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Carfer’s UFQOs
* Jimmy Carter’s favorite movie lately is Close En-

counters of the Third Kind. As a matter of fact, the
President has seen the movie several times.

“This news has given renewed encouragement to
UFO; buffs who were discouraged by the govern-

ment’s January decision to drop plans for new inves-
Ugguons of the UFO phenomenon. e

© Last July the White House requested the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration to take
another look at the UFO sightings. NASA later re-
ported, however, that there was nothing new to war-
;‘:}ndf_further investigation and the matter was drop-

> Under the circumstances NASA’s decision was a
pritdent one. There had, after all, been no discoveries
of the “hard” evidence strict scientific investigation
requires — something left behind by the alien visi-
tors. A lunch wrapper. A sign. Something. -

But then Jimmy Carter discovered Close
Encounters of the Third Kind. Hope has returned.
Should Carter be helicoptering to Devil’s Tower,
Wyoming, sometime soon, NASA won’t need a lunch
w@pperclue. .

07/1,( oA

w&.ﬁ ) M4 rZo_L )78

frssn " T



"

Name:

Date: . ___ Atlanta Phone:

Mailing Address:

Reading Room Request Office Phone>
street

Mail Request Home Phone:
city, state, zip :
Collection: 3 Nedd? Lo Box Number: 2/C -7
Folder Title or File Symbol Form of Correspondent or Title Date Number

Document (page no. if appropriate) of Pages
d ; . A7 LR 0 /C"";‘ﬂ' 2 S, 77 Z
,, &7 zCZ¢ . ’,!' ' Fopand L ~<L

PLEASE ONLY ONE REQUEST FORM PER BOX
* Carter 1brary

Copy

Customer Tab

NARA Tab

Total Number of Pages
Reproduction Fee



Page 5

Khave violated, I feel, at this time, and we intend to
carry out. Obviously I can't do everything that I want to.
Nobody could. But I am determined to do my best.

MR. DeFRANK: Is there anything about being
President which has surprised you so far or proven
particularly frustrating? Some of your closest friends
and advisers worry that you concern yourself with too much
detail and that to some extent you take your "in-basket"
too seriously. Would you agree?

THE PRESIDENT: That has always been my nature.
I couldn't do it otherwise. The last week, for instance,
I spent an extraordinary time working on the energy
question, the two messages, and trying to make the final
decision, and in the process my in-basket built up. By
midnight last night my in-basket was empty. Ordinarly
I don't get more than four or five hours behind on my
incoming responsibilities.

I have made one decision quite early that saved
me from myself, and that is to appoint Cabinet officers
who can manage their own departments without my interference.

I have never felt constrained to look behind any
of the Cabinet Secretaries to check on their performance
of duty, and I have never felt restrained to ask any of
my White House staff members to do that; that they are
strong and able and competent and independent. And in order
to make sure that I know what goes on under those circumstances,
We have initiated a weekly Cabinet meeting where we spend
two, sometimes three hours together going over those matters.

I have been pleasantly surprised at the President's
job. I had been a Governor. There are a lot of parallels.
Obviously, there are two things that are not parallel, is the
defense matters and foreign affairs. (Inaudible) nuclear
decisions, both in power production, reprocessing, non-
proliferation and weapons. But I have been pleasantly
surprised at the harmony that now exists within my own
staff here in the White House, between the staff and the
Cabinet officers and among the Cabinet officers themselves.

I have found it difficult to accept the complete
absence of confidentiality. I have just come to expect that
| when I have a conversation about a sensitive matter in
| private, that it is going to be made public very quickly.
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And I had to be a little more cautious about my

oppression of opinion on a tentative basis or when it

affects some personal, potentially personal embarrassing
subject.

That has been an opinion that I haven't been
able to accommodate yet.

MR. DeFRANK: That must be the reason why
Hamilton never tells us who wins.

THE PRESIDENT: I could say this: We are
pretty evenly matched.

MR. DeFRANK: That is not what he says. He
says you are not evenly matched and you kill him.

MS. CLIFT: Some people in and out of government
feel that you might be trying to do too much too fast.
And the energy package, for example, one of your own aids
said it could have used 30 days of staff work. Is that a
fair criticism?

THE PRESIDENT: Not in the case of energy. I

think in some other areas we have tried to move too fast,
but there is a built-in delay mechanism that exists in
the Federal Government that saves you from moving too fast.

You might try to move too fast, so I don't think
that you often do. To the extent that we don't do our
staff work, when our proposals get to Congress they get
bogged down in committees unnecessarily.

I believe that Had I had another 30 days on
the energy package there would not have been any substantial

difference on what we proposed.

The one item on which we changed our mind in
a major degree was the $50 rebate. At the time we made
the decision (inaudible) everything about the economy was

dismal, growth was down, employment was up, inflation was
less than it is now. That has recovered so well so that

I think even the latest data that came out since we ‘made
that decision is confirmed that we just don't need it.
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Defense Threat Reduction Agency

45045 Aviation Drive, Dulles, VA 201667517

Phone, 703-325-2102. Internet, http//www.dtra.mil/.

Director
Deputy Director

The Defense Threat Reduction Agency
(DTRA) was established as a separate
agency of the Department of Defense on
October 1, 1998, by DOD Directive
5105.62. DTRA was formed by the
consolidation of selected elements of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
Defense Special Weapons Agency, the
On-Site Inspection Agency, and the
Defense Technology Security
Administration. DTRA is a combat
support agency of the Department of
Defense and is under the authority,
direction, and control of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and

JAY C. DAvis
MA). GEN. WILLIAM F. MOORE,
USAF

Technology. DTRA is responsible for
threat reduction to the United States and
its allies from nuclear, biological,
chemical (NBC), and other special
weapons, as well as advanced
conventional weapons. Through the
execution of technology security
activities, cooperative threat reduction
programs, arms control treaty monitoring
and on-site inspection, force protection,
NBC defense, and counterproliferation,
DTRA supports the U.S. nuclear
deterrent and provides technical support
on weapons of mass destruction matters
to DOD components.

For further information, contact the Office of Public Affairs, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, 45045
Aviation Drive, Duffes, VA 20166-7517. Phone, 703-810-4326. Internet, http://www.dtra.mil/.

National Imagery and Mapping Agency
4600 Sangamore Road, Bethesda, MD 20816-5003
Phone, 301-227-7400. Internet, http//www.nima.mil/.

Director
Deputy Director
Deputy Director, Operations

Deputy Director, Systems and Technology

Deputy Director, Corporate Affairs
Chief of Staff

L1. GeN. JAMES C. KING, USA
LEO HAZLEWOOD

ROBERTA E. LENCZOWSKI
WiLLIAM R. ALLDER, JR

W. DOUGLAS SMITH

CoL. MICHAEL THOMPSON, USA

The National Imagery and Mapping
Agency (NIMA) was established on
October 1, 1996, as a member of the
intelligence community and a
Department of Defense combat support
agency. It is chartered under DOD
Directive 5105.60, pursuant to the
National Imagery and Mapping Agency
Act of 1996 (10 U.S.C. 441 et seq.)
NIMA operates under the authority
direction, and control of the Secretary of

Defense, with the advice of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
in accordance with the policies and
priorities established by the Director of
Central Intelligence. The Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Command,
Control, Communications, and
Intelligence exercises overall supervision
over NIMA.

The Agency is responsible for
providing timely, relevant, and accurate
— i 2l

imagery, imagery intelligence, and
geospatial information in support of the
national security objectives of the United
States. With a vision of guaranteeing the
information edge, NIMA is committed to
delivering the imagery and geospatial
information that gives national
policymakers and military users
information superiority in a rapidly
changing global environment.

NIMA supports national policy
objectives by committing substantial
imagery analysis resources to national
priorities, especially as they relate to
diplomatic and regional security policy,
arms control and treaty monitoring
activities, counterterrorism,
nonproliferation, chemical and
biological warfare, and information
operations activities.

NIMA also provides geospatial
information, such as naturarand cultural
feature data, elevation data, controlled
imagery, international boundaries, and
place names necessary to understanding
the context of intelligence information.
This information supports a full range of
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diplomatic, disaster relief,
countermobility, no-fly zone
enforcement, force protection, and
humanitarian and multi-national
peacekeeping activities.

NIMA also provides accurate and
current geospatial information required
by the unified combatant commands to
plan, operate, and if necessary, fight and
win. NIMA’s stragtegy supports
operational readiness through a
concentrated investment in geospatial
foundation data, including controlled
imagery, digital elevation data, and
selected feature information, which can
be rapidly augmented and fused with
other spatially referenced information,
such as intelligence, weather, and
logistics data. The result is an integrated
digital view of the mission space that is
crucial for diplomatic, military, and civil
relief operations.

NIMA is headquartered in Bethesda,
MD, and operates major facilities in
Washington, DC, Reston, VA, and St.
Louis, MO.

For further information, contact the National Imagery and Mapping Agency, 4600 Sangamore Road,
Bethesda, MD 20816-5003. Phone, 800-826-0342, or 301-227-7386. Fax, 301-227-7638. Internet, http:/

/www.nima.mil/.

National Security Agency/Central Security Service

Fort George G. Meade, MD 20755-6000

Phone, 301-688-6524. Internet, http://www.nsa.gov/.

Director

Deputy Director

MA). GEN. MICHAEL V. HAYDEN ,
USAF
BARBARA A. MCNAMARA

The National Security Agency was
established by Presidential directive in
1952 as a separately organized agency
within the Department of Defense. In
this directive, the President designated
the Secretary of Defense as Executive
Agent for the signals intelligence and
communications security activities of the
Government. In 1972, the Central
Security Service was established, also in
accordance with a Presidential

memorandum, to provide a more unified
cryptologic organization within the
Department of Defense, with control
over the signals intelligence activities of
the military services. In 1986, NSA was
designated a combat support agency of
DOD.

As the U.S. cryptologic organization,
NSA/CSS employs the Nation’s premier
codemakers and codebreakers. It ensures
an informed, alert, and secure
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16 The Spell Cast by Weapons of Mass Destruction

signed to enable us to launch a response between the time we detect an
incoming attack and the time it actually impacts. The flight time of a bal-

Jistic missile from Russia to the United States is twenty-five to thirty min-

utes. Within two to seven minutes of launch we should have detected and

identified any massive attack. There are elaborate procedures for cross-
checking and evaluating the evidence while gathering senior military

commanders and civilian officials on a conference telephone call. That

could mean rousing people out of a sound sleep, interrupting meetings,
Jocating those who are playing golf or shopping, and so on. There would
be duty officers continuously in the command centers of the major mili-
tary commands, the Pentagon, and the White House, but the probability
of getting most of the principal officials on whom the president relies
(e.g.. the secretary of defense) on the phone within five to ten minutes is
not high. Once these officials assembled, they would need some time to
ask their own questions and to make their own evaluations before decid-
ing to bring in the president. Scrambling a president summarily is not
something that can be done cavalierly, especially if the commander in
chief is engaged in some very public activity.

Thus, the president would be facing a very short deadline once brought
into the debate. At least ten minutes, and more likely fifteen, would be
needed to transmit an order to launch our weapons, to verify
give the missiles and bombers time enough to launch and fly far enough

away to avoid the effects of the incoming attack. That means there could
ost eighteen, to assemble

it, and to

be as little as three minutes, and at the very m
principals and for the president to make the most momentous decision in
history (see Figure 1.1). It is irresponsible even to pretend we have the ca-
pability for making a decision of this import under these conditions—or
that we would do so even if we could

However, maintaining the pretense of being able to launch on warning
has been an additional way of dissuading the Soviets, and now the Rus-
sians, from attempting a surprise attack. Yet that benefit must be weighed
the risk of keeping a large part of our nuclear force on constant
hair-trigger alert. We have had thousands of false alarms of impending
missile attacks on the United States, and a few could have spun out of

control. One such incident took place on June 3, 1980. Zbigniew “Zbig”
airs,

against

Brzezinski, President Jimmy Carter’s assistant for national security aff
26 A.M. by a phone call from Colonel William Odom, a

T P

was awakened at 2
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FIGUR > ;
E 1.1 Best and Worst Cases for Firing Our ICBMs Under Attack from Russia
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ance that would count but how much of our lethal potential would still be
available after a surprise, preemptive attack by the Soviets. Would there be
enough retaliatory potential to pose a devastating threat? If so, that
should deter the Soviets from attempting one. We looked at the worst
possible case—assuming they would launch the most disabling attack
they could and that we would simply ride it out. We then assessed the
number of hard targets and the size of the urban area in the Soviet Union
that our surviving nuclear forces would still be able to destroy. The result
was revealing and meaningful: No matter what the Soviets did, and de
spite their being ahead of us quantitatively, the United States could still
level the entire urban area of the Soviet Union between one and two
times. Put simply, in the worst case imaginable we had much more than
enough invulnerable retaliatory force to destroy the Soviet Union as a so-
ciety. 1 was encouraged, because 1 could now tell Downey and his col
leagues something relevant to the decisions they had to make

Alas, the conclusion was all too meaningful for the Pentagon. It sent a
clear message that the United States possessed more than enough nuclear
weaponry. Yet at that very moment our military was proposing to build
still another ICBM, the MX. The rationale was that our existing mix of
forces was too vulnerable to surprise attack, something our analysis
clearly disputed. The Pentagon’s argument against us at CIA, that we in
the intelligence field were doing war-gaming and that was not our
province, was a sterile bureaucratic p|0\'

As we debated this into 1980, | found myself increasingly isolated. Even
the CIA's analvsts were not behind me. They were concerned not to get
the CIA involved in the debate over the MX. There is a strong ethic among
intelligence professionals that they must not take sides on policy issues,
lest they be accused of slanting the intelligence to support their views. In
telligence analyses, however, must be relevant to policymaking T'his one
was, and it laid out the facts without taking sides.

In December 1980, despite the objections of the secretary of defense, |
sent this analysis to President Carter. It was customary to permit those
who dissented with an intelligence report to include their contrary views
in it. In this instance, the military intelligence organizations dissented, as
did, with my permission, my own staff at CIA. It revealed to me how
deeply embedded the view was that more is better. The CIA’s analysts,
fully measuring whether we matched the Soviets in

having spent years care

Pomts of Non recovery s

every category of nuclear ¢ apability, ssmply could not countenance being

the ones to reveal that we did not need 1o be equal in order to deter

NwllAn WEAPONS ARE NOT ONLY MUCH MORE powreruL than
conventional ones but are also qualitatively different (see Table 2.1) It is
not too far-fetched to think of them as small pieces of sun brought to
earth, creating effects otherwise not experienced. That nuclear weapons
are a species unto themselves is best shown by the terminology we employ
to describe their power. The pound is the unit of measure for the explo
sive in conventional munitions. In contrast, for nuclear munitions the
unit of measure is the metric tonne (2,200 pounds), but the weapons are
so powerful that we refer to their force in kilotons (KT—thousands of
tonnes) and even megatons (MT—millions of tonnes). Five hundred
pounds of TNT is the explosive force of a common conventional bomb
in contrast, a typical warhead in Russia’s strategic arsenal carries 550 KT
of force. A 550-KT weapon is the equivalent of 550 ¥ 1,000 (kilo) ¥ 2.200
(Ibs./metric tonne), that is, 1,210,000,000 pounds of conventional explo
sive. A freight train 150 miles long would be needed to transport that
much conventional explosive to an airfield. It would take more than
25,000 sorties by our most modern bomber, the B-2, to deliver it. In the
course of some 44,000 aircraft sorties during the six-week air campaign in
the Gulf War in 1991, we dropped only 84,000 metric tonnes of conven
tional bombs, or less than one-fifth of the explosive force of a single 550
KT nuclear bomb.*

It is understandable that we prefer to use MT and KT instead of ten
figure numerals when referring to the force of nuclear weapons; the
acronyms are much handier. Doing so, however, has encouraged us to talk
rather cavalierly about the magnitude of the power involved. For instance
it 1s not so incongruous to talk about a “small” nuclear warhead when we
label it as .1 KT. A warhead of that lethality is small enough to fit in an a
tillery shell but is the equivalent of .1 ¥ 1,000 (kilo) ¥ 2,200 (Ibs./tonne
or 220,000 pounds of conventional explosive. That means that every time
a nuclear artillery shell is fired it is the same as launching five fully loaded
B-2 bombers at the target '

We must, however, be careful Equating 550 KT of nuclear explosive

with 1.2 billion pounds of conventional explosive, or KT of €a



2 Reshaping Decisionmaking
the Joint Chiefs of Stafl, or even from Zbig Rrrezinski, who favored the
MX. They simply shifted the discussion to whether the pnrsndml should
select a large- or moderate-size version of the missile. My opinion was
that the smaller MX was decidedly preferable because we would have the
option of making it modestly mobile. and hence less vulnerable, I‘\y
mounting it on a truck trailer, a railroad car, or an aircraft. What our mil-
itary dearly wanted was the most powerful counterweight to the even
hrfﬂ' ICBMs on the Soviet side. The unspoken argument favoring the
larger missile, however, was that nothing less would placate those senators
who were wavering on whether to ratify SALT 11. It was going to be nip
and tuck to garner the sixty-seven votes necessary for approval. The pres-
ident had to hook some of the senators who were in doubt, and the MX

was the bait. )
As the mecting drew to a close, President Carter said, in effect, "As 1 un-

derstand the discussion, everyone agrees we should proceed with the MX
and in the larger version” | raised my hand: “Mr. President, it is not my
role to comment on policy issues, but your use of ‘everyone’ included me.

1 do not agree.” Not unexpectedly, this had no effect.

Cnnzcluc THE UNDERLYING PREMISES of our nuclear policies as
fundamentally as | have suggested would require dedicated leadership b.y
the U.S. president and Congress alike. We have aspired in the past.lo simi-
larty dramatic changes but have always failed. In 1946 we submmc(.l the
Acheson-Lilienthal/Baruch plan to the United Nations for international
control over nuclear technology, either for weapons or energy, the end ob-
jective being 1o dispense with nuclear weapons entirely. The Soviet Union
thought this was a guise for perpetuating U.S. nuclear hegcmonyt and the
plan was kilied almost the moment it was submitted. In 1986 in Reyk-
javik, Iceland, Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev, working withou‘l
advisers, almost agreed to eliminate either all ballistic missiles (thc'U..b.
proposal) or all strategic nuclear weapons (the Soviet proposal) within
ten years. This startling breakthrough foundered on differences over
strategic defenses.

The question today is whether these precedents suggest we should pro-
ceed cautiously toward similarly revolutionary changes or, with the end of
the Cold War, whether we should hold out for even greater change. In my

L - -
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view, the forces of resistance are sufficiently in retreat that a firm commut
ment from a president could move us forward aggresavely Moreover, to
proceed piecemeal would only play into the hands of those who will seek
to slow the process at every stage.

Surprisingly, however, presidents have not played decisive roles in de
ciding numbers of nuclear weapons or plans for targeting them, although
they certainly knew that the numbers in our arsenal and the amount of
damage designed into our war plans were excessive. We can surmise &
number of reasons for their reluctance to grapple directly with these
wasteful and risky practices. One is that mastering nuclear terminology
and technology is time consuming. It also requires perseverance, because
military officers are always reluctant to involve civilians in war plans—
conventional or nuclear—lest the civilians tinker without possessing ade-
quate expertise. That feeling has been especially strong with nuclear plans
because they have been considered so essential to the nation's security.

Early in the nuclear era, this aversion to outside interterence bordered
on insubordination. General Curtis LeMay, commander of the Strategic
Air Command from 1948 to 1957, felt so strongly that only he and his ex-
perts could formulate our nuclear strategic plans that tor several years he
failed to inform even the Joint Chiefs of Statt of changes he had made to
those plans.' LeMay was an extremist, but his reluctance to share intorma
tion on nuclear war plans persisted. Beginning with Robert McNamara in
1961, secretaries of defense intruded more and more into this military
province, but presidential involvement still was limited. For instance, un-
til the early 1970s the Joint Chaets ot Staft did not brief any president on
their annual nudiear war game, which estimated the outcome of a nuclear
exchange with the Soviet Union, and then did so largely because they be-
lieved the results would justify requests for more nuclear weapons.' Dur-
ing the late 1970s, President Carter made a diligent, personal effort to un-
derstand our nuclear position. By 1989 the balance had tipped sufficienty
that President George Bush, through Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney,
put his hand directly on the targeting situation, eliminating thousands of
unnecessary targets. And in 1991 President Bush unilaterally withdrew al-
most all tactical nuclear weapons from deployed positions.

One reason this process 1ook so long is that it has been neither neces-
sary nor advantageous for a president to stir up the issue of reducing
numbers of nuclear weapons. It was not necessary because all had confi
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all betx were off. Since | could not imagine the United States starting a nu
Jear war with Russia, it looked hike the legal point was an academic ex

cuse 10 help rustify larger forces. It also fit General LeMay's thesis that we
maght go first
| left fecling that despite all the changes that had taken place since Cur

tis LeMay left SAC in 1957, his influence on StratCom was much stronger

than was Lee Butler's

SL RECY IN A DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT 18 ANATHEMA. This ap
phes to the necessary secrecy of intelligence operations, to military war

plans and equipment, to illegal or improper activities of the government

itself—and to nuclear strategy Nowhere in our government has secrecy

been more profound than with respect 1o nuclear weapons. The great em
phasis on secrecy concerning the Manhattan Project back in 1942 was
easy 1o understand. After all, we saw ourselves in a fight with Germany on
which the fate of the free world hinged. This carnied over into the Cold
War. Information about nuclear weapons was one of the first to be se

cduded in a special compartment above “Top Secret” labeled “Restricted

Data” Access can still be had only with a special permit. A similarly re-

strictive approach was apphed to our programs for biological and chemi
cal weapons when they were active. It carnies over to today for much data
on those programs

A partial result of all of this compartmentation of information is that
presidents and the Congress have played a less active role in formulating
polices on weapons of mass destruction than on any other policy of com

parabie import and expense Fven within the military, access to information

n these weapons has been severely restricted. Under these circumstances, it

is no wonder citizens have not been well informed. Indeed, they have been

misinformed. Many civilian and military experts who shaped policy on nu

lost focus in concocting sophistic theories that never
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December 19, 1977

To Dr. Carl Sagan

I greatly appreciate the time you took
from your busy schedule yesterday to

spend two hours with me discussing so
many interesting aspects of astronomy.

It was a welcome diversion from earthly
concerns, as well as most fascinating
and instructive in its own right, to
hear from you about such subjects as
the planets and stars, black holes,
exobiology, and the probabilities of
extraterrestrial life.

Many thanks and best wishes to you and
your family for the holiday season.

Sincerely,
7 2
Dr. Carl Sagan
X Corne iversity
Ithaca, NeWN York 14850
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June 12, 1979

To Dr. Carl Sagan

| was pleased to be able to meet with you on the
Strategic Arms Limitation agreement, and appre-

ciaoted this opportunity to discuss the issues
involved.

As the national debate on the new SALT agreement
begins, | would be interested in your personal views
on the agreement and its presentation to the Senate
and the American people. Having your opinion on
these matters will be helpful to me.

Sincerely,

JIMMY CARTER

P ———
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Dear Dr. Sagan:

As you know, the President and President Brezhnev have
signed today in Vienna a new strategic arms limitation
treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union.
In view of the critical importance of this undertaking,
the President wanted you to see and review the relevant
documents at the earliest opportunity.

I am enclosing courtesy copies of the Treaty and the
Protocol to the Treaty (with their associated Agreed
Statements and Common Understandings); the Joint State-
ment of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent
Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic Arms; a
Memorandum Regarding the Establishment of a Data Base
on the Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms (together
with a Statement of Data on the Numbers of Strategic
Offensive Arms as of the date of signature of the
Treaty); and the Statements on Backfire.

The President will transmit the official texts of these
documents to the Senate upon his return froam Vienna.

I hope that you will give these documents your most
careful consideration.

Sincerely,

Frank Press ~

Science and Technology Adviser

Dr. Carl Sagan ———-
Department of Astronauts

and Space Sciences
Spac:r%gzoncca Building
Corn University
Ithaca, NY 14853

Enclosures
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Mr. Robert E. Leonard
147 Bridglton RRoad
Westbrook, ME 04052

Dear Mr. Leonard:

I am absolutely thrilled for you and your fwmily. Dy accepting
Christ as your Savior, you have taken the most important step

of your lives, one that will lead all ot you to greater huppiness in
- this world and ultimate in the next.

At your reguest, I will be delighied to give you my perscnal
testimony, et me emphasize that I view religious belieis as
“very much i personal matier «u1am not suggesting that mine
be adopted in part or in total by anyone else.

Qn \( h‘- ‘ur\nl YIie N ‘vr\ e M A s mdammeven Pim BiVs Tiw, VY
A ionts e N ‘ aarc TOOG O L OWXGILE 1Gaul 10d vok

/ and J¢ hrist, Lis Son, is arduous to say the least., In my
early focnc, I sufjered {vovn a case of supreme arrogance in
which I even guestioned in my mind the existence of Go(.o I
tiiink ail of us go through this phasc at one time or anotlier. My
movement irom a position of indecisiveness to commitment wa

a factor of two kinds of cxpericnce: one w:th science and one

with man.
In my cducaiion, as I he ame exposoo to thc 1(«\ and order of ihe
wniverse, I was literally lnunbled by the uvaerring pevfection of
its mechanisins; I became convinced that there must be divine
» : intent behiad it all, IL z cre thing to acceopt natural ovder as a
way of life, but ag Iasked the question, "Why?'", then God
~entered in o His glory. Science and religion ceased {o be
anfaconisis, On the contrary, they became sisiers, It wa
revealed to me that while science iries to learn more about the

Creation, rcligion sceks a better undersiunding of the Creator.

MAY 1 1978
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While through science man tries to harness the forces of nature
around him, through religion he secks to control the forces of
nature within hiin,

Today, in our medern world, many young people in particular-icel
that our rapid advance in thc ficld of science renders such things
as religious belicfs untimely or old-fashioned. They wonder why
we should be :-s;t‘if'.fiod in "believing' something when scicuce tells
us we "know' so many things. It was this way for me. The simple
answer to tils aumnuun anpe wed Lo me as 1 bobwn to gather
scicntific knowledyge: “knowing" introduces more "quesiions in an
almost geomeiric proporticn, For example, our venture into space
has, in acluality, bheen only the smallest of first steps and las
CGl"‘IDl" prescnicd us with more mysteries than it has solved.
There is no scientific reason why God cannot retain the sanme
position in our modorn werld that He held before our inguiry into
the nature of just about everything.

Atheisis the world over call upon scicnce as their crown w. ti Torst
against the exisience of God, Dut as t y try to render pro

threugh scientific reasoni Wt that there is no God, tie simplo and

cnl:r'l‘i chning trulh s e tielr arguments poomerang, for one of

tho nest funaamenizl laws of natural science is that nothing in the

pbysical world cver happens without a cavse. There simply cannot

bc a crewtion without some kind of ,plrltLal creator,

Yes, I would have to say that for me the grandecur of the cosmos
confn'ns my belicf in the certainty of o Crecator. There are ‘dxe
gift of love, the will of a species to live and propagiie, the powe
ful force at wori: on & galactic scale, and the growth of an ur_gam}.y
sced into & beautiful flower. Iinitc man cannot begin to comprehend
an ozm‘im-esoni, omuiiscient, omnipetent, and infinite God. In th
final anclysis, any eifort to 1cduce Cea to compreliensihle
proportions begaars His greatness. The universe, as revealed
through scientific inguiry, 1s the living wilness that God has indeed
been at work, Understanding the nature of tiz creation provides a
substaniive basis for the f.u‘.l by which we attempt to know the
-nature of the Creafor. My experience with science, then, led me
to God--it was as if I were pulling o face on God,

My cxperience with man led me in the same direction. One aspect
about hwnan behavior that cannot be understood without believing in

bl
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Divine Initent is "conscicence. ' An animal's actions are solely
controllad by its basic instincts and urges, such as hunger, fear,
love, and need for shelter. The response to these drives by the
animal is entirely avtomatic. Jn an animal's makeup there is 2o
room for frecedom of the will, for searching curiosity, for freccdom
of doubt and conflict between urges and cihical standards, Only
man has baoen burdened with the conilicls arising oul of being an
image of Cod cast into the form of an aninal. And only man hos
been besiowed with: @ soul which enables him tc cope with the
cternal, ' .

N .
e~ 4.

Conscicnce is like carrying with you at all times a needle like e
localizin needle in an auphne that guices you to a landing. An
animal cdoes not know that mysterious little needle that teils you

b5 & k)

unequivocezlly what is right and what is wrong. Somciimes you inty
not like to hcar what it tells you; but in most cases youv really hnow

wl*'tt is right even il you choose not {o act accordingly., Animals
kaow no scx up"“ s jor exampie, lions naturally hunt and kill

gazelles, and gazelles naturally fear lions. YFor man this little

necedle, (Jon;‘cAehL\, nickes dh the differcnce, because in all

athpi resnectis man i sfill an animal apd haa all the inslinets of

animals. iy realization let man experiences an entively different

dunu,wc. as a conscguence of being given the gift of conscious
‘easoning brouglht m:e to a sirong faith in God,

Now, as 2 basis and Joundation for my faith in God acauired through
my c:.x)ev'if'pcc- with science and man, Iind Christianity the most
rewarding and cominrting, I think ‘t is all too easy (o overliaok the
unique beuvty of the Christian religion. T is simply that the iden of
God creating an extension of Iimself as 2 man ad letting this God-
s, Jesues Cheist, die inan agony, with wihich each of us can
identifly, is the L‘l‘ll,; Le of any sacrifice that God could make to

show His love for maniind,

In our SCu.rch to know God, I have come to helieye {hat the life of
Jesus Ciivist should be the focus of our ciforts and in spiration. The
reality of uus life and lis resurrcction is the hope of mankind, The
hasic teachings of Jesus are mnambiguous, consistent, and unfor-

gettable, as anyone who has eves read the Sexmon on the Mount
will testify.
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Jesus greaily expanded mankind's basic moral hws. His commuand-
ment, tc "iove thy ncighbor as thyscli, " established the unseliish
atfit uc‘c thut entbles human beings fo live peaceably together, © Even
more revolulion *rv was His commaadment to "love {thy ciemics,
Alibough it is all toc ravely followed, it has left an indelible and

‘k oy

unforgelisble Lmprint on the man-i LO-1an relationships among

44'

vhere‘cn our nlol) \'."i’_«:,u man was given Lh" G}mm'«

peonle cyvorywn

tunity to lnow Jesus Chrvist almost 2, 000 vears ago, the world wasg °
turnied vpside down through the widic ;,-reud ’\‘.'.iinc-:ss cf HL‘ fcn.j.u*\".fc.v:"s,
The same thing can happen aguia totay.

As a \,n-***t_in.u, it seems to me that one of the most imporiant
clornn that Christ left with ue :'s that if wo sccl. it caurnestly
e"‘“\‘-;“n can be a very ciiwc* & (nz':l velaticnshin hotween

‘ 3 g $a 1
" ul the discordant conditions

Ged and mune Tania
of cuy social cnvirommon

4 e Pk Sl ag o Ny Ay A i 27
te In .Jp;Lc ci a.l‘-. the tomporary sgilacas

1A% iy m.. ‘ N 3 & ¥ s &% 1
letiwing 10w ._.Q \:; QG zu:‘. improverean, his rel
acecant (\(u’t Foeill  varfact

s - ) e N -
) ~AT-~ - BEs < S 1y TS ey & Saraye & by Y " v n
ILCL‘-J, rey \,ufl..-a LAi}.}}b’.,J'J t 31 0‘1:7,-‘ 1318 CIrCH Ll ==l \'."O}.].. (81 1\ H Ll’-
we live,

< Voors i asiavs L B S sy A Yaand il B 4 @ o oy L
In concius let me say hat I thinig it is groud ta ook out

for desus in ihe juils of Fortland. I7 you use iy tesiimony, plonse
remember ithat I do not hold it out s o blueprint for e correct
patl: {o Jesus fer anyoine else.

I pray that your efforts wmeng the inmates will reap many rewarcs
ard th2i you and gour faiiiy will enjoy healta and prosperity.

Depuny Agsociale Administrator
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4-104, Classified information no longer needed in
current working files or for reference or record purposes
shall be processed for appropriate disposition in
accordance with the provisions of Chapters 21 and 33
of Title 44 of the United States Code, which governs
disposition of Federal records.

4-105. Classified information disseminated outside
the Executive branch shall be given protection equivalent>
to that afforded within the Executive branch.

4-2. Special Access Programs.

4-201. Agency heads listed in Section 1-201 may
create special access programs to control access,
distribution, and protection of particularly sensitive
information classified pursuant to this Order or prior
Orders. Such programs may be created or continued only
by written direction and only by those agency heads
and, for matters pertaining to intelligence sources and
methods, by the Director of Central Intelligence.
Classified information in such programs shall be declassified
according to the provisions of Section 3.

4-202. Special access programs may be created or
continued only on a specific showing that;

(a) normal management and safeguarding procedures
are not sufficient to limit need-to-know or access;

(b) the number of persons who will need access
will be reasonably small and commensurate with the
objective of providing extra protection for the informa-

tion involved; and

» S
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(c) the special access controls balance the need
to protect the information against the full spectrum
of needs to use the information.

4-203. All special access programs shall be
reviewed regularly and, except those required by treaty
or international agreement, shall terminate automatic-
ally every five years unless renewed in accordance with
the procedures in Section 4-2.

4-204. Within 180 days after the effective date
of this Order, agency heads shall review all existing
special access programs under their jurisdiction and
continue them only in accordance with the procedures in
Section 4-2. Each of those agency heads shall also
establish and maintain a system of accounting for
special access programs. The Director of the Informa-
tion Security Oversight Office shall have non-delegable
access to all such accountings.

4-3. Access by Historical Researchers and Former

Presidential Appointees.

4-301. The requirement in Section 4-101 that
access to classified information may be granted only as
is necessary for the performance of official duties may
be waived as provided in Section 4-302 for persons who:

(a) are engaged in historical research projects,
or

(b) previously have occupied policy-making
positions to which they were appointed by the President.

4-302, Waivers under Section 4-301 may be granted

only if the agency with jurisdiction over the information:




STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I am pleased to sign the Executive Order revamping
the government's security classification system.

The public is entitled to know as much as possible
about the government's activities. Classification should
be used only to protect legitimate national security secrets
and never to cover up mistakes or improper activities.

While some material must be classified, the government
classifies too much information, classifies it too highly,
and for too long. These practices violate the public's
right to know, impose unnecessary costs, and weaken pro-
tection for truly sensitive information by undermining
respect for all classification.

The new Order will increase openness in government
by limiting classification and accelerating declassification.
At the same time, it will improve protection for information
that needs to be kept secret.

The standard for classification has been tightened.

No document is to be classified unless its release reasonably
could be expected to cause identifiable damage to the
national security. Insignificant damage is not a basis

for classification. In addition, the number of agencies

and officials with classification authority is being reduced.
Delegation of such authority shall be held to a minimum.

All documents should be declassified as early as national
security permits. Under the new Order, most documents will
be declassified after no more than six years. Only agency
heads and officials with Top Secret classification authority

may classify for a longer period and only by indicating

why classification will remain necessary despite the passage
of time. With a few exceptions, the documents given extended

classification will be declassified after no more than 20
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years. The millions of documents classified under prior

Orders that are over 20 years old will be reviewed and --
in almost all cases -- released as quickly as possible.

I expect all officials to follow these procedures and
the others set out in the new Order. But experience has
taught us that strong oversight is needed, both to make
the classification system as open as possible and to safe-
guard properly classified documents. Each agency that
handles classified information should take care to ensure
that its personnel understand and follow the new procedures.

In addition, I have created an Information Security
Oversight Office to provide overall supervision. This Office
will have authority to review agencies' procedures and files.
It can overrule their regulations and their decisions on
classification of individual documents, subject to appeal
to the National Security Council. The Office will report
regularly to the NSC and to me on compliance with the Order.
The Office is a key element to the new classification system,
and it will have my strong support.

In a break from precedent, this Order was drafted in
consultation with several Congressional Committees and
private groups. I particularly wish to thank Senators
James Abourezk, Joseph Biden, Edmund Muskie, and
Representatives Edward Boland and Richardson Preyer for

their valuable assistance.
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