senate. How-
ever, it appeared that Senator Russell was more afrgid of any
executive agreement that might "de facto" alter the treaty without
submitting such agreements to the Senate.

Since the amendment touched only upon the resolution of
ratification and did not touch the substantive issues it would
not mean that the treaty would have to be re-negotiated. The
amendment was accepted by Senator Fulbright and Dirksen and it

passed by a rollcall vote of seventy-nine to niné. Voting against
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the amendment were Senators: Douglas, Hart, Javits, McCarthy,
McNamars, Morse, Moss, Neuberger and Pell. Senators Byrd of

Virginia, Lausche, Long and Hruske abstained from voting.
John Tower

Senator Tower of Texas is a self-procleimed conservative
and ardent supporter of the "conservative-coalition."” The Con-

gressional Quarterly gives Senator Tower a rating of T8 percent

in supporting the "conservative-coalition" to O percent for the
opposition in the 88th Congress.

Senator Tower did not participate in the questioning of
the witnesses before the Foreign Relations Commititee or the Pre-~
paredness Investigating Sﬁbcommittee. On September 19th, Senator
Tower proposed two amendments that offered the most serious threat
to the treatby.

The first was a reservation providing that the United
States ratification should be contingent upon full payment by
the Soviet Union of all arrears for peace and security operations
of the United Nations. The second called for a return by the
original parties to positions that would demand adequate "on-
site" inspections to detect any violations.

The first amendment was defeated by eleven to eighty-two.

The second one was defeated by a vote of sixteen to seventy-six.l

Isee Appendix "D" for voting record.
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Reprise

It appears that the opposition to the treaty, lacking any

firm support from the public except from the right wingl

or any
substantive support from the members of the Senate, attempted to
kill the treaty by means of amendments and reservations. In the
final analysis the opponents were joined by the ideological con-
servatives from the West, Southwest and Southern Senators who had

enough disappointments with the Kennedy sdministrabion's racial

and military policies.

Bipartisan Support

The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 would never have been
ratified without the support of the Republicans in the 88th Congress.

The bipartisan efforts of the 88th Congress, however, would
merely imply "bipartisan" vobting on a measure involving national

2 followed the more im-

security. The President and his leaders
portant aspects of "biparbisanship" than did any of the Republican
members of the 88th Congress or the Sa.thern Democrats.

It would be difficult in any situation “to obtain complete
"bipartisan" support from Congress, primarily due to the very

nature of Congress. We have already seen the conflicting juris-

diction among standing committees, but more importantly, we have

1see Humphrey interview, Appendix "B".

2See Chapter VIII.
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also seen the wesknesses of party discipline.l

The weaknesses were also displayed when in voting for the
final treaty nine members of the Armed Services Committee approved
ratification after having signed the negative Preparedness Sub-
committee Re_port.2 One member of the Foreign Relations Conmittee
voted against the treaty after signing —'bhe favorable report to
the Senate from that committee.

Vice President Humphrey in an interview stated that the
reasons there was "bipartisan” voting was due to the overwhelming
scientific and technological evidence that the treabty in no way
threatened the security of the United States and opposition to it

would have been mere "obstructionism.”
Senator HEveret Dirksen

Shortly after the President's letter of transmittal of
the Limited Test Ban Treaty was read on August 8, 1963, recommending
passage of the treaty, Senator Dirksen obtained the floor and
entered into the Record the hisﬁory of his negative position on
past negotiations that were conducted in Genevas

March 22, 1962: We are taking a desperate risk in signing

a test ban treaty even if it contained our proposals for
on-site inspections.

]Sugra, Goldwater's voting record.

ZSee voting, Appendix "D".
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August 8, 1962: The greatest single deterrent to war to-
day is our nuclear superiority. . . .If our negotiators

should try to contrive a nuclear test ban treaty by exec-
utive agreement at Geneva instead of a treaty which would
require Senate ratification, there would be real trouble.

February 28, 1963: . . .reports from Geneva indicate that
the Kennedy administration is considering lowering the

number of on-site inspections to seven or five. . . .This
has become an exercise not in negotiation but in giveaway.

June 13, 1963: President Kennedy's proposal to reexamine
our gttitudes toward the Soviet Union is a triumph for

the accommodators in his administration. . . .The President
tells us that constructive changes within the Communist
bloc might bring within reach solutions which now seem
beyond us. What constructive chan§es? The Berlin Wall?
Vietnam? Iaos? Missiles in Cuba? : .

After this preliminary statement, Senator Dirksen had little
to say publicly until September 11, 1963, when he delivered one

of his more colorful speeches. He was depicted by the New York‘ Times

as "arms outthrown, hair in disarray" to a larger than ususl gallery
and membership of the Senate. In order to explain his abrupt about-
face and change of mind in announcing his support for the treaty he
said:

I said to my people, I said to the country publicly and I
said to the press in the gallery that I would take a hard
look at the treaty. I said I would be diligent in ex-
amining 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 Eresent and for the future of the
United States of America.

lCongressionaJ. Record, op. cit., pp. 14558-1L4560.

2Thid., p. 16788.
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The Senator from Illinois took note that the Prepard-
ness Subcommittee had relied primarily on Dr. Edward Teller and
General Powers for their conclusions. He pointed out that
scientists with as much expertise, and with up-to-date infor-
mgbion, approved the treaty. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had
also approved the treaty.
Senator Dirksen had breakfast with President Kennedy,
Senator Humphre;{r, Secrebary McNamara on September 9, 1963.
At this breskfast the President presented Senator Dirksen with
an overwhelming abundance of evidence that our intelligence
gathering apparatus through Project VELA made "on-site" inspections
unnecessary except underground. Furthermore, the scientific
community with recent access to information was overwhelmingly
for the treaty.l
Afterwards the Senator announced to the press that he had
been favorably impressed and furthermore he was opposed to any
attempts by the Senate to amend or attach reservations to the
trea:by.2
To help Senator Dirksen with his more conservative party

members, President Ken.nédy wrote a letter which the Senztor intro-

duced from the Floor. The President gave unequivocal assurances

Iumphrey interview, Appendix "B".

®The New York Times (September 10, 1963).
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to the members of the Senate, to the entire Congress and to
the country that:

1. The underground testing program would be "vigorously
and diligently carried forward."

2. That the United States would maintain its readiness
to test in the prohibited environments, and that it would "re-
sume atmospheric testing 'forthwith' if the Soviet Union violated
the treaty."

3. That the United States would maintain facilities to
detect nuclear weapons tests and wodid be expanded and improved
as required.

4. That the treaty in no way limited the "authority of the
Commander-in-Chief to use nuclear weapons for the defense of the
United States or its allies."

5. That if the Island of Cuba should be used to circumvent
or nullify the Treaty, the United States would take all necessary
action in response.

6. That the treaty in no way changed the status of East
Germany.

T. That the government would "maintain strong weapons

" and

leboratories in a vigorous program of wegpons development,
that it would "maintain strategic forces fully insuring that this
Nation will continue to be in a position to destroy any aggressor,

even after absorbing a first strike by a surprise attack."
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8. And the nation would continue to pursue the develop-
ment of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes underground and
when developments made possible constructive uses for peaceful

shots in the atmosphere, the United States would seek inter-

national agreements to permit 't',his.:L

The President also gave assurances that any amendments
to the treaty would be submitted to the Senate for its approval.
The fingl assurrance came from the Republican Platform of
1960 which stateds

We are similarly ready to negotiate and to institute realistic
methods and safeguards for disarmsment, and for suspension

of nuclear tests. We advocate early agreement by all

nations to forego nuclear tests in the abtmosphere and

the suspension of other tests as verification techniques
permit. We support the President in any question of re-
sumption of underground nuclear explosion tesgting.

Senator Dirksen indicated that he did not take party platfofms
lightly:

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.d

l0ongressional Record, op. cit., pp. 16790-16T791.

2Thid., p. 16790.

31bid.
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Referring to the "first step" philosophy as a possible
step toward nuclear detente, the Senator said that one of his
age thinks about his destiny a little. Therefore, he did not
want it written on his tombstone, "He knew what happened at
Hiroshims, but he did not take a first step." He said, "I
support the treaty; and I will vote for approval of the treaty
with no reservations whatsoever."l

In spite of his protests to the contrary, this was a
radical change as indicated by his preliminary statements of
August 9th. He later attributed this radical change in position
to a change of mind based on hard facts and that to do otherwise
would represent "blind obstructionism."@

Senator Dirksen confirmed the notion of prior consul-
tation by the President in that he had seen a "thermofax" copy
of the treaty prior to its being initialed and he had made
suggestions that were incorporated in the final draft.3

The endorsement by Senator Dirksen assured at least

"pipartisan voting" support for the treaty from most members

of the Republican farby.
Senators Hickenlooper and Mundt

Two of the most powerful members of the "conservative-

coalition" from the Republican Party are Senastors Mundt and

1pia.

¢ 20Bs Documentary on the Death of Senator Dirksen, September,
1069. . .

3Congressional Record, op. cit., p. 17788.
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Hickenlooper.

As previously noted, Senator Hickenlooper was a member
of the Foreign Relations Committee and the Committee on Atomic
Energy.ﬂ Senator Mundt also served on these two committees.

Senator Hickenlooper, on September 20th, called the
treaty a remarkeble document. It was remarksble for the question-
able hopes it may have aroused in this country and the rest of
the world. The rest of his speech was devoted to his personal
philosophy of the role the legislative branch should play in
foreign policy making. In his opinion the two branches were co-
equals in the act of msking a treaty. He pointed out that one
time in our histofy the President sought the "advice" of the
Senate before negotiating a treaty. The example he cited was
the 1923 Senate resolution establishing the General Claims Co-
mmission. Out of the 1923 resolution came a treaty to which
the Senate gave its consent in 1927. The treaty was signed
eight months later. Sengtor Hickenlooper indicated that the
President "has no power to mske treaties prior to Senate action
and it would therefore follow that he has no power to bind us in
advance of authorization by the Senate." The President had not

sought the "advice" of the Senate, but merely its "consent."

11pid., p. 17649.
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On September 23, 1963, Senator Mundt gave his priwmary
speech and indicated that he too would vote for the treaty, but
he joined Senator Hickenlooper in resenting the processes by
which the treaty was negotiated and the administration's reasons
for supporting the treaty. He ended his speech with a warning
to the Executive that there were other Senators who also resented
this action and the procedures of treaty meking in general.

Senator Mansfield answered the two conservative members
of the Senate with a point-for-point outline indicating the
dates and persons involved when the Executive branch consulted
with the Senate in committee seeking the advice of the Senate
comuittees regarding the limited test ban trea:by.l

The final vote of eighty to nineteen favoring the treaty
was representative of "bipartisan voting support" for the treaty
by Senators Dirksen, Hickenlooper and Mundt.

Senatbr Dirksen's support was an about-face from pre-
viously stated party posi’s:i.ons.2 The support of Senators Hickenlooper
and Mundt must be considered as prime examples of United States
Senators abandoning ideological positions in favor of the
"national interest" of their country. It was evident from their

speeches that this was not an easy task. Senator Mundt, in fact,

lSup_ra , Chapter III.

2su ra, Chapter VII.
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voted for Senators Goldwater and Tower's amendments that would
have killed the treaty.

Mr. Humphrey indicated that both Senators, although of
the most conservative of persuasions, had listened very care-
fully to the scientific testimony given before the FPoreign Re-
lations Committee and had come away impressed that the treaty
was not a danger to national security and that the treaby might
be a hopeful first step toward a political breakthrough in the

cold war.



CHAPTER VIII
EXECUTIVE SUPPORTS

The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 has been depicted
as President Kennedy's greatest achievement during the short period
of his Presidency.l

Pfofessor Waltz? indicated that the President had "ran scared"
during the negotiations and in fact had "oversold" the negative aspects
of the treaty, rather than emphasizing the positive aspects. The only
positive aspects were contained in the phrase "a hopeful first step.”
Only history could tell if there were to be any positive gains from
the treaty.

The President had indicated to his close confidants that he
would have gladly given up any hope of being re-elected in 196k4, if
he could but get this treaty for pea.ce.3

The President had reason to believe that it would take extra-
ordinary measures to gain the support of the Senate. He was parti-
cularly afraid that the "conservative-coalition" of conservative
Democregts and Republicans would be able to block the treaty. Of the

nineteen votes against the treaty, ten of the Democrats were found in

the South and one from the MJ‘.élweS't:.h

Imis view was expressed at different times in personal interviews
with Maxwell Taylor, Adrian Fisher, Albert Gore and Hubert Humphrey.

ZWeltz, op. cit.

3SOI‘enSOD., OEO Ci’t., Ppo 719“7’"“0.

brme Democrats were: Byrd(Virginis);Byrd(W.Virginia);Eastland;

Long; MeClellan; Robertson; Russell; Stennis; Talmedge; Thurmond; and
Tower. Lausche of Ohio was the lone Midwesterner to vote against the treaty.
180
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It is difficult to say why any Senator votes on any given
topic, but in the case of the Limited Test Ban Treaty the domestic
politics of the Kennedy administration may have had a great impact
on some of the Southern Senators.

The push for a Civil Rights bill had climaxed on August 28th,
with the peaceful march on Washington by citizens of all races, de-
nomingtions and social backgrounds. The Secretary of Defense had
infuriated the members of the Armed Services Committee“by insiscing
on civilian control over the military. Secretary McNamsra, in
addition to asserting control over the military, had also placed
orders that would seriously affect any city or section of the country
that discriminated against members of the Armed Services of the United
States.

Of the eight Republicans voting against the treaty, all but
one came from the newly conservative Western states.l In addition
to Senators Mundt and Hickenlooper, many other Senators who are
normally classified as being more conservative than liberal voted
for the treaty.2

Correspondent Max Frankel of the New York Times in his column

"Advice and Consent" on September 25th, speculated that the United

1

Curtis of Nebraska, Jordan of Idaho, Mechem of New Mexico,
Simpson of Wyoming, Bennett of Utsh and Goldwater of Arizona. Mrs.
Smith of Maine was the lone Northern Republican.

2Senators Allot and Dominick of Colorado, Williams of Delaware,
Thomas Dodd of Connecticut and Jackson of Washington.
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States Senate was "haunted by the memory of the World War I fight

over the League of Nations." James Reston of the same New York Times

edition reinforced this idea that the Senate had "never quite for-

gotten about its vote against the League of Nations.™

Presidential Pressures

Mr. Frankel indicated that President Kennedy was the chief
architect of the victory for the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Not only
was President Kennedy successful with the Senate but he even "per-
suaded the Russians to negotiate with one eye on the Senate."?

The President also sought and received a peculiar endorse-
ment by President Eisenhower. President Eisenhower recommended that
the four safeguards of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be imple-
mented. He also suggested a curiously worded phrase that was taken
as meaning a reservation against the treaty. President Eisenhower
said that "in the event of any armed aggression endangering a vital
interest of the United States, this nation would be the sold judge of

the kind of weaponry and equipment it would employ as well as the

timing of their use."3

Ime New York Times (September 25, 1963).

2Tpid.

SHearings on Executive M. , op. cit., pp. 846-891.
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Later Senator Dirksen indicated that President Eisenhower
did not have in mind eny formal reservation that would alter or

hamper the ratification of the treaty by the Senate.l

Appeals for Public Support

When the President spesks to the nation by way of radio
broadcasts, telecasts, speeches to organized groups, and his press
conferences, he commands the attention of most of the attentive
public. By these instruments the President can generate public
support for his program and motivate his constituency, which is
ngtional, to place pressure on individual Congressmen.

The general public, when it is confronted with matters con-
cerning military, scientific and technological affairs, looks to
the administration for a definition of policy.2 In times of crisis
the public will support the President and not his critics.3

During the debate on the Limited Test Ban Treaty President
Kennedy called together several groups of citizens to support him

and the treaty. The most active and influential was the "Citizens

Committee for a Nuclear Test Ban Tresty" and its membership read

1
Congressional Record, op. cit., pp. 16788-16791.

2Eugepe J. Rosi, "Mass and Attentive Opinion on Nuclear
Weapons Test and Fallout, 1954-1963," Public Opinion Quarterly,XXIX
(Summer, 1965), pp. 280-297.

3When President Kennedy sent additional troops to Berlin in
1961 and called up additional reserves, his popularity was not effected
at all. After the Bay of Pigs invasion his popularity reached its pesk
at 83 percent over an average of TO percent while in office. American
Institute of Public Opinion, Release, (December 5, 1962).
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like a "Who's Who" of every conceivable segment of American
Society.l

The President never failed to mention the Test Ban Treaty
in his.weekly press conferences and speeches around the nation.2

The Harris Poll kept close tabs on the public opinion concerning
the Test Ban Treaty.d

Throughout the hearings in committee and the debate in the
Senate, individual Senstors complained or mentioned the inordinste
amount of mail they were receiving on the treaty.

Mrs. Smith indicated that her mail was wunning almost eight
to one against the treaty, but when the mail was broken down to her
home state the mail was two to one in favor of the treaty.

Senator Aiken reported that there was an organized mail
campaign against the treaty with over 80 percent of the mail coming
from Texas and California. His own constituency supported the treabty
overwhelmingly.

According to Senators Gore and Humphrey, in thelr personal
conversations with this writer, such mail is disregarded when the

actual vote comes on any matter. Generally speeches are made to

placate any of their own constituency who might have the same

1Sorenson, op. cit., p. 739.

2Documents on Disarmsment, 1963, op. cit.

3see Appendix "E" for the opinions on the test ban for two
months of this time.
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opinion as the organized mailers. The Senators can then tell their
constituency that in view of the overwhelming evidence for the

treaty and national support they voted for the treaty.
Results

On September 13th, the bits and pieces began to fall to-
gether. Surprisingly enough the first person to cha.ngeAhis position
from opposition to approval was Senator Henry Jackson of Washington.
After announcing to the President that he could not support any
treaty that limited the Armed Forces of the United States and
attacking the treaty at every point announced that he would vote

for the treaty. The New York Times indicated that it was the most

"eurious" speech since General LeMay's qualified approval of the
treaty. Senator Thurmond was reported as wondering if the Senator
was for or ggainst the treaty because the speech that Senstor
Jackson made was very hostile towards the treaty.l

Senator Ervin was the first of the Southern conservatives to
indicate that he was for the tresty on September 19th.

Senator Hurska, conservabtive Republican of Nebraska gave his
approval on the same day as Senator Ervin.

Senator Hickenlooper voiced his qualified approval on September

20th and Senator Mundt on September 23rd.

1‘While Senator Jackson was on the campus of Mankato State
College for a speech on the "military-industrial complex" he was
"marshmellowed” by the students who opposed his role as the "Senator
from Boeing." The Senator cancelled his scheduled interview with
this writer after he was asked why he had changed his position.
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Analysis of Voting

On September 25, 1963, James Reston said that of the 125
speeches made concerning the Limited Test Ban Treaty, Senator
Henry Jackson's early acceptance had the effect of quieting the
doubts of other Senators. Furthermore, the Senate was not pre-
pared to say that it would rio-b take another chance for peace,
that it would defy the hopes of its allies and the recommendations
of the President and vote its doubts and fears.

John D. Morris of the New York Times said that 'few Southern

Congressmen é.ctually disliked President Kennedy but the race issue
was an emotional issue at home and many would have to oppose the
administration for no other rea.son.“:L

One must be cautious in attributing motives to other men's
actions but the following can be observed:

l. Of the seven members of the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee, four (Senators Stennis,
Thurmond, Goldwater and Smith) voted against the treaty. Two highly
respectable members of the Armed Services Committee, Senator Richard
B. Russell and Harry F. Byrd, voted against the treaty.

2. The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee had three
members voting for the treaty. Senator Sgltonstall had been a
member of the "bipartisan" group of Semators accepting President:

Kennedy's bid to accompany Secretary of State Dean Rusk to Moscow

Tihe New York Times (September 25, 1963).
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for the signing of the treaty. The "yea" vote of Senator Saltonstall
was not totally unexpected. Senator Symington indicated that the
treaty was not a great risk to national security and therefore
supported the treaty. Senator Jackson's vote was positive but re-
mains a mystery why he changed his mind from negative to positive.

3. Of the remaining votes against the treaty the majority
of them came from the conservabtive strongholds in the South and West.

k. Senator Goldwater became the Republican nominee in 196L
with his strongest support coming from Senator Thurmond, who switched
parties from the Demoeratic Party to the Republican Party.

5. Nearly .all of the Southern Democrats either openly supported

Senator Goldwater during the election dr stayed at home on election day.



CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSIONS

The central hypothesis of this dissertation was that the
Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 represented a “bipartisan" effort
by the Kennedy adninistration.

Bipartisanship was defined as:

l. Prior consultation with members of Congress in the initial
stages of policy formulation.

2. Cooperation with party leaders in Congress.

3. Bipartisan voting.

4. Appeals to public opinion calculated to generate Congress-
ional support.

5. Appointment of minority members to responsible policy
making roles.

President Kennedy appointed many highly qualified Republicans
to his administration. The most important appointments were John J.
McCloy as his adviser on scientific and technologicsl matters and
Robert S. McNamara as Secretary of Defense.1

Mr. McCloy was instrumental in the establishment of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency. The Arms Control and Disarmsment
Agency was féught by the Armed Services Committee, particularly Sen-

ators Goldwater and Thurmond. Through the efforts of the Arms Control

1
Supra, Chapter III.
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and Disarmament Agency the United States was able to table a complete
dra.:f‘i; of a treaty at Geneva. The treaty represented, for the first
time, the unified thinking of the vast military scientific and political
resources of the United States.l

The appointment of General Maxwell Taylor, a Republican, .as
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was effective in bringing a-
bout the support of the military. The testimony of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff generated a great deal of confidence in the treaty that
would have been lacking without their suppo:c'l:.2

The President, with his eye on historical precedent, appoiﬁted
a "bipartisan" group of Senators to accompany Secretary of State Dean
Rusk to Moscow. Originally he asked Senators Dirksen and Hiql_:enlooper
to go with Secretary Rusk, but they refused, céntending that it would
give the appearance of prior gpproval of the treaty before it was de-
bated in the Senate. Senator Saltonstall, senior member of the Re-
publican party and a member of the Armed Services Committee did

accompany Secretary of State Rusk to Moscow.

Op_p_osition

President Kennedy expected to receive strong opposition from
the "conservative-coalition" of Democratic and Republican Sermtors.

He had a Democratic controlled Cc_>ngress , but due to the seniority .

1l
Supra, Chapter IV.

2
Ibid.
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system most importent committees were chaired by Southern Senators.
The Armed Services Committee was irritated by his Secretary of De-
fense and had opposed the establishment of the Arms Control s.nd-Dis-
armement Agency. It was from the Armed Services Committee that the
greatest threat and negative votes“against the treaty came.l

In order to overcome the opposition from the Armed Services
Subcommittee and the conservative members of both parties the Pres-
ident was very careful to consult with the appropriate committees
concerning the progress of negotiations at Geneva.2 He sought the
advice of the Foreign Relations Committee and showed a thermofax
copy of the tréaty to Senstor Dirksen, minority leader of the Senate.3

It is not too surprisiné that the Armed Services Subcommittee
opposed the treaty. It was pointed out by members of the Senate that
the committee was composed of men who, through their long identifi-
cation with the military, had developed a "military frame of mind.."lL
The military frame of mind is depicted by frofessor Cecil V. Crabb
as one relying on military factors over political factors in foreign
policy and "a predictable readiness to believe that the nation's military

defenses are inadequate, irrespective of the current military defense

J‘S_ugga, Chapter V.

2§11‘p}_'_§, Chapter IV.

3__8_%, Chapter VII.
u_&zﬂ-_a_, Chepter VI and VII.
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spending. . .and a temptation to reduce complex diplomatic issues
into contests of power and :E'orce."l

In addition to consulting with the appropriate committees
prior to the negotiation of the treaty, President Kennedy consulted
with keymmembers of the Senate on an informsal basié. This concept
of "cooperation with party leaders" is especially difficult for any
researcher. The problem arises because the methods used are per-
sonal and confidential between the Congressman and the President.
This aspect of "bipartisanship” can occur at almost any time, any
place and any manner. In the instance of the treaty under consid-
eration, the researcher was fortunate to be able to interview Mr.
Hubert H. Humphrey. Mr. Humphrey indicated that it was at break-
f‘ast with Senator Dirksen that President Kennedy was able to con-
vince the minority leader, "with an overwhelming amount of scientific
evidence" that the treaty posed no threat to United States superiority
or national interest.2

It may be debated whether or not appeals to public opinion
to generate Congressional support is a truly valid concept of "bi-
partisanship" because the President must constantly appeal to the

public to support him. In this instance the President spparently

Lerabb, op. cit.

2Sugra. , Chapter VIII.
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thought it was important and he devoted e great deal of time to
generating public support. The Harris Polll indicates that the
President was successful in generating support but what effect

the public opinion had on the actual vote is débatable.2

As Waltz reported, the President did not claim too much
for the treaty. In fact it seemed that the administrative wit-
nesses emphasized what the treaty would not do more than what it
would do. The treaty was but a "hopeful first step" toward lessening
of tensions and opened the channels of diplomacy between the Soviet
Union and the United States.

It was in the area of "hopefulness" that President Kennedy
started his administration and his "Strategy for Peace." The Strategy
would have five steps:

1. A nuclear test ban agreement.

2. Cessation of production of nuclear msterials for war.

3. Prohibition on the transfer of nuclear weapons to countries
not presently possessing them.

k. An Bast-West agreement to ban nuclear weapons in outer space.

5. The destruction of existi ng stockpiles of nuclear weapons

3

and conversion of fissionable materials for peaceful uses.

Lsee Appendix "E".
2Sugra, Chapter VIII.

3Su2ra, Chapter II.



193

The Limited Test Ban Treaty became a reality during the
administration of President Kennedy. He was killed in October
of 1963.

During the administration of President Kennedy's successor,
Presiderit Lyndon B. Johnson, the United S’cates. and Russia concluded
the Consular Convention. A Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was
negotiated during the Johnson sdministration and ratified under
‘the Nixon administration, in 1969. Also during the John admin-
istration the treaty banning the use of nuclear weapons and outer
space was achieved. With the exception of items two and five of
President Kennedy's "Strategy for Peace" the rest have been achieved.
This would seem to verify the statement made by his administration
that the Limted Test Ban Treaty was but a "hopeful first step" to-
ward lessening of ’cenéions with the Soviet Union.

To achieve this lessening of tensions or detente with the
Soviet‘ﬁhion, President Kennedy used six devices commonly associated

with the concept "bipartisanship."
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APPENDIX "A"

TREATY BANNING NUCLEAR WEAPON TESTS IN
THE ATMOSPHEKE, IN OUTER SPACE
AND UNDER WATEHR

The Governments of the United States of America, the United King-
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to as the "Original Parties,”

Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible
achievement of an agreement on general and complete disarmsment
under strict international control in accordance with the object-
ives of the United Nations which would put an end to the armaments
race and eliminate the incentive to the production and testing of
all kinds of weapons, including nuclear weapons,

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

Have agreed as follows:
Article I

1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to pro-
hibit, to prevent, and not to carry out any nuclear weapon test ex-
Pplosion, or any other nuclear explosion, at any place under its
Jurisdiction or control:

(a)in the atmosphere; beyond its limits, including outer
space; or underwster, including territorial waters or high seas; or

(b)in any other environment if such explosion causes
radicactive_debris to be present outside the territorial limits of
the State under whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is
conducted. It is understood in this connection that the provisions
of this subparagraph are without prejudice to the conclusion of a
treaty resulting in the permanent banning of all nuclear test ex-
plosions, including all such explosions underground, the conclusion
of which, as the Parties have stated in the Preamble to this Tresaty,
they seek to achieve.
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2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes further-
more to refrain from causing, encoursging, or in any way partici-
pating in, the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion,
or any other nuclear explosion, anywhere which would take place in
any of the environments described, or have the effect referred to,
in paragraph 1 of this article.

Article IT

. 1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treabty. The
text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary
Governments which shall circulate it to all Parties to the Treaty.
Thereafter, if requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties,
the Depositary Governments shall convene & conference, to which they
shall invite all the Parties, to consider such amendment.

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

Article IIT

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature.
Any State which does not sign this Treaty before its entry into force
in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at
any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to regtification by signatory
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall
be deposited with the Governments of the Original Parties---the United
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics--which are hereby
designated as the Depositary Governments.

3. This Tréaty shall enter into force after its ratification
by all the Original Pasrties and the instruments of ratification.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession
are deposited subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, it
shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments
of retification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signa-
tory and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of de-
posit of each instrument of ratification of and accession to the Treaty,
the date of its entry into force, and the date of receipt of any re-
quests for conferences or other notices.
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6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Govern-
ments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article IV
This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

Each Party shall in exercising its nationality have the right
to iwthdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events,
related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the
supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such with-
drawal to all other Parties to the Treaty three months in advance.

Article V

This Treaty, ot which the English and Russian texts are equally
authentic, shall be deposited in the archieves of the Depositary
Governments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted
by the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory
and acceding States.

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have
signed this Treaty.

Done in triplicate at the city of Moscow, the fifth day of
August, one thousand nine hundred and sixty-three.



APPENDIX "B"

INTERVIEW WITH FORMER VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT HUMPHREY

JANUARY 8,1970, MACATASTER COLLEGE, ST. PAUL,MINN.

QUESTION: Mr. Vice President, will you give me your views concerning
the Test Ban Treaty of 1963?

ANSWER: The genesis of the Test Ban Treaty, of course, goes back to
some of Adlai Stevenson's thoughts of 1956 and to the establishment
of our special committee on disarmement in the Senate which was estab-
lised by a Senate resolution as a separate subcommittee and with leg-
islative authority and not established under the normal procedures of
a major committee but by special resolution. It was a Jjoint committtt
for the subject of disarmament and arms conbtvol. It was within this
comnittee that we started to discuss the nuclear test ban treaty and
in its initial discussion stage included across the board limitations
on atmospheric underwater and land systems of testing. Iater on as
we came into the 60's, we altered thet because it became. quite obvious
that all of this could not be successfully or without risk monitored.
During the Eisenhower administration, Professor Berkner came out with
a report to the effect that we could monitor tests in the air, in the
atmosphere and on the ground by space satellite as well as by other
electronic and magnestic devices.

ﬁUESTION: I's' this our Project "VEIA" and is this informstion still
clasgsified?

ANSWER: I'm not sure, I wish I could go over my records, but Project
VELA was one that I pushed for continually and was fought by the con-
servatives very hard for appropriations in order that we could continue
scientific experimentation that needed to take place to carry out the
Berkner report. It is my view first of all that Project VELA made it
possible to safely enter into a nuclear test ban treaty with the Soviet
Union and it was this fact that finally convinced---when we were able
to demonstrate this pretty successfully to Dirksen, to Mundt that they
started to relent---to give up their resistance to a test ban treaty.

I spent a good deal of time talking to these men and as you know there
was quite a liyyle argument about it. The Defense Department came
through very well on this, as did the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
Of course there was Teller, and others, that didn't agree with it at
all. We had a number that wouldn't go along. Hans Bethe was a very
powerful influence and Professor York, who was the President's adviser,
were both strong constructive influences for the test ban treaty.
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QUESTION: Mr. Vice President, in the Congressional Record you made .
references to "Strawmen" that Senstors Goldwater and other conservative
Senators set up and then purported to knock down in support of their
arguments against the treaty. Could you tell me something about this
aspect of the Senate debate?

ANSWER: Senator Dodd was the most important one in my mind. Now I
worked with Dodd on this and this was a coup to get Dodd. Actually I
was going to introduce that resolution but we needed. a "hawk," a strong
arm that had been anti-test ban treaty for a period or time to support
it.

QUESTLON: How did you get him to change his mind?

ANSWER: Well, just a personal relationship basis. He had listened

to the arguments and after a long series-of personal visits he came to
me one day and said, "you know, I"ve begun to change my mind about

that test ban. Maybe we ought to do something about that." And I said,
"well, I was going to introduce a resolution, but, why don't you intro-
duce a resolution that just puts us on record in a general way and
specifically ignores or excludes underground testing." He asked why I
didn't because I was the leader, and I said, "no, you do it and I'll
join you," and then we got a number of other Senators to join us. I
always felt that the best way to get something through Congress was

not always to be the front man yourself. Tom Dodd was on the Foreign
Relations Committee with me and we needed someone who wasn't exactly
friendly to this concept and this time. He finally came alive after
hearings, talks, and a very good personal relationship and having him
appear as the leader was very significant because st that time he was
regarded as an ally of Hickenlooper, Mundt and Dirksen on these matters
of disarmement.

QUESTION: What happened at the breakfast with Senator Dirksen, Secretary
Mensfield and yourself with the President that led Senator Dirksen to
come around to supporting the treaty?

ANSWER: The main reason for that wasn't due to my influence. It was

at that breakfast that the President, as I recall, was able to bring

in some pretty solid information as to what Project VELA would be like
and what the security factor would be. This was, after gll the military
had re-examined the testimony and my own testimony regarding the project.
You know, Senstor Dirksen started out against us on the test ban and
Civil Rights and eventually came all the way around. You'll have to re-
member that Senator Dirksen always liked to play the role of the man
that finally brought about the victory. He was an actor in a sense,

and I don't mean this in a derogatory msnner. He would resist much of
the time because he wanted to press you for a good argument. This meant
that he could say to his more conservative constituents, "well, you see
the reason I changed my mind is that the evidence was just so over-
whelming that I had to do it." Everet Dirksen was never as conservative
as his utterances or his earlier statements in the Record would indicate.
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But in order to survive politically with his political heritage, he
had to give the appearance of being much more cautious and conser-
vative than his record actually demonstrated.

QUESTION: How, then, did he get Mundt and Hickenlooper, who are
very conservative, to support the treaty?

ANSWER: Mundt and Hickenlooper were both on the Foreign Relations
Committee and they listened at length to that testimony. Hickenlooper
and Mundt were very adamant at first. They were with the Teller group
so to speak. But the evidence we had; the amazing amount of evidence
we could bring up as to the safeby involved in doing this; the relative
strength we had from nuclesr side as compared to the Soviet Union; had
its impact upon these men. In addition, we had a great deal of public
opinion on our side.

QUESTION: Many Senators mentioned the heavy mail against the treaty
while the polls indicated strong public support. Was this an organized
campaign sgainst the treaty?

ANSWER: Yes, definitely. The ILife-Line Program, the Hunt broad-
casting outfit, Paul Harvey, and a lot of more or less conservative
reporters and commentators really steamed it up. Edward Teller was
their kind of hero and his opposition to it was always pointed to as
support against the treaty.

QUESTION: Did Edward Teller have access to current intelligence
information during this period?

ANSWER: No, he did not. But he was still such a significant figure
in the development of the hydrogen and atom bomb that he was looked
upon with a great deal of respect, particularly in the more conserva-
tive sections.

QUESTION: Throughout the Preparedness Subcommittee hearings the
Senators accused General Maxwell Tgylor of failing to consult the
other Joint Chiefs and in fact questioned the truthfulness of his
testimony. At the start of the Foreign Relations hearings, Senator
Hickenlooper asked that each witness be sworn in. Was this to see if

they were actually lying?

ANSWER: Yes, this was to see whether or not there was any evidence of
perjury and of course you have got to remember that these people,
H-ckenlooper and Mundt, were so adamantly opposed to any idea of dis-
armament. I think that it is fair to say that most of the Generals
and Admirals would just as soon not have had a limitation on arms, but
we don't let Generals and Admirsls run this countsy and when we do we
will be in serious trouble and most of them admit this also. The
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President, after listening to the civilian advisers, the technical
advice of his scientists, and the military, made the decision to go
ahead with talks regarding disarmament. As a matter of fact the best
argument that we had in favor of the treaty came from the Department

of Defense. Generally these people are automatically conservative,
they believe in weapons, not non-weapons, but the scientific side of
the Department of Defense was overwhelming in its support of the treaty.
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was primarily responsible for
the synthesizing of tons of information that the United States had been
gathering for six or seven years and they deserve a great deal of credit
for the treaty.

QUESTION: What was the purpose of Senator Goldwater's mixing of the
terms “"comprehensive" and "limited"? Did he personally not understand
the differences involved?

ANSWER: I think Senator Goldwater purposefully tried to confuse the
"limited" test ban treaty with the "comprehensive" treaty because most
everybody~--~the vast majority of Semtors--would never had voted for
s comprehensive test ban treaty becsuse we just didn't have enough
evidence that we could fully and adequately monitor what we call a
smell kiloton test underground and we did have evidence that we could
successfully and carefully monitor tests in the atmosphere and on the
surface. So I don't think that Goldwater was being fooled. He used it
as an opportunity to cloud the record.

QUESTION: Had President Kennedy been alive in 1964, would Senator
Goldwater and his friends have used the treaty in the campaign for
President?

ANSWER: Yes, I think he would have used his negative position on the
test ban treaty against the President.

QUESTION: One persistent theme of the Senate conservatives was that
there were secret side agreements made at Moscow. Senator Saltonstall
accompanied the “"bipartisan" group of Senators to Moscow, but he still
asked Dean Rusk if there were any side agreements made. When Dean
Rusk said no, then Senstor Saltonstall said, "and you say that under
oath?" Can you elaborate why the Senator asked that question?

ANSWER: Well, I think this is just another of Sensator Saltonstall's
wey of reassuring the critics. He was a fine and wonderful man, and he
was the epitomy of integrity. I think that he was obviously under severe
criticism for being as active as he was in support of the treaty. He
was never a forceful man, you know. He was sort of=a kindly, honorable,
decent gentleman and I have the feeling that this was just another way
of removing criticism. When this heppens with organized meil, the
Senator can quote from the Record and say, "I took your mail seriously
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and I know you think there were sighed agreements and so I asked the
Secretary of State while he was under oath and he said 'no,' and I
therefore just had to believe him."

QUESTION: Was the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, in retrospect, a
hopeful "first step" toward detente with the Soviet Union?

ANSWER: I think it was a very significant first step. It was the first
major agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union on matters
of national, and critical national security, in which we were able to
come to some understanding. I also think it was the first time we were
able to involve the advance technology of the space age in the field of
arms control. It is my view that if the space program had done nothing
else but to provide the Project VELA it would have been worth every-
thing. The fact that we were able to find an opportunity to trust, and.
that is exactly what we were able to do in +this agrrement. Through the
advance of science and technology we were finally able to combine this
with a political decision to enter into a nuclear test ban treaty.

I feel that this was a significant breakthrough between ourselves and
the Soviet Union. This led to the non-proliferation treaty and you

know we made that accomplishment in a relatively limited period of

time. And now after the nuclear nonproliferation treaty we have moved
toward a treaty on placing weapons on the ocean floor. We were able to
move on the prohibition of the deployment of weapons of mass destruction
in outer space. I think that it was the test ban treaty that started
to ventilate the clogged channels of diplomacy between the United States
and the Soviet Union. I don't think we ought to overestimate it. My

own view is that we have to negotiate every treaty with the Soviet Union
on a very hard basis and we have to work with precaution, but then they
t00 have to work with caution.
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SENATE INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMLITTEE REPORT ON THE MILITARY IMPLICATIONS

OF THE PROPOSED LIMITED NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

Can Be Done
TEST OBJECTIVES Under
Treaty
1. Survivability and responsiveness of hard ended site
missile launch complexes to high-yield nuclear wespons. No
2. Response of hardened underground structures to blast
and cratering from high-yield surface burst weapons. No
3. Response of hardened underground structures to ground
motion. Yes
4, Determination of missile warhead and nose cone vulner=-
ability to nuclear explosions during atmospheric re-
entry. No
5. Reduction of missile warhead and nose-cone vulner-
ability to nuclear explosions. Yes
6. Study of atmospheric and high altitude radar black-
out phenomena.. ' No
T. Study of communications blackout phenomena from
high~yield nuclear explosions. No
8. Fullscale operational tests of AMB systems. No
9. Development of ABM warhead with meximum lethality
and minimum blackout properties. Partially
10. Development of very high-yield warheads equal to or
surpassing Soviet achievements. No
11. Determination of very high-yield nuclear weapons
effects. No
12. Determination of underwater nuclear weapon effects
for improved antisubmarine warfare(ASW) systems. No
13. Development of weapons requiring less fissionable
material than present designs. Yes
1hk. Development of pure fusion warheads. Yes
15. Development of reduced fallout weapons. Yes
16. Fullscale performance and relianbility tests of Minute-
man and Titan missile systems. No
17. Yield verification tests of stockpiled weapons up to
approximetely one megaton. Yes
18. Yield verification tests of stockpiled weapons above
approximately one megaton. No
19. Troop and crew training tactical exercises using
nuclear weapons. No
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APPENDIX "D"
RESERVATIONS AND AM-NDMENTS TO
IIMITED TEST BAN TREATY

Goldwater: Subject to the reservation, which is hereby made a part and
condition of the instrument of ratification of the treaty by the United
States, shall not be deposited as provided by paragreph 3 or Article III
thereof until the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has removed all
nuclear warheads and all Soviet Military and military technical per$onnel
from Cuba, and until arrangements have been made for inspection within
Cuba by the United Nations to determine and confirm such removal, and
confirmation of such removal has been given by the United Nations.

Rejected 17-T75. For the Amendment:

Bennett Jordan, Idsho Stennis

Byrd, Virginia Mechen Talmadge

Curtis Mundt Thurmond

Dominick Robertson Tower

Eastland Russell Williams, Delaware
Goldwater Simpson

Tower Reservation Number 1: Subject to the reservation, which is here-
by made a part and condition of the resolution of ragtification, that
the instrument of ratification of the treaty by the United States shall
not be deposited as provided by paragraph 3 or article III thereof un-
til the President shall have determined and certified to the Senate
that all assessments for the financing of peace and security operations
of the United Nations heretofore made by the United Nations upon the
Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics have been fully paid.

Rejected 11-82. For the Amendment:

Bennett Goldwater Simpson
Byrd, Virginia Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Curtis Mechen Tower
Dominick Russell

Tower Reservation Number 2: Subject to the reservation, which is here-
by a . . .the treaty . . .shall not be deposited. . .until such treaty
has been revised by the original parties so as to provide for a system
of on-site inspections adequate to detect any violations thereof, and

advice and consent to the ratification of the treaty as so revised has
been given by the Senste.
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Rejected 16-T6. Voting for the Reservation:

Bennett Mechem Talmadge

Byrd, Virginia Mundt Thurmond

Curtis Robertson Tower

Goldwater Russell Williams, Delaware
Jordan, Idaho Simpson

McClellan Stennis

Tower on behalf of Long of Loulsiana:Subject to the reservation that
the treaty does not inhibit the use of nuclear weapons in armed conflict.

Holland amended Long "reservation" to "understanding) which was accepted
by voice vote.

Motion to Table by Mansfield accepted 61-33. Voting against:

Allott Goldwater Robertson

Beall Hickenlooper Russell

Bennett Hill Simpson

Byrd, Virginia Holland Smith

Cannon Jordan, North Carolina  Stennis

Cotton Jordan, Idaho Talmadge

Curtis Lausche Thurmond

Dominick MeClellan Tower

Eastland Mechem Walters

Ellender Miller Williams, Delaware

Ervin Mundt Young, North Dskota

Russell Amendment: Add to the resolution of ratification a preamble
stating that amendments to the treaty would be subject to approval
by two-thirds of the Senators present and voting.

Accepted 79-9. Voting against:

Douglas Hart Javits
McCarthy McNamara, Morse
Moss Neuberger Pell
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VOTING RECORD OF SENATORS AGAINST THE

Voting Against

TREATY AND THE AMENDMENTS

the Treaty Goldwater Tower#l Tower#2
Bennett, Utah yes yes yes
*Byrd, Virginia yves yes yes
*Byrd, W. Virginia no no no
*Curtis, Nebraska yes yes yes
*FEastland, Mississippi yes no no
*Goldwater, Arizona yes yes yes
*Jordan, Idaho yes yes yes
*Lausche, Ohio not voting no no
Long, Louisiana not voting not voting not voting
*McClellan, Arkansas no no yes
*Mechem, N. Mexico yes yes yes
*Robertson, Virginia yes no yes
*Russell, Georgia yes yes yes
Simpson, Wyoming yes yes yes
Smith, Maine no no no
*Stennis, Mississippi yes no no
Talmadge, Georgia yes no yes
*Thurmond, S. Carolina yes yes " yes
*Tower, Texas ves ves yes

*Member of Democratic-Republic "conservative-coalition" as defined by
the Congressional Quarterly, 1963.
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HARRTS POLL
Reasons for Favoring or
Opposing the Test Ban September July
Unqualified approval 81% 52%
Cut fallout 21 12
Must end tests 18 18
End risk of atomic war 15 12
Stop world suicide 13 6
Step to world peace 9 0
Halt the cost of testing 5 L
Qualified approval 11 29
If Russia keeps her word 8 12
Only with inspections 2 12
If on our terms 1 5
Opposed 8 19
Russia will bresk it n 17
Will hurt U. S. defenses L 2




