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sign of the system. So the air is somewhat
cleared of chaff, electronic jamming devices,
radar-bllndlng blasts, protected warheads,
and decoys.

With the demise of the decoys, some per
8pective has been gained. The ground to
which the dOUbting scientists have shifted
is itself as doubtful. The claim now is that
for the defense of Minutemen one would want
a system different from Safeguard, because
its radar is soft, and therefore an easy and
inviting target. The ease with which radar
the "eye" of the system-can be destroyed
is the contentious issue on which critics pres
ently base their judgment that Safeguard can
be "easily" overwhelmed.

Any antiballlstic misslie system requires a
radar. Whether it is an easy target or a ditli
cult one depends on whether it is defended,
and, of course, Safeguard has, as a major
function, defense of its own radar.

Defending the radar means having misslles
avallable to intercept Soviet missiles aimed
at its destruction. To overwhelm the sys
tem the Soviets must fire a number of of
fensive missiles sufficient to exhaust the In
terceptors. Now, there is no reason to beUeve
that they wm have this number by the time
Safeguard will become operational. But rea
son has given way to invention here again,
and some scientists have postulated a special
Soviet missile force whose sole mission would
be to attack the radars in large numbers.

This speciallzed force does not now exist.
The Soviets lack the reqUired technology to
produce it. Their entire weapons program,
unlike our own, has concentrated on the
development of large, rather than small war
heads. Precise costs are uncertain, but cer
tainly high. Even if all of the necessary tech
nology, production, testing, evaluation, and
deployment could be managed, the required
effort would be considerable. And we could
make additions to Safeguard which, at sub
stantially lower cost, could offset even this
uncertain, diffiCUlt, and costly Soviet effort.

OFFENSE AND DEFENSE

Indeed, It is a reasonable hope that our
willingness and capacity to frustrate a Soviet
attack by forcing It to cope with Safeguard
will Induce the Russians to abandon efforts to
develop the means for such an attack. What
Is certainly clear is that if we make it easy
rather than difficult for them, and If we make
it cheap rather than expensive, we wlll only
encourage a posture that we have sought
persistently, with great elIort, to frustrate
and dissuading them from developing.

While on this point, let me warn against
the danger of underestimating defense even
in nuclear war. Throughout milltary history
the advantage has moved back and forth
between the offense and the defense, but
never to the eUmlnation, or even great re
duction in the importance of either. To use
"a Maginot Line mentality" as a pejorative
term is to be trapped by a cUche. The Magi
not Line was good and useful strategically
and tactically. It was never designed as the
sole and sufficient defense of France. Its
flanks and top had to be protected also.

The Germans never broke the Maginot
Line; they outflanked It at its northern end
through feebly-held Belgian positions and
inadequate British and French mobile forces.
The planned ABM deployment can be sat
urated but not by misslles It is planned
to meet in the mld-1970s. If these are in
creased, Safeguard can be increased also.
But to 'wrlte off our bombers and land-based
missile forces and rely only on submarines
as critics suggest would be true Maglnot
psychology.

Third, it Is argued that Safeguard w!ll
seriously Interfere with much-needed social
programs to improve our domestic Hfe. This
argument Is untrue and based on the subtle
misrepresentation tha' defense expenditures
over the past several years have "taken

away" resources for domestic needs. On the
contrary, from 1964 to 1970 Federal expendi
tures on welfare programs increased 120 per
cent, while defense spending, including Viet
nam, increased only 55 percent. Furthermore,
our direct expenditures on the nuclear stra
tegic forces have decreased by about 50 per
cent from 16 billion dollars to 8 blllion
dollars annually. DUring the same period the
Soviet expenditures in the same field have
Increased by about 70 percent, from $10 blJ
lion to $17 billlon.

The requested ABM Safeguard program
for five years is projected at $10 blllion, in
clUding research and development. On an
annual basis this amounts to about one
fortieth of the current defense bUdget and
less than one-fourth of one percent of our
gross national product.

This comparatively small Investment buys
added security for a large portion of our
retallatory force. To give an idea. of the
order of magnitUde involved, the needed ex
penditure by this country over the next
five years to clear up pollution of the at
mosphere would be about $150 blllion.

Moreover, the critics who suggest that the
total $101 billlon cost of Safeguard could
be saved for other uses are either mislead
ing themselves or misleading the publlc.
Virtually all the critics of Safeguard have
advocated continuing research and develop
ment of ABM, which presently makes up
more than three blllion dollars of the total
program cost. The critics themselves never
cease to recommend alternatives to Safe
guard which, if not as irresponSible as the
"launch-on-warnlng" doctrine, are at the
least costly, probably more costly than Safe
guard.

The recent proposal that we double the
number of our Minuteman mlsslJes so that a
sufficient number will survive a Soviet attack
has been advocated largely on the grounds
that it would cost less than Safeguard. Such
a program would, however, almost certainly
precipitate a dangerous increase in offensive
missiles on both sides, as each struggled to
maintain its position in an offensive arms
race. The ultimate cost of such a program
would be very much higher than Safeguard,
as well as being open-ended and dangerously
destablUzlng.

WON'T HURT ANYONE

Fourth, It is argued that an ABM deploy
ment wm inhibit negotiation with the Rus
sians about limiting nuclear armaments.
This argument goes against both reason and
experience. Safeguard does not add offen
sive weapons that Russians might belleve
they must match. The ABM wllI not hurt
anyone, It wlll not enter Soviet territory. It
Is designed to meet and destroy an otrenslve
weapon In space or above our territory. The
Russians already have the ABM; they under
stand it. Our possession and deployment of
these weapons will add greatly to their hesi
tancy to precipitate doomsday, but not to
their fear that we wlll do so.

There have been no official or unofficial
complaints by the Soviets, of which I am
aware, concerning our proposals now and
earller to develop and deploy ABMs. Their
leaders repeatedly assert the deslrablUty of
purely defensive weapons. Soviet strategic
and poUtical plans and agreements are made
strictly In accordance with their own esti
mate of what Is to their national interest,
with What they call the calculus of forces.
What we do is of Interest to them In Its ef
fect, if any, on that calculus.

A decision by the Congress to reject the
President's Safeguard proposal or to delay it
pending negotiations with the Soviet Union
would be seen In Moscow as a weakening of
the United States deterrent forces. Either de
cision would materially reduce the chances
for a successful outcome of those negotia
tions.

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 FOR
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF MIS
SILE TEST FACILITIES AT KWAJ
ALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND RE
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH
The Senate resumed the considera-

tion of the bill (S. 2546) to authorize ap
propriations during the fiscal year 1970
for procurement of aircraft, missiles,
naval vessels, and tracked combat ve
hicles, and research, development, test,
and eva~uation for the Armed Forces,
and to authorize the construction of test
facilities at Kwajalein Missile Range,
and to prescribe the authorized person
nel strength of the Selected Reserve of
each Reserve component of the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I
should like to speak today on the critical
issue of the anti-ballistic-missile system.
I have spoken frequently against the rec
ommendations of the Committee on
Armed Services, and today I should like
to speak in detail, setting forth the rea
sons for my opposition.

I certainly do not want to see this
country undefended but I also do not
want us to live under the illusion that
the Safeguard ABM system will provide
an adequate defense.

If I thought Safeguard would make our
chances for survival greater, I would
support it.

If I thought large expenditures of
funds on an ABM system would provide
an effective defense for the country, I
would advocate spending the money.

I favor continued research, develop
ment, and testing for ABM systems.
R.D. & T. serves a double purpose: it
protects us against changes in the world
nuclear situation and it either produces
a workable ABM or provides the system
unworkable. Also, It avoids fantastically
expensIve deployment costs on a system
which may be unworkable or obsolete.

The Hart-Cooper amendment stresses
further ABM research, development, and
testing, but it carefully prevents deploy
ment of any sort; nothIng can go Into the
ground. The reasoning behind it is that
deployment is what throws uncertainties
into the arms race and disarmament
talks; deployment is what commits us to
a system.

If, as the amendment provides, there
is to be no preparation of any site, re
search and development will not be con
ducted in North Dakota or Montana. The
facilities at Kwajalein or the contrac
tors' plants are far better suited for test
ing than installation facilities not yet
constructed.

Any partial preparation of missile sites
will commit us to further deployment;
therefore, I support the Hart-Cooper
amendment that will allow further ABM
research and development, but bar the
deployment of any components of the
system.

The reasons for my position reflect my
general views on the deployment of Safe
guard. I have opposed it because I fear
its effect on the crucial disarmament
talks; question its technical feasibility;
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believe there are better, cheaper, and
more certain means of protection; am
not convinced that the Russian threat is
as immediate as the Pentagon would
have us believe; and place a priority on
domestic spending to meet our tremen
dous needs at home.

Nuclear clouds. Mushroom shaped.
Scattered across the face of the earth.
We live daily and have for the past two
decades with the possibility. Occasion
allY, we worry about it publicly, as in the
1950's, when local schools, and municipal
buildings were stocked with civil defense
shelters and supplies, or in 1962, when we
had a close brush with nuclear con
frontation in Cuba.

Nevertheless, day in and day out, 1,054
intercontinental missiles wait to be re
leased, 30 minutes from their anticipated
destination in the Soviet Union.

Of the 656 sea-based missiles, about
400 are always beneath the sea waiting
to be launched from 41 Polaris sub
marines.

Forty percent of the 680 interconti
nental bombers, armed with four hydro
gen bombs each, are kept on strategic
alert, ready to take off in less than 15
minutes at warning provided by the bal
listic missile early warning system.

The United States plans to double its
more than 4,000 strategic nuclear weap
ons in the next few years.

Minuteman II, the third version of the
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missile,
currently is replacing the two earlier
versions. If the Minuteman ill force is
set at 500 missiles, total individually
aimed ICBM warheads will increase from
1,000 to 2,000. The submarine Polaris
A-3, also a third-generation missile, is
fitted With a cluster of three warheads.
With oompletion of the planned Poseidon
submarine force, indiVidually aimed war
heads on submarines will rise from 656
to more than 6,000. Within the next sev
eral years, about one-half of the bomber
force will be replaced with new and faster
aircraft. And none of this includes the
tactical nuclear weapons we have posi
tioned throughout the world.

Arrayed on the Soviet side are between
1,050 and 1,100 intercontinental ballistic
missiles, about 700 of which have been
deployed in the last 3 years. Two hun
dred of these missiles are the large and
accurate SS-9 which, like the U.S.
Minuteman II, may be outfitted with
multiple individually aimed warheads
in the future. The Soviet Union also has
between 700 and 800 intermediate-range
ballistic missiles aimed at Western
Europe.

Within the past year, the Russians
have launched several submarines com
parable to the U.S. Polaris, carrying 30
long-range missiles. Their arsenal in
cludes 10 to 15 other nuclear-powered
submarines each carrying three missiles
of a shorter range capability.

Obviously, the world nuclear destruc
tive capacity has grown from the de
velopment of the atomic and hydrogen
bombs to immense proportions, with the
major powers having more than suffi
_cient sophisticated delivel'Y systems for
hydrogen weapons. The United States
maintains its numerical lead in every
category of weapons, but both are con-

fident of the capability to kill hundreds
of millions of persons.

The capability exists and is deployed;
however, it has not been used because of
belief in mutual detenence. Both Russia
and the United States are deterred from
launching a "first-strike" by the knowl
edge that the other would inevitably re
taliate, and could destroy one-third to
two-thirds of the attacker's population
and industry.

This uneasy deterrence balance is
threatened by the deployment of the
American Safeguard anti-ballistic-mis
sile system. The threat comes from un
certainties-the uncertainties as to
whether an anti-ballistic-missile system
can work because it is impossible to test
under the circumstances of a real nuclear
warhead attack, the uncertainties which
come with the inevitable introduction of
offensive weapons to negate the effective
ness of an ABM defense, the uncertain
ties which must be added when we spiral
into a new round of nuclear weapons de
velopment and the uncertainties about
our intentions when the deployment of
more weapons indicates a decision to
spend on military materials rather than
on peaceful and domestic needs.

Unusable nuclear weapons offer us
nothing but a balance of terror. After
having stockpiled nuclear weapons with
an explosive power of 15 tons of TNT
for every man, woman, and child on
earth, it seems absurd to be told that
we must increase our nuclear -armaments
so that we can disarm from a position
of strength. An equal absurdity is that
the moment we begin the work on
ABM's, we and the Russians also build
the MIRV-multiple independent re
entry vehicle-the weapon to circumvent
ABM's.

The impact of agonies and absurdities
surrounding the American defense pos
ture of the past 20 years, Prof. George
Wald, of Harvard, says, is what is both
ering the students. "I think that what
we are up against is a generation that
is by no means sure that it has a future."

To straighten out the problems which
Americans confront, both young and
old, we must make clear that we are a
nation of peace, not a nation of war; a
nation of life and not one of death and
destruction. The best way we can do this
is by making every possible effort to
achieve successful disarmament talks.

First. Ending the nuclear arms race is
so important that we must let nothing
jeopardize disarmament talks. I fear the
effect of a decision to deploy Safeguard,
creating uncertainties about our good
intentions and difficulties for enforcing
any arms accord. If we fail to take ad
vantage of an opportunity to level off
the arms race when both the Americans
and the Russians feel that they have a
secure deterrence, we forgo a rare op
portunity to achieve peace and security.

Both the Nucle?r Nonproliferation
Treaty and the possibility for disarma
ment talks offer some hope of escape
from the arms race. After China and
France entered the category of nations
with nuclear capability, we sought inter
national agreement to stop the world
wide depioyment of nUClear weapons.
The treaty may be abrogated, but inter-

national negotiations and agreements.
international good faith, are truly our
only means of survival. The Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty gives us a
chance to step back, at least symboli
cally, from the international competition
in arms, and to enCOUrage other nations
to do the same thing

Section VI of the Nuclear Nonpro
liferation Treaty requires the United
States and Russia to do everything pos
sible to halt the arms race, including
disarmament talks. Whether or not we
follow that specific encouragement, the
U.S. acceptance of the treaty is hollow
indeed if it is not followed by other
efforts to dampen the arms race. How
ever, our good faith will also be ques
tIoned if we move ahead with ABM
deployment notwithstanding ongoing
disarmament talks. Deployment of the
ABM or any other new missile devel
opment such as the MIRV fiies in the
face of our proclaimed policy of non
proliferation.

1 am teniblyafraid that our deploy
ment of ABM, even the initial authoriza
tion of deployment at two sites, and the
further testing and installation of
MIRVed warheads will seriously jeop
ardize any chance we have of achieving
accord through disarmament talks.
Therefore, I deplore the fact that the Air
Force recently ordered MIRV warheads.

I joined with 40 other Members of the
Senate to introduce a resolution calling
upon the administration to enter into a
mutual moratorium with the Soviet
Union on testing the MIRV warheads.
Although the Soviets possess the tech
nology and capability to deploy MIRV,
it is unclear whether· tests of their ver
sion of the MIRV have begun. The best
way to stop Soviet development of the
weapon is a suspension of American tests
as long as the Soviet Union refrains from
testing as well. This would keep the situ
ation stable until there is an opportunity
to reach agreement on a limitation of
both ABM and MIRV.

There simply is no need to develop ei
ther the anti-ballistic-missile system of
MIRV if we can reach an agreement with
the Soviets to stop mutual development.

On the other hand, President Nixon's
policy for the talks seems to be negotia
tion of a weapons escalation. Mr. Presi
dent, I will repeat the last sentence, be
cause I am very fearful that what I say
is correct. On the other hand, President
Nixon's policy for the talks seems to be
negotiation of a weapons escalation. The
administration freely acknowledges and
proc;aims it is now deploying the MIRV
system. The administration must intend
to negotiate a workable MIRV and a
workable ABM if it follows the line that
we would put ourselves in the strongest
position by having both an ABM system
and a fully-tested MIRV when we go into
the talks. The majority of the commit
tee on Armed Services made explicit
their view of the administration's posi
tion:

The President believes that the backing of
the Congress on his SafegullId program would
strengthen his hand in the forthcoming
negotiatiOns with tIle Soviet Union on the
llmltation of offensive and defensive nuclear
systems. If we unilaterally abandon all de
ployment of our ABM's, what Incentive do
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we give the Soviets to negotiate with us a
limit or a reduction In their ABM deploy
ment?

The Secretary of Defense, Melvin
Laird, in his defense of the Safeguard
system in hearings before a House Ap
propriations Subcommittee on May 22,
1969, brushed off the problems of achiev
ing arms limitation while the Safeguard
is being deployed:

Meanwhile, we have to deal with the world
as It Is today. Until an acceptable arrange
ment Is achieved, we must continue to Insure
the sufficiency of our deterrent.

Noting the existence of the Galosh
ABM defense which has been deployed
around Moscow and contains 67 mis
siles--a system most observers term ob
solete--Laird continued his testimony:

It Is entirely possible that a Soviet-United
States agreement on strategic arms limita
tion might provide for limited ABM defense
on both sides.

He ignored, however, any problems of
Soviet reaction or of inspection.

The obstacles, which deployment of
ABM and MIRV could put in the way of
achieving some type of arms limitation
agreement are: First, what will be the
Soviet reaction-and our counter-reac
tion-and second, assuming that the
situation does not remain stable, once
we have achieved even limited ABM and
MIRV deployment, how can any limita
tion and its accompanying verification
problems be achieved.

We must assume that the Soviet re
action to our deployment of ABM will
be to either scale up the number of de
terrent missiles, strengthen their own
anti-ballistic-missile system, or put mul
tiple warheads on their existing missiles.
The response might well include all
three. We should keep in mind that one
of the reasons used by the administra
tion for present deployment of the Safe
guard system is that the Russians have
deployed a limited anti-ballistic-missile
system.

Of course, the fear of either country
concerning the other's ABM system is
that it may be effective, and if it is effec
tive, it could end the deterrent value of
existing missiles. Mutual deterrents de
pend not on the number of weapons
maintained by each side, but on the as
surance that either side wiII be able to re
taliate to a degree that is unacceptable
if attacked by the other. If one country
can protect itself against attack, then it
can use its missiles on an offensive, "first
strike" basis with impunity. Secretary
Laird has argued that the Soviets are
moving toward a "first-strike" capacity
with the development of larger and more
accurate missiles and a small ABM
system.

The Soviets could argue that the
United States is doing the same thing by
deploying ABM and adding MIRV war
heads to our existing nuclear weapons.
Our ABM sYstem contains at least 10
times as many missiles as the Galosh sys
tem around Moscow. A Soviet cost anal
ysis would show that mOl$t of the cost of
the proposed American ,safeguard sys
tem goes purely for popliidion defense
although its proponents claim the system

is intended to defend our missiles, bomb
ers, and the center of command, Wash
ington, D.C.

Safeguard presumes to protect nearly
all of the United States from a "light" or
accidental attack and it can be the basis
for a "thick" city defense system which
the Russians would fear as giving us the
"first-stlike" capacity. In addition, we
have begun work on MIRV which can
circumvent the ABM on the grounds that
the Russians have deployed an ABM
system around Moscow.

Developments by one nation inevitably
breed developments by the other.

Although the Defense Department
claims a rapid buildup in Soviet forces
indicates their push toward a "first
strike" capacity, many other observers
argue that the rapid Soviet buildup is
only an effort to achieve parity with the
number of missiles maintained by the
United States.

If both the United States and Russia
have ABM and MIRV, arms limitation
negotiators, although they might be able
to negotiate an acceptable limitation on
the deployment of ABM and MIRV,
would be faced with the problem of in
spection. As ABM defense may include a
large number of small missiles or mis
siles with multiple warheads which would
be impossible to count unless onsite in
spection were allowed. Equally difficult
to check would be the performance of
radars or computer programs. Deploy
ment of ABM enhances the incentives to
deploy MIRV, which makes the prob
ability of arriving at an agreement even
more complicated.

We have a chance in the ABM vote to
assure meaningful disarmament talks
uncomplicated by the problems of onsite
inspection-by demonstrating our good
faith and slowing the deployment of
ABM.

Proponents of ABM claim that it will
strengthen the President's hand as he
enters arms negotiations with the
Soviets. The assumption is that if the
Soviets enter negotiations with a de
ployed ABM system, we should too. How
ever, if the United States argues that it
should be allowed to catch up to the
modest Soviet system, then the Soviets
in turn could argue that they should be
permitted to close the gap in submarine
launched missile capabilities and the
strategic bomber force. The superiority
of the American Polaris force offsets by
many times the U.S.S.R. ABM system.

The United States would do better if
all new strategic force deployment, both
offensive and defensive, for both
sides is terminated as soon as possible.
If disarmament talks fail and if the
United States is in danger of dropping
behind in the arms race, we can then
rapidly deploy more offensive nuclear
weapons.

Of course, I recognize that we must
not fail to insure the safety of the United
States from nuclear attack. On the other
hand, we must not fail to take any steps
to reduce or terminate the possibility of
such attack. At the moment, the two
world power nuclear forces are balanced,
and that balance exists at a level far
above the number of weapons needed to

inflict catastrophic damage. This dan·
gerous fact can give us hope, hope of
reaching some type of arms accord.

Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei A.
Gromyko, speaking recently in Moscow
to the Supreme Soviet, gave encourage
ment to an atmosphere which can pro
duce meaningful talks; he said:

We are for the development of good rela~

tlons with the United States and would llke
these relations to be turned Into friendly
ones because we are convinced that this
would correspond to the interests of both
the Soviet and the American peoples . . •
when it comes to problems of safeguarding
peace, the Soviet Union and the United
States can find a common language.

He reaffirmed Soviet willingness to
seek negotiations with the United States,
but the Russians have yet to reply to
the U.S. proposal to begin disarmament
talks in the first 2 weeks of August. We
should keep that fact in mind during our
consideration of the effect of Safeguard
deployment on Soviet willingness to talk
about arms limits.

Our situation is well described at the
conclusion of the "Over View" section by
Abram Chayes, Jerome B. Wiesner,
George W. Rathjens, and Steven Wein
berg in "ABM: an Evaluation of the De
cision to Deploy an Anti-Ballistic-Missile
System."

We are now at a point where It can be said
that both sides have a sufficiency, a moment
of rare and precious strategic balance. That
Is why this moment seemed so hopeful for
the conclusion of some kind of strategic arms
llmltatlon agreement, In Which, as almost
everyone agrees, the best hope for ultimate
securlty lles.

If there are risks In deferring deployment
for a time, we beHeve they are small. There
are also risks In going forward now, because
If this moment Is lost, one like It will not
come soon again.

Second. Safeguard is the most sophis
ticated system ever designed, and we
have little assurance that it wiII work.
More research, development, and test
ing should give that knowledge before we
make a decision for deployment.

Assuming that what is for me the
most important consideration-achiev
ing arms limitation-is not a factor, will
the proposed ABM system achieve its
purposes?

The Safeguard system contemplates
deployment at 12 sites within the con
tinental United States: at missile bases,
air bases and around Washington, D.C.
The location of the sites provides light
air cover for the entire continent. The
Armed Services Committee has reported
a bill which would authorize phase 1 of
the Safeguard plan. Phase 1 allows ac
quisition of the sites at Grand Forks,
N. Dak., and Malmstrom, Mont., and the
missiles' radar and computer systems
there.

The chief purpose of the ABM Safe
guard system, we are told this year, is to
defend American missile wings. At the
same time SaJeguard is basically the
Sentinel system proposed by President
Johnson and intended to provide light
protection for many American cities. By
reducing the numberof missile sites, in
creasing the radar capacity, and moving
the missiles away from major cities, sen-
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tinel has become Safeguard, deployed not
against a future Chinese attack on our
cities, but against a future Soviet attack
on our missile bases.

The shift is intended to allay Russian
fears that the United States is building
a viable defense that will protect it from
the Russian deterrent. The basic com
ponents of Safeguard remain tho..«e of an
area defense, providing a very light mis
sile cover for nearly the entire con
tinental United States.

Safeguard inclUdes two separate ra
dar systems: PAR-perimeter acquisi
tion radar-a long-range radar design to
detect incoming missiles at a range of
1,000 to 2,000 miles and track them until
they come into the range of MSR-mis
sile site radar-which performs surveil
lance and detection, target track, missile
track, and command functions for the
Safeguard antiballistic missiles. Their
extensive range means the PAR's are not
needed at every site.

The computers for this system, the
largest and most complex ever built, are
intended to interpret the radar signals,
identify and track targets, distinguish
between actual warheads and decoys, al
locate and guide the Safeguard missiles,
and fire them when they are within range
of their target.

The two missiles in the system are the
Spartan and the Sprint. The Spartan is
a long-range missile, armed with a large
warhead and designed to intercept in
coming missiles in outer space. At that
altitude effects from a nuclear explo
sion are felt on the surface of the earth.
Spartan, therefore, is designed as a city
defense, but an ineffective or open one
because it is easy to fool the Spartan
missile. All decoys, penetration devices
and attempts to jam a missile are ef
fective in outer space.

The other missile, Sprint, has a range
of about 25 miles, is highly maneuver
able, and has a high rate of acceleration.
The Sprint is designed to pick up incom
ing missiles which escape the Spartan.
It is less easy to mislead the Sprint with
decoys because most of them burn up
as the incoming'missile enters the at
mosphere.

The weakest link in the system is the
radar. For radars to work they cannot
be protected in silos such as the offensive
missiles are. Consequently they are quite
soft and vulnerable to less than a direct
hit by an incoming missile. The radar
sits exposed and virtually unprotecta
ble-potentially as ineffective as a
blinded Cyclops.

The long-range radar has little capa
bility to discriminate between actual
warheads and decoys. In addition, in
coming missiles may be equipped with
electronic jamming devices intended to
mislead' the radar. The Russians have
developed FOBS-fractional orbit bom
bardment system-which delivers a mis
sile on a much lower orbiting trajectory.
accomplished by placing a missile in orbit
and then breaking the orbit, giving the
defensive radar scarcely 3 minutes waln
ing. Intentionally caused fire storms or
nuclear explosions screen incoming mis
siles from the defending radar.

No possibility exists for testing the sys
tem because it is impossible to simulate

an incoming nuclear attack with simul
taneous explosions.

The radars, computers, and missiles
must operate in close coordination, and
the system., to be effective, must be able
to handle a large number of incoming
missiles at a time when there may be
many nuclear explosions and blackouts.
Past experience with complicated radar
and computer systems is not encour
aging. The SAGE-Semi-Automatic
Ground Environment-was a defense
system designed to protect against
manned-bomber attack through the use
of radar and computer analysis. After 15
years of work and $20 billion, SAGE has
not worked well enough to convince us of
its reliability against a well-planned air
attack. In this year's bUdget, the admin
istration is asking for an airborne warn
ing system (AWACS) because the
ground-based radar was vulnerable in
earlier warning systems; at the same
time, the administration presses the ex
pensive Safeguard which will be entirely
dependent on ground-based radar.

Problems exist with each of the ABM
components, and no one knows yet
whether the system wlll work as a whole.
All political questions aside, much more
research and development and testing is
needed before we deploy Safeguard.

I agree with the members of the Senate
Armed Services Committee that we
should continue research and develop
ment on ABM systems. The world situa
tion may change, and we may later want
to deploy an ABM of some type; I do not
believe that we should close aU doors to
that possibility.

Third. Alternatives to Safeguard exist
that are better, cheaper and more cer
tain to achieve the purposes of an anti
ballistic-missile system.

Technical difficulties present different
problems of varying seriousness of each
of the specific defensive purposes.

The defensive missile site problems in
clude the large number of Sprints which
may be needed to destroy incoming
ICBM's and the vulnerability of the
radar. It would be much cheaper to either
superharden the missile silos or increase
the number of our offensive missiles so
that more of them would survive an at
tempted preemptive first strike.

If a large number of offensive missiles
are fired at one Minuteman site and if
our ABM system at 95 percent effective
ness will allow one in 20 of the incoming
missiles to penetrate the defense, it is
difficult to expect the President to wait
and see if the attack fails. Undoubtedly
he would launch the Minutemen, and the
ABM would be left defending open holes.
If an enemy knows that the President
will wait out a first-strike attack, it
serves only to encourage that attack.

Cities are "soft" targets and extremely
vulnerable to even one missile with a
nuclear warhead eluding the defense.
The Spartan missiles are especially de
signed to protect population centers, but
decoys and penetration devices in outer
space can mislead the radar and mis
direct the Spartan.

No one claims that either the Sentinel
or Safeguard system would be an ade
quate defense for cities. President Nixon,
on March 4, 1969, warned-

The heaviest deteIl.'>e system we COIl.'>idered,
one designed to protect our major cities, still
could not prevent a catastrophic level at U.S.
fatalities from a deliberate all-out Soviet at
tack.

Secretary of Defense Laird presented
the predicted fatalities from a Soviet first
strike in the mid-1970's. A Soviet attack
with no defense could kill betwe.:n 110
and 120 million Americans. It was pre
dicted that the Sentinel system would
cut the deaths to 100 million, decreasing
the death rate by only about 15 percent.

Bomber bases are the same soft targets
as cities. Safeguard's protection for them
is ineffective and unneeded because the
warning system and rad~rs give ample
opportunity for aircraft carrying nuclear
arms to be aloft by the time missiles
arrive.

ABM is also sold as protection against
the accidental release of a missile against
the United States. A better protection
against an accidental launching is the
use of a self-destructive device on each
missile; such devices should be a subject
for negotiation at the strategic arms
limitation talks. Indeed it is perplexing
why we have not equipped our ICBM's
already with a self-destruct mechanism
to avert an accident on our part.

Finally, in the attempt to find a pur
pose for phase I of the Safeguard sys
tem, Secretary of Defense Laird on Mr.y
22 rationalized the deployment of ABM
at two missile sites, Montana and North
Dakota, on the grounds that it would
provide an opportunity to test the sys
tem.

Neither the Governor of Montana nor
tLe Governor of North Da~ )ta is happy
about the prospect of ABM development
in his State.

The type of research and development
Mr. Laird envisaged at the two missile
bases would be possible only if offensive
missiles could be fired into the States
with a nuclear blackout of some sort
which is impossible under the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty. It would be far wiser
to continue the development and test
ing at Kwajalein where there are re
search and development facilities already
and the possibility exists of firing ICBM's
into Kwajalein to actually test the sys
tem in limlted circumstances.

In response to Mr. Laird's May 22 ABM
White Paper, George W. Rathjens, Je
rome B. Weisner, and Steven Weinberg,
pointed out:

One cannot but wonder it all at the re<lent
emphasis on the advantage of Phase I de
ployment for check-out and R&D purposes
is an afterthought-an effort to find an ac
ceptable rationale for the Safeguard deci
sion, arrived at after it had become apparent
that both the threat to our retaliatory force
and Safeguard's actual utlllty as a defense
for Mjnuteman had been much overstated.

The honorable Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. GORE) has referred to the ABM sys
tem as a program hi search of a mission.
And indeed it is. We could have found
and still can develop a better means of
defending our ICBM's with an anti-bal
listic-missile system which would be less
expensive, and contain .more, smaller
missiles and a less sophisticated radar.

Chayes, Wiesner, Rathjens, and Wein
berg outlined a good defense for our de
terrent if a need were determined. First,



July 28, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 20997
the ABM system would be concentrated
to protect enough intercontinental bal
listic missiles to assure the retaliatory ca
pacity of the United States to any enemy
first strIke. They suggest that it protect
two wings of missiles and not include the
soft bomber bases. Second, it would not
include Spartans and PAR's, Intended
for long-range use, and ineffective
against heavy sophisticated attacks.
Third, rather than· using Sprints, it
would use a simpler and cheaper weap
on which could be deployed in greater
numbers. The simpler w'eapon, although
it would not protect cities, would be suf
ficient for the protection of hardened
missiles sites. Fourth, it would use more,
cheaper, harder radars at each missile
site. And finally, the computer program
ing would be far simpler because most
decoys and penetration tactics are less
effective at lower altitudes.

Basically, it is much simpler to defend
our missile sites because they can be
defended at lower altitudes. And as long
as we are sure that we have retaliatory
capacities sufficient to destroy or inflict
intolerable damage upon the attacking
nation, the concept of mutual deterrence
keeps nuclear peace.

We should step back from Safeguard.
If we later decide that it is necessary
to deploy a deterrent defense, then we
should deploy one that is designed to be
effectIve. The trouble with Safeguard Is
that it is basically a city defense sys
tem with much of its cost allocated to
components designed to defend a city
against a light nuclear attack.

Secretary Laird in his March 19 testi
mony said that one of the reasons the
administration rejected Sentinel was
that it could be interpreted by the Rus
sians as a first step toward a heavy city
defense. Although the Safeguard missiles
are not deployed as close to cities, the
system itself is basically the same and
subject to the same interpretations. A
city defense, if it makes us invulnerable
to attack and gives us the capacity for a
safe first strike-at least if that is what
the Russians think it does-stells up the
ante In an arms race. Safeguard gives us
a poor defense of the Minuteman mis
siles, very little protection from attack
against our cities, and makes the Rus
sians believe that we are building the
basIs for a city defensive system.

If we are concerned about the poten
tial Russian threat of the mid-1970's, we
should choose a response which takes less
leadtime to develop than the complicated
anti-ballistic-missile system. Because it
takes between a year and a half and 2
years from the start of construction to
the operational availability of an
ICBM-as compared to the 1976 avall
ablllty of ABM-it is wiser to plan to
deploy more Minuteman missiles if we
need them based on the evidence we
have in 1972 or 1973. That alternative
would protect us as well by 1975 as would
the provocative ABM.

Thus far, about $4.7 billion has been
spent in research and development on
latld-to-air nuclear defense systems, in
cluding the Sentinel. Mr. Laird, to illus
trate that the ABM system Is ready for
production and deployment, noted that
some of the components are already be-

ing manUfactured, and that $434 million
has been obligated for procurement; as
of March 30, 1969, $103 million in pro
curement funds had been expended. Al
though the bill before the Senate author
izes research and development, procure
ment and construction for ABM at a
cost of about $760 million, the actual
cost of fiscal 1970 expenditures on Safe
guard is an appropriation request of
slightly over $1 billion plus $350,000 car
ried forward from the past year.

Costs for the completed Safeguard
ABM are estimated presently at between
$10 and $13 billion. The senior Senator
from Missouri, (Mr. SYMINGTON), citing
the additional costs of the C-5A trans
port plane and the F-l11-at 5 times its
original price-said it is within the range
of possibility that the "thin" system
could cost at least $40 billion, and if we
develop a heavier defense system, the
cost could go as high as $400 billion, a
figure greater than the current national
debt.

The $40 billion figure includes suffi
cient missiles and radars for 95 percent
effective protection of Minuteman mis
siles. This means that 1 In 20 offen
sive missiles would elude ABM, per
haps knocking out the system's radar
and thus destroying the defense for a
Minuteman wing. The price for ABM
jumps to $100 billion if ABM is deployed
to defend 50 cities; the additional cost
covers many more missiles, radars, and
computers. If 95 percent effective ABM
protection is provided for the entire
country, the cost may go as high as $400
billion, and still there is the chance that
one in 20 missiles may get through.

The cost of any ABM system must be
measured in the tens of billions of dol
lars; in contrast, we can duplicate the
entire ICBM force or the entire Polaris
fleet for about $5 bUlion. The cost of
superhardening 1,000 Minuteman mis
siles Is between $6 and $7 billion. Super
hardening would protect three times as
many Minutemen as Safeguard phase I
which would cost $4 bUlion, and super
hardening would increase the number of
surviving missiles at least half again as
compared to the number which would
survive if protected by the full Safe
guard program at a cost of more than
$10 billion

If we do not deploy ABM we will con
tinue to have sufficient defense to pro
tect us for some time to come: the Po
laris missiles, the defensive measure~ al
ready taken to protect the ICBM's, and
the mobility and quick reaction of bomb
ers. The Safeguard system is intended
to protect our MInuteman missiles. How
ever, those missiles are already in hard
ened silos which prevent their destruc
tion unless the attacking missile Is ac
curate and carrying a heavy warhead.
The early warning system allows a suffi
cient time for the Strategic Air Command
to become airborne. Safeguard, as pres
ently designed, would not assist In a de
fense of bomber bases from a simul
taneous Russian attack on bomber bases
and nuclear sites because radar::; em
ployed in the ABM, if they work as de
scribed, pi<:k up an incoming missile in
t1meto allow the bombers to leave the

ground. The ABM is not intended to
protect our Polaris missiles.

The key to our defense and stability
has been, and will continue to be, the
near-iJwulnerabil1ty of the deterrent
force which arises from the diYersity of
weapons systems and the power of any
single strategic weapon "'hich we might
send against an enemy urban target.

Fourth. The proponents of Safeguard 
base their case upon the threat pf Rus
sian missile development. They ignore
the ease with which the Russians, if
their threat is growing as fast as claimed,
can nullify whatever ABM protection we
deploy.

Our positiqn- is sufficiently strong for
us to avoid the fears of a Russian build
up, but most military planners overreact
to any new developments. We have been
plagued with cries of "missile gap" for
the past 15 J'ears. The Senate Committee
on Armed Services report on the ABM
included minority views that the com
mittee heard witnesses for deployment
who said little other than to reemphasize
fears of the Soviet Union. Questioning
of Secretary Laird in the past few
months indicates that this administra
tion's justification for deploying a sys
tem to protect our missile sites from Rus
sian attack is based upon the same evi
dence which allowed the previous ad
ministration to officially ignore the Rus
sians and deploy a similar ABM system
near cities to protect against a light
Chinese attack.

Why the Russians accepted talks and
what they plan in future missile deploy
ment figures heavily in the thinking of
proponents of ABM. President Nixon re
jected canceling the Safeguard program
and reverting to research and develop
ment because, according to Secretary
Laird:

He was convinced that the Soviet threat
to our bombers and land-based missiles was
more imminent than preViously assumed.

The majority report of the Armed
Services Committee also was based upon
a number of presumptions about Russian
intentions: what their position will be
in negotiations on ABM; how they will
react to the talks if the United States
does deploy ABM; and when they will
have a variety of new weapons.

The emphasis of the majority position
coincided with the armed services
minority summary of the evidence
presented:

It was noticed that witnesses who testified
for deployment of the system devoted much
If not most of their time to re-emphaslzlng
their fear of the Soviet Union; whereas wit
nesses who opposed the proposed system ex
pressed in detail Why they belleved the sys
tem would not work, or Why and how It
could be nulllfied in any real elfectiveness by
relatively minor additions to the Soviet SS-g
production.

The proponents of Safeguard, with
the assistance of the Department of De
fense, have declassified every possible
piece of evidence about the Russian
threat; at the same time they have re
fused to declassify how much more Rus
sian development wlll be necessary to
nullify our Safeguard system.

According to Wolfgang Panofsky, di-
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rector of the Stanford linear acceler
ator and an expert on nuclear physics:

If the threat to Minuteman grows at the
rate projected by the Defense Department,
and if Minuteman become vulnerable at a
certain time several years hence, then if the
Safeguard system were installed and func
tioned perfectly, then the Minuteman would
be just as vulnerable as before only a few
months later .

It would appear clear that if we pro-
ceed with these systems, the Soviet Union will
respond by increasing its offensive strength
so as to negate any possible advantage which
might be derived from said Safeguard de
ployment. The result could only be a further
escalation of the arms race.

The simplest offense against an ABM
protected installation would be to satu
rate it with incoming offensive missiles
or with multiple warheads such as MIRV
to the extent that all defensive missiles
are used up. Experts have calculated that
if we take into consideration a 30 per
cent failure probability for each missile,
something that must be done under the
present state of missile development,
then three defensive missiles must be al
located to destroy each incoming war
head with 97 percent certainty. This re
quires that each missile base have three
times as many defensive missiles as the
number of offensive missiles they expect
an attacker to use.

All of the Russian offensive missiles
might be directed at several U.S. missile
bases, and as long as the Russians have
a slim margin of offensive misslles after
the Safeguard defensive missiles are used
up, they retain the ability to destroy the
missile sites. An arms race between of
fensive missiles and the number of de
fensive misRiles needed to destroy incom
ing warheads could spiral beyond con
trol with neither side certain that it has
the needed slim marg'n.

Fifth. The deterioration and uncer
tainty in American life raises a different
security question; if we want to remedy
domestic ills we must cut back our im
mense and disproportionate defense ex
penditures.

After three decades of war, World War
II, the cold war, the Korean war, and the
current war in Vietnam, Americans are
tiring of military and defense spending
consuming 40 percent to 60 percent of
the Federal budget, especially as prob
lems in the United States become less
easy to ignore; they are becoming ap
prehensive of the warnings from the
Pentagon which justify new projects.

Gen. David M. Shoup, re~ired com
mandant of the U.S. Marine Corps, wrote
recently: .

The defense establishment now devotes a
large share of Its efforts to self-perpetuation,
to justifying Its organizations, to preaching
Its doctrines, and to self-maintenance and
management. Warfare becomes an extension
of war games and field tests. War justifies the
existence of the establishment.

And the Defense Establishment has
become the largest organization in the
world. The Pentagon spends almost 10
percent of the U.S. gross national prod
uct; its spending accounts for 43 cents
of every Federal tax dollar. Tl1e Military
Establishment employs directly or indi
rectly 8.5 million people-one of every
nine jobs in the United States. As of 1968

there were over 23 million living veter
ans of U.S. military service.

Congress has finally taken the size of
the military and General Eisenhower's
warning of the military-industrial com
plex to heart. Close investigation of De
fense Department practices reveals which
companies benefit from military procure
ment, contract profit margins and cost
overruns, inefficient or shabby perform
ance on contracts, the relationship be
tween the military research centers and
the Pentagon, and former military per
sonnel employed in the defense indus
tries.

In the past 6 months we have learned
that almost all large military contracts
overrun their original cost estimates from
200 percent to 700 percent. We have seen
billions of dollars expended on major
missile or defense systems abandoned as
obsolete or unworkable after years of
research and development. Work on such
projects as the B-70 bomber, the nuclear
powered airplane, the Dyna-soar, the Sea
Master jet-powered seaplane, and the
Skybolt continued long after the projects
were declared unworkable. More than $15
billion of tax money has gone for missile
systems produced, deployed, and then
abandoned as out-dated or unworkable.
The bad record of the military on keep
ing spending and costs under control
decreases our confidence that the ABM
is a system we can afford.

A commitment to an expensive, ques
tionable ABM when taxpayers are
caught between inflation largely caused
by high rates of Federal spending-l0
percent of the GNP is military spend
ing-and high taxes-43 cents of every
tax dollar goes to support the mllltary
is unwise. I believe we should cut all
funds for Safeguard deployment until
we are convinced that there is a need,
that there is no better alternative and
that the system works.

But for now the question is whether
we spend on destruction in the name of
protecting life-which no one claims the
Safeguard system can do-or on Ufe
giving domestic programs.

Almost every great nation has been
destroyed from within. If a nation will
not spend money on problems within,
then no amount of money spent on
dangers from without will save that na
tion. A nation with the capability of
destroying the world certainly must also
have the capability for encouraging life.

Surely feeding the hungry, housing
the poorly housed, remaking a livable
environment, and providing adequate
school and health facilities for millions
of Americans must come before the de
ployment of yet another nuclear weapons
system unless we find ourselves in a
changed world position where the protec
tion offered by our present deterrent is
no longer effective. The administration
states, however-

Notwithstanding the severe bUdget strin
gencies under which the Government will
have to operate over the next fiscal year,
President Nixon found it necessary to recom
mend this program to the Congress.

As Congress considers appropriations
for domestic programs throughout the
rest of the year, we shall realize exactly
how expensive ABM is. One sacIifice of

a human program to the military effort
was the $100 million cut the Nixon ad
ministration made in the Job Corps. As a
result of this cut, the number of Job
Corps slots were reduced by more than
half, ending training for 19,000 Corps
men; 340 of them were at the Job Corps
conservation camps at Lydick Lake and
Tamarac, Minn.

The $1 billion ABM will cost in fiscal
year 1970 could buy many other human
programs: $1 billion could buy day care
to provide Headstart opportunities for
625,000 more children. At least 500,000
welfare parents could receive job train
ing and full supporting services to move
into regular employment under the work
incentive program (WIN) for $1 billion.
$1 billion could buy 225,000 addition
al training-employment opportunities
through the new careers program. And
perhaps most striking, for less than half
the cost of ABM we could provide chil
dren's allowances of $50 per month for
all children under the age of 6.

Estimates supplied by the Department
of Agriculture, the Agricultural Commit
tee and the Naticnal Planning Associa
tion, the National Council on Hunger
and Malnutrition, and the Bureau of the
Budget indicate that to feed the hungry
through school lunches, food stamps and
direct commodity distribution w111 cost
anywhere from $2 to $4 billion dollars a
year.

Congress has never adequately funded
the low-income housing programs, rent
supplements, the homeownership pro
gram, or the model cities programs. The
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment receives hundreds more appli
cations than it can possibly fulfill. The
Riot Commission called for 6 million new
housing units in the next 5 years for low
and moderate-income families; the
Housing and Urban Development Act of
1968 set a similar goal for 10 years. The
price tag? $75 to $80 billion in Govern
ment assistance over a 10-year period
the military budget for 1 year.

Crime control and law enforcement.
Public transportation systems.
Clean air and water.
We are not the only nuclear power

feeling the pressure of domestic spend
ing needs. The director of the Russian
Institute at Columbia University, Prof.
Marshall D. Shulman believes that con
cern for the cost effect in the 1971-75
5-year plan of an upward-spiraling arms
race led the Soviet leadership into ac
cepting disarmament talks.

In a speech on the floor of the Senate
recently, the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. PROXMIRE) cataloged the Soviet
economic position.. He pointed out that
the Soviet Union supports 10 percent
more people than the United States on
one-half the economic production of this
country. Correspondingly, its military
budget at less than $40 billion is about
half that of the United States, after
making allowances for price and wage
differences.

The most severe Russian domestic
spending pressures come from the agri
cultural and consumer sectors of the
economy. Russia devotes seven times
more people to agricultural production
than does the United States, but it pro-
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duces 20 percent less food. Industrial ef
ficiency in the Soviet Union is coming
more and more to depend upon motiva
tion from the rewards of better housing,
food and clothing. Soviet industrial in
vestment must continue at the same rate
to maintain the present growth of ouput
necessary to support its military capac
ity. If the Soviet Union spends a greater
share of its budget on the military, it
will be to the detriment of a healthy
economy and evenutally to the detriment
of the ability to support a large war ma
chine.

The American people have lived with
fear 01 Soviet attack for a quarter of a
century and have expended a thousand
billion dollars on defense in recognition
of possible danger. Many billions of the
dollars spent have been wasted. Gigantic
military expenditures have been detri
mental to many other plans, programs,
and policies which now appear equally
important to the security and well-being
of this Nation.

If we had had more accurate information
about planned Soviet strategic forces, we
simply would not have needed to build as
large a nuclear arsenal as we have today-

Said Secretary of Defense Robert S. Mc
Namara on September 18, 1967. He con
tinUed:

If the Soviet offensive-defensive threat
does not increase beyond the highest level
projected through 1972 and the latest na
tional Intell1gence estimates, we wl1l have
more assured destruction capacity than we
wlll probably need.

In the past it has proved impossible
to defeat military plans. Patriotism and
caution-the fear that if we do not spend
every requested cent in protection of
America, we may regret the day-have
made military bUdget requests nearly
sacred.

Are we now going to react with fear to
statistics painting a supposed Russian
nuclear buildup, fear which will drive us
to another round of missile armament
for an already filled nuclear arsenal?

We cannot allow the same forces
which have operated in the past to draw
us closer to nuclear holocaust. In the
words of Albert Camus:

I know that the great tragedies of history
often fascinate men with approaching horror.
Paralyzed, they cannot make up their minds
to do anything but walt. So they wait, and
one day the Gorgon devours them. But I
should like to convince you that the spell can
be broken, that there Is only an lIluslon of
Impotence. That strength of heart, IntelU
gence and courage are enough to stop fate
and sometimes reverse It. One has merely to
wlll this not blindly, but with a firm and
reasoned will.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
strongly oppose the proposed deployment
of the ABM system.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES in the chair). Does the Senator
from Minnesota yield to the Senator
from Texas?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator have

some assurance that if we cease our de
velopment and deployment of the ABM,
the Soviets will likewise arrest their con
tingent development of air superiority

aircraft, that they will arrest their de
velopment and deployment of their of
fensive missiles, that they will arrest
their development of deepwater silent
submarines, that. they will arrest the
momentum of their development of mili
tary technology, if we merely, by a sim
ple act, turn down the ABM?

Mr. MONDALE. I have two answers to
the question posed by the Senator from
Texas.

First, his question assumes that the
ABM system is an effective deterrent to
the alleged Soviet buildup. I have become
firmly convinced, based upon the closed
session held in the Senate recently, my
reading of all the literature I could ob
tain, and the nearly 5 hours of secret
testimony before the Committee on For
eign Relations which I sat through, that
whatever the dangers alleged from the
buildup of Soviet nuclear missile capa
bility, the ABM system is a weak, a timid,
and an insipid response.

I believe that if there is one thing we
can afford to do, it is to wait a few
months, or perhaps a year, in respond
ing to a possible Soviet buildup-espe
cially with an inadequate, inappropriate,
and highly doubtful response.

The second point is that we have the
advantage in every weapons system. The
Senator from Texas refers to nuclear
submarine capability. The Senator is
surely aware that we have a massive
margin over the Soviet Union in deliver
able missilery propelled by nuclear sub
marines and fired from submerged posi
tions, that even with their increased
production, it will be many years before
they could catch up.

We are far ahead of the Soviets in
MIRV capability technology. We are far
ahead in the number of manned bombers
and in the number of missiles-and in
practically every other category there is.

With the capacity to destroy the Soviet
Union several times over, should we not
now take a chance and use a reasonable
period to see whether we can agree with
the Soviet Union to limit the arms race
before we become billions and billions of
dollars poorer and far less secure than we
are today?

Mr. TOWER. May I say I am not argu
ing the quality of the current capability
of the ABM. I am not even at this point
arguing whether or not it works, al
though I think it does. I think it will.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator must
know that even if it works the way the
proponents say it will work, it does not
help. If we could get the proponents to
declassify a little of this material, we
could specifically talk about that.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator implies
that if we will stop it, the Russians will
stop it and we can have some meaning
ful talks. I "'ant to know what assurance
the Senator has that if we stop it, they
will stop it. They are ahead of us in some
areas of technology. They ha,-e much
better air superiority than we have. As
a matter of fact, it is going to take us a
long time to catch up with them, if we
try. As far as submarine de\'elopment
is concerned, they are proceeding at a
more rapid pace than we are. As far as
hardened missile sites are concerned,
they are proceeding at a much more
rapid pace than we are. The point is, if

we arrest ow' effort here, will they sit
down and arrest their own?

Mr. MONDALE. I have two answers to
make to the Senator. First of all, we will
know whether they are arresting their
development. If they escalate to the level
which the Senator from Texas would
have us believe they might, then we can
always respond at that time. As the Sen- .
ator knows, we know virtually every de
tail of the development of such things.
They are observable. We know them.

Mr. TOWER. If I may interject at that
point-

:Mr. MONDALE. The second pOint is
this. If the Senator could persuade the
Department, of Defense to declassify
some of the evidence that has been pre
sented to us to show how useless the
ABM system is, perhaps we could debate
that point with a little more credibility.

Mr. TOWER. I think what the Sen
ator is referring to, as far as declassify
ing some information is concerned, are
some "think" papers that '-'ere done 2
or 3 years ago. They are going to work
them over again.

Mr. MONDALE. I have no doubt the
Defense Department would like to work
them over.

Mr. TOWER. There are subsequent
papers that would have to be declassi
fied in the process. There was classified
material not even brought out in the dis
cussions in the last closed session, be
cause of its sensitivity.

But let us go back to the original point.
The main thrust of the argument of Sen
ators who have opposed the ABM is that
if we will simply fail to develop and de
ploy the ABM, we are going to create a
vastly more favorable climate for talks
and the Soviets are going to have less
zeal in the development of their own
technology. If the Senator can give me
some evidence of that, I will be on his
side.

Mr. MONDALE. That is good news.
First of all, let me say I am glad to hear
the proponents of the ABM system have
better information than that which was
disclosed in the closed session, because
I would like to think their fervor was
based on more than the slim evidence
that was disclosed. Perhaps it could be
made available to Members of the U.S.
Senate, so we could know all the facts.

Mr. TOWER. I thought the distin
guished Senator from Washington (Mr.
JACKSON), who is being denigrated, ac
tually did a splendid job. By consensus,
he pretty well answered all the questions
that were raised in that session.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from
Texas knows I have great respect for the
Senator from Washington, but I do not
recall his stating, at any time in that
debate, that he had all kinds of new in
formation that was not disclosed to the
Senate, which was stronger than the
evidence which was.

Mr. TOWER. I think the information
is going to come before the appropriate
subcommittee and that is neW informa
tion here. But'I think we are working on
the same ground here. We have been
working on it for 3 or 4 weeks. I am a
little disappointed that the opponents of
the ABM are not prepared to come to a
vote. I cannot understand the reason
for the delay. I think every document
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which the opponents bring forth will
result in bringing forth another docu
ment on the part of the proponents. I
think the lines are hardened. There
seems to be a singular unwillingness on
the part of some Senators who are op
posed to come to a vote. To the credit of
Senators HART and COOPER, they are dis
po~ed to bring it to a vote at the earliest
opportunity. But we cannot bring it to a
vote and we are holding up the work of
the Senate.

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator from
Texas knows, this is probably one of the
most important issues to come before the
Senate in many years. If we continue to
proceed on the theory that there is no
way to negotiate a settlement on arma:"
ments with the Soviets; that there is no
reason to believe that a few months
spent in trying to reach an agreement
with the Soviet Union could bring any
thing favorable; that the only security
there is for the American people is to
respond to every single appeal of the
Defense Department for more and more
arms and for new and different kinds of
weapons systems; that all we should do,
as we have done for years, is consult our
suspicions and fears; and that we make
no efforts to limit arms, then it seems to
me this generation has lost any oppor
tunity to deal with problems at home
and is resigned to agree to a policy
that is going to create far more tension
and far less security than anything else.

ThUS, how we decide on this issue is not
a question that comes just before this
body, but it is a fundamental question of
what kind of world we want.

I say a couple of weeks of debate spent
on that question is time well spent. If we
had spent this kind of attention in the
first place, instead of routinely passing
favorably upon every request of the
Pentagon, we would be billions of dollars
richer and more secure. I am glad we are
finally standing up and having the kind
of debate we should have.

Mr. TOWER. I think 4 weeks of debate
pretty well gets at all the answers and
questions.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator just
mentioned that we have all kinds of new
information at the Defense Department
that we have not heard.

Mr. TOWER. I did not say it is new. It.
has been there. They have not chosen to
disclose it.

Mr. MONDALE. Why have they de
cided not to provide the Senate with in
formation of which we should be in
formed?

Mr. TOWER. I think it is ava:'lable
if the Senator decides to go after it. I
have the distinct feeling that there is
an effort to reach into the past to find
"think" papers developed by the Defense
Department to SUPPOl"t conclusions al
i'eady arrived at.

Let us be realistic. The lines have
hardened. \Ve all know how we are going
to vote on this issue. I do not think
any more argument beyond what has
been had is going to change the outcome.
The point I make is that while the pro
ponents of the ABM are being accused of

.pitching our arguments on the basis of
fearful arguments-in effect, we are
being told that we are pushing the panic
bu~.ton of fear and suspicion-on tile

other hand we could probably make an
equally good case that the proposals of
the opponents of the ABM are based on
visionary support and good faith that
perhaps have no background in expeli
ence and history.

Mr. MONDALE. Why do we not just
have talks with the Soviet Union and
find out?

Mr. TOWER. I am prepared to have
talks with the Soviet Union, but I am not
prepared to have talks with the Soviet
Union while we are doing nothing in the
way of weapons development and they
are doing everything. They are devot
ing far more to research and develop
ment than we are. They have far more
updated facilities for research and devel
opment than we have. And technologi
cally, they are going to be ahead of us
in a very short period of time, if they
are not now.

If the Senator can give me some as
surance that they are going to arrest all
this while we sit and bargain, then IwiII
be in his corner.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from
Texas knows that we enjoy an impres
sive margin in everyone of the weapons
fields. We can destroy the Soviet Union
several times with our power, and there
is no threat to that retaliatory power
until the middle of the 1970's, at the
very earliest. We are not romantic about
the Soviet Union. What we are suggest
ing here is that we have negotiations,
and see if we can agree to limit this
tragic arms race. If we do, we wiII be
richer and more secure than if we do not.
That is a hardheaded, practical, realistic
position.

The position of the proponents, basic
ally, is that we should deploy a series of
new systems such as the ABM and the
MIRV, which make it exceedingly diffi
cult to reacl). an agreement and even
more difficult to enforce an agreement.
In effect, the position of the proponents
is to negotiate an escalation. We would
like to negotiate a limitation. We think
we would all be better off.

Mr. TOWER. I think we would be, if
we could all just sit down and beat our
swords into plowshares and our spears
into pruning hooks. But I would like to
say that the only reason we maintain a
huge military establishment is to deter
aggression on the part of others.

I do not think that the Senator from
Minnesota would even hint that this ad
ministration, the previous administra
tion, or the administration before that
had imperialistic designs on the rest of
the world. I do not think, even in the
most partisan context, I could accuse the
Johnson administration of that, nor that
the Senator from Minnesota could accuse
the Nixon administration of that.

The fact of the matter remains that
there al'e nations in this world that do
have designs on others. They would pre
fer not to resort to military means to ac
complish those designs, but if they have
to, including Czechoslovakia, they will.

I think what the Senator from Minne
sota is arguing is that we cannot have
meaningful negotiation unless we allow
the Soviet Union to achieve military
parity with the United States. Is that the
thrust of his argument?

Mr. MONDALE. As the S2natOl' from

Texas well knows, and as I have repeated
several times in this colloquy, we already
enjoy a massive superiority.

Mr. TOWER. In certain areas.
Mr. MONDALE. And we well know, at

any given time, what the Soviets are do
ing. We retain the right to expand pro
duction of Polaris missiles and Polalis
submarines: and I happen to think that
the Polaris is a better way than the ABM
of meeting the Soviet challenge. We can
always deploy more offensive missiles, as
well as a number of other things.

What makes this situation clitical is
that ABM is a new weapons system,
which, whether it be for offense or de
fense, upsets the whole structure and bal
ance, making it increasingly difficult to
reach an agreement. That is why I and
many others think this is not the time
to deploy a new system.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator says we know what the Soviet Union
is doing at all times. I have no criticism
of our intel11gence gatheling community,
but I must say that the Soviets have a
much easier time getting intel11gence in
this country than we have in getting in
telligence in their country, because they
are a closed society, and we are an open
society.

We cannot always be sure what they
are doing. I think, generally speaking,
we have underestimated what they are
doing, and this gets me back to the point
that if we are going to negotiate in a
meaningful way disarmament, we have
got to have parity.

Again, that raises a number of ques
tions. That means the Soviets have no
imperialistic designs on anyone else. In
the second place, what is parity? How do
we determine parity? They are superior
to us in a number of fields. Would the
Senator be prepared to see us ask them
to stop development of an air superiority
weapon while we catch up with them in
that field, or while we allow them to
catch up with us in others?

How do we know whether we have
parity, unless we have open inspection?
Does the Senator believe a closed society
like the Soviet Union is going to allow
open inspection, so we can determine
whether or not we have parity before we
begin these talks?

Mr. MONDALE. As the.Senator from
Texas knows, we know by air surveillance
what they are doing with their missilery.
We know how many missiles have been
deployed, we know the character and the
kinds that are being deployed, and it is
this information that the proponents of
the ABM have been using daily to raise
concern about the capacity of our retalia
tory forces.

There is nothing about Soviet missile
development that we cannot determine
by our present surveillance and infor
mation-gathering sources. We can easily
afford to go to negotiations now, and see
if we can agree with the Soviet Union.
We will keep up with the facts during
the course of the negotiations. If devel
opments such as those to which the Sen
ator makes reference should occur, we
can always review the matter at that
time. The question is whether we are
going to take this reasonable risk to end
the insane, immoral, and outrageously
costly arms race-one which strips this
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Nation of its capacity to deal with Its
own problems, creating another security
risk, perhaps a more serious securIty
risk-or whether we are going to con
tinue just consulting our fears and ap
prehensions, and accepting every single
proposal the Defense Department sends
down hel'e because they would like to
have us spend the money.

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator will yield
further--

Mr. MONDALE. Gladly.
Mr. TOWER. What we are proposing

in this bill is an expenditure of $759.1
million for research and development,
and for predeployment procurement
and preparation. We are not asking for
operational deployment here. A year
hence, we can come back and review the
matter. All we want to make sure of is
that the state of the art is sufficiently
advanced, and valuable lead time is not
lost, in the event the nego,tiations fail.

The Sovets themselves have said that
they do not regard this as provocative,
because it is a defensive weapon. They
are employing or have deployed an ABM
themselves. They say that that is defen
sive, not offensive.

The other option we can take is to put
all our eggs in the offensive basket.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator must
know that the so-called Galosh ABM
system is an old "Model T" system, so
bad that even the Russians stopped de
ploying it. It is at the technological level
of some of our earlier ABM systems,
which we ourselves hl"ve abandoned. To
raise that question is, r think, to create
the impression that the ABM system in
and around Moscow poses a serious or
substantial or significant threat, when it
does not.

Mr. TOWER. What would the Sena
tor's reaction be if he found that they
had ceased work on the present sys
tem because they were developing or
had developed a better system?

Mr. MONDALE. That is the reason we
need negotiations-to agree on these
matters, to determine at what level we
are go1ng to place a ceiling on arms de
velopment, to decide if we are going to
try to continue to outbuild other nations.
Are we going to continue to spend in
creasing billions of dollars on such sys
tems, many of which are highly dubious,
to continue to consult our fears, and not
try to reach an agreement on arms limi
tations?

Mr. TOWER. Therein lies the dichot
omy between us.

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator knows,
the Hart-Cooper proposal favors contin
uing research, development, and testing
of an ABM system. The distinction is on
the deployment issue. The proposal to
establish the system in Montana and
North Dakota, obviously, is the beginning
of a deployment of the system; and we
hope through this proposal, to avoid that
possibility.

Mr. TOWER. r cannot see why we can
not proceed with onsite research-and
development testing and evaluation as a
prelude to deployment and be prepared
to deploy if necessary.

Again, the whOle argument is based
on assumption. We are making an
assumption-those of us on this side of
the aisle-that the Russians will not ne-

gotiate and that we cannot have a satis
factory settlement or a satisfactory reso
lution of the arms race. The opposition is
saying that we should lisk it; that we
should take a chance; that perhaps we
can achieve some sort of negotiation to
limit the arms race.

We are accused of basing our argu
ment on fear; but our fear is well
founded. It is based on history. It is based
on experience. There is all the evidence
in the world to show that the Russians
desire to achieve military superiority to
accomplish their imperialistic designs in
the world, There is nothing to show that
even if parity is achieved, they will be
willing to negotiate to arrive at a satis
factory conclusion in the matter of a
linlitation of arms development.

Mr. MONDALE. Is the Senator from
Texas suggesting that an effort to reach
an arms limitation agreement with the
Soviet Union would be futile; that there
is no hope?

Mr. TOWER. I would be delighted if
an arms limitation agreement could be
reached with the Soviets. If it were a
matter of determination that both of us
should be equal, that would be fine, pro
vided we had meaningful inspection. But
I do not see that our placing ourselves in
a position of inferiority or parity will
necessalily help the negotiations along.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
past weekend, a public opinion poll pre
pared by Dr. Gallup showed that almost
60 percent of Americans polled expressed
the view that they still did not under
stalld all the factors that go into the
ABM system and are having difficulty in
fully understanding the debate.

r think this underscores the need to
have fuller amplification, debate, and
discussion, because the Senate does not
operate in a vacuum. This body has a
responsibility to debate in public, so that
the public might have better knowledge
of the issues and facts that bear upon
matters that are dealt with in the Sen
ate. Certainly that public opinion poll
shows the need for further discussion
and education on the ABM.

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

Mr. MONDALE. ram glad to yield to
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. r had risen simply to con
gratulate the able Senator from Min
nesota on his discussion and to intrude
no further. But his very last point both
ers me. I think it should bother' all of
us. Why is it that 58 percent of Amer
icans are either unaware of the anti
ballistic-missile program or have not
made up their minds about it? The Sena
tor from Minnesota suggests that that
would indicate the necessity for further
discussion in the Senate. Perhaps so.
But are we at fault? The discussion has
been thorough and full, I should think.

One certainly cannot quarrel with the
coverage of the discussion in the media.
I suspect that newspapers are not sold
and television channels are not kept
locked in when someone explains or un
dertakes to write a technical discussion
about the anti-ballistic-missile system. I
think we all agree that we are talking
about something that bears on a nuclear
arms race which involves the survival of
us all. Yet, more than half of the people

in this co1mtry, we are told, have not
heard about it or have not made up their
minds.

Perhaps we, who are nontechnicians,
really have undertaken to discuss too
technically the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem. Perhaps we count warheads and
multiply them by three and get into
sensors and radars, and I doubt if any
of us could come close to being the equal'
of Dr. Seagraves in college physics. My
grade in that subject was not very good
30 years ago.

Perhaps at the risk of being charged
with oversimplifying the debate, we
should bring it into more of a layman's
context. .

The argument is made that by our be
ginning to deploy an ABM system, the
Russians will not be discouraged, but will
recognize it for what it is, a defensive
system. Then, why in heaven's name
when the Russians began to deploy their
ABM system, did we get in a lather and
begin to MIRV because they had begun
to deploy an ABM system? That is a sys
tem that we understand now is outmoded
and ineffective.

We ought to get that point discussed
and developed a bit further. We cannot
have it both ways. We are wrong in one
or the other of those analyses, are we
not?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I agree
with the Senator from Michigan. We
have for the past few months been offi
cially stating that the Russians are pre
pared for a first strike. "There is no
doubt about that," said the Secretary of
Defense.

r wonder what the response of the
defense planners and political leaders of
the Soviet Union is. I wonder if they
really believe that we think the Soviet
Union is prepared for a first strike.

What would their reaction be? And
what would our reaction be if it were
the other way around?

The only way r can see to sort out
these suspicions and try to replace terror
and a sense of insecurity with sOme sta
bility is to have the strategic arms limi
tation talks. We must work out our dif
ferences, try to agree on a system that
limits arms and provides an inspection
system which would permit us to know
without doubt that the agreement is be
ing kept, and permit the Russians to have
the same opportunity. We would both
retain our mutual deterrence.

It so happens that we are now ahead
of the Russians in every weapons sys
tem. We have nothing to lose and much
to gain by eliminating the suspicions
that have created the ever-increasing
arms budget and ever-increasing envi
ronment of instability, uncertainty and
terror.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, again risk
ing oversimplification in an effort to
broaden an awareness of the questions
before us and in the minds of the people
of this country, perhaps we shoull:! make
this point: sometimes when we are pro
posing that we should delay deploying
the ABM until we have had an arms con
trol discussion with the Soviet Union, we
are asked to prove, if we delay the de
ployment, whether the Soviets would
withhold its action in developing some
kind of a super rocket or bomber. We
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ought to ask ourselves where the bal
anced bUdget is, who is really ahead,
and whether there is anyone here that
would trade the American weapons
system.

Does anyone want to trade Amelica's
nuclear power for that of the Soviets?
Would we be able then to go into discus
sion and negotiations?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I agree
,,1th the Senator from Michigan. I sat
through hours of executive sessions and
through the debate we had on the floor.
There seems to be little, if any, doubt
that we have a mammoth advantage in
every critical strategic weapons system.
It is well known that our MIRV technol
ogy is almost ready for deployment, if it
has not already been deployed.

I think that the ABM system we are
testing is not much of a defense. How
ever, compared to the Galosh system, it
is the difference between a modern
Cadillac and a Model T.

If there ever is going to be a time in
our history when we can and should de
termine to end the insane arms race, now
is the time. .

Mr. HART. Mr. President, in the hear
ing to which the Senator from Minne
sota makes reference before the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, does he re
call the statement of Dr. Marshall Shul
man, professo!' of government and direc
tor of the Russian Institute at Columbia
University, when he said:
It follows, also, Mr. ChaIrman, that it would

not be wise to deploy an ABM system In the
belief that It would Improve our bargaining
positlon in rela tion to the mlsslle talks. To
do so would be more likely, In my opInIon,
to strengthen the position of those on the
SovIet sIde who are only too ready to argue
that the United States Is too commItted by
Its system or Its pressure groups to an arms
race to be serIously interested In Its abate
ment.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I do
not recall that. However, I agree whole
heartedly with the point.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I think it is
important that we should remind our
selves of this periodically. Getting back
to the point that persuaded me to do
more than just thank the Senator from
Minnesota, this Gallup poll of July 26,
which he discussed as he concluded his
remarks, indicates that a majority of
Americans are either unaware of the
ABM program or have not made up their
minds about it. Fifty-eight percent of
Americans are unaware or do not know.
Yet, acl'OSS the country, in full~page ads,
captioned "84 percent of all Americans
support an ABM system," is this ad by
members of the Citizens Committee for
Peace With Security, the chairman of
which is William J. Casey. One need not
be a Ph. D. in mathematics to know that
that one does not add up.

.Mr. MONDALE. Is that the Mr. Casey
who is going to be with the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency?

Mr, HART. This is my understanding,
yes.

Mr. MONDALE. It is no wonder, then,
that the American public becomes con
fused, when a man who has taken a po
sition as one who is supposed to be pri
marily concerned witl~ limitation of
armaments helps sponsor a poll which

says 84 percent of the American people
support an ABM sYstem, and Dr. Gallup
comes out a week later and says 60 per
cent do not Wlderstand the ABM issue.

Mr. HART. Or do not know about it.
Mr. MONDALE. According to the Gal

lup poll, how many support the ABM
system?

Mr. HART. Twenty-five percent, if I
read this correctly.

Mr. MONDALE. Twenty-five percent
favor the ABM, and the ad says 84 per
cent. Is that within the normal margin
of error?

Mr. HART. Well, it is, in the develop
ment of weapons systems cost estimates,
but aside from that, I know no area
where that range of mistake is so
accepted.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.

THE SURTAX EXTENSION
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, earlier today an item appeared on
the UPI wire service commenting upon
the fact that the majority leader, speak
ing for the Democratic policy commit
tee, has indicated that there will be no
votes on the surtax extension, thereby
leaving the impression that this tax is
going to be allowed to lapse.

Approximately 3 hours later a second
item appeared on the same wire service
with a New York dateline.

I ask unanimous consent that both
these items be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the two items
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

TAXES
WASHINGToN.-8enate Democratic Leader

MIke Mansfield raIsed the posslblllty today,
Congress might qUietly bury the 10 per cent
income tax surcharge this week by letting
paycheck wIthholding of the extra levy ex
pIre.

"The surtax expires at midnight Thurs
day," Mansfield told reporters, referrIng to
paycheck Withholding. The surtax Itself ex
pired June 30, but Congress extended wIth
holding for a month while consIderIng
PresIdent Nixon's plea to extend the sur
charge another year.

"If It goes out of exIstence Thursday, it
would be very hard to revive It In vIew of
the deep undercurrent In thIs body."

He referred to opposition by some Sena
tors toward Nixon's surtax' proposal, under
which the 10 per cent levy would apply this
year, then drop to 5 per cent Jan. 1.

Mansfield warned last week that Senate
opposition to the surtax was Increasing. He
said the administration was calling It a vital
antl-Infiatlon tool but had no evIdence It had
slowed Infiation so far.

The House passed 'Nixon's surcharge pro
posal a month ago, and the Senate Finance
Committee approved It. But Mansfield's
democratic pollcy committee has refused to
put the blll on the Senate calendar until
coupled witil a tax reform measure.

Last week, Mansfield proposed a com
promlse-extend the surtax through Novem
ber. enough time to get a tax reform blll
ready. Then, he said, Congress could take
up the surcharge and reform.

Senate RepUblican Leader Everett 1\1.
Dirksen told newsmen he rejected Mans
field's proposal. But Mansfield said Dirksen
hadn·t said the same to him and he was
still hoping Dirksen and the administration
would agree.

"I'm hoping the accommodation whIch

was proposed would be accepted," Mansfield
said.

Mansfield's veiled threat to let the whole
surcharge package expire came in response to
questions about a resolution, scheduled for
a House vote today, whlcl1 would extend
withholdIng of the levy another 15 days.

Newsmen asked Mansfield, whether he'd
rush the resolution through the Senate.
Unexpectedly, he declined to say he would.
He said the proposal would go to the Senate
Finance Committee, but declined to promise
he'd then put It on the fioor for a fast vote.

A week ago, Mansfield had offered to ex
tend withholding up to 4 months. But today
he said he was uncertaIn because so many
Senators had since told him they opposed
the surtax.

STOCKS
NEW YORK.-The gloom Intensified on Wall

Street today as the stock market took an
other tumble. It has been in a steady decline
for more than three weeks.

The selling hit vIrtually all major groups.
One exception was the airlines wIth some
Issues recordIng gains on the strength of
new routes awarded several companIes by the
Civll Aeronautics Board.

The downdrift has been attrIbuted by some
analysts to concern by Investors over the
prospect of corporate profits and expansIon.
The fallure of the Senate to extend the In
come tax surcharge has added to Wall Street's
worries.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I emphasize again that this
lack of decision on the part of the Sen
ate and the prevalllng uncertainty as to
what the Senate will or will not do with
respect to the extention of the surcharge
and what it will or will not do with re
spect to the repeal of the investment
credit is creating chaos in our markets.

I hope the leadership in the Senate
can be prevailed upon to allow the Sen
ate at least to vote on this measure and
to remove this cloud of uncertainty. Cer
tainly there can be no excuse for the
continued delay on the part of the Sen
ate to act.

I most certainly do not attribute to
the Democratic policy committee any
ultelior motives; however, if this were
part of a plan to create a recession in
this COWltry no other action that could
be taken would be more fruitful in that
direction than these unwarranted de
laying actions.

I appeal to the leadership that we get
action on this tax bill at an early date.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I asked the Senator to

yield because it would be so easy to dis
miss the situation as a stockmarket de
cline: The stockmarket is going down, so
what do we care? Most of the people in
the United States are not materially af
fected. But people have to realize that
it is not just the market going down.
Housing starts are going down by a mil
lion; that is approximately 40 percent.

The economic pressure will be felt.
because high interest rates are being
built into every price; and wage settle
ments are taking that intoconslderatlon,
going up approximately 6 01'7 percent.
We are heading for a recession. There is
110 question about it. I do not know that
it can be avoided, considering the way
the Federal Reserve Board has put the
brakes on in this situation, Certainly,




