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SPEECH 
OJ' 

HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY 
OF MINNESOTA 

If they fail, then new talks will tinkle In 
a hollow chamber amid the reverberating 
echoes of the last failure. 

STATUS OF THE GENEVA TALKS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the The Geneva test ban negotiations, as 
subject matter to which I shall address I have said, have been going on for al
myself today is: Shall the United States most 10 months. This amount of time 
resume nuclear tests? · is not unusual in terms of average time 

Mr. President, the Geneva negotia- taken in negotiating with the Soviet 
tions for a"reaty to end nuclear weapons Union. What is unusual is the fact that 
tests have now reached a critical stage. of the remaining undecided issues only 
My purpose in speaking today is to dis- one-the number of on-site inspections
cuss the nature of this crisis. I must really stands in the way of an agreement 
voice a grave concern lest through inde- among the three nuclear powers. On this 
cision and internal differences our Gov- one major remaining issue, the United 
emment may contribute to the break- States at the moment has no negotiating 
down of the negotiations at this par- position. The Soviets have made no pro
ticular time. posal on this point as yet either, but if 

The United States, the United King- they did, we would have no answer. The 
dom, and the Soviet Union have been United States has no negotiating position 
negotiating to discontinue nuclear weap- because the Government is still divided 
ons tests for almost 10 months. Prog- on some basic aspects of the problem. 
ress was being made. At the same time It is divided between those who are con
other hopeful signs were emerging. The cerned about the risks involved in a con
President appointed Charles Coolidge to tinuing arms race-those who think it is 
conduct a special review of U.S. disarm- important to take a real step toward arms 
ament policy. The Foreign Ministers control-and those who feel that we have 
Conference agreed to the desirability of more to gain than to lose by continuing 
having general disarmament negotia- tests and that we cannot afford to stop 
tions, disbanded since 1957, reconvene, testing our nuclear weapons in the face 
and it is expected that the details of the of a control system that is less than 
agreement for the renewal of the nego- perfect. 
tiations will be forthcoming soon. I say Our negotiators are burdened by ob
these are hopeful signs even though I stacles which have been built primarily 
believe that any new disarmament nego- by the Atomic Energy Commission and 
tiations should not be devoid of a direct to a lesser extent by the Defense Depart
relationship with the United Nations. ment. The AEC seems to have difficulty 

We can embrace these encouraging in remembering that it was not created 
moves on the part of the major powers to be a policy-making body in the area 
only if we genuinely believe that they of foreign relations. Although I think 
lead somewhere besides a dead end. I the AEC has overstepped the bounds of 
am convinced that the people of this and its functions in this instance, neverthe
every other country are impatient with less, I cannot dispute its right to argue 
the inability of the leaders of the major its case. The AEC is allowed to con
powers to reach some agreement in the tinue to oppose the omcial position of 
area of arms control. This race for the United States and to inject its own 
weapons superiority is all so futile. It views on foreign policy due to a lack of 
can lead nowhere. It is an expensive way leadership at the top. 
of buying time to determine whether man The Constitution provides that "the 
is rational enough to live with his fel- executive power shall be vested in a 
low man without engaging in the busi- President of the United States of Amer
ness of mass extinction through large- lea." There can be no substitute for 
scale war. executive leadership on this problem. 

It fs in this framework that the test The President has failed to assert the 
ban negotiations must be viewed. If they leadership necessary to reconcile con
succeed, then future arms control dis- fiicting views. Our position is being de
cussions take on meaning, in fact, be- termined by an interdepartmental com
come imperative so that the momentum mittee, which can decide only when it is 
gained by one small step will not be lost. unanimous. In effect, every department 
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has a veto over the State Department's 
role in the negotiations in the absence of 
active Presidential participation. I am 
confident that the President and the 
Secretary of State want to reach a work· 
able agreement to stop nuclear weapons 
tests. I am confident also that the over· 
whelming majority of Americans are 
behind the President on this issue. The 
President should exert his authority, 
That is what we are waiting for. 

The technical advice of the AEC 18 
valuable, but the matter is not only a 
problem of science and technology. It is 
not only one of the importance of per· 
fecting new and better weapons. The 
issue involves judgment in many fields 
of which science and weaponry are only 
two of many factors to be considered. 

FALLOUT STIU A CONCERN 

The AEC and the Pentagon evidently 
are so eager to resume nuclear testing 
that they are promoting and fostering 
newspaper reports to that effect. The 
reports indicate that testing either will 
be resumed regardless of the outcome of 
the test ban negotiations, or that it is 
expected that the negotiations will fall 
and testing will be resumed as a matter 
of course. I personally think that if tests 
resume before we know the outcome of 
tlle test ban negotiations the United 
States will be inviting an outburst of 
indignation and criticism by the people 
of other nations. Furthermore, our own 
people are immensely concerned about 
the possible harmful effects of radio· 
active fallout. Scientists are still study· 
ing this problem so we as yet do not 
have all the answers we need. The re· 
suits of studies conducted thus far, how· 
ever, continue to give cause for alarm. 

We could conceivably claim that tests 
should be resumed because there are no 
harmful effects of fallout and that the 
test ban talks are not making progress, 
two of the lines of argument being ad· 
vanced by the AEC. The facts on the 
former are uncertain, as I have said, 
and the facts on the latter are to the 
contrary. The facts of this situation 
must be made known. Otherwise, the 
public will be fooled and decisions will 
be made behind closed doors without 
the kind of public discussion and knowl· 
edge which the people of a democracy 
must have if our system is to survive 
and endure. 

I now wish to discUBS some of these 
matters in detail. 
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COURSE OF THE NEGOTIATIONS 

What progress has been made? What 
have the three nuclear powers thus far 
agreed to? 

First. Vienna, Austria, has been 
chosen as the headquarters for the con· 
trol organization. 

Second. The control organization will 
be composed of a seven-nation commis
sion of which the three nuclear pow
ers will be permanent members; there 
will also be a conference once or twice 
every 2 years of all the pln"ties to the 
treaty. 

Third. An administrator, acceptable 
to the three nuclear powers, will be re
sponsible for operating the control sys
tem. 

Fourth. The control posts worldwide 
will number 170 to 180, each of which 
will be staffed by approximately 30 to 40 
technicians plus supporting personnel. 

Fifth. The treaty will continue in
definitely depending on the successful 
installation of the control system and 
the absence of evidence that atomic 
weapons tests have taken place in viola· 
tion of the treaty. 

Sixth. The control organization will 
conduct a. continuous program of re
search to improve the qua.llty and capa
bilities of the control system. The 
scientists a.t the Conference of Experts 
agreed this should be done a.nd the nu
clear powers have each declared their 
acceptance of this principle. An article 
of the treaty still must be drafted, how· 
ever, on this point. 

Seventh. Scientists from the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the 
Soviet Union have recommended a series 
of space satellites to assure that clandes
tine tests cannot take place 1n outer 
space. 

Eighth. The treaty will be open for 
other states to become parties to the 
agreement. 

This is the list of the principal fea
tures of the 17 articles of the treaty 
agreed to thus far. What have the three 
nuclear powers not yet agreed to? 

First. The stamng of control posts. 
The three nuclear powers still are dis
cussing the composition of the staff at 
the control posts. The Soviets say that 
no more than one-third of the staff 
should be foreigners 1n the country 
where they are stationed, whereas the 
United States argues that no more than 
one-tblrd should be nationals of the 
country in which the control post 1s lo-

., 

cated. Translated into terms of actual 
numbers the difference between the two 
sides is approximately a difference be· 
tween 10 and 25, a di1ference which, I 
expect, can be resolved if negotiations 
continue. · 

Second. Composition of the control 
commission. Although the nuclear 
powers have agreed on a seven-nation 
control commission, they have not yet 
decided what nations should be on the 
control commission. This is not yet a 
matter of controversy because discussion 
of the subject has not taken place. This 
too should not provoke fundamental dif· 
ferences. One way to resolve the ques
tion which I suggested some time ago 
is to divide the composition as follows; 
two Western nations-the United states 
and the United Kingdom-two members 
of the Soviet-Sino bloe-the U.S.S.R. 
and one other-and three neutral coun
tries-nations which are not allied either 
with the United States or the Soviet 
Union in defense pacts. 

Third. Control system for high alti· 
tude tests. The scientists from the three 
nuclear powers reached agreement on 
the system to be recommended to the 
governments on the control system to 
detect tests at high altitudes, that is, 
tests conducted above 31 miles. The 
nuclear powers have not yet · incorpo· 
rated these recommendations into treaty 
language. It is not expected that such 
a step will involve political problems. 
There are some engineering problems, 
however, to solve. - These include tlie 
means by which satellites will be sent 
Into space so as to assure that no nu· 
clear tests are being conducted there. 

Fourth. Budget. The Soviet Union is 
still contending that the budget for the 
operation of the control system should 
be acceptable to the three nuclear 
powers, since they will be expected to 
pay the main costs of the control sys
tem. The United States and the United 
Kingdom believe that the budget should 
be voted on by all the members of the 
treaty with a majority determining the 
final outcome. Again, I do not think 
that the question of the adoption of 
the budget, although an important is· 
sue, should present an insurmountable 
obstacle. 

Fifth. Equipment at control posts. At 
the Geneva Conference of Experts last 
year, scientists from eight nations 
agreed on the type of equipment to be 
plac-ed at each control post. Since that 
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time the United States has requested 
what amounts to a 1·evision of the list 
of equipment. Our Government has 

.done this as a. result of the Hardtack 
series of nuclear tests last October. 
.From those tests we learned that the 
problem of detecting and identifying un
derground tests and other phenomena. 
was more difficult than had ·been 
anticipated. 

The improvements in the equipment 
being suggested by U.S. scientists are 
not such that the Soviets should ob
_ject. They do not increase the number 
of manned control posts. As a matter 
of fact, if the United States would raise 
the question as one of Improving the 
equipment at the control posts instead of 
asking for a. reconsideration of the en· 
tire question of the detection and !den· 
tiflcation of underground tests by seis· 
mic means, I should think that the So· 
viets would see the merits of our pro
posal. In any case, improvement of 
equipment should not be a major obstacle 
to agreement. 

Sixth. Number of on-site inspections. 
I come now to the last area of difference 
between the two sides at Geneva. The 
last area is the main and only major 
area of di1ference. This must be em
phasized so that the ·public can know 
that, except for one major problem, the 
probabiUties are that an e.greement could 
be reached. This 1s not to say that the 
other di1ferences will be easy to resolve. 
They won't. Negotiating with the Soviet 
Union 1s never easy because that nation 
operates on the principle of stalling and 
delay. I would even suggest that the 
United States should not allow the 
negotiations to go on indefinitely if it 
becomes apparent the Soviet Union does 
not wish to accept adequate and reason
able controls. But we cannot abandon 
the talks without first exploring with the 
Soviets the main obstacle to an agree· 
ment. This major area of difference is 
how many inspections of a suspicious and 
unidentified event, registered at the con
trol posts, should be undertaken each 
year In the territories of the nuclear 
powers. 

It is vital that we fully comprehend 
this one major area of difference, and so 
I intend to discuss the matter 1n some 
detail. 

PROBLEM OF ON-SITE INSPECTION 

At the Geneva Conference of Experts 
held in the summer of 1958 the scientists 



from the eight countries represented 
concluded there would be from 20 to 
100 events-presumably earthquakes
worldwide of the size of a 5-kiloton ex
plosion or larger that the control posts 
would detect but probably could not iden
tify. The scientists also said there would 
be an unspecified, but presumably large, 
number of unidentified events of sizes 
less than that of a 5-kiloton explosion. 
These unidentified events, the scientists 
concluded, should be subject to further 
investigation, including inspection at the 
site of the events. Inspection would in
clude mobile teams going to the area of 
the event and exam1n1ng it to determine 
whether the event was an earthquake or 
a nuclear explosion. 

At the Geneva political negotiations, 
beginning last October, the United States 
recommended a formula for inspection. 
We proposed that all unidentified events 
the size of a 5-kiloton explosion or 
larger and 20 percent of all events below 
5 kilotons should be subject to inspec
tion. What figure would constitute 20 
percent has not been suggested, but ac
cording to figures on earthquakes avail
able this would make roughly a. total of 
85 inspections in the Soviet Union per 
year. 

After the Hardtack series the scientists 
revised their estimates upward consider
ably and at the same time recommended 
new equipment in a.n attempt to cut down 
on the number of unidentified events. 
At the present time, using first, the esti
mates resulting from the Hardtack series; 
second, two of the recommendations of 
the Berkner Panel on Seismic Improve
ment; and third, the ratio of inspecting 
all unidentified events of 5 kilotons 
or larger and 20 percent of all unidenti
fied seismic signals below 5 kilotons 
down to a half a. kiloton, the number of 
inspections in the Soviet Union would 
be 366, or roughly one inspection in the 
Soviet Union per day. The number of 
inspections to be held in the United 
States would only be slightly less. 

MORE THOROUGH ANALYSIS 

These numbers give the impression 
that the inspection problem is so huge 
that the negotiators might just as well 
pack up their bags and go home because 
it is almost absurd to suggest that · such 
a large number of inspections should take 
place. I would like to show in a few ways 
that the inspection numbers game must 
be subjected to more thorough analysis. 
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First, earthquake specialists tell us that 
at least two-thirds ·of all earthquakes in 
the Soviet Union occur in the Kamchatka. 
Peninsula which is a. very small part of 
the entire Soviet Union. Furthermore, 
they tell us that another 25 percent oc
cur along part of the southern periphery 
of the Soviet Union. This would mean, 
u'sing the above figures, that 242 inspec
tions would take place in the Kamchatka 
Peninsula; 91 would take place along the 
southern periphery; and this would leave 
33 for the rest of the country. I am rea
sonably certain that it · would not be 
necessary to conduct 242 inspections in 
the Kamchatka Peninsula to satisfy our
selves that the Soviets were not sneaking 
tests in that area. A mobile inspection 
team might check on several earthquakes 
during one visit. Other means also exist 
to determine whether tests have taken 
place in addition to the reading of in
struments and the conducting of mobile 
inspection teams. I am referring here 
to a variety of intelligence measures 
which would be available to the United 
States and which would have nothing 
to do with the operations of the control 
system. 

Second, most of our able seismologists 
say that once the control posts are estab
lished and operating, many events will 
be identified as a. result of close observ
ance of earthquake activity from a given 
region. In other words, we will learn 
more about earthquake patterns which 
make the identification problem less 
complicated. 

Third, one of the recommendations of 
the conference of experts is being com
pletely ignored by our Government scien
tists and consultants. That is the pos
sibility of using and reequipping exist
ing seismograph stations throughout the 
world, and devising means to help as
sure that the data from them will be re
liable. There are some 650 stations now 
in existence, of which only a fifth or a. 
fourth are probably located in spots that 
can be used. However, the recommenda
tion of the experts is ignored by the 
executive branch and thus kept out of 
any discussion for improving the con
trol system. 

The executive branch ought to request 
the help of the United Nations in im
proving existing seismograph stations. 
At the coming session of the United Na
tions General Assembly the United 
States should recommend that the 
United Nations establish a special work-

.1ng group to assist other nations in im· 
proving and modernizing their seismo
graph stations, and if necessary, erecting 
new locations for them. A test ban re
quires effective safeguards. Other na
tions have a. responsibility to see a test 
ban control system succeed and to try 
to remove all possibilities of evasion. 

I have mentioned a few of the scientific 
aspects involved in inspection. They are 
enough to indicate the complexity of the 
scientific problems, which, in turn, must 
be weighed along with the many facets of 
military security, our relations with the 
Soviet Union and with our allies. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield to the 
Senator from Georgia.? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I am very much in

terested in the subject matter of the 
discourse of the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota.. I must say that I a.m 
somewhat amazed to hear him recite 
such exact figures in regard to various 
areas within the Soviet Union. I won
der whether he is certain in regard to 
the source of his figures, whereby he can 
differentiate between bomb explosions, 
earthquakes, and things of that kind. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I am very much in

terested in the very thorough work the 
Senator from Minnesota has done, but 
I am somewhat surprised that that in
formation is available a.t all. 

EARTHQUAKES AND ATOMIC EXPLOSIONS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the 
distlnguished Senator from Georgia that 
the figures I cited are the result of the 
calculations made by our scientists. The 
earthquake specialists tell us that two
thirds of all the earthquakes in the 
Soviet Union occur in what is known as 
the Kamchatka Peninsula, which is a 
very small part of the Soviet Union, and 
that another 25 percent occur along the 
southern periphery of the Soviet Union. 

On the basis of the calculations which 
have been made by specialists and ac
cording to one formula suggested by the 
executive branch which show there 
would be a need for approximately 366 

. on-site inspections a year, that would 
mean that roughly 242 inspections would 
ta.ke place in the Kamchatka. Peninsula 
and 91 would ta.ke place along the 
southern periphery, This is merely what 
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one might call an interpretation of facts 
which were developed by our specialists, 
and then t·elating those facts to par
ticular areas. 

The Atomic Energy Commission ap
parently believes that in order to have a 
safeguarded inspection system, it would 
be necessary, on the basis of the Hard
tack series of tests and the Berknel' re
port, to have 366 inspections a year in 
the Soviet Union. When we relate that 
figure to the areas in which the earth
quakes and other disturbances take 
place-! refer to those which would 
cause some problem of identification as 
between an earthquake and an atomic 
explosion-we see, then, that the vast 
majo~ity of them would ta.ke place in the 
Kamchatka Peninsula, and that the ma
jority of the others would take place 
primarily in the southern periphery of 
the Soviet Union. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota has done a 
great deal of wor:t on this matter; and 
all of us might well be concerned about 
it. 

But how could we tell whether a dis
turbance which occurred on the Kam
chatka Peninsula was an earthquake or 
an atomic explosion? We might allow 
for a ratio of three earthquakes for each 
atomic explosion; but how would we be 
able to differentiate between disturb
ances caused by atomic explosions and 
those resulting from natural causes, 
such as earthquakes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In the case of ex
plosions of certain sizes of atomic weap
ons, the tracings on seismographic 
instruments indicate certain differences 
between earthquakes and atomic explo
sions, by means of the manner in which 
the tracings appear on the tape which 
records the earth disturbances. In 
other words, when such a disturbance in 
excess of a particular magnitud,e occurs 
it will leave a very definite trace upon 
a seismograph dial or upon the seismo
graph tracing paper. But the di.fiiculty 
occurs when the disturbances are o.f 
small magnitudes, or the equivalent of 
atomic explosions in the very small 
yields. 

When atomic weapons were tested for 
their efficiency, particularly atomic 
weapons which could be used for tac
tical purposes and missiles which would 
result particularly in explosions of 5 
kilotons or less, a mobile inspection unit 
would move into the area, to determine 



ty tzstings of the earth itself-primarily 
underground, by borings into the earth 
and by other techniques-the nature of 
suspicious, unidentifiable disturbances 
which affected the seismographic inBtru
ments. 

Our scientists now have outlined a 
program of unmanned seismographic 
stations which would correlate into a 
central station the tracings and record
ings, and thus would greatly improve the 
system of detection. 

Furthermore, I am sure that if the 
mobile inspection teams ever revealed a 
test which was a violation of the agree
ment, the agreement would be entirely 
ended. So there is a kind of self
enforcing apparatus. 

Mr. RUSSELL. However, we do not 
rely altogether on instruments to deter
mine whether there has been such an 
explosion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct; we 
do not. Of course, I am not an expert 
on these matters, although I have en
deavored to learn something about them. 

8 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Minnesota has 
performed an important public service 
by placing this information in the REc
ORD, where it may be studied and con
sidered by all, so that some understand
ing of the subject can be had. I believe 
the Senator from Minnesota has per
formed a very fine service in that 
connection. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am very grateful to the Senator from 
Georgia for his praise. 

Of course, the other methods of iden
tification which we have are through 
what we call acoustical waves or mag
netic waves. In addition to the seis
mograph, there are other means of being 
able to determine whether an explosion 
has taken place, particularly if there is 
any up burst from the earth of any debris 
into the atmosphere. That is a very good 
way of making such a determination. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, by means of the 
particles. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, and also by 
borings of the earth, to determine 
whether the resultant heat or pressure 
changed some of the earth into a new 
form-as in the case of the Rainier test, 
I believe, which literally fused parts of 
the earth into glass. 

Of course the next point I shall make 
is that we need to expand greatly our 
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research into this are~something we 
have not yet done. Although we have 
participated at Geneva in conferences, 
on the one hand, and although we have 
received report:.S on the proposed inspec
tion system, on Vle other, we have not 
yet taken the steps in the field of re
search which I believe are fundamental
namely, to increase our technical re
search which is required in order to 
make it possible for us to arrive at some 
reasonably well safeguarded type of 
agreement. Certainly no Member of 
this body wlll vote for an agreement in 
regard to suspension of nuclear tests 
unless he believes we have done every
thing which modern science can enable 
us to do in order to protect ourselves 
from evasion on the part of the Soviets. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I agree. 
Of course, I hope our research in th~ 

area will be advanced. But, in the final 
analysis, I do not believe we can substi
tute any of these thing/3 for inspection. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, we must have 
the right of inspection, including on-site 
inspection within the Soviet Union itself. 
Otherwise, the inspection system would 
be one in name only, and would actually 
be a travesty on the meaning of the 
word "inspection." 

IMPORTANCE OF DETERRENCE 

But there is a fourth aspect to this 
analysis, to my way of thinking one of 
the most important. We should apply 
the principle of deterrence to the con
trol problem. We live by the concept of 
deterrence in our defense policies. We 
know that we cannot necessarily stop 
the Soviet Union from sneaking some 
missiles with nuclear warheads through 
our warning system to bomb our people 
and the people of nations allied with us. 
But we operate on the principle that if 
we have enough defense so that we can 
strike back, then the Soviets will be de
terred from launching a surprise attack. 

The same principle ought to apply in 
a control system. We must accept the 
fact that we cannot cover every little 
unidentified event in the Soviet Union 
to see whether it is an earthquake or a 
nuclear test. We can, however, demand 
the right to inspect a certain number of 
cases on the assumption that such in
spections will constitute a spot check sys
tem of random sampling which will have 
a high probabUity of accuracy and which 
wlll deter a nation from thinking a few 

sneak tests can be held without being 
caught. 

At the present time there is no known 
perfect system for any arms control 
measure. There is a certain percentage 
of risk. But there is also a certain per
centage of risk involved in doing noth
ing. If we let the present test ban talks 
die, then what do we think we can ac
complish by starting new arms control 
discussions? If these test ban talks suc
ceed, then new arms control discussions 
become imperative. 

Today our own Government remains 
divided and hesitant. Our Government 
cannot make up its mind what proposal 
to o11er on the inspection problem. 

I want to state flatly that new data 
does not preclude a workable control sys
tem from being realized. The scien
tific problems that have been discovered 
during the course of the negotiations 
are not substantially or fundamentally 
di11erent from those the scientists and 
the negotiators faced when the nego
tiations began. We knew then that we 
would never be able to explore for each 
and every unidentified earthquake. We 
knew then that in inspecting the site of 
an unidentified event it would be im
mensely difficult to determine whether 
it had been an earthquake or a nuclear 
explosion. We knew then that al
though our techniques of detecting and 
identifying tests would improve with in
creased research and knowledge we 
would also discover a larger number of 
natural phenomena with this newer and 
more sensitive equipment. 

Nothing has changed since last Oc
tober that justifies our giving up. The 
only justification for ending the talks at 
this point is the refusal of the Soviet 
Union to accept a reasonable number of 
inspections. I do not even think that 
the number ought to be so fixed that 
it cannot be altered from year to year. 
Numbers of earthquakes change and so 
should the number of inspections. 

I do not claim that if we had a nego
tiating position on the inspection prob
lem an agreement would follow. Per
haps the Soviets will insist that no more 
than a few inspections a year can be 
made. I do not think that would con
stitute a reasonable proposal. But if 
the conference negotiates and negoti
ates and concludes with a reasonable 
number of inspections, then I think that 
an agreement may be possible. The 
number of possible inspections we are 
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discussing would be a number not sub
ject to a veto. If the total insl'>ections 
were used up and another inspection 
appeared necessary and if the Soviet 
Union vetoed it, then the agreement 
could be called o11. It is my opinion 
we would seldom want to use the maxi
mum number of inspections allowed us. 
But if and when we did, any use ·of the 
veto would be a warning signal at the 
least and the end of the agreement at 
the most. 

LACK OF EFFORT ON RESEARCH 

Added to the indecision of our Gov
ernment on this issue is another as
tounding fact. We have said we need 
more research to perfect the control sys
tem as it is established. Yet, the execu
tive branch has asked for no money for 
this from the Congress. We shall ad
journ here in 3 or 4 weeks and the ex
ecutive branch will not have funds to 
do the kind of a research program rec
ommended by its own scientists and 
consultants. What is the answer to these 
questions? Why has the executive 
branch neglected asking for money? 
Why have many of the key recommen
dations of the Berkner report on seismic 
improvement, for example, been ig
nored? 

I know for a fact that many of our 
technicians and scientists are eager to 
go to work to improve our knowledge 
about the problem of control. 

But the executive branch, which still 
continues with the negotiations at 
Geneva, app_arently says "No" to the re
quest from the scientists for advanced 
research. Our executive officers act as 
if they would rather put money into al
most anything else but the matter of 
arms control. The Congress, too, has 
been derelict in this matter. I have tried 
on three di11erent appropriation bills to 
get money for this purpose. In fact, 
this morning I testified again for it. 
Each time the Congress has refused. 
There is one more opportunity, when we 
consider the mutual security appropria
tion, and I intend to try again. In fact, 
I advanced testimony this morning in 
the Appropriations Committee for that 
purpose. 

How can this great Nation of ours 
maintain respect during the coming 
session of the United Nations General 
Assembly if we allow the negotiations for 
a cessation of nuclear weapons tests to 
collapse through any act or omission on 



our part? With our record of bickering 
and indecision, how can we persuade the 
79 members of the United Nations that 
are not nuclear powers that we tried to 
reach an agreement, but that the Soviet 
Union did not? 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have one and a 
half pages remaining, and then I shall 
be through. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Very welL 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In conclusion, I 
wish to summarize my position on this 
great question of whether we should con
tinue to seek a test ban agreement or 
whether nuclear tests should be resumed. 

First. Nuclear weapons tests should 
not be resumed on the part of the 
United States unless the nuclear test 
ban negotiations collapse. I recognize 
that the military officers and AEC sci
entists want to start testing again, but 
the civilian authority of our Govern
ment and the overriding dictates of for
eign policy and national security must 
be upheld. 

Second. The United States must not 
allow the talks to collapse through a 
failure to achieve a reasonable negoti
ating position on the most important 
remaining issue in the negotiations-the 
number of on-site inspections. The 
number of inspections must not be the 
few suggested by the Soviets, and it need 
not be the 366 suggested by Mr. McCone 
of the AEC. And, in arriving at a rea
sonable position in the negotiations we 
must keep in mind that if the Soviets 
ever use the veto when the control or• 
ganization wants to investigate a truly 
suspicious event, this within itself will 
be the warning signal that cheating may 
be going on. That is the warning signal 
which could mean the end of the agree
ment. 

Third. The United States should seek 
the assistance of the United Nations in 
modernizing existing seismograph sta
tions around the world. We should look 
to them for assistance in reaching a suc
cessful test ban agreement, an agree· 
ment, may I add, that eventually and 
in agreed-upon stages, must include 
other nations. 

Fourth. The executive branch should 
lnmiediately embark on a vastly expand· 
ed research program to improve our 
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knowledge, methods, and equipment of 
control. The Berkner Panel on Seismic 
Improvement revealed extensive Soviet 
advances in seismological research. It 
also recommended several important 
programs, but the President, I regret to 
say, has asked for no funds from the 
Congress for any of them. 

I want to urge my colleagues in the 
Senate and my fellow Americans every
where to ask themselves these questions: 
Do we want to be responsible for term!· 
nating the test ban talks before we have 
determined whether the Soviets will ac
cept adequate controls? Do we really 
think our defense demands resuming 
tests the moment the gong strikes on 
November 1? Do we want to face the 
prospect that the arms race cannot be 
held back? 

I think every Member of this body 
would answer these questions in the neg
ative. Let us hope and pray that the 
President will have the wisdom and the 
courage to pursue the right course. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at this point in the RECORD 
there be printed an editorial which ap
peared in the Washington Post and 
Times Herald, entitled "More Test Pres
sure." 

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

MollE TEsT PaEssURJ: 

Defense Secretary McElroy has joined in 
the pressure for renewed nuclear weapon 
testing that has been bulldlng up in the 
Pentagon and Atomic Energy Commission. 
Unless there 1a a test ban agreement with 
the Soviet Unlon by October 31, he says, he 
wm ask !or authority to resume nuclear 
tests. 

Perhaps this and slmllar statements by 
others are designed ln part as a psychological 
lever to induce Soviet acceptance of an ade
quate lnspection system. More 11kely, how
ever, they derlve from the sincere conviction 
of some persons that new tests are essential 
to perfect additional nuclear weapons, par
ticularly several !or 11m1ted war defense. 
Some persons also quite honestly !eel that 
any suspension agreement would be unen
forcible .and hence a mistake. 

The merlt of these bel1efs cannot be chal· 
lenged with any certainty. What is missing 
for publ1c understanding, however, ls any 
cogent oftlcial explanation of the other side 
of the argument. What are the paramount 
national security and international pol1tical 
&4vantages. of e,n overall test ban, which 1a 
still the stated aim of American pol1cy? 
What are the sticking polnts in the nuclear 

negotiations at Geneva? What has this 
country conceded? How far has the Soviet 
Union gone to satisfy American objections? 

It may be that, ln the absence of any en
forcible agreement, the time will come when 
a resumption of testing wlll appear only pru
dent. The nuclear agreements with th is 
country's ames recently approved by Con
gress imply resignation to the conclusion 
that security wlll be better advanced by the 
sharing of information and nuclear tech
nology than by secrecy and suppression. We 
share this conclusion, somewhat reluctan t ly 
as the only presently realistic defense against 
nuclear blackmail. 

But there is another point that also needs 
to be considered very seriously in any dis
cussion of nuclear test resumption 1! an 
agreement proves impossible. Underground 
tests presumably would not create much 1! 
any new fallout hazard. Chairman Ander
son of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy hints, however, that some aboveground 
tests also might be conducted. 

The ultimate health effect of the fallout 
already in the atmosphere is not and cannot 
yet be known. Almost every new appralsal 
points either to increased potential danger 
or to reduce tolerance of strontium 90, 
cesium, carbon 14 and the other fission prod
ucts which descend as fallout. Indeed, the 
dangers in slipshod dlsposal of atomic wastes 
from peaceful applications of nuclear energy 
are stlU inadequately appreciated. No one 
really knows, despite the frequent sunny as
sura.nces, whether there wlll be general ge
netic or other damage from past tests and 
applications. 

In such circumstances it would be almost 
contemptuous of human welfare to authorize 
new fallout-producing tests, and the mere 
mention of the idea is alarming. Here, as 
on the whole case tor continued effort to ob
tain a. reliable test suspension, more facts 
from the admlnlstration are urgently needed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
this editorial points out the pressure 
that is being exerted now from the AEC 
and the Pentagon for the resumption 
of tests, and asks, of course quite prop
erly, that this matt.er be considered in 
light of our foreign policy objectives and 
that the civilian authority of our Gov
ernment assert its leadership in this 
matter. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
an article in the New York Times of 
Thursday, August 6, entitled "Senator 
Bees United States Resuming A-Tests
Anderson Predicts Action Will Come in 
October as Year Mora~orium Ends," be 
printed in the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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SENATOR SEES UNITED STATES RESUMINO 
ATOM TEsTs-ANDERSON PREDICTS 'ACTION 
WILL COME IN OCTOBER AS YEAB MORATO• 
IUlJM ENDS 

(By Harold M. Schmeck, Jr.) 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, chairman 

ot the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Atomic Energy, predicted last night that t h e 
United States would resume testing atomio 
weapons after October 31. 

He said other nations could be expected to 
follow suit . 

The date marks the expiration of a year
long morat orium on atom-bomb testing an
nounced by President Eisenhower ln the 
summer of 1958. 

Senator ANDERSON made his prediction in a 
speech at a meeting of the General CouncU 
of District 65 of the RetaU, Wholesale and 
Department Store Union. 

He predicted that the Unlted States would 
confine its tests largely to underground and 
outer-space shots in an effort to minimize 
fallout, but he declared that "no one should 
be surprlsed 1! testing within the atmosphere 
ls continued on a limited scale." 

In Washington administration officials said 
yest e1·day that no declsion had been reached 
yet on the testing. 

DISCUSSION INTO OPEN 
An effect ot the Senator's prediction, it 

was indicated ln Washington, was the bring
ing into the open of discussions on the sub• 
ject that h ad been going on within the ad
ministration and with the British Govern
ment. 

Senator ANDERSON had indicated in Wash
ington that hls prediction was not based on 
any oftlcial lnformation but largely on the 
lack of progress of talks in Geneva on an 
atom test ban. 

The talks began there last October 31 , co
inciding with the start of the West's self· 
imposed year-long ban. 

In his speech last night the Senator said 
that results of the conference seemed to indi
cate that detection and inspection systems 
acceptable to all three nations directly in
volved would not be possi·ble. 

Present techniques are not suftlcienUy 
IOphlsticated to assure identification of all 
nuclear explosions, particularly those under
ground, he said. 

"Most important," Senator ANDERSON said, 
"' am not sure that the Government ot 
either the Unlted States or Russia. really 
wants to cease nuclear testing." 

He said many U.S. scientists and defense 
oftlcials believed that testing was the only 
foolproof method ot developing the weapons 
needed to assure an adequate defense sys
tem. 

"I am not trylng to say whether thls 1s 
rood or bad," the Senator said. 

.Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post article of Sunday, Au-



gust 9, 1959, entitled "New Tests Sched
uled in Detection of Blasts," written by 
Joseph L. Myler, of the United Press 
International, be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

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

NEW TEsTS SCHEDULED IN DETECTION 01' 
BLASTS 

(By Joseph L. Myler) 
American earthquake experts hope to be

gin tests In February or March of improved 
methods tor detecting underground nuclear 
explosions. 

Eventually they expect to check various 
parts ot the new system with both high
explosive and atomic blasts. 

This was disclosed yesterday in connection 
with a report by the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey on research "directed toward develop
Ing an effective solution to the problem of 
nuclear test detection." 

Many scientists, the report said, believe 
"that within a few years It may be possible 
to develop a reliable seismological method of 
detecting and Identifying nuclear explosions 
at considerable distances." 

KEY TO NEGOTIATIONS 
On t his posslbll1ty depends in part the 

success ot East-West negotiations !or an in
ternational ban on nuclear weapons tests 
in the future. 

Nobody could cheat on such an agreement 
with surface or air bursts of test weapons. 
Airborne radioactivity would give them away. 
But the possiblllty exists that a nation might 
violate the ban by staging test explosions 
underground. 

The only way to detect such explosions at 
a distance would be by the so-called seismic 
earth waves they generate. Such waves are 
different tor explosions and earthquakes, but 
It Is d11Dcult to detect the difference when 
the energy Involved Is less than that of 
20,000 tons of TNT. 

Last summer a panel of East-West experts 
said 180 seismographic stations around the 
world could do a good job of detecting man
made earth shocks down to around 6,000 tons 
ot TNT. 

But later experience with underground 
blasts In Nevada In 1958 showed that de
tection ot nuclear explosions was much more 
d11Hcult than previously supposed. 

For one thing, so-called background 
noises-the surface waves always roll1ng 
through the earth's crust--caused inter
ference comparable to radio static. 

In June a panel of U.S. scientists led by 
Lloyd V. Berkner of the associated univer
sities reported that this d11Hculty could be 
greatly Increased by Intentional efforts to 
mu1He waves from underground shots. 

The Berkner group said, however, that the 
180-stat lon plan might be made more e!-
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fectlve by setting up arrays of 100 selsmlo 
Instruments each to filter out background 
interference. It also suggested use of wave
measuring Instruments In holes, m any thou
sands of feet deep, where Interference would 
be reduced. 

The Coast and Geodetic Survey said In 
yesterday's report that It already has done 
research Indicat ing the effectiveness of the 
array and deep-hole systems. 

It proposed 100-lnstrument arrays which 
would :reed data Into a central station where 
elect ronic devices automatically would weed 
out background noise. 

Dean S. Carder, the Survey's chief seis
mologist, told United Press International 
such an array could reduce background In
terference at least 10 times, and perhaps 
100 times. 

Deep-hole Instruments, he said, would be 
similarly effective, though probably much 
m ore costly than the array system. 

Carder said the survey hopes to have an 
array system ready tor preliminary tests 1n 
February or March. Eventually, he said, 
such a system will have to be checked 
against actual explosions to determlne their 
effectiveness. Deep-hole tests would come 
later. 

Such tests also could be used to get fur
ther Information about Intentional mumlng 
and how to counteract it. 

FIVE YEAI!S SEEN NEEDED 
The Berkner group said the new system 

could be made effective in 6 years, given 
enough research and development. 

Like other seismologists, however, Carder 
emphasized that wave analysis can only do 
a screening job. Suspect small shocks, he 
said, will always have to be verified by other 
means. 

This means Inspection on the site. The 
Russians so t ar have refused to agree to any 
Inspection system which the West considers 
adequate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
particular article relates to the program 
of our scientists to begin tests in Feb
ruary or March of improving methods 
of detecting underground nuclear explo
sions. The theme of the column is based 
upon the Berkner report recommenda
tions for the improvement of our seismo
graphic instrumentation as a means of 
improving the control system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at the conclusion 
of my remarks an editorial entitled "Test 
Talks," from the Manchester Guardian 
Weekly. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

editor of the Manchester Guardian states 

1 

the case, as I see it, very succinctly. He 
says: 

Unless there are overwhelming military 
reasons-and It Is hard to believe that there 
are-the suspension of tests ought to con
tinue. To end It would be hurtful both In 
diplomacy and In public health. During the 
past 9 months of negotiations, progress has 
not been Insignificant. Both sides have ac
cepted the principle of a quota of veto-free 
Inspections of unexplained phenomena, al
though there Is no agreement so far on 
their number . On the sta1Hng of control 
posts, the Russians have recently moved a 
little closer to the Western proposal that In 
each count ry these staffs must be composed 
predominantly o! nonnatlonals o! that coun
try. At no stage have the Russians been 
asked to accept controls which the Western 
powers would not accept for themselves. 
Moreover, the Russians, like the West, must 
wish to llmlt the number o! nuclear pow
ers, and they know that an agreed and con
trolled ban on tests may turn out to be one 
o! the ways of doing it. 

This editorial summarizes in the main 
some of the points I have attempted to 
make today. Primarily, the continuation 
of these negotiations, so long as there 
is a hope for some constructive agree
ment, is in the best interests of the United 
States and of the free world. Surely 
we should not have upon our hands and 
upon our conscience the responsibility for 
concluding these negotiations when there 
is still an opportunity and still a chance 
that they may be successful. 

I think this is particularly pertinent 
in the light of the impending visit of the 
Soviet Premier, Mr. Khrushchev. I want 
our President to be able to discuss with 
Mr. Khrushchev matters such as nuclear 
test suspension with clean hands, in the 
full knowledge that our Government 
seeks an honorable agreement and seeks 
to have inspection and control which is 
effective, reasonable, and modern, to ad
vance continuously in terms of technical 
competence. I believe this can be done. 

ExHIBrr I 
TEST TALKS 

Just when Mr. Khrushchev says he does 
not want to pay his visit to the United States 
with his rocket showing out o! his pocket, 
some Americans want to jingle theirs. Sen
ator ANDERSON has tried to ginger up the Gen
eva test talks with his statement that Amer
Ica should start testing nuclear weapons 
again If there Is no agreement by the end 
of October. By then the year of test sus
pension by the three Powers wm have run 
out. Although the Senator Is chairman of 
the Joint Atomic Energy Committee of Con
gress, he was simply expressing his personal 

519354-7203a 

13 

view-being impatient, like the rest of us, 
to see more progress toward agreement. But 
as a warning to the Russians It cannot be 
convincing. They know that Britain Is un
likely to resume tests In a hurry, even It a 
Conservative majority 1s returned at the elec
tions, and certainly not It Labour comes ln. 
While that need not hinder the Americans 
from going ahead, they might be r.eluctant 
to Incur the odium of being the first to re
sume tests. They know that the whole ques
tion of ending tests Is being debated before 
a world audience, and, however careful they 
are In keeping radiation to a minimum, they 
cannot wish to present the Russians wit h an 
opportunit y to point scornful fingers at them. 
(The State Department , at any rate, cannot 
wish It; the Defense Department may have 
other priorities.) The Russians, for their 
part, always try to create the Impression that 
they are eager to get an agreed ban. They 
talk about wanting actions, not words, and 
they raise their obstacles chiefly In the con
ference room when the t alks get down to con
trol arrangements. These detalls, they seem 
to think, are too complicated and boring to 
be of much Interest to the public outside. 
They hope that Asians and Africans will 
therefore conclude that the Russians are pre
pared to end tests, while the West Is not. 
Senator ANDERSON's warning can be turned to 
fit In with this concept. So can the state
ment by the Amerloan Secretary o! Defense 
that It would be desirable to resume the test
Ing of weapons. 

RuEslan m111tary leaders may share Mr. 
McElroy's view, but they are careful not to 
say so. They are content to leave the Ameri
cans with the apparent responslb1!1ty for 
ending the moratorium. (Mr. Khrushchev 
on Monday offered a most solemn pledge that 
Russia would not be the first to resume 
tests .) Yet It Is improbable that the West 
has a greater need to resume tests than the 
Russians (It, Indeed, there Is any real n eed 
on either side). For the West to show Im
patience Is neither good poUtlcs nor good 
t actics. True, while the talks continue the 
Russians get their ban without any control. 
But there has been no suggestion of secret 
Russian tests, and these wm become more 
d11Hcult to arrange as the means of detection 
develop. Why, then, should anyone break 
the nuclear silence? Unless there are over
whelming military reasons-and It Is hard to 
beUeve that there are-the suspension of 
tests ought to continue. To end It would be 
hurtful both In diplomacy and In pubUc 
health. During the past 9 months of nego
tiations progress has not been Insignificant. 
Both sides have accepted the principle of a 
quota of veto-tree Inspections of unex
plained phenomena, although there Is no 
agreement so far on their number. On the 
sta1Hng of control posts, the Russians have 
recently moved a little closer to the Western 
proposal that In each country these staffs 
must be composed predominantly of non-



nationals o! that country. At no stage have 
the Russians been asked to accept controls 
which the Western Powers would not accept 
!or themsalves. Moreover, the Russians, 
like the West, must wish to llmlt the numbar 
o! nuclear powers, and they know that an 
agreed and controlled ban on tests may turn 
out to be one o! the ways o! doing lt. Al
though newcomers such as China and France 
may not h esitate to blow off bombs whlle 
they are not themselves parties to an agree
ment suspending tests, eventually they may 
adhere to a general agreement. And, while 
the Americans may Intend to take great care 
not to pollute the atmosphere further 
through any tests they undertake, ot hers 
without the ablllty to send explosives Into 
outer space may be less successful In dlmln
ishlng the hazards to health. More tests 
almost certainly mean more r adiation. 

S:weral Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen

ator from Wisconsin. 

SURVIVAL OF MANKIND 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
enthusiastically congratulate the Sena
tor from Minnesota for an extremely 
timely, important, and significant 
speech. It is about time a U.S. Senator 
made this kind of speech. I realize the 
Senator from Minnesota has been in
forming the Senate from time to time on 
this particular issue. 

I can think of nothing more important 
than the survival of mankind, and that 
is what the Senator is talking about. 

I should like to ask the Senator about 
a statement on page 6 of his prepared 
text, in which he talks about the need for 
seismological research. I ask the Sena
tor how much money has been appro
priated by Congress in the last 3 or 4 
years for this purpose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will have to look 
into the record to determine that, but I 
believe it is about a million dollars. 

Mr. PROXWJ..!RE. How much of a 
program does the Senator from Min
nesota believe is necessary? If the Berk
ner recommendations were carried out, 
how much would the ·cost be? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me point out 
that in the Berkner panel study It was 
revealed, even though there was very 
little public attention to the fact, that 
the Soviet Union was expending about 
10 times as much on certain aspects of 
seismological research as we are expend
Ing, in the Government of the United 
states. I surely feel that a substantial 
increa~e is required. 
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I do not want t.o profess to have the 
intimate knowledge which is necessary 
for a deftnitive statement as to the exact 
amount of dollars needed. All I can 
say is that there are a number of scien
tists of great competence and fine back
ground who have been urging that 
greater effort be made in terms of im
proving our seismographic stations and 
in terms of updating the equipment. 
The tragedy of the situation Is that 
much of the equipment is outdated. 
Much of it could be improved so that 
it would give a great deal more sensitiv
Ity, and thereby we would be able to give 
to the United States a much greater de
gree of assurance of no evasion and no 
cheating on a testing system. 

Furthermore there is a need for re
search in what I call the unmanned seis
mographic stations, where we can collate 
information from a number of un
manned stations which are strictly me
chanical, instrumented stations. The 
facts and Information can be collated at 
a central station which can be manned 
and staffed. This Is a research problem 
in Itself. Something can be done about 
it with adequate funds for the research 
required. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is 
talking about two things. He is talking 
about adequate seismological research, 
so that we can be in a position to protect 
ourselves, and to make our inspections 
more effective and emcient; and the 
Senator is also talking about adequate 
research, so that we can give ourselves 
a.pd our prospective opponents the kind 
of confidence which is necessary in an 
inspection system, to indeed work to 
prevent the terrible impact on human 
lives of fallout from testing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Exactly. The Sen
ator has summarized it well. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is also 
interested in lessening the prospect of 
nuclear war. However little we may 
lessen It, we can lessen to some extent 
the prospect of nuclear war. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. 

. Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator has 
said that we have spent about a million 
dollars for this in the past. 

A MODEST SUM 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This is roughly 
oorrect. We ha-ve spent a. modest sum. 

Mr; PROXMIRE. The Senator 18 
talking about not more than a. few mil-

lion dollars for this kind of research, to 
save literally millions and millions of 
lives, as compared to the expenditure 
of tens of billions of dollars on weapons 
of destruction, is that not correct? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
I will say to the Senator that I have 

been asking for an additional $500,000 
for technical studies In the field of dis
armament. I have been trying to get 
$500,000, when we have a $39 billion de
fense program, and that effort has been 
rejected. It has been said that we did 
not have quite enough information as 
to what we would do with the $500,000. 

Mr. President, it is not sound policy 
to engage in the political aspects of dis
armament unless one is reasonably well 
informed and fortified on the technical 
aspect of disarmament. In other words, 
I do not want to see our country press
ing forward politically, on the political 
agreement aspect of disarmament, un
less we are sure what we are doing can 
be safeguarded so that our national 
security will be safeguarded from a tech
nical point of view. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me simply say, 
in conclusion, if we would spend some
thing like one-tenth of 1 percent, or 
perhaps less than one-tenth of 1 per
cent of our defense budget for this kind 
of research, which can save lives and 
which can do so much to provide an 
effective inspection system, to preserve 
our country's defense, we could make 
real progress. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have some of the 
figures which were made avatlable by 
the Berkner Panel of the President's 
Science Advisory Committee on the mat
ter of the system development which 
would be required for an effective seismo
logical inspection program. It appears 
to. be in the sum of $22,825,000. That 18 
the amount which would be required. 
That 1s a small price to pay, I w111 say, 
for a safeguarded inspection program, 
for some possibility of reducing the ter
rible tensions which beset the world to
day, and for impeding or slowing down 
the arms race. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That would mean 
we would be spending $1 for this purpose 
for every $1,400 or so we are spending 1il 
our defense budget. I am not stating 
that our defense budget is not essential, 
for indeed it is. However, I am saying 
this research to make inspection feasible 
is a constructive way to preserve life and 
to defend our country, for a veri, very 
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modest sum-in fact, 1n comparison it 1s 
an insignificant cost. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator 1s 
surely correct. I would encourage every 
Member of the Senate who is interested 
in this subject to read the very fine re
port released on the date of June 12 by 
the State Department, giving the more 
important portions of the Berkner Panel 
report to the American people. 

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent, 
in connection with the discussion with 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PROXMIRE], relating to the costs of re
search, to have printed in the RECORD 
pertinent paragraphs from the Berkner 
report, beginning on page 13, with sec
tion 6; and continuing through pages 
14, 15, and 16. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
8. THE NEW LEVEL 01' SEISMOLOGICAL RESEARCH: 

A DISCUSSION 01' ITS ADMINISTRATION, IT3 
BUDGET AND ITS IMPLICATIONS 

A seismological research program o! the 
magnitude discussed In this report must 
draw upon the !acllltles of the universities, 
the Government and industry for imple
mentation. It is anticipated that many 
groups wm submit proposals under the new 
program o! support. Some mechanism must 
be established tor collating, evaluating and 
following the projects. It Is recommended 
that an advisory panel be established, per
haps through the National Academy o! 
Sciences, to perform these !unctions. The 
panel has demonstrated how effectively a 
group drawn !rom research seismologists, 
physicists, mathematicians and engineers 
can function in advancing seismological re
search and it is recommended that the ad
visory panel be similarly constituted. 

It Is strongly recommended that this pro
gram be viewed as a "package," one cen
trally funded and directed, In order to derive 
the fullest benefits. 

In addition to projects detlnable as re
search, there 1s clearly a need to lnitlate 
tmmedlately activity that may be described 
as "system development." Such aetlvity 
would include planning In detail the com
plete worldwide seismic detection system. 
In Its first phase o! implementation, the 
system will probably resemble closely that 
envisaged in the Geneva proposal (since it 
Will not Ukely be possible to develop any
thing more sophisticated in the time avall
able). But planning must extend to later 
phases, in which improvements coming !rom 
results o! research Will be Incorporated, be
caU.se these improvements must be antici
pated as much as possible to permit their 
orderly implement;.t:on into the then exist
ing system. 



"System development" will include devel
opment of new equipment, such as improved 
seismometers, and data processing and trans
m ission apparatus, described earlier in th18 
report. It wlll also include the field trials, 
mentioned earlier, of significant elements ot 
the detection system as well as the planning 
of the operational procedures. As the sys
tem plan is established (and approved by 
the appropriate government agency), Imple
mentation must be programed and exe
cuted with due consideration of funding 
llm1tatlons, manufacturing capabll1tles, lo
gistical problems, and international agree
ments. 

The panel believes that the research pro
gram can best be carried out by various exist
Ing private, university, and Government lab
oratories, coordinated by a panel of scien
tists, possibly under the aegis of the National 
Academy of Sciences. In contrast .to this 
arrangement for research, the panel recom
mends that the "system development" re• 
sponslb111ty be assigned to a single well· 
organized central laboratory. Such a labora
tory should have competence not only In 
seismology, but also 1n development, engi• 
neering, and large system operation. The 
laboratory would likely subcontract with pri
vate Industry !or much, or perhaps all, of 
the specific hardware development and pro
curement. However, It is essential that the 
labora tory have full responslbll1ty !or the 
planning of the system (including Its or
derly metamorphosis with time), for field 
trials, for Implementation, and possibly for 
the American portion of its operation. 

Tentative cost estimates are given below 
for the first 2 years of a program which wiD 
continue thereafter at least at the levelS 
indicated. The estimates are divided among 
three categories : (a) Research, (b) system 
development, and (c) nuclear and HE det
onations. 

[Thousands of dollars] 

Indivldunl research projects: 
Equipping of selected stations 

with modern scisnuc aquJpment. 
Study or shear waves ______ ____ ___ _ 
Ideutlficatlon from aftershocks ___ _ 
Long-period surface and body 

waves---- -------- ----- ---- -- -- --

0:f~fn1g:~~~~~~:~~~~~-~~::~:-
Equnllzatlon experiments ____ ____ _ 
Model studies ___________ ___ _____ _ _ 
Noise studies and development of 

standards. ---------------------
Large arrays __ ----- -------------- -
Deep bole detection.. _____________ _ 
Deep ocean seismograph _________ _ 
Research computing fnclll tles _____ _ 
Library of digitized seismograms .• 
Theoretical studies of explosion 

sources. ------------------------
Other_- ---------------------·---- -

1st 2d 
year year 

I, 2:>0 
225 
100 

1, 000 

1, 000 
300 
100 

100 
600 
600 
400 
700 
60 

100 
160 

1, 000 
170 
100 

1, 000 

4, 000 
1, 000 

100 

1:>0 
1, 000 

600 
400 
700 
100 

100 
lliO 

SubtotaL______ ___________ ______ 6, 675 10,620 
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[Thousands of dollars] 

System development: 
Unattended seismic stations _____ _ 
Improved seismographs __________ _ 
Portable or" throw-away" seismo-

graphs_-------- -----------------
Automatic data processing _______ _ 
System planning and field trials __ _ 
Implementation of detection sys-

tem •••••••••••••••• -------------

1st 2d 
year year 

750 
300 

200 
1, 000 
2, 000 

(1) 

1,250 
300 

230 
1, 700 
4,000 

(1) 

Subtotal •••• ----------------- 4, 260 7, 480 
Nuclear and H E detonations______ 12, 000 12, 000 

Total, not Including Implemen
tat ion......................... 22, 825 30, 000 

1 Not est imated. 

The Items in the research budget are not 
meant to be all inclusive. Although they 
represent aspects of seismological research 
which are pertinent to the detection prob
lem, each project can be justltled on the basis 
of significance to fundamental seismological 
research. On the other hand, the appendixes 
are not meant to define specltlc programs 1n 
detaU but rather to outline broadly needed 
research areas. 

The panel submits this program of re
search as a means of reallzlng the optimum 
contribution to seismology to the detection 
problem. In so doing it also recognizes that 
this program wlll result In dramatic advances 
ln our knowledge of the earth's Interior, of 
the mechanism of earthquakes, and or elastic 
wave propagation. Now that seismographic 
stations are being planned for placement on 
other planets, seismological research will 
bear on new questions relating to the origin 
of the solar system. Seismology is a funda
mental tool, providing data to geologists, 
geochemists, geophysicists, astronomers, en
gineers, petroleum prospectors and under
water acoust icians, etc., and rapid develop
ments In these fields can be expected from 
this program. 

It is the opinion of the panel that t he re
search studies described In this document 
will certainly improve detection capablllties 
or underground nuclear detonations. How
ever, the Improvements are not likely to be 
evaluated adequately for proper assessment 
or value In a detection system before 1 year 
or research activity at best. Most of them 
wiD undoubtedly r equire more time, perhaps 
S years. Thus, It Is Important t o conceive of 
the detection system as one which wlll grad
u ally evolve with time and reach a high level 
of detection capablll ty only after several 
years. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This particular 
material gives the actual statistical data 
about which the Senator from Wisconsin 
sought information, and also the rec
ommendations of the Berkner Panel re
lating to improved research in the field 
of seismology. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a few questions? -

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. I wish to commend the 
Senator for the fine speech he has made. 
I did not hear all of it, but I have had 
an opportunity to glance through most 
of the text. 

I should like to ask my good friend 
whether he could not buttress his desire 
to have these negotiations continue, al
most without any thought of terminat
ing them until we explore to the fullest 
our position on each of these critical 
points, and certainly until after the 
President has had an opportunity to 
have conversations with Mr. Khru
shchev, both here and in Russia, to see 
if there is not some prospect of reach
ing an agreement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I concur with the 
Senator in that observation. It -seems 
to me, from all we have been able to 
ascertain thus far, that our security 
would in no way be prejudiced by the 
continuation of the suspension of nu
clear tests. I say this because the ex
perts in our Government, both military 
and scientific, have told us in the Con
gress that we are ahead of the Soviets 
1n nuclear research, that we are ahead 
of the Soviets in nuclear weaponry, and 
that we are ahead of the Soviets in tac
tical strategic weapons. If that is the 
case, it is surely not to our disadvantage 
to continue a cessation of nuclear test
ing, because it is only through nuclear 
testing that the technological gap can 
be filled by the Soviet Union. Every 
time there is new testing the Soviets 
come that much closer to our position of 
strength. So relatively speaking, test
ing has been advantageous to the so
viet Union. 

This is not the testimony of Senator 
HuMPHREY. It is the testimony of ex
perts before our committee, who have 
testified that, had we been able to obtain 
a test-ban agreement 2 years ago, we 
would have been so far ahead of the 
soviet Union in atomic and nuclear 
weapons that there would have been no 
hope of their ever catching up. In 
other words, time has been on the side 
of the Soviets when that time has been 
used for testing. 

To be sure, we improve our weaponry. 
Testing is advantageous to our military; 
but the relative benefit has been to the 
Soviets thus far. That is a matter of 
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testimony before congressional com
mittees. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator would 
agree, would he not, in view of what he 
has just said, that this is no time to 
break ofl' the negotiations in Geneva? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely feel that 
to break ofl' negotiations at this time 
would not be in ·the national interest or 
in the interest of world peace. 

Mr. CLARK. As I understood the 
Senator's comments, he indicated that 
there is a critical point in those nego
tiations at which the United States has 
no agreed or announced position. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
We have been ambivalent, indecisive, 
and, in fact, in conflict in our Govern
ment over the so-called on-site inspec
tion program. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is a dis· 
tinguished member of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations; and I hazard the 
guess that he would agree with me-he 
will tell me if he does not-that one of 
the most unfortunate things the State 
Department did during the tenure of 
office of the late Secretary of State was 
to downgrade the policy planning stafl', 
so that position papers on matters of 
great importance, on questions which 
might confront the United States at any 
moment, were not being prepared by 
thoroughly qualified individuals. Does 
the Senator care to comment on that 
statement? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my feeling 
that the Senator's statement is correct. 
I recall discussions in the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, in which 
members of the committee expressed 
their distress and unhappiness over the 
downgrading of the Policy Planning Di· 
vision of the State Department. 

Mr. CLARK. It is my understanding 
that the Foreign Relations Committee 
has at least informally called the atten
tion of Mr. Herter to this situation, and 
urged him to reinstate the policy plan
ning stafl' at the level it had during the 
Truman administration, with a top level 
chairman who would be able to assem
ble an able stafl' to make these very im
portant studies. Is my information 
correct? 

POLICY PLANNING STAFF 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It has been the 
recommendation of individual members 
of the committee. As to whether or not 
it is a concerted committee policy, I 



cannot recall. However, I know that 
members, including the chairman of the 
committee-and he can speak for him
self better than anyone else can speak 
for him-have stated that the policy 
planning staff should take on the stature 
and position it once had, in preparing 
expert position papers, removed from the 
political considerations of the moment, 
so as to give the Secretary and the Presi
dent the best possible advice on these 
crucial matters. 

Mr. CLARK. Does the Senator agree 
with me with respect to a matter which 
is not identical, but closely allied with 
what we have been discussing, namely, 
that it would be constructive 1f a recon
stituted, high level policy planning staff 
in the State Department were to begin 
at the earliest possible moment a series 
of high level studies to determine the 
possibility of achieving world peace 
through enforcible world law, and 
through an appropriate modl:tlcation of 
the charter of the United Nations, which, 
in all probability, would take into ac
count the whole matter of nuclear test
ing? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I enthusiastically 
agree with that position. It seems to me 
that this is exactly what the policy plan
ning staff should be engaged in. I want 
to see the United States known not only 
for its military and economic strength, 
but as a pioneer in seeking the road to 
peace-a peace that it is not appease
ment, a peace based upon the principles 
of justice; a peace that can be sustained 
through enforcible world law. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Min
nesota is a distinguished cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 52, which 
calls upon the President to make such 
studies, looking to the achievement of 
world peace through enforcible .world 
law, and through an appropriate modi
fication of the Charter of the United Na
tions to be proposed at a charter re
vision conference. I know that I can 
rely on his support in endeavoring to 
bring this matter to the favorable at
tention of Secretary of State :ierter, 
who, as I understand, has not yet had 
an opportunity to consider it. Does the 
Senator think it would be a constructive 
move to talk with Secretary Herter and 
see 1f we could not persuade him to have 
such studies started? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it would be 
a constructive move. The Senator has 
pointed out that the proposal embodies 
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a program of studies. The proposal is 
not a dogma or doctrine, declaring, ''This 
will be done this way." Rather, it is an 
effort to seek and obtain an objective 
study as to how we could best present to 
the United Nations proposals for the re
vision of the charter, so as to give the 
United Nations authority in certain areas 
of conflict between nations, to operate 
within what we call enforceable law. 

Mr. CLARK. I see in the Chamber the 
distinguished senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITS], who is also a cospon
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 52. 
I invite his attention to the comments I 
am about to make. 

Last week I had the privilege of calling 
on Charles Coolidge, the newly appointed 
Assistant to the President in Charge of 
Disarmament. I had hoped that the 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITSJ would be able to accompany me 
on that visit, but he was detained by 
another engagement. He has assured 
me that he is in accord with the views 
which Representative PORTER, of Oregon, 
Representative ScHWENGEL, of Iowa, and 
I presented to Mr. Coolidge, and that the 
Senator from New York would buttress 
those recommendations in a separate 
talk which he would expect to have with 
Mr. Coolidge. 

At that meeting, we urged Mr. Coolidge 
to urge the State Department to begin 
these studies through a reconstituted 
high level policy planning staff in the 
State Department, looking to the prepa
ration of position papers on the question 
of world peace through enforceable world 
law. The Senator from New York is as 
much interested in that subject as I am, 
and he may wish to comment briefly. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I agree 
with my colleague from Pennsylvania. 
I have already taken up this question, 
and I shall do so again. I think it is 
extremely important. 

I have one suggestion to make to 
the Senator from Minnesota with re
gard to his speech. I hope the Sena
tor will give me his attention. 

The Senator knows that I have a deep 
affection for him. I do not wish to 
become involved in criticisms of the ad
ministration, either pro or con. I would 
rather keep my eye on the ball and ex
press what I think is the proper grati
tude of the Sene,te to the Senator from 
Minnesota for keeping our feet to the 

ftre on this question of an effort to 
cease nuclear testing, which is tied di
rectly to disarmament. 

If you do not test, then you are not 
going to develop new nuclear weapons. 
Nobody realizes the danger from this 
better than the Senator from Minne
sota. If somebody else is testing and 
we are not, the fact is that nuclear 
extinction can come either way. It can 
come from a nuclear war, or it can 
come from others having such a long 
lead that they may blackmail us-that 
we may have to choose between being 
extinguished and becoming slaves. 

That is the big issue the American 
people face. 

I have a practical suggestion for the 
Senator. As I said, I do not wish to 
get into this business of criticizing the 
administration because I think that is 
besfde the point. 

The Senator set an excellent prece
dent in asking the President for an ex
planation of these particular arrange
ments with Turkey and West Germany, 
with respect to the nonnuclear aspects 
of nuclear weapons technology. I join 
the Senator on that. I also wrote the 
President asking for a high level pro
nouncement that this arrangement 
would not complicate the future of dis
armament negotiations. 

Can the same method be pursued in 
trying to get a definitive adininistra
tion position on this subject directly 
from the President? 

When we lawyers look at something 
when it is not reasonable, we suspect 
there is another reason for it, for a 
fiat position, like that which the Sena
tor cites at page 7 of his excellent speech, 
in which he says, "But the executive 
branch says no." 

That is, it seems strange to me that 
the executive branch says no to the 
proposition for the kind of experimenta
tion for controls to which the Senator 
refers. 

so, would it be a good suggestion to 
ask the President about it directly, to get 
a specl:tlc and definitive statement of 
policy from him on that particular sub
ject? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I just correct 
the Senator's observation? 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes, please. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I know that .per

haps I did not explain my position ade
quately or accurately. 
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What I was talking abouts was the 
position of the executive branch, the 
Bureau of the Budget, in reference to 
additional funds for seismographic re
search, not on the matter of developing 
a control system, because, first of all, I 
said early in the speech that the policy 
of the President and the State Depart• 
ment was the policy of the continuation 
of seeking an agreement to prohibit 
further nuclear weapons tests. This 
was the policy of the late Secretary of 
State, Mr. Dulles. It is the policy of the 
present Secretary of State, Mr. Herter, 
and it is the policy of President Eisen
hower. This policy I applaud. ThiS 
policy I approve. This policy I com
mend. But I ni.ust say with equal candor 
that there has been a rash of rumors and 
statements coming out of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Department 
of Defense which seeks to blur what 
should be the clear-cut image of the 
United States in reference to seeking an 
agreement on the test ban prohibition. 

AEC AND PENTAGON TO STAY IN HARNESS 

I have said, and I think with due con
sideration, that the AEC does have a 
responsibility for weapons, that the De
partment of Defense of course has a. 
responsibility, the responsibility for our 
defense and our secmity. But over and 
above all of this is the overall power of 
the President, under the Constitution, to 
be our spokesman in the field of foreign 
relations and foreign affairs. When a 
policy statement is laid down by the 
President to the State Department as his 
agent in coordinating foreign policy 
matters, it is then the responsibility and 
the duty of the AEC and the Pentagon to 
stay in harness, and if they have dis
agreement, have that disagreement 
within and in the circle of the adminis
tration, rather-and I say this very ad
visedly-than having some authorized 
junior officers, and sometimes some au
thorized senior officers, leaking stories to 
newspapers, to columnists, making state
ments which lend themselves to the be
lief that an agreement cannot be ob
tained, and that if one were obtained, it 
would jeopardize the secm·ity of the 
country; and finally that tests ought to 
be continued. 

I desire to give the President, may I 
say, an expression on the part of one 
Senator, reasserting again, if need be, 

. his unqualified right of leadership in this 
matter. 



Mr. JAVITS. I applaud the Senator's 
statement on that; I like it, and I think 
tt is very helpful. I suggest these two 
things. In the matter of seismological 
research, if the President be appealed to 
for a precise statement, I think it would 
help us quite a bit on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be very 
happy to join the Senator in that. 

Mr. JAVITS. I will be glad to do it. 
The second proposition is, perhaps the 
Senator could set up all views on two 
sides of a paper, as we do in these com
mittees, arguments as to why there 
should not be an appropriation on one 
side, and on the opposite side arguments 
of the Atomic Energy Commission and 
others why there should not be. Then we 
will not have Senators coming to the 
floor in the final analysis saying, "Well, 
you are popping this on us very sud
denly. We really do not know anything 
about it." 

In short, before tt ever reaches the 
floor, let us set forth the points on a 
major issue with the arguments on both 
sides so that the Senators can be fully 
informed, and not feel that this is a new 
thing which has just been popped out of 
the air. They would then have a major 
policy statement, with the arguments set 
forth on both sides, and they can then 
use that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen
ator for a very constructive suggestion, 
and it shall be my purpose, at the time 
when the appropriation items are before 
us, to have a factual statement as to the 
actual amount of funds being expended 
for research in the seismographic area, 
the amount I deem to be needed in light 
of the recommendations of scientists 
and experts, and try to present a case 
that is worthy of the attention of the 
Senate. 

Mr. JAVITS. But give us other argu
ments, too, arguments for, and argu
ments against. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Sen
ator has been very patient, but I would 
ask him if he would indulge me in one 
more very brief question. 

The Senator has pointed out most 
ably the need for additional seismo
graphic research in order to enable us 
properly to negotiate with the Russians 
on the question of elimination of nu
clear tests through an appropriate sys
tem of inspection. 

A little while ago the distinguished 
junim: Senator from Washington took 
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the floor to point out the need for sub
st::mtial additional research in the field 
of oceanography, bringing up to date our 
knowledge and our obsolete and defec
tive equipment in that regard. I sus
pect that there are a number of other 
fields where a little seed money would go 
a long way not only for assisting in the 
safety of the United States and other 
countries, but in promoting important 
scientific research. 

I want to ask the Senator if he will 
comment on the statement I have seen 
so often coming out of the Bureau of 
the Budget and other administration 
agencies, to the effect that, oh, there is 
a limit on what one can spend for re
search. We have got more than enough 
money now for all the research that 
needs to be done. 

It would occur to me that a little more 
selectivity in determining where re
search should be engaged in would be 
a wise policy for this administration to 
follow, and I wonder if the Senator from 
Minnesota would agree with that com
ment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do. I am sure 
there is a limit to how much money can 
be effectively and productively expended 
for research at any one time. In other 
words, it is possible to get a sort of glut 
of funds over and beyond the capacity 
of the system to utilize them, but we are 
not in any such danger in either the field 
of oceanography or the field of seis
mology. 

In fact, 3 years ago, at the time the 
distinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND l was handling the appropria
tion item for the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, in the Department of Commerce, 
the Senator from Minnesota brought to 
the attention of the Senate, in colloquy 
with the Senator from Florida, the sorry 
lack in the funds for oceanographic re
searc_h, and it was brought to my atten
tion by an article I had read some weeks 
prior to that about the tremendous 
amount of research and .liCtivity on the 
part of the Soviet Union in ocea.nog
raphy. They are conducting surveys, on 
the one hand, with a vast fleet of subma
rines, probing all over the areas of the 
world with these submarines. On the 
other hand, they were spending vast 
sums of money in studying the currents, 
the floor of the ocean, the currents of 
the ocean; in other words, oceanography, 

Here we were actur.lly with a 19th 
century a.pparatus in the field of ocea-

nography. I feel that it might have been 
because the Senator from Minnesota 
pressed his point that day, and because 
a very receptive U.S. Senator saw the 
need of further exploration in the area 
of oceanography, that it was possible to 
get some new information and to get 
new research underway, As I recall, 
both the Navy and the Coast and Geo
detic Survey within a week had men at 
my office stating their needs and say
ing they had been denied funds by the 
Bureau of the Budget. They needed 
funds but could not get them. 

The same I believe to be true in the 
field of seismological instruments and 
seismological research. 
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Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota for his cominents. I 
observe in the Chamber the distin
guished junior Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. SYMINGTON]. I am sure he will 
agree with me that not only in these 
two fields, but also in the field of missile 
development and the field of tpe mod
ernization of our Armed Forces, to en
able them to fight a brush war more 
effectively, it is certainly not tenable to 
say there is only a certain amount of 
money which can be spent. We must 
meet the needs. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree with the 
distinguished senior Senator from Penn
sylvania. 



.. 



GENEVA TEST BAN NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr . President: 

The subject of my remarks today is the conference of the 

U. S., the U. K., and the U. S. S . R. tha~ has been going on in 

Geneva for a controlled cessation of nuclear weapons tests . My 

purpose in speaking is to voice a grave concern that through in-

decision and internal differences our Government may contribute 

to the breakdown of these negotiations at this particular time. 

The Geneva test ban negotiations have been going on for almost 

ten months. This amount of time is not unusual in terms of average 

time taken in negotiating with the Soviet Union . vfuat is unusual 

~) is the fact that of the remaining undecided issues only one (the 

number of on-site inspections) really stands in the way of an 

agreement among the three nuclear powers. On the one remaining 

issue , the United States at the moment has no negotiating position. 

The United States ----
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has no negotiating position because the Government is divided. 

~~ &~•ant is divided between those who would like to see 

a real step taken to help slow down the arms race and those who 

feel we cannot afford to stop testing our nuclear weapons in 

the face of a control system that is less than perfect . 

.LVVTA...JitlfJ!..,.o~_,.ei!t-1:;e~()!l!~e~ors 4N--

primarily from the Atomic Energy Commission and to a lesser 

extent from the Defense Department. The former was not created 

to be a policy making body in the area of national security and 

I think we should object to its intrusion now into the test ban 

Those who are against an agreement have tried 

seeming to say.W .. M m that the matter 

all a problem of science and technology . The issue ~e the 

( conference table and, ~ the people of this and all other 

/countries is not solely one of science. It is primarily one of 

judgment, of which science plays only one, albeit an important, 

part. 
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Along with the s~tuation of a divided government come 

newspaper stories reporting that after October 31 the United 

~ States will again resume its testing. The stories indicate that 

_,- testing either will be resumed regardless of the outcome of the 

test ban negotiations, or that it is expected that the negotia-

tions will fail and testing will be resumed as a matter of 

course. The country is indebted to Senator Anderson, Chairman 

of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, for bringing to light the 

intent of the Executive branch. 

I now wish to discuss some of these matters in detail. 

Course of the Negotiations 

The negotiations have continued, except for three brief 

recesses, for almost ten months. Have they made progress? The 

answer is yes. This is not just my opinion. This is a fact. 

What have the three nuclear powers thus far agreed to? 
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1. Vienna, Austria, has been chosen as the headquarters 

for the control organization. 

2. The control organization will be composed of a seven 

nation commission of which the three nuclear powers will be 

permanent members; there will also be a conference once or twice 

every two years of all the parties to the treaty. 

3. An administrator, acceptable to the three nuclear powers, 

will be responsible for operating the control system. 

4. The control posts worldwide will number 170 to 180 and 

will be staffed by approximately 30 to 40 technicians -plus support-

ing personnel. 

5. The treaty will continue indefinitely depending on the 

successful installation of the control system and the absence of 

evidence that atomic weapons tests have taken place in violation 

of the treaty. 

6. The control organization will conduct a continuous 

program of research to improve the quality and capabilities of the 

control system. 
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7. Scientists from the United States, the United Kingdom, 

and the Soviet Union have recommended a series of satellites 

to assure that clandestine tests cannot take place in outer 

space. 

What have the three nuclear powers not yet agreed to? 

1. The staffing of control posts. The three nuclear 

powers still are discussing the composition of the staff at the 

control posts. The Soviets say that no more than one-third of 

the staff should be foreigners, whereas the United States argues 

that no more than one-third should be nationals of the country 

in which the control post is located. Translated into terms 

of actual numbers the difference between the two sides is approxi-

mately a difference between 10 and 25, a difference which, I 

expect, can be resolved if negotiations continue. 
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2. Composition of the control commission. Although the 

nuclear powers have agreed on a seven nation control commission, 

they have not yet decided what nations should be on the control 

commission. This is not yet a matter of controversy because 

discussion of the subject has not taken place. This too should 

not prove to be a matter of fundamental difference. One possi-

bility of resolving the question, which I suggested some time 

ago, is to have the composition be divided as follows: t\'10 

Western nations (the U. S. and the U. K.), two members of the 

Soviet-Sino bloc (the U. S. S. R. and one other), and three 

neutral countries (those nations which are not allied either 

with the United States or the Soviet Union in defense pacts.) 

3. Control system for high altitude tests. The scientists 

from the three nuclear powers reached agreement on the system to 

be recommended to the governments on the control system to detect 

tests at high altitudes, that is, tests conducted above 31 miles. 
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The nuclear powers have not yet incorporated these recommenda-

tions into treaty language. It is not expected that such a stop 

will involve political problems. There are some engineering 

problems, however, to solve. These include the means by which 

satellites will be sent into space to assure that no nuclear 

tests are being conducted there. 

4. Budget. The Soviet Union is still contending that the 

budget for the operation of the control system should be accept-

able to the three nuclear powers, since they will be expected 

to pay the main costs of the control system. The United States 

and the United Kingdom believe that the budget should be voted 

on by all the members of the treaty with a majority determining 

the final outcome. Again, I do not think that the question of 

the adoption of the budget is one which should present an in-

surmountable problem. 



- 8 -
0\i.G\ 

5. Equipment at control posts. At the Geneva Conference 

of Experts last year, scientists from eight nations agreed on 

the type of equipment to be placed at each control post. Since 

that time the United States has requested what amounts to a re-

vision of the list of equipment. Our Government has done this 

as a result of the Hardtack series of nuclear tests last October. 

From those tests we learned that the problem of detecting and 

identifying underground tests and other phenomena was more diffi-

cult than had been anticipated . The improvements in the equip-

ment being suggested by United States scientists are not such 

that the Soviets should object. They do not increase the number 

of manned control posts. As a matter of fact, if the United 

States would raise the question as one of improving the equipment 

at the control posts instead of asking for a reconsideration of 

the entire question of the detection and identification of under-

ground tests by seismic means, I should thinkthat the Soviets would 

see the merits of our proposal . In any case improvement of equip-

ment should not be a major obstacle to agreement. 
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6. Number of on-site inspections. I come now to the last 

area of difference between the two sides at Geneva. The last 

area is the .. lilY one and only major area of difference. This 

must be emphasized so that the public can know that except for 

one major problem, the probabilities are 

could be reached. This major area of difference is how many 

a 
inspections of/suspicious and unidentified event, registered at 

the control posts, should be undertaken each year in the territories 

of the nuclear powers. 

It is vital that members of the Senate and the public in 

general fully comprehend this one major area of difference, and 

so I intend to discuss the matter in some detail. 

At the Geneva Conference of Experts held in the summer of 

1958 the scientists concluded there would be from 20 to 100 events 

(presumably earthquakes) worldwide of the size of a five kiloton 

explosion or larger that the control posts probably could not 

identify. The scientists also said there would be an unspecified, 
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but presumably large, number of unidentified events of sizes 

less than that of a five kiloton explosion. These unidentified 

events, the scientists concluded, would also be subject to in-

spection. Inspection would include mobile teams going to the 

area of the event and examining it to determine whether the event 

was an earthquake or a nuclear explosion. 

At the Geneva political negotiations, beginning last October, 

the United States recorrunended that all unidentified events the 

size of a five kiloton explosion or larger and 20 per cent of all 

events below five kilotons should be subject to inspection. vfuat 

figure would constitute 20 per cent has not been suggested, but 

according to figures on earthquakes available this would make 

roughly a total of 85 inspections in the Soviet Union per year. 

After the Hardtack series the scientists revised their 

estimates upward comtderably and at the same time recommended new 

equipment in an attempt to cut down on the number of unidentified 
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events. At the present time, using 1) the estimates resulting 

from the Hardtack series, 2) two of the recommendations of the 

Berkner panel on seismic improvement, and 3) the ratio of inspect-

ing all unidentified events of five kilotons or larger and 20 

percent of everything below five kilotons, the number of in-

spections in the Soviet Union would be 366, or roughly one in-

spection in the Soviet Union per day . The number of inspections 

to be held in the United States would only be slightly less . 

I believe that the result of this exercise is to play a 

numbers game with the problem of peace and security. Using these 

numbers gives the impression that the inspection problem is so 

huge that the negotiators might just as well pack up their bags 

and go home because it is almost absurd to suggest that such a 

large number of inspections should take place . 

~h~a~e~: must be subjected to 

more thorough analysis. First, earthquake specialists tell us 

that at least two-thirds of all the earthquakes in the Soviet 
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Union occur in the Kamchatka peninsula which is a very small 

part of the entire Soviet Union. Furthermore, they tell us that 

another twenty-five per cent occur along part of the southern 

periphery of the Soviet Union. This would mean, using the above 

figures, that 242 inspections would take place in the Kamchatka 

peninsula; 91 would take place along the southern periphery; and 

this would leave 33 for the rest of the country. I am reasonably 

certain that it would not be necessary to conduct 241 inspections 

in the Kamchatka peninsula to satisfy ourselves that the Soviets 

were not sneaking tests in that area. Other means do exist to 

determine whether tests have taken place in addition to the 

reading of instruments and the conducting of mobile inspection 

teams, and I am referring here to intelligence measures. 

Second, most of our able seismologists say that once the 

control posts are established and operating, many events will be 

identified as a result of close observance of earthquake activity 
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from a given region. In other words, there evidently are earth-

quake patterns which make the identification problem less com-

plica ted. 

Third, one of the recommendations of the Conference of 

Experts is being completely ignored by our government scientists 

and consultants. That is the possibility of using and reequipping 

existing seismograph stations throughout the world, and devising 

means to help assure that the data from them will be reliable. 

There are some 650 stations now in existence of which only a fifth 

or a fourth are probably located in spots that can be used. 

However, the recommendation of the Experts is ignored by the 

Executive branch and thus kept out of any discussion for improving 

the control system. 

I have mentioned a few of the considerations that ought to 

be included if we are to engage in a numbers game on the problem 

of inspection. But this is only part of the total picture. 
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The Executive branch of our Government is so divided and so 

uncertain on the test issue that the Department of State cannot 

work out practical and reasonable proposals to put forward to the 

Soviets. We cannot even discuss the inspection problem in the 

negotiations because we have nothing to discuss. And then some 

of our public officials complain about lack of progress! We are 

used to the Soviets procrastinating and stalling during the course 

of negotiations, but it is with regret a~' a 11 l Re that I say 

in this instance all the evidence points to the fact that we are 

stalling and procrastinating. If October 31 comes along and the 

Atomic Energy Commission andthe Defense Department say that we 

must resume nuclear tests because the conference is making no 

progress, it will be because we - the United States - confounded 

ourselves so much in numbers and technology that we could not 

make a constructive effat toward overcoming the one last remaining 

barrier to an agreement. 



- 15 -

I do not claim that if we had a negotiating position on 

the inspection problem an agreement would follow. Perhaps the 

Soviets will say no more than two inspections a year can be made. 

I do not think that constitutes a reasonable proposal. But if 

the conference negotiates and negotiates and concludes with a 

number around 30 or 40 a year, then I think that an agreement 

may be possible. Let me explain why I think such a number may be 

a reasonable one for an initial agreement. The number of possible 

inspections we are discussing would be a number not subject to a 

~. 
votQ, If the total inspections were used up and another inspection 

appeared necessary and if the Soviet Union vetoed it, then the 

agreement could be called off. It is my opinion we \'TOuld seldom 

want to use the maximum number of inspections allowed us. But if 

and when we did, any use of the veto would be a warning signal at 

the least and the end of the agreement at the most. 

What we should really be after is to apply the principle 

of deterrence to the control problem. We live by the concept of 
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deterrence in our defense policies. We know· that we cannot 

necessarily stop the Soviet Union from sending missiles with 

nuclear warheads to bomb our people and the people of nations 

allied with us . But we operate on the principle that if we have 

enough defense so that we can strike back , then the Soviets will 

be deterred from launching a surprise attack . 

The same principle ought to apply in a control system . We 

must accept the fact that we cannot cover every little unidentified 

event in the Soviet Union to see whether it is an earthquake or 

a nuclear test . We can, however, demand the right to inspect a 

certain number of cases on the assumption that such inspections 

will deter a nation from thinking a few sneak tests can be held 

without being caught. 

If we cannot operate on this principle of deterrence , then 

we must face reality and conclude that any arms control proposal 

is doomed to failure. At the present time there is no known 
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perfect control system for any arms control measure. If we let 

the present tes.t ban talks die, then what do we think we can 

accomplish by starting new arms control discussions? If these 

test ban talks succeed, then new arms control discussions become 

imperative. 

Today our own government remains divided and hesitant. Our 

government 

inspection 

cannot make up its mind what proposal to offer on the 

problem. ~ ~~:";,. : ::-:tself in• the 

position of blocking discussion of the one remaining obstacle to 

agreement. 

I want to$ate flatly that new data do not preclude a 

workable control system from being realized. The problems that 

have been discovered during the course of the negotiations are 

not substantially or fundamentally different from those the 

scientists and the negotiators faced when the negotiations began. 

Pi~ 
We knew then that we would never be able to ~for each and 

every unidentified earthquake. We knew then that in inspecting 
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the site of an unidentified event it would be immensely difficult 

to determine whether it had been an earthquake or a nuclear 

explosion . We knew then that although our techniques of detecting 

and identifying tests would improve with increased research and 

knowledge we would also discover a larger number of natural 

phenomena with this newer and more sensitive equipment. 

Nothing has changed since last October that justifies our 

giving up . The only justification for ending the talks at this 

point is the refusal of 

number of inspections . 

the Soviet Union to accept a reasonable 

I~t the number ought~ 
to be so fixed that it cannot be altered from year to year. 

Numbers of earthquakes change and so should the number of in-

spections . 

(more) 
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Added to the indecision and the behind-the-doors bickering 

of our Government on this issue is another astounding fact. 

We have said we need more research to perfect the control 

system as 

asked for 

it is established. Yet, the Executive branch has 

n~ •"'6f:.o! the Congress. We shall adjourn 

here in three or four weeks and the Executive branch will not have 

funds to do the kind of a research program recommended by its 

own scientists and consultants. Pe~&~s~t~h~i~s~s~e~unHMd~ai&~~w~e~rr·~e~~~~~y~~ 

agr~e..men;t.!. 

I know for a fact that many of our technicians and scientists 

are eager...-reati aaJ 1tlf \afitt•'dlf'~ to go to work to improve our 

knowledge about the problem of control. But the Executive branch 

says no. Our Executive officers would rather put money into 

almost anything else but the matter of arms control. How can this 

great nation of ours walk into the coming session of the United 

Nations General Assembly and clai m that we favor a halt to the 

arms race if we allow the negotiations for a cessation: of nuclear 
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weapons tests to collapse. How can we persuade th;179 members 

of the United Nations that are not nuclear powers it was the 

Soviet Union that again prevented an agreement? 

Frankly, I am tired of the Atomic Energy Commission constantly 

fighting, battling, maneuvering to try to prevent an agreement. 

I cannot think of one solitary act that the Commission has per-

formed to help the world along the path of arms control. I can 

~ 11\M'Trn.~t...~~l~~~ 
think of many that to imped~he way. Surely the 

vested interests of the Commission cannot be so great that they 

must contest an agreement to the bitter end. Surely this great 

organization with its truly dedicated and brillant servants d~ 
want to stand before the world as an obstacle to every attempt to 

slow down this maddening race for weapons superiority 

In conclusion I want to urge my colleagues in the Senate and 

my fellow Americans everywhere to ask themselves this question: 
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Do we want to be responsible for terminating the test ban talks 

before we have determined whether the Soviets will accept adequate 

controls? If this conference fails, failure must not be attributed 

to us. The world is waiting to see what our decision will be. 
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SHALL WE RESUME NUCLEAR TESTS 

(Remarks of Senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
On the Senate floor, August 18, 1959) 

Mr. President: 

The Geneva negotiations for a treaty to 

end nuclear weapons tests have now reached a 

critical stage. My purpose in speaking today 

is to discuss the nature of this crisis. I 

must voice a grave concern lest through indecision 

and internal differences our Government may 

contribute to the breakdown of the negotiations 

at this particular time. 

The United States, the United Kingdom, and 

the Soviet Union have been negotiating to 

discontinue nuclear weapons tests for almost 

ten months. Progress was being made. At the same time 
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other hopeful signs were emerging. The President 

appointed Charles Coolidge to conduct a special review 

of United States disarmament policy. The Foreign 

Ministers Conference agreed to the desirability of 

having general disarmament negotiations, disbanded since 

1957, reconvene, and it is expected that the details of 

the agreement for the renewal of the negotiations will be 

forthcoming soon. I say these are hopeful signs even 

though I believe that any new disarmament negotiations 

should not be devoid of a direct relationship with the 

United Nations. 

We can embrace these encouraging moves on the part 

of the major powers only if we genuinely believe that they 

lead somewhere besides a dead end. I am convinced that 

the people of this and every other country are impatient 

with the inability of the leaders of the major powers 

to reach some agreement in the area 
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of arms control. This race for weapons 

superiority is all so futile. It can lead 

nowhere. It is an expensive way of buying 

time to determine whether man is rational 

enough to live with his fellow man without 

engaging in the business of mass extinction 

through large scale war. 

It is in this framework that the test 

ban negotiations must be viewed. If they 

succeed,then future arms control discussions 

take on meaning, in fact, become imperative so 

that the momentum gained by one small step will 

not be lost. If they fail, then new talks will 

tinkle in a hollow chamber amid the reverberating 

echoes of the last failure. 
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RTATUS OF THE GENEVA TALKS 

The Geneva test ban negotiations, as I 

have said, have been going on for almost ten 

months. This amount of time is not unusual in 

terms of average time taken in negotiating with 

the Soviet Union. What is unusual is the fact 

that of the remaining undecided issues only 

one (the number of on-site inspections) really 

stands in the way of an agreement among the 

three nuclear powers. On this one major 

remaining issue, the United States at the moment 

has no negotiating position. The Soviets have 

made no proposal on this point as yet either, 

but if they did, we would have no answer. The 

United States has no negotiating position 

because the Government is still divided on some 

basic aspects of the problem. It is divided 
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between those who are concerned about the risks 

involved in a continuing arms race - those who 

think it is important to take a real step 

toward arms control - and those who feel that 

we have more to gain than to lose by continuing 

tests and that we cannot afford to stop testing 

our nuclear weapons in the face of a control 

system that is less than perfect . 

Our negotiators are burdened by obstacles 

which have been built primarily by the Atomic 

Energy Commission and to a lesser extent by the 

Defense Department . The AEC seems to have 

difficulty in remembering that it was not created 

to be a policy-making body in the area of foreign 

relations. Although I think the AEC has overstepped 

the bounds of its functions in this instance, 
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nevertheless, I cannot dispute its right to argue its 

case. The AEC is allowed to continue to oppose the official 

position of the United States and to inject its own views on 

foreign policy due to a lack of leadership at the top. 

The Constitution provides that 11The executive Power shall 

be vested in a President of the United States of America." 

There can be no substitute for executive leadership on this 

problem. The President has failed to assert the leadership 

necessary to reconcile conflicting views. Our position is 

being determined by an interdepartmental committee, which 

can decide only when it is unanimous. In effect, every 

department has a veto over the State Department's role in 

the negotiations in the absence of active presidential parti-

cipation . I am confident that the President and the 

Secretary of State want to reach a workable agreement to stop 

nuclear weapons tests . I am confident also that the over-

whelming majority of Americans areb~nd the President . 

The President should exert his authority. That is what we 

are waiting for . 
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The technical advice of the AEC is valuable, 

but the matter is not only a problem of science 

and technology. It is not only one of the 

importance of perfecting new and better weapons. 

The issue involves judgment in many fields of 

which science and weaponry are only two of 

many factors to be considered. 

FALLOUT STILL A CONCERN 

The AEC and the Pentagon evidently are so 

eager to resume nuclear testing that they are 

promoting and fostering newspaper reports to 

that effect. The reports indicate that testing 

either will be resumed regardless of the outcome 

of the test ban negotiations, or that it is 

expected that the negotiations will fail and 

testing will be resumed as a matter of course. 
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I personally think that if tests resume before 

we know the outcome of the test ban negotiations 

the United States will be inviting an outburst 

of indignation and criticism by the people of 

other nations. Furthermore, our own people are 

immensely concerned about the possible harmful 

effects of radioactive fallout. Scientists are 

still studying this problem so we as yet do 

not have all the answers we ne,ed. The results 

of studies conducted thus far, however, continue 

to give cause for alarm. 

We could conceivably claim that tests should 

be resumed because there are no harmful effects 

of fallout and that the test ban talks are not 

making progress, two of the lines of argument 

being advanced by the AEC. The facts on the 

former are uncertain, as I have said, and the facts 
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on the latter are to the contrary. The facts 

of this situation must be made known. Otherwise, 

the public will be fooled and decisions will 

be made behind closed doors without the kind 

of public discussion and knowledge which the 

people of a democracy must have if our system 

is to survive and endure. 

I now wish to discuss some of these 

matters in detail. 

COURSE OF THE NEGOTIATIONS 

What progress has been made? What have 

the three nuclear powers thus far agreed to? 

1. Vienna, Austria, has been chosen as 

the headquarters for the control organization. 
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2. The control organization will be 

composed of a seven nation commission of which 

the three nuclear powers will be permanent 

members; there will also be a conference once 

or twice every two years of all the parties to 

the treaty. 

3. An administrator, acceptablem the 

three nuclear powers, will be responsible for 

operating the control system. 

4. The control posts worldwide will number 

170 to 180, each of which will be staffed by 

approximately 30 to 40 technicians plus supporting 

personnel. 

5. The treaty will continue indefinitely 

depending on the successful installation of the 

control system and the absence of evidence that 

atomic weapons tests have taken place in violation 

of the treaty. 



- 11 -

6. The control organization will conduct a 

continuous program of research to improve the quality 

and capabilities of the control system. The scientists 

at the Conference of EA~erts agreed this should be done 

and the nuclear powers have each declared their acceptance 

of this principle . An article of the treaty still must 

be drafted, however, on this point. 

7. Scientists from the United States, the United 

Kingdom, and the Soviet Union have recommended a series 

of space satellites to assure that clandestine tests 

cannot take place in outer space . 

8. The treaty will be open for other states to 

become parties to the agreement . 

This is the list of the principal features of the 

seventeen articles of the treaty agreed to thus far . 

What have the three nuclear powers not yet agreed 

to? 
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1. The staffing of control posts. The 

three nuclear powers still are discussing the 

composition of the staff at the control posts. 

The Soviets say that no more than one-third of 

the staff should be foreigners in the country 

where they are stationed, whereas the United 

States argues that no more than one-third should 

be nationals of the country in which the control 

post is located . Translated into terms of 

actual numbers the difference between the two 

sides is approximately a difference between 10 

and 25, a difference which, I expect, can be 

resolved if negotiations continue. 

2. Composition of the control commission. 

Although the nuclear powers have agreed on a 

seven nation control commission, they have not yet 
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decided what nations should be on the control 

commission . This is not yet a matter of controversy 

because discussion of the subject has not taken 

place . This too should not provoke fundamental 

differences. One way to resolve the question 

which I suggested some time ago, is to divide 

the composition as follows: two Western nations 

(the U. S . and the U. K. ), two members of the 

Soviet-Sino bloc (the U. S. S. R. and one other), 

and three neutral countries (nations which are 

not allied either with the United States or the 

Soviet Union in defense pacts.) 

3. Control system for high altitude tests. 

The scientists from the three nuclear powers 

reached agreement on the system to be recommended 

to the governments on the control system to detect tests 
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at high altitudes, that is, tests conducted above 

31 miles. The nuclear powers have not yet 

incorporated these recommendations into treaty 

language. It is not expected that such a step 

will involve political problems. There are 

some engineering problems, however, to solve. 

These include the means by which satellites will 

be sent into space so as to assure that no 

nuclear tests are being conducted there. 

4. Budget. The Soviet Union is still 

contending that the budget for the operation 

of the control system should be acceptable to 

the three nuclear powers, since they will be 

expected to pay the main costs of the control 

system. The United States and the United 

Kingdom believe that the budget should be voted on 
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by all the members of the treaty with a 

majority determining the final outcome. Again, 

I do not think that the question of the 

adoption of the budget, although an important 

issue, should present an insurmountable obstacle. 

5. Equipment at control posts. At the 

Geneva Conference of Experts last year, scientists 

from eight nations agreed on the type of equipment 

to be placed at each control post. Since that 

time the United States has requested what amounts 

to a revision of the list of equipment. Our 

Government has done this as a result of the Hardtack 

series of nuclear tests last October. From those 

tests we learned that the problem of detecting 

and identifying underground tests and other 

phenomena was more difficult than had been anticipated. 
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The improvements in the equipment being 

suggested by United States scientists are not 

such that the Soviets should object. They do 

not increase the number of manned control posts. 

As a matter of fact, if the United States would 

raise the question as one of improving the 

equipment at the control posts instead of asking 

for a reconsideration of the entir.e question 

of the detection and identification of underground 

tests by seismic means, I should think that the 

Soviets would see the merits of our proposal. 

In any case, improvement of equipment should 

not be a major obstacle to agreement. 

6. Number of on-site inspections. I come 

now to the last area of difference between the 

two sides at Geneva. The last area is the main 

and only major area of difference. This , must be 

emphasized so that the public can know that, 
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except for one major problem, the probabilities 

are that an agreement could be reached. This is 

not to say that the other differences will be 

easy to resolve. They won't. Negotiating with 

the Soviet Union is never easy because that nation 

operates on the principle of stalling and delay. 

I would even suggest that the United States 

should not allow the negotiations to go on 

indefinitely if it becomes apparent the Soviet 

Union does not wish to accept adequate and 

reasonable controls. But we cannot abandon the 

talks without first exploring with the Soviets 

the main obstacle to an agreement. This major 

area of difference is how many inspections of 

a suspicious and unidentified event, registered 

at the control posts, should be undertaken each 
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year in the territories of the nuclear 

powers. 

It is vital that we fully comprehend this 

one major area of difference, and so I intend 

to discuss the matter in some detail. 

PROBLEM OF ON-~ITE INSPECTION 

At the Geneva Conference of Experts held 

in the summer of 1958 the scientists from the 

eight countries represented concluded there 

would be from 20 to 100 events (presumably 

earthquakes) worldwide of the size of a five 

kiloton explosion or larger that the control posts 
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would detect but probably could not identify. 

The scientists also said there would be an 

unspecified, but presumably large, number of 

unidentified events of sizes less than that of 

a five kiloton explosion. These unidentified 

events, the scientists concluded, should be 

subject to further investigation, including 

inspection at the site of the events. Inspection 

would include mobile teams going to the area 

of the event and examining it to determine 

whether the event was an earthquake or a 

nuclear explosion. 

At the Geneva political negotiations, 

beginning last October, the United States 

recommended a formula for inspection. We 

pr9posed that all unidentified events the size of 

a five kiloton explosion or larger and 20 percent 
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of all events below five kilotons should be 

subject to inspection. What figure would 

constitute 20 percent has not been suggested~ 

but according to figures on earthquakes available 

this would make roughly a total of 85 inspections 

in the Soviet Union per year. 

After the Hardtack series the scientists 

revised their estimates upward considerably and 

at the same time recommended new equipment in 

an attempt to cut down on the number of unidentified 

events. At the present time, using 1 ) the estimates 

resulting from the Hardtack series, 2) two of the 

recommendations of the Berkner panel on seismic 

improvement, and 3) the ratio of inspecting all 

unidentified events of five kilotons or larger and 

20 percent of all unidentified seismic signals 

below five kilotons down to a half a kiloton, 
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the number of inspections in the Soviet Union 

would be 366, or roughly one inspection in the 

Soviet Union per day. The number of inspections 

to be held in the United Rtates would only be 

slightly less. 

These numbers give the impression that the 

inspection problem is so huge that the negotiators 

might just as well pack up their bags and go home 

because it is almost absurd to suggest that such 

a large number of inspections should take place. 

I would like to show in a few ways that the 

inspection numbers game must be subjected to 

more thorough analysis. 

First, earthquake specialists tell us that 

at least two-thirds of all earthquakes in the 

Soviet Union occur in the Kamchatka peninsula 

which is a very small part of the entire Soviet Union. 
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Furthermore, they tell us that another twenty-five 

percent occur along part of the southern periphery 

of the Soviet Union. This would mean, using the 

above figures, that 242 inspections would take 

place in the Kamchatka peninsula; 91 would take 

place along the southern periphery; and this would 

leave 33 for the rest of the country. I am reasonably 

certain that it would not be necessary to conduct 

241 inspections in the Kamchatka peninsula to 

satisfy ourselves that the Soviets were not sneaking 

tests in that area . A mobile inspection team 

might check on several earthquakes during one 

visit . Other means also exist to determine whether 

tests have taken place in addition to the reading 

o~ instruments and the conducting of mobile 

inspection teams . I am referring here to a 

variety of intelligence measures which would be available 
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to the United States and which would have nothing 

to do with the operations of the control system. 

Second, most of our able seismologists say 

that once the control posts are established and 

operating, many events will be identified as a 

result of close observance of earthquake activity 

from a given region. In other words, we will 

learn more about earthquake patterns which 

make the identification problem less complicated. 

Third, one of the recommendations of the 

Conference of Experts is being completely ignored 

by our government scientists and consultants. 

That is the possibility of using and reequipping 

existing seismograph stations throughout the 

world, and devising means to help assure that 

the data from them will be reliable. There are 

some 650 stations now in existence, of which 
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only a fifth or a fourth are probably located 

in spots that can be used. However, the 

recommendation of the Experts is ignored by 

the Executive branch and thus kept out of any 

discussion for improving the control system. 

The Executive branch ought to request 

the help of the United Nations in improving 

existing seismograph stations. At the coming 

session of the United Nations General ~ssembly 

the United States should recommend that the 

United Nations establish a special working 

group to assist other nations in improving 

and modernizing their seismograph stations, 

and if necessary, erecting new locations for 

them. A test ban requires effective safeguards. 
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Other nations have a responsibility to1 seej a 

test ban control system succeed and to try to 

remove all possibilities of evasion. 

I have mentioned a few of the scientific 

aspects involved in inspection. They are 

enough to indicate the complexity of the 

scientific problems, which, in turn, must be 

weighed along with the many facets of military 

security, our relations with the Soviet Union 

and with our allies. 

IMPORTANCE OF DETERRENCE 

But there is a fourth aspect to this 

analysis, to my way of thinking one of the most 

important. We should apply the principle of 

deterrence to the control problem. We live by 

the concept of deterrence in our defense policies. 
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We know that we cannot necessarily stop the 

Soviet Union from sneaking some missiles with 

nuclear warheads through our warning system to 

bomb our people and the people of nations allied 

with us. But we operate on the principle that 

if we have enough defense so that we can strike 

back, then the Soviets will be deterred from 

launching a surprise attack. 

The same principle ought to apply in a 

control system. We must accept the fact that 

we cannot cover every -little unidentified event 

in the Soviet Union to see whether it is an 

earthquake or a nuclear test. We can, however, 

demand the right to inspect a certain number 

of cases on the assumption that such inspections 

will constitute a spot check system of random 

sampling which will have a high probability of accuracy 
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and which will deter a nation from thinking a 

few sneak tests can be held without being 

caught. 

At the present time there is no known 

perfect system for any arms contro-l measure. 

There is a certain percentage of risk. But 

there is also a certain percentage of risk 

involved in doing nothing. If we let the 

present test ban talks die, then what do \'le 

think we can accomplish by starting new 

arms control discussions? If these test 

ban talks succeed, then new arms control 

discussions become imperative. 

Today our o\qn government remains divided 

and hesitant. Our government cannot make up 

its mind what proposal to offer on the inspection 

problem. 
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I want to state flatly that new data do 

not preclude a workable control system from 

being realized. The scientific problems that 

have been discovered during the course of the 

negotiations are not substantially or 

fundamentally different from those the scientists 

and the negotiators faced when the negotiations 

began. We knew then that we would never be 

able to explore for each and every unidentified 

earthquake. We knew then that in inspecting 

the site of an unidentified event it would be 

immensely diffioul t to determine '\'Thether it 

had been an earthquake or a nuclear explosion. 

We knew then that although our techniques of 

detecting and identifying tests would improve 

with increased research and knowledge we would 

also discover a larger number of natural phenomena 

with this newer and more sensitive equipment. 
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Nothing has changed since last 

October that justifies our giving up. 

The only justification for ending the talks 

at this point is the refusal of the Soviet 

Union to accept a reasonable number of 

inspections. I do not even think that the 

number ought to be so fixed that it cannot 

be altered from year to year. Numbers of 

earthquakes change and so should the number 

of inspections. 

I do not claim that if we had a negotiating 

position on the inspection problem an agreement 

would follow. Perhaps the Soviets will insist 

that no more than a few inspections a year can 

be made. I do not think that would constitute 

a reasonable proposal. But if the conference 

negotiates and negotiates and concludes with 

a reasonable number of inspections, then I think 
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that an agreement may be possible . The 

number of possible inspections we are 

discussing would be a number not subject to a 

veto . If the total inspections were used up 

and another inspection appeared necessary and 

if the Soviet Union vetoed it , then the 

agreement could be called off . It is my 

opinion we would seldom want to use the 

maximum number of inspections allowed us . But 

if and when we did, any use of the veto would 

be a warning signal at the least and the end 

of the agreement at the most . 

LACK OF EFFORT ON RESEARCH 

Added to the indecision of our Government 

on this issue is another astounding fact . We 

have said we need more research to perfect the 

control system as it is established . Yet , 
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the Executive branch has asked for no money for 

this from the Congress. We shall adjourn here 

in three or four weeks and the Executive branch 

will not have funds to do the kind of a research 

program recommended by its own scientists and 

consultants. v~at is the answer to this question? 

Why has the Executive branch neglected asking 

for money? 
~of the ke 

Why have) ·· recommendations of 

the Berkner report on seismic improvement, for 

example, been ignored? 

I know for a fact that many of our technicians 

and scientists are eager to go to work to improve 

our knowledge about the problem of control. But 

the Executive branch says no. Our Executive 

officers would rather put money into almost 

anything else but the matter of arms control. The 
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Congress too has been derelict in this matter. 

I have tried on three different appropriation 

bills to get money for this purpose. Each 

time the Congress refused. There is one more 

opportunity, the Mutual ~ecuritu Appropriation, 

and I intend to try again. 

How can this great nation of ours maintain 

respect during the coming session of the United 

Nations General Assembly if we allow the 

negotiations for a cessation of nuclear weapons 

tests to collapse through any act or omission 

on our part? With our record of bickering 

and indecision, how can we persuade the 79 

members of the United Nations that are not 

nuclear powers that we tried to reach an agreement 

but that the Soviet Union did not? 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

In conclusion, I wish to summarize my 

position on this great question of whether we 

should continue to seek a test ban agreement 

or whether nuclear tests should be resumed. 

1. Nuclear weapons tests should not be 

resumed on the part of the United States 

unless the nuclear test ban negotiations 

collapse. I recognize that the military 

officers and AEC scientists want to start 

testing again but the civilian authority of our 

government and the overriding dictates of 

foreign policy and national security must be 

upheld . 

2. The United States must not allow the 

talks to collapse through a failure m achieve 

a reasonable negotiating position on the most 
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important remaining issue in the negotiations 

the number of on-site inspections . The number 

of inspections must not be the few suggested 

by the Soviets and it need not be the 366 

suggested by Mr. McCone of the AEC . And, in 

arriving at a reasonable position in the 

negotiations we must keep in mind that if the 

Soviets ever use veto when the control organization 

wantsto investigate a truly suspicious event 

that is the warning signal that cheating may 

be going on . That is the warning signal which 

could mean the end of the agreement. 

3 . The United States should seek the 

assistance of the United Nations in modernizing 

existing seismograph stations around the world . 

We should lookto them for assistance in reaching 
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a successful test ban agreement, an agreement, 

may I add, that eventually and in agreed upon 

stages, must include other nations . 

4. The Executive branch should immediately 

embark on a vastly expanded research program 

to improve our knowledge, methods, and 

of 
equipment/control. The Berkner Panel on seismic 

improvement revealed extensive Soviet advances in 

seismological research . It also recommended 

several important programs but the President 

has asked for no funds from the Congress for 

any of them . 

I want to urge my colleagues in the Senate 

and my fellow Americans everywhere to ask 

themselves these questions: Do we want to be 
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responsible for terminating the test ban talks 

before we have determined whether the Soviets 

will accept adequate controls? Do we really 

think our defense demands resuming tests the 

moment the gong strikes on November 1? Do we 

want to face the prospect that the arms race 

cannot be he~d back? 

I think every member of this body would 

answer these questions in the negative . Let 

us pray that the President will have the wisdom 

and the courage to pursue the right course . 
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