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'GAG' ON ARMS CONTROL DATA BLOCKING FUBLIC'S APPRAISAL OF POLICIES

Withholding of vital information is jeopardizing the democratic process of
the American people being able to judge for themselves whether government policies
are right or wrong, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (D.Minn.) warned last night in an
address before the National Debate Banguet at Northwestern University at Evanston,
nl.

In accepting an award as '"Speaker of the Year," Senator Humphrey, chairman
of the Senate's Disarmament Subcommittee, cited a number of specific examples
where he felt refusal to disclose information prevented the American people from
properly appraising the government's policies on nuclear weapons control.

"Public debate and discussion provide our citizens with the knowledge that
they must have to judge the merit of many issues which confront our government,”
he declared.

"Public debate and discussion, although imperative if our society is to sur-
vive and retain its vitality, must also bave substance.

"If debate and discussion means an exchange of ignorance, then certainly our
people will be fooled into approving policies, and our legislators will be misled
into passing laws, which are wrong from the standpoint of our national security
and the well-being of our citizens," he declared.

Reviewing what he termed the "frustrating" experience of trying to get infor-
mation released for the public out of disarmement hearings he has been conducting,
Senator Humphrey pointed out that the public was often getting a one-sided version
of conflicting views within the Administration.

"The stated policy of the government at the moment is that we shall try to
reach agreement with the Soviet Union on the discontinuance of weapons tests pro-
vided an effective control and inspection system is included in the agreement.

"Yet defenders of this public policy are 'gagged,'
while those who oppose it within the Administration have
a relatively free hand in expressing their opposition.

"For exsmple, the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission
gquestion the advisability of this policy, and say so publicly. However, all the
private evidence is that the President's Science Advisory committee, headed by
Dr. James R. Killian, formerly head of Massachusetts Institute of Technology, ap-
proves the policy. Yet neither Killian nor any members of the Committee can pub-
licly say they agree with the policy if their statements imply they are speaking
as a member of the Committee.

"All I can say is that this is a rather peculiar way
to run a government. One might even ask, what about the
fellow at the top? What does he think about all this?

Why won't he speak out so that we might know just how firm
the policy is?"



THE NEED TO KNOW

Fxcerpts from address prepared for delivery by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (D.,Minn)
receiving "Spesker of the Year" Award, at National Debate Banquet, Northwestern
University, Evanston, Illinois, Friday night, February 13, 1959.

I am deeply grateful for the award you have bestowed upon me tonight.

To be cited as a person who has, in your opinion, done a commendable job to
etimulate discussion and thought on current public issuee is indeed a great
Lonor. It is the more so because it is presented by a group which has so much
experience and talent in the art of public discussion and debate.

Your award places me in the position of having earned a reputation which I
must continue to deserve. But since you have presented me with this citatior it
is fitting that I use the occasion to speak briefly on the importance of dis-

cussion and debate, and on the essentiality of having the necessary information
on those subjects chosen for discussion.

Debate Essential to the Democratic Process

It is axiomatic that without lively discussion of current public issues, our
plitical system -- with its inestimable democratic process ~-- would not survive.
It would strophy through lack of an essential ingredient in its diet, public
discussion and debate. Pyblic debate and discussion provide our citizens with

“he knowledge that they must have to Jjudge the merit of the many issues which
confront our government, and without the discussants, the public would often be
left with little or no opportunity to know how to choose public servants -- how

to choose those who best represent their views as to how the country should be
m=naged.

Public debate and discussion, although imperative if our society is to sur-
vive and retain its vitality, must also have substance. If debate and dis-
cussion mean an exchange of ignorance, then certainly our people will be fooled
into approving policies, and our legislators will be misled into passing laws,

vhich are wrong from the standpoint of our national security and the well-being
of our citizens.

On domestic matters, relisble informatinn can and does emanate from & variety
of sources, Our universities, our research institutias, our inquiring press, and
the lay but well-informed voter all make pricekss contributions, in addition to

the government iself to the evaluation of proposed solutions to problems facing
the body politic.

On the foreign front, however, our store of reliable information is some-
times more limited.

I do not mean that privateinstitutions and private citizens do not and can
not make a contribution in the field of foreign policy. They can and they must.
But on certain aspects of our national security, the information that is neces-

sary to have before making decisions end rendering judgments is contained within
the Executive branch of our government.

Let me cite an example which is very familiar to you, the problem of con-

trolling and reducing armaments, and particularly the question of the prohibition
of the further development of nuclear weapons.

You have been debating this question for the past several months. In order
to prepare your cases, you had to have information. Without knowing what your
various sources were, I am willing to betthat many, if not most, came from hear-
ings and studies held and conducted by our Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament.
Or, if they did not come directly from the Subcommittesg many of yur sources were
stimualated as a result of the Subcommittee's work.

Lack of Information on the Detection of Nuclear Tests

Last year 1t took us literally months to find people in the Executive branch
of the government who were willing and prepared to discuss the problem of the
detectlion of nuclear weapons tests. Once we had some knowledge of what was in-
volved in the debection problem, we could o outside the government for additional
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views. But basically, we had to start with information that only the Executive
branch of the government could supply. Unatil the government agencies involved

could be persuaded to release more information, intelligent discussion of the

control and inspection aspect of prohibiting nuclear weapons production and
stopping nuclear weapons tests couldnot progress.

But there is still a great deal of information that is classified on this
mtter, some of it for reasons that are difficult to understand.

The Disarmament Subcormittee has been holding hearings the past couple of
weeks on many aspects of the disarmament question. Many of these hesrings, the
Subcormittee felt required to hold in Executive session. The reason for this
was only so that the Executive officers could speak frankly before the Subcom-
mittee. An Executive session means that no witness can refuse to speak or dis-
cuss a matter on grounds that the matter is classified. However, the Subcom-

mittee requested each witness to go over his testimony carefully so that the
maximum portion of it could be made public, and thus contribute to the public's
understanding of the issues involved.

Continued Govermnment Classification of Arms Control Data

Getting information that has been presented in Executive session released to
the public is a frustrating and time-consuming job. And as I said previously,
much information still cannot be released for a variety of reasons, some of
them not very defensible.

Let me give you some examples, all of which have come out of my recent ex-
periences with the Disarmament Subcommittee hearings. You will immediately see,
I think, that the withholding of some of the information is Justified, that the
withholding of some of the information is questionable, and that the refusal to
disclose still other information borders on the ridiculous.

Questionable Withholding of Information
Weapons Information

Case No. 1. Information relating to the weight of atomic weapons relative to
their yeild is classified. This, I think you will agree, is clearly sensitive.
I have no quarrel with this type of classification.

Disagreement Among Executive Agencies

Case No. 2, A private witness who has been serving the government in a
specific capacity makes recommendations to the Executive branch regarding future
policies on the relationship of disarmament matters to the prevention of surprise
attack., These recommendations are agreed to by one agency,but may be opposed by
another agency and, therefore, the recommendations are classified.

This case I would call questionable.

It is understandable that the Executive branch prefers to coordinate policy
and reach agreement with all agencies concerned before a given policy is stated
to the public. But such an attitude assumes that the public should not be privy
to the formulation of policy, that the public should only know of policy after
it has been set and determined.

It is reasonable to wait for policies to be coordinated among the various
agencies of the government IF eventually a decision is made which the public can
then discuss and debate, But what we are witnessing today is a government in
vhich decisions are not being made, because there is no leadership at the top to
resolve the differences of opinion among the various Executive agencies.

I am aware that this is somewhat a partisan remark.

I would be dishonest, however, if I tried to gloss over this problem. I can
understend that the Department of Defense, the Department of State, and the
Atomic Energy Commission as well as other agencies in the govermment lave dif-
ferent views on such a question as to whether the United States should attempt
to negotiate with the Soviet Union on questions of armaments control.

These differences of opinion are légitimate.
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But if our government is to be a positive force in this world, if our
national security is to be preserved, if we are to earn the respect and con-
fidence of the peoples of other nations, and if we are to know what kind of
wlicies we should follow in dealing with the Soviet Union and other countries
of the Soviet bloc, THEN these differences of opinion must be resolved. And they
must be resolved within a reasonable periodaf time,

So I say that a witness' personal recommendations may be legitimately with-
held from the public for a time, but if weeks go by and nothing happens, then
it is time for the public and its representatives in Congress to begin to ask
questions, and to apply pressure to have these matters brought before the public

for debate.

Seismological Research

Case No. 3. Sciemtific reseaxch is now going on regarding the study of the
earth, how to distinguish earthquakes from nuclear explosions, and how to per-
fect instruments to identify earthquakes and explogions. This research is still
classified. I fail to comprehend why the nature of the research is withheld. The
research does not deal with weapons; it deals with selsmology. We are told that
if instruments are placed deep in the earth, this may be an excellent means of
detecting and identifying nuclear explosions and earthquakes. But you cannot be
told how the experiments will be conducted, where they will be conducted, who is
responsible for carrying on the research, and when it is expected to be completed.
Yet, the experiments would have great interest for seismologists the world over,
and even more important at this particular time, the results could have a sig-
nificant impact on negotiations now underway in Geneva for a controlled suspension
of nuclear weapons tests.

Case of Executive Privilege

Case No. 4. Certain portions of testimony are deleted on the ground that
the witness is a consultant to an edvisory body to the President and, therefore,
the information should not be given out. Not only is it contended that this is
mwivileged information, but it is contended that since the testimony of the wit-
ness may conflict with the views of another Executive agency, that this matter
should be left to be ironed out within the Executive branch of the government.,

What this amounts to is that a regular Executive department can air its
views in public, even if these views conflict with public policy, but a consul-
tant to a Presidential advisory body cannot make some of his views public, even
1f they agree with the policy. Now this is a strange situation. Let me be a
little more explicit.

The stated policy of the government at the moment is that we shall try to
reach agreement with the Soviet Union on the discontinuance of nuclear weapons
tests provided an effective control and inspection system is included in the
agreement.

The Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission question the ad-
visability of this policy, and say so publicly.

However, all the private evidence is that the President's Science Advisory
Committee, headed by Dr. James R. Killian, formerly head of Massachusetts In-
. stitute of Technology, approves the poliey.

Yet neither Killian nor any of the members of the Committee can publiecly
say they agree with the policy if their statements imply they are speaking as a
member of the Committee.

8o what we have is a policy, the defenders of which are gagged and those who
oppose it have a relatively free hard in expressing their opposition.

All I can say is that this is a rather peculiar way to run a government.

One might even ask, what abuout the fellow on top? What does ke think sbout
all this? Why won't he speak out so that we might know Just how firm the
poliey is?

Before I leave this point, I wish to stress I do not disagree with the right
of the President to have advisers who have a confidential role. But this pre-
rogative can be carried too far, so far that whole segments of informed opinion
are constantly being bottled up. They are stored away and saved for the infighting
of the Executive branch but the benefit of their views and wisdom are hidden
from the public.
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Dr. Killian and his Science Advisory Committee is not the only group which
has been sheltered from Congressiomal and public inquiry. When Mr. Stassen was
disarmament adviser to the President, all of his work and studies conducted for
him were classified under the label of Executive privilege.

When Clarence Randall was the President's adviser on foreign trade, be was
prohibited from testifying before Congress because of his role as Presidential
adviser.

Nelson Rockefeller, when he was advising the President on matters of
psychological warfare, could not tell the public what his views were and that they
were not being accepted.

William Foster an able and as conscientious a public servant as one can find,
served as vice-chairman of the famous Gaither Beport on our national defense.
The Gaither Report was completely classified, even from members of Congress. Mr.
Foster; it is reported, felt so strongly sbout his views that he wrote a book,
but even thies was labeled secret by the White House. Mr. Foster is a patient man,
far more than I would be under such circumstances.

Validity of Soviet Positions

Case No. 5. Another type of information that the government classified in
our recent hearings has to do with the validity of arguments presented by the
Soviet Union. A government witness in the couvrse of his testimony suggested
that the Soviet Union possibly had a valid objection to one of our arguments, but
the Executive branch decided this ought to be censored.

Now, there is considersble merit in not conceding too meny points to your
opponent in the course of a debate or in the course of delicate negotiations.
On the other hand, if the American people are constantly fed the line that every
Soviet proposal is by definition full of evil for us or that every Soviet fear
is a trumped up Communist plot, then how shall we ever judge the genuine points
of view of that nation and its people?

I am not suggestigg here that the Soviet Union is a country to be trusted.

I am suggesting that occasionally the Soviet leaders have made arguments
that are legitimate from its security interests, and that it is to the interests
of the American people to be aware of what those points of view are. I think
we should be grown up enough to allow witnesses to release remarks which indicate
that a particular Soviet position has some merit, and ought to be studied and
given some consideration.

I have labored long on this point of the classification of information by the
Executive branch of the government. I have done so first because I am talking
to a group that appreciates the importance of having adequate information on
public issues, and secondly, because I hope that more and more of our citizens
will demand that such information be released so that they can participate in
the discussion of what policies our government should pursue in meeting the
challenges of today's world.

Direction of American Foreign and Defense Policies

Pefhaps one of the reasons that so much information is classified by our
government is that those at the top are uncertain as to the direction our foreign
policy should take.

Perhaps some of us are clinging to principles ennunciated in the past but
have neglected their meaning and implementation in light of today's events and
problems. Let me illustrate what I mean.

Since about the time of the Korean War, in 1950, our foreign policy took the
Drm of building reticnal defemse so that when the time came, we could negotiate
frana position of strength. This was the theme, adopted in the late forties or
early fifties, and carried on until the present.

I have no objection to this principle -- negotiating from positions of
strength. In fact, I would say that the principle is a fundamental prerequisite
to any kind of negotigtion.
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But I doubt that we have followdd and abided by this concept. We have allowed
certain aspects of our national defense to be weakened considerably, and we have
forgotten that we wanted to achieve positions of strength so that we could engsge
in meaningful negotiations.

On the one hand, we have acted as though we could engage in some unilateral
disarmament at home, directed by the Bureau of the Budget and motivated by a desire
to save money at the expense of national security.

And on the other hand, we have forgotten that the positions of strength we
wanted to build were to be used as the basis for serious bargaining ‘and negotiation

We have spent billicas and billions of dollars for weapons of destruction and
annihilasion. ;

We have put'most of our knowledge and efforts in the nuclear weapons field
into weapons of the very large yield.

Ve have had to make weapons of very large yield as warheads for our missiles
because the range of accuracy of our missiles was sufficiently poor that only a
weapon of very large yleld could obliterate afid destroy its designated target.

By comparisca, we are spending nothing on problems of arms control.

We are spending very little on the problem of defense against probing actions
of the Soviet Union, and on the problem of limited military conflicts.

We have also used the vast majority of our foreign aid expenditurea to
supply other countries with military hardware..

We have joined with as many nations as we could in signing military defense
pacts.

We have responded to an ineregsing degree to the problem of competition from
foreign markets by establishing import quotas and raising tariffs., We have accu-
mulated large amounts of foreign currencies through the sale of surplus agricul-
tural products, currencies which now eit idle and which day by day depreciate in:

value and are not used for productive projects.

- These are some of the things we are doing in the field of defnse and foreign
policy: I submit that the direction of this approach is wrong, misguided, and
lacking in vision and creative leadership.

Positions of Military, Political, Economic Strength Lacking

The direction of our policies is mnot making for positions of strength. They
are golng in the direction of retrenchment.

Too often we appear to be saying that we, the richest nation the world has
ever known, cannot afford to spend the money to have a balanced defense estab-
lishment. Too frequently we give the impression that we dare not sit down at
the bargaining table with the Soviet Union because our representatives cannot
bargain as effectively as the Soviets.

Too many times do we seem td be saying that the greet American market cannot
take the compeition of foreign made goods.

And, finally, too often does our answer to the problem of need abroad seem to
be in terms of military equipment -- and not enough in terms of the implements
for economic well being and the expansion of opportunities for human growth and

happiness.

But I do not propose to dwell on the inadequacies of our policies. It is
mre important to stress that we should be doing, what we can be working for as
citlizens of g free government and a rich and prosperous society.

Program for the Future

1. We need to have a much more balanced defense establishment thah we now
have. The threats to security and peace today exist in such areas as the island
of freedom of Berlin, Communist subwersion and infiltration in the Middle East,
and probing actions along the periphery of Asia. If we do not have the know-how,
the fortitude,and the equipment to face these situations, then the Soviet bloe
will gradually nibble away the free world, bit by bit.
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2. We must engage in serious study and preparation for the purpose of bar-
gaining with the Soviet Urnion on all areas -- exchange of persons, joint partici-
pation of international health activities, solution of the division of Europe,
trade in goods, and the control of armaments. We should not be fearful of ne-
gotiating, but whenever we negotiate we should know what we are after, and we

must be well prepared and select the best of negotiators to represent us. In
none of these areas should we expect quick results.

3. We should focus more on the potential of the economic and political power
of the newly developing countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In this
power-conscious world we have tended to look primarily where power is today and
not enough where power may be tomorrow. As part of Western civilization it is
natural that we have looked mainly to Europe for support and advice and as the
area in which to invest our capital. I would not for one minute diminish the
degree of cooperation we have achieved with the countries of Western Europe. But

I would place much more stress on working with the countries of the Latin, Asian,
end Africen worlds.

4. The direction of our foreim economic policy should be one of expansion,
not one of caution and retrenchment. As we have grown rich and wealthy in our
economic system, we have lost to some extent the spirit of competition and the
spirit of risk in conducting our economic affairs. If we are to promote and
extend ideas of a free economy, I believe we must look outward, not inward. But

we cannot expand and strengthen internatinnal trade and international economic de-

elopment without meeting some competition from abroad and without subjecting our
capital to some risk.

5. The focus of our cultural policy should be one of opening up our shores

®r the people of all nations to observe the operation of our political, economic,
and social system.

We know there are many aspects of our way of life that require vast improve-
ment. But what is and can be ex¢iting and challenging about our free society is

that if we have the vision, the will, and the leadership,the sores and the defects
can be removed.

Our society is constantly changing, and it is the art of statesmanship and
politics to have this change be for the good -- and not the bad.

I could go on at considerable length elaborating on these points and adding
more.

But on all these matters, much more public discussion and debate are needed.

You have done a masterful job in weighing the pros and cons and the various

courses of action on one of the crucial issues that face us, that of the direction
of our arms control program and policies.

I cannot help but have the feeling that whatever views you come out with on
this issue, the country will be better served as a result.

I am pleased to have had a small part in your deliberations tonight, and I
can only hope that through the deliberations of you and yourfellow students,

United States policy will evolve to serve the nation in the cause of a better and
more peaceful future for all of us.

- 30 -
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Excerpts from address prepared for delivery by Senator Hubert H.
Humphrey (D., Minn.), upon receiving "Speaker of the Year" Award,
at National Debate Banquet, Northwestern University, Evanston, Ill.,
Friday night, February 13, 1959.

I am deeply grateful for the award you have bestowed upon
me tonight.

To be cited as a person who has, in your opinion, done a
commendable job to stimulate discussion and thought on current public
issues is indeed a great honor. It is the more so because it is
presented by a group which has so much experience and talent in the

art of public discussion and debate.

/

Your award places me in the position of having earned a
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e

reputation which I must continue to deserve. But since you have
M

presented me with this citation it is fitting that I use the occasion

to speak briefly on the importance of discussion and debate, and on
T E——— | p—

the essentiality of having the necessary information on those subjects

chosen for discussion.
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DEBATE ESSENTIAL TO THE DEMOCRATIC PROCESS

It is axiomatic that without lively discussion of current
public issues, our political system -- with its inestimable democratic

process -- would not survive. It would atrophy through lack of an

——

essential ingredient in its diet, public discussion and debate.
- =

e —

Public debate and discussion provide our citizens with the knowledge
that they must have to judge the merit of the many issues which con-
front our government, and without the discussants, the public would

often be left with little or no opportunity to know how to choose

public servants =-- how to choose those who best represent their views

as to how the country should be managed
Public debate and discussion, although imperative if our

society is to survive and retain its vitality, must also have

substance. If debate and discussion mean an exchange of ignorance gy

N —— J

then certainly our people will be fooled into approving policies,

and our legislators will be misled into passing laws, which are
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wrong from the standpoint of our national security and the well-being

of our citizens.

Qn domestic matters, reliable information can and does
p—1 —

emanate from a variety of sources. Our universities, our research

>

institutions, our inquiring press, and the legimst well-informed

voter all make priceless contributions, W
gevemmmm-ddeged{ to the evaulation of proposed solutions to

problems facing the body politic.

~
@ On the foreign front, however, our store of reliable
- i

‘,}w“f"(" &f e «

information is sometimes more limited.
Z\I do not mean that private institutions and private citizens
do not and can not make a contribution in the field of foreign

policy. They can and they must. But on certain aspects of our

—

national security, the information that is necessary to have

L

—_——————
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making decisions and rendering Jjudgments is contained within the

[ €1 4 - D Sere—es 0L

Executive branch of our government. \




“ k- QU.U\90

L
/k(i///Let me cite an example which is very familiar to you,

the problem of controlling and reducing armaments, and particularly
e e,

the question of the prohibition of the further development of

nuclear weapons.

=
zé\You have been debating this question for the past several

months. In order to prepare your cases, you‘%héénuhane z.nforma.tion.

Without knowing what your various sources were, I am willing to bet

that many, if not most, came from hearings and studies held and con-
g | Semame

ducted by our Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament. Or, if they did

not come directly from the Subcommittee, many of your sources were

stimulated as a result of the Subcommittee's work.

—————

LACK OF INFORMATION ON THE DETECTION OF NUCLEAR TESTS

,Z\iast year it took us literally months to find people in the
Executive branch of the government who were willing and prepared to
discuss the problem of the detection of nuclear weapons tests. Once

we had some knowledge of what was involved in the detection problem,

—
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we could go outside the government for additional views. But
basically, we had to start with information that only the Executive
branch of the government could supply. Until the government agencies
involved could be persuaded to release more information, intelligent

_—_—

discussion of the control and inspection aspect of prohibiting nuclear

—

——

weapons production and stopping nuclear weapons tests could not

progress.

But there is still a great deal of information that is

/""
classified on this nﬁttesq some of it for reasons that are

difficult to understand.

The Disarmament Subcommittee has been holding hearings the
past couple of weeks on many aspects of the disarmement question.
Many of these hearings, the Subcommittee felt required to hold in
Executive session. The reason for this was only so that the

————

Executive officers could speak frankly before the Subcommitteegs

An Executive session means that no witness can refuse to speak or
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discuss a matter on grounds that the matter is classified. However,

the Subcormittee requested each witness to go over his testimony
——

A
*

carefully so that the maximum portion of it could be made public,
and thus contribute to the public's understanding of the issues
involved.

CONTINUED GOVERNMENT CLASSIFICATION OF ARMS CONTROL DATA

é;tdf; Getting information that has been presented in Executive

session released to the public is a frustrating and time-consuming

Jjob. AndLaa/f1saiEWbpeff3us&yf\@gch/{aiormﬁﬁigg’atiiﬂhsénnetwhg_ﬁ
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,Z< Let me give you some examples, all of which have come out
of my recent experiences with the Disarmament Subcommittee hearing:§>;
You will immediately see, I think that the withholding of some of
the information is justified, that the withholding of some of the
information iﬁqquestionable, and that the refusal to disclose still

other information borders on the ridiculous.

g ey
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QUESTIONABLE WITHHOLDING OF INFORMATTON

WEAPONS INFORMATION

4<5Ease No. 1. Information relating to the weight of atomic
— —_——
Hpinlfbasren

weapons relative to their yieldjis classified. This, I think you

will agree, is clearly sensitive. I have no quarrel with this type
_—
of classification.

DISAGREEMENT AMONG EXECUTIVE AGENCIES

Case No. 2. A private witness who has been serving the
—_—

government in a specific capacity makes recommendations to the
Executive branch regarding future policies on the relationship of

disarmement matters to the prevention of surprise attack. These

(=

recommendations are agreed to by one agency, but mey be opposed by

another agency and, therefore, the recommendations are classified.

This case I would cal%{qﬁest?gnable.

Z{\It is understandable that the Executive branch prefers

to coordinate policy and reach agreement with all agencies concerned

——

before a given policy is stated to the public. But such an attitude
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assumes that the public should not be privy to the formulation of
= :
policy, that the public should only know of policy after it has been

set and determined.

’
It is reasonable to wait for policies to be coordinated
ey

among the various agencies of the government IF eventually a decision
. _

is made which the public can then discuss and debate. But what we

are witnessing today is a government in which decisions are not

o Jsek It
being made,, here 1s o leadership at the top to resolve

the differences of=smamom among the various Executive agencies.

[ ;
J") 4 I am aware that this is somewhat a partisan remark.

Wyu, / I would be dishonest, heW®=ver, if I tried to gloss over
a )
this problem. I can understand that the Department of Defense, the
Department of State, and the Atomic Energy Commission as well as
other agencies in the government have different views on such a

question as to whether the United States should attempt to negotiate

with the Soviet Union on questions of armaments control.
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These differences of opinion are legitimate.

But, if our government is to be a positive force in this
a—

world, if our national security is to be preserved, if we are to

earn the respect and confidence of the peoples of other nations, and

—_— -

if we are to know what kind of policies we should follow in dealing

———— -

with the Soviet Union and other countries of the Soviet bloc, THEN

these differences of opinion must be resolved. And they must be

resolved within a reasonable period of time.
[

So I say that a witness' personal recommendations may be

legitimately withheld from the public for a time, but if

R e——

weeks

go by and nothing happens, then it is time for the public and its

e ——————

representatives in the Congress to begin to ask questions, and to

apply pressure to have these matters brought before the public for

SEISMOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Case No. 3. Scientific research is now going on regarding
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the study of theearth, how to distinguish earthquakes from

nuclear explosions, and how to perfect instruments to identify

-

earthquakes and explosions. This research is still classified. I ﬁgﬂkﬁ \
!W\
fail to comprehend why the nature of the research is withheld. The |

research does not deal with weapons; it deals with seismology. We
B ——— "€='

|
|
|
|
are told that if instruments are placed deep in the earth, this may |
i

be an excellent means of detecting and identifying nuclear explosions|

and earthquakes. But you cannot be told how the experiments will

_ —

be conducted, where they will be conducted, who is responsible for

carrying on the research, and when it is expected to be completed.
— ;
Yet, the experiments would have great interest for seismologists the/

——
world over, and even more important at this particular time, the

results could have a significant impact on negotiations now underway

in Geneva for a controlled suspension of nuclear weapons tests.

CASE OF EXECUTIVE FRIVILEGE

Case No. 4. Certain portions of testimony are deleted on
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the ground that the witness is a consultant to an advisory body

to the President and, therefore, the information should not be
e

given out. Not only is it contended that this is privileged
information, but it is contended that since the testimony of the
witness may conflict with the views of another Executive agency,
that this matter should be left to be ironed out within the

Executive branch of the government.

/
4; What this amounts to is that a regular Executive depart-

ment can air its views in public, even if these views conflict

with publié policy, but a consultant to a Presidential advisory
A e S i

t

—_—

body cannot make some of his views public, even if they agree wiunﬁkttluiéguh_

e

—_—

igﬁéaggggcy. Now this is a strange situation. Let me be a little

more explicit.

A{i; The stated policy of the government at the moment is that

we shall try to reach agreement with the Soviet Union on the discon=-

tinuvance of nuclear weapons tests,provided an effective control and
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inspection system is included in the agreement. o
/Z:?he Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission
question the advisability of this policy, and say so publicly.
-’>\

However, all the private evidence is that the President's

Science Advisory Committee, headed by Dr. James R. Killian, formerly

e

o o

head of Massachusetts Institute of Technology, approves the policy.

Zi Yet, neither Killian nor any of the members of the
==

Conmittee can publicly say they agree with the policy if their

'c statements imply they are speaking as a member of the Committee.
/
/ZL\SO what we have is a policy, the defenders of which

—_—

are gagged and those who oppose it have a relatively free hand

in expressing their opposition.

/
/ All I can say is that this is a rather peculiar way to

run & government.
q————_-..-———-—) s /e E————

One might even ask, what about the fellow at the top?

What does he think about all this? Why won't he speak out so t
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we might know just how firm the policy is?
ZBefore I leave this point, I wish to stress I do not
disagree with the right of the President to have advisers who have

a confidential role. But this prerogative can be carried too far,
r—— s

so far that whole segments of informed opinion are constantly

-

being bottled up. They are stored away and saved for the infighting
—_— -_—

of the Executive branch but the benefit of their views and wisdom

T ——— e—

are hidden from the public.

Dr. Killian and his Science Advisory Committee is not the

pe——
only group which has been sheltered from Congressional and public
e

inquiry. When Mr. Stassen was disarmament adviser to the President,
all of his work an%4studies conducted for him were classified under

the label of Executive privilege.
e -

When Clarence Randall was the President's adviser on foreign

e Y
—G’_-—!—!-!—----_-_-.>

trade, he was prohibited from testifying before Congress because of

his role as Presidential adviser.
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0Cuedd
ﬂ<:;§559n Rockefeller, when he was advising the President

- |

on matters of psychological warfare, could not tell the public

—_—

e e

what his views were and that they were not being accepted.

o) g Rl e
William Foster, m% conscientious a public

servant as one can find, served as vice-chairman of the famous

Gaither Report on our national defense. The Gaither Report was
S — e e

completely classified, even from members of Congress. Mr. Foster,
—_—

it is reported, felt so strongly about his views that he wrote a

book, but even this was labeled secret by the White House. Mr.

ﬁ::-—__.. e —

Foster is & patient man, far more than I would be under such

circumstances.
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VALIDITY OF SOVIET POSITIONS

Case No. 5. Another type of information that the
government classified in our recent hearings has to do with

the validity of arguments presented by the Soviet Union. A

government witness in the course of his testimony suggested

that the Soviet Union possibly had a valid objection to one

of our arguments, but the Executive branch decided this ought

to be censored.
—_——

/<Now, there is considerable merit in not conceding too
-

many points to your opponent in the course of a debate or in
—

the course of delicate negotiations. On the other hand y if

the American people are constantly fed the line timt every

Soviet proposal is by definition full of evil for us ©¥ that

.-__—-—-——'__'__'_J_-\
every Soviet fear isda trumped up Communist wthen how shall

we ever judge the genuine points of view of that nation and

its people?
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c Z I am not suggesting here that the Soviet-Union is

a country to be trusted. — @’/Q" M M\'&U"tﬁ

I am suggesting a/tha.t occasionally the Soviet leaders
—

have made arguments that are legitimate from its security interests,
: g

and that it is to the interests of the Americanpeople to be aware

of what those points of view are. I think we should be W
q 4

AL
/Y% to allow witnesses to release remarks which indicate
— w—r

that a particular Soviet position has some merit, and ought to

be studied and given some consideration.
SRR ea st e T ———

e ——

--//z[ have labored long on this point of the classification
——

of information by the Executive branch of the government. I
have done so first because I am talking to a group which
appreciates the importance of having adequate information on
public issues, and Becondly[because I hope that more and more

e —e—

of our citizens will demand that suech information be released
R

]

so that they can participate in the discussion of what policies

e

our government should pursue in meeting the challenges of today's world.
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DIRECTION OF AMERICAN FOREIGN AND
DEFENSE POLIGIES

d;i\?arhaps one of the reasons that so much informatim

is classified by our government is that those at the top are

uncertain as to the direction owr foreign policy should take.
--—"-"_...-——-"'—-___—-—-___-_—_

—

Z Perhaps some of us are clinging to principles ennwmiated
in the past but have neglected their meaning and implementation

in light of today's events and problems. Let me illustrate what

Since gbout the time of the Korean Wax, in 1950, our

foreign policy took the form of building national defense so

that when the time came, we could negotiate from g position
— —_— =

of strength. This was the theme, adopted in the late forties
or early fifties, and carried on until the present.

AI have no objection to this principle -- negotiating

from positions of strength. In fact, I would say that the

principle is a fundamental prerequisite to any kind of
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negotiation.

fo\?ut I doubt that we have followed and abided by
=

this concept. We have allowed certain aspects of our national

defense to be weakened considerably, and we have forgotten
= —

that we wanted to achieve positions of strength so that we

e

could engage in meaningful negotiations.

//J On the one hand, we have acted as though we could .
=

engage in some unilatersl disarmsment at home, directed by

= —

ey

the Byreau of the Budget and motivated by a desire to save

money at the expense of national security.

And on the other hand, we have forgotten that the

%

positions of strength we wanted to build were to be used as
e

the basis for serious bargaining and negotiation.

Wehave spent billions and billions of dolkrs for
—

weapons of destruction and annihilation.

’gii;\we have put most of our knowledge and efforts in the
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y comparison, we are spending nedldug on problems

of arms control. We are spending very little on the problem

of defense against probing actions of the Soviet Union, and

—

on the problem of limited military conflicts.— MA%WM ‘Z&mﬁdzf
—— y

(5%K:We have also used the vast majority of our foreign

aid expenditures to supply other countries with military

h ardwar

We have joined with as many nations as we could in

signing military defense pacts.

We have responded to an increasing degree to the

problem of competition from foreign markets by establishing
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import quotas and raising tariffs. We have accumulated iafée‘
amounts of foreign currencies through the sale of surplus agri-
ailtural products, currencies which now sit idle and which day
by day depreciate in value and are not used for productive
projects.
These are some of the things we are doing in the field

of defense and foreign policy. I submit that the direction of
this approach is wrong, misguided, and lacking in vision and
creative leadership.

POSITIONS OF MILITARY, POLITICAL, ECONOMIC
STRENGTH LACKING

The direction of our policies is not making for

positions of strength. They are going in the direction of re-

trenchment.

———

fz{\<roo often we aPP?EE,EELPELEEElQE: that we, the richest
——— e | em——ts

—

nation the world has ever known, cannot afford to spend the money

to have a balanced defense establishment. Too frequently we give
/ S —

—

-
l
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the impression that we dare not sit down at the bargaining
table with the Soviet Union because our representatives can-
not bargain as effectively as the Soviets.

Too many times do we seem to be saying that the great
American market cannot take the competition of foreign made
goods.

And, finally, too often does our answer to the problem
of need abroad seem to be in terms of military equipment -- and

0 not enough in terms of the implements for economic well being

and the expansion of opportunities for human growth and

happiness.

f:
f

LBut I do not propse to dwell on the inadequacies of
our policies. It is more important to stress what we should be
doing, what we can be working for as citizens of a free govern-

ment and a rich and prosperous society.
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PROGRAM FOR THE FUTURE

/zi\. We need to have a much more balanced defense
\‘____"____,_.--—"_'—-‘--—

L

establishment than we now have. The threats to security and
mace today exist in such areas as the island of freedom of
Berlin, Communist subversion and infiltration in the Middle
East, and probing actions along the periphery of Asia. If we
d not have the know-how, the fortitude, and the equipment to —
face these situations, then the Soviet bloc will gradually

nibble away the free world, bit by bit.

2. We must engage in serious study and preparation
-Ww
for the purpose of bargaining with the Soviet Union on all

W

areas -- exchange of persons, joint participation of inter-

national health activities, solution of the division of Europe,

“’/’hH“‘““"'"“N\h_,///’“\\h,,f’”“\\_,/"‘\\_/”“x.//’/#\\h”’“ku—*’“

trade in goods, and the control of armaments. We should not be

t,f—-wH“_,//’”“*\\_’,/f“\\k_//"“\_,f~\\#’,\bll,_\\‘/,,«\_’,,_hﬁ,,ﬁ

fearful of negotiating, but whenever we negotiate we should know

/\_/\_,/—\/-\J

what we are after, and we must be well prepared and select the

‘-—M
best of negotiators to represent us. Inmone of these areas should
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we expect quick results.

3. We should focus more on the potential of the

e conomic and political power of the newly developing countries
of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In this power-conscious
wrld we have tended to look primarily where power is today and

"\

As part of Western

not enough where power may be tomorrow.

civilization it is natural éiat we have looked mainly © Europe

for support and advice and as the area in which to invest our
capital. I would not for one minute diminish the degree of
c ooperation we have achieved with the countries of Western
Europe. But I would place much more stress on working with

the countries of the Latin, Asian, and African worldst//f

= i A
= -

4, The direction of oupx foreign economic policy should

be one of expansion, not one of caution and retrenchment. As
M\/

we have grown rich and wealthy in our economic system, we have

lost to some extent the spirit of competition and the spirit of
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noyYer
risk in conducting our economic affairs. If we are to 'i)romote

and extend ideas of a free economy, I believe we must look out-
w

ward, not inward. But we cannot expand and strergtiien international
W N N P NN

trade and international economic development without meeting some
competition from abroad and without subjecting our capital to

some risk.

5. The focus of our cultural policy should be one of
'...--N."‘“\._/\MN

opening up our shores for tke people of all nations to observe

e e W T B IO A

the operation of our political, economic, and social system.

%

We Enow there are many aspects of our way of life
that require vast improvement. But what is and can be exeiting

and challenging about our free society is that if we have the
w

-

vision, the will, and the leadership, the sores and the defects
~——_— —_— e ————— .

can be removed.

e

/\Our society is constantly changing, and it is the

art of statesmanship and politics to have this change be for the

T —




good and not the bad.

ﬂ-—-—-?""""'_"'_-"_-,

I could go on at considerable length elaborating on

fhese points and adding more.

But on all these matters, much more public discussion

and debate are needed.

You have done a masterful job in weighing the pros
and cons and the various courses of action on one of the crucial
issues that face us, that of the direction of our arms control
ogram and policies.

I cannot help but have the feeling that whatever views
you come out with on this issue, the country will be better
served as a result.

I am pleased to have had a small part in your delibera-

tions tonight, and I can only hope thatthrough the deliberations |
of you and your fellow students, United States policy will evolve ‘

to serve the nation in the cause of a better and more peaceful

future for all of us.

February 11, 1959
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Excerpts from address preprred for delivery by
Senatoer hurtrt % ﬂtmnhre; (D.,ulnn. at Netionsl Debate

Sty A fo -‘l.._.,_

I am deeply grateful for the award you have bestowed upon me tonight.
i To be cited es a person who has, in your opinion, done a comendable job
to stimulate discussion and thought qg current public issues is indeed a
great honor. It is the more so because it 1s presented by a group which
has so much experience and taelent in the art of public discussion and debate.
ﬁq;¥J¢I:EE:§ award places me in the position of having eamed & reputation‘jpfﬁhich
T must continue to deserve. But since you have presented me with this
citetion it is fitting that I use the occasion to speak briefly on the
importance of discussion and deheffb:nmi on the essentiality of having the
necessary information on those subjects chosen for discussion.
DEBATE ESSENTIAL TO THE DEMOCRATIC PROCESS

1+ is exiomatic that without lively discussion of current public

issuei)our political systmazaith its inestimable democratic proceéé;;ould

not survive. It would atrophy through lack of an essential ingredient in

its diet, public discussion end debate. Public debate and discussion provide
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our citizens with the knowledge that they must have to Jjudge the merit of
the many issues which confront our government, and without the discussants,
the public would often be left with little or no opportunity to know how
to choose public servants -- how to chcose those who best represent their
views as to how the country should be managed.

Public debate and discussion, although imperative if our society is
to survive and retain its vitality, must also have substance. If debate
and discussion mean an exchange of ignorance, then certainly our people
will be fooled into approving policies, and our legislators will be misled
into passing 1mraI which are wrong from the stendpoint of our natiocnal
security and the well-being of our citizens.

On domestic ma.'bters) relisble information can and does emanate from a
variety of sources. Our universities, our research institutions, our
inquiring press, and the lay but well-informed voter all make priceless

contributions. in addition to the government itself to the evaluation of pro-

posed solutions to problems facing the body politic.
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\hﬂggwthe foreign front, however, our stoe of reliable information is some-
times more limited. | I do not mean that privaete institutions and private
citizens do not and can not make a contribution in the field of foreign
policy. They can and they must. But on certain aspects of our national
security the information that is necessary to have before making decisions
and rendering judgments is contained within the Executive brand of our
government.

\—Lit'me cite an example which is very familiar to you, the problem of
controlling and reducing armaments, and particularly the question of the
prohibition of the further development of nuclear weapons.

w_ have been debating this question for the past several months. In
order to prepare your cases, you had to have information. Without knowing
what your various sources were, I am willing to bet that meny, if not most,
came from hearings end studies held and conducted by our Senate Subcommittee
on Disarmement. Or, if they did not come directly from the Subcommittee,

many of your sources were stimulated as a result of the Subcommittee's work.
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LACK OF INFORMATION ON THE DETECTION OF NUCLEAR TESTS

Last year it took us literally months to find people in the Executive
branch of the government who were willing and prepared to discuss the
problem of the detection of nuclear weapons tests. Once we had some
knowledge of what was involved in the detection probleawe could go out-
side tle government for additional views. DButl basica.llﬁ we had to start
with information that only the Executive branch of the government could
supply. Until the government agencies involved could be persuaded to
release more information, intelligent discussion of the control and inspec-
tion aspect of prohibiting nuclear weapons production axd stopping nuclear
weapons tests could not progress.

But there is still a great deal of information that is clessified on
this metter, some of it for reasons that C;;Ldifficul'b to understand%

Disarmament Subcommittee has been holding hearings the past couple of weeks

on many aspects of the disarmement question. Many of these hearingj the

pettregured ¥ 2 b
Subcomié-t%e-}ne < L

1d in Executive session. The reason for this wa.sA so that
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the Executive officers could speak frankly before the Subcommittee. An
Executive session means that no witness can refuse to speak or discuss

a matter on grounds that the matter is classified. However, the Subcom-
mittee requested each witness to go over his testimony carefully so that
the maximum portion of it could be made public, and thus contribute to the
public's understanding of the issues involved.

CONTINUED GOVERMMENT CLASSIFICATION OF
ARMS CONTROL DATA

Getting information that has been presented in Executive session re-
leased to the public is a frustrating and time-consuming job. And as I said
previously, much information still cannot be released for a variety of
reasons, some of them not very defensible. |Let me give you some examples,
all of which have come out of my recent experiences with the Disarmament
Subcommittee hearings. You will immediately see, I think )'bhat the withhold~-
ing of some of the information is justified, that the withholding of some
of the information is questionable, and that the refusd to disclose still

other information borders on the ridiculous.
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QUESTIONABLE WITHHOLDING OF INRORMATION

WEAPONS TNFORMATION

Case No. 1. Information relating to the weight of atomic weapons
relative to their yeild is classified. This, I think you will agree, is
clearly sensitive. Ilmve no quarrel with this type of classification.

DISAGREEMENT AMONG EXECUTIVE AGENCIES

Case No. 2. A private witness who has been serving the government in a
specific capacity makes recommendatlons to the Executive branch regarding
future policies on the relationship of disarmament matters to the preven-
tion of surprise attack. These recommendations are agreed to by one agency
it may be opposed by another agency and, therefore, the recommendations

. P

are classified. (?5%% case I would call questionable. [It is understandable
that the Executive branch prefers to coordinate policy and reach agreement
with all agencies concerned before a given policy is stated to the public.
But such an attitude assumes that the public should not be privy to the

formilation of policy, that the public should only know of policy after it

has been set and determined.
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T+ is reasonable to wait for policies to be coordinated emong the
various agencies of the government IF eventually a decision is mede which
the public can then discuss and debate. But what we are witnessing today
is a government in which decisions are _r:g;h- being mad?) because ‘there is no
leadership at the top to resolve the differences of opinion among the

various Executive agencies. I am aware that this is somewhat a partisan

remark. | T wonld be dishonest, however, if I tried to gloss over this
problem. I cen understand that the Department of Defense, the Department
of State, and the Atomic Energy Commission as well as other agencies in the
4o
government have different views on such a question as 1.\whe"r.her the United
States should attempt to negotiate with the Soviet Union on questions of
:"Jl

armements control. se differences of opinion are legitimate. (Bu‘t_ if
our government is to be é?osi'bive force in this world, if our national
security is to be preserved, if we are +o earn the respect and confidence

of the peoples of other nations, and if we are to know what kind of policies

we should follow in dealing with the Soviet Union and other countries of
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the Soviet bloc, THEN these differences of opinion mus*i be resolved. And

they must be resolved within a reasonable period of time.

s

So I say that a witness' personal recommendations may be legitimately
withheld from the public for a time, but if weeks go by and nothing happens,
then it is time for the public and its representatives in the Congress to
begin to &k ques’r,ione)and to apply pressure to have these matiers brought
before the public for debate.

SEISMOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Case No. 3. Scientific research is now going on regarding the study
of the earth, Iow to distinguish earthquakes from nuclear explosions, and
how to perfect instruments to identify earthquakes and explosions. This
research is still classified. I fail to comprehend vhy the nature of the
research i withheld. The research does not deal with weapons; it deals
with seismology. We are told that if instruments are placed deep in the
earth, this may be an excellent means of detecting and identifying nuclear

explosions and earthquakes. But you cannot be told how the experiments will
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be conducted, where they will be conducted, who is responsible for carrying
on the research, and when it is expected to be completed. Yet, the experi-
ments would have great interest for seismologists the world over, and even
more impartant at this particular time, the results could have a significant
impact on negotiations now underway in Geneva for a controlled suspension of
nuclear weapons testis.
CASE OF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

Cage No. 4. Certain portions of testimony are deleted on the ground
+that the witness is a consultant to an advisory body to the President and,
therefore, the information should not be given out. Not only is it con-
tended that this is privileged informetion, but it is contended that since
the testimony of the witness may conflict with the views of another Executive

agency, that this matter should be left to be ironed out within the Executive

brench of the government. lmw.t this amounts to is that a.ﬂAr;ecutive depart-
ment can air its views in public, even if these views conflict with public
o

policy, but a consultent to a Presidential advisory body cannot make some
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of his views public, even if they agree with the policy. Now this is a
strange situation. Iet me be a little more explicit.
The stated policy of the government at the moment is that we shall
try to reach agreement with the Soviet Union on the discontinuance of nuclear

weapons tests provided an effective control and inspection system is included

c‘_ir\

in the agreement. [ The Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission
question the advisability of this policy, and say so publicly. ver, all

2

the private evidence is that the President's Science Advisory Comit‘bg:e)

headed by Dr. James R. Killian, formerly head of Massachusetts Institute of

(7 ye,'!'

/ﬁither Killian nor any of the members of

Technology, approves the policy

the Committee can publicly say they agree with the policy if their state-

ments imply they are speaking a&s a member of the Committee.
" ¢
is a policy, the defenders of weem arc gagged and those who oppose it have
a relatively free hand in expressing theilr opposition.lAll I can say is
g
that this is a rather peculiar way to run a government. [One might even ask,

what aboutthe fellow at the top? What does he think about all this? Why

won't he speek out so that we might know just how firm the policy 1sT?
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LBefore I leave this point, I wish to stress I do not disagree with

the .r“::.;;ht of the President to have advisers who have a confidential role.

But this prerogative can be carried too far, so far that whole segments

of informed opinion are constantly being bottled up. They are storedamy
and saved for the infighting of the Executive branch but the benefit of their
views and wisdom are hidden from the public.

Qr.' Killian and his Science Advisory Committee is not the only group
wvhich has been sheltered from Congressional end public inguiry. When Mr.
Stassen was disarmement adviser to the Presid.erﬁ all of his work and studies
conducted for him were classified under the label of Executive privilege.
When Clarence Randall was the President's adviser on foreign trade, he was
prohibited from testifying before Congress because of hié role as Presidential

ik

adviser. lNelsop. Rockefeller, when he was advising the President on matters

of psychological warfare, could not tell the public what his views were and
i
as
that they were not being accepted. |William Foster, an able and/conscientious

L

a public servant as one can , served as vice-chaiiman of the famous
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Gaither Report on our national defense. The Gaither Report waes completely
classified, even from members of Congress. Mr. Foster, it is reported,
felt so strongly sbout his views that he wrote a book, but even this was
labeled secret by the White House. Mr. Foster is a patient man, far more
than I would be under such circumstances.
/ VALIDITY OF SOVIET POSITIONS

Case No. 5. Another type of information that the government classi-
fied in our recent hearings has to do with the validity of arguments pre-
sented by the Soviet Union. A government witness in the course of his
testimony suggested that the Soviet Union possibly had a valid cbjection to
one of our arguments, but the Executive branch decided this ought to be
censored.

Now, there is considerable merit in not conceding too mamy points to
your opponent in the course of a debate or in the course of delicate negotia-

tions. On the other hand, if the American people are constently fed the

line that every Soviet proposal is by definition full o£ evil for us or that
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every Soviet fear is a trumped up Communist plot, then how shall we ever
judge the genuine points of view of that nation and its peoplef

I am not suggesting here that the Soviet Union is a country to be
truste;':‘.. I agn_lsuggesting that occasionally the Soviet leaders have made
arguments that are legitimate from its security interes@and that it is to
the interests of the American people to be aware of what those points of
view are. I think we should be grown up enough to allow witnesses to
release remarks which indicate that a particular Soviet position has some
meriga.nd ought to be studied and given some consideration.

I have labored long on this point of the classification of information
by the Executive branch of the government. I have done so i‘irﬁt because I
am talking to a group that appreciates the importance of having adequate
information on public issues, and secondly, because I hope that more and
more of our citizens will demand that such information be released so that

they can participate in the discussion of what policies our government should

pursue in meeting the challenges of today's world.
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DIRECTION OF AMERICAN FOREIGN AND DEFENSE POLICIES

L_I:e;rha.ps one of the reasons that so mich information is classified by

our government is that those at the top are uncertain as to the direction

C
our foreign policy should take. | Perhaps some of us are clinging to principles
ennunciated in the past but have neglected their meaning and implementation
in light of today's events and problems. Let me illustrate what I mean.

\ Since about the time of the Korean War, in 1950, our foreign policy
took the form of building national defense so that when the time came, we
could negotiate from a position of strength. This was the theme, adopted
in the late forties or early fifties, and carried on until the present.

I have no objection to this principle -- negotiating from positions of
strength. In fact, I would say that the principle is a fundamental pre-
e
requifite to any kind of negotiation. tlﬁ/l doubt that we have followed
and abided by this concept. We have allowed certain aspects of our national
defense to be weakened considerably, and we have forgotten that we wanted to

achieve positions of strength so that we could engage in meaningful

negotiations.
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\ On the one hand we have acted as though we could engage in some vnilateral

J

disarmament at home, directed by the Bureau of the Budget and motivated by
G
a desire to save money at the expense of national security. @ on the
other hand, we have forgotten that the positions of strength we wanted to
build were to be used as the basis for serious bargaining and negotiation.
Uj_have spent bié.\lions and billions of dollars for weapons of destruc-
tion and annihilation. @ve put most of our knowledge and efforts in
the nuclear weapons field into weapons of the very large yield. .I;?e have had
to make weapons of very large yield as warheads for our missiles because

the range of accuracy of our missiles was sufficiently poor that only a weapon

of very large yield could obliterate and destroy its designated target.

Qe

an/comparison we are spending nothing on problems of arms control. lWe are

/

spending very little on the problem of defense against probing actions of

the Soviet Unioa)and on the problem of limited military conflicts.
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We have also used the vast majority of our foreign aid expenditures

to supply other countries with military hardware. (We have joined with as

QL
many nations as we could in signing military defense pacts. (We have
responded to an increasing degree to the problem of competition from
foreign markets by establishing import quotas and raising tariffs. We have
accurmlated large amounts of foreign currencies through the sale of surplus
agricultural products, currencies which now sit idle and which day by day
depreciate in value and are not used for productive projects .

L’ﬂlese are some of the things we are doing in the field of defense and
foreign policy. I submit that the dire¢tion of this approach is wrong,
misguided, and lacking in vision and creative leadership.

POSITIONS OF MILITARY, POLITICAL, ECONOMIC STRENGTH LACKING

LThe direction of our policies are not mking_ for positions of strength.

= “—JH { .

They are going in the direction of retrenchment. [Too often we appear to be

saying, that we, the richest nation the world has ever Imown, cannot afford

to spend the money to have a balanced defense establishment. Too frequently
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we give the impression that we dare not sit down at the bargaining table

with the Soviet Union because our representatives cannot bargain as

effectively as the Soviets. ‘Too -merzny times do we seem to be saying that
the great Americen market cannot take the competition of foreign made goods.
und )fina.lly, too often does our answer to the problem of need abroad seem
i e
to be in terms of military equipmen'b/‘and not enough in terms of the imple-
ments for economic well being and the expansion of opportunities for humen
growth and happiness.

Eui I do not propose to dwell on the inadequacies of our policies. It
is more important to stress what we should be doing, what we can be working
for as citizens of a free government and a rici and prosperous society.

PROGRAM FOR THE FUTURE
1. We need to have a much more balanceddefense establishment than we
now have. The threats to security and peace today exist in such aeas as the

jgland of freedom of Berlin, Communist subversion and infiltration in the

Middle East, end probing actions along the periphery of Asia. If we do not
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have the know-how, the fortitude, and the equipment to face these situations,
then the Soviet bloc will gradually nibble awey the free world, bit by bit.

2. We must engage in serious study and preparation for the purpose
of bargeining with the Soviet Union on all areas -- exchange of persons,
joint participation of international health activities, solution of the
division of Europe, trade in goods, and the control of armaments. We should
not be fearful of negotiating, but whenever we negotiate we should know what
we are a.f‘ber)and we must be well prepared and select the best of negotiators
to represent us. In none of these areas should we expect quick results.

3. We should focus more on the potential of the economic and political
power of the newly develo;;e\ag countries of Asia, Africa, and Tatin America.
In this power-conscious world we have tended to look primarily vhere power
is todsy and not enough where power may be tomorrow. As part of Western
civilization it is natural that we have looked mainly to Europe for support

Y

and advice s the area in which to invest our capital. I would not for one

minute diminish the degree of cooperation we have achieved with the countries



= 18 =
of Western Furcpe. But I would place much more stress on working with the
countries of the Latin, Asian, and African worlds.

k. The direction of our foreign economic policy should be one of
expansion, not one of caution and retrenchment. As we have grown rich and
wealthy in our economic systen‘l)ue have lost to some extent the spirit of
competition and the spirit of risk in conducting our economic affairs. If we
are to promote and extend ideas of a free economy, I believe we must look
outward, not inward. © we cannot expand and strengthen international
trade and internmational economic development without meeting some competition
from abroad and without subjecting our capital to some risk.

5. The focus of our cultural policy should be one of opening up our
shores for the peole of all nationgé to observe the operation of our politiecal,
economic, and social sys‘bem‘.l We know there are many aspects of our way of
life that require vast improvement. But what is and can be exciting and

challenging about our free society is that if we have the vision, the will,

and the leadership, the sores ard the defects can be removed. EOLII' society
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is constantly chmlgin5m it is the art of statesmanship and politics to
.y
have this change be for the good’\and not the bad.

I could go on at considerable length elaborating on these points and

adding more. i'Bu'b on all these ma.tter’sjmuch more public discussion and

debate ier needed. ZYou have done a masterful job in weighing the pros and
cons and the wvarious courses of action on one of the crucial issues that
face us, that of the direction of our arms control program and po'f_icies.z i3
cannot help but have the feeling that whatever views you come out with on
) e

this issue, the country will be betiter servedas a result. { I am pleased to
have had a small part in your deliberations 'bonight)and I can only hope that
through the deliberations of you and your fellow stud.ent‘s,United States

policy will evolve to serve the nation in the cause of a better and more

peaceful future for all of us.
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