
/.--1 ~ .I IA. ~ -e s r m: Yr~b~~ ~J-I. 
senator henry m. I a t1c ~ 0 
Brlan Corcoran, Press Secretary, 202-225-3441 

FOR RELEASE: I'.M . ' s 

Thursday, April 17, 1975 

Iill>lARKS BY SENATOR HENRY II. JACKSON 

Thursday Morni ng, April 1'7, 1975 
Shoreham Hotel, Washington, D.C. 

~lenty-five years ago, in a period corked by cooperation between Congr~ss 

and the Executive, Senator Arthur Vandenberg described American foreign policy as 

"n !teeting of minds." "Thus," he said, ''we achieved substantial unity. Our 

govprm:lent did not splinter. It did not default. It ua s strong in the presence 

of its adversaries." 

At a time when the fore ign policy of the United States has sU£fered major 

reverses, cooperation between the Executive and Legislative Branches is once 

again critically important. I am ready to join in an effort to rebuild this 

historic partnership. But we in the Ccngress cannot play our constitutional rnle 

in dev~loping a coherent foreign policy SO long as infor~ation to which we are 

entitled is kept from us and prior concultlltion is denied us. 

In recent years, a pattern of spcretive personal diplomacy has come to 

charocterize our relations with other nations. Secret "understandings" --

withheld not only from the Congress but from the then Secretaries of State and 

Defense -- marked the SALT I negotiations. When Congress was considering the 

TTade Act of 1974, crucial Soviet-American communications bearing directly on that 

legislation were withheld -- and to this day those communications on trade have 

not been disclosed to Congress. And ~ow we have the refusal of the AdminiGtr tinn 

to make kr.own the precise nature an1 tpxts of secret understandings reach~d with 

South Vietnam in connection with the ill-fated Paris accords. 

These events raise profound questions. The Congress must be informed of 

the details of significant promises made by any President to foreign governments, 

especially when those promises can involve substant ial U.S. military assistance 

or even the use of American power. Any commitment which relies for its 

implementation on subsequent Congressional action can hardly reassure an ally 

when the ally knows that the Congress is una~lare of its existence. For any 

Admir.istr ation to give a commitment in secret -- because it doubts that the 
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c~mmitment CR~ gain the c~nsent of the Congress -- is t~ caurt a fnreign p~licy 

~iGQster. And disaster will come wh~n the secret pr~mise ~th~rs had counted ~n 

cannot be carried thr~ugh. 

~bsessive secrecy has come to surround American dipl~macy. And it not ~nly 

undercuts ~ur foreign palicy objectives, it also confuses ~nd dist~rts our public 

debatp. • 

The President calls for renewed cno~ration with Congress in fnreign policy; 

yet his Administration implies that Congress is to blame for the collapse of the 

Paris peace acc~r1s. 

lhe President addresses the Cangress in the language of bipartisanship; 

the Vice President tells the press thllt "the rapid advance of Communist take"ver ••. 

has 1;he tr.akings" 'lf Q political issue in 1976. 

I say the Iu:lerican people have a righ1; to an Administratir'ln that says what 

it meann and means what it says. The Amer iCAn people do not want an Administra­

tion which says ~ne thing in public hut another in private, one thing "on the 

recor1" but an..,ther f~r "deep background," one thing hy the Secretary of State 

but an..,ther by t he u~iqui"tous "seninr nfficilll" ,~ho ahlays seems to turn up on 

the 3ecretllry's Ilirplane. 

I bdieve thllt the Americlln peopJ.e went their foreign policy to remain 

gr'lunded i n a c"nfid~nt and horeful vi~w nr the future. Since the end nf World 

I'lar II, ,·,c hav"! :prOllll'ltcd cnllpctive GPcurlty . HP have contributed substantially 

to the r E'gf'Mra tinn nf dem..,crncy and rro5p~rity in EuroIlc, lie have helped snlidify 

free ins tituti~ns in Japan , and we have invested significantly in the social and 

economic rro~reos of the less-developed wnrld. 

lhe Unite~ States is determined to build on these past aChievements. Our 

friend3 overoeas know that Americ/! is not about to withdra~1 from the ~lOrld. He 

have always be~n strongest in times of adversity; our conviction remains 

undiminished thAt Amcrica must remain strong and steady. 

\,e rccngnize, first of all, that credible and convincing military strength 

ia fundamental to our freedom and security and to that of our friends. In these 

times of upheaval and uncertainty around the world, we must maintain a strong and 

efficient defense capability -- both as a deterrent to asgression and as a basis 

for a firm and consistent American forel.gn pnlicy. 

I believe we also recognize that the reaee of the world will in large 

measure depend upon a stable Soviet -American strategic balance . Sensible arms 

limitations can play an important rnle in achieving this essential stability. 

But let us be honest with ourselves in evaluating the prosress we heve thus 

far made at the SALT talks. If SALT is tn be remembered as a maj..,r contribu­

tion "to world peace, it must produce agreements which reduce the strategic 

forces on both sides. 



-3-
The Novem~er 1974 Vladivostok arns agreement has heen surrounded by 

~xaggerated Ad~nistration rhetoric that ~~ sks a quite limite1 step. For that 

agreement does not place a "cap" on the arms race; instead, it l ays the basis 

for a sustained ten-year arms build-up which will cost both s ides bilUN1S of 

dollars . 

,7e need a SALT II agreement which huilda a f oundation f or mutual strategic 

f orce reductions. I believe this objective is attainable even within the frame-

work of' the astnnishingly high ceilir.gs agreed to by President Ford at 

Vladivostok . 

Specifically, I have proposed that the Administrat i on seek a supplement to 

a SALT II t reaty which ,Tould des ignate a portion of the forces permitted each side 

as forces which would remai n unmoderr!ized during the life of the agreement. Each 

side wou11 designate some 700 of the 2,1,00 strategi c delivery vehicles allcwed 

under the Vladivostok accord a nd agree not to upgrade thpIn in any way . 

'Ihi3 simple additior, t o a Vladivostok treaty 110uld have several immediate 

benefits: i t 1'/ould save both sides billinns of dollars that would othenrise have 

to be spent on t he moderni zation of otsolete weapons; each side "Tould have a far 

sounder per spective on wha t the strategic forces of the other ,TOuld l ook like, 

thereby red~cing dar~erous uncertainties ; and, perhaps most s ignifi cantly, the 

700 weapons "hieh rerr.ained unmoderr.iz(,d ITould become incrpa singly obsolete and 

would therefore becOlf.e the natural car.clid.nes 1'01' eUmiliA tion in Gubsequent 

negotiations. In short , a provision nf the sort I am Gugges t ing would build intn 

GALT a trend toward arms reduction, rather tha n arms expansion. 

I l'lill continup. to press this pr oposa l because I believe that 1<e can get 

it i f He t ry hard enough, and because I believe that it is a reasonable standard 

against wnich the Congress can measure the results of the current SALT 

negotiati~ns . 

NOli, before responding t o your questions, let me just a dd this: 

In hi s last public speech, Senator Vandenberg underlined the basis of our 

foreign policy. After expressing pri de 1n the record that t he United States 

"had wrl tten in the annals of human history," Senator Vandenberg said: 

'~e are joined together in a crusa de for enduring peace , We 
grip friendly hands across the sea . I'/e have no enemies 
unless aggressors nominate themselves as such . Our common 
causE' is human rights, fundamental liberties and a free world 
of free men." 


