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command as was done for their peers 
who served in World War II. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have an attachment printed in 
the RECORD.

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

KEY EXCERPTS FROM THE PEARL HARBOR
INVESTIGATIONS

THE DORN REPORT (1995)

‘‘Responsibility for the Pearl Harbor dis-
aster should not fall solely on the shoulders 
of Admiral Kimmel and General Short; it 
should be broadly shared.’’ 

‘‘It is clear today, as it should have been 
since 1946 to any serious reader of the JCC 
(Joint Congressional Committee) hearing 
record, that Admiral Kimmel and General 
Short were not solely responsible for the de-
feat at Pearl Harbor.’’ 

‘‘. . . the evidence of the handling of these 
(intelligence) messages in Washington re-
veals some ineptitude, some unwarranted as-
sumptions and misestimates, limited coordi-
nation, ambiguous language, and lack of 
clarification and follow-up at higher levels.’’ 

‘‘The ‘pilot’, ‘fourteen-point’ and ‘one 
o’clock’ messages point, by the evening of 
December 6th, to war at dawn (Hawaiian 
time) on the 7th—not to an attack on Ha-
waii—but officials in Washington were nei-
ther energetic nor effective in getting that 
warning to the Hawaiian commanders.’’ 

THE ARMY BOARD FOR THE CORRECTION OF
MILITARY RECORDS (1991)

‘‘The Army Pearl Harbor Board (of 1944), 
held that General Marshall and the Chief of 
War Plans Division of the War Department 
shared in the responsibility for the disaster.’’ 

‘‘The applicant in this case . . . must show 
. . . that the FSM (in this case Major Gen-
eral Short) was unjustly treated by the 
Army . . . the majority found evidence of in-
justice.’’

‘‘In this regard, the majority was of the 
opinion that the FSM, singularly or with the 
Naval commander, was unjustly held respon-
sible for the Pearl Harbor disaster.’’ 

‘‘Considering the passage of time as well as 
the burden and stigma carried until his un-
timely death in 1949, it would be equitable 
and just to restore the FSM to his former 
rank of lieutenant general on the retired 
list.’’

‘‘Recommendation.—That all of the De-
partment of the Army records, related to 
this case be corrected by advancing the indi-
vidual concerned to the rank of lieutenant 
general on the retired list.’’ 
THE ARMY PEARL HARBOR BOARD INQUIRY (1944)

‘‘The Chief of Staff of the Army, General 
George C. Marshall, failed in his relations 
with the Hawaiian Department in the fol-
lowing particulars: 

(a) To keep the Commanding General of 
the Hawaiian Department fully advised of 
the growing tenseness of the Japanese situa-
tion which indicated an increasing necessity 
for better preparation for war, of which in-
formation he had an abundance and Short 
had little. 

(b) To send additional instructions to the 
Commanding General of the Hawaiian De-
partment on November 28, 1941, when evi-
dently he failed to realize the import of Gen-
eral Short’s reply of November 27th, which 
indicated clearly that General Short had 
misunderstood and misconstrued the mes-
sage of November 27 and had not adequately 
alerted his command for war. 

(c) To get to General Short on the evening 
of December 6th and the early morning of 

December 7th, the critical information indi-
cating an almost imminent break with 
Japan, though there was ample time to have 
accomplished this.’’ 

‘‘Chief of War Plans Division War Depart-
ment General Staff, Major General Leonard 
T. Gerow, failed in his duties in the following 
respects:

(a) To send to the Commanding General of 
the Hawaiian Department on November 27, 
1941, a clear, concise directive; on the con-
trary, he approved the message of November 
27, 1941, which contained the confusing state-
ments.

(b) To realize that the state of readiness 
reported in Short’s reply to the November 
27th message was not a state of war readi-
ness, and he failed to take corrective ac-
tion.’’

THE NAVAL COURT OF INQUIRY (1944)

‘‘It is a prime obligation of Command to 
keep subordinate commanders, particularly 
those in distant areas, constantly supplied 
with information. To fail to meet this obli-
gation is to commit a military error.’’ 

‘‘It is a fact that Admiral Stark, as Chief 
of Naval Operations and responsible for the 
operation of the Pacific Fleet, and having 
important information in his possession dur-
ing this critical period, especially on the 
morning of 7 December, failed to transmit 
this information to Admiral Kimmel, this 
depriving the latter of a clear picture of the 
existing Japanese situation as seen in Wash-
ington.’’

‘‘The Court is of the opinion that the defi-
ciencies in personnel and materiel which ex-
isted in 1941, had a direct adverse bearing 
upon the effectiveness of the defense of Pearl 
Harbor on and prior to 7 December.’’ 

‘‘The Court is of the opinion that Admiral 
Kimmel’s decision, made after the dispatch 
of 24 November, to continue preparations of 
the Pacific Fleet for war, was sound in light 
of the information then available to him.’’ 

‘‘The Court is of the opinion that Admiral 
Harold R. Stark, U.S.N., Chief of Naval Oper-
ations . . . failed to display the sound judge-
ment expected of him in that he did not 
transmit to Admiral Kimmel . . . during the 
very critical period 26 November to 7 Decem-
ber, important information which he had re-
garding the Japanese situation, and espe-
cially on the morning of 7 December 1941, he 
did not transmit immediately the fact that a 
message had been received which appeared to 
indicate that a break in diplomatic relations 
was imminent, and that an attack in the Ha-
waiian area might be expected soon.’’ 

THE JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE REPORT
(1946)

‘‘The errors made by the Hawaiian com-
manders were errors of judgment and not 
derelictions of duty.’’ 

‘‘The War Plans Divisions of the War and 
Navy Departments failed: 

‘‘(a) To give careful and thoughtful consid-
eration to the intercepted messages from 
Tokyo to Honolulu of September 24, Novem-
ber 15, and November 20 (the harbor berth 
plan and related dispatches) and to raise a 
question as to their significance. Since they 
indicated a particular interest in the Pacific 
Fleet’s base, this intelligence should have 
been appreciated and supplied to the Hawai-
ian commanders for their assistance, along 
with other information available to them, in 
making their estimate of the situation. 

‘‘(b) To be properly on the qui vive to re-
ceive the ‘one o’clock’ intercept and to rec-
ognize in the message the fact that some 
Japanese military action would very pos-
sibly occur somewhere at 1 p.m., December 7. 

If properly appreciated this intelligence 
should have suggested a dispatch to all Pa-
cific outpost commanders supplying this in-
formation, as General Marshall attempted to 
do immediately upon seeing it.’’ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO BRIGADIER GENERAL 
TERRY L. PAUL, UNITED STATES 
MARINE CORPS 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to pay a special tribute today to 
Brigadier General Terry L. Paul, the 
Legislative Assistant to the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps and 
trusted friend of the United States 
Senate. After almost thirty years of 
honorable and dedicated service in the 
Corps, Brigadier General Paul will re-
tire from active duty October 1st, 1999. 

The Members of Congress and their 
staffs have come to know General Paul 
as a person who possesses a deep and 
abiding passion for the institution 
which he has served so faithfully—the 
United States Marine Corps. It is dif-
ficult to comprehend a Corps absent 
the ranks of a Terry Paul. His absence 
will be especially felt in the Office of 
Legislative Affairs where he served 
nine years in the Senate Liaison and 
most recently as the Legislative As-
sistant to the Commandant. He has set 
the standard by which all other Legis-
lative Assistants will be measured. 

The strength of the Marine Corps re-
lationship with the Congress is in large 
measure due to the professional dedica-
tion of Brigadier General Paul. This re-
lationship has been forged and nur-
tured over the years by his unrelenting 
resolve to establish a climate of mu-
tual respect and understanding. The 
underpinning for this success was a 
rapport that was built on a credible 
and straightforward approach for deal-
ing with issues, large or small. He pos-
sessed an innate ability to appreciate 
the environment in which he worked. 
It is through this understanding we can 
fully treasure the tenacity of Terry 
Paul to communicate the Com-
mandant’s message of ‘‘making Ma-
rines and winning battles’’ on Capitol 
Hill.

Brigadier General Paul’s imprint will 
resonate through these hallowed halls 
and unto our Nation long after his de-
parture. Through the foresight and 
oversight of the United States Con-
gress, the Corps will have been pro-
vided the needed resources that will en-
able it to confront the challenges of 
the 21st century. Terry Paul was al-
ways there to foster and develop our 
knowledge of key resource needs. When 
all seemed lost with the pending can-
cellation of the V–22 program it was 
Brigadier General Paul that was as-
signed as ‘‘point-man’’ on the Hill—re-
sponsible for building support to resur-
rect, not merely a dying program, but 
to advocate a concept which would ul-
timately revolutionize warfare in the 
next century. General Paul ensured 
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Congress was aptly informed as to the 
capabilities, technological advances, 
concept of operations, and funding re-
quirements to bring this program to 
fruition. His vigilance and ability to 
communicate carried the day. The V–22 
Osprey will enable commanders to ac-
complish the mission more efficiently, 
with far fewer casualties than other-
wise would have been the case. Terry 
fought the hard fight and he should be 
extremely proud that his unrelenting 
efforts have borne the fruit of his 
labor.

General Paul carried the message to 
the Hill on a plethora of programs. 
Programs that represented innovation, 
ingenuity, and a willingness to adapt 
to changes on the emerging battlefields 
which will elevate the Marine Corps as 
the world’s premier crisis response 
force in the 21st century. Programs 
such as the Advanced Assault Amphib-
ious Vehicle, the KC–130J, Maritime 
Pre-positioned Force-Enhancement and 
LHD class ships. 

General Paul is a leader of unques-
tionable loyalty and unswerving stand-
ards. His tenure as the Commandant’s 
Legislative Assistant was the capstone 
performance of nearly thirty-year ca-
reer in the infantry, Senate Liaison of-
fice, and as a Special Assistant to the 
Commandant. For his efforts the Ma-
rine Corps is a better institution today, 
one that has a bright and prosperous 
future. Terry, we the Members of the 
United States Senate and the 106th 
Congress want to convey our sincere 
appreciation for all you have done for 
our Nation. Your legacy will be the 
well-equipped Marines who will con-
tinue to provide for our country’s de-
fense. They will be better equipped, 
more capable, and better able to sur-
vive on the modern battlefield due to 
your dedication and selfless sacrifice to 
duty. You will be sorely missed, but 
surely not forgotten. 

f 

STOP PLAYING POLITICS WITH 
OUR NATIONAL SECURITY: RAT-
IFY THE TEST-BAN TREATY 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, three 
years ago today, the United States led 
the world in signing the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty. Since then, 
152 countries have followed our lead; 
and 45 of them, including Great Britain 
and France, have ratified the Treaty. 

Two years and two days ago, the 
President of the United States sub-
mitted the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty, plus six safeguards, 
to the Senate for its advice and con-
sent to ratification. Since then, the 
Senate has done nothing. 

That is an outrage. We—who are 
rightly called the world’s greatest de-
liberative body—have been unwilling 
or unable to perform our constitutional 
duty regarding this major treaty. 

Some of my colleagues have prin-
cipled objections to this treaty. I re-

spect their convictions. I have re-
sponded on this floor to many of their 
objections, as have my colleagues from 
Pennsylvania, North and South Da-
kota, Michigan and New Mexico. 

Now it is time, however, for the Sen-
ate to do its duty. Administration offi-
cials, current and former Chairmen of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and eminent 
scientists are prepared to testify in 
favor of the Test-Ban Treaty. We, in 
turn, are prepared to make our case in 
formal Senate debate on a resolution of 
ratification.

It is high time that the Republican 
leadership of this body agreed to sched-
ule Senate debate and a vote on ratifi-
cation. It is utterly irresponsible for 
the Republican leadership to hold this 
treaty hostage to other issues, as it has 
for two years. 

The arguments in favor of ratifying 
the Test-Ban Treaty are well-known. 

It will reinforce nuclear non-pro-
liferation by reassuring non-nuclear 
weapons states that states with nu-
clear weapons will be unable to develop 
and confidently deploy new types of 
nuclear weapons. 

It will keep non-nuclear weapon 
states from deploying sophisticated nu-
clear weapons, even if they are able to 
develop designs for such weapons. 

It will improve our ability to detect 
any nuclear weapons tests, with other 
countries paying 75% of the bill for the 
International Monitoring System. 

U.S. ratification will encourage India 
and Pakistan to sign and ratify the 
Test-Ban Treaty—one of the few steps 
back from the nuclear brink that they 
may be willing to take, without a set-
tlement of the Kashmir dispute. 

U.S. ratification will encourage Rus-
sia, China and other states to ratify. 

Our ratification will maintain U.S. 
leadership on non-proliferation, as we 
approach the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty Review Conference next 
April. That U.S. leadership is vital to 
keeping non-nuclear weapons states 
committed to nuclear non-prolifera-
tion.

Equally important are the safeguards 
that the President has proposed, to en-
sure that U.S. adherence to the Treaty 
will always be consonant with our na-
tional security: 

A: The conduct of a Science Based Stock-
pile Stewardship program to ensure a high 
level of confidence in the safety and reli-
ability of nuclear weapons in the active 
stockpile. . . . 

B: The maintenance of modern nuclear lab-
oratory facilities and programs . . . which 
will attract, retain, and ensure the contin-
ued application of our human scientific re-
sources to those programs. . . . 

C: The maintenance of the basic capability 
to resume nuclear test activities. . . . 

D: Continuation of a comprehensive re-
search and development program to improve 
our . . . monitoring capabilities. . . . 

E: The continuing development of a broad 
range of intelligence . . . capabilities and op-
erations to ensure accurate and comprehen-
sive information on worldwide nuclear . . . 
programs.

F: . . . if the President of the United 
States is informed by the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretary of Energy (DOE) . . . 
that a high level of confidence in . . . a nu-
clear weapon type which the two Secretaries 
consider to be critical to our nuclear deter-
rent could no longer be certified, the Presi-
dent, in consultation with Congress, would 
be prepared to withdraw from the CTBT . . . 
in order to conduct whatever testing might 
be required. 

Thus, if nuclear weapons testing 
should ever be required to maintain the 
U.S. nuclear deterrent, then we will 
test.

Thanks in part to these safeguards, 
our senior national security officials 
support ratification of the Test-Ban 
Treaty. These officials include not only 
cabinet members such as former Sen-
ator Cohen, but also the directors of 
our National Laboratories and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Ratification of the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty is vital to our 
national security. If the Senate dallies, 
India and Pakistan could fail to cap 
their nuclear weapons race; China 
could resume testing, to make better 
use of stolen U.S. nuclear secrets; and 
non-nuclear weapons states could give 
up on non-proliferation. 

In the coming days, therefore, sev-
eral of us will bring up in a more for-
mal form the need for Senate action on 
this Treaty. I urge all my colleagues to 
support that effort. 

Whatever our views on the Test-Ban 
Treaty, it is a national security issue. 
Let us agree that it is not to be held 
hostage to other issues. Let us agree 
that it is not just one more football in 
the Washington game of ‘‘politics as 
usual.’’

If the Republican leadership does not 
handle this Treaty responsibly, I have 
no doubt how the issue will play out in 
next year’s elections. The latest na-
tional poll shows overwhelming public 
support for the Test-Ban Treaty: 82 
percent in favor and only 14 percent op-
posed.

Those results go beyond party lines. 
Fully 80 percent of Republicans—and 
even 79 percent of conservative Repub-
licans—say that they support the Test- 
Ban Treaty. 

Republicans may appeal to the far 
right by calling for a return to the Cold 
War of nuclear testing. Bob Dole did 
that in 1996 on the Chemical Weapons 
Convention; but he lost. Then he took 
the responsible stand. 

This time, let’s skip the politics. 
Let’s do our job—with hearings, de-
bate, and a timely vote, at least before 
next April’s Non-Proliferation Treaty 
review conference. 

We can address the Test-Ban Treaty 
responsibly. It isn’t hard, and the 
American people know that. It’s time 
the Senate did what Nike says: ‘‘Just 
do it.’’ 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it has 
been a moving and gratifying experi-
ence to witness the outpouring of gen-
uine, spontaneous concern by countless 
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