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By Mr. KEOGH:

H.R.11124. A bill for the relief of Stefano

Corda; to the Committee on the Judieciary.
By Mr. LANGEN:

H.R.11126. A bill for the relief of Sylvan
H. Miller; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.11126. A bill for the relief of O. P.
Becken; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.11127. A bill for the relief of Ralph
W. Heneman; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 11128 A bill for the relief of Arnold E.
Remmen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MICHEL:

H.R.11129. A bill for the relief of Charles

Verbeke; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

H.R.11130. A bill for the relief of Melba
Calve Smith; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R.11131. A bill for the relief of Isidoro
and Antonina Albino; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

HR.11132. A bill for the relief of Mary
Brown; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 11183. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Episcopo; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

HR.11134. A bill for the relief of Joseph
Yung-Tsin Yao; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1965

(Legislative day of Wednesday, Septem-
ber 15, 1965)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by Hon. JOHN SHERMAN
Coorer, a Senator from the State of
Kentueky.

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, pastor, Capitol
Hill Methodist Church, Washington,
D.C., offered the following prayer:

O God, we realize it is futile to pray
and not believe. By Thy grace we are
saved through faith. It is a gift of God.

We have been given the light of faith
in our inheritance. Bless the new can-
dle we light by this faith, that the pro-
ceedings of the conference table of the
world will stamp out the darkness of
the battlefields.

Open hearts and minds in this new day
to hope and understanding, that proph-
ets and messengers of peace will over-
come hate and distrust by the victory of
love.

Surround and captivate the proceed-
ings of this day with Thy presence that
intentions, debate, and decisions will be
worthy of the trust given to this
important few by so many.

‘We do believe. Help Thou our un-
belief. We pray in the Master’s name.
Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-

ing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 16, 1965.

To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER,
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a Senator from the State of Kentucky, to
performn the duties of the Chair during my
absence.
CARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr. COOPER thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MANsSFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, September 15, 1965, was
dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the Pres-
ident of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that the President had approved and
signed the following acts and joint res-
olution:

On September 14, 1965:

5.049. An act to promote commerce and
encourage economic growth by supporting
State and Interstate programs to place the
findings of sclence usefully in the hands of
American enterprise.

On September 15, 1965:

$5.2420. An act to provide continuing au-
thority for the protection of former Pres-
idents and their wives or widows, and for
other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution to establish
a tercentenary commission to commemorate
the advent and history of Father Jacques
Marquette in North America, and for other
purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 1483) to
provide for the establishment of the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities to promote progress and
scholarship in the humanities and the
arts in the United States, and for other
purposes, with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 309) to amend the joint reso-
lution of March 25, 1953, to increase the
number of electric typewriters which
may be furnished to Members by the
Clerk of the House, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

5.20. An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the Assateague Island Natlonal
Seashore in the States of Maryland and Vir-
ginia, and for other purposes; and

5.1803. An act to amend the United Na-
tions Participation Act, as amended (63 Stat.
T34-736) .
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION RE-
FERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 309)
to amend the joint resolution of March
25, 1953, to increase the number of elec-
tric typewriters which may be furnished
to Members by the Clerk of the House,
was read twice by its title and referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrFIeLD, and by
unanimous consent, all committees were
authorized to meet during sessions of the
Senate for the remainder of the week.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive
business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Isthere objection to the request of
the Senator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. Cooprer) laid before the Sen-
ate messages from the President of the
United States submitting several nomi-
nations, which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce:

Charles F. Reid, and sundry other officers,
to be permanent commissioned officers in the
Coast Guard.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Commerce, I also
report favorably sundry nominations in
the Coast Guard. Since these names
have previously appeared in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, in order to save the
expense of printing them on the Execu-
tive Calendar, I ask unanimous consent
that they be ordered to lie on the Secre-
tary’s desk for the information of any
Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The nominations, ordered to lie on the
desk, are as follows:

John J, Soltys, Jr,, and sundry other offi-
cers, for promotion in the Coast Guard.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, If there be no further reports of
committees, the clerk will state the
nominations on the Executive Calendar.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of nomina-
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_tions on the Executive Calendar for the
Department of Justice only.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations to the Department
of Justice.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomina-
tions be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions are considered and agreed to en
bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed
the consideration of legislative business.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT OF ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL-AID HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Senate
the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for
scenic development and road beautifica-
tion of the Federal-aid highway systems
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Public Works with an amend-
ment to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

TITLE I

Sec. 101. Section 181 of title 23, United
States Code, is revised to read as follows:

““§ 181. Control of outdoor advertising

“(a) The Congress hereby finds and de-
clares that the erection and maintenance of
outdoor advertising signs, displays, and de-
vices in areas adjacent to the Interstate
System and the primary system should be
controlled in order to protect the public in-
vestment in such highways, to promote the
safety and recreational value of public travel,
and to preserve natural beauty.

“{b) No Federal-ald highway funds
heretofore or hereafter authorized shall be
apportioned on or after January 1, 1968, to
any State which has not made provision for
effective control of the erection and main-
tenance along the Interstate System and the
primary system of outdoor advertising signs,
displays, and devices which are within six
hundred and sixty feet of the nearest edge
of the right-of-way and visible from the
main traveled way of the system. Any
amount which is withheld from apportion-
ment to any State hereunder shall be reap-
portioned to the other States. Whenever he
determines it to be in the public interest,
the Secretary may suspend, for such periods
as he determines necessary, the application
of this subsection to a State.

“(c) Effective control means that after
January 1, 1968, such signs, displays, and
devices shall, pursuant to this section, be
Umited to (1) directional and other official
signs and notices which are required or au-
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thorized by law, which shall conform to
national standards hereby authorized to be
promulgated by the Secretary hereunder,
which standards shall contain provisions
concerning the lighting, size, and number of
signs and such other requirements as may be
appropriate to implement this section, and
(2) signs advertising the sale or lease of
property upon which they are located or
activities conducted on such property.

“(d) It is also provided taat the Secretary
shall, in consultation with the States, pro-
vide for an area at an appropriate distance
from an interchange on the Interstate Sys-
tem, on which signs, displays, and devices
giving specific information in the interest of
the traveling public may be erected and
maintained, Such signs shall conform to
national standards which are hereby author-
ized to be promulgated by the Secretary
hereunder. Such national standards shall
contain provisions concerning the lighting,
size, and number of signs and such other
requirements as may be appropriate to im-
plement this subsection.

*“(e) Notwithstanding any provision of
this section, signs, displays, and devices may
be erected and maintalned within areas
adjacent to the Interstate System and the
primary system within six hundred and
sixty feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-
way which are zoned industrial or commer-
cial under authority of State law, or which
are not zoned under authority of State law,
but are used for industrial or commercial
activities, as determined in accordance with
provisions established by the legislatures of
the several States, which shall be consistent
with the purpose of this section, Except as
provided herein, nothing in this section shall
be construed to permit a reduction in stand-
ards established pursuant to Public Law
85-767 or under applicable State laws.

“(f) Notwithstanding any provision of
this section, any sign, display, or device in
existence on or before the effective date of
this subsection, which does not conform to
this section shall not be required to be re-
moved until July 1, 1970, or until the end of
the fifth year after it becomes nonconform-
ing, whichever shall last occur.

“(g) Just compensation shall be paid
upon the removal of outdoor advertising
signs, displays, and devices, provided they
were erected and maintained on the effective
date of this subsection pursuant to agree-
ment with the owner, or one claiming
through the owner, of the real estate on
which they are located, and Federal funds
shall be used to pay the Federal pro rata
share of such compensation. Such compen-
sation shall be paid for the following:

“(1) The taking from the owner of such
sign, display, or device of all right, title,
leasehold, and Interest in the fixture; that
is, such sign, display, or device at such loca-
tion, as secured by the agreement in effect
on the effective date of this subsection;
and

“(2) The taking from the owner or lease-
holder of the real property on which the
sign, display, or device is located, of the
right to erect and maintain such signs, dis-
plays, and devices thereon, as secured by the
agreement in effect on the effectlve date of
this subsection.

“(h) All public lands or reservations which
are adjacent to any portion of the Inter-
state System and the primary system shall
be controlled in accordance with the pro-
visions of this sectlon and the national
standards.

“(1) In order to provide information in
the specific interest of the traveling publie,
the State highway departments are author-
ized to maintain maps and to permit infor-
mational directories and advertising pam-
phlets to be made avallable at safety rest
areas. Subject to the approval of the Secre-
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tary, a State may also establish Information
centers at safety rest areas for the purpose
of informing the public of places of interest
within the State and providing such other
ir;fiormatim as a State may consider desir-
able.

“(§) Any State highway department which
has, under the law in effect on June 30, 1965,
entered into an agreement with the Secre-
tary to control the erectlon and mainte-
nance of outdoor advertising signs, displays,
and devices in areas adjacent to the Inter-
state System shall be entitled to receive the
bonus payments as set forth in the agree-
ment, provided that the right of any such
State highway department to such payment
shall not be affected by amendments to the
statute of such State imposing such controls
if such statute as amended meets the re-
quirements of this section. Such payments
shall be paid only from appropriations from
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated. The provisions of this subsection
shall not be construed to exempt any State
from controlling outdoor advertising as pro-
vided in this section.

“(k) There is authorized to be appropriat-
ed to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, not to exceed $20,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1966, and not to exceed $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967.”

TITLE II

Sec. 201. Chapter 1 of title 23, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new sectlon:

“§ 135, Control of junkyards

“(a) The Congress hereby finds and
declares that the establishment and mainte-
nance of junkyards in areas adjacent to the
Interstate System and the primary system
should be controlled in order to protect the
public investment in such highways, to
promote the safety and recreational value
of public travel, and to preserve natural
beauty.

“(b) No Federal-aid highway funds here-
tofore or hereafter authorized shall be appor-
tioned on or after January 1, 1968, to any
State which has not made provision for
effective control of the establishment and
maintenance along the Interstate System
and the primary system of outdoor junk-
yards, any portion of which is within one
thousand feet of the nearest edge of the
pavement and visible from the main traveled
way of the system. Any amount which is
withheld from apportionment to any State
hereunder shall be reapportioned to the
other States. Wherever he determines it to
be in the public interest, the Secretary may
suspend, for such periods as he determines
necessary, the application of this subsection
to a State.

“(¢) Effective control means that by Jan-
uary 1, 1968, such junkyards shall be screened
by natural objects, plantings or fences or
other appropriate means so as not to be
visible from the main traveled way of the
system, or shall be removed from sight.

“(d) The term ‘junk’ shall mean old or
scrap copper, brass, rope, rags, batteries,
paper, trash, rubber, debris, oddments, waste-
ments, litter, leavings, ruins, castoffs, rum-
mage, waste, or jJunked, dismantled or
wrecked automobiles, or parts thereof, iron,
steel and other old or scrap ferrous or non-
ferrous material.

“{e) The term ‘automobile graveyard’
shall mean an establishment or place of
business which is maintained or operated for
the use of storing, keeping, buying or selling
wrecked, - scrapped, ruined, or dismantled
motor vehicle or motor vehicle parts.

“(f) The term ‘junkyard’ shall mean an
establishment or place of business which is
maintained or operated for the use of storing,
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keeping, buying or selling such junk, or for
the maintenance or operation of an auto-
mobile graveyard, and the term shall be con-
strued to include garbage dumps and sani-
tary fills.

“{g) Notwithstanding any provision of
this section, junkyards, auto graveyards and
scrap metal processing facilities may be op-
erated within areas adjacent to the Inter-
state S8ystem and the primary system which
are zoned industrial under authority of State
law, or which are not zoned under author-
ity of State law, but are predominantly used
for industrial activities.

“{h) Notwithstanding any provision of this
section any junkyard in existence on or be-
fore the effective date of this section, which
does not conform to the requirements of this
section and which the Secretary finds as a
practical matter cannot be screened, shall
not be required to be removed until July 1,
1970.

“(1) Landscaping or screening costs under
the provisions of this section shall be allo-
cated in the following manner: the first
$1,600 of such costs shall be assumed by the
owner of the facillty screened; all costs in
excess of $1,500 shall be the Federal and
State responsibility. Federal funds shall
be used to pay the Federal pro rata share of
the costs of landscaping or screening under
the provisions of this subsection.

“(j) If any junkyard or autoc graveyard
cannot be effectively screened under the
provisions of this section, either by plant-
ings or other means on the property line of
the owner or between the property line and
at a safe distance from the edge of the pave-
ment, whichever is the more economical and
effective, just compensation shall be paid the
owner for the relocation, removal, or disposal
of such facilities. Federal funds shall be
used to pay the Federal pro rata share of the
costs of providing effective control by pur-
chase or condemnation and relocation, re-
moval, or disposal,

*“(k) All public lands or reservations which
are adjacent to any portion of the Interstate
and primary systems shall be effectively con-
trolled in accordance with the provisions of
this section.

“(1) There is authorized to be appropriated
to carry out the provisions of this section, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, not to exceed $20,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and not
to exceed #20,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1967."”

SEC. 202. The table of sections of chapter
1, title 23, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

“Sec. 135. Control of junkyards.”
TITLE IIf

Sec. 301. Section 319 of title 23, United
States Code, 1s revised to read as follows:
*§ 819. Landscaping and scenic enhancement

“(a) The Secretary may approve as & part
of the construction of Federal-aid highways
the costs of landscape and roadside develop-
ment, including acquisition and develop-
ment of publicly owned and controlled rest
and recreation areas and sanitary and other
facilities reasonably necessary to accommo-
date the traveling publiec.

“(b) An amount equivalent to 38 per
centum of the funds apportioned to a State
for Federal-ald highways for any fiscal year
shall be used for acquisition of interests in
and Improvement of strips of land necessary
for the restoration, preservation, and en-
hancement of scenic beauty adjacent to
such highways, without being matched by
the State. . The Secretary may authorize ex-
ceptions from this requirement, upon appli-
cation of a State and upon a showing that
such amount is in excess of the needs of the
State for these purposes. Any funds not
It:sd as required by this subsection shall

pse.
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“(¢) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, not to exceed $120,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1966, and not to exceed $120,000,000 for the
flscal year ending June 30, 1867."

Sec. 302. Section 101(a) of title 23, United
States Code, is amended by deleting the
word “and” lmmediately before the words
“glimination of hazards of rallway-grade
crossings' In the definition of the term *‘con-
struction”, by changing the perlod at the
end of such definition to a comma, and by
adding the words “and landscaping and
scenic enhancement authorized by law.”

SEec. 303. In order to provide the basls for
evaluating the continuing programs author-
ized by amendments made by this Act, and
to furnish the Congress with the informa-
tion necessary for authorization of appro-
priations beginning after June 30, 1967, the
Secretary, In cooperation with the State
highway departments, shall make a detailed
estimate of the cost of carrying out such
programs, and shall submit such estimate to
the Congress not later than January 10,
1967.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In accordance with the previous
order, the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymineToN] is recognized.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OVER-
COMING THE CONTINUING UN-
FAVORABLE BALANCE OF PAY-
MENTS

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
an address last August, I presented the
impaect of military and foreign aid ex-
penditures upon our unfavorable balance
of payments. Today I would make some
suggestions as to what should be done
to correct that unfavorable balance.

The premise of these thoughts is one
I have presented many times in the past;
namely, that the military strength of the
United States is essential to the liberty of
all free people in their resistance to
totalitarian aggression; and also that,
in our way of life, our defense strength
can only come from our economic
strength.

In the past it is fair to say that “we
have done our share.” A great states-
man of this century, Sir Anthony Eden,
now Lord Avon, nailed that down when
he said: :

Happily for Europe, we were not left alone.
In the United States were statesmen of wis-
dom, authority and courage who wrought a
revolutionary change in their country's
traditional policies. There was to be no
repetition of the withdrawal Into isolation
as after the First World War. On the con-
trary, the United States lent of its extensive
resources to restore Europe’s industrial and
commercial life, ‘Europe today 1is eco-
noml.cslly ﬂmtrl.s.hm.g and shows many ﬁgns
of recovering her ancient leadership, This is
largely due to the efforts of her own peoples,
but the help of the United States was indis-
pensable and it was freely given.

There is no criticism on my part of
these generous actions of the past. Pri-
marily as the result of such action, how-
ever, we now face a serious and growing
problem, best illustrated by our continu-
ing unfavorable balance of payments.
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The United States would not be faced .
with this problem if many of our now
prosperous Western European allies had
shown a greater willingness to share in
the burden of their defense; and also in
the economic progress of the less-devel-
oped countries.

‘Why have not the surplus countries in
question, whose recovery came about in
large part as a result of contributions
from the United States, assumed a more
equitable share of the defense and aid
costs of the free world?

These countries have excess dollar
holdings. Instead, however, of support-
ing the cost of their own defense, and
assisting our efforts to stem Communist
imperialism in Asia, Latin America, and
Africa, they are erippling the monetary
position of the United States by contin-
uing to purchase gold from our limited
stock,

In addition, these Europeans seem re-
luctant to reduce their surpluses by im-
porting from this country more items
such as coal, wheat, and feed grains, even
though we are much more competitive in
these areas than are they.

West Germany, the Netherlands,
France, and in this case the United
Kingdom, have almost prohibitive quan-
titative restrictions, quotas, licensing
arrangements, and so forth, on the im-
ports of coal.

According to the Nathan Report of
1963, these nontariff barriers cost the
United States as much as $500 million a
year.

In addition, recently the Common
Market has proposed the freezing of
grain at a high level of price supports.
This action, supported by a highly pro-
tective variable levy, can only result in
large losses in U.S. grain exports.

The United States is now spending
$1.5 billion a year to maintain its mili-
tary establishment in Eurcpe; and this
expense is only partly offset by the some
$600 million in military hardware pur-
chased from us.

Is it not ironical that this Nation,
bearing by far the most of the financial
burden for the defense of Europe 20
years after the end of hostilities, and in
spite of European affluence and desire for
self-sufficiency, cannot persuade the
NATO allies, either to assume the cost of
their own defense, or remove their care-
fully planned restrictions on many of
our most competitive exports?

If the United States could save $1.5
to $2 billion annually in its Government
overseas expenditures, that saving would
go a long way toward balancing our in-
ternational accounts. With that prem-
ise, one is entitled to raise the ques-
tion: Is the presence of five divisions of
U.S. soldiers, plus a large 2ir contingent,
along with families—nearly a million
people—still necessary in Europe?

Also, what can be done with respect
to our aid program in order to help
reduce our Government expenditures
overseas? What action can be taken
commensurate with our international
commitments which at the same time
would protect the value of the U.S.
dollar? :

Here are some specific suggestions.
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First. Phasing out program loans: In
spite of efforts incident to “tied aid,” it
is a fact that program loans are still
adding heavily to our balance-of-pay-
ments deficits. They should be curtailed.

These loans are made for general
budgetary and balance-of-payments sup-
port, in order, so it is said, to “stabilize”
the economies and currency values of
the recipient countries; and also to help
them import goods. They are tied to
U.S. procurement through letters of
credit, on which one can draw for ex-
penditures in the United States. The net
effect, however, is to substitute credit
sales for cash sales.

In many instances this frees foreign
exchange resources for both debt service
and procurement in other countries. In
both instances, program loans add to our
own deficits.

Moreover, as a long-term means of
providing economic development capital,
they are wasteful, because balance-of-
payments support finances mainly cur-
rent consumption, as against growth-
creating projects.

We should phase out program loans,
because we cannot continue indefinitely
to absorb the budgetary and balance-of-
payments deficits of other countries into
our own budgetary and balance-of-pay-
ments deficits.

It has been reported that the Inter-
American Committee for the Alliance
for Progress will recommend to the In-
ter-American Economic and Social
Council assistance to Argentina in the
amount of $317 million for 1966 and $163
million for 1967 so as to assist Argentina
to repay its debts, many of which were
committed by the Peron administration.

One could question the advantages,
either to the economic growth of Argen-
tina, or to U.S. political and economie in-
terests, to have the American taxpayer
bankroll these commitments of Argen-
tina's predecessor governments.

It has also been stated that we must
increase our commitments of aid to In-
dia, mostly through the International
Development Association, in order to
make it possible for India to pay its
capital obligations and interest due the
World Bank and European countries.

What are the advantages in commit-
ting U.S. taxpayers’ money to pay the
past debts of these countries? Such use
of aid money will not create any new
economic growth.

These transactions would appear an
attempt to make good on obligations of
the past; and one is misled who believes
that this part of either the Alliance for
Progress, or contributions to IDA or
other international organizations, are
either creating economic growth or help-
ing the United States balance-of-pay-
ments deficits. In actual fact, they are
no more than attempts to catch up with
obligations contracted for purposes long
since past.

Those who have lent money to these
countries in the past should now accept
the consequences of a moratorium or
stretchout; and further U.S. aid should
be devoted to further economic develop-
ment.

After a reorganization of the debt
commitments of such countries as Ar-
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gentina, Chile, Colombia, India, and Pak-
istan, the United States Government
should be prepared, through the aid pro-
gram, to be of help; not on a balance-of-
payments basis; but on specific identi-
fiable projects such as schools, hospi-
tals, utilities, and factories which require
external dollar financing.

If we do that, emphasizing especially
the importance of technical assistance,
we would be helping the underdevel-
oped countries in their economic prog-
ress without further damaging our own
economy with balance-of-payments def-
icits.

Second. Emphasis on shipment in kind
for scientific incremental development
projects: By emphasizing technical as-
sistance instead of general budgetary
and balance-of-payments support, we
would not only relieve the U.S. taxpayer
of the debt burdens of the underdevel-
oped nations, but also make a more solid
contribution to the economic develop-
ment of the recipient country. Once
these countries realize that such general
budgetary aid is no longer forthcoming,
they would make more realistic effort to
put their own house in order, thereby ob-
viating the need for further program
loans.

It is my conviction that the United
States should revert more to a lend-lease
concept of foreign aid—plus technical
assistance—as against large grants or
loans for various public works projects
and budgetary assistance.

Third. Increase the dollar sales por-
tion of our Public Law 480 farm surplus
shipment: American agriculture is the
most competitive in the world. There is
no reason why we cannot maximize the
dollar portion of our Public Law 480
sales. If, for example, we made a con-
dition that a certain portion of our Pub-
lic Law 480 sales should be repaid in
dollars, say 20 to 25 percent, while giving
the rest away free—or for local currency
counterpart funds—there would continue
to be a budgetary cost to the United
States, but our balance-of-payments po-
sition would be much improved.

In addition, private commercial sales
of agricultural products, even to Com-
munist countries, should not be ham-
pered by cargo preference requirements,
along with various other types of restric-
tions which make U.S. agriculture un-
competitive. I made a talk on this
particular aspect last August 19.

The sale of farm products to the East-
ern countries is now accepted national
policy. Why then make it difficult to
compete with other countries by placing
artificial and costly restrictions on any
possible transaction?

As but one illustration of what the
ideology first group is doing to the econ-
omy of this country, consider the fact
that France, chief economic opponent
of the United States in the free world,
recently sold a million tons of wheat to
Eastern Europe, most of it to Soviet
Russia,

Fourth. Disallow bond flotations by
international institutions: A thorough
review of ways and means of reducing
the impact of the operations and prac-
tices of international institutions on our
balance of payments is in order; in fact
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it is long overdue. Not only is the size
of our commitments inconsistent with
the current balance-of-payments erisis,
but the practice of floating bonds on our
capital markets also seems inconsistent
with the now pressing need to eliminate
these persistent balance-of-payments
deficits.

Between 1958 and 1964, the Interna-
tional Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment floated $820 million worth of
securities in the U.S. capital market.
Since the record of procurement of goods
under the Bank’s loans indicates that
only about 35 percent was procured in
the United States, about $533 million of
this amount was spent in third countries,

In addition to our large contributions,
the Inter-American Development Bank
has also borrowed $225 million in the
U.S. capital market. At least half of
that money was, or is being, spent in
third countiies.

Flotations of security issues by the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development and the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank, therefore, have
cost the U.S. balance of payments over
$600 million during recent years.

As long as the United States has a
deficit in its international accounts dur-
ing the preceding year, it would appear
logical for the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, or his delegate to these institutions,
to vote against such bond issues in the
American money market.

They have the right of such veto under
the charter provisions of said institu-
tions. Article IV, section 1(b) of the
Articles of Agreement of the World Bank,
states that the Bank may borrow funds
“only with the approval of the member
in whose markets the funds are raised
and the member in whose currency the
loan is denominated, and only if these
members agree that the proceeds may be
exchanged for the currencies of any
other member without restriction.”

Similarly, article VII, section 1(i) of
the Inter-American Development Bank
Charter states:

Before making a sale of its obligations in
the markets of a country, the Bank shall
have obtained the approval of that country
and of the member in whose currency the
obligations are denomiinated.

It is a fact that this authority was writ-
ten into these charters in order to pro-
tect countries such as the United States
suffering from continuous balance-
of-payments deficits. Because of the in-
creasing gravity of the balance-of-pay-
ments position of this country, therefore,
why do we not use this authority, in-
stead of continuing to go along with
the management of these banks in their
desire to tap the low cost U.S. market?

Fifth. Stop making future commit-
ments of aid to international institu-
tions without prior congressional ap-
proval: With respect to the practice of
making commitments to international
institutions without congressional dis-
cussion, such action places the Congress
in the position of having either to choose
between offending other Governments
and very possibly embarrassing our own,
or automatically approving commit-
ments that have already been made.
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_ It has been reported that the Presi-
dent has instructed officials of the AID
agency not to make commitments under
the AID program until the Congress has
appropriated the money. That proce-
dure would appear wise to us; therefore,
we would hope that the same practice
would be adopted in the case of interna-
tional institutions.

With our continuing unfavorable bal-
ance of payments, plus the steady drop
in our gold holdings, I believe that no
further international commitments to
the World Bank, its subsidiary, the In-
ternational Development Association, or
the Inter-American Development Bank,
should be made without prior congres-
sional approval.

This is particularly important in the
case of the IDA, whose aid disbursements
result only in 12.8 percent identifiable
procurement in the United States.

Sixth. The cost of tourism: Tourism
is another condition which operates
heavily against the U.S. balance of pay-
ments. Tourism is costing this country
many billions of dollars. Nevertheless,
there would appear little reaction to the
suggestion of President Johnson that, in
order to help reduce the unfavorable
balance of payments, Americans should
take their vacations in the 50 States.

Actually, traveling to foreign countries
this year is reaching unprecedented
levels. Secretary of Commerce Connor
stated—press conference, August 17—
that in 1965 he expected a net outflow of
$2 billion from tourism alone; an in-
crease of over $300 million.

Seventh. Investments abroad: U.S.
bank loans not used to finance U.8S. ex-
ports, therefore, rather to finance either
third country trade or inventory and
plant expansion programs, should be
limited.

The $100 million exemption of Japan
- from the interest equalization tax, al-
ready granted for 1965, should not be
extended. If the Japanese prefer to
avold the 1 percent tax, they can borrow
in Europe.

The transfer to foreign countries of
funds by insurance companies, pension
funds, and corporations, solely to take
advantage of a higher interest return,
should either be curtailed or taxed.

Direct investments by American com-
panies, which result in the export of
American machinery, semimanufactured
and raw materials, and bring back earn-
ings in dividends and interest, are in a
separate category. In 1963 they brought
back $9 billion, $4 billion in dividends,
interest, and royalties; and $5 billion in
related exports.

Eighth. Liquidity: There are those who
are now trying to merchandise a some-
what mysterious thing called liquidity,
in order to provide further means for
financing international trade. These
people say that if the United States
reaches either a position of balance, or
one of surplus in their international ac-
counts, the means of payment in inter-
national trade will dry up; and then
there will be a depression.

Mr. President, I will not discuss in de-
tail at this time this question of liquidity.
But let me leave a few thoughts on the
subject.
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There are two separate aspects of
liquidity ; and we should be careful not to
confuse them.

The first problem of liquidity is to
finance legitimate day-to-day, cash,
commercial trade between countries. As
illustration, suppose there are three
countries, A, B,and C.

Country A has a product, with a mar-
ket value, that country B is willing and
eager to import. Country B has a prod-
uct that has a market in country C, and
country A wants to import something it
needs from country C. It should be
emphasized that there is no shortage of
money, loans, or liguidity to finance such
a commercial trade.

In most cases, this is a straight clear-
ing house transaction. If the amount of
trade between these countries were
equal, there wculd be no need for ex-
change of currency, or gold, between
them.

This kind of trade is no different from
California buying Detroit- or St. Louis-
made cars, and then shipping oranges
and vegetables in exchange. The clear-
inghouse system takes care of such a
commerecial transaction without any
shift of funds.

If there is a difference in the amounts
between regions in the United States, or
between countries, then the question of
settlement comes up; and we can be sure
that there are enough resources in the
banking systems of the developed coun-
tries, backed up by the International
Monetary Fund, to settle any resulting
temporary fractional short falls between
countries, which arise from comparable
commercial transactions.

The second kind of liquidity problem is
something else, and results from the in-
ability of many countries to pay, year
after year, for the goods and services
they wish to buy from other countries.
If over a period they do not earn, by the
sale of exports and services, enough to
pay for the things they wish to import
and consume, then they have a persist-
ent balance-of-payments problem.

This is a foreign aid problem, not a
liquidity problem.

To go back to our country A, B, and C
analogy, if country A consistently does
not export enough goods or services to
countries B and C, but definitely needs
to import certain materials from ecoun-
tries B and C, country A has a real prob-
lem—either a shortage of cash, or a
shortage of export goods which other
people want.

The question is, How do you finance,
vear after year, the needs of countries
such as A? There are many nations in
this category—India, Turkey, Chile—in
fact, most of the underdeveloped or rela-
tively underdeveloped countries.

To repeat, this is a foreign aid problem,
not a liquidity problem. Somebody has
to give these countries either, first, the
cash with which to buy imports, or, sec-
ond, the goods themselves, with little
expectation of being repaid.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bass
in the chair). The time of the Senator
has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask unanimous
consent that I may proceed for 5 min-
utes longer.

September 16, 1965

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In the 20 years
since the end of World War II, the coun-
try that has supplied a very large major-
ity of both this cash and these goods has
been the United States. As everyone
knows, since World War II we have put
out over $100 billion of such assistance.

Unfortunately, since 1949 the United
States has not been able to earn enough.
through exports of goods and services, to
support these contributions designed to
help the shortfall of earnings in other
countries.

Now the United States in turn has a
grave problem incident to paying its bills
abroad. As long as we could pay other
peoples’ bills through exports, foreign
aid, sales of gold, even by borrowing
abroad, trade moved between countries,
with the United States paying the bills.
Now that this country is also short of
foreign exchange, however, and there-
fore is finding it inecreasingly difficult to
pay the bills of these other countries,
many well-meaning but misguided peo-
ple have begun to talk liquidity.

Let us be honest with ourselves.
Whenever you and I individually, or our
families, or our States, or this or any
other nation, do not earn enough to pay
for all the things desired or needed, we
have a problem of liquidity.

If in turn, we chronically persist in our
inability to pay our bills, there are three
choices. Either we cut back on our ex-
penditures, or borrow the money as long
as our creditors have faith in our capac-
ity to repay, or apply for relief. At the
international level, the latter is foreign
aid.

To confuse this issue as a matter of
liguidity, therefore, one that can be
solved by creating further credit, or using
the printing press to print more na-
tional—or some form of international—
currency, is to fudge the issue.

I will discuss in greater detail at an-
other time this question of liguidity.
Suffice it to say now that, except for the
preservation of the peace in this nuclear
age, nothing is more important than put-
ting in order our fiscal and monetary
position.

In recent days, three developments
have been foremost in the minds of the
American people—South Vietnam, the
mobs in the streets of Los Angeles, and
the Gemini 5 flight. Two of these three
cost a great deal of money.

The way of life in this Nation has as
one of its primary foundations working
in the early part of a citizen’s life so
as to insure as much security as possible
in the later years. Various forms of in-
surance, and pensions, and retirement
agreements, preserve and enrich our con-
cept of democracy.

If, through well meaning programs de-
signed to assist foreign countries, the
value of the dollar is reduced to the point
where the savings of our people do not
provide a decent living standard upon
retirement, there could be additional and
much more unfortunate developments;
developments which could exceed in in-
tensity any that have been experienced
up to this time.
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As an able and dedicated public serv-
ant, Secretary of the Treasury Fowler,
said only last month:

We must never forget that America’s abil-
ity to succeed in its difficult and demanding
role as leader of the free world—that all the
political, dinlomatic, and military resources
at our command—aepend upon a strong
and stable American economy and a sound
dollar.

We must never forget that our lives can be
vitally affected, not only by the events in
Salgon or Santo Domingo, but by such
apparently far removed occurrences as the
outflow of American gold and dollars abroad.

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

Mr, SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin, who is an authority in this field.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I warmly commend
the distinguished Senator from Missouri
on the speech he has made this morning;
I do so although I disagree in important
part with what he has said. A number
of newspapermen, in commenting on the
Senate this year, have written that the
failure to debate the balance-of-pay-
ments problem is a serious omission on
the part of the Senate. This is one of
the most important problems facing our
country. It has not been discussed as it
should be. Certainly, no one can fault
the Senator from Missouri for that. He
has spoken out, and he has been the
Senate leader in calling to the atten-
tion of the country how very serious is
our balance-of-payments problem.

The Senator is no doubt aware that
the balance of payments has been the
subject of lengthy congressional hear-
ings., The Senate Banking and Currency
Committee has held hearings on this
subject under the chairmanship of the
Senator from Maine [Mr. Muskiel. The
Joint Economic Committee has held
hearings, under the chairmanship of
Representative REuss. I serve on both
those subcommittees, and also conducted
hearings on this subject in the Statis-
tics Subcommittee of the Joint Economic
Committee which I head. But there has
been no extended discussion on the Sen-
ate floor of the problem which the Sena-
tor from Missouri has talked about in
his speech today. I agree wholeheart-
edly that the balance-of-payments prob-
lem is far from solved.

Is it not true that, although in the
second quarter of this year this country
ran a balance-of-payments surplus, this
surplus is very temporary indeed?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator
from Wisconsin is correct. This year we
will lose over $1 billion more of our gold
as against a loss of around $125 million
last year.

It is a serious problem; one which we
have been unable to solve by means of
the programs suggested or stipulated to
date.

I know of the hearings the Senator
referred to, and of his fine work in them.
They have been constructive in pointing
up this problem to the people of the
country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
3 additional minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Is it not true that in order to solve our
balance-of-payments problems the Com-
merce Department and the Treasury De-
partment both agree that one of the best
ways, perhaps the only real way on a
constructive basis, is to increase our ex-
ports relative to imports? And is it not
extraordinarily hard to do this because
we already have a highly favorable bal-
ance of trade? At the same time we have
had an unfavorable balance of payments
until recently because of our govern-
mental payments abroad, our tourist
travel abroad, and all of the things the
Senator from Missouri discussed.

To improve our balance of trade even
further will be extremely difficult.
While the balance of payments looked
good in the second guarter, that was in
part because there was a shipping strike
in the first quarter, and we had a post-
ponement of exports into the second
quarter which distorted the picture.

Mr., SYMINGTON. The Senator is
right. The problem today is not one of
our exports, because since 1949, exports
have heavily exceeded imports. With
the exception of one year, 1957, the year
after the Suez crisis, heavy expenditures
of our Government abroad have negated
our excess of exports over imports in the
private sector.

In addition, the activities of France
under General de Gaulle would seem to
be crippling our opportunity for main-
taining a successful export position with
those countries.

As our balance-of-payments problem
inereases, and as the Senator points out,
we also are bound to lose some of our
previous export advantages in the pri-
vate seector.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is also true that,
although the administration should be
credited with a gallant effort to correct
the balance-of-payments problems, the
voluntary loan limitation program which
the President and the Secretary of the
Treasury successfully fostered is never-
theless showing predictable short, one-
shot benefits that in large part will not
be continuing. That means a fine
second quarter showing may well deteri-
orate during the rest of the year and in
1966. The constructive effects can con-
tinue to some extent, but they will be a
limited force from now on.

I wish to say one more thing to the
Senator from Missouri, and that is that
I believe that while he is dead right in
emphasizing the importance of correct-
ing our balance of payments—and we
will not solve the longrun liquidity prob-
lem until we do—I believe that there is
a persuasive argument that when and as
we correct our balance-of-payments
problem we may have a liquidity problem
in the world, because as world trade ex-
pands—and it has far more than doubled
in the past 10 years—and as world econ-
omies expand, we shall need more liquid-
ity. That liguidity has been supplied for
more than a decade by the American
dollar deficit. That deficit cannot and
should not continue.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. I would associate
myself with that position of the Senator
from Wisconsin. But I do not believe
that additional liquidity should come as
the result of additional paper dollars
while there is a continuing unfavorable
balance of payments.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree with the
distinguished Senator from Missouri.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri, who
is discussing this subject in colloguy with
the Senator from Wisconsin. If the time
has expired, I ask unanimous consent
that the time be extended for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time has expired. The Senator may
continue for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I listened with in-
tense interest to the cogent comments
of the Senator from Missouri on this
subject. It is of vital interest to the
State of West Virginia in connection with
many of our products, particularly coal.
We are constantly faced with certain
diminishing markets abroad, and the
matter of payments is a pertinent one
to the industry which is, in a real sense,
the major industry in the State of West
Virginia.

I would like to have the record re-
flect that in the omnibus fiood control—
rivers and harbors legislation, passed by
the Senate and reported by the House
Public Works Committee, there is pro-
posed authorization for a project that
will have impact for good on our coal
export prospects.

I refer to the project for vastly improv-
ing the navigability of the James River
estuary channels serving the ports of
Newport News and Norfolk in the Hamp-
ton Roads.

The deepening of the channel from 40
to 45 feet, and the widening, would allow
the ships of France and Italy to come
into the area and use coal which would
be exported from the country to those
people in need of our product.

According to available figures, this
project, which includes the deepening of
the Thimble Shoal, Newport News, and
Norfolk Harbor Channels upstream to
Lamberts Point, two widening operations,
and four anchorage deepenings will cost
the Federal Government $25.6 million.
It is my view that the expansion and
deepening of these shipping lanes to ac-
commodate existing and prospective traf-
fic of vessels engaged in forelgn and
coastwise trade will more than justify
the Federal expenditure. This project
will be especially important to the coal
industry and coal-hauling railroads of
West Virginia and Appalachian region
portions of other neighboring States.

At a meeting in February, shipping
officials from Italy and France reported
on plans of their countries to build
75,000~ to 80,000-ton vessels which will
not be able to load or carry full capacity
loads of American coal, until channels
in Hampton Roads of the James River
estuary are widened and deepened. We
have been informed that Italian and
French shipping interests have tremen-
dous market potentials equal to perhaps
11 million tons of Appalachian bitumi-
nous coal annually for export through
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the Newport News-Hampton Roads dock-
ing and loading facilities. It has been
estimated that additional exports will
add $90 to $100 million in new business
to the U.S. economy when both coal and
transportation are considered.

The prospects for the future exporting
of coal are extremely encouraging. A
recent study by the Stanford Research
Institute at Menlo Park, Calif., indicated
that U.S. coal exports to Japan and six
major industrial European countries will
experience a continuing increase, per-
haps at a rate of 5-percent annually for
the next 10 to 15 years.

With this projection of a growing for-
eign market for our ccal, there is the
vital requirement for better ports facili-
ties through which the coal can be
moved. The Norfolk channel enlarge-
ment is an essential proposal in this
future progress. The urgency of this
project is emphasized by the fact that
the first of the new design French coal-
carrying vessels is already under con-
struction and will be in operation by the
end of 1966. An Italian ship is to be
ready the following year.

Although the completion of proposed
waterway modifications will require 5
years, a sufficient portion of the project
to accommodate outgoing vessels could
be accomplished in 3 years from the time
Congress appropriates the first funds.

It appears, then, that the work will be
2 years behind the availability of the new
coal colliers. Further delays will restrict
the coal-hauling ships from carrying ca-
pacity loads, thereby preventing full
realization of the economic possibilities
of our foreign market.

Gov. Hulett C. Smith, of West Vir-
ginia, has been active in forming an eco-
nomic bond between coal-producing
areas. He is well aware of Europe’s need
for quality coal from West Virginia and
other nearby mines, and he has expressed
his desire to be associated with these
remarks.

It is our genuine hope that the Hamp-
ton Roads and related channel improve-
ments so essential to shipment of our coal
to export markets will be included in the
final version of the 1965 omnibus rivers
and harbors bill. As a member of the
Senate Committee on Public Works and
its Subcommittee on Flood Control—
Rivers and Harbors, I shall continue to
give it my support.

I commend the Senator for his en-
lightening discussion and I appreciate the
opportunity to make this comment in re-
spect to our own State.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis-
tingushed Senator from West Virginia.

In coal, as in feed grains, this country
is most competitive with respect to the
rest of the world, And yet, because of
quotas and other such limitations beyond
tariffs, we are not allowed to merchandise
coal in countries where we have expended
vast sums of money for many causes, in-
cluding, of course, the prosperity and
actual freedom of those countries,

If things continue to go this way, it is
only a question of time before the basic
source of the defense strength of the free
world, the economy of the United States,
is going to have very serious problems,
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indeed, with respect to the value of the
measuring stick of the status of that
economy—the value of the dollar, That
is the thrust of my talk today.

When we realize that this defense
strength can only come from economic
strength, we can appreciate how serious
this problem is to all free people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senate that the time is
under control. Who yields time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Maine.

APPOINTMENT OF HON. FRANK M.
COFFIN AS A JUDGE ON THE
FIRST JUDICIAL COURT OF
APPEALS

Mr. MUSEIE. Mr. President, I know
President Johnson attaches great im-
portance to the qualifications of his ap-
pointees to the Federal judiciary. His
nomination of Frank M. Coffin, of Maine,
to be a judge on the First Judicial Circuit
Court of Appeals is in the Johnson tradi-
tion of outstanding appointments.

Mr. Coffin has a unigue combination
of talent and experience which is well
suited to an appellate court. The Ameri-
can Bar Association Standing Commit-
tee on the Federal Judiciary has rated
him as “exceptionally well qualified” for
appointment to the circuit court.

Mr. Coffin had an outstanding aca-
demic record in his undergraduate work
and in law school. In addition to his
AB. and LL.B. degrees, lie holds a de-
gree in business administration. He was
a Navy veteran in World War II. Fol-
lowing graduation from law school he
served as law clerk to Federal District
Judge John D. Clifford, of Maine. His
law practice was devoted primarily to
trial work where he distinguished him-
self before both State and Federal courts.
He served' two terms as Congressman
from Maine. In the executive branch of
the Federal Government he has been Di-
rector of the Development Loan Fund,
Deputy Administrator of the Agency for
International Development, and U.S.
Representative to the Development As-
sistance Committee in Paris.

Over the years I have come to know
Frank Coffin as a friend, fellow attorney,
political associate, and colleague. I have
admired him as a student of the law, as
an imaginative public leader, as a law-
maker, and as an administrator. He
combines the best attributes of an intel-
lectual with the practicality, human un-
derstanding, and wisdom which is so
important to great judges. In our sys-
tem of government, where the strength
of our democratic institutions depends
on the strength of all three branches—
executive, legislative, and judicial—it is
well to have judges, particularly at the
appellate level, whose experience and un-
derstanding includes all three branches.

I am more than pleased, as I know
Frank Coffin’s many friends and ad-
mirers in Maine must be, that President
Johnson has selected him for this im-
portant post.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Maine has
expired.
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SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL-AID HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (5. 2084) to provide for scenic
development and road beautification of
the Federal-aid highway systems.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, an
amendment is pending. Perhaps the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]
might wish to discuss his proposal. As
he knows, at this point we are consid-
ering a modification. We have discussed
it with the Senator from Delaware. He
might wish to speak now, but if he would
rather wait, I shall make the point that
a quorum is not present.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Perhaps there should
be a quorum call.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for the
quorum call be charged to neither side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s request is not in order. The
quorum call is in progress.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, Mr. President, I
was on my feet seeking recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Illinois
that the quorum call is in progress. The
Senator could ask that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But I was addressing
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has ruled that the Senator from
Illinois is not in order because the
quorum call is in progress.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Let it proceed.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objeetion, it is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, with
the consent of the Senator from Delware,
I ask unanimous consent that his amend-
ment be temporarily laid aside so that I
may offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 14,
delete lines 12-24 inclusive and insert in
lieu thereof the following: “(b) ",

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with, and that the amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the Recorbp, is as follows:

Page 14, delete lines 12-24 inclusive and
insert in lleu thereof the following:

“(b) Pederal-ald highway funds payable
on or after January 1, 1968, to any State
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which the Secretary defermines has not made
provision for effective control of the estab-
lishment and maintenance along the Inter-
state System and the primary system of out-
door junkyards, which are within 1,000 feet
of the nearest edge of the right-of-way and
visible from the main traveled way of the
system, shall be reduced by amounts equal to
10 per centum of the amounts which would
otherwise be payable to such State under sec-
tion 104 of this title, until such time as such
State shall provide for such effective control.
Any amount which is thus withheld from
any State shall be reapportioned to the other
States.”

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
yesterday my first amendment was
agreed to by the Senate. Today I am
offering my amendment No. 5. It is a
conforming amendment, similar in form
and identical in purpose with the amend-
ment which was agreed to in the Senate
yesterday.

The amendment of yesterday went to
title I, with respect to outdoor adver-
tising. Title II, as the Senators know,
goes to the matter of junkyards.

The earlier amendment provided, for
title I, a withholding of 10 percent of the
Federal-aid highway funds from the
States which failed to comply with this
section by January 1968. This withhold~
ing would replace the originally proposed
withholding of 100 percent of such funds.
The same now would apply to title IIL

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from West Virginia
IMr. RawnporrH] to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Is all time yielded back?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I call to

the attention of the distinguished
Senator——
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair advises the Senator that the time
is controlled, and the Senator should re-
quest time.

Mr. RANDOLPH., Mr, President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Hawalii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thedis-
tinguished Senator from Hawali is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes and the time shall
be charged on the bill.

Mr, FONG. Mr, President yesterday
the Senate passed the first amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia. My attention has been
called to the fact that we made a mistake
in agreeing to the first amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator be-
cause in deleting the lines mentioned, we
deleted too much from page 9 of the bill.

If the distinguished chairman will turn
to his amendment and turn to page 9 of
the bill, he will note that he requested
that lines 12 to 24 be deleted.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
matter referred to by the distinguished
Senator fromm Hawaii was corrected in
the amendment which was sent to the
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desk. The Recorp will reflect that fact.
I have not looked at the REecorp today.
Mr. FONG. We have looked at the
Recorp and the Recorp reflects that
lines 12 to 24 have been eliminated.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Recorp should
reflect that the amendment was intended
to delete from line 15 on page 9 through
line 3 on page 10 inclusive.

Mr. President, I ask that the per-
manent REcORD be corrected to reflect
what I have said in response to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
correction will be made.

The first amendment offered by the
Senator from West Virigina [Mr.
RanporrH] reads as follows:

Delete from line 15 on page 9 through
line 3 on page 10 inclusive and substitute
in lieu thereof the following: “(b) Federal-
ald highway funds payable on or after Jan-
uary 1, 1968, to any State which the Secre-
tary determines has not made provision for
effective control of the erection and mainte-
nance along the Interstate System and the

primary system of outdoor advertising signs,
displays, and devices which are within six
hundred and sixty feet of the mnearest
edge of the right-of-way and visible
from the main traveled way of the
system, shall be reduced by amounts
equal to 10 per centum of the amounts which
would otherwise be payable to such State
under section 104 of this title, until such
time as such State shall provide for such
effective control. Any amount which is thus
withheld from any State shall be reappor-
tioned to the other States.”

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I ask the distin-
guished Senator how far that correction
would go. Would it delete all of line
24, or would it leave a part of line 24 in
the bill? There is a sentence which
deals with the discretion of the Secre-
tary to suspend the penalty of with-
holding 10 percent of a State’s highway
apportionment if he deems it in the
publie interest. Has that been stricken?

Mr. RANDOLPH. That has been
deleted. )

Mr. FONG. That was the intent of
the distinguished Senator from Virginia?

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is
correct. I love my friend from Hawaii,
but he keeps saying that I am from
Virginia.

Mr. FONG. I am sorry. I meant to
say West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, yes-
terday the Senator said it over and over
again. I did not correct him. Today I
really do not correct him, but I just want
to say a good word for West Virginia.

Mr. FONG. West Virginia is a very
fine State and is represented by a very
fine Senator.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the senior
Senator from Hawaii. He is an esteemed
friend and an able Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The question recurs on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware
[Mr., Witriams] to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I have modified my amend-
ment somewhat. I send to the desk the
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modified amendment and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonpaLE in the chair). The clerk will
read the modified amendment.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13,
between lines 17 and 18, in the commit-
tee amendment, it is proposed to insert
the following:

(k) For the purposes of this section effec-
tive control also means that notwithstand-
ing the provisions of subsection (f), after
January 1, 1968,

(1) no sign or display promoting the Fed-
eral Government or any of its departments,
agencies, programs, projects, or expenditures
shall be allowed if such sign or display is in-
consistent with the purposes of this section,
nor

(2) shall the Federal Government erect or
construct any sign or display promoting any
of its departments, agencies, programs, proj-
ects or expenditures. The BSecretary shall
immediately request all States to remove as
soon as practicable all signs and displays
which will be in violation of this subsection
after January 1, 1968.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield myself such time as is
necessary. I do not believe that it will
take more than a few moments.

The purpose of my amendment is very
simple; it would merely provide that the
U.S. Government and its agencies would
come under the same rules with respect
to the placing of signs along our high-
ways as the pending bill proposes to es-
tablish for all commercial enterprises.

I have discussed this amendment with
the Senator in charge of the bill, and I
understand that he is willing to accept
the amendment. The Senator agrees
with the Senator from Delaware that the
amendment is meritorious. Therefore,
if that is the understanding I shall not
labor the point.

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

Mr. of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, the Senator
from Tennessee would like to have an
example of what kind of sign the Senator
refers to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We see
many of these signs extolling the virtues
of various programs while we are riding
down the highway. After this bill was
introduced, I took particular note of it.
I counted nine such signs on the way
back from Rehoboth a few weeks ago.

As we ride down the highway we see
big 3-by-b and 5-by-7 signs stating that
this is a project partly built and paid
for by Federal Bureau of so-and-so. The
sign advertises the great merit of the
project and how the taxpayers will bene-
fit. Perhaps it has a meritorious objec-
tive in the eyes of some. However, if one
kind of advertising is to be removed from
the highways all kinds should be re-
moved.

This amendment merely provides that
the Federal Government and its agencies
shall come under the same regulations
in the erecting of their signs as does all
other commercial advertising.

Mr. BASS. Does the Senator include
State signs in his amendment, such signs
as we all have seen, “Welcome to the
State of Oblivion, Joe Jones, the greatest
Governor in the world”?
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If it is
paid for by the Federal Government or
partly paid for by the Federal Govern-
ment, it would be included, too.

Mr. BASS. If we are going to elim-
inate the possibility of advertising by the
Federal Government, the States will still
be able to erect signs saying, “This high-
way is paid for to the extent of 10 per-
cent by funds contributed by the people
of the State of Oblivion, Governor So-
and-so.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
the Senator will find that that situation
is covered by the amendment also. I in-
tend that advertising to the effect that
“This highway is being built by Governor
So-and-so” will be covered if the amend-
ment is adopted. I assure the Senators
that that is the intention of my amend-
ment. Because, after all, the Governors
of the States may be candidates for office,
and why should it be permitted under the
bill that the Governor of a State can say,
“This highway is built under program
such-and-such,” and add his name? If
he can add his name he can put his pic-
ture on the sign. Why should such ad-
vertising as that be allowed for govern-
ment agencies if other types of advertis-
ing are not permitted? So, to avoid any
misunderstanding, I wish the Senator
from Tennessee to know it is my intention
that this amendment covers that type of
advertising.

Mr. BASS. In other words, it is the
Senator’s intention that his amendment
cover that situation?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. BASS. Ithank the Senator.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The amendment of
the Senator from Delaware, which he has
discussed with several of the members of
the Public Works Committee, was given
to us last evening and again this morning.
‘We find ourselves in agreement, in prin-
ciple, with the modification as embodied
in the amendment. It is certainly in
keeping with the thinking of the chair-
man and members of the committee. We
accept it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator, and yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WirLrLiams]l, as modified, to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I move to reconsider the vote
by which the amendment to the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia yield for 1 minute?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawaii.
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
Members of the Senate have been deeply
impressed by the warm, eloquent, and

very effective management of the pend-

ing measure by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLPH].

I am happy to report that the Presi-
dent of the United States also has rec-
ognized the Senator’s great efforts to-
ward bringing the measure to complete
and effective resolution. I therefore ask
unanimous consent that a letter from the
President dated September 15, 1965, be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, September 15, 1965.
Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR RaNDOLPH: I want to thank
you and your staff for the hard work you
have devoted to my proposals to improve the
beauty of our highways. The bill which the
Senate is acting upon today, together with
the amendments I understand you have
worked out with administration officials, is
a far-reaching and acceptable step toward
achieving the purposes of this program.

‘We are all grateful for your efforts to make
this step possible.

Sincerely,
Lynpow B. JOHNSON.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I
send to the desk an amendment, and ask
that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Page 13, lines 9 through 13, after the word
“agreement,” delete the following: “Provided,
That the right of any such highway depart-
ment to such payment shall not be affected
by amendments to the statute of such State
imposing such controls if such statute as
amended meets the requirements of this sec-
tion.”, and insert in lieu thereof “, but no
such State highway department shall be en-
titled to such payments unless the State
maintains the control required under such
agreement or the control required by this
section, whichever control is the stricter.
Nothing in this section shall prohibit a State
from establishing standards imposing stricter
limitations with respect to signs, displays,
and devices on Federal-aid highway sys-
tems than those established under this see-
tion-"

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, this
amendment is offered to amend subsec-
tion (j) of seection 131 of the measure
pending before the Senate.

I call to the attention of the Senators
that the administration proposal, as
originally introduced by me, would have
continued the payment of bonuses
amounting to one-half of 1 percent on
project construction costs where agree-
ments to control advertising had been
entered into between a State and the
U.S. Bureau of Public Roads.

The provision we are now offering
would continue those bonus payments
only when the State required either the
stricter provisions of this legislation or
the procedure under an agreement which
had been entered into prior to the en-
actment of this act.

Under the terms of the original bill
control would have been exercised pri-
marily through the police power. The
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present proposal requires compensation
when signs are eliminated. This has
been a matter of concern to the Senator
from Hawaii, who spoke on this matter
in committee and in consultation with
Members of the Senate. Under the pro-
posed legislation, States may choose to
effectuate the agreements or not, as they
deem best. The Federal Government, I
believe, is bound to honor agreements
if States decide to utilize them. There-
fore, logic and equity dictate that the
States should be paid only to the extent
they adhere to the strict requirements
of the agreements if, in isolated in-
stances, the application of the agreement
might result in stricter control require-
ments than would be involved under the
pending bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RanporLrH] to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President. I have
no objection tc the amendment because
it would prescribe, as I understand it,
where States have entered into agree-
ment under Public Law 85-767 relating
to the Interstate Highway System, that
by reason of having entered into the
agreement they are receiving bonus pay-
ments of one-half of 1 percent appor-
tioned for the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem. It would be required that they
continue to maintain those standards in
order to continue receiving the bonus
payments.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator from
Kentucky is correct.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky will state it.

Mr. COOPER. First, I offered in com-
mittee an amendment to strike the en-
tire section referring to the Interstate
Highway System. My purpose in offer-
ing it was to insure that not only the
standards to which States have agreed
shall be maintained, but also that the
amendment would not permit, with re-
spect to the Interstate Highway System,
the creation of additional zones along
the Interstate Hiighway System upon
whieh advertising could be established.

It has been my position, consistent
with action taken in the past in con-
nection with the vigorous efforts of the
distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuserGER], that the Interstate Highway
System, being a different kind of system,
and a new system, should be maintained
as free of advertising and other estab-
lishments for the enjoyment of the pub-
lic as possible.

Mr. President, having explained my
prior amendment in the committee,
which was defeated, let me now ask,
whether, notwithstanding adoption of
the amendment, I could later introduce
an amendment which would maintain
the standards of the Interstate Highway
System in accordance with the stand-
ards which were established when the
law was adopted in 1958.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would have to know precisely the
terms of the proposed amendment before
a ruling could be made, and also at what
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point it would be proposed as an amend-
ment to the existing bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time? 1Is all time now
yielded back?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. RanporpH] to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr., COTTON obtained the floor.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, I call
up my amendment to the committee
amendment at the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the amendment will be
stated for the information of the Senate.

The LecistaTivE CLERK. The Senator
from New Hampshire proposes an
amendment, on page 11, line 10, insert
after the word “which” the following:
“in the case of the Interstate System and
new construction in the Primary System
shall be found by the Secretary of Com-
merce to be consistent with the purposes
of this section.”

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the
committee, in its report, and I believe on
the floor of the Senate, has indicated
that line 10 on page 11 of the bill is the
line which gives to the Secretary of
Commerce—and I now use my own
words—the veto power over States and
their legislatures in the matter of zoning
the interstate and primary systems.
Without that line, the State legislatures
could still zone those localities where
signs have been in existence, and the ap-
proval, concurrence, or agreement—
whatever semantics one wishes to use—
of the Secretary of Commerce would not
be required.

Mr. President, I am not asking that
that line be deleted. My amendment
would not do that. It would merely re-
move the necessity of approval by the
Secretary of Commerce in the case of the
Interstate System and new construction
in the primary systeni.

I recall some of the history which led
up to the particular amendment and this
particular point of controversy.

The
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In the long, hard-fought battle for leg-
islation which resulted in the present law,
back in 1957 and 1958, it was the opinion
of many of us on the committee—and
that opinion was finally sustained by
the Senate in the so-called Cotton
amendment—that we were embarking
upon a new Interstate System, the major
portion of which was being built through
new country; that there had been no
previous construction, no advertising
rights, no opportunity for billboard ad-
vertising or the expenditure of funds
on advertising along the newly con-
structed portions. The value of it was
being created by the investment of the
Federal Government in paying 90 percent
of the cost. So, in order to protect the
rights of those who had for years been
in business and of those adjacent own-
ers who had had the opportunity to ad-
vertise or to contract for billboard ad-
vertising on highways already in exist-
ence, we decided, in order to get the
bill through the Senate, to leave unham-
pered those portions, and applied the 1=
percent formula and the Federal pres-
sure only to new highways where adver-
tising and business were not established.

So far as I was concerned, I would
have been willing to go forward and do
what is proposed in the present bill, and
permit the authorities to stop advertising,
rather than use the carrot appreach of
offering a bonus, as the late Senator
Kerr referred to it. I felt that when the
Federal Government was spending 90
percent of the money to create a new
highway system, not all of which, but
most of which was absolutely new high-
way, in a new location, it was not an un-~
justified exercise of the Federal power
to protect it from the defacement and
oftentimes ugliness of advertising and
to permit control of advertising on such
highways.

Mr. President, the pending bill in its
present form goes so far that not only as
to the 41,000 miles of Interstate System,
but the approximately 224,000 or 225,000
miles of the primary system, the States,
through their legislatures, or through
other bodies such as municipalities, act-
ing on authority conferred by the legis-
latures, must zone in order to protect the
rights of those who are in business and
who are advertising. This is all pre-
mised on the point which has been
brought out. There is no way to get
around it. The States must bow to one
Federal official, the Secretary of Com-
merce. They can zone, but when they
are all through with zoning, the Secre-
tary of Commerce must approve or agree
or concur in the various forms and use,
and, whatever semantics one employs,
the Secretary can reject it.

Mr. President, I feel very strongly
that I could not vote for a bill, even
though its objectives were most desir-

able, objectives for which I fought in -

1957 and 1958 on the floor of the Senate,
as a member of the Public Works Com-
mittee, that gives power to the Secretary
to override the legislatures of the States
and the States themselves when it comes
to the right of zoning.

But I am willing—and this is impor-
tant—to give him that power insofar as
the Interstate System 1is concerned,
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which either has been constructed or is
being or will be constructed with 90
percent of the cost to be paid by the Fed-
eral Government. I am willing that he
should have that veto power. I am will-
ing even that he should have that veto
power—and this is a concession in the
case of new construction in the primary
system.

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator’s
amendment purport to relate to new
highways, and not highways some of
which have been in existence for 40
years?

Mr. COTTON. That is the very ques-
tion I was coming to. By new construc-
tion I mean new highways in the high-
way system. I do not mean repair or
replacement or widening or altering of
highways in the primary system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COTTON. I yield myself 5 addi-
tional minutes.

The Senator from Georgia’s question
is pertinent. By new construction I
mean new highways where there have
not been highways before. My amend-
ment leaves the veto power in the Sec-
retary of Commerce. I repeat to make
it clear, it refers to line 10, page 11, the
line which it has been stated puts
“punch” into it and gives the Secretary
of Commerce veto power.

The amendment simply limits it by
providing, after the word “which,” “in
the case of the Interstate System and
new construction in the primary system,
shall be found by the Secretary of Com-
merce to be consistent with the purposes
of this section.”

It is a very modest amendment, but it
is very clear, provided the legislative
history shows what new construction
means in the primary system. We are
not going to change the veto power by
juggling words and saying “agreement”
or “concurrence” or using any other
language. The veto power will be there.
It means that when 90 percent of the
cost is paid by the Federal Government
for construction in the Interstate Sys-
tem the power of the Secretary would
be returned.

But with respeet to the 224,000 miles
of the existing primary system in this
country, it leaves to the States and their
legislatures the power to determine how
they shall zone it for business and for
advertising.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a brief observation
at that point?

Mr. COTTON. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. I heartily com-
mend the able Senator for his amend-
ment. As he so wisely pointed out, we
have approximately 225,000 miles of pri-
mary roads in existence. In my State
some of the roads have been in existence
for as long as 40 years. Many go from
county seat to county seat of our rural
counties. Some of the population cen-
ters involved do not exceed 2,000 people.
It is rural area and farmland.
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It would be utterly unrealistic if we
were to vest the Secretary of Commerce
with the power to override the zoning au-
thorities of the county and the zoning
authorities of the cities, and have the
State legislatures require farmers—who
have been utilizing that land as they have
seen fit for all of these years—to clear off
some sign or billboard on their property
for a right-of-way of 660 feet on each
side of the widest point of the road.

To my mind it would give the Secre-
tary of Commerce the power retroactively
to determine utilization of the property
that is now inherently vested in the own-
er of the land and a power that I believe
the general assembly of all States should
have some voice in handling.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HOLLAND. My, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

I could not be in more accord with the
statement the Senator made, and the
statement by the distinguished Senator
from Georgia. I am glad that that sen-
timent is being strongly espoused by both
of them.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the junior
Senator from Oregon for 5 minutes on
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
junior Senator from Oregon is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
have long been interested in the subject
which we have been debating yesterday
and today, having to do with control
of outdoor advertising along our inter-
state highways, and now our primary
highways.

One of the things we must keep clear-
ly in mind as we discuss the proposed
legislation is the distinction between the
interstate system and the primary sys-
tem. The Senator from New Hampshire
and the Senator from Georgia have been
making that point rather clearly.

The main concern seems to be the
State roads or primary roads which are
a new approach in the control of sign-
boards along the highways of America.

During debate yesterday, and again
today, I gathered that there is great con-
cern about what the Secretary of Com-
merce will do.

I find it somewhat of a paradox that
my worry is different from that of Sen-
ators who spoke in opposition to the
amendment and the Secretary having
the decision in determining the control
of sign boards. My worry is that the
Secretary will be too lenient. The worry
of some Senators is that he will be too
stringent.

I base my worry on the fact that the
Secretary, Mr. Connor, was before this
august committee to testify to his opin-
ion concerning the legislation.

In a colloguy with the Senator from
EKentucky [Mr. Coorer] and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYA],
the Secretary aroused in my mind a real
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concern in regard to the national view-
point on the control of the sign boards.

I will comment on a few things from
the report, which is on the desk of each
Senator.

At page 45, Senator Coorer said to the
Secretary of Commerce:

The exemption relates to areas which are
not zoned under authority of State law but
are used predominantly for industrlal and
commercial activities as determined in ac-
cordance with the national standards to be
established by the Secretary.

I think you just said that where the State
zones an Industrial or commercial area, that
area would be exempted from the require-
ments of this act. Is that correct?

I do not see any necessity to continue
reading this colloquy, because it is here
for all Senators to read. But in every
case, Secretary Connor said, as in this
example—the language, perhaps, could
be improved—that the intent is that the
State zoning determinations would be
conclusive on the Secretary.

We go on to page 46 for the same sort
of colloquy with Senator MonTOYA,
where he reiterates—and this is in the
legislative record—that the Secretary is
beholden to the State authority.

This is my worry, because of what I
have observed over the years since 1948
when we first made an effort to do some-
thing about controlling signboards.

I have seen in that period only 25
State legislatures come into the aura of
this attempt at roadside beautification.
We have given them all kinds of time
and spelled out the bonus to them to
come in.

My worry is that the States are going
to lag behind on taking a great deal of
license with their designation of what
is commercial or industrial zoning.

Therefore, I like the idea of the Sec-
retary of Commerce being there, al-
though this one says he will not exercise
his power to have some kind of national
standard established. We find it dif-
ficult to write into the legislation such
a standard.

Believe me, I am as sympathetic as
anybody else toward the small motel
owner. Oregon has as many of them,
proportionately, as any other State.

But if we are to have a system of con-
servation and beauty, I do not see how
we can allow willy-nilly an industrial
zone or commercial zone to spring up
where somebody thinks it would be ap-
propriate as a place to have a little busi-
ness. It would defeat the purpose of the
legislation.

My intention is that State legislatures,
under this bill as proposed, would have
authority to zone any stretch of the in-
terstate and primary road system as in-
dustrial or commercial and, therefore,
exempt it from all billboard control.

This is my concern. I am not one
who advocates that all billboards be done
away with. That is unnecessary. Peo-
ple have even implored me to work on
an amendment which would provide that
on-premise advertising be done away
with. That, I think, is impracticable.

If we expect to accomplish what we
really have in mind—that is, the beau-
tification of the roads and the ability to
see the beautiful scenery, whether in
the gorgeous White Mountains of New
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Hampshire, or in Glacier Park, in Mon-
tana, or anywhere else in this beautiful
country—we must make up our minds
that we are going to enforce some of
the limitations.

On that I rest my case.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may desire
on the pending amendment.

During the hearings on the bill, we
were privileged to have the counsel of
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuserGerR]. Her long standing and
knowledgeable interest in the subject has
been helpful to the subcommittee and to
the Committee on Public Works, Wheth-
er or not we are in agreement on the
points which are stressed by the junior
Senator from Oregon, I wish to compli-
ment her for the attention she has given
to the programs of beautification of the
America we love. the America whose
people are mobile, the America which
increasingly in the future will be an
America on wheels.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I oppose
the amendment offered by the senior
Senator from New Hampshire. It ought
to be clear, first, that the amendment
he has offered is not to the proposed
amendment which was discussed yester-
day. The Senator from New Hampshire
has offered an amendment to section
(e), on page 11, of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute. It
might be worthwhile again to outline the
effect of section (e). Section (e) would
authorize the prohibition of the erection
of signs both on the interstate and the
primary highway systems.

But the section does have an open
end, if it may be called that. States
which in the future might zone certain
areas as industrial or commereial, or de-
clare that other areas may be used for
industrial purposes, would then open to
such areas for advertising.

I shall cite an example of the effect of
prohibitions against advertising, partic-
ularly on a primary system. Assume
that there is a 50-mile stretch of pri-
mary system, such as runs from the town
of Somerset, which is my home town, to
the town of Denver. Under existing
law, advertising has been constructed
and could be established upon the en-
tire length of the 50-mile stretch. Under
the committee provision, in the future
advertising could not be established in
that 50-mile area, except in two cases:
In areas which are now zoned or may
be zoned in the future by a State for
commercial or industrial use, advertising
could be established; or where the State
declared that even though an area had
not been zoned, but was predominantly
used for industrial or commercial pur-
poses, advertising could be established.

So if we can imagine a 50-mile stretch,
we can see that there would be open
spaces—rural spaces, as the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Tarmancel so aptly
described them—which in the future
could not be used for advertising.

On the other hand, the committee
amendment recognized that there are
such commercial and industrial areas
now established, or which might be
established in the future, where adver-
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tising is necessary for the use of legit-
imafte commercial and industrial enter-
prises.

Even that was objected to at the last
moment by the administration, because
yesterday the Senator from West Vir-
ginia offered an amendment which would
give to the Secretary control over the
whole 50 miles.

I thought that in committee we had
considered all these factors and felt that
we had reached a fair solution. The ef-
fect of the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire—and I believe he will agree with
me—would be more restrictive on the
interstate system, because on that sys-
tem the Secretary would not be enabled
to create additional zones in the future.
That is a worthy objective. I offered
that amendment in committee, and it
was rejected. I intend to offer it again,
separately, sometime before action on
the bill is concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Kentucky has
expired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield 3 additional minutes to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. With respect to the
primary system, the amendment of the
Senator from New Hampshire would
eviscerate the whole purpose of achieving
some kind of legislative controls to fur-
ther the beautification of the road sys-
tem. I intend to stand by the commit-
tee version, which was adopted unani-
mously. So far as I know, there is no
opposition from the administration.
Whether there is opposition or not, the
amendment was the result of the judg-
ment of a committee which worked hard
on the bill.

I shall offer an amendment to try to
protect the Interstate System from fu-
ture zoning, which the bill before the
Senate does not do. But so far as the
primary system is concerned, the judg-
ment of the committee was based on
common sense. It would promote and
extend the beautification of the primary
system In ways that have never been
tried. At the same time, it would ad-
mit that there are areas used for com-
mercial and indusfrial purposes where
advertising is legitimate and necessary.

For these reasons, I oppose the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr, COTTON. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I may require.

I have profound respect for the opin-
fon of the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky, particularly in view of his
long and painstaking study of the bill
and the subject. I am frankly disap-
pointed and am somewhat surprised at
his opposition to my amendment and at
the reasons he advances for that op-
position.

I call the attention of the Senate again
to the faect that my amendment was
drawn carefully so that it would not gut
the bill. It was carefully drawn so that
it left subsection (e), which reads:

(e) Notwithstanding any provision of this
section, signs, displays, and devices may be
erected and malntained within areas adja-
cent to the Interstate System and the pri-
mary system within six hundred and sixty
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feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-way
which are zoned Industrial or commercial
under authority of State law, or which are
not zoned under authority of State law, but
are used for industrial or commercial activi-
ties, as determined in accordance with pro-
visions established by the legislatures of the
several States—

My amendment retains the remainder
of the subsection, which reads as fol-
lows:
except as provided herein, nothing in this
gection shall be construed to permit a reduc-
tion In standards established pursuant to
Public Law 85-767 or under applicable State
laws.

In the case of the entire interstate
system, my amendment applies the full
power of this bill retroactively. It does
not attempt to disturb the penalty of
10 percent loss of Federal aid. It leaves
all the weapons in the bill,

Back in 1957 and 1958 I believed that
we should not have used the “carrot”
system. I wanted them to do what is
being done under greater difficulty now.
I wanted them to see to it that not a mile
of new interstate highway should be
built until the States accepting 90 per-
cent of the funds from the Federal Gov-
ernment should cooperate with the Fed-
eral Government and see to it that ad-
vertising was controlled. I believed it
them. I believe it now., That is the
reason why my amendment does not
strike out that very vital part.

Mr, President, I have more confidence
in the State legislatures than does ap-
parently my friend, the Senator from
Kentucky.

I happen to believe, having served for
many years in the State legislature of
New Hampshire, that State legislatures
are not prey to any particular lobby, in-
cluding the advertising lobby.

Ifind, in the instance of my own State,
as I found back in 1957 and 1958, that
many of those who come here in the
interest of the control of advertising are
members of the legislature of my State.

I have confidence in the Governors of
the States. I applaud the efforts of the
First Lady of our land, for whom, in
common with every Senator, I entertain
the highest respect. Her interest and
the interest of the administration in the
beautification of this country and the
preservation of its natural beauties con-
stitute a most laudable endeavor. I
planned to vote for the bill and expected
to vote for it. I wish I felt I could vote
for it at this moment.

Mr. President, this is an entering
wedge. Listen to what the committee
itself said. The committee said, on page
6 of the report:

It is the committee’s opinion that this
is primarily an issue of land use which
should not be left to an administrative
decision.

That is what the committee said.
Those are the words of the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia and the dis-
tinguished Senator from EKentucky and
all the rest of them. The committee sald
further:

It is an extension of the concept of zon-
ing and therefore more appropriately belongs
to the same authority—i.e., the legislatures
of the States. The committee belleves that
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the State legislatures, because of thelr more
detailed knowledge of the topography and
land use patterns of the States, are in a
better position to define an industrial and
commercial area for their respective States
than s the Secretary of Commerce.

Those are not the words of the Senator
from New Hampshire. Those are the
words of the committee.

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

Mr, COTTON. I shall yield in a mo-
ment.

In a subsequent paragraph on the
same page, in fairness, I must add that
the committee wobbled a bit on that and
sald that unless there were some re-
strictions in the hands of the Secretary,
that perhaps some State legislatures
might use their authority to defeat the
purposes of the bill by opening up the
opportunities of advertising which would
defeat the purposes of the bill in certain
localities.

I now yield to the Senator from
Nevada.

Mr., CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator whether the committee has
given any explanation as to the reason
why it should state one thing in the re-
port and then completely reverse its posi-
tion on the floor. Has any explanation
been given?

Mr. COTTON. There has not been
any explanation other than the state-
ment I just made that, after saying that
this was a matter which traditionally,
historically, and properly was in the
hands of the State legislatures, because
they were in a better position to judge
the merits of the case. The committee
did go on to say that perhaps in some
instances the State legislatures might do
something that would defeat this nation-
wide pattern, and that therefore they
were going to give this authority to the
Secretary.

Mr. CANNON. The commiftee went
on to state in the report on page 6:

The committee is of the opinion that sub-
sections (b) and (¢) provide the Secretary
with adequate authority to enforce compli-
ance with the purpose of the act.

If that statement was true when the
committee wrote the committee report,
I wonder what has happened between
then and now to make them change their
minds and say that the Secretary needs
additional authority.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator, and I join him
in wondering that same thing. I was
about to refer to that language.

Mr. President, my amendment is ab-
solutely not in any sense a handicap to
this bill, nor would it gut the bill.

I lean over backwards in this amend-
ment. I leave everything as it was with
regard to the entire 41,000 miles of the
Interstate Highway System, 90 percent
of which is paid for by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

I leave in the hands of the Secretary
the veto power which the committee did
not believe was necessary, but then at-
tempted to incorporate in the bill. I
leave the veto power in the hands of the
Secretary with reference to any new
highways that are constructed in the
future.
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I want it to be clearly understood that
that means new highway, not reconstruc-
tion, repair, or change in established
highways in the system.

This change would take the commit-
tee at its word and provide that, in the
last analysis, zoning should be in the
hands of the State legislatures or such
authority as they may designate, since
they are on the ground and know what
is best with relation to zoning.

I can find only one point with respect
to which my amendment is in disagree-
ment with my friend the Senator from
Eentucky.

The only point upon which we have
any disagreement is that I happen to
trust the legislatures of our respective
States. No doubt they make mistakes
at times. It occurs to me that the Con-
gress of the United States makes mis-
takes at times. However, I happen to
believe, and not entirely with happiness,
that if the vote of the American people
and of the various States in the latest
presidential election means anything, it
means that the people of most of the
States of the Union are solidly behind
President Lyndon Johnson. They be-
lieve in him and have confidence in him.
I, too, have confidence in him.

That being the case, why are we so
afraid? Why must we seek to take the
last ounce of power, the last scintilla of
the right to judge their own affairs in
their own sections, their own commu-
nities, and their own States away from
the people in this insidious manner?

Mr. President, that is a matter more
far reaching than the beautification bill.
When we, for the first time, so far as I
know, in the history of Federal aid and
assistance to the States and communities
of this country, write into a bill a pen-
alty, a price the States must pay for los-
ing Federal assistance if they do not bow
down to the will of a single Federal offi-
cial in Washington, the question arises,
Where are we going?

Into an otherwise meritorious and
praiseworthy bill, a bill for which every
Senator wishes to vote if he can, in a
cause that we all agree is laudable, we
are writing power that spells the end, if
this pattern is followed. And if the pat-
tern is followed, there is no need of any
of us sitting in these chairs any longer,
because some official downtown will have
the dictatorial power to make our deci-
sions for us. The best they are willing
to do for us is to say, “He shall consult
the legislatures.” “He shall consult the
local officials.” Or perhaps, “They shall
have his concurrence or agreement.”

We can spell it any way we wish. It
means, in the last analysis, that the legis-
latures must bow to his will. They may
be compelled to put people out of busi-
ness—and I am concerned for some of
the people who have all of their savings
invested in motels, gasoline stations, res-
taurants, and other businesses up and
down the highways of my State, which
is the most beautiful of the Union. I
am concerned about them, and I do not
want to see my State placed in a posi-
tion where the legislature is ever going
to be compelled to put some of those
people out of business, or face the penalty
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of losing 10 percent or any percent of
its primary system highway aid from the
Federal Government.

That is the basis for my concern, Mr.
President; and it should be a subject of
concern to all of us. The beauty and
cleanliness of our countryside is an asset
we must never lose. But there are things
even more precious than the beauties of
nature; and one of those things goes to
the rights of the individual citizen in
relation to his Government, and the
rights of our respective States and their
legislatures.

I could not vote for this bill, no matter
how meritorious it is, if such supreme
power, under any language devised, were
vested in a Federal official in Washing-
ton.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
vield myself such time as I may need.

The persuasive Senator from New
Hampshire speaks with his customary
vigor. I know that his conviction, as
stated here, is reflected not only in his
address today, but in his preparation of
the amendment.

I suggest that perhaps the Senator is
somewhat inconsistent, because he would
trust the Secretary in the matter of the
Interstate System, but would not trust
the Secretary in the matter of the pri-
mary system. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER].

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the very strong and sincere views
of the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Corron]. I wish only to say that I
see nothing in my remarks that in any
way impugned a State legislature. It was
once my honor to serve as a member of
the Kentucky General Assembly, and I
carry the same high regard for our State
legislatures as does the Senator from
New Hampshire. On many occasions
they act with perhaps more wisdom than
we do.

But that has nothing to do with the
amendment I proposed, and in my opin-
ion nothing to do with the Senator’s
amendment. So let us turn to my
amendment and examine it.

If the Senator will read—and I know
he has—subsection (e) on page 11, there
is not a thing in that amendment, as
recommended by the full committee,
which gives the Secretary any authority
over the power of a State legislature to
zone. Let us not be led astray by that
diversion, because there is nothing in
the subsection we have recommended
which gives the Secretary any control
or veto over the power of State legisla-
tures to zone. We are talking about what
the committee did, and not what the
Senator from West Virginia proposed
yesterday.

I also opposed that proposal. But I re-
peat, with all deference, that if the Sen-
ator’s amendment should be adopted, it
would remove the primary system from
the bill. Of course, that means we would
have no bill.

One other point: I shared with the
Senator his concern about the 100-per-
cent penalty. It was the efforts of the
minority side of the Senate and of the
committee which finally, I believe, per-
suaded the administration to reduce its
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recommendation to 10 percent, which is
still a penalty, but I should say it is not
wholly compulsive.

Mr. RANDOLPH. 1 yield whatever
time he may need to the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Public Works [Mr. McNAMARA], & man
closely associated with the bill in the
Senate.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, the
Committee on Public Works was faced
with two major problems in regard to
highway beautification legislation.

First, we wanted to carry out the ob-
jectives sought by the administration in
eliminating ugliness insofar as possible
along our interstate and primary high-
ways.

With our increasing population.
greater mobility of the public and grow-
ing demands for land use, it is in the na-
tional interest to make this our public
poliey.

We can all agree, I am sure, on this
principle.

But in drafting legislation to meet this
goal, we were faced with our second ma-
jor problem, which was to protect the
rights of the individuals involved.

One may object to the lack of aesthetic
qualities of a junkyard or a billboard.

The point is, however, that these are
legitimate businesses, and it is not a
proper role for Congress to trample on
their rights and destroy their invest-
ments to merely meet a definition of
beauty.

Therefore, our committee sought to
meet both of these problems fairly.

I believe the bill before the Senate ac-
complishes this.

We have established the standards
which would govern the placement of
outdoor advertising and the screening
of roadside junkyards.

At the same time, we have worked out
a formula for the just compensation of
those whose businesses will be affected.

There undoubtedly will be those on
both sides of this issue who will say that
we have gone too far, or not far enough.

But I am confident that this bill is a
sincere effort to do justice to the issue,
while still carrying out the principle of
creating more beauty along our high-
ways.

I want to exoress my appreciation and
congratulations to Senator RANDOLPH
who, as chairman of the Subcommittee
on Public Roads, had the major respon-
sibility of producing this difficult legis-
lation.

He has done an excellent job under
somet 'mes trying circumstances, and he
deserves great credit for his diligence
and fairness.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire will state
it. .

Mr. COTTON. How much time have I
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
minutes remain to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. At this point I wish to
take only a few minutes. I refer to the
statement made by the distinguished
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Senafor from Kentucky that the power
to be given the Secretary was embodied
in the second amendment proposed by
the administration and that it was not
in the bill as reported by the committee.

Mr. President, I heard at least one
member of the committee on the floor
of the Senate yesterday afternoon, and
I have been informed by members of the
committee staff that line 10 on page 11
is the line in the bill which would con-
fer upon the Secretary of Commerce a
veto power.

Even without such assurance from any
member of the committee or its staff, if
we read the English language, I do not
see how anyone can claim that it would
not have that effect.

Referring to subsection (e) on page
11 of the bill, after stating that it is up
to the States to determine the zoning—
the words are: “as determined in ac-
cordance with provisions established by
the legislatures of the several States”—it
stopped there. But it also states, “which
shall be consistent with the purposes of
this section.”

Mr. President, who decides?

Clearly it means that if the zoning is
not consistent with someone’s opinion, for
the purposes of this section that, too,
shall not stand, because it is so provided
in so many words.

Mr. President, if we leave that line
unamended in the bill—I do not care
what the Senator from Kentucky or any-
one else says, even though I greatly re-
spect their opinions—the Secretary of
Commerce would be the boss and the dic-
tator of the zoning, no matter how we
slice it.

I have no doubt—at least I hope and
believe—that the present Secretary of
Commerce would be reasonable and be-
nevolent in his exercise of power. How-
ever, we have always adhered to the prin-
ciple that this great Republic is a
government of laws and not a govern-
ment of men. Therefore, it makes no
difference whether the present Secretary
of Commerce would be reasonable and
lean over backward to respect the wishes
and opinions of the States, we shall be
writing into the law of the land and vest-
ing power in some Secretary of Com-
merce to absolutely override the Gover-
nors, legislatures, zoning boards, munic-
ipalities—and the people—of every single
State in the Union. If they do not sub-
mit to being overridden, they will pay a
fine. It is just that simple. It is danger-
ous legislation. :

Mr. President, I say to my esteemed
friend the Senator from West Virginia
that I hope we could have a quorum ecall,
because I should like to have 3 minutes
merely to explain what my amendment
would provide, before a vote is taken.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
wish to be ccurteous, but it is also my
desire that Senators be fully informed
on amendments which are being offered
and, therefore, I would not oppose the
suggestion of the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia that I feel very
deeply about this amendment. Frank-
ly, I am afraid that my vote on the bill
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will depend on this issue. I am most
anxious that at least the Scnate should
know what the amendment provides, and
why. That is why I do not wish to sur-
render my time. For that reason, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
suggest the absence of a quorum, with-
out the time being taken from either
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, I am
willing to yield back the remainder of my
time if the Senator from West Virginia
is willing to yield back his time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
believe I shall speak for only 1 minute.

Mr. COTTON. if the Senator wants 1
minute, then I do not yield back my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Very well, I yield
back my time.

Mr. COTTON. I yield back my time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time on
the amendment of the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Corron]l to the com-
mittee amendment has been yielded
back. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Hartl, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTkE], the Senator from New
York [Mr. EennNEDY], the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lowng], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNuson], and- the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasToRE] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AnpeErson], the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY],
the Senaor from Wyoming [Mr. McGegl,
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonNRONEY] are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. BREWSTER] is paired with the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BEnnerT]. If
present, and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Utah would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY] is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTIs].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Nebraska would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. McGee] is paired with the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MitLer]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Wyoming would vote ‘“nay,” and the
Senator from Iowa would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTore] is paired with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scort].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Rhode Island would vote “nay,” and the
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Senator from Pennsylvania would vote
uyea'”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr., BENNETT] is
absent on official business of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr,
Curtis], and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorr] are absent on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr,
Boces]l, and the Senators from Iowa
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER and Mr. MILLER] are
necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. BREwsTER]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Utah would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Maryland would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Curris] 1s paired with
the Senator from New York [Mr. KEn-
nEpyY]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from New York would
vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLLER] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Towa would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Wyoming would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ScorT] is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
ToRE]l. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Rhode Island
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 48, as follows:

[No. 262 Leg.]

YEAS—33
Allott Russell, 8.C.
Byrd, Va. Holland Russell, Ga.
Cannon Hruska Saltonstall
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Simpson
Cotton McClellan Sparkman
Dirksen McIntyre Stennis
Dominick Mundt Talmadge
Eastland Murphy Thurmond
Ellender Pearson Tower
Ervin Prouty Williams, Del.
Fannin Robertson Young, N. Dak.
NAYS—48

Aiken Harris Morton
Bartlett Hayden Moss

Inouye Muskie
Bayh Jackson Nelson
Bible Javits Neuberger
Burdick Jordan, N.C. Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy, Mass. Proxmire
Case Kuchel Randolph
Church Long, La. Ribicoff
Clark Mansfield Smathers
Cooper MecGovern Smith
Dodd McNamara Symington
Douglas Metcall dings
Fong Mondale Williams, N.J.
Fulbright Montoya Yarborough
Gruening Morse Young, Ohio

NOT VOTING—19

Anderson Hartke McGee
Bennett Hickenlooper Miller
Boges Kennedy, N.Y. Monroney
Brewster Lausche Pastore
Curtis Long, Mo Scott
Gore Magnuson
Hart McCarthy

So Mr. Corron’s amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.
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Mr. MCNAMARA. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
vield to a member of the committee, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr, Youncl, for 10
minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Younc] is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may speak
without regard to the rule of germane-
ness.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
in newspapers this last weekend I read a
news dispatch from Washington wherein
my colleague, the distinguished senior
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Dopbpl,
denounced Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
charging that “he has taken advantage
of his pulpit to meddle in U.S. foreign
policy.” He also accused Reverend King
of being “alined with the forces of ap-
peasement of communism. Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., needs no defense in
this forum from any Senator. Nor does
he need defense anywhere in the United
States. He has proven himself a great
leader of his people. He has proven him-
self a great American. In fact, he has
won international acclaim. The Nobel
Peace prize has been awarded to him.
May I say that I hold Rev. Martin Luther
King, Jr., in the highest admiration as
a fine American citizen.

The news article went on to state that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp]
said:

Reverend King, by his recent statements,
would endanger the respect in which he is
held by Government leaders, including the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee of which
Dobp is a ranking member—

Stated the news item—

if he (Reverend Eing) continued his aline-
ment with the forces of appeasement.

I take violent exception to the accusa-
tion that Reverend King has said or done
anything that alines him even remotely
“with the forces of appeasement.”

What my colleague allegedly said in
denouncing Reverend King is as errone-
ous as is the statement in the news item
of the UPI reporter who wrote that the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
is a ranking member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. There are, I believe,
13 majority members of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
is 10th in seniority among the majority
members. I withhold further comment
on that, but I do not withhold comment
on the accusation that Rev. Martin Lu-
ther King alined himself “with the
forces of appeasement” or, in other
words, is a disloyal American and is giv-
ing aid and comfort to Communists in
speaking outf in support of the viewpoint
that the Peiping government, or Com-
munist China, should be admitted to
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membership in the United Nations. Na-
tions and individuals should not ignore
the facts of life. Communist China has
been an independent nation under the
present regime for some 17 years. The
facts of life are that in all probability
Red China is likely to be admitted to
membership in the United Nations with-
in the next 12 months, or so, regardless
of how the delegates of the United States
vote. Admission to membership in the
United Nations certainly does not mean
approval of the ruling regime of the
country admitted.

It is dead wrong for any self-appointed
vigilante to infer that Rev. Martin Luther
King, Jr., is a Communist sympathizer or
by his statements is continuing his
“glinement with the forces of appease-
ment.” The senior Senator from Con-
necticut sometimes uses the phrase
“Communist conspiracy.” I don't be-
lieve in individuals seeking to play God
with the patriotism of other Americans.
It would be a rash statement for anyone
to allege that Dr. Martin Luther King
favors appeasement of communism
when he advocates the admission of
Communist China to membership in the
United Nations.

Very peculiarly, there are self-ap-
pointed vigilantes in Congress and out
of Congress who regard themselves, and
only themselves, as super-duper patriotic
Americans. Some speak glibly of a
“Communist conspiracy,” charging that
there are Communists on faculties of
universities in our country. They could
not name one. They charge that there
are Communists in the State Depart-
ment. They could not name one official
of our State Department who is a Com-
munist or Communist sympathizer.
They talk irresponsibly about Commu-
nists on our Supreme Court and urge
impeachment of the Chief Justice of the
United States, Earl Warren, who is a
distinguished and loyal American. Just
who are the persons who are leaders in
the United States of the “Communist
conspiracy” referred to repeatedly by
self-appointed vigilantes?

There is a Representative in Congress
from my home city of Cleveland who is
the ranking member of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. He likewise
talks about the “Communist conspiracy,”
and he has placed on the Government
payroll, and that of a joint committee,
so-called, on immigration and national-
ity policy, of which he is.chairman, two
crackpot “bushleague Joe McCarthys,”
Edward M. O’Connor and Philip Corso—
O'Connor at a salary in excess of $22,000
Per annum.

Too many self-appointed vigilantes
seem to have no fear whatever of Com-
munist aggression from abroad, but they
talk about Communist infiltration into
organizations such as the PTA, into the
Protestant clergy, in our State Depart-
ment and on college faculties. They ex-
press horror and charge appeasement of
communism when, for instance, sensible
faculty members propose eliminating the
speakers’ ban against leftwing speakers
at Ohio State University by action of a
majority of the trustees who overruled
the wishes and views of the president of
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that university and a majority of faculty
members.

I repudiate the statement made by the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl
wherein he made an utterly irresponsible
charge that Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
is “alined with the forces of appease-
ment.”

In the New York Journal American of
September 11 a staff reporter, Dan Brig-
ham, also reported that Senator Dobpp
charged the Reverend Martin Luther
King, Jr., with “abusing his position to
meddle in matters of U.S. foreign policy.”
This reporter also went on to state that
the distinguished Senator from Connecti-
cut was a ranking member of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

I am the ninth member on the ma-
jority side of the aisle on the Armed
Services Committee. I consider myself
pretty low on the totem pole of that com-
mittee.

I see close to me the distinguished
junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Can-
won], who was elected at the same time
as I to the Senate, but he is my senior
on that committee.

I do not believe that the 10th member
in seniority of a committee is the rank-
ing member of any committee except in
the estimation of a friendly newspaper
reporter.

The news item stated Dr. King had
“called for an end to U.S. opposition to
the seating of Red China in the United
Nations: A public statement of U.S. will-
ingness to negotiate directly with the
Communist Vietcong for peace in Viet-
nam and a reevaluation of U.S. interna-
tional relations along lines advocated by
Senator WiLriam FULBRIGHT, chairman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.”

The Senator from Connecticut stated:

When Dr. Martin Luther King takes ad-
vantage of his pulpit, as a prime leader of
the eivil rights movement in this country,
to call for Red China’s admission to the
U.N., he ventures into dangerous waters,
but when he advocates that the United
States reorient its foreign policy along lines
of accommodation with the Communists,
then I can only regret that * * * (such)
* * * intemperate alinement with the forces
of appeasement in foreign policy has alien-
ated much of that support he previously
enjoyed in Congress.

The fact is that the Reverend Martin
Luther King, Jr., has the same right to
express his views on the foreign policy of
our country as have the senior Senator
from Connecticut and the junior Senator
from Ohio.

Furthermore, the Senator from Con-
necticut took the occasion, according to
the news article, to eriticize Senator FuL-
BRIGHT’S position on a domestic issue.
This is comparatively unimportant. Dr.
King called for direct negotiations with
the Communist Vietcong for peace in
Vietnam and for a reevaluation of inter-
national relations, both of which views
were advocated by Chairman FULBRIGHT
and express what I consider was the ab-
solutely correct viewpoint,

Of course, the very able chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PULBRIGHT],



September 16, 1965

needs no defense from me or any other
Senator.

In my considered judgment, the Rev-
erend Martin Luther King and Senator
FuULBRIGHT are correct in their views, and
my colleague, Senator Dobpp, is wrong in
his views. It may be that this detour on
his part to advert to Chairman WiLLiam
FuLericHT, of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, is a result of Chairman FuL-
BRIGHT exposing the fact that of 13 recent
meetings of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, Senator Dopp attended only
one. Naturally, any Senator becomes
more fully informed on subjects dealt
with by committees of which he is a
member if he attends committee meetings
instead of being chronically absent from
them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has
expired.

Mr., RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield an additional 2 minutes to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Furthermore,
as a Senator I have never felt degraded
when I would go to the offices of the
Committee on Foreign Relations and ask
to read classified and secret testimony
given in executive sessions of that com-
mittee. I have done this in the past.
I thought nothing of sitting in the com-
mittee at a table receiving and reading
the classified material and then later
looking up the clerk who handed me the
typed testimony and returning it.

Again I assert I admire and respect
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and assert
the Senator from Connecticut is 100 per-
cent wrong when he assailed him as he
did with his allegations that Dr. King
had engaged in “ill-advised adventures
into the sphere of foreign policy.” Sen-
ator Dobp is quoted as having stated that
Dr. King “has absolutely no competence
to speak about the complex matters of
foreign policy.” I respect Dr. King as
being entirely competent. I do not con-
sider that a Senator’s attendance at one
meeting of 13 of the Committee on For-
eign Relations gives him superior compe-
tence in the field of foreign policy.

Finally, regarding the statement that
it has been repeatedly charged that Dr.
King was “under Communist influence,”
I repudiate this snide reference to a re-
spected American leader.

Mr. President, I note that frequently
persons refer to themselves as dedicated
anti-Communists, and become self-ap-
pointed vigilantes and play God with the
patriotism of members of the Protestant
clergy, professors on the faculties of our
colleges, and respected leaders in public
life. Such persons would do well to study
the very first amendment to the Consti-
tution of our country, adopted on the de-
'.f‘%and of men who won the Revolutionary

ar.

Mr. President, the Plain Dealer, a na-
tionally known newspaper with a long
history and noted tradition, in its issue
of Saturday, September 11, has a fine
editorial entitled “Admit Red China to
the UN.” I commend the editorial to
Senators, including the Senator from
Connecticut, and ask unanimous consent

P re
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that it be embodied in the Recorp as
a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Cleveland (Ohio) Plain Dealer,
Sept. 11, 1865]

Apmrr Rep CHINA TO THE U.N,

It is time to let Red China join the United
Nations,

It is folly to pretend that 700 million
Chinese on the continent do not exist,

It is folly to believe that mainland China
is ever going to be conquered by Chiang's
little army in virtual exile on Formosa.

And 1t Is folly to hope that Red China will
slt cowering sllently in a corner while other
great powers settle affalrs under its very
nose.

We agree with U Thant, Secretary General
of the U.N., that all nations of all ideologles
should take part in U.N, councils,

Thant feels that the first fright over the
horrors of nuclear war has worn off. While
nations still feared enough, they trimmed
their national demands warily and prudently
took less. But now, Thant says, the world
is “backsliding.”

Tensions are mounting. Nations are now
willing to risk massive war over a patch of
disputed territory.

India and Pakistan are at each other’'s
throats. And there is nothing to rely on as
a peacemaking tool but the U.N.

Yet the U.N, excludes Red China, the big-
gest power in that Aslan war arena.

This leaves a gaping hole in any peace
arrangement that might be made, because
any such arrangement could be nullified if
Red China decides to take unilateral action
and wreck it.

Every peace document, every disarmament
treaty painfully achieved at Geneva, has this
same defect—there is stlll one power out-
side which can destroy it any instant it
chooses.

Being outside the U.N. conferences, Red
China is not constrained to keep its actions
in harmony with any web of collective agree-
ments. It can keep on ignoring, insulting,
defying world opinion.

And as long as it is treated as the one
big outcast from world soclety, it can go on
being unrealistic, as lone dwellers usually
are.

The U.N. has just been shaken by the
crisis over peacekeeping assessments. Each
power has the freedom now to default on its
assessments if it was not in favor of some
peacekeeping venture that rubbed some skin
off its own nose.

By keeping Red China out of the UN.
is a second critical weakness in the world
peace machinery. The U.N. has no absolute
power to keep Red China or any nation in
leash. But it does have systems of persua-
sion. And that is a great deal more than the
isolation which now keeps Red China apart
from the rest of international soclety.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
now let the Senator from Connecticut,
if he dares, condemn Publisher Thomas
Vail of the Plain Dealer and the junior
Senator from Ohio as being “alined with
the forces of appeasement.”

Last April Senator Doop spent a week
or thereabouts in South Vietnam and
early in May upon his return he spoke on
“Meet the Press” announcing that the
United States was winning the war in
Vietnam and that the morale of the
South Vietnamese soldiers had never
been so high. Of course, he was proven
100 percent wrong. Instead of
the war, at that time the South Viet-
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namese and we Americans were losing
the war.

Anyone taking a look at the map of
South Vietnam showing the positions
held by the Vietcong in April 1964 and
then in April 1965 could readily see that
the Vietcong had taken over control of
large areas, including provineial capi-
tals. Furthermore, it was acknowledged
that desertions from the South Viet-
namese army amounted to thousands
each month. To me this would seem to
indicate low morale instead of high mo-
rale. The Senator was “whistling in the
cemetery” when he made those rash
statements.

Time and events since then and our
being compelled to send in additional
thousands of soldiers and marines proves
him 100 percent wrong. He is just as
wrong in his conclusions regarding Rev.
Martin Luther King, Jr. as he was in his
victory statements just before the Viet-
cong offensive, which for a time swept
South Vietnamese forces and our own
forces before it.

NATURE AND PURPOSE OF AL-
LIANCE FOR PROGRESS

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, yester-
day the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations reported on the find-
ings and the conclusions he reached from
the hearings held by the Committee on
the American expedition into the Do-
miniecan Republie.

I want to endorse what he said 100
percent, both in its generalities and in
its specifics.

But I want to add some observations
of my own.

It is obvious from our activities in the
Dominican Republic that the American
Government does not have a clear idea,
an idea appreciated uniformly through-
out all its departments, of the nature or
purpose of the Alliance for Progress.

Its purpose is to help reform the so-
cial, economic, and political systems of
all nondemocratic nations of the hemi-
sphere, We think of it as a peaceful,
nonviolent revolution, perhaps more in
the nature of rapid evolution than frue
revolution. It is inconsistent with sup-
port of economic or military oligarchies
or political dictatorships.

We believe that the economie, politi-
cal, and social institutions which have
prevailed in many places in South and
Central America for the past 50 years
are totally inadequate to the present
needs of the people. We saw the rise
of Castro as the handwriting on the wall,
and we took it as a warning that if af-
fairs continued in the southern half of
the hemisphere uninterrupted by any
voluntary efforts, the Communist ele-
ments which won power in Cuba would
be able to lead a Communist revolution
in many more neighboring countries.

So the Alliance for Progress was de-
vised not to suppress the demand for
change, but to aid it and direct it in
certain paths. That is the message the
Department of Defense and the Central
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Intelligence Agency have not yet under-
stood. The Alliance for Progress is in-
tended to change the status quo in Latin
America. We are pouring a billion dol-
lars a year of private and public money
into that endeavor. Yet the Defense De-
partment and the CIA spend millions
more trying to offset the Alliance and to
forestall its purposes.

Certainly they do so at the behest of
many of the people in the countries to
the south who are intended to be dis-
placed by the Alliance. The landlords
and industrial oligarchs whose economic
strangleholds must be broken, will al-
ways cry “Communist” when they see a
threat to their domination. They do not
care much whether the threat is gen-
uinely Communist or comes from demo-
cratic reform elements. They stand to
lose out either way, and to many of them
there is no difference.

As Senator FurLericHT has pointed out,
Juan Bosch and his party were bringing
to their country the kind of revolution
envisioned by the Alliance for Progress.
But by 1965, the Defense Department, the
U.S. Ambassador to the Dominican Re-
public, and many other high officials in
the State Department and on the White
House staff were frightened by the pros-
pect. They were frightened by the pros-
pect of returning to the practical appli-
cation of the Alliance.

My own fears for the future of the Al-
liance, and for the future of Latin Amer-
ica are well known.

I think the demands of the huge popu-
lation growth there are going to over-
whelm the Alliance at its present rate of
progress. We must go much further,
much faster, if rates of material progress
are to be achieved in those countries that
will avert a turn to outright communism.

The big bottleneck to progress is not
the Treasury of the United States, nor
the Congress. It is the factions in the
nations of Latin America that cling to
the past and to their present power to
block reform. So long as these elements
are aided and encouraged by the U.S. mil-
itary aid missions and CIA in thinking
they will be sustained and preserved by
American military might if they can just
demonstrate that a threat of communism
exists they will continue to block essen-
tial economic reform.

I would remind the Secretary of De-
fense that he already has an Army of
125,000 men in South Vietnam, because
we backed an oligarch there with 9 years
of American financial support, yet he still
failed to accomplish anything useful with
it. We still have an Army of several
thousand in the Dominican Republic, al-
though U.S. aid to the Reid junta had
been resumed and was in full supply.
Between January 1964 and April 1965, the
incredible sum of 61 million American
dollars were made available to the Reid
government, in a country of about 3%
million population. That means per
capita aid of about $17 for every man,
woman, and child in the Dominican Re-
public, for one of our largest aid pro-
grams anywhere in the world.

How many countries can we occupy at
one time? That is a question the De-
fense Department and its counterparts
in the State Department had better
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answer before they commit U.S. backing
and intervention to every junta and po-
tential junta in Latin America that comes
up to them and whispers: “Communists
are about to get us.” Granted that we
are approaching Halloween, the Defense
Department and the State Department
should be told that Halloween goblins
have no place in United States-Latin
American foreign policy.

Many of these Latin American oligar-
chies and would-be military dictators
are using the American military to stay
in power. They count on its gullibility,
and on our overriding obsession with
communism, to hold back the tide that
would otherwise sweep them away. That
is the surest way I know to hasten the
day when the great masses of people in
Latin America will have no other path
to follow to the promise of economic
freedom than the Communist path.

It is a false promise; but we are in
danger of making the Alliance a false
promise, too. Another intervention on
behalf of the likes of Donald Reid and
Wessin y Wessin, and the people of Latin
America will know once and for all that
the real Alliance for Progress died with
John Fitzgerald Kennedy.

In closing, I want to stress again that
the critical problems of economic growth
that confront the people of Latin Amer-
ica cannot be solved in economies that
continue to be dominated by landed aris-
tocracies. Their control must be broken
before economic populism and industrial
democracy can develop, and I ask unani-
mous consent that an article dealing with
this topic which appeared in the July
issue of the Annals of the Academy of
Political and Social Sciences appear at
the conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. President, I commend the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, on which I have the
honor to serve, for his speech yesterday
which I consider to be an act of far-
seeing statesmanship.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

UrBAN AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN
LATIN AMERICA
(By John P. Powelson and Anatole A. Solow)

(John P. Powelson, Ph. D., Pittsburgh, Pa.,
is professor of economic development, grad-
uate school of public and international
affairs, University of Pittsburgh. He was
formerly professor of economic development
at Johns Hopkins University and has been
visiting professor at the Unlversity of San
Andrés (Bolivia) as well as an economist on
the staff of the International Monetary Fund
and Director of the National Accounts Pro-
gram, Latin-American Monetary Studies
Center (Mexico). He is the author of nu-
merous books and articles on Latin America.)

(Anatole A. Solow, Ph. D., Pittsburgh, Pa.,
is associate professor of urban and regional
planning, graduate school of public and in-
ternational affairs, University of Pittsburgh.
He was formerly regional and urban plan-
ning advisor for the Agency for International
Development in Central America and chief
of the Division of Housing and Planning of
the Pan-American Union. He is the author
of a number of books and articles on Latin
America.)

Abstract: Abundance of population, short-
age of land, and maldistribution of income
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affect Latin American rural and urban areas
in analogous fashion. Throughout the area,
population is growing at the rate of 3 per-
cent per year, rural populations by about
11, percent and urban populations by more
than 4 percent. The concentration in urban
areas is greater in the larger cities, but the
cities are not able to absorb the entire an-
nual increment, and unemployment remains
high. More rational use of land is called for
in both areas. In the cities, progressively
higher percentages of people llve in shanty
towns. There has been little rational plan-
ning of urban facilities to accommodate
them. Provision of adequate water, sewage,
and transportation would be more costly
than most governments—or consumers—can
afford. In the country, the maldistribution
of population and income has resulted in
many landless people. Colonization on
vacant lands will not solve the problem be-
cause of high capital costs and distance from
markets. Furthermore agricultural output
is progressively less capable of meeting the
growing citles’ demands. No government is
able to afford the necessary rational distri-
bution of land. Nor are governments politi-
cally oriented toward the dimension of re-
form needed. Latin America must look for-
ward to an intensification of rural and
urban poverty and its consequences.

Abundance of population, shortage of
land, and maldistribution of income are the
most serious forces to impede rational plan-
ning for economic growth in Latin America.
The shortage of land is not measured in its
physical sense, for land, qua land, is abun-
dant. TUnfortunately, it is either located in
the wrong place, not fertile enough, insuf-
ficiently rained upon, or owned by the wrong
people, so that its combination with other
factors of production—abundant population
and scarce capital—becomes difficult.

Problems of city and country are more
closely analogous than would appear at first
sight. In each case a limited supply of us-
able, properly located land is subject to the
pressure of a rapidly increasing population.
In each case overwhelming numbers of peo-
ple are denied access to good land because
they do not have the wealth or income with
which to buy or rent. In each case an ir-
rational combination of factors of produc-
tion results, characterized by wasted capital
and labor, and often by insufficiently uti-
lized land as well. In each case the labor
could be more effectively utilized if it were
deployed differently, in other combinations,
with available capital and land.

These are sweeping generalizations, to
which there are many exceptions. 8till, the
universality of shantytowns ringing the ma-
jor cities of all Latin American countries
and the incapacity of agriculture to meet the
growing urban demands are testimony to the
ubiquitousness of the problem. It is the
purpose of this paper to plead that a more
rational distribution and utilization of land,
in both city and country, is essential to eco-
nomic growth, quite apart from the more
obvious social considerations. In short,
land reform requires both an urban and an
agrarian dimension.

URBAN LATIN AMERICA

National economic-development planning
is becoming an established governmental
function in most Latin American countries.
Yet, in preparing short-term as well as long-
range development plans, national planning
offices have pald surprisingly little atten-
tion to the relatively recent phenomenon of
the urban explosion. What are its effects in
terms of positive and negative factors, and
what planning strategy can be adopted to
minimize possible negative effects of urban-
ization on economic development or to max-
imize its positive aspects? .

The spectacular growth of urban areas in
Latin America has been described by many
writers ever since the first ploneering study
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was made by Ana Casis and Kingsley Davis
in 19472

In Latin America urban population? in-
creased by about 30 million during the last
decade, from 6514 million to almost 96 mil-
lion people, and is expected to increase by
another 42 million to a total of 138 million
by 1970, or double that of 1950. This rep-
resents an annual growth of between 4 and
5 percent as compared to a rural growth rate
of only 1.5 percent and a total population
growth of about 2.5 to 3 percent.®

Furthermore, the population of large
cities—over 100,000 people—is growing at a
much faster rate than that of small ones. In
fact, from available statistics, it would ap-
pear that many of these cities have doubled
in population during the past 10 years and
are growing at an annual compound rate of
about 6 to 10 percent. About 50 million peo-
ple lived in cities of over 100,000 people in
1960. Even at a conservative 6-percent an-
nual growth, this may amount to 80 million
people by 1970, or an increase of 30 million
during the next 10 years only in cities of
100,000 or more. This would be the equiva-
lent of 300 new citles of 100,000 people each,
requiring employment, developed and serv-
iced urban land, industrial sites, transporta-
tlon and marketing facilities, electric power,
streets, highways, terminal facilities, water
supply and distribution, sewage and refuse
disposal, housing, schools, and many other
types of public and community facilitles and
services.

One other characteristic of the geographic
distribution of the growing urban popula-
tion is of importance: the disproportion-
ately large concentration of people in the
capital cities and a few large metropolitan
areas, including the central city as well as
the surrounding suburban areas. For ex-
ample, the population of Metropolitan
Buenos Aires grew from 4.7 million in 1950
to 5.6 million in 1955. It is estimated that
in 1960 both Rio de Janeiro and Sio Paulo
had over 5 million people in their respective
areas. Lima and its suburbia had over 2.5
million in 1960, or three times the 1940 pop-
ulation. A spectacular increase occurred in
the urban area in Bogotd, from 675,000 in
1950 to 1,233,000 in 1960, and it is expected to
increase to 2,334,000 by 1970, or practically
doubling in 10 years.'

The capital cities and a few other metro-
politan areas are absorbing an ever-

1 Eingsley Davis and Ana Casls, "Urbani-
zation in Latin America,” “Cities and So-
ciety,” ed. Paul K. Hatt and Albert J. Reiss,
Jr. (New York: Free Press, 1964).

*The definition of what is consldered urban
varies from country to country but generally
corresponds to places of 2,000 or more inhabi-
tants.

3The following publications were used as
sources for these and subsequent figures on
urbanization: U.8. Congress, Senate Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, “Study of In-
ternational Housing” (Washington, D.C.:
US. Government Printing Office, 1963);
“World Urbanization—Expanding Population
in a SBhrinking World,” Urban Land Institute,
Bulletin 43, Washington, D.C., 1963; W.
Btanley Rycroft and Myrtle H. Clemmer, “A
Study of Urbanization in Latin America”
(New York: Commission on Ecumenical Mis-
sion and Relations, United Presbyterlan
Church in the U.S.A,, 1862); T. Lynn Smith,
‘“Urbanization in Latin America,” Interna-
tional Journal of Comparative Sociology,
vols. 34 (1962-63), University of Florida;
: on the World Soclal Situation” (New
York: United Natlons, 1957); Philip M.
Hauser (ed.), “Urbanization in Latin Amer-
fca” (New York: International Documents
Service, Columbia University Press, 1961).

*“La Planificacion en Bogotid” (Bogotd: De-
partamento Administrativo de Planificacion
Distrital, 1964).
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increasing percentage of the country’s total
population. Thus, in 1950 Bogotd had 6 per-
cent of the country's 11 million people. This
had risen to over 8 percent of the country’s
14.8 million in 1960 and is expected to in-
crease to almost 12 percent of 19.6 million in
1970. In Mexico 14 percent of the total pop-
ulation were concentrated in the metropoli-
tan area of the capital city, in Costa Rica 22
percent, in Panama 24 percent, in Chile 24
percent, in Paraguay 16 percent, in Peru 14
percent. All indications point to the con-
tinuation of these trends at least for the next
decade.

The urban explosion is the result of a large
rate of natural population increase combined
with a continuing rural-urban migration.
Much has already been written on this latter
subject. The United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization’s Sem-
inar on Urbanization in Latin America sum-
marized the situation as follows:

The sheer awareness of alternative modes
of living, particularly if combined with a
realistic sense of increasing rural poverty,
is largely accountable for the massive mi-
gration to urban centers.®

Employment and housing

Of even greater significance for the strategy
of resource allocation is the qualitative aspect
of the numerical increase, namely the socio-
economic composition of the population in
relation to resources. If the resources (capi-
tal, productive capacity, income) were in bal-
ance with the quantity of urban facilities
and services needed by the growing urban
population for the expansion of industrial
and other productive activities, as well as for
the maintenance of minimum levels of
health, safety, decency, and amenity, the
problem would be greatly reduced.

The principal characteristic of the Latin-
American urban areas is precisely that such a
balance does not exist. On the contrary, the
large majority of urban families have such
a low level of productivity and income that
they can neither produce enough nor possibly
pay for even the minimal urban services.

Even though an industrial worker in Latin
America in 1950 earned three times as much
as one employed in agriculture a large part
of this gain is offset by more rapid increases
in costs of living in urban areas and the
larger percentage in income which workers’
families have to devote to food, usually 50
percent of their wages.

The uneven distribution of incomes is as
serlous a factor as the generally low per
capita income. For example, in 1862, 348
percent of the economically active popula-
tion in Bogotd4 was employed in commerce
and services, receiving 50 percent of all in-
come, against 28.2 percent in industry and
construction, receiving only 23.3 percent of
the total. At the other end of the scale, 20
percent of the economically employed were in
so-~called marginal occupations (street ven-
dors, domestic servants, and the like), earn-
ing only 4.5 percent of total income or about
$200 (U.8.) annually per economically active
person.

According to a very rough estimate by
Butler ® 60 percent of the urban families in
all Latin America had annual incomes of less
than $1000 (U.8.), and 33 percent less than
$500 (U.S.) in 1960. On a per capita basis
(at an average family size of five persons) this
would amount to $200 and $100 respectively.
Only 13 percent were estimated to have family
incomes of over $4000 per year. If this in-
come distribution is applied to the expected
increase during the next 10 years of 30,000,000
people, or 6 million families, only in urban
areas with over 100,000 people, it would mean
that additional urban facilities would have
to be provided for a population of which 60

* Hauser, op. cit.
¢U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, op. cit.
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percent would have per capita annual in-
comes of less than $200.

Case studies in several countries indicate
that the above figures are optimistic, and
that in reality incomes are lower, and larger
percentages of the urban population are to
be found in the low-income groups.

It is clear that the total resources of the
country and the productive capacity of the
urban community are not nearly big enough
to permit the amounts of subsidy required
to bridge the gap between available resources
and the needs for urban services, taking into
account the vast number of low-income,
low-productivity families. Nor does the
productive or industrial base of the cities ex-
pand in proportion to the growing number
of urban people.

In spite of the booming appearance of
many cities, the creation of new urban jobs
is not keeping pace with the increase in pop-
ulation. In Bogoté for example, it was es-
timated that in the perlod 196469 the labor
supply would increase by 34,000 persons per
year, but that the demand could absorb only
25,000 to 30,000 per year, leaving a deficit of
5,000 to 9,000 unemployed per year. The
caplital Investment needed to create one in-
dustrial job per year was estimated at 93,000
pesos (or $7,440), so that the creatlion of
3,000 additional jobs per year would require
an additional investment of 1,674 million
pesos over a 5-year period.’

The cost of providing urban facilities for
the concentration of masses in large con-
glomerations is relatively higher than in
rural areas, in part because the expectations
of urban people are rising faster than rural,
demanding higher levels of services and fa-
cilities, in part because health and safety are
more costly to protect under conditions of
high-density wurban living. Furthermore,
the cost of living, the levels of consumption
and the costs of building and servicing in
large urban areas are usually higher. In
other words, the entire economic, social, and
technological base of urban conglomerations
is different from that of rural areas.

According to United Nations estimates 1.5
million urban dwellings are needed a year
for 30 years to overcome present deflcits and
meet, population growth. At $2,000 per unit
the cost would be $3,000 million annually.
If to this were added all the other essential
urban and community facilities, utilities,
and services, the Investment required could
easily be doubled.

Even now vast capital sums, both internal
and external, are being expended on urban
Infrastructure even though planners con-
sider this investment of low priority due to
its relatively high capital-output ratio. It
has been estimated that from 30 to 50 per-
cent of all investment in Latin America is
presently being dedicated to housing and
related urban facilitles. Indeed, economic
theories notwithstanding, and perhaps as
the result of political pressures based on
“the revolution of rising expectations,” vast
amounts of capital resources have started
to flow into the urban infrastructure sector.
Between June 1961 and December 1963, the
U.S. Government, through both the Agency
for International Development and the So-
clal Progress Trust Fund, has made loans
amounting to $300 million for housing and
8114 million for water supply and sewage
disposal in Latin American urban areas’ If
to this is added the contribution of the re-
ciplent governments, which may amount to
50 percent, the quantities are staggering.

TThe free rate of exchange in 1962 was
United States $0.125 to 1.00 peso. Source:
Harry Hansen (editor), “The World Almanac”
(New York: World Telegram and the Sun,
1962).

8 Eric Carlson, “El Problema de la Vivienda
la America Latina,” *“Desarrollo Econo-
mico,” wvol. 1, No. 3 (Septiembre-Octubre
1964).
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Yet all indications are that the gap between
need and supply is widening.

In Bogotd, for example, it has been esti-
mated that the amount available for capital
investment in 1969 would be only 5.6 percent
of the estimated revenue as compared to 18.3
percent in 1964, and that if a desirable 20-
percent ratio of capital investment to total
municipal budget were to be maintained,
and if urban services and facllities were to
keep pace with urban growth, a very sub-
stantial increase In revenue would be re-
quired.

This key issue of the growing discrepancy
between the economic urban base and the
costs of providing facilities is reflected, es-
pecially during the past 20 years, in the for-
mation of the immense slum areas and en-
tire squatters’ towns. These are found on
the periphery of urban areas, where the ur-
ban utllity systems are wholly inadequate,
especlally water supply and sewage disposal,
lack of street paving, and lack of schools.
Metropolitan Lima 1is sald to have more than
400,000 people, or roughly 25 percent of its
population, living in 123 squatter settle-
ments® In Mexico City over 50 percent of
the more than 5 million people are estimated
to live in substandard housing. According
to data compiled by various national housing
agencles, similar conditions prevail in prac-
tically all of Latin America.

In the face of these problems, Latin
American governments face two sets of policy
decisions: (1) Those directed toward urban
problems, to achieve a more balanced dis-
tribution and growth of large urban con-
centrations and to maximize thelr efficlency
and minimize costs and (2) those directed
toward rural problems, to hold people on
the land and to slow down rural-urban
migrations.

More balanced distribution and growth of
urban areas

Policies on distribution and growth focus
on three possibilities: Those that strengthen
small- and medium-sized urban areas; those
that concentrate public investment on a
limited number of selected urban centers;
or those that would establish entirely new
towns, especially in connection with natural
resource development,

Although only a few countries have im-
plemented definite policies, the importance
of a regional approach is becoming of in-
creasing concern. The Government of
Guatemala has established a special office
to study a national policy that would give
impetus to urban regional centers in com-
petition with the capital city. The El Sal-
vador National Economic Development
Counecil has recently prepared, for the first
time in that country, a reglonal analysis
leading to a national policy for spatial al-
location in development programs. In the
past 5 years the Government of Venezuela
has formulated regional development poli-
cies, and with some success implemented
them. It has lent substantial effort to plan-
ning new towns in the Guayanas, where
basic natural resource development is taking
place. One of the far-reaching hases for
huge investment in Brasilla is the decen-
tralization of Brazil’s population from Rio
and the opening of new interior regions,
thus counteracting the pull of urban areas
on the southern coast. Puerto Rico has
experimented with industrial location pro-
grams designed to decentralize employment
and population. In some countries, like
Venezuela and Guatemala, administrative-
finaneial Institutions, such as national mu-
nicipal development banks, are assisting the
development of small municipalities away
from the large urban centers.

Nevertheless, the centripetal attraction of
large metropolitan areas for industry, capi-

#**La Vivienda en el Peru” (Washington,
D.C.: Union Panamericana, 1963).
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tal investment, and population has proved
to be a difficult force to counteract in prac-
tice. If industry is to be attracted to other
than metropolitan areas, smaller urban
areas must be enabled to compete in at-
tractiveness. They must create superior
public services, industrial bulldings, and
transportation facilities, and must be per-
mitted tax exemptions. But all this pre-
sents inordinate problems. The more-or-
less even distribution of public investments
throughout large and small urban areas is
costly; the positive effects are not accu-
rately predictable; and the possible long-
run benefits must compete with immediate
results obtained through industrial invest-
ments in existing metropolitan areas.

In some areas where it has been trled,
the indiscriminate dispersal of public re-
sources throughout small urban areas has
not proved practical. Puerto Rico’s original
decentralization program, providing factory
buildings to small urban communities, at-
tracted limited industry. Productive facili-
ties would have had to be accompanied by
utilities, housing, and community facilities
to attract managerial and technical person-
nel, and the amount of simultaneous infra-
structure investments in many communities
was prohibitive. In a revised plan, a few
urban centers were selected in various parts
of the island for concentrating and coordi-
nating publie investments, thus counteract-
ing the pull of the San Juan metropolitan
area.®

A study of the location of industrial parks
in Central America undertaken by the Stan-
ford Research Institute ** went a step farther,
While admitting that decentralization would
be desirable, the researchers concluded that
only the capital cities could economically
provide the infrastructure needed to attract
industries. Overhead public investment to
make secondary cities attractive would be
out of proportion with present resources,

Nevertheless, it would appear that a clear-
ly defined policy of industrial development
and location in development programs ought
to encourage the growth of selected medium-
sized and even small cities to the extent
economically feasible.

Mazimizing efficiency and minimizing costs
of development

Policies to encourage urban decentraliza-
tion must be long range. Meanwhile, de-
velopment planners face the Immediate prob-
lem of the continued rapid expansion of
metropolitan areas.

Economic planners have tried to limit ur-
ban overhead investments to the minimum,
on grounds of low priority. They argue that
limited resources should be allocated to more
“productive” activities, and that once pro-
duction and Income have increased condi-
tions in urban areas will automatically im-
prove. Such postponement is not realistiec.
Urban condltions will continue to deteriorate
and, owing to soclal and political pressures,
increasing funds will continue to flow into
urban infrastructure and housing facilities.
Their ineflicient use will put an additional
burden on already limited resources. What
is more, the growth of the productive and
industrial sector may be retarded by inade-
quate urban support.

Thus, coordinated development policies for
the entire metropolitan area become impera-
tive to mational plans. Even though little
concerted action has been faken in this di-

1 Howard and Greeley Adams, “A Reglonal
Model for Programing Industrial Develop-
meént in Puerto Rico,” report prepared for
the development branch of the Puerto Rico
n;g;:)st.rial' Déevelopment Co. (San Juan, P.R.,
‘¢ =

1 “An Industrial Park Development Pro-
‘gram for Central America” (Menlo Park:
Stanford Research Institute, 1064). :
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rection, awareness is increasing, and various
approaches are tried.

Perhaps the most urgent practical goal
should be the greatest economy in applica-
tion of funds to urban infrastructure and
maximization of total return. A second im-
portant consideration is a more equitable
distribution of benefits to lower income
gr;mps. Here the public sector may play a
role.

To achleve these objectives, at least six
approaches suggest themselves within the
framework of a comprehensive metropolitan
area development plan: (1) coordination in
time and space of sectorial investments such
as water supply, housing, transportation, and
schools, and the establishment of priorities
for urban services; (2) setting of realistic
standards at levels corresponding to eco-
nomic development; (3) guldance of expan-
slon within the urban area to achieve ef-
ficlent land use and to minimize waste in
urban services; (4) urban land reform; (5)
harnessing and mobllization of local com-
munity resources; and (6) technological and
managerial Improvements to reduce costs.

The first two are Intimately interrelated.
In order fto reach low-income families and
to provide the benefits of limited resources
to as many as possible, a number of public
agencles are experimenting with new ap-
proaches to reduce cost. Instead of spend-
ing $5,000 or more per dwelling to build a
limited number of heavily subsidized show-
case projects, as In the past, some com-
munities are now Iimiting cost to £1,000-
#2,000 per unit or even less. This is achieved
through a reduction of standards, mass pro-
duction and standardization, and rigid pri-
oritles. Core housing is a good example. This
consists usually of a semifinlshed shelter
with roof and minimum sanitary facilitles,
which occupying families can further im-
prove and expand.

A realistic appralsal of the growing squat-
ter colonies and shantytowns has led some
agencies to establish the following priorities:
first, the provision of minimum lots within
a well-laid-out land development plan which
will reserve adequate land for streets and
community facilities; second, water supply
and sewage and refuse d!sposal third, drain-
age and hard surfacing or paving of prin-
cipal streets; fourth, provision of minimum
essential community facilities; and, only
fifth, a core or minimum shelter, in some
Instances this latter being left to the famlily
to bulild as best it can.

The rationale is that the acquisition and
efficlent subdivision of large tracts of land
with absolute minimum advance improve-
ments will, at a minimum total cost, pre-
vent the disorderly and overcrowded type of
shantytown development which is extiemely
difficult to improve once it has been created.
Thus, at least a minimum workable urban
pattern would be established for the future.

However, many programs of this type have
run into the problem of excessively high
land acquisition costs, the unwillingness of
owners to sell, and the speculation in urban
land which has driven prices so high that
they are out of proportion to costs of other

While power of eminent domain has been
used, condemnation procedures are slow and
do not overcome the baslc problem of paying
prices beyond the means of low-income fami-
lies and Government budgets. Realistic im-
provements in urban development and large-
scale, minimum facllity programs for the
benefit of the low-income masses depend on
governments’ facing the p‘mblem of urban
land reform in order to force prices down, or
to permit acquisition within available pub-
lie resources.

The haphazard and uncontrolled sprawl
of residential, commercial, and industrial
establishments into the countryside sur-
rounding the urban nucleus, often skipping
vacant land, generates pressures for the
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wasteful extension of streets and utility sys-
tems. It increases travel distances and
transportation costs, nullifying economies
of scale. Sites for housing projects have
often been chosen on the basis of availability
of vacant land rather than suitability in
terms of services and proximity to employ-
ment sources. On the other hand the ex-
tension of public water supplies and high-
ways has often been uncoordinated with the
location of housing projects or the siting of
industries. Only in a few instances have
programs called for advance acquisition of
large enough tracts of cheap land in suitable
locations on the urban periphery where serv-
ices and highways could be economically pro-
vided and industrial sites developed close to
workers’ housing. There are only a few
cases of Industrial land planning in which
industrial parks have been located close to
good transportation, electric power, and util-
ity lines, thus providing cheap and suitable
sites to attract industries. Yet only through
a more rational land-use pattern in urban
areas can substantial savings be made in
public investment, space utilization, and
transportation, thus lowering costs (and
taxes) to encourage industrial growth.

Those few examples should suffice to
demonstrate the importance of establishing
comprehensive urban development policies
as prerequisites for public investment alloca~-
tions within the framework of national
economic planning.

It has been sald that *“urbanization can-
not be isolated from general economic de-
velopment,” ** but the reverse also holds:
economic-development planning cannot
proceed successfully without concerning it-
self deeply with urbanization problems.

RURAL LATIN AMERICA

In rural as well as urban Latin America,
the heterogeneity among countries makes
any problem classification all too glib.
Nevertheless, a common thread of issues can
be identified. All are related to a maladjust-
ment between two fundamental forces:
population and product. b

It has already been shown that rural pop-
ulation is growing so rapidly that, despite
heavy immigration to the cities, the number
left on the farm is steadily increasing. Fur-
thermore, the rate of increase in agricultural
production, which averaged slightly over 4
percent from 1950 to 1958,% dropped to less
than 1.6 percent ' from 1960 to 1964. If
rural population has continued to grow in
the last 5 years, as it did in the 1950’s (at
1.5 percent per year), then the per capita
increase in Income has tapered off to zero.
Were it not for heavy emigration to the cities,
this income would be falling.

Not only has per capita income ceased to
rise, but also the country is less and less
capable of meeting the rising urban demands
for foodstuffs. The pitiful increases in agri-~
cultural output for the last 5 years have not
kept pace with population increase. Ris-
ing food prices and growing shortages have
led to imports of those very products in
which Latin America has traditionally held
a comparative advantage.

The disproportion between population and
product has led to deficits of a sociopolitical,
as well as economic, nature. Schools, irriga-
tion facilities, roads, and housing are all in
desperately short supply. The Inter-Ameri-
can Development Bank has estimated a
deficit in rural housing of close to 8 mil-
lion units, about half of them belonging to
Brazil,’» compared to 7 million for the cities.

12 Hauser, op, cit.

1 United Nations, BEconomic Bulletin for
Latin America, Statistical Supplement, No-
vember 1961, p. 54.

% Inter-American Development Bank, So-
cial Progress Trust Fund, 4th Annual Re-
port, 1964, pp. 107-108.

% Ibid., p. 117,
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The impoverished economic conditions of
the country are not only reflected in sta-
tistical summaries. That they are real is
seen by the ever-increasing flow of popula-
tion from country to city, not only attracted
by the advantages of the latter but repelled
by the decline of the former. Nor can It
be supposed that this movement will solve
the problem of the country. The cities are
unable to employ the whole annual incre-
ment in population, and even if this incre-
ment should move entirely from the country
(which it has not been doing), the agricul-
tural population would remain undi-
minished. Latin America faces a critical
problem of employment and productivity on
the farms.

We shall contend in this paper that agri-
cultural output will not increase substan-
tially, or at least not sufficiently to avoid
political upheaval, without a radical change
in traditional farm structure. With the ex-
ception of Uruguay and Argentina, whose
cattle- and wool-export economies place
them in a different class, and of Mexico and
Bolivia, whose land has been redistributed to
those who till it, we propose that only radi-
cal changes in tenure and incentives can, in
the long run, increase productivity on the
farms.

We furthermore propose that those
changes that will be sufficient for long-run
increase will probably in themselves cause
a short-run decline in output. They, there-
fore, become doubly unpopular, in the first
place because they upset an existing socio-
political system, and in the second place be-
cause their immediate impact is negative.

Statistics on landholding in Latin Amer-
ica have been quoted so often that there is
no need to recite them again here. The im-
mense holdings of the few and the small
amount of land owned by the many are cited
in national data, in publications of the Or-
ganization of American States and the Inter-
American Development Bank, and in pre-
vious work of one of the coauthors.® Let
us here comment on the relationships among
size of holdings, types of employment, and
output.

Our contention is that the - traditional
structure of large farms in Latin America,
of greater-than-family size and employing
large quantities of labor (either as contract
workers or as feudal peons) has built-in sup-
ply inelasticity. It is incapable of meeting
the challenge of urban industrialization that
demands ever-increasing quantities of food.
Only a complete change in land-tenure sys-
tems, plus massive application of social over-
head capital to the country, will break the
bottleneck.

Agrarian reform

The agrarian reform programs initiated
under the Alllance for Progress fall far short
of meeting this goal, both In their concept
and in their implementation. One often
hears that agrarian reform is slow because
governments do not carry out the laws they
have put on their books. We do not think
that this is so. We think that the laws
themselves are deficient.

The prinecipal limitation of agrarian re-
form, as currently conceived in most Latin-
American countries, is that it seeks to avoid
the parceling of so-called productive land,
placing its major emphasis on expropriation
of idle or poorly cultivated land and on colo-
nization of State-owned territory. Such
programs are politically easier to implement
than expropriation of productive lands.
Furthermore, they are the only possibilities
consistent with the Intention of govern-
ments to compensate, in full market value,
for lands expropriated. Governments simply
do not have the resources to pay for the most
productive farms, and it is neither their

1 John P. Powelson, “Latin America: To-
day’s Economiec and Social Revolution” (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), pp. 36-37.
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policy nor that of the United States or the
Alliance for Progress to urge expropriation
without payment in full.

Yet alternative programs always fall short.
Colonization, both expensive and of ques-
tionable success in increasing the flow of
food to the cities, has been undertaken in
many countries, notably Brazil, Peru, Ecua-
dor, Guatemala, and Venezuela. The cost of
transporting peasants to new lands, clearing
them, building houses, roads, and marketing
facilities, is often so high that, if amortized
over a reasonable number of years, it will re-
sult in foodstuffs whose social cost (that
borne by the government as well as the
farmers) is prohibitive.

A further disadvantage of agrarian reform
by colonization is that it often takes farmers
80 far from their markets as to make com-
merce impossible. This objection is not so
relevant to Colombia, where colonization is
taking place in all states and where full pene-
tration of the eastern jungles has not been
attempted, or to Venezuela where it is hug-
ging the northern areas and is at least with-
in a road’s reach of urban centers. But it
does apply to Peru and Ecuador, and to some
extent to Bollvia, where colonized areas lie
beyond the eastern slopes of the Andes and
far removed from the cities that are both
market and source of manufactured goods.
Self-sufficient jungle economies neither im-
prove the prosperity of the farmer nor con-
tribute to the national agricultural supply.

To the extent that they do expropriate
farms from landowners, agrarian reforms
have tended to take only idle or poorly
cultivated lands. Virtually all the reform
laws provide that these lands will be expro-
priated first. In Colombia, 20,306 hectares of
such land were acquired from private owners
during 1964 and distributed to families (to-
gether with 393,067 acres of public lands
for colonization).’” But questions may al-
ways be asked concerning why the lands were
idle in the first place and whether the peas-
ants who recelve them are not beneficiaries
of submarginal parcels whose cultivation will
add only a pittance to the national agricul-
tural output.

When the limitations of colonization and
expropriation of idle and poorly cultivated
lands are faced, we are led to the nub of the
Latin-American rural problem: that of re-
structuring productive activity on large
farms so as to increase supply elasticity. We
will argue here that longrun increase in
supply will be possible only when the peas-
ant becomes a more crucial factor in produc-
tion decisions. This will occur either be-
cause he owns the land himself or because
he is in such short supply that his wages will
rise with increased productivity. Since he
is not likely to become in short supply, we
are confronted by the specter of subdividing
large-scale, productive farms.

Quite apart from political difficulties, two
economic arguments are frequently advanced
against the parcelization of productive land.
The first 1s that small farms, individually
owned, could not take advantage of man-
agement economies. The direction of pro-
duction, application of managerial tech-
niques, marketing, and absorption of tech-
nical assistance—so it is sald—would suffer
if the number of managers were proliferated.

In theory this need not be so, as has been
demonstrated by the history of so many
countries. In Britain, Europe, and the Unit-
ed States, the family farm has always been
a viable management unit. In those few
activities where economies of scale could be
found, such as in marketing, co-operatives
have been formed. In practice, however, the
management of the large Latin American
farms has so long been concentrated in a
few educated landowners, and skilled man-
agement is so scarce, that a sudden change

" Social Progress Trust Fund, Fourth
Annual Report, p. 245.
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to small units would diminish production
severely. Such was the case in Bolivia fol-
lowing the revolution of 1953, where agricul-
tural output went into a slump from which
it is only recovering in current years. It
was also the case in Cuba and was doubt-
less a leading force in the regrouping of co-
operative farms into large-scale, state-owned
production units and in the centralizing of
private farms under control from Havana.

The management argument has consider-
able merit, but it is usually overstated. Here
iz an area in which generalization is diffi-
cult, since some of the larger-than-family-
size farms in Latin America are well or-
ganized and producing as much as could be
expected. No doubt this is so for cotton
plantations in nothern Mexico, for large ba-
nana holdings in Central Ameriea, and for
large coffee plantations in Bragzil, as well as
for smaller ones In Central America and
Colombia. There are some efficient cattle
ranches in Colombia. But many large-scale
farms, which depend on feudal labor, are
far from efficient and far from well managed.
Extensive (as opposed to intensive) cattle
operations and lands devoted to the produc-
tion of cash crops (potatoes, fresh vege-
tables, cereals, corn) fall in this group. One
wonders whether management practices will
ever be improved unless the present owners
are displaced and new ones trained. And
in the process, production will fall tempo-
rarily.

Mechanization

The second economic argument against
expropriation of productive lands is that the
peasantry in Latin America is so numerous
that any division with land for all would
result in units so tiny that the individual
farmer would not have enough to feed his
family. In many countries this is so. It
is not, however, a valid argument against
redistribution. We are forever faced with a
comparison between two grim situations, and
the question of whether the farmer would be
worse off, or total production less, with tiny
farms than with the large units now in
existence.

It is frequently argued that small units
are bound to produce less because they can-
not take advantage of mechanization. It
is not economic to use a tractor on a 5-hec-
tare farm, and all the work would have to
be done by hand or with rudimentary tools,
Those who advance this argument somehow
suppose that tractors, combines, and other
machines can produce more than man alone
on a given quantity of land. But this is not
so0, Except for drilling wells and building
Irrigation systems, machines were not intro-
duced in more developed countries until labor
became scarce. Tractors will replace labor
that is attracted away from the farms by
greater opportunities elsewhere and whose
price is high. But if there is no interference
with free markets, and if man acts rationally,
labor will not be replaced by tractors if it
thereby becomes unemployed. In 1860, there
were only about 300,000 tractors in use in all
of Latin America, and almost half of these
were in Mexico and Argentina'®

Aside from irrigation (which could be pro-
vided by the state equally well for small or
large parcels), the limitations to agricultural
productivity lie in natural forces (such as
climate, rainfall, and fertility) and in tech-
nigues—the amount of fertilizer, the type
of seed, ways of plowing, weeding, and the
like—and not in whether or not machinery
is used. There is nothing a tractor or com-
bine can do that a man cannot do equally
well with a shovel and a hoe, provided there
are enough men.

This being so, how does one account for
the existence, side by side, of a few highly

1= “Statistical Abstract of Latin America,
1962" (Los Angeles: Center of Latin-Ameri-
ean Studies, University of California), p. 49.
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mechanized farms in Latin America and
widespread unemployment? How is it that,
next door to the traditional agriculture of
the wooden plow are large, mechanized
farms, in which machinery has displaced
labor while that same labor remains, unem-
ployed, within the range of the farm or feels
forced to move to the city to seek jobs?

There are several reasons. One is the
belief that economic development requires
capital; hence laws and institutions make
the private cost of machinery less than its
social cost. In Colombia, for example, the
exchange rate for importing machinery, with
permits, is nine pesos to the dollar, while
the free rate, covering most exports and im-
ports, hovers in the neighborhood of 14 or
more. Agricultural credit institutions, in-
tent on low interest rates and assets pledged
as security, have sometimes made machinery
purchases attractive. Union and political
pressures have kept money wages high.
Finally, wherever skilled labor is needed, or
unskilled can be replaced by machinery,
given the paucity of literate farmers, it has
frequently been easier to train one man to
operate a machine than many to do the job
by hand.

For all these reasons, the economics of the
situation are not likely to lead Latin-Ameri-
cans voluntarily to the conclusion that pro-
ductive farms ought to be expropriated. Yet
the statistical evidence that these same pro-
ductive farms have not been responsive to
the demands of increasing urbanization jus-
tifies our conclusion that family-sized man-
agement units must be developed and en-
couraged. Although production would fall
in the short run, only through the creation
of individual incentive—such as is provided
by ownership—can the crisis in Latin-Amer-
ican agriculture be solved over the long run.

There are those who argue that such
changes will come only with violent revolu-
tlon and will stem, not from the needs of the
cities, but from the deteriorating social con-
ditions in the country. They may be right.
To suppose, however, that a peaceful redis-
tribution of productive lands is impossible
is to ignore a strong and favorable economic
force. Finding their incomes stinted by the
high cost of foodstuffs (and hence high la-
bor costs), growing urban interests are be-
ginning to favor structural reforms to de-
crease the rigidity of agricultural output. As
the swing of political power moves from
landowners to industrialists—or as the land-
owners themselves become industrialists—
agrarian reform becomes not only politically
acceptable, but a political necessity.

This was the case in Mexico. The redistri-
bution of Mexican land did not occur during
the war of the revolution or even as a direct
result of it. Widespread distribution did not
begin until 25 years after the first blood was
spilled and almost 20 years after the Consti-
tution was amended. If came because an
administration (that of President Cardenas)
found its natural inclinations in favor of the
peasantry to be more acceptable to the busi-
ness community, which in turn was growing
in economic and political power. There are
signs that the State of SAo Paulo, and the
country of Venezuela, and possibly Colombia
and Peru, have begun the same evolution.

In addition to the redistribution of pro-
ductive lands, capital available to agricul-
ture ought to be invested in farm-to-market
roads, irrigation, the opening of new areas
provided they are adjacent to growing urban
centers, and, above all, in technical assist-
ance and education. In their emphasis on
rational investment in social overhead, our
recommendations for the country are there-
fore similar to those for the city.

Already the pressure to expropriate is be-
ing felt more strongly each year. To date it
has been resisted because of the inability of
governments to pay market value and the
failure of the Alliance for Progress to de-
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mand expropriation on any other terms.
Somehow it is necessary to find a face-saving
device, such that payment would appear to
be in full market value, but in fact would
not turn out to be so.

The most graceful expropriation would be
paid in government bonds that would de-
preciate with the currency gso that the issu-
ing government would never have to redeem
them at face value. Such was the condition
imposed by General MacArthur on defeated
Japan, but whether a government will choose
it of its own free will is another question.
Bonds maturing in 20, 15, and 10 years
have heen wused by the Government of
Venezuela as part payment for expropriated
properties. Countries whose currency is his-
torically less stable than Venezuela face seri-
ous political difficulties in accepting such a
plan., However, Chile introduced a consti-
tutional amendment in 1963 to permit part
payment in bonds, but expropriation to date
has been painfully slow.

CONCLUSION

In summary, land redistribution in quan-
titles far bolder than are currently under-
taken or contemplated, plus massive invest-
ment in urban and rural infrastructure,
technical assistance, and education, and de-
emphasis on farm mechanization are essen-
tial to feeding the growing urban population
and increasing the per capita income of rural
sectors. Land reform is essential to both
city and country. If not precipitated by
bloody revolution first, changes will come
as the growth of industry forces a shift in
the focus of political power from rural land-
owners to urban industrialists. Owing to
present complacency and respect for prop-
erty rights by both Latin American govern-
ments and that of the United States, there
is bound to be a continued period of stagna-
tion, intensification of rural and urban pov-
erty, and violence before the required
changes occur.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Question. What percentage of U.S. agricul-
tural output originates from small family
farms?

Answer. I do not know what you mean by
“small” family farms. I am talking about
family farms, and they may be large. In this
sense, virtually all farms in the United States
are famlly farms; that is, there are very few
corporate farms. The average farm consists
of a farmer, his wife, and maybe one hired
man. About 85 percent of U.S, farms are be-
tween 10 and 50 acres. These may seem
like large farms, but they are tiny compared
to some of the latifundios in Latin Ameriea.

Question. You argue that, aside from irri-
gation, there is nothing a tractor can do that
a man cannot do in agriculture?

Answer. Yes, provided you have enough
men. Mechanization comes from shortage of
labor. If labor is abundant, mechanization
does not make sense.

Question. Yes, but how much will the farm
workers, who are employed instead of trac-
tors, eat of their product? Will there not be
a lower net product because the workers have
eaten some?

Answer. I hope the workers will eat some.
That is just the point. They will have to eat
anyway, whether they are working or not. I
do not accept net output, in this sense, as
& valid variable. To carry it to an extreme,
the net output of agriculture is always zero,
because it is always eaten, or used in some
other way.

Question. Where land has already been dis-
tributed—take Bolivia, for example—has
there been a large increase in cutput?

Answer. In the three real land reforms of
Latin America—Mexico, Bolivia, and Cuba—
a drop in output followed immediately upon
the confiscation of property. Only over the
long run does it rise. And here there are
so many other—factors that it is hard to tell
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whether the increase was attributable to re-
form or not. Mexican output is very defi-
nitely increasing. There are some Iindica-
tions also that output is increasing in Bo-
livia, even on the Altiplano. The Cuban re-
form, however, does not imply the same con-
ditions that I was talking about. I am in
favor of agrarian reforms that provide the
peasant with an incentive, through land
ownership, to increase his output and income.
The Mexican and Bolivian reforms did this;
the Cuban did not.

Question. What do you think of Latin
America? You have been talking about van-
dalism, immorality, and corruption. As a
Venezuelan I want to know if there is
nothing positive that Latin Americans have
contributed to the world?

Answer. I may sound like a politician In
answering this question, but I do not mean
it to be that way. In fact, the agrarian re-
form in Venezuela is one of the most suc-
cessful of any that is being carried out with-
out violence. There has been some expropria-
tion of fertile lands and division of it among
the peasants, to provide them with family-
slze farms. This land has been paid for in
20-year bonds, payable in the historically
most stable currency of all Latin American
countries. The colonization program in
Venezuela also makes more sense than it
does in some other countries. Colonists are
still hugging the northern areas and are
within means of transportation to urban
centers. Venezuela appears to me to be on

the threshold of a peaceful economic trans--

formation.

Question. Is it not true that many Latin
Americans are not willing to invest in stocks
and bonds in their own countries, but are
sending their money abroad to Swiss banks
and other private accounts?

Answer. This is the case, and the answer
to this problem is not an easy one. Most
Latin American savers have the same options
that you do about where they will invest
their savings, and I dare say there are not
many in this hall who have put their money
into savings banks in Latin America. Invest-
ment capital goes where it can earn a return
and is safe. I think you see that the answer
to this question brings us into all the time-
honored problems of why a country is or is
not underdeveloped.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL-ATD HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for seenic
development and road beautification of
the Federal-aid highway systems.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from West Vir-
giﬁ.ia for his amendments to the pending

Yesterday the distinguished minority
leader offered an amendment, which
was agreed to, under which $5 million
would be used to study how to get rid of
junkyards. This is very worthy and I
was all for it. However, I believe that
something very important has been over-
looked by the committee.

The Committee on Public Works pre-
sented to the Senate a few weeks ago a
bill which became Public Law 89-139 on
August 28 in which the Secretary of
Commerce was ordered to undertake a
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massive study and coordination of traffic
safety and to come forth with a program
of national standards for traffic safety.

Unfortunately, in doing that the Sen-
ate failed and the committee failed to
authorize any funds for this very same
purpose.

I do not understand how the commit-
tee could order the Secretary of Com-
merce to do something about the high-
way safety problem, which takes 50,000
lives a year, involves 4 million peo-
ple in serious injury, and occasions an $8
billion loss in property damage without
giving the Secretary the means with
which to make the study.

If we can spend $5 million to study
how to get rid of junkyards, I think the
Senate can certainly authorize $500,000
for the Secretary of Commerce to carry
out the orders given to him by the Com-
mittee on Public Works and the Senate.

I suggest that the committee accept
the amendment which I intend to offer.
However, if the Committee is not willing
to do so, it is my intention to have a full
debate on this matter and ask for the
yeas and nays.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, has
the distinguished Senator from Connect-
icut offered the amendment?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I have the amend-
ment at the desk.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I suggest that the
amendment not be stated at the moment.
I am intensely interested in the points
made by the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut. I may be in a position to
accept the amendment. At this time, if
agreeable, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the
time for the quorum call may be taken
out of the bill and charged to our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment, and ask that
it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
the bill it is proposed to add a new sec-
tion, as follows:

Sec. 804. There is authorized to be ap-
propriated the sum of $500,000 to enable the
Secretary of Commerce to carry out his fune-
tions under section 135 of title 23 of the
United States Code relating to highway
safety programs.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, the
Senator from Conneecticut [Mr. Riei-
corFr] has discussed his amendment with
the Senator from West Virginia. I be-
lieve his amendment to be in the public
interest. I shall not take time now to
discuss it. The Senator from Conneecti-
cut has explained it to me; it is in the
interest of safety and in the interests of
programs which seem to concern the in-
terests of the traveling public. I believe
we understand one another.

Mr. RIBICOFF. We do.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator from
Connecticut has a very keen interest in
that subject, as has the Senator from
West Virginia. I accept the amendment.

Mr, RIBICOFF. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ALLOTT. Who controls the time
on opposition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position time would revert to the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. ALLOTT, Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I need. I ‘wish
only to say—and perhaps there should
be a quorum-call, so that Senators who
are absent from the Chamber working
on various aspects of the bill might be
present. I am not a member of the
committee, but I call to the attention of
the Senate that many amendments of
great merit have been offered and re-
jected by the manager of the bill. Some
of those amendments do net constitute
a basic philosophical difference, but they
have been turned down, nevertheless.

The Senator’s amendment has noth-
ing to do with the bill itself, but it is
being accepted by the manager of the
bill. I know the great interest that the
Senator from -Connecticut has in high-
way safety. We all have it. But as I
read the amendment—and it is not
available on my desk—it is that there
shall be appropriated or authorized
$500,000 for use on the highway safety
program.

We have before us a bill which in-
volves only beautification and the con-
trol of signs, junkyards, auto graveyards,
and other eyesores along the interstate
and primary highway systems of this
country. I really cannot understand
why such a matter as this should be in-
terpolated into the measure, because the
Senator from Connecticut, with the
great number of Senators he has on his
own side of the aisle, is fully capable of
inserting it into any bill which deals
with highway safety, or into an appro-
priation bill.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Will the Senator
vield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I shall yield in a mo-
ment,

I cannot see that the Senator’s amend-
ment belongs in this bill. I fail to see
why it is brought up, or why he seeks
to insert it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I
think the Senator deserves the explana-
tion.

On August 28, Public Law 89-139,
which was a highway authorization pro-
gram, was signed into law. In that bill,
there was a provision requiring the Sec-
retary of Commerce to make an inven-
tory of the Nation’s traffic laws and es-
tablish safety standards for the 50
States. The job was given to the Sec-
retary of Commerce, but no funds were
provided to carry out the necessary
study.

Yesterday the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen] offered an amendment, which
was adopted, requiring an appropriation
of $5 million to enable the Secretary of
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Commerce to study ways of getting rid
of junked cars.

The point I am making is that, if we
can spend $5 million to find ways of get-
ting rid of junked cars, why can we not
spend $500,000 to try to save 50,000 lives
a year?

Many of those people were killed in
those junked cars. If we are to spend
$5 million finding out how to get rid of
the wrecks, for heaven’s sake, cannot we
spend $500,000 to try to save the lives of
the people who are in those wrecks?

Mr. ALLOTT. Letme ask the Senator
a question at that point, since I have
yielded to him. How much is in the
Federal budget now, in various spots, ap-
propriated for the purpose of promulgat-
ing highway safety, through the Bureau
of Public Roads and the Department of
Commerce generally?

Mr. RIBICOFF. 1 should say that
there is some $5 million appropriated
through 16 separate agencies to do work
in highway safety, and they are doing a
Vvery poor job.

As a consequence, our subcommittee
has studied the situation, to try to bring
some sense and some coordination into
the problem of highway safety. I have
always felt, and I feel now, that even-
tually we shall have to draw all the safety
programs together and place them in
the Department of Commerce, in the
Bureau of Standards, and the Bureau of
Public Roads, where I think they belong.

The Public Works Committee, in
bringing out Public Law 89-139, started
in the right direction by requiring the
Secretary of Commerce to make an in-
ventory of the problem, because no such
inventory exists.

Under these circumstances, $500,000 is
an infinitesimal sum, because no money
is provided to do exactly this type of
work in the other programs.

The subcommittee which has been
holding hearings on the Federal role in
highway safety is trying to pull all these
efforts together.

The Committee on Public Works has
done a worthwhile job in asking that the
inventory be taken. I am eager for the
Department of Commerce to have the
funds provided to it with which to make
the study, which I believe is a very im-
portant study if we are to start to save
lives in the United States on a national
basis.

Mr. ALLOTT. The argument the
Senator is making is a specious argu-
ment. It is always used, because it is
compared with some other area.

The Department of Commerce, with its
thousands of employees and its tremen-
dous budget—the exact figure escapes
me at the moment—cannot carry on a
$500,000 effort in this area, there is
something wrong with it. The Depart-
ment of Commerce, Bureau of Public
Roads, has great efforts going on in con-
nection with this subject. The States
are carrying on vigorous efforts in this
same area. Five hundred thousand dol-
lars is no more than a signal, so to speak;
that is all. Of course no one can argue
against safety.

But we are putting in the billions of
dollars we put in our public roads system
in order to promote safety. If this is
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necessary, the place for it is in the other
bill. My only objection to it is that it
does not belong in the bill. It is a rider
which, for the purposes of the bill, is as
immaterial as an amendment on child
labor. It has no more relation to the
purposes of the bill than an amendment
on child labor would have to the bill.
This is the reason why, Mr. President, al-
though I am not a member of the com-
mittee, I took the floor to comment on
this matter, that the amendment should
be defeated because it has no purpose
in the pending bill. There never have
been any hearings before the committee
on it, so far as I am aware. The com-
mittee did not ask for it. It is asked for
at this late moment, and then accepted
by the Senator in charge of the bill,
which I believe is not quite as it should
be.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President——

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ty-
pINGS in the chair). The Senator from
Connecticut is in control of his own
time.

Mr. RANDOLPH.
thought he had yielded.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Senator from Colorado calls my argu-
ment specious. I believe that the Sen-
ator from Colorado is acting without a
sense of responsibility. What we are
trying to do is to remedy a situation in
which a committee of Congress—and
this is done time and time again—au-
thorizes a program and then asks the
department head to undertake it but
fails to exercise its responsibility by giv-
ing the department head the money to
carry it out.

Since the Committee on Public Works
thought that this was important enough
to have it adopted, and since it thought it
was important enough to order the Sec-
retary of Commerce to undertake it, I
believe that the Senate has a respon-
sibility to supply the funds to carry out
the decision that it asked the Secretary
of Commerce to undertake. :

An opportunity has been presented in
this bill to supply the funds. If we are
talking about beautification of the high-
ways, and we are also talking about
junked cars, and the Senate adopts a $5
million amendment of the Senator from
Illinois to study how to dispose of junked
cars, for the life of me I cannot under-
stand how any United States Senator
would be unwilling to invest $500,000 to
try to find out how we can prevent the
slaughter on the highways of this coun-
try.

Perhaps the Senator from Colorado is
not interested in saving the lives of the
people of Colorado, but I am interested
in saving the lives of the people of all the
50 States.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield at that
point?

Mr, RIBICOFF. I am pleased to
yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. By what right does
the Senator from Connecticut choose to
take such virtue upon himself that he
can say the Senator from Colorado is

I am sorry; I
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not interested in saving the lives of his
people in Colorado? I believe this calls
for an apology.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Senator from Colorado——

Mr. ALLOTT. I demand an apology.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would not apolo-
gize to the Senator from Colorado. He
stood on this floor and called my presen-
tation specious.

Mr. ALLOTT. It is specious.

Mr. RIBICOFF. There is no basis
whatsoever for that statement. I was
trying to say that we should be carrying
out our responsibilities and duties as
U.8. Senators.

Mr. ALLOTT. But I am not going to
have any Senator tell me, on the floor
of the Senate, that I am irresponsible.

Mr. RIBICOFF. If the Senator will
erase his reference to my presentation
as being specious, I will remove my re-
marks as to his irresponsibility.

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator can do as

htf pleases. His argument is worse than
that.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Connecticut yield

- for a unanimous-consent agreement?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am pleased to yield
to the Senator from Massachusetts for
that purpose.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be absent to-
day in order to attend the convocation
of the 200th anniversary of the founding
of the Smithsonian Institution,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL-ATD HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for scenic
development and road beautification of
the Federal-aid highway systems.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am
honored to serve on a subcommittee of
Government Operations headed by the
distinguished and able Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr], the Sub-
committee on E=xecutive Reorganiza-
tion, which this session has undertaken
what I believe to be landmark action in
the field of highway safety. The sub-
committee this session has been pri-
marily concerned with hearings into
manufacturing standards. As a result
of those hearings, under the leadership
and drive of the Senator from Connecti-
cut, action has already resulted to the
degree that manufacturers, through a
committee which they have formed, have
agreed to institute safety devices and
standards in the 1966 and 1967 automo-
biles.

Mr. President, last year, 48,000 Ameri-
cans were killed on the highways, and
4.8 million Americans were injured.
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I believe that, at a time when we are
considering legislation to beautify our
highways with large authorizations of
expenditures, it is altogether fitting and
proper that we should also make at least
rather minor authorizations, under the
Ribicoff amendment of $500,000, so that
we can do something about preventing
the massive killing and maiming of our
citizens on the highways.

I pay tribute to the great Senator from
Connecticut, who has proved to us, as
Governor of his home State, as a former
Cabinet officer, and now as a U.S. Sena-
tor, that highway safety is something
about which we can do something, that
it is not merely a matter of warning peo-
ple or frightening them, but that some-
thing can be done about providing for
safety in automobiles, on the highways
themselves, and with the driver.

The national average on fatal auto-
mobile accidents is 5.7 persons killed for
every 100 million miles traveled. The
alarming thing is that not only is the
rate of deaths going up, but also the
percentage is going up.

In my home State, 5.8 people are killed
for every 100 million miles traveled.
However, the average in the home State
of the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut is only 2 people killed for every
100 million miles traveled.

Mr. President, the record of the hear-
ings in the committee and the record of
the Senator from Connecticut as Gov-
ernor indicate that we can do something
about traffic safety if we really wish to
do so. I believe that the Ribicoff amend-
ment is a great amendment to have in
the pending bill. I believe that it is en-
tirely in order. I am pleased that an-
other chairman of a committee which is
greatly interested in traffic safety, the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Ranporpu], who is chairman
of our Subcommittee on Roads and High-
ways, has agreed to accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may be shown as a cosponsor
of the amendment of the Senator from
Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am pleased to yield
to the Senator from California.

Mr. MURPHY. I should like to ask a
question. As a member of the subcom-
mittee, my understanding is—I bow, of
course, to the wishes of the chairman of
the subcommittee, who has done a mag-
nificent job—that we were to deal only
with the problem of beautification on our
highways.

I could not be in greater sympathy
with anything than the cause espoused
by the Senator from Connecticut.

In my State of California, the record
of traffic accidents is frightening. Cali-
fornia has many long stretches of high-
ways. I believe that the amendment
could and should be a part of a special
bill on the subject.

If it is not, it should be a part of the
studies before the Senate. Being new in
the Senate, I am not so well versed in
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background procedures as I should like
to be; but if it is not a matter of separate
study I believe that it should be. I sug-
gest that this should be a matter of
completely separate and intensive study
to be entered into immediately. I would
enthusiastically support such a proposal.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In response to the
distinguished Senator from California’s
comments, I point out that on August
28, the President signed Public Law
89-139 which came from the Public
Works Committee. In that bill, the Pub-
lic Works Committee directed the Sec-
retary of Commerce to undertake a mas-
sive study of the problem of State traf-
fic laws, and traffic and highway safety
standards. Unfortunately, while the
Secretary of Commerce was directed to
undertake this study, the Public Works
Committee did not authorize any funds
for the study.

I am sure that this must have been
an inadvertence on its part. I am sure
that if the Public Works Committee di-
rected the Secretary of Commerce to
undertake such a study, it was its in-
tention it be done.

But since no funds were going to the
Secretary of Commerce, it was impos-
sible for him to make this study. This
fact was called to my attention yester-
day, when the distinguished Senator
from Illinois had an amendment adopted
for a $5 million study of how to get rid
of junked automobiles. The thought oc-
curred to me, if $5 million can be pro-
vided for a study as to how to get rid of
junked automobiles, certainly we can
spend $500,000 to find out what we have
to do about the health and safety of
the people who are in those wrecked
automobiles. I am trying to remedy an
inadvertence that took place. I believe
that is the reason why the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee saw fit
to accept the amendment.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. RIBICOFF. Iyield.
Mr. HARRIS. I call attention to the

fact that in title I, section 131(a), it is
stated, as one of the reasons why this
program should be adopted, “to promote
the safety and recreational value of pub-
lic travel.”

So, as indicated by the distinguished
chairman, this amendment certainly is
in order at this time.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. 1yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator from
Oklahoma called attention to title I.
The same language is referred to in
title IT as to advertising and junkyards.
I also wish to make a comment with
reference to the discussion just had,
which has been spirited.

I am sure the Senator from Colorado
will want the Recorp to show that I have
accepted two amendments. The re-
search amendment which was sponsored
by the distinguished minority leader
[Mr. DmrkseN] was offered, and I ac-
cepted that amendment. Ihave accepted
an amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WiLLiams].
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There has been no desire on my part
not to consider amendments that seem
to be in the interest of strengthening the
bill. I discussed this proposal with the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorer]l. I am not at-
tempting to justify my acceptance, but
if it is necessary to bring the vote on
gis amendment to a rolleall, I shall do

at.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, so far
as I am concerned——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 3 minutes
to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I do not wish to im-
pose my views on anyone else, but I think
the proposal is related, and I will state
my reason. The bill itself names safety
as one of the factors which should lead
the Congress to impose controls on
advertising. It was brought out that
in certain instances, for example, at in-
tersections, there was a need to reduce
the number and location of advertising
signs that could obstruct the views of
motorists. There may be other safety
faetors involved.

Second, I have been informed by com-
petent engineers who have made a study
of safety factors, respecting even land-
scaping. They say that even landscap-
ing could be unfavorable to safety. So,
in my judgment, this proposal is related
to strengthening the bill. i

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
am ready for a vote.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, some-
times in the argument of these matters,
things do get spirited. When I arose
to doubt the advisability of putting this
particular amendment in this bill I did
so in good faith, and I still am in good
faith when I say the amendment should
not be in it, although the word “safety”
i3 in the bill.

But I rise now on another score, and
I refer to page 21 of the Standing Rules
or the Senate, rule XIX, subsection 2, in
which it is stated:

No Senator in debate shall, directly or in=
directly, by any form of words impute to
another Senator or to other Senators any
conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming
a Senator.

I do not have the exact words before
me as to what was said concerning the
senior Senator from Colorado, because at
that moment vhe Senator from Ken-
tucky had reentered the flcor and was
asking a question, but I am advised that
what was said was that I am acting with-
out a sense of responsibility.

I cannot imagine anything worse about
a Senator than to say he acts without a
sense of responsibility. I am not going to
try a lawsuit as to the merits or any lack
of merits between the Senator from
Connecticut and myself on the floor of
the Senate. But neither am I going to
leave the REecorp unimpaired without
having to say something more about this
subject.

The distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut, who was Governor of his State,
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is not the only Senator in this body who
held high positions before he came here,
and he is not the only Member of the
Senate who has done meritorious work
in behalf of his State and in behalf of
the Nation. But 1 cannot and will not
accept the idea, if those are the words—
and I have been trying to get them, and
have not been able to get them yet—that
the Senator from Colorado is acting
without a sense of responsibkility, which
means the Senator from Colorado is
either out of his mind or without any
conception of the oath which he took
when he came to the Senate, which the
Senator from Colorado did on two occa-
sions to take his office.

As far as I am concerned, the com-
ments have been made and they can
stand on the Recorp. I have always
felt that too much correction of the
Recorp does an injustice to the remain-
der of the Senate; because, if Senators
can wipe words out of the REcorp, they
are tempted to go beyond the bounds of
normal debate and argument,

With that, I personally leave the mat-
ter. Isaid I believe the arguments made
in behalf of this particular bill were
specious. I made no reference to the
Senator from Connecticut except in the
subsequent exchange, which I think was
justified. I shall not ask that it be de-
leted, and I shall not go to the reporter’s
room and delete them, either by myself
or in conjunction with the Senator from
Connecticut. What has been said has
been said.

The distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut has described me as acting
without a sense of responsibility. I will
not even give him the satisfaction of
invoking the last part of the rule for
withdrawal.

I believe he has transgressed the rules
of the Senate.

Mr. RIBICOFF. As I recall the de-
bate, and the Recorp may show other-
wise, in referring to the argument of
the distinguished Senator from Colorado
concerning the speciousness of the
amendment or the argument, I pointed
out that what I was seeking to do was
to have the Senate act responsibly.

I do not believe I imputed at all that
the Senator from Colorado was acting
irresponsibly.

It was my intention to point out that
the Senate, when directing something to
be done by a department head, by acting
responsibly, had the requirement to sup-
ply the funds to the Department head to
carry out its directive.

It was my understanding that what I
was saying in debate was that we, as a
body, had the duty to act responsibly.
I did not intend to impute that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Colorado was
acting irresponsibly.

The words are there and they can
stand if they are. But it was never my
intention, nor is it now, to impute any
motives to the distinguished Senator
from Colorado that at this moment or
any moment he acted irresponsibly.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am happy to yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wonder, if the Sen-
ator has available the text of the law,
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whether he could give us this authoriza-
tion for enforcement. I am informed
that it does not seem to be available on
the floor of the Senate. I believe it
should appear in debate so that we will
know what we are talking about.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In answer to the
Senator from Florida, on August 11,
1965, at page 20232 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, paragraph 135, under highway
safety programs:

After December 31, 1967, each State should
have a highway safety program, approved by
the Secretary, designed to reduce traffic ac-
cidents and deaths, injuries, and property
damage resulting therefrom, on highways on
the Federal-ald system. Such highway safety
program should be in accordance with uni-
form standards approved by the Secretary
and should include, but not be limited to,
provisions for an effective accident records
system, and measures calculated to improve
driver performance, vehicle safety, highway
design and maintenance, trafic controel, and
surveillance of traffic for detection and cor-
rection of high or potentially high accident
locations.

L] * - * *
And the House agree to the same.

This is taken from the conference re-
port of the Committee on Public Works.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it in the law en-
acted?

Mr. RIBICOFF. It is in Public Law
89-139.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is the Senator read-
ing the text of that law?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am reading the
text of the law.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr., RIBICOFF. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I rise in support
of the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut, whose publie
career is so indelibly associated with
highway safety, who achieved so much
in that direction for his State when he
was Governor of Connecticut, and is now
wisely, properly, and devotedly pursu-
ing that same effort for the entire
Nation.

As warmly as I support the President’s
pending legislation on beautification—
and I might say in my own State of Alas-
ka, we abolished billboards on all high-
ways by action of the territorial legis-
lature as long as 20 years ago while I
was Governor—I believe it is something
of an anomaly and a paradox to be talk-
ing about beautification and removal of
automobile graveyards, and not to con-
sider the most striking “uglification’” of
highways, whieh take place whenever
people are in traffic accidents and lives
are lost. The slaughter on our highways
has become a national disgrace and a
major calamity. We have reached the
sad situation where we know in advanece
that every holiday weekend will produce
its heavy toll nf dead and seriously in-
jured on our highways.

I ecan think of no more appropriate
amendment than that introduced by the
Senator from Connecticut.

I believe it does not in any sense con-
flict with the objectives of the bill but
strengthens them. If by this study,
which his amendment would secure, we
can diminish the tragic toll on highways,
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the beauty of life will in a very special
sense be enhanced.

The amendment provides a distinct
improvement for the bill. I hope it will
be adopted.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I1yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am inelined to be
impressed by the propcsed amendment,
but there are certain assurances I would
like to have in the REcorb.

Is there any attempt under the law,
which would authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to use this $500,000 to take
over law enforcement activities within
the States?

Mr. RIBICOFF. There is none what-
soever.

Of course, I was not on the Publiec
Works Committee that had this provi-
sicn adopted, but in all the studies that I
have made and my interpretation, there
is no intention and never has been any
intention that the Federal Government
would ever take over law enforcement of
highway safety from the States.

Mr, HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
To make it a little more specific, there
would be no interference, as I under-
stand, under this bill, if enacted, under
which the Secretary would be given these
funds, and no intention to put patrolmen,
for example, on the Federal highways,
whether interstate or other Federal-aid
highways, who would be Federal patrol-
men, for the enforcement of any traffic
laws or regulations.

Mr. RIBICOFF. There is certainly no
such intention on my part, and I hope
that nothing like that will take place. I
can say that on my own part, but I would
defer to the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee on that guestion, be-
cause the pending bill came to us from
the Public Works Committee. The chair-
man is in better position to give that as-
surance than I am, because I was not on
the committee which formulated the
earlier law.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I believe that the
two questions which have been asked by
the distinguished Senator from Florida
about the intent of the earlier law and
the intent of the proposed amendment to
the pending measure are valid questions.
I emphasize what the Senator from Con-
necticut has said. And I agree with the
Senator from Florida that that would be
an infringement; in fact, it would be ab-
solutely wrong. I cannot conceive that
it would be the intent of any Member of
the Senate, and certainly it was not the
intent of the Committee on Public Works.
I agree fully with the Senator from
Florida that local authorities should
operate in the areas that he has dis-
cussed.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank my distin-
guished friend. I have one more ques-
tion. There are, of course, many State
laws, and they differ in the various
States, with reference to length of. ve-
hicles, type of lights that are required,
the weight of the vehicles, the speed of
the vehicles of various classes on various
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types of highways, and similar measures,
all of which relate, of course, rather di-
rectly to the field of safety.

My understanding of the law, if the
$500,000 amount were authorized anc
appropriated—and I wish to be corrected
if T am in error—is that the intention
of the law is to allow research and the
issuance of information in the various
flelds affecting public safety, but in no
way to overcome or change the appro-
priate State laws affecting safety, or af-
fecting the nature of the vehicles or the
weight of the vehicles, or the length of
the vehicles, or the type of lights, or the
speed of the vehicles, or any of the other
things which are handled, I hope ade-
quately, though in some cases, I am
afraid, not adequately, by the laws of the
several States.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes. I should like to
read the last sentence of the statement
by the conferees:

It is the expectation of the conferees that
the Committees on Public Works will exam-~
ine from time to time the extent of voluntary
compliance by the States with this new sec-
tion of title XXIII with a view of deter-
mining whether any further legislative action
is necessary.

Therefore, it is my understanding that
it will be a question of formulating stand-
ards, with conferences to be held, in the
hope that the States will enact uniform
laws. Anyone who has worked in this
field recognizes the fantastic maze and
diversity of various traffic laws through-
out the States.

One can get into his automobile in
Florida and drive to California, Con-
necticut, and pass through many States,
all having different traffic laws, and all
causing much confusion.

In the main, the Cemmittee on Pub-
lic Works, in asking the Secretary of
Commerce to make this complete study,
is trying to determine what would be
good, safe standards in this modern day
and age, considering the slaughter which
is occurring year in and year out.

I should suppose that the information
obtained would be valuable for all States,
so0 as to enable the States themselves to
measure their standards against na-
tional standards. But again, it is my
understanding from the House con-
ferees and the Committee on Public
Works that compliance would be volun-
tary, not mandatory.

Mr. HOLLAND. If I correctly under-
stand the situation, the research would
make available facts to establish stand-
ards. The question whether the States
would comply reasonably would be the
subject of later determination. But
above all, the question of any proposed
intervention by the Federal Government
in the field of law enforcement would be
the subject of future legislation, rather
than to say now that anything of such
kind is included in existing law.

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is definitely my
understanding. Any measure such as
that would have to be the subject of
future legislation to come before Con-
gress, and is not included in this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
Senators yield back the remainder of
their time?
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Mr. RIBICOFF. 1 yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield back the rest
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Risicorr] to the Committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr., RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate reconsider the vote
by which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MUSKIE. I move tolay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I of-
fer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper
place in the committee amendment it
is proposed to add the following:

On page 11, delete lines 1 through 13 in-
clusive and insert in lieu thereof the follow-

*“{e) In order to promote the reasonable,
orderly and effective display of outdoor ad-
vertising while remaining consistent with
the purposes of this section, signs, displays
and devices whose size, lighting and spacing
is to be determined by agreement between
the several States and the Secretary, may be
erected and maintained within six hundred
and sixty feet of the nearest edge of the
right-of-way within areas adjacent to the
Interstate and primary systems which are
zoned industrial or commerclal under au-
thority of State law, or in unzoned commer-
cial or industrial areas as may be determined
by agreement between the several States and
the Secretary: Provided, That nothing in
this subsection shall apply to signs as defined
in section 101(e) (2)."”

TUITION TAX CREDIT—ADDRESS
BY WALTER L. MORGAN, JR.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield 30 sec-
onds to me?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp the text of a
speech delivered by Mr. Walter L.
Morgan, Jr., administrative assistant to
my colleague from Colorado [Mr.
Dominickl, on the subject “Tuition Tax
Credit.” The speech was delivered be-
fore the Executive Committee of the Na-
tional Student Association.

This subject is attracting more and
more attention as we enter into the com-
plex field of tax credits. Mr. Morgan's
comments are worthy of the considera-
tion of everyone.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

TurrioNn Tax CREDIT
(Statement of Walter L. Morgan, Jr., admin-
istrative assistant to U.S. Senator PETER

H. DoMINICK, Madison, Wis., Aug. 25, 1965)

Ladies and gentlemen of the Executive
Committee of the National Student Asso-
clation, I am sincerely grateful for this
opportunity to meet with you today on be-
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half of Senator DomiNick and to discuss a
matter of great importance to this and
future generations of Americans.

The world we live in is constantly chang-
ing—moving forward with dynamic progress
such as we never dreamed of a generation
ago. Our progress has produced great up-
ward strides toward a better life for countless
millions of our fellow men, but with progress
we have been confronted with greater and
greater challenges and more complex prob-
lems which must be solved—problems of
such magnitude as how to cope with the
population explosion being experienced
throughout the world. Especially, we are
being challenged to find ways to provide a
balance between the world's population and
man’'s ability to develop and maintain the
natural resources to meet the growing needs
of the world’s people.

As never before in history, today's world
not only demands a standard of excellence
as the norm, but assesses progressively more
severe penalties upon the backward and the
slow. The shadow of future unemployment
moves ever closer to those who fail to develop
the highly specialized skills which are re-
quired as we arrive fully within the age of
automation. The present contests in nu-
clear development and space exploration be-
tween ourselves and other nations have made
us all acutely aware of the intensely com-
petitive age in which we live.

Our sucecess, or even our survival in future
years, may well depend upon the degree to
which we can provide the highest quality
education to our citizens. By present esti-
mates, In order to meet the challenges we
shall encounter by 1970, we should now be
graduating approximately 80,000 engineers
and 30,000 scientists each year. Unfortu-
nately, we are producing only about half the
required number of either. I cite these
statistics not to frighten anyone, but to em-
phasize the proportions of the problems we
face in keeping pace with our needs in the
field of higher education,

During the past 5 years, the number of
students enrolled at our colleges and univer-
sities has increased by an average of 6.5 per-
cent each year and it is estimated that by
1870 college enrollment will be double the
number enrolled in 1960. And, during the
past 6 years, the costs of college tuition, fees,
and books have increased by one-third. Itis
predicted by competent authorities that this
increasing cost trend will continue into the
future.

While we may lag behind the Soviet Union
in the present production of scientists and
technicians, we may be proud of the fact that
we have led the world in making the oppor-
tunity for higher education widely available
to all. At the same time, paradoxically, we
now place more of the burden of higher edu-
cation costs directly on the student and/or
his parents, than any other major nation in
the world. Such a trend, obviously, is self-
defeating and demands remedy. Thus, with
the costs of higher education continuing to
rise year after year, we find ourselves at a
crossroads and must determine a course for
the future which will best meet and cope
with this problem of financing higher educa-
tion.

There have been many proposals advanced
to provide some assistance in a varlety of
ways, but suffice it to say that they have all
failed to receive the needed support and con-
gressional passage because they failed to sur-
mount one or more of the following major
objections:

1. Government domination and ultimate
control of our education system.

2. Opposition to the use of tax funds to
aid church-supported schools.

3. Lack of real assistance to those in
greatest need dichotomy.

The one proposal which most nearly over-
comes all three of these major objections is
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the percentage tax credit proposal which in-
corporates a sliding scale, giving the greatest
amount of benefit to the lower end of the
cost scale. As Senator DoMINICK's adminis-
trative assistant, this is the proposal I want
to discuss with you. The bill currently before
Congress with which I am most familiar is
8. 12, the Ribicoff-Dominick bill, which was
introduced by Senator ABrRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Democrat, of Connecticut, and Senator PETER
H. DoMINICK, Republican, of Colorado, and
which also bears the names of 33 other Sena-
tors as cosponsors. The bill provides simple
and direct assistance to the student or his
family or anyone else who pays the cost of
the student’s tuition, fees and books at an
institution of higher education as defined by
the Internal Revenue Code. The credit
against the individual’s income tax obliga-
tion would be applied on a sliding scale as
follows: 75 percent credit for the first $200
of expenses; 25 percent credit for the next
$300 of expenses; 10 percent credit for the
next $1,000 of expenses.

At this point, let’'s make one point clear.
We are talking about a tax credit which is
a reduction of the tax due by the taxpayer.
It is not an exemption or a tax deduction
which only reduces the amount of gross in-
come that taxpayer reports.

To assure that the benefits will accrue to
the lower- and middle-income group which
makes up more than 95 percent of our popu-
lation, the bill provides that the amount of
the credit will be reduced by an amount
equal to 1 percent of any amount by which
the taxpayer's adjusted gross income exceeds
$25,000 for the taxable year. Thus a tax-
payer whose gross income was $30,000 and
who might otherwise be eligible for a $200
tax credit would have his credit reduced to
8150 because he exceeded the maximum in-
come limit by $5,000.

Let’'s take a few examples. Here in the
State of Wisconsin, let’s compare the bill's
applicatlon for a resident student at the
University of Wisconsin; a resident student
at Wisconsin State College and Institute of
Technology at Platteville; and a resident stu-
dent at Marquette University, a private co-
educational university.

University of Wisconsin: Tultlon and fees,
$300; books, #80; total, $380. Tax credit
75 percent multiplied by $200 equals $150;
25 percent multiplied by $180 equals $45 or
$195 equals 51 percent.

Wisconsin State College: Tuition and fees,
$258; books, 880; total, $338. Tax credit 75
percent multiplied by $200 equals $150; 25
percent multiplied by $138 eguals $34.50 or
$184.50 equals 55 percent.

Marquette University: Tuition and fees,
$950; books, $80; total, $1,030. Tax credit
75 percent multiplied by $200 equals $150;
25 percent multiplied by 300 equals $75; 10
percent multiplied by $530 equals $53 or
$278 equals 27 percent.

The same provisions as contained in 8. 12
were offered in the last Congress as an amend-
ment to pending legislation in the Senate
and missed passage by the narrowest mar-
gin—45 to 48. It would have passed had
not three of the bill's sponsors been per-
suaded by the administration to vote against
their own bill on the premise that Congress
at that time should delay any further reduc-
tion in taxes until the full impact of the lat-
est income tax cut was known. In the inter-
vening months, widespread support has been
building around the country among students
and their families favoring enactment of
the tax credit proposal to aid in meeting the
costs of higher education. This is most
encouraging.

The sponsors of S. 12 are the first to admit
that the bill is not a cure-all, but they are
convinced that it goes farther toward pro-
viding more equitable assistance to the great-
est number of people. Let’s discuss some of
the arguments which have occurred about
the bill.
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It is true that the tax credit concept of ald
to higher education does not provide any di-
rect assistance to the lowest income group
who pay no income taxes—no income tax
measure could. But indirectly, the tax credit
proposal would provide a wide expansion of
areas of assistance aimed specifically at help-
ing this lowest income group.

Vast numbers of scholarships available to-
day contain a family income limitation as
one of the conditlons of eligibility. These
scholarships will continue to be available,
and the tax credit program will reduce the
pressure to some extent for these schol-
arships. Other programs of loans and grants,
specifically designed for low income families
by State legislatures and by Congress, will
continue to be available with less pressure
upon the individual institutions administer-
ing these programs. Most colleges and uni-
versities also give students from low-income
families first priority on student employ-
ment programs., This, too, will continue.

Perhaps of greatest importance to the low-
income group is one mechanism provided by
S. 12 which, it is anticipated, will result in
vastly increased assistance to students from
these lower income families. This is the pro-
vision allowing a credit to any person paying
a student’s education costs whether that per-
son is related to the student or not.

Prof. Russell Thackrey, in his recent state-
ments, uses an illustration which points up
the enormous potential this provision would
have. In figures furnished him, he says, there
were 100,000 people in this country in 1964
with personal holdings of $1 million or more.
Thus, using the minimum figure of $1 mil-
lion, these 100,000 people have combined
assets of at least $100 billion. Professor
Thackrey concludes: “Think what a modest
voluntary gift of—say—an average of 1 or 2
percent of these assets would do for Amer-
ican higher education.” I wholeheartedly
agree, and S. 12 would provide the incentive
to bring about such voluntary action by pro-
viding a percentage tax credit for a portion
of such payments for students not related
to the taxpayer. At the present time such
payments do not qualify as a charitable do-
nation unless the donor makes a blanket-
type gift to a college or university, or to a
special fund without designating the recipi-
ents of the proceeds. S. 12 would permit
institutions, both public and private, to en-
list alumni and friends in the support of
their most needy and deserving students,
and to make more fruitful use of already
available scholarship funds.

Some opponents of the tax credit concept
of aid to higher education have argued that
taxpayers’ funds are public funds and that
such action would entrust the expenditure of
public funds to the decision of private indi-
viduals with no assurance that the funds
will be used in ways consistent with the
public interest. Such an argument is as
invalid as the rejected argument once ad-
vanced by a former Treasury Department
official in a statement he made to a congres-
slonal committee to the effect that the
amount of his own earnings that a citizen
ought to be allowed to keep and use should
depend upon how much the elected officlals
of government decided he should be allowed
to keep. Such an argument flies in the face
of our Constitution which provides exactly
the opposite emphasis. It is the people,
through their elected representatives in Con-
gress, that decide how much of the people’s
money the Government shall be allowed to
spend for them. This is the philosophy in-
herent in S. 12.

8. 12 would permit the taxpayer to pro-
vide himself with a dollar's worth of edu-
cation on a cost-sharing basis, with com-
plete freedom of choice in selecting the in-
stitution he wants to attend. Thus, we
strengthen and preserve the important di-
versification of our educational system be-
tween private universities and State and
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public supported colleges and universities,
while at the same time completely avoid-
ing the conflict surrounding the question
of Federal support of church-related institu-
tions of higher learning.

The argument against educational tax
credits becomes patently more invalid when
you consider that the most important in-
vestment we can make for ourselves or for
our children is the investment we have made
and continue to make in providing the best
possible education obtainable. If you agree
that this is true, then ask yourself whether
there is any basic difference in the concept
of the individual investing in his own ability
to substantially increase his future earnings,
and the concept of a business investing a
part of its present earnings in expending its
future growth and earnings. I can see no
basic difference. Yet those who argue against
tax credits for a percentage of the cost of
higher education completely ignore the fact
that for years we have provided in our tax
laws a percentage tax credit to the busi-
nessman who voluntarily reinvests a part
of his earnings to expand his business and
thus by expanding his ability to produce,
advances our national interests. Education
is among the foremost interests of our Na-
tion. The sponsors of S. 12 believe that
our future national growth may well be In
direct proportion to the strength and ex-
cellence of our educational resources. The
time for affirmative action has arrived, and
the most equitable action we can take is to
secure enactment of the tuition tax credit
measure to treat the middle- and low-income
taxpayer, who is trying to educate himself,
or his children, as fairly as we treat any
businessman—including the glants of indus-
téry like General Motors or United States

teel.

The education of our young Americans is
not a partisan matter as evidenced by the
fact that, of the 35 sponsors of S. 12, 18 are
Democrats and 17 are Republicans. As fur-
ther proof of the completely nonpartisan
nature of the tuition tax credit proposal, a
very eminent Democratic Senator speaking
on the Senate floor on June 6, 1963 advocat-
ing tuition tax credit assistance for the
cost of higher education said, and I quote:
“The pressing need for vastly increased finan-
clal resources to support higher education in
this country cannot be ignored. This legis-
lation would provide this urgently needed
assistance at a time of maximum need. It
would represent a capital investment in the
minds and talents of our youth and the fu-
ture of our society. Let us then, meet this
challenge with honesty and courage before
this time of great need has passed and mil-
lions of American youth have been denied
their educational birthright.”

The man who uttered those words spoke to
your group very recently. No longer Senator,
he now is the Vice President of the United
States, HuBerT H. HUMPHREY.

The sponsors of S. 12 welcome the support
of student groups throughout the Nation in
urging that Congress enact this legislation
without further delay.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL-ATD HIGHWAY SYSTEMS
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for scenic

development and road beautification of
the Federal-aid highway systems.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President,
Senators may recall that yesterday
afternoon I withdrew temporarily the
administration amendment No. 2. I
stated that I wished to give considera-
tion, as requested by Senators, to a pos-
sible modification of that amendment,
or to an amendment to be offered which
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would go to the subject. Inow state that
the amendment which was under dis-
cussion yesterday has been withdrawn
permanently. I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the amendment is with-
drawn.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
have sent to the desk an amendment
which is a substitute for section 101(e)
of the bill. It is a modification of the
amendment I offered yesterday on be-
half of the administration,

This amendment is the product of
much consideration. Discussions con-
cerning it have been carried on not only
with administration leaders, but also
with the ranking minority member of
the committee, who is also the ranking
minority member of the Subcommittee
on Public Roads, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER].

I have said that the amendment is the
product of discussion; I have not said
there is complete approval. I make that
very clear. But I do say that every effort
has been made to arrive at language that
might be agreed to by more than those
of us who have worked diligently to have
the amendment adopted.

The amendment I have offered insures
against the possibility of arbitrary or
capricious action by the Secretary of
Commerce.

Yesterday some Members seemed to
believe that the Secretary of Commerce
might act in an unwise manner. So the
amendment which I offer today is, I
believe, a safeguard, a protection against
possible actions of the Secretary of Com-
merce which some persons might term
arbitrary or capricious.

At the same time, it is important to
indicate that the amendment would not
deprive the Secretary of a proper degree
of participation. I feel that all of us
who believe in the legislation desire the
Secretary to be a contributing, construc-
tive force in carrying out the provisions
of the bill when it becomes a law.

I ask the careful attention of the Sen-
ate to two major issues which are in-
herent in the proposed amendment.
First, the amendment would establish
control by agreement between the States
and the Secretary over on-premise ad-
vertising signs in the industrially and
commercially zoned areas. Second, the
amendment would provide for agreement
between the States and the Secretary on
the designation of unzoned commercial
and industrial areas.

The amendment would therefore refer
to both the zoned and the unzoned areas.
My amendment would not—and I under-
score the word “not”—in any way effect
the zoning powers of the States.

My amendment would not—and again
I underscore the word “not”—in any way
regulate on-premise signs. They are the
signs which advertise the facilities and
activities on the property on which the
signs are located. Such signs very prop-
erly call attention to the facilities on the
site where the sign is located.

My amendment would not—and I un-
derscore the word ‘‘not”’—give the Secre-
tary of Commerce dictatorial authority
with regard either to controls or zoning.

CXI—1521
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The language of the declaration in
my amendment makes it quite clear,
though I emphasize the point for the
purpose of establishing legislative his-
tory this afternoon that my amendment
is for the purpose of promoting—not, I
emphasize, destroying—reasonable, or-
derly, and effective display of outdoor
advertising.

No Senator has greater respect for
private industry and private property
than does the Senator from West Vir-
ginia. I continue to contend that out-
door advertising is a legitimate business.

In the pending bill we are attempt-
ing—at least the Senator from West
Virginia is attempting—to act in no wise
to do violence to this industry.

Mr. President, I yield to my colleague
the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARL'SON. Mr. President, I have
very high regard for the Senator from
West Virginia.

With reference to the statement just
made, I desire to ask a question concern-
ing a particular instance in which an
interstate highway goes through a man’s
farm. The man has owned this farm for
many years. His barn happens to be
located fairly close, I would say within
500 feet of the edge of the right-of-way,
and this is a very wide right-of-way on an
interstate highway.

This man has a sign with reference to
his own dairy business on that farm.
What would be the farmer's situation
under this amendment or under any
section of the bill?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
want to be very careful in reply. There
is not a section of the bill that would
apply to the rights of the farmer in
question.

I should like to continue with the dis-
cussion of the reasons why the amend-
ment is offered.

The amendment which has been of-
fered would enable the States, in agree-
ment with the Secretary of Commerce, to
develop criteria for the prevention of
what I call wild proliferation of signs in
zoned industrial areas.

I point out that under Public Law 85—
767, which was enacted in 1958, Congress
gave authority to the Secretary, and to
the Secretary alone, to promulgate
standards for the area under the control
of that law.

Under the pending amendment, the
States would have primary responsibility
for developing control criteria for adver-
tising, as they have primary responsi-
bility for other highway matters.

The language of this amendment would
permit the appropriate committees of the
Association of American State Highway
Officials to propose control criteria, in
consultation with the Secretary of Com-
merce. [ emphasize the language which
states that control criteria, and the des-
ignation of unzoned industrial areas, are
to be ‘‘determined by agreement between
the several States and the Secretary.”

That language places both parties on
an equal footing, because it provides for
mutual consultation, which is desirable
and will be carried forward. I do not
deny that the Secretary of Commerce
retains authority to withhold 10 percent
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of the Federal-aid highway funds from a
State which fails to comply with the act.

However, I call the attention of my
fellow Senators to the fact that a State
which objects to such withholding, hav-
ing attempted to reach an agreement
with the Secretary, would have access
to the courts on the grounds of damage
through arbitrary or capricious adminis-
trative action.

Mr. President, that is all I have to say
on the amendment at the present time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

I repeat that the statement of the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
for the purposes of the amendment is
entirely correct. Since the offering of
his amendment yesterday, the Senator
has talked with me. He talked with me
last night and again this morning, and
we attempted to find language which
would remove the objections which were
made by many Senators on the floor
yesterday.

I suggested a part of this language
as an improvement over the amendment
that was offered—that is, that language
which would require prima facie or pri-
marily the concurrence agreement be-
tween the Secretary and the States
would be more appropriate and less sub-
ject to objection than the language of the
amendment offered yesterday, which
would in reality give veto power to the
Secretary. I told the Senator that I
would discuss it with the Republican
members of our subcommittee; and we
have discussed it.

While I view this amendment as
superior to that offered yesterday by the
distinguished Senator and withdrawn, I
shall vote against it, and shall stand by
the action of the committee. Earlier
today, in opposing the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire—because I felt that it would remove
from the bill the possibility of improving
the highway system—I tried to explain
the effect of section (e), title 1, of the
Act, to which the pending amendment is
proposed, and that I thought a reason-
able position had been reached in the
committee.

I gave as an example 50 miles of a
primary highway, upon every foot of
which, today, advertising may be erected.
The bill reported from the committee, in
section (e) , would very much advance the
cause of beautification of the highways,
because in that 50-mile segment and in
every other segment of the primary sys-
tem, a great part of the mileage would be
prohibited as to off-premise advertising.

But taking into account practical
situations, we provided that advertising
could be continued in areas which are
now zoned as commercial or industrial,
or which might in the future be zoned as
commercial or industrial areas, and
where advertising is, of course, needed.
Thus, physically, the effect would be, on
my hypothetical 50-mile segment, that
perhaps 45 miles or more of it would be
prohibited as an advertising area, but in
the designated limited area advertising
might be continued.

The committee agreed. If, during our
discussions, the administration had any
objection to it I, at least, did not know
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of it. Itsobjection, if any, may have been
conveyed to other members, but as far as
I know, this language appeared in the
bill when we first sat down to work upon
it, and we assumed that it had been ac-
cepted by the administration.

After we had voted on the bill and re-
ported it to the Senate, and had written
the language in the report which ex-
plained the section as it had been adopted
by the committee, on the day before the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
these new amendments were sent up, as
the Senator from West Virginia has said,
at the instance of the administration.

We are making progress under the bill.
It seems to me that at this late date,
when the bill has been reported, when
there has been agreement, we should not
accept an amendment which gives all
the power to the Secretary of Commerce,
even though the bill provides for agree-
ments with the States, because, as the
Senator so honestly said, the club is still
there in the form of a penalty. In effect
the State would have to come into agree-
ment or would be penalized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COOPER. I yield myself 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

I appeal to the members of the com-
mittee who worked so hard on the bill,
including my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side on the committee, to stand
by the committee's action, and pass the
bill that was unanimously reported,
which makes great advances toward
beautification, regardless of what some
have said about it; and that we leave
the last problem to the experience which
will be derived under the bill and to
actual conferences between the States
and the Federal Government, in the
effort to devise in the future a program
which will help eliminate the blight, to
the extent there is blight, in municipali-
ties and in areas adjacent to them.

It must be known that this amend-
ment would give to the Secretary of
Commerce the authority to call for the
dismantling of advertising, not only
along the rural roads, but in every munic-
ipality traversed by the primary system.

If, for example, 42d Street in New York
City or Times Square, which happens
to be a part of the urban system, should
become a part of the primary system, or
Pennsylvania Avenue in Washington, or
any other main street, or my main street,
under the pending amendment the Sec-
retary could call for the entire revision
of advertising along 42d Street, or Times
Square, or any main street.

I wish to see our streets made more
beautiful, but I believe that at this point,
advancing as we are at this late time,
it provides too much authority to the
Secretary.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Hawaii
for a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawaii is recognized for
1 minute.
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Mr. FONG. Isit nota factthat, when
the bill came to committee with provi-
sions relative to zoning in commercial
and industrial zones, signs were exempt
in such zones?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FONG. Is it not also a fact that
there was a provision for areas which
were used for commercial and business
purposes, but which were unzoned,
wherein the Secretary would have some
voice, and that the committee did work
on the problem and, after deliberating,
decided that the Secretary should not
be given this discretion?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FONG. So, when the bill came to
the Senate from the committee, it would
not give the Secretary any discretion so
far as allowing display of signs and ad-
vertising in industrial and commercial
areas is concerned; is that not correct?

Mr. COOPER. No specific discretion;
but we would have to admit that because
the Bureau of Public Roads comes under
his supervision, there is this “carrot” or
“stick”"—whatever we wish to ecall
it—this 10-percent penalty, so that
the Secretary still has some influence in
dealing with the States to obtain some
action.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 3 more minutes?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield 3 additional
minutes to the Senator from Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawaii is recognized for
3 additional minutes.

Mr. FONG. I thank the Senator.

1, too, oppose the pending amendment
which is a substitute for subsection (e)
as reported by the committee. This
problem was thoroughly discussed in
committee. As the bill originally came
before the committee, the exemption in-
cluded advertising signs in areas which
were zoned for commercial and industrial
purposes.

There was also a provision which gave
to the Secretary some discretion in those
zones which were used for commercial
and industrial purposes but not zoned
for those particular purposes.

The committee discussed this pro-
vision very thoroughly and I believe it
was the unanimous decision of the com-
mittee that the Secretary should not be
given this discretion. It was the com-
mittee view that wherever there was zon-
ing by a municipality, county, or a State
of an area for commercial and industrial
purposes, or where there were areas used
for commerecial and industrial purposes,
but not so zoned, the State legislature,
the county government, and the munici-
pal government should have supreme
power as to what kind of advertising
and signs could be displayed.

The distinguished Senator from West
Virginia states that the parties are on
an equal footing in the matter of nego-
tiations. With this I do not agree. I
disagree with the Senator vehemently,
because I do not believe there is equal-
ity of bargaining positions.

Here we have an officer:of-the Gov-
ernment, the Secretary of Commerce,
who holds in his hand the withhold-
ing power of 10 percent of the Fed-
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eral highway apportionment to a State
for roadbuilding purposes.

In the State of California, that would
be approximately $33 million. Here is
an officer who can withhold from the
State of California 10 percent of a $336
million appropriation. He can say to
the State of California, “If you do not
comply with the provisions which I have
set forth, you will not receive the $336
million. You will receive only 90 per-
cent of that, a reduction of $33 mil-
lion.”

There are other States from which
the Secretary of Commerce could with-
hold sums as high as $20 million, $18 mil-
lion, or $7 million, so the withholding
power of the Secretary of Commeree if
the State does not comply is a vast power,
involving the withholding of great
amounts of money.

We on the committee who worked on
the problem feel that the municipality,
the county, and the State—if they have
spoken as to whether the area should be
zoned, or has been zoned for these pur-
poses—should be left alone. We wrote
into the bill certain specific exemptions,
so that the Secretary of Commerce could
not say, “You must comply with my
wishes before you will get the full 100
percent of the amount of money which
has been apportioned to you for high-
way purposes.”

I believe that this is a powerful club
in the hands of the Secretary of Com-
merce. We are not dealing with only
41,000 miles of highway, as in the Inter-
state Highway System. We are deal-
inlg with——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Hawaii has
expired

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 additional minutes to the Senator from
Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawaii is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. FONG. We are dealing with 265,-
000 miles of highway. We are dealing
not only with the Interstate Highway
System, but we are also dealing with the
primary system, which covers over 225,-
000 miles.

On the primary system, there are
thousands and thousands of areas which
have been zoned for commercial and
industrial purposes, which have been
used for years for purpcses of advertis-
ing and displaying of signs. This is no
time for Congress to say, “We give to the
Secretary of Commerce almost absolute
power to go in and tell the States to
withdraw these signs.”

The distinguished Senator from West
Virginia states that this is not a dicta-
torial power. However, the Secretary of
Commerce can withhold 10 percent of
the appropriation from a State. In
States such as California, the withhold-
ing could go as high as $33 million. I
assert that we would be giving to the
Secretary of Commerce a very great
amount of power. I believe that such
power should not be left in the hands of
the Secretary of Commerce.

While outdoor advertising is controlled
in Hawaii to a greater extent than pro-
posed in this bill and thus my State
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will be readily able to comply, I recog-
nize the great problems many of our
other States will face under this amend-
ment.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. How much time does
the Senator require?

Mr. S. Five minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, there
never was a chaiman of a committee, or
a Member of the Senate, who was more
fair, cooperative, and diligent in his
responsibilities than is the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Ranporpi]. It has been my honor to
serve as a member on the Committee on
Public Works and I am therefore espe-
cially reluctant to do what I must now
do—that is, oppose the pending amend-
ment to the bill.

But I say to Senators that I oppose the
amendment in order to uphold the posi-
tion which was adopted in committee.
As a general principle, it is rather risky
business to oppose the position of a com-
mittee or committee chairman on a mat-
ter on which they are well informed.
But here, by the adoption of the amend-
ment which is the pending business, we
would reverse the action of the Public
Works Committee.

It was on my motion in the Public
Works Committee that the present pro-
vision in the bill which it is sought to
amend primarily was adopted.

After adoption of my motion by the
committee. the Public Works Committee,
as has been stated, reported the bill out
from committee by unanimous vote.

So I speak in support of the commit-
mittee position, which this amendment
would seek to change.

I have studied the modified amend-
ment today which is substituted for
amendment No. 2 of yesterday. In my
judgment, it does not change the effect
of yesterday’s amendment. The effect
of it is to put the power in the hands of
the Secretary of Commerce as to zoning
and standards to be adopted.

Nowhere in this bill is there contained
now any grant of power to the Secretary
of Commerce to regulate the number and
size and standards of advertising devices
on private property.

This amendment would give that power
to the Secretary of Commerce, and is,
therefore, a radical departure from the
concept of title I of the proposed act.

As to the position of the committee, I
call the attention of Senators to page 6
of the report, which I read:

The committee has given long and delib-
erate consideration to this subsection, and
particularly to the question of unzoned in-
dustrial and commercial areas. The basic
postulate of this provision is that outdoor
advertising is an integral part of the busi-
ness and marketing function and an es-
tablished segment of the national economy;
as a legitimate business, it should therefore
be allowed to operate where other indus-
trial and commercial activities are con-
ducted.
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That is from the committee’s report,
which goes on to say:

This principle was recognized in the draft
legislation proposed to the Congress by ex-
cluding industrially and commercially zoned
areas from control.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that that portion and succeeding
portions from the report of the com-
mittee be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

‘There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

The committee has given long and delib-
erate consideration to this subsection, and
particularly to the guestion of unzoned in-
dustrial and commercial areas. The basic
postulate of this provision is that outdoor
advertising is an integral part of the business
and marketing function and an established
segment of the national economy; as legiti-
mate business, it should therefore be allowed
to operate where other industrial and com-
mercial activities are conducted.

This principle was recognized in the draft
legislation proposed to the Congress by ex-
cluding industrially and commercially zoned
areas from control, However, the legislation
as originally proposed recommended that un-
zoned areas used predominantly for indus-
trial and commercial activites be “deter-
mined in accordance with national standards
to be established by the Becretary.”

It is the committee’s opinion that this is
primarily an issue of land use which should
not be left to an administrative decision. It
is an extension of the concept of zoning
and therefore more appropriately belongs to
the same authority—i.e., the legislatures of
the States. The committee believes that the
State legislatures, because of their more de-
tailed knowledge of the topography and land
use patterns of the States, are in a better
position to define an industrial and com-
mercial area for their respective States than
is the Secretary of Commerce.

Some witnesses, in oppositon to this view,
speculated that the States, if left to them-
selves in this matter, would engage in “strip
zoning” and thus zone large stretches of
highways as industrial solely for the purpose
of outdoor advertising.

The committee notes the qualifying clause
quoted above, “which shall be consistent with
the purpose of this section.” The purpose
of this act is to preserve and develop the
recreational and esthetic values of the inter-
state and primary highway systems, and it
would be wholly inconsistent with this pur-
pose for a State to engage in such strip zon-
ing. The committee is of the opinion that
subsections (b) and (c) provide the Secre-
tary with adequate authority to enforce com-
pliance with the purpose of the act.

In this respect the committee again notes
that the Secretary is required by section 303
of S. 2084 to report to the Congress on its
administration not later than January 10,
1967. Many of the States will by that time
have enacted implementing legislation, and
the Congress will have the opportunity to re-
view the degree of compliance with this sec-
tion.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I call
the attention of Senators to this provi-
sion in the report:

The committee notes the qualifying clause
quoted above, “which shall be consistent
with the purpose of this section.” The pur-
pose of this act is to preserve and develop
the recreational and esthetic values of the
interstate and primary highway systems, and
it would be wholly inconsistent ‘with this
purpose for a State to engage in such strip
zoning. The committee is of the opinion

24115

that subgections (b) and (c) provide the
Secretary with adequate authority to enforece
compliance with the purpose of the act.

In other words, it was the feeling of
the Public Works Committee, when it
voted to report the bill unanimously and
authorized this report, that there was
sufficient authority in the hands of the
Secretary of Commerce to enforce the
provisions of the bill. That was our
position a week ago. That was our posi-
tion in the committee last Thursday
when we authorized the reporting of the
bill. It was my position last Thursday.
It is still my position. By my vote, I
intend to uphold the original position of
the Public Works Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, it is one
thing to prohibit altogether any adver-
tising signs in certain areas. It is an-
other question altogether to allow regu-
lation of advertising devices on private
property where advertising is allowed.

The restriction of size and number of
advertising devices will, of course, con-
stitute a taking of property rights from
landowners and advertising-device own-
ers, which must be compensated for.

But the amendment giving such broad
and virtually undefined and unlimited
powers to the Secretary of Commerce, as
this amendment does with respect to ad-
vertising on private property where ad-
vertising is generally allowed in com-
mercially and industrially zoned areas,
is unwise and would cause much diffi-
culty in the administration of the meas-
ure

The adoption of the amendment would
be in contravention of the action of the
Public Works Committee, of which I am
a member. I therefore hope it will not
be adopted.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from California.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I
should like to join my colleagues in op-
position to the amendment. It has been
clearly stated on the floor that the dis-
cussion in the committee was full and
complete. There was no misunderstand-
ing. The only thing that happened
after the committee had done its work
was that a representative of the execu-
tive branch wanted to make changes.

It would be presumptuous of me to
suggest to the executive branch any
means of procedure, but I suggest that
we are starting a new departure in or-
der to achieve the beautification of the
highway system, the benefits of which
we all support. But we must exercise
a little restraint, and I suggest that it
may not be possible to achieve the ob-
jectives of the Great Society in 20 min-
utes, or 2 days, or 2 weeks.

In my opinion the chairman of the
subcommittee and the full committee
have worked hard and diligently. This
is an excellent bill. I think it will work.
By approving the sections of the bill as
it started, I am sure all States will be
brought into the program and that they
will not have to be brought in by any
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coercion or threat of withholding of
funds.

I call attention to the waiver in the
bill to take care of a situation when a
legislature of a State might have to
adopt new laws to accommodate itself to
the provisions of the bill.

I call attention to the fact that in
my particular State there may be legis-
lative problems. At the present time
there is one man in charge of the leg-
islature; and he and the chief executive
are at odds. They seem to go out of
their way to embarrass each other.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COOPER. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from California.

Mr. MURPHY. For whatever reason,
I do not think the people of my State
should be penalized if such a thing
should oeccur. The penalty might
amount to $30 million.

I concur with my colleagues; I must
maintain the original position of the
committee. I will oppose the amend-
ment. I hope Members on both sides
of the aisle will join in that opposition.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE].

Mr. MUSKIE. I expressmy apprecia-
tion to the Senator from West Virginia
for yielding to me at this time.

At the outset of my remarks, which I
hope will not be too lengthy, I should
say how much I appreciate the objec-
tive and the cooperative way in which
the committee, on both sides, has dealt
with the bill, both in committee and on
the floor of the Senate.

I really do not believe that there is as
much difference on this issue between
the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Cooprer] and the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
RawnporPH] as might appear at first
blush. I shall try to make that point
clear.

As I listened to the discussion yester-
day afternoon and this morning it
seemed to me that the heart of the con-
cern which has been expressed on the
floor of the Senate has to do with
unzoned commercial or industrial areas
on the primary system.

1 believe that as to the Interstate Sys-
tem there is nearly a consensus in this
Chamber, as a whole, that we need to
take effective action to control the areas
adjoining the Interstate System.

I believe that the bill does this effec-
tively. I believe that the amendment be-
fore us does this effectively, and that the
amendment offered earlier by the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. CorToN]
would have done it more effectively.

So the heart of the concern expressed
on the floor has to do with unzoned com-
mercial or industrial areas. This also
was the heart of the concern of the com-
mittee in the hearings and executive ses-
sions in developing the language of the
bill for almost 90 percent of the time
that the committee spent on the bill.

There were some members on the com-
mittee who felt that the bill ought to be
stronger than it turned out to be ini-
tially on this point. There were others
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who felt that the bill ought to be weaker
than it turned out to be on this point.

The committee language which was
finally reported to the Senate had the
consensus which has been referred to by
speakers on both sides of the amend-
ment.

What is the heart of this interest in
the unzoned commercial and industrial
areas? Itisthis:

Over the period that the primary sys-
tem has developed, there have been per-
mitted to develop businesses the lives
and viability of which depend on the
business that comes to them over the
highways, and whose ability to prosper
from that business depends on their
right to advertise their business, attract
the motorists, and call them to their
doors.

In addition, the advertising that has
grown up in connection with business
establishments performs a profound
service for the motorist, giving him in-
formation in advance as to where he may
find a particular brand of gasoline, or
a particular kind of restaurant, or an-
other establishment, or motel to serve
his needs and those of his family.

I repeat to the Senate that the con-
cern with which this problem has been
so eloguently described on the floor of
the Senate yesterday and today—and
which I described briefly here this after-
noon—has been at the heart of the con-
cern of the committee throughout its
deliberations.

What was the problem? The problem
was this: How do we deal meaningfully
in terms of beautification, in terms of
control of outdoor advertising in these
areas and at the same time preserve to
the States and to the businesses the
right to protect the interests which I
have just defined?

We could, of course, leave the controls
entirely up to the business establish-
ments themselves, hoping in the process
of enlightened self-interest and enlight-
ened public interest that there may de-
velop a self-discipline which would be
effective; or we could leave it to the
communities or the legislatures of the
States; or we could leave it to the Sec-
retary of Commerce.

A number of choices are open to us
But what we tried to develop—perhaps
we did not succeed—was a formula
which would give the legislature a right
to protect what it considered to be the
legitimate interests of businesses, while
at the same time imposing upon the leg-
islatures a restraint which would keep
them within reasonable and responsible
limits, as the committee defined the pub-
lic interest in this field. This is whas
we tried to do.

What was the formula we used to do
it? I think it was the heart of the dif-
ference between those on the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield an additional 4 minutes.

Mr. MUSKIE. What is in the com-
mittee amendment, and what is in the
amendment now before us?

The committee amendment on this
point reads as follows—and I shall skip
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the part that does not refer to what I am
discussing:

(e) Notwithstanding any provision of this
section, signs, displays, and devices may be
erected and maintained within areas adjacent
to the Interstate System and the primary
system within six hundred and sixty feet of
the nearest edge of the right-of-way which
are zoned industrial or commercial under
authority of State law, or which are not
zoned under authority of State law, but are
used for industrial or commercial activities,
as determined in accordance with provisions
established by the legislatures of the several
States, which shall be consistent with the
purposes of this section.

What, then, did we do with this lan-
guage? First of all, we clearly placed
initiative and responsibilities on the leg-
islatures of the several States. Sec-
ond, we imposed a restriction in these
words: “which shall be consistent with
the purposes of this section.”

Those words have been interpreted on
the floor of the Senate today as meaning
that the Secretary should have authority
to decide what shall be consistent with
the purposes of this section.

Clearly it is a tenable argument that
someone will have to decide whether or
not the action taken by the legislature is
consistent with the purposes of this sec-
tion.

If that interpretation is correct, the
language in the amendment which has
been offered does nothing more than
clarify language which is now in the bill.

If that interpretation is not correct,
what is the meaning of the words:
“which shall be consistent with the pur-
poses of this section™?

The meaning of those words is that
the legislation does nothing more than
impose upon the legislatures a mandate
which the legislatures would be morally
bound to observe.

Therefore, this seeks to solicit from
the legislatures self-discipline, which will
carry out the purposes of the act.
Whichever interpretation is accepted,
what is clearly intended is that the State
legislatures shall not run wild in this
field and shall exercise responsibility,
and it imposes upon the legislatures a
mandate which should stimulate them to
that effect.

The Secretary of Commerce was aware
of our concern. We repeated it to him
in the hearings, and his responses
reflected his understanding of our con-
cern. We repeated it to him in our
deliberations and discussions in the
course of our consideration of the bill in
executive session. Since the bill has been
reported we have repeated it to him. He
has repeatedly accepted the respon-
sibility of recognizing that concern and
of moving to implement it.

I have with me a letter from the Secre-
tary of Commerece which I believe should
be of interest to the Senate on this point.
It is addressed to the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, and is
dated September 14, 1965. I quote from
the letter, as follows:

The administration recognizes that the
present signs and procedures of informing
the traveling public, along the Interstate
System, are inadequate and must be im-
proved. The Bureau of Public Roads, in
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cooperation with the State Highway Depart-
ments, has been working for some time on
policies and procedures for replacement of
signs which are now limited largely to no-
tices that “Food, Fuel, and Lodging” are
avallable at the next interchange,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 3 additional
minutes to the Senator from Maine,

Mr. MUSKIE. I continue to read from
the letter:

The Department of Commerce will start
immediately on developing a system of signs
to give the motoring public more informa-
tlon about services and facilities available
within reasonable distances of the main
traveled roadway where such information is
not otherwise reasonably provided.

It should be pointed out that signs adver-
tising services or facilities necessary or of
interest to the traveling public can be
erected in both zoned and unzoned commer-
cial and industrial areas in accordance with
the legislation now pending before your com-
mittee. It is our bellef that signs in these
areas can to a very great extent take care
of the needs for informing the traveling pub-
lic on noncontrolled access portions of the
primary system and be completely consistent
with the administration’s program to make
our highways avenues for the enjoyment of
nature and beauty and to help enrich the
life of our people in city and countryside
alike.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the entire letter be placed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRb,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., September 14, 1965.

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads,
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR RanpoLPH: This is in re-
ponse to your request for information on
the ways in which the traveling public
would be informed of facilities and services
available to them if the Congress enacts
the administration’s highway beautification
program including the control of outdoor
advertising.

The administration recognizes that the
present signs and procedures of informing
the traveling public, along the Interstate
System, are inadequate and must be im-
proved. The Bureau of Public Roads, in
cooperation with the State highway depart-
ments, has been working for some time on
policies and procedures for replacement of
signs which are now limited largely to no-
tices that “food, fuel and lodging™ are avall-
able at the next interchange.

The Department of Commerce will start
immediately on developing a system of signs
to give the motoring public more informa-
tion about services and facilities available
within reasonable distances of the main trav-
eled roadway where such information is not
otherwise reasonably provided.

It should be pointed out that signs ad-
vertising services or facllities necessary or
of interest to the traveling public can be
erected in both zoned and unzoned commer-
cial and industrial areas in accordance with
the legislation now pending before your
committee. It is our bellef that signs In
these areas can to a very great extent take
care of the needs for informing the travel-
ing public on noncontrolled access portions
of the primary system and be completely
consistent with the administration's pro-
gram to make our highways avenues for
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the enjoyment of nature and beauty and
to help enrich the life of our people in city
and countryside alike.

In those instances, primarily along the
Interstate System and controlled access por-
tions of the primary system, where motorist
service information is not otherwise avail-
able, the Department of Commerce, in co-
operation with the State highway depart-
ments, will erect signs giving specific infor-
mation on services and facilities. This would
include specific brand names of gasoline, the
names or other specific ldentification of
lodging and food facllities and other specific
information of interest to the motoring pub-
lic regarding recreation, historic sights, hos-
pitals, and similar information.

The Bureau of Public Roads, the State
highway departments and the highway re-
search board also have started work on uti-
lizing available technology to develop com-
muniecations systems along our highways to
provide information to the motorists. This
includes the actual development of a pilot
project of installing a communication sys-
tem along a section of the Interstate high-
way in which prerecorded messages can be
transmitted into an automobile with a
standard radio which is traveling along the
highway. This research and development
work will be pursued vigorously so that this
additional means of informing the traveling
public of services and facilities can be made
avalilable in future years.

If there is any other information which we
can furnish the committee, we will be
pleased to cooperate,

Sincerely yours,
JoHN CONNOR,
Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in his
letter, the Secretary recognizes not only
the committee’s concern with the prob-
lem I outlined at the outset of my re-
marks; he also indicates that he shares
that concern, and that if the amend-
ment is adopted and the bill is enacted,
he is willing to initiate a discussion be-
tween the States and the Secretary which
will have the objective, from the point
of view of the Secretary, of protecting
the legitimate interests of roadside busi-
nesses which have grown up on the basis
of highway traffic, which business, to a
large extent, is dependent upon the abil-
ity to attract the attention of motorists.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Who would have the
final say?

Mr. MUSKIE. The final say would
rest in the interpretation of the lan-
guage found in the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia. The operative language is:

As may be determined by agreement be-
tween the several States and the Secretary.

The emphasis is upon agreement. If
agreement were not reached, presumably
the Secretary would be empowered to
withhold.

So the question is when, in the course
of the negotiations designed to lead to
agreement, the Secretary would be justi-
fied in exercising the authority which
the bill gives him. It is the argument
of the sponsors of the amendment that
the burden upon him to justify with-
drawal would be so great that he would
not do so unless he found that the States
themselves had been arbitrary and not
cooperative in the negotiations.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield 5 min-
utes to me?

Mr. COOPER. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President,
Congress has passed laws and taken ac-
tion to remove unsightly billboards from
41,000 miles of interstate highways. I
applaud that action; I commend it. The
interstate highways are the highways
that the great multitude of tourists and
other motorists from all sections of
America use when they are visiting
various sections of our country. But the
bill now before the Senate goes far be-
yond that. It would regulate 225,000
miles of primary roads in the United
States.

What is & primary road? In my State,
it is essentially a county-seat-to-county-
seat road. It is the road that goes from
McRae, Ga., where I was born and
reared, a town of approximately 3,000
people, to Alamo, Ga., the county seat of
Wheeler County, a town of about 1,000
people. That road has been in being for
almost 40 years. That road is traveled
95 percent of the time by local people in
the area—the farmers who go into town
to market their produce; who go into
town to buy supplies; by people who live
in the small towns and who visit their
friends and relatives in the area. Yet
the bill would authorize the Secretary
of Commerce, in the final analysis, retro-
actively to zone 660 feet on each side of
the right-of-way of that particular road
that has been in being for 40 years.
That is not right.

The able Senator from Maine just put
his finger on the key words, when inquiry
was made by the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore]l. That
language is the last part of the amend-
ment at the desk—‘“as may be deter-
mined by agreement between the several
States and the Secretary.”

That is all right if they reach agree-
ment. But what if they do not reach
agreement? When agreement cannot be
reached between two persons who are
negotiating, someone must make the de-
cision. Who would make the decision in
this particular case? The Secretary of
Commerce. How would he make his de-
cision? In any way that he saw fit, with
the power to withhold 10 percent of Fed-
eral highway funds appropriated by Con-
gress to every State in the Union. In my
State, that amounts to almost $80 mil-
lion a year.

In other words, the Secretary of Com-
merce, in negotiating with the State
Highway Board of Georgia, would have
the last say. He could say, “If you do
not proceed in the way I have deter-
mined, I shall withhold $8 million of
your funds that have been paid by the
taxpayers of the country and that Con-
gress has appropriated.”

Land use has always been determined
by loeal zoning authorities—the zoning
authority of a municipality, the zoning
authority of a county, or by the legisla-
ture of the State affected. That is as it
should be. I hope that the Senate is not
ready to grant to the Secretary of Com-
merce the power to zone, retroactively,
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countless millions of acres of land that
would be affected along roads that go
from county seat to county seat, roads
that have been in being for decades.

We have taken a giant step forward
on the interstate highways that are be-
ing built. I would be perfectly willing
to apply the same formula to primary
roads that are to be built in the future.
But we ought not to take action retro-
actively that would apply to roads that
have been in being for 40 years in
some areas where the local people almost
exclusively use the roads. There is no
reason why we should take harsh action
that would affect the little roads in rural
and semirural counties, where those who
use the roads are almost exclusively local
residents.

I hope this amendment, which would
give power to the Secretary of Com-
merce to blackmail every State in the
Union that did not comply with his
wishes, will be rejected.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield time to me?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mz, President, before I
propound & question to the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia, I compli-
ment the distinguished Senator from
Georgia on his remarks, which I believe
are true. The same concern was voiced
by the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTtorel. I should
like to ask a guestion in a different way
with respect to the amendment offered
by the Senator from West Virginia. The
latter part of the amendment reads:
“in unzoned commercial or industrial
areas as may be determined by agree-
ment between the several States and
the Secretary.”

I am sure we are all agreed that this
language means that the purpose of the
amendment is to bring the States and
the Secretary into agreement.

I wish to propound this question: In
the event that an individual State and
the Seecretary are not able to reach
agreement, does the language of the
amendment mean that the Secretary has
the right to withhold 10 percent of the
funds allocable to that State on both
the primary and interstate systems?

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is cor-
reect. The Secretary would have the
right to withhold. The State would
have the right of recourse to the courts.

Mr. ALLOTT. Perhaps an amend-
ment has been debated while I was ab-
sent from the Chamber. The pending
bill is not subject to the Administrative
Procedure Act. Therefore, where would
the bill provide for a court review?

Mr. RANDOLPH. The provision ac-
tually is not contained in the bill as pre-
sented, but the counsel for the Secretary
of Commerce has stated that there would
be access to court determination of ac-
tion by the Secretary.

Mr. ALLOTT. As a matter of fact, it
is the position of the Senator in charge
of the bill that the right of an appeal fo
a court is inherent in the bill.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is
correct.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
that I may be permitted to continue for
1 additional minute.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
1 additional minute to the Senator from
Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the
burden would be on the State to prove
in court that its position was reasonable.
However, the burden would not be upon
the Seeretary of Commerce to prove that
his position was reasonable.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman
from Colorado has correctly stated the
situation.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia has 31 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky has 21 minutes
remaining.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
vield 4 minutes to my colleague, the jun-
ior Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as a mem-
ber of the subcommittee over which the
distinguished Senator from West Virginia
so ably presided, I should like to sub-
stantiate the comments that have been
made by several colleagues concerning
the judicious efforts of the Senator which
have, in my estimation, made this bill a
much better bill than it was when in-
troduced.

Our distinguished colleague, the Sen-
ator from Georgia, talked about the ret-
roactive zoning provision. The commit-
tee worked on that provision. However,
in the original version it was not in-
tended that the people who lost their
billboards would be compensated. The
States would have been directed to use
their police power to take property away.

I believe that many improvements
have been made in the original bill.
However, I am concerned about the
amendment which the Senator from
West Virginia offers. I should like, if I
may, to think out loud a bit for the
purpose of the record in order to obtain
the thoughts of the Senator from West
Virginia on the points I raise.

It seems to me that the major reason,
as it was so eloquently stated by the
Senator from Maine, why we believed it
was necessary to include any provision
which might put restrictions on the legis-
lature, was the fear that in some States
there might be no effort made at all in
the legislature. A State legislature could
say, in effect, to the Federal Government,
“We are not going to cooperate.” The
committee was trying to get the assur-
ance of some reasonable action being
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taken by a legislature. If there is in fact
reasonable action by a legislature, the
Secretary of Commerce will go along with
the criteria which are proposed. But I
believe that it should be set forth at the
State level.

As the Senator from Kentucky knows,
both he and I, together with some of our
other colleagues, said that we would not
like to see the Federal Government get
into the business of zoning. Indeed, in
my opinion, the only reason which would
justify the Federal Government having
a contingeney like this in a beautification
bill would be to provide a gentle prod
for a State legislature to make a reason-
able effort at zoning.

To accomplish this purpose, as the
Senator from Maine pointed out, there
are different interpretations of the two
ways in which this bill mizht do so.

I feel compelled to suggest a third
alternative. Reference has been made
to the agreement between the several
States and the Secretary, which would
be required under the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia. Let me re-
fer also to the provision in the pending
bill which would provide that anything
that is done shall be consistent with the
purposes of this section.

As the junior Senator from Indiana
interprets this, and my interpretation is
subjeet to correction, the statement
that it shall be consistent with the pur-
pose of this section does not say any-
thing at all about any specific agreement
with the States.

I am concerned with this matter of
giving the Secretary more arbitrary
power, unchecked, and with the provi-
sion requiring agreement contained in
the amendment.

This section seems to state that it is
the sense of Congress that an equitable
agreement should be reached between
the States and the Secretary. I am
convinced in my own mind that the Sec-
retary would act only if the States were
arbitrary and did not make a reason-
able effort to try to accomplish the pur-
poses of the bill.

I am also concerned about the eriteria
and standards that the Secretary of
Commerce shall demand. Indeed, this
is one of the most serious aspects which
we must consider. I hope—and it is the
intention, the hope, and the desire of
this Senator—that the Secretary will not
require arbitrary two-by-four standards.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, may I
have an additional 3 minutes?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield an additional 3 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized for an
additional 3 minutes.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, for ex-
ample, T think one of the great things has
been our free enterprise system.
system has given our businessmen the in-
centive to innovate. I should hate to
learn that the Secretary of Commerce
would require that a sign must be so
long, so wide, and have so many lights
on it, and that a citizen could not take
into consideration certain configurations
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that have come to be nationally associ-
ated with a given firm, chain, or even an
individual business.

It is my thought, of course, that the
Secretary of Commerce should have lee-
way, but in turn it is essential that he
provide a maximum amount of freedom
to the States and to the private citizens.

Does the Senator from West Virginia
contemplate that in order to conform to
standards that would be acceptable to the
National Government, all of these signs
would have to be so long and so tall, or
would a small businessman who has a
small motel and could not afford to hire
a set of professionally constructed bill-
boards, have the right to station a sign
down the road at a reasonable distance
from his place of business to let the
publie know that his motel or restaurant
is just over the hill?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as to
the subject discussed by the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana concern-
ing criteria, as I understand in the offer-
ing of this amendment, there are certain
criteria established under this section.

In a general way we would base the
criteria on the practices that the outdoor
advertising industry as a whole now ad-
heres to.

1 believe that would be the situation.

The State of Indiana is much closer
now to Washington, D.C., than the dis-
tance between the county seats in Indi-
ana just a few years ago. Time and dis-
tance are no more. Transportation and
communication changes. There have
been dramatic changes.

People who feel that the Federal Gov-
ernment should not have a prerogative or
that its officials not have a voice in a
subject are not realists. I am not speak-
ing of the Federal Government overpow-
ering the State or local governments.
However, I do say and I believe it is im-
portant to realize, that there must be a
partnership between the Federal struc-
ture and the State and the local struc-
ture, and that is what we are requesting
in this amendment.

Mr. BAYH. And an agreement.

Mr. RANDOLPH. And an agreement.
I appreciate the comment of the Senator
and I understand his coneern.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I apolo-
gize for prolonging the debate. How-
ever, I have very strong feelings that the
small businessman, whether he happens
to be a man with a small sign advertis-
ing a small motel, who cannot afford
some of the more luxurious, standardized
advertising signs, should have his day in
court.

It is my thought that when the Sec-
retary helps establish the standards,
those standards or criteria should not be
very restrictive or arbitrary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, may I have
1 additional minute?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yvield the final minute to my colleague.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, if there
were sufficient time, there are other
aspects of the bill which I should like to
discuss at greater length.

I hoped that the Secretary would make
allowance for the small restaurant owner

The
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or the small motel operator who hap-
pened to live on one of the roads which
have been described by the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] and the junior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE].

Though isolated, the man still has a
right—and indeed the public has a right,
to know that his facility is just around
the bend or over the hill—and I certainly
hope that the Secretary will take that
into consideration.

Myr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator yield
for a question, just 1 minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. First I wish to in-
quire as to the time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia has 23 min-
utes remaining under his control.

Mr. RANDOLPH. How much time has
the opposition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from EKentucky [Mr. CooPER]
has 21 minutes remaining.

Mr. RANDOLPH. 1 yield 1 minute.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Either the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLPH] or
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bayu]
can answer the question. Is it claimed
that the Federal Government cannot
take property for zoning purposes with-
out compensation, and that the States
can? It is my understanding that either
the Federal Government, a State Gov-
ernment, a local government, unless it is
zoned specifically under police powers,
but not for aesthetic objectives, must
compensate for property taken.

Mr. RANDOLPH. All takings must be
compensated for under the bill. We
have so provided.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from
Indiana implied that the States could
take property without compensation. I
cannot agree with that implication.

Mr. BAYH. If the Senator from In-
diana might respond for the remainder
of this minute——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from West Virginia yield to the
Senator from Indiana?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. It will not take that long.
There was a great deal of consideration
and concern on my part and that of
many others, that the original approach
to this bill would do exactly that, which
we felt we had no right to do. There-
fore, I feel that the Senator from West
Virginia and my other colleagues on the
committee have performed a service.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I merely wished to
say that the State cannot do it.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is cor-
rect. There must be just compensation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the
Senator yield 5 minutes?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 5 minutes
to the distinguished assistant majority
leader.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe, Mr.
President, I have been as adamantly for
States rights, on occasion, as any other
Senator; and yet I have consistently
voted that when the Federal Govern-
ment undertakes to provide something
in the way of a Federal-State aid pro-
gram, there is no justification whatever
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for the Federal Government going into
it unless the Federal Government is going
to see that something is done that the
States would not do otherwise. In the
absence of such purpose, we would be
wasting our money. That being the
case, if I am going to vote for a Federal
aid program, I am always prepared to
put certain Federal standards into effect,
to be sure that we achieve what we set
out to do when we vote for the aid.

The Senator from Louisiana has been
voting for Federal aid on highways for
a long time. He is not in the least up-
set about the fact that if we are to have
o Federal highway, we have a right to
insist that someone keep cattle off the
highway, so that it will be safe. If we
are to have a Federal highway, we ought
to have concrete thick enough so that
it will not fall apart. If we are to have
a Federal highway, the bridges should
be high enough so that boats can get
under them.

Some time ago, I voted that we should
make an effort to control advertising on
federally financed highways. Let me give
an example why.

When one drives U.S. Highway 1 from
here to Baltimore, it is a jungle, it is
unsightly, it is a disgrace to America,
with all the advertising, junkyards, and
what have you clutiering up that high-
way.

On the other hand, when we travel the
beautiful Washington-Baltimore Park-
way, it is as pleasant a jaunt as one
might wish.

The Federal taxpayers are going to
pay at least half the cost of this pro-
gram. I have voted one way upon this
issue, and the State legislature of my
State has voted the other. I am will-
ing to take on anybody on this issue any
time he wishes. The people of my State
ao not want the highways to be ugly and
made unsightly, when they could be
beautiful.

For example, when one approaches my
hometown of Baton Rouge, La., there is
only one opportunity to obtain a pano-
ramic view. The land is flat and it has
trees and buildings. If one wishes to
see for some distance, the only chance
he has, as he approaches Baton Rouge,
is when he goes over an overpass over
a railroad. At that point, when he gets
about 30 feet in the air, he can see the
whole majestic panorama, in all direc-
tions.

It used to be that one could see the
State capitol, one could see the beauti-
ful State university, one could see that
fine plant built by Standard Oil, which
at night is made spectacular by its many
lights and burning flares. When one
traveled over that overpass, there were
all kinds of sights to be seen from that
point.

That is the way it used to be. How is
it now? Someone bought himself a lo-
cation directly in front of that overpass
and put up a sign to induce the public
tc buy his muffler or his brake linings;
and just to make sure that nothing else
could be seen, he erected a strueture un-
der the sign to make it rise 4 stories
high, and that is all we get a chance to
look at.
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Mr, President, at this moment we are
building through Baton Rouge, La., the
most magnificent highway structure
that that city ever dreamed of having.
It is elevated at housetop level, and
travelers upon it will get their first
chance to see the Mississippi River—
because that river has 20-foot levees on
both sides—from this fine elevated struc-
ture.

Buf unless we pass this amendment,
we will never see the river as we pass
through there, because people are going
to work right now; they are already
erecting signs four stories into the air to
block off our only chance to see the Mis-
sissippi River when we pass over the
highway as tourists.

Do we not want to do something about
it? If we let the billboard lobby write
a single amendment that it would ap-
prove on this bill, it will arrange a loop-
hole to get through. These are power-
ful, influential, and highly respected
businessmen. I respect them myself. In
my State, a man who importuned me to
vote against billboard control was an old
friend, a highly respected State senator,
who is now the director of highways.
The gentleman had enough influence in
the State legislature to prevent it from
adopting billboard control. That cost
us a great deal. My State is one of the
noncomplying States.

But notwithstanding the fact that I
voted for billboard control, I received
about 80 percent of the votes in the pri-
mary and about 75 percent of the votes
in the last general election. That would
lead me to believe that the people of my
State are prepared to have their Senator
vote for billboard control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RANDOLFH. I yield an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, to give another example, one of my
good friends was in the motel business.
He went down the highway and put up
a few highway signs. Then he asked his
customers to fill out a card, answering
the question, “Why did you stop here?
What made you think about stopping at
my motel”?

The point that the people marked most
often was that they saw his signs on the
highway. What did he do? He went
out on every primary highway leading
to my hometown and put up a billboard
every mile of the way for the last 30
miles coming into town.

Later he proceeded to buy another
motel. It was such a good business for
him that he put up another set of signs
in between the first set of signs that
he had put up at every mile along the
road.

Let us take, for example, the highway
between Washington and Richmond.
An enterprising merchant has done the
same thing. At every mile of that road
we see his motel advertised. If there
were 20 or 30 motels equsally enterpris-
ing, we would have a solid wall of bill-
boards for the last 50 miles before we got
to Washington. The same thing would
be true in approaching Baton Rouge. It
would not leave any room for the man
who wished to advertise his muffler or his

The
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brake lining, or his automobile seat
covers.

If we wish to do something about
making our highways beautiful, we can
vote to do it today. In the absence of
the pending amendment, there will be a
loophole in the law so big that we might
as well not pass the law at all. All that
would be necessary to evade this law
would be for the State legislatures to
declare every location in the State where
billboards exist, a commercial area. Such
a law would be upheld if the court re-
spected the legislative intent, I am sure.
Having done that, they could arrange it
so that there would be no control over
billboards.

The Senator from West Virginia is try-
ing to do something about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield 1 more min-
ute to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let us take,
for example, the overpass at Baton
Rouge that I have been talking about.
Driving over that overpass, we get 30
feet in the air. We would expect, of
course, to be able to see the State Capitol.
Instead of seeing the State Capitol, we see
that big sign. As I see il, a fair com-
promise would be to lower that sign 20
feet, so that we could see over that sign to
the State Capitol Building. Then, as we
came down from the overpass, we would
see the signs advertising the brake lin-
ing or the muffler, or anything else that
someone wished to sell to us.

We need a muffler—whatever it will
sell for. We can work out the prob-
lem on both sides. We can have some-
thing to say about it.

Mr. President, we can call this dicta-
torial, but any time we try to accom-
modate the many at the expense of the
few, any man who is told to take his bill-
boards down is going to call it dictato-
rial. It is a question of whether we wish
to serve the many who would like to
have beautiful highways and a magnifi-
cent view, or serve the few who have a
special interest in making money out
of the advertising business.

Mr, PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr, PROUTY. I should like to ad-
dress this question to the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia. I point
out that Vermont already has restric-
tive billboard laws. We wish the travel-
ing public and our own citizens in Ver-
mont to see the unparalleled beauty of
the State.

My question is this: If the proposed
legislation becomes law, can the Senator
from West Virginia give me categorical
assurance that the small farmer who
sells eggs, dairy products, and maple
sirup, or something of that nature, the
small motel owner, or the restaurant
owner, will be able to display small signs
along the primary system?

The Senator from Indiana, a member
of the committee, expressed the hope
that the Secretary would permit these
small signs to be displayed ; but hope and
reality frequently turn out to be some-
thing entirely different.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. First of all, let me
say that West Virginia’s maple sirup is
superior to Vermont'’s maple sirup.

Mr. PROUTY. I disagree, but we
could argue at length on that.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The property own-
ers to whom the Senator has referred
will be able to advertise on their own
premises. The bill requires the Secre-
tary of Commerce to report to the Con-
gress not later than January 10, 1967.
At this point, therefore, I would rather
say that I believe that at that time we
might be better able to determine the ex-
tent of the problem of off-premise signs
on the primary system.

Mr. PROUTY. Then the Senator, I
take it, cannot give me that assurance
at the present time.

I thank the Senator from EKentucky
for yielding to me.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, without
the proposed amendment, the bill before
the Senate would appear to me to be a
very good and workable bill which I could
very well support.

However, if the pending amendment
should be adopted to cover a situation
which is not fully related to highway
construction and billboards, it would
amount to an obliterating of the States.

The amendment as I read it provides:

Billboards may be erected and main-
tained within six hundred and sixty feet of
the nearest edge of the right-of-way within
areas a.d]a.cent to the Interstate and prlma.rg'
systems which are zoned industrial or com-
mercial under authority of State law, or in
unzoned commercial or industrial areas as
may be determined by agreement between
the several States and the Secretary.

Suppose the Secretary does not agree
with the State highway board, or the
Governor of the State, and rules against
them. Then, I understand, the State
could go to court to obtain justice. But
I ask the Senate what highway board,
what Governor, or what State official
would permit highway construction to be
halted in order to go to court against the
Federal Government and not have the
case decided until 3 to 5 years had
passed?

Does any Senator believe that a Gov-
ernor or a member of a higchway board
of a State could halt all highway con-
struction within the State for a few
years and then run for reelection suc-
cessfully?

I believe that adoption of the pending
amendment would mean that the officials
of the State would go as the Secretary
says they should go, or else—“Out you
gO.”

That is why I believe that the pending
amendment would go a long way beyond
highway construction and billboards,
and should be defeated.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes under the bill——

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield 5 minutes to the minority
leader out of the time on the amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not wish the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana to
leave, because I am always entranced by
his eloquence and by the images he con-
jures up with his vivid descriptions of

- the fabulous things which happen in
Louisiana.

Mr. President, when he spoke about
the thousands of billboards on the high-
ways in Louisiana, it brought up an im-
pression in my mind of a memory when
I almiost ran over a few cows in the great
State of Louisiana some years ago, be-
cause it appeared that they were not
fenced in and were allowed to roam on
the highways at will. But when he
speaks about four-story billboards, I
could not tell whether he was talking
about high-rise apartments or billboards,
because I have never seen a four-story
billboard. I am coming down to Lou-
isiana to take a look.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me say
to the Senator from Illinois that we
fenced the cows off the highways ap-
proximately 12 years ago. We are mak-
ing headway.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is good; but I
have to come back to Louisiana.

Mr. President, what is involved in this
issue is becoming concealed. I am afraid
that the issue is becoming clouded. Let
us start with this proposition, that if this
provision applied only to interstate high-
ways and to limited access roads, this
fuss would not be going on in the Senate
this afternoon, it would have finished
with the bill long ago. But it applies to
primary highways. There are 224,000
miles of primary highways, a network
which goes into every State of the Union.

With respect to all those thousands of
miles, including the primary system, it
is up to the Secretary of Commerce to
determine the signs and devices by agree-
ment with the several States. The lan-
guage has been modified, since yesterday,
I believe, but this does not change it.
They would have to come out to the State
of Illinois and make an arrangement with
the Governor, or the engineers of the
highway system. Constitutionally, I am
not at all sure whether they can enter
into an agreement until new authority
was conferred. I do not know whether
they thought about that before. But it
requires an agreement. So, here sits the
Secretary—or whoever would be vested
with the authority—and here sits the
Governor and the chief of the highway
engineers, and they go over the question
of signs as to size, location, and so forth,
but particularly we are dealing here with
zoned commercial and industrial prop-
erty, and unzoned property to be used
for commercial and industrial purposes.
That is the difficulty in this situation.
If the Governor says he cannot do that,
if the highway engineer says we cannot
do it, then the State capital will be be-
seiged with the little people who are go-
ing to be hurt. Thus, there will be a
stalemate.

What does the bill provide? That the
Secretary may say, “That is too bad, but
you are not going to get any money.”

The bill provides that no funds shall be
apportioned, and it will hit our States, in
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my judgment by 30 some million dol-
lars. No matter what the amount would
be, that is what this is. “Sorry, we can-
not do anything for you. Congress
passed this law, and you either comply
or you get no money."”

Mr. President, there is the clout.

There is the word “agreement” that did
not change the language from yesterday.

There still must be an agreement.
Shall an administrative officer of the
U.S. Government be clothed with so
much authority that he can stand his
ground and be able to say, “Go no fur-
ther”? We see how the funds are ob-
tained. There is an interesting gimmick
which says the Secretary can waive or
suspend the requirements, but it is per-
missive. It is up to the Secretary, not
to the State. He can make it permissive
for a day, a week, a month, or a year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COOPER. I yield an additional 5
minutes to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But I do not like to
put this kind of program on that kind of
basis, because that is a clout in the Ran-
dolph amendment that is pending at the
present time. So every State capital
will have itself covered. I do not forget
that little people are being hit.

I have an amendment. I do not know
whether my distinguished friend wants
to take it. I doubt whether he will. Per-
haps his committee does not want him to
do it.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I took an amendment
offered by my friend from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. He was most gener-
ous, for which I am grateful. But since
we are dealing with zoned industrial and
commercial areas and unzoned areas
that are used commercially, I have added
this proviso:

Provided further, That in the case of mu-
nicipalities adjacent to the Interstate and
primary systems where there are areas zoned
industrial or commercial under authority of
law or used for industrial or commercial pur-
poses and located adjacent to these systems,
no agreement between the Secretary and
the States shall be required in such areas is
as follows:

Within one mile of a municipality of less
than 5,000 population.

That is not going to disturb the sce-
nery—1 mile out from the city limits of a
town of that size. Show me a town that
it not built up with garages and motels
and grocery stores and hamburger stands
for a mile, at least, in each direction from
the town limits.

Mr. President, those people pay taxes.
They help to build the highway systems.
I cannot feel constrained to put the ax
on their necks in that fashion.

With respect to towns with a popula-
tion up to 100,000, I would say the dis-
tance would be 2 miles. That is not too
far for a city of that size.

It would be 3 miles for cities up to
500,000.

It would be 4 miles for cities up to 1
million.

It would be 5 miles for municipalities
with over 1 million population.

That takes care of the whole matter
in the area of zoning of industrial and
commercial property.
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I am not even going to ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment. The chair-
man can take it or not. But this bill is
going to have to go over to the other
body. I have been conferring with some
of its Members. I say this for the Rec-
ORD, so it will become available to them.
This Congress cannot so cavalierly deal
with enterprises all over the country and
give one man life and death power. Con-
gress cannot do it.

My friend from Vermont [Mr. PrRoUTY]
in my judgment did not quite get a
straight answer to the question he asked,
because he asked whether a farmer could
put up a sign along the highway within
660 feet.

Mr. RANDOLPH. On his own prop-
erty he could.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But his own property
would still be 660 feet away, and if he
put up a sign reading “Butter, 70 cents
a pound,” it might be one thing, but if
he put in the extra words, “Extra pure
country butter,” that might be another
thing,

Mr. RANDOLPH. That would be an
onpremise sign, and we have no juris-
diction over that kind of sign.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But the Senator from
Vermont was talking about signs within
that limit. This amendment deals with
660 feet only when commercial and in-
dustrial property is involved.

Mr, RANDOLPH. The provision would
not touch onpremise signs.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But his premises
might be away off, and the Senator is
trying to make an exception so far as
commercial property is concerned, so
long as the Secretary agrees. If he does
not agree, the apportionment of funds
is out the window.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 5 min-
utes on the hill.

I do not believe I want to put my
State in that kind of jeopardy.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point for a ques-
tion?

Mr. DIRKSEN, Iyield.

Mr. PROUTY. Does the Senator agree
with me as to whether, under the present
provision, it would be possible for a small
motel owner to erect a sign on other
property a quarter of a mile away?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Ask the Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I answer that he
could not. I answered it before. I am
frank,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, yes. I thought it
would be better to get the answer from
the committee rather than from me.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. 1yield.

Mr, DOMINICK. Iwonder what would
happen to people who wanted to set up
a fireworks shop or who wanted to set up
a place to sell lemonade to small children,
if they did not own the property. I sup-
pose they could not put up such a sign.

Mr. DIRKSEN. We know that would
come under the meaning of sign, display,
or device. How are people going at 60
miles an hour to know there is a place
ahead where they can buy supplies to
celebrate the Fourth of July? There
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must be a sign far ahead, with automo-
biles traveling at modern rates of speed.
Otherwise, they would pass the signs by
before they could know where the place
was.

Mr. President, I am thinking of the
clout in the hands of the Secretary with
respect to property. I would dislike to
do it to my town. I ecan imagine what
would happen when people began to be
pushed back. They would say, “Wait un-
til the Senator comes home. Wait until
he sets foot in his native city. He will
hear about it, believe me.” The door
bell would be ringing all the time, be-
cause I am receptive——

Mr. MAGNUSON. When is the Sena-
tor going to let us go home?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator is not
going anywhere. Why should he worry?

I say to my friend from West Virginia
that I shall offer the amendment, He
can accept or not accept it. I shall not
ask for a rolleall. I shall not push it.
But I have a couple of other amend-
ments.

A question has arisen on the matter of
compensation. I am afraid, as I read
this bill that compensation can be made
up to the time the act becomes effective.
What is done under the Constitution of
the United States after that date? Do
we compensate or not? I want to be
clear, because it is going to be interesting
to see how the Senate takes this amend-
ment. This will be title IV:

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
authorize private property being taken, or
the reasonable use or enjoyment or the re-
striction of such property for public use pro-
vided in this Act, without just compensation
being provided by the Federal Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 5 min-
utes on the bill.

Guess where I got that language. I
cribbed that out of the Constitution of
the United States. SoIam going to offer
it. But not yet.

I do not wish to delay this matter
much further for the edification of my
distinguished friend from Washington,
but I have another amendment.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, no State shall be deprived of any
Pederal funds for failure to comply with the
provisions of title I, II, or III, where it has
been judicially determined in an action
brought in the district court in the district
in which the State capital is located, that
the State has made a good faith effort to
comply with the requirements of this Act
but has been unable to do so.

Suppose some of the propertyowners
get together and they say, “Let us pool
our money. Let us take them to court to
see if they can do this thing.”

The State has its hands tied, and it
may languish in court for years. Sen-
ators know how courts are these days.

They say, “You people in Illinois better
comply.”

The Governor says, “We cannot com-
ply. We are stuck in court.”

“That is none of our business.
do not get any money.”

I want to be satisfied on this point, if
they do become tied up. I know of noth-
ing in this bill that provides for it. I

You
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do not see it in there. Either my glasses
are dirty or I should have trifoecals and
not bifocals, to see all these things in
this bill. That is the reason this is
difficult.

I want to be sure that in our search
for beauty, we are not cavalierly dealing
with people who would pay the bill.

I cannot even grow a marigold out
here—and Senator Byrp and I do not
Hve far apart—or a rose, or a zinnia, or
a dahlia. He ought to see my canna bed.
They are that high.

There has to be money for it, and
where is one to get it? One works for it.
If one works for it, one gets it. Then,
so much will be paid to the State and our
Unecle Sam to beautify the highways.
One does not throw people down that
way.

When my good friend from Louisiana
was talking about the small minority
keeping the majority from seeing the
natural grandeur and scenic beauty of
this country, I want to see it, too, just
as everyone else does.

I am captivated by a billboard or a
sign. I used to get a big kick out of
reading Burma Shave signs. They will
not be seen any more. They had little
slogans. Those signs would have two or
three words. But goodby Burma Shave.
They will have to advertise some other
place.

It might be 5 o’clock at night, and the
wife and the kids are wondering where
they are going to stay. In an hour and
a half it is going to be dark, and we have
not looked ahead to see where there is an
available motel.

To what extent are they going to be
permitted to advertise? How can we
play games with the kids? There is not
a mother and father who have a young
brood that do not play games on the
highway. I am willing to make that sac-
rifice, but I believe there are some con-
veniences which we must conserve.

Let us not go overboard.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. First I must ask the
distinguished Presiding Officer to allow
me 5 minutes under the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I believe the Sen-
ator misunderstood what I said. I was
not suggesting whether we are going
home tonight, or next week. But when
the Senator talked glowingly about go-
ing back to Peoria I read in the news-
paper that he said he did not care if
we did not go home until the first of the
year.

I meant when Congress adjourns, and
not today or tomorrow or the next day.
That is why I asked the question.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I apologize to the
Senator,

Mr. MAGNUSON. I enjoyed the Sen-
ator’s speech. As I said yesterday, I be-
lieve we must take a stand somewhere.

Mr. DIRKSEN. There is no question
about it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. In my State I have
seen billboards with pictures of Mount
Rainier on them.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Four stories high?
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Mr. MAGNUSON. They are pretty
high. And behind them was Mount
Rainier. The mountain cannot be seen
because of the advertising.

We must start somewhere. Southern
Illinois is too beautiful to clutter it up
with billboards.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does the Senator
mean to say that the billboards are so .
thick in the State of Washington that
Mount Rainier cannot be seen?

Mr. MAGNUSON. They are terrible
in my State. That is why I am for this
amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Perhaps the State of
Washington should secede from the
Union.

Mr. MAGNUSON. At times we have
thought of that.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But the Senator is
not in the class of Senator Lonc until
the State of Washington has four-story
billboards.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Not quite.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Speaking about time,
I have to rely on a calendar instead of
a watch. When I make a speech and
give the Great Society the very devil from
a platform people hold their watehes up
to their ears. If they do not do that it
bothers me because they think maybe
it is the next day. I do not like that a
bit. It cramps my style.

I raise these questions, and very prop-
erly so, only because I know what is go-
ing to happen if these provisions are ad-
ministered in the way that these words
are written. We are going to have plenty
of headaches. The place to iron out
those headaches is here.

I will vote for a bill. I am going to
vote for this bill whether these amend-
ments are adopted or not. I am going
to vote for it and give it a start.

Then, when I am told back home,
“Look what you have done to us,” I will
say, “There is much scenery to be seen
out there in the commercial and indus-
trial zones.”

All we ask in this amendment is that
we not be torn to pieces, and that our
investment be not jeopardized. That is
all I am trying to do with the amend-
ment. I submit it to the Senate. It can
take it or leave it. At least I shall have
made my case.

Therefore, when all time has expired
or yielded back on the Randolph amend-
ment, I shall offer the amendment as a
proviso. Ishall then be prepared to yield
back my time, so that there will be no
further discussion, unless a Senator
wishes to say something.

Mr. HOLLAND. How much time has
the Senator from Kentucky remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from EKentucky has 6 minutes
remaining.

Mr. HOLLAND. I had expected to
wait until after all time had been yielded
back. Inasmuch as the Senator from
Tllinois has said that he will follow that
course, perhaps I had beftter make my
brief remarks now. Will the Senator
yield me the time he has remaining?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish
to express my appreciation to the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia.
He has acted in this matter most pa-
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tiently, most kindly, and most candidly
under difficult circumstances.

I wish to express my appreciation to
the committee, particularly to the chair-
man. I believe the committee has
brought out a reasonable bill. I believe
the committee has brought out a bill
which will be much wiser than it would
be if the amendments were placed on it.

I particularly commend parts of the
report. I shall read one part:

It is the committee’s opinion that this 1s
primarily an issue of land use which should
not be left to an administrative decision.
It is an extension of the concept of zoning
and therefore more appropriately belongs to
the same authority—that is, the legislatures
of the States. The committee believes that
the State legislatures, because of their more
detailed knowledge of the topography and
land use patterns of the States, are in a better
position to define an industrial and commer-
clal area for their respective States than is
the Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. President, I approve completely
the attitude of the Secretary of Com-
merce, when he submitted his report. I
read one paragraph from his letter:

It should be kept in mind that under the
administration bill the States have full au-
thority under their own zoning laws to zone
areas for commercial or industrial purposes,
and the action of the States in this regard
will, of course, be accepted for the purposes
of this act.

That philosophy in the report, on the
original bill and in the thinking of the
committee is good. I understand that
the committee submitted a unanimous
report, because it reported a reasonable
bill.

I regret the situation in which the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
[Mr. RanporpH] has been placed by the
submission of all these amendments at
this late hour, because they negative the
report of the Secretary of Commerce,
they negative the expressions of the com-
mittee report, and they negative certain
provisions of the bill itself.

Real progress has been made under
the act that has been on the books for
several years applicable to interstate
highways. There has been no compul-
sion under that act. Instead, a 3-per-
cent “carrot” has been held out to induce
States to come into the program. I be-
lieve that 25 of the 50 States have now
come into the program.

Now, however, it is proposed to impose
a 10-percent penalty upon States that
do not come in, and the penalty is ap-
plied not merely to the interstate pro-
gram, as to which the Federal Govern-
ment is contributing 90 percent, but also
to the primary system, as to which the
Federal Government has never contrib-
uted more than 50 percent, when the
roads have been reconstruected and re-
constructed, and in which the States
have much more of an investment than
the Federal Government has.

Motels by the thousands exist along
the primary roads in the various States.
In my own State alone, along the pri-
mary aid highways, thousands of ga-
rages, restaurants, and other places of
serviee and transaction of business exist.
'To pass the bill at this time, in this way,
would jeopardize the great progress that
we are making.
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The distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Dirgsen] spoke about taking
cows off the roads. Yes, we took them
off the roads in Florida, after a while.
We found that to have them on the
highways was giving us a black eye.

I suspect that the same condition ap-
plied in Louisiana. For our own en-
lightened self-interest, we took the cows
off the road in Florida. No State that
is looking for great motor travel and

is seeking to attract visitors will for -

very long overlook a consideration of
what is sound practice and what is un-
sound practice in this field. No State
can fail to see that there has been a
great improvement for the traveler in
the protection of the views along the
interstate highway system.

If we were merely allowed to go along
in a reasonable way, I think we could
make great progress. But to place com-
pulsion in the bill now to include a pro-
vision which would take away freedom
of choice and freedom of action on the
part of State legislatures to zone, and
freedom to protect travelers who move
along the zoned areas, and to include
in these amendments other actions that
are compulsory, is doing exactly the
wrong thing.

I say this with great appreciation of
the work of the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee [Mr. RanpoLPHI,
who has handled the subject with com-
plete candor and great patience. The
bill will be ruined from the standpoint
of ever having public acceptability, from
the standpoint of ever being passed, from
the standpoint of ever having peaceful
enforcement, if a provision is included
that would prevent the erection of a
little sign reading, “Magnolia Hotel, Two
Blocks Away."” How could such a hotel
ever advertise under this program?

I observe the Senator from Alabama
in the Chamber. I am sure there are
many such businesses in his State, as
there are in mine, which find it abso-
lutely necessary to give notice to travel-
ers along the primary highways that
facilities which travelers will need are
available a short distance off the high-
way.

The distinguished Senator from
Illinois ([Mr. Dirxsen] has already
spoken of farmers and those who raise
chickens for the production of eggs, and
others who have property and live off
the highway. They want the opportu-
nity to call attention to what they are
selling; that they have fresh vegetables
to sell, that they have eggs to sell, or
other products for sale. Someone will
want to call attention to the fact that
he has honey to sell.

We cannot change in the twinkling of
an eye a practice that has extended along
225,000 miles of primary highway, cost-
ing billions of dollars, most of them State
dollars, and which affect the livelihood
and decent living of millions of people,
without causing a commotion which I
feel certain no Senator wants to cause.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield 5 minutes
to me?

Mr. COOPER. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from South Dakota.
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Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I oppose
the proposal of the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanporpH],
chairman of the subcommittee. I
would hesitate to find myself in disagree-
ment with him, but I am fortified in do-
ing so today by saying that while I dis-
agree with his second thoughts on this
particular bill, I support the proposal
which he and the committee originally
made in subsection (e), on page 11. It
seems to me that this is really the basic
issue involved in the whole bill, so far as
highway advertising signs are concerned.

What the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horranp] and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dmmgsen] have said is manifestly
true in a State like South Dakota. Some
of the best scenic highways that can be
found in the United States of America
are located in South Dakota. I speak as
one who has visited in all 50 States and
who has motored through most of them.

South Dakota also has wide stretches
of prairie and farmland. We have many
long, straight roads, along which tour-
ists ean drive at 70 or 75 miles an hour.
There are long distances between com-
munities, in which tourists rely, in large
part, upon highway signs to provide them
with directional guidance as to places
which they wish to visit, where they wish
to eat, where they wish to stay, or where
they wish to shop.

For the motorist who is unfamiliar
with South Dakota geography and is
traveling along a highway at 65 miles an
hour or more, to see a sign out of his
eye—right eye or left eye—that he is
passing a certain place which is a good
place to stop, shop, or stay, is completely
meaningless. He cannot apply his
brakes, make a certain turn, and come
to a quick stop. He must have some kind
of clear notice in advance when he is
approaching an area. Let me cite a
couple of illustrations.

A great many tourists who travel
through South Dakota like to stop and
visit our Sioux Indian reservations. The
aboriginal American has strong appeal
to tourists from all over the country.
South Dakota has at least five great
Indian reservations. Some of the high-
ways pass through some of the reser-
vations. The Indians have provided
places where the tourists can stop and
visit with them. There are tourist camps,
shopping centers, and ceremonial places.
Our fine Indian citizens encourage the
people from the East and elsewhere, who
have their children with them, to stop
and get acquainted with Indian ways.
They have provided some excellent tour-
ist facilities.

But there is no way in the world
that tourists who desire to take advan-
tage of such opportunities can do so
unless it is by signs directing them off
the highway to a reservation and indi-
cating the nature and location of these
historie, recreational, or over-night fa-
cilities and installations.

I heard the Senator from Illinois speak
about pure country butter. Well, some
of the most delightful watermelons in
the world are grown in the James River
Valley of South Dakota.

Our Vice President lives a distin-
guished and happy life in part because he
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has eaten them. He lived in the area.
He lived in Huron, where we have the
State fair. Last week I was at the State
fair. At that time, I drove through the
watermelon country. Farmer after
farmer had erected temporary water-
melon stands with signs urging the peo-
ple to stop and buy some of the finest,
most lucious watermelons to be found
anywhere in the world, and at most at-
tractive low prices.

People are happy to stop and purchase
them. They had to have signs leading
up to them, because if one travels down
a road at 60 to 70 miles an hour going to
the State fair, it would serve no purpose
to have a sign reading: “Watermelons for
sale here.” There would have to be a
sign reading: “Watermelons for sale 2
or 3 miles ahead. Get ready forit.”

What nonsense is this to tell a farmer
that he cannot put a sign on his own
land in a nonscenic area in order to sell
his merchandise without first obtaining
the approval of the Secretary of Com-
merce? Where are we going with this
concept of free government if any Sec-
retary of Commerce, an appointed pub-
lic official, can tell a farmer that he can-
not sell his merchandise and advertise
it on his own farm without getting that
kind of approval?

Let me give you another example. Out
in South Dakota we have the nationally
known Wall Drug Store—an institution
out in Wall, S. Dak., which has become
a great mecca for tourists and a great
economic asset to the State, solely by its
widespread highway advertising. It
would be a cruel injustice to deprive this
business and this tourist attraction of its
right to appeal to the traveling public.

I am completely out of sympathy with
what I detect to be a growing tendency
in this country and in this Congress to
downgrade our State governments.

I noticed that the distinguished Gov-
ernor of the State of Texas, the second
largest State of the Union, said the other
day that our State chief executives were
getting disenchanted over the fact that
some generals and civilian leaders in the
Pentagon were trying to tell the State
Governors where and when they can fly
a National Guard plane, where they can
stop, and whom they can take with
them. They were going to submit the
matter, through the National Guard Bu-
reau to the Pentagon. The Governor
said that he hoped that they would not
consider the State Governors to be made
up of a “bunch of crooks.” I do not be-
lieve that we should consider them to
be crooks or idoits, or stoughton bottles,
either.

It seems to me that people who become
members of State and local government
as Governors or legislators have some
modicum of intelligence and ought to
know something more about which high-
way in their State should be used for
scenic beauty and which highway should
be used for commercial traffic than any
Secretary of Commerce appointed by
any President of the United States lo-
cated here in Washington.

I believe that we would not only be
ruining the beneficial results of this par-
ticular legislation if we were to strike
out. change, or modify subsection 11(e),
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as proposed in the current amendment,
but we would also be helping to drive to
the grave the legitimate, autonomous
State governments of America.

I resent the current effort toward mak-
ing governments and legislatures mere
ceremonial bodies with certain house-
keeping duties and nothing more.

We saw it in the refusal of this body,
by a single vote, I believe, to grant to the
State Governors the right of veto over
an antipoverty program of which they
did not approve. We see it again in the
attack made by the Pentagon when it
is said that Governors cannot be trusted
to determine who will fly in a National
Guard plane assigned for service in a
State.

Now we see it once more in this at-
tempt in this body, with all its supposed
and sometimes supercilious erudition,
to tell the States that they cannot be
trusted to determine in what areas of
their State or which highways they can
have a road sign. If we cannot trust
the Governors that much, we might as
well abolish the system and recognize
that we are to have one central govern-
ment located in Washington and scrap
the 10th amendment to the Constitution
which, it seems to me, is both firm and
sound. This whole proposal does vio-
lence to the substance of that constitu-
tional amendment.

I believe that the Senate committee was
essentially right when it wrote the legis-
lation as the committee reported it. I be-
lieve that the logic and the persuasion of
the committee report was right. They
produced a bill- which any sincere con-
servationist and devotee of natural
beauty could conscientiously support. I
came to the Senate floor with every ex-
pectation of voting for it. I surely hope
the adoption of the Randolph amend-
ment does not occur—thus leaving the
Senate with no clear and correct decision
which it can record on this legislation. A
choice between devotion to natural
beauty and devotion to our constitutional
concepts, would indeed confront the
Senate with a most distasteful dilemma.

I hope that we do not yield to tempta-
tions and persuasions from any other
source and that the Senate will reject
the current proposal and maintain and
retain the language of subsection 11(e).
I urge Senators to vote no on the pend-
ing Randolph amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Washington.

AMENDMENT OF SMALL RECLAMA-
TION PROJECTS ACT OF 1956

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendment of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 602) to
amend the Small Reclamation Projects
Act of 1956, which was, to strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert:

That the Small Reclamation Projects Act of
1956 (70 Stat. 1044), as amended (43 U.S.C.
422a et seq.) is hereby further amended as
follows:

(1) In section 1, by striking out “in the
seventeen western reclamation States” and
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inserting in lieu thereof “throughout the
United States”;

(2) In section 2, by striking out the sec-
ond sentence of subsectlon (d) and the first
two provisos thereto and inserting In lien
thereof the following: “The term ‘project’
shall not include any such undertaking, unit,
or program the cost of which exceeds $10,-
000,000 and no loan, grant, or combination
thereof for any project shall be in excess of
$5,000,000 plus or minus, in any case, such
amount as reflects whatever change in costs
of construction of the types involved In the
project may have occurred between January
1, 1957, and January 1 of the year in which
the loan, grant, or combination thereof is
made, as shown by general engineering in-
dices:” and by striking out “And provided
further,” and inserting in lieu thereof “Pro-
vided,”;

(3) In section 4, by adding at the end of
subsection (a) the following: “The costs of
means and measures to prevent loss of and
damage to fish and wildlife resources shall
be considered as project costs and allocated
as may be appropriate among project func-
tions.";

(4) In section 4, by changing the colon
(:) in subsection (b) to a period (.) and
striking out the remainder of sald subsec-
tion;

(5) In section 5, by striking out the pres-
ent text of item (b) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

“(b) the maximum amount of any grant
to be accorded the organization. Said grant
shall not exceed the sum of the following:
(1) the costs of investigations, surveys, and
engineering and other services necessary to
the preparation of proposals and plans for
the project allocable to fish and wildlife en-
hancement or public recreation; (2) one-half
the costs of acquiring lands or interests
therein for a reservoir or other area to be
operated for fish and wildlife enhancement
or public recreation purposes; (3) one-half
the costs of basic public outdoor recreation
facilities or faecilities serving fish and wild-
life enhancement purposes exclusively; (4)
one-half the costs of construction of joint
use facilities properly allocable to fish and
wildlife enhancement of public recreation;
and (5) that portion of the estimated cost
of constructing the project which, if it were
constructed as a Federal reclamation project,
would be properly allocable to functions,
other than recreation and fish and wildlife
enhancement, which are nonreimbursable
under general provisions of law applicable to
such projects.”;

(6) In section 8, by striking out “Act of
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080) " and inserting
in lieu thereof “Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act (48 Stat. 401), as amended (16 U.8.C.
661 et seq.)™;

(7) In section 10, by striking out "$100,-
000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof “$200,-
000,000",

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the amend-
ment of the House and ask for a con-
ference thereon, and that the Chair ap-
point the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the

Vice President appointed Mr, JAckson,
Mr. BieLe, Mr. Moss, Mr. KucHEL, and

Mr. ArrotT conferees on the part of the
Senate.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL-AID HIGHWAY SYSTEMS
The Senate resumed the considera-

tion of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for

scenic development and road beautifica-
tion of the Federal-aid highway systems.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia, to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

Who yields time?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been ordered?

The VICE PRESIDENT. I do not be-
lieve that the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the pending
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, has all
time been yielded back?

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time has
not been yielded back.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Regular
order, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular
order has been called for.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment to the Ran-
dolph amendment, and I yield back the
remainder of my time with the exception
of 2 minutes. I shall take 1 minute
and my friend, the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, will take a minute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATURE CLERK. Strike the
period at the end of the amendment, in-
sert a colon and the following:

Provided further, That Iin the case of
municipalities adjacent to the Interstate and
primary systems where there are areas zoned
industrial or commercial under authority of
law or used for industrial or commercial pur-
poses and located adjacent to the Interstate
and primary systems, no agreement between
the Secretary of Commerce and the States
shall be required where such area is

(1) Within one mile of a municipality of
less than 5,000 population;

(2) Within 2 miles of municipalities with
populations of 5,000 and not more than 100,-
000;
(3) Within 3 miles of municipalities with
populations of 100,000 and not more than
500,000;

(4) Within 4 miles of municipalities with
populations of 500,000 and not more than
1,000,000;

(5) Within 5 miles of municipalities with
populations of more than 1,000,000.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
have already explained the amendment,
and I shall not ask for a record vote.
However, I was obviously persuaded by
the speeches here today that this legisla-
tion contains some rough points. If
we should reject this bill today, there
would be nothing to send to the House,
and that would be the end of this legis-
lation for this session of the Congress.
Imperfect as it may be, I still believe
that we ought to send it to the House
so that it can work its will on it.

I pay my compliments to my distin-
guished friend the Senator from West
Virginia, with whom I have worked long
and hard. The Senator has done an
excellent job under really trying cir-
cumstances and difficulty.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, what
impact would the amendment of the
Senator have on communities with a
population of less than 5,0002 We have
many such communities in South
Dakota.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The amendment con-
tains a provision for communities with
a population of less than 5,000. It is
from zero to 5,000.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. My minute has
elapsed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from West Virginia has a minute.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
amendment which I have offered pro-
vides the conditions for mutual agree-
ment between the States and the Sec-
retary. However, if we should agree to
the amendment of the Senator from Illi-
nois to my amendment, we would create
literally a no-man’s land, or thousands
of no-man’s lands from which all con-
trols would be eliminated in municipal-
ities and surrounding suburban areas.
What is proposed would completely ne-
gate the amendment which I have
offered.

I am grateful to hear the Senator from
Illinois state that even though his
amendment is rejected, he will vote for
the bill on passage.

I urge that the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois to my amendment
be rejected.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia.
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Pres-
ident, did I understand correctly that the
Dirksen amendment only related to in-
terstate highways?

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. It would also re-
late to primary roads.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. It would
not change the beautification features of
the present law with relation to inter-
state highways.

Mr. DIRKSEN. This would deal only
with industrial and commercial areas.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I under-
stood that the amendment related to in-
terstate highways.

Mr. DIRKSEN. There could be an in-
terstate highway going right through the
middle of a town.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Iyield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
amendment would not relate to commu-
nities under 5,000 that are not incorpo-
rated.

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. The amendment
relates to municipalities with a popula-
tion of from zero to 5,000.

Mr. HOLLAND. It would not relate
to great communities such as Bethesda,
Md., which is unincorporated.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The amendment pro-
vides for populations of more than 1
million.

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time has
expired. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Il-
linois to the amendment of the Senator

Mr. Pres-
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from West Virginia to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute. (Putting the question.)

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

On a division, the amendment to the
amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time
having been yielded back, the guestion
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. On this guestion the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. PEARSON (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
rRoNEY]., If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr. SIMPSON (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BrIGHT.] If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were at lib-
erty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I with-
hold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericHT], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HARTRE], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Lonc] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpErsoN], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CaArTHY], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeel, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoONRONEY] are necessarily
absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HARTKE] is paired with the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. CurTtis]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Long] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLEr]l. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Mis-
souri would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Iowa would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wyom-
ing [Mr. McGee] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. Boecsl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Wyoming would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Delaware would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is
absent on official business of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Curtis] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Scorr] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Boges] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
MiLLER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younec] is detained on official business.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SaLTonsTALL] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Curtis] is paired with the
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Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Indiana would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Dela-
ware [ Mr. Boces] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [(Mr. McGee]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Delaware would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Wyoming would vote
“ym."

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLLER] is paired with the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Lonc]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Iowa would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from Mis-
souri would vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BEnngTrT], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SaLToNsTALL],
and the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. ScorTr] would vote “nay.”

The positions of the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. PearsonN] and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. Stmpson] have been
previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 40, as follows:

[No. 268 Leg.]
YEAS—44
Bartlett Hayden Muskie
Bass Inouye Nelson
Bayh Jackson Neuberger
Brewster Jordan, N.C. Pastore
Burdick Kennedy, Mass. Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy, NY. Proxmire
Case Long, La. Randolph
Church Magnuson Ribicoff
Clark Mansfield Smathers
Dodd MecGovern Symington
Douglas McNamara Tydings
Ellender Mondale Williams, N.J.
Gore Montoya Yarborough
Gruening Morse Young, Ohio
Hart Moss
NAYS—40
Alken Harris Murphy
Allott Hickenlooper Prouty
Bible Hill Robertson
Byrd, Va. Holland Russell, 8.C.
Cannon Hruska Russell, Ga.
Carlson Javits Smith
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Sparkman
Cotton Euchel Stennis
Dirksen Lausche Talmadge
Dominick McClellan Thurmond
Eastland MeIntyre Tower
Ervin Metealf Williams, Del.
Fannin Morton
Fong Mundt
NOT VOTING—16
Anderson Long, Mo. Saltonstall
Bennett McCarthy Scott
Boggs MeGee Simpson
Curtis Miller Young, N. Dak.
Fulbright Monroney
Hartke Pearson

So Mr. RanpoLpH's amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment to the eommittee amendment was
agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, I
have a conforming amendment. On
page 18, lines 20 and 24, and on page
19, lines 1 and 2, it strikes section 302
in its entirety. This language was in-
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cluded in the original bill which pro-
vided for landscaping to be paid from
highway trust funds. Since the bill fi-
nances the program from the general
fund, section 302 is no longer relevant or
appropriate, and I move that it be
stricken.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gues-
tion is on agreeing to the conforming
amendment of the Senator from West
Virgina to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY of New York in the chair). The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment to the com-
‘mittee amendment on behalf of myself,
the Senator from California [Mr. MUR-
pHY] and the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Fong], and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated for the information
of the Senate.

The LEcIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 9.
line 24, following the word “States” in-
sert the following:

Whenever he determines it to be in the
public interest, the Secretary may suspend,
for such periods as he deems necessary, the
application of this subsection to a State.

On page 14, line 21, following the word
“State” insert the following:

Whenever he determines it to be In the
public interest, the Secretary may suspend,
for such periods as he deems necessary, the
application of this subsection to a State.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the Senator in
charge of the bill. As he well knows, the
bill which was reported by the commit-
tee provided that in the event a State
found itself unable, for legal or consti-
tutional reasons, to come into compli-
ance by January 1, 1968, the language
which I have sent to the desk would pro-
vide that:

Whenever he—that is the Secretary—de-
termines it to be in the public interest, the
Secretary may suspend for such periods as
he determines necessary the application of
this subsection to a State.

Mr. President, the same grace period
was provided in title IT of the bill. If
for some reason the State could not come
into compliance there is a grace period
to give the State the opportunity to come
into compliance.

The amendment which was adopted
yvesterday, which reduced the penalty
from the full 100 percent of an appro-
priation or apportionment to 10 percent,
left this language out. I assume this was
an inadvertence. I therefore ask the
Senator from West Virginia whether he
will accept the amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
reason we did not retain the language
was that we had cut the penalty from
100 percent to 10 percent. Frankly, this
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is not an overriding issue with me, and
I am therefore happy to accept the
amendment offered by the Senator from

Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back their time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I

yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
qauestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kentucky to
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I of-
fer an amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end
of the bill it is proposed to add the fol-
lowing:

TITLE IV

Section 401. Nothing in this Act shall be
constructed to authorize private property to
be taken or the reasonable use or enjoyment
restricted by such taking or restriction for
the public uses provided for in this Act with-
out just compensation being provided by
the Federal Government.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I take
30 seconds to say that this is a re-
statement of the principles laid down in
article V of the Bill of Rights in the Con-
stitution, and I trust that the Senator
from West Virginia will accept it.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I believe that the
just compensation features of the Sen-
ate bill 2084 are clear and conclusive
on this point; but it is a restatement, and
I agree, and join the Senator from Illi-
nois in accepting the amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yvield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois to the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk, which I ask
to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

On page 11, beginning with line 11, strike
the following language: ' t as provided
herein, nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to permit a reduction in standards
established pursuant to Public Law 85-767
or under applicable State laws" and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“Except as provided herein, nothing in
this section shall be construed to permit a
reduction in standards established under
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applicable State laws. Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to permit a reduction
in standards established on the erection of
signs, displays, and devices in zones other
than as provided by Public Law B5-T67.""

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

If I may, I would like to have the at-
tention of the manager Senator Ran-
poLPH and also the attention of the
distinguished Senator from Oregon,
Senator NEUBERGER.

In speaking on the bill when it was
taken up, I noted that in committee I
had offered an amendment which was
defeafed. The purpose of the amend-
ment was to maintain the strict stand-
ards applicable fo the Interstate System
which had been accepted by the Con-
gress in the enactment of Public Law 85—
T67.

May I state what those standards were
and are?

The standards with respect to the
type of sign, number, lighting, and so
forth, on the Interstate System could be
determined by regulations issued by the
Secretary. It was provided also that
signs could be erected only in two areas
on the Interstate System. The two
areas in which signs could be erected
were these: One was within the limits
of a municipality; and, second, areas
which on September 21, 1959, had been
established as industrial or commercial.

The above are the standards applicable
to the Interstate System under Public
Law 85-T7617.

The amendment which has just been
adopted, and one which I think should
not have been adopted—now provides
that the Secretary of Commerce can
provide standards for signs both upon the
Interstate System and the primary sys-
tem.

Section (e) is open-ended because it
enables the legislatures of the States to
zone whatever areas their legislatures
may designate as commercial and indus-
trial, upon which advertisements may
be established.

Because of this open-ended feature, I
helieved the last amendment should not
have been adopted by giving the Secre-
tary larger authority.

The open-end provision enabling the
establishment of new zoning area ap-
plies to the Interstate System, I called
this to the attention of the representa-
tives of the administration when they
came before our committee. I called it
to the attention of the subcommittee.
I called attention to the fact that we
were adopting a bill which permits the
extension of advertising on the Inter-
state System, now limited to two areas.
We are now opening up to advertising
the great Interstate System, with its 41,-
000 miles coursing through open coun-
try, to the decision of the State legisla-
tures to establish areas upon which ad-
vertising may be established. I want
the Senate to know this.

My judgment is that whatever we do
with the primary system, we should pre-
serve and assure a beautiful Interstate
System. It will not be done under this
bill, and this should be known.

My amendment is offered to maintain
the character of the Interstate System,
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as was fought for under the leadership of
the late Richard Neuberger and THOMAS
KucHeL, and then Senator NEUBERGER
after the death of her husband.

I very much hope that the amendment
will be adopted.

I ask for the yeas and nays on my
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yvield back any time I have.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I would
like to hear some response to the argu-
ment of the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. President, so far as I am con-
cerned, the Senator from Eentucky
has made a very persuasive argu-
ment. I would like to hear from the
manager of the bill or other colleagues on
the committee comment on the remarks
of the Senator from Kentucky; or are
they willing to rest their case on the
merits of his argument? As of now, I
am going to vote with the Senator from
Kentucky unless some Senator shows me
some reason why I should not.

May I have the attention of the man-
ager of the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time for that purpose?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield time out of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I wish
to take such time as has been allotted
to me by the Senator from West Virginia
to develop an understanding on my part
as to exactly what is the purpose of the
amendment of the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CooPER].

Language similar to that which has
been offered by the Senator from Ken-
tucky was introduced in committee, but
was introduced to apply to the language
of the bill as it then stood before the com-
mittee, and as provided in the committee
bill which was reported to the Senate.
The language involved has been amended
by the amendment just adopted.

I would like to understand the meaning
of the amendment of the Senator in the
light of the amendment which was just
adopted.

As I understand the concern of the
Senator, it is that for an open period in
the future, after the legislatures have
once acted, with the concurrence of the
Secretary, to zone, the legislatures can
subsequently, as he understands the bill
now pending, rezone new industrial areas
on the Interstate System.

Is my understanding correct?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is cor-
rect. I shall be glad to explain it.

Mr. MUSKIE. So that what the Sen-
ator is saying is that under the bill, even
as it has just been amended, he feels
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that after there has been a zoning of the
Interstate System, by the legislatures,
with the concurrence of the Secretary,
the legislatures could reopen the gues-
tion in the future to rezone and include
new areas on the Interstate System in
industrial and commercial zones.

Mr. COOPER. No. My amendment is
much simpler.

Public Law 85-767, providing for the
control of advertising on the Interstate
Highway System was enacted in 1958,
chiefly. That bill was under the leader-
ship of the late Senator Richard Neu-
berger, and Senator THoMAs KUCHEL and
Senator Corron. We remember the tre-
mendous battle at the time of the enact-
ment of that legislation.

The legislation provided for Federal
standards relating to the signs—their
number, lighting, and so forth. It is the
same language that we have in the bill
concerning physical characteristics of
signs erected upon the Interstate High-
way System.

The act provided also that no signs
should be erected upon the Interstate
Highway System with the exception of
two areas. One area was within the city
limits of municipalities. I read from the
act.

First, it provides that the prohibition
of advertising, ‘“shall not apply to those
segments of the Interstate System which
transverse commercial or industrial zones
within the presently existing boundaries
of incorporated municipalities wherein
the use of real property adjacent to the
Interstate System is subject to municipal
regulation or control"—that is, within a
municipality.

It established another area in which
advertising could be established.

And I read:

Or which transverse other areas where the
land use—

This is the important language—
as of the date of approval of this Act is clearly
established by State law as industrial or
commercial,

Under existing law affecting or ap-
plying to Interstate Highway Systems,
advertising is limited to these two areas.

How does the pending bill change these
standards for the Interstate Highway
System? The amendment which has just
been adopted would permit the Secretary
of Commerce to regulate the type of ad-
vertising in municipalities—on the Inter-
state System—although the advertising
in the commercial and industrial zones
of a municipality could not be prohibited.

But the bill offered by the administra-
tion and reported by the subcommittee,
and now about to be accepted by the
Senate, goes much further with respect
to the Interstate System.

It would permit the State legislature
from now on to add zones along its 41,000
miles, wherever they saw fit, and open
them to advertising.

I supported the provisions with respect
to the primary system because its char-
acteristics differ from the Interstate Sys-
tem. Advertising on the primary system
has been long established. The system
passes through communities, where ad-
vertising is necessary. I believe we made
a mistake in accepting the Randolph
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amendment and authorizing the control
of the Secretary.

The 41,000 miles of the Interstate Sys-
tem is being established for defense, and
for interstate travel. The Federal Gov-
ernment pays 90 percent of the costs. No
vested advertising rights existed prior
to its construction. It transverses open
country. Why should it be opened up
for additional advertising as the bill
would permit?

This is the contradiction of the bill.
Imposing controls on the primary system
and relaxing controls on the Interstate
System. This I argued in committee. I
have discussed the contradiction with
representatives of the Department of
Commerce. The Deputy Secretary of
Commerce admits that what I say is cor-
rect, that new areas on the Interstate
can be opened to advertising. He did say
and correctly that if the amendment of
the Senator from West Virginia were
adopted, as it has been adopted, it would
provide additional controls on the size
of signs within zones on the Interstate
System. But I make the point that we
are opening up the Interstate System to
additional advertising.

Mr. MUSKIE. I am still not certain
that I understand what the Senator from
Kentucky means.

Mr. COOPER. That is probably my
fault.

Mr. MUSKIE. It is probably my fault.
I should like to narrow the area of his
approach.

First, I should like to examine with
more precision what the Senator believes
and what I understand the bill does.

There is language, which as the Sena-
tor knows, I submitted, and which is a
part of the bill, to the effect that the
standards which have been adopted in
the States which have complied under
existing law shall not be less strict than
they are under the agreement which im-
plement that compliance. So with re-
spect to the 25 States that have complied
under the present law, the bill clearly
does not relax what has already been
done.

Mr. COOPER. That is correct.

Mr. MUSKIE. So now we are talking
about the other 25 States.

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. MUSKIE. Do I correctly under-
stand, then, that the Senator’s concern
is not directed to the States which have
complied?

Mr. COOPER. That is correct.

Mr. MUSKIE. As to the other 25
States, what the Senator is concerned
about is this: He said—and if I do not
quote him correctly, the Recorp will—
that from now on something can be done
to reduce the standards in the other
States, and the Senator seems to be
concerned that there is an open end in
terms of time. Do I correctly under-
stand that he is concerned about that
point?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.
what the bill provides.

Mr. MUSKIE. The bill clearly pro-
vides that effective control means that
after January 1, 1968, such signs shall
be controlled. Moreover, on page 11, line
17, the bill provides that in the States
which have cooperated with the Secre-

I merely stated
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tary, signs which do not comform must
be removed by July 1, 1970. I do not
see the basis for the Senator’s concern
that there is an open end in ferms of
time.

Mr. COOPER. We talked all this over
in committee.

Mr. MUSKIE. I never understood it
there; I thought I would try to under-
stand it here.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Maine will admit, will he not, that State
legislatures, upon the enactment of the
bill, will be enabled to create additional
zones for commercial and industrial pur-
poses both along the primary system and
an Interstate Highway System?

Mr. MUSKIE. I have asked questions
in the order of my choosing, so that I
could understand the Senator’s views. So
I should like to clear up the question of
open end on the point of time; then I
should like to go to the point the Senator
has just raised.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Maine has ex-
pired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield an addi-
tional 5 minutes.

Mr. MUSKIE. Does the Senator from
Kentucky feel that there is an open end
in terms of time?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. MUSKIE. Why?

Mr. COOPER. Because there is no
limitation upon the action of the legisla-
tures—and we cannot limit their zoning
powers—from the date of the enactment
of the bill. The legislature may create
additional zones termed ‘“‘industrial” or
“commercial,” on which advertising may
be erected, both on the primary system
and the Interstate Highway System. I
am sure the Senator from Maine will
agree to that.

Mr. MUSKIE. I do not agree to that.
There is nothing in the bill that gives a
legislature that power. Legislatures have
power. Congress cannot take it away
from them. We may disagree as to what
effect the actions of Congress may have
in that respect, but basically we agree
that legislatures are sovereign bodies and
that, within certain limits, they have
powers that Congress cannot take away
from them. We may disagree as to what
the limits are.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to leave
the argument of generalities. We talked
about the subject in committee. There
is no deniai on the part of the Secretary
of Commerce that under the bill addi-
tional zones can be created along the In-
terstate Highway System upon which ad-
vertising may be erecied. I should like
to know if the manager of the bill—

Mr. MUSKIE. The manager of the
bill has yielded time to me, so that I may
try to clarify this subject in my own
mind and so that I may comment on the
Senator’s amendment for the benefit of
the Senate, as suggested by the Senator
from Oregon.

If the Senator from Kentucky believes
he has made all the explanation he can,
my only comment would be unfavorable;
and I might conceivably have a favorable
comment otherwise.

So the question I should like to ask is:
Does the Senator from EKentucky feel
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that a loophole has been created in terms
of time? Referring to the dates I have
already referred to, it seems to me that
we have closed the door so far as time is
concerned.

Mr. COOPER. I said that the Inter-
state Highway Act provides a cutoff
for areas upon which advertising can be
established. It defines the areas: First,
those within municipal limits; second,
other areas where industrial or commer-
cial use had been clearly established by
State law as of the date of the approval
of this act. That is the cutoff date
under the Interstate Highway System.

Mr. MUSKIE. That act has expired.

Mr. COOPER. Of course it has ex-
pired; but the standards under that act
were established in 1958. The point I
am making is that they were much more
restrictive than the pending bill.

Mr. MUSKIE. Perhaps I had better
make my comments first and then let the
Senator from Kentucky comment upon
them, because, with all due respect, I do
not believe the Senator from Kentucky
is giving an answer to my question.

Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator ask
it again?

Mr. MUSKIE. I have made a study
of the Interstate Highway Act, and I do
not find anywhere in it any language
that can be construed as limiting the
power of the legislature to act at some
time in the future when agreements en-
tered into between the States and the
highway administrator have expired. I
can find nothing that makes agreements
binding indefinitely in the future.

It is inconceivable to me that State
legislatures would violate a policy that
has been laid down and practiced under
such agreements. But I cannot find in
that act anything that establishes a cut-
off date beyond which future legislatures
cannot conceivably change the result of
the Interstate System in the various
States. If the Senator will refer me to
it, I will consider the merits of his argu-
ment on that point.

Mr. COOPER. Of course, no one can
deny the right of a State legislature to
create zones. I think we agree upon
that. We cannot deny the right of a
State legislature to establish, under its
police powers, zoning areas.

What Congress can do, and what it
did, was to say that if the States entered
into agreements with the Federal Gov-
ernment, under which the States would
agree to establish conirols, and in re-
turn the Federal Government would
make bonus payments to the States, it
would be agreed that advertising could
be established only in the areas which I
have described, and as to which I quoted
from the bill.

That is the point. As the Senator
knows, the entire Interstate Highway
System is not built in one stage and at
one time. There are various segments.
The agreements apply to each segment
as it is constructed.

What I have tried to make clear as to
the distinction is that in the Interstate
Highway System the establishment of
advertising was limited to the zones de-
fined in the act.

The legislatures have authority, under
the pending bill to create additional zones
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for advertising. The Secretary of Com-
merce would have control only over ad-
vertising standards.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, to sum
up my understanding of the discussion on
this point up to this moment, under the
law that has been in effect until it ex-
pired in June, agreements could be en-
tered into by complying States with the
Secretary to control billboards on the
Interstate System, and an exception was
provided in that act related to commer-
cial or industrial zones.

There is nothing contained in the act
that I have been able to find that limits
or attempts to limit, legally or illegally,
the right of some legislature in a com-
plying State, at some indefinite point in
the future, to depart from that agree-
ment.

It is inconceivable to me that a State,
having embarked on such a policy, hav-
ing entered into such an agreement,
would depart, or that a State legislature
would at some point depart from the
policy laid down by such an agreement.
However, there is nothing in the act to
prohibit it, if it chooses, after the agree-
ment has expired, after the State has
received its bonus money, after the Secre-
tary loses any authority to impose a
penalty. In that respect the existing act
to which the Senator’s amendment
makes reference, and which the Senate
incorporated by reference, does nothing
that the pending bill does not do on this
point.

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

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, there is a very simple
explanation,

Mr. MUSKIE. If the Senator has a
simple explanation, I should welcome it.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, even
a man who is not versed in the law and
who has a strange background for being
a Member of this august body under-
stands this.

What my colleague, the Senator from
Kentucky, is trying to say is that the
rules laid down under Public Law 85-767
were more restrictive than the rules that
would be contained in the pending bill.

I do not want to lose the Senator on
this point.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator has not
lost me. I am right with him, but T
disagree with him to this point.

Mr. MURPHY. The pending amend-
ment would provide that the legislature
may sit down with the Secretary of Com-
merce and, under certain circumstances,
may institute new areas along the Inter-
state Highway System and designate
them as commercial, and, under the
conditions laid down by this law, it can-
not be changed.

I believe that the Senate would be
weakening the bill by eliminating this
language.

I stand with my colleague, the Senator
from Kentucky. I agree, asI did in the
beginning, that this language should be
placed back in the bill. I believe that
if the Senator looks at it, not in the
spirit of disagreement, but from the
practical approach, he will find that it
is proper language.
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Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I dis-
agree with almost everything that the
Senator has said, including his state-
ment that I have entered into the dis-
cussion in a spirit of disagreement.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I did
not mean that.

Mr. MUSKIE. I was trying to work
out an understanding upon which we
could base an acceptance of the amend-
ment. However, before doing so, we
must know what the amendment means.

The comments of the Senator had ab-
solutely nothing to do with the immedi-
ate point that we were discussing. Un-
der the law which expired last June,
there was a cut-off date which precluded
any further action by legislatures or the
Secretary beyond that cut-off date in the
way of adding new zones.

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

Mr. MUSKIE.
ment.

That provision is not contained in the
present law. Simply referring to it in
the Senator's amendment is not going to
place it in the old law, and it is not going
to place it in this law, because it does
not exist.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, when we
incorporate a law by reference—and I
shall yield in a moment—and the only
language contained in the bill is that
reference, we should understand what
that reference is.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, may I
say:

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I
finish? It is more important to know all
the details; and the details here are con-
siderable, concerning what we incorpo-
rate in the bill. There are details that
we have not had a chance to discuss in
the Senate. There are things which
have not been considered by the Senator
from Kentucky or by the committee.

I do not know what we are hauling
into the act by this reference. This was
never a part of the bill. It was suggested
in the committee. However, I do not
know what we would be hauling into the
bill by this reference. We would be haul-
ing into the bill the understanding of the
Senator that the old law is more strict
than this law. However, I have not yet
been satisfied that the old law is more
strict. If it is, in a desirable way, we
will buy it. What we want to know is
what we are buying.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I do not
know how I can explain this more fully.
I explained it in the committee on two
occasions. We discussed the amendment
in the subcommittee.

I offered the amendment in the full
committee, It was rejected. I explained
it as fully at that time as I have ex-
plained it today.

I have discussed with my distinguished
friend the Senator from West Virginia
the amendment, and he understands it.
I discussed the amendment with the
Under Secretary of Commerce. He
understood it. He said that he agreed

I shall yield in a mo-
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that it would permit the creation of addi-
tional zones upon which advertising could
be established. He had no difficulty in
understanding it. I discussed it with
Mr. Boyd and with Mr. Bridwell. They
both understood it and agreed that this
bill would enable the inclusion of addi-
tional zoning areas on the Interstate
System.

I say in answer to the Senator's argu-
ment, that no cutoff date is established
in the old law, Public Law 85-767, and
there is nothing to prohibit future legis-
latures from establishing zoning, that if
he were correct, the purpose of the In-
terstate Highway Act respecting adver-
tising would be a nullity. If the Sen-
ator’s argument were correct, we would
not have had our tremendous debate on
this matter in 1958, 1959, and in 1961,
when it was difficult even to secure an
extension of the act. Everybody knew
what the debate meant.

The Senator remembers the fights
over efforts to obtain additional zones in
which advertising could be established
on the Interstate System and which
were usually defeated.

This bill would make provision for
additional areas.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Illinois for the purpose
of asking a question of the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is very difficult for
those who are not members of the Com-
mittee on Public Works to follow the de-
tails of the discussion.

I should like to ask the Senator from
Kentucky to which section of the current
bill he is referring. Is it section (e) on
page 11, lines 11 to 13?

Mr. COOPER. It would be section (e),
but we must remember that the Senator
from West Virginia introduced a substi-
tute to section (e) which we debated all
afternoon and finally agreed to. This
amendment is an amendment to that
amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator ad-
dressing his eriticism to the original text
of section (e), or to the section as
amended?

Mr. COOPER. Both, because both
exempt from the prohibitions against
advertising such zones as may be estab-
lished in the future under authority of
State law.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would be helpful
to me, at least, if the Senator would
point out the specific language in sec-
tion (e) on page 11 which in his judg-
ment permits further industrial zoning
along the Interstate System.

Mr., COOPER. I shall have to read
the language adopted today. This is in
the new section (e), and I shall read it,
in order to note the reason:

Orderly and effective display of cutdoor
advertising, while remaining consistent with
the purposes of this section, signs, displays,
and devices whose size, lighting and spacing
is to be determined by agreement between
the several States and the Secretary—

Thus far I have been talking about
only the physical characteristics of signs
that may be controlled. The section
provides also that signs may be erected
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and maintained within 660 feet of the
nearest edge of the right-of-way within
areas adjacent to the Interstate and
Primary Systems, and this is the impor-
tant language:

Which are zoned industrial or commercial
under authority of State law, or in unzoned
commercial or industrial areas as may be
determined by agreement between the sev-
eral States and the Secretary.

The authority is prospective. It pro-
vides that if in the future, legislatures
create additional zones, commercial and
industrial, upon the Interstate System,
in such areas, then, advertising could be
established.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the approval
of the Secretary of Commerce be required
for that?

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is exactly
correct.

Mr. COOPER. No; he has no author-
ity to deny advertising in areas zoned
under authority of State law. Such au-
thority, according to the statement of
the manager of the bill, applies to the
last section, in unzoned commercial or
industrial areas.

Mr. RANDOLPH. No; he has author-
ity with the States to control signs in the
industrial and commercial areas.

Mr. COOPER. Only the type of signs.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The size and spac-
ing of signs.

Mr. COOPER. Is it the type of signs?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, the type of
signs.

Mr. COOPER. Not the establishment
of signs but the type, am I correct?

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. COOPER. Not the establishment
of signs.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I re-
quest a few moments to sum up my un-
derstanding of the Senator’s amend-
ment on this question of cutoff in time.
I have already read to the Senate the
pertinent sections of the bili pending
before us, which reads that after Jan-
uary 1, 1968, such controls must be im-
posed in States where the act is effec-
tive—and it can be ineffective only if
the States refuse to comply, and risk the
loss of 10 percent of their Federal aid
money.

So when the act becomes effective, it
must become effective as of January 1,
1968. Any agreements between the leg-
islatures of the States thereafter are
subject, of course, to the acquiescence of
the Secretary. If the States should
thereafter, notwithstanding whatever
action they may have taken before that
date, undertake action to open up ad-
jacent to the Interstate System new in-
dustrial and commercial zones, they
could do so only with the consent of the
Secretary of Commerce, as required by
the amendment adopted this afternoon.

The Senator from EKentucky has
spoken of the fact that representatives
of the Department with whom he spoke
egreed with him. If they did so, they did
so before the adoption of the amend-
ment adopted this afternoon. I should
not be prepared to agree with him as to
the effect of the pending bill before this
amendment was adopted; but certainly
the amendment which we have now
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adopted places the control of any relaxa-
tion or any proposed relaxation in the fu-
ture in the hands of the Secretary of
Commerce.

Finally, I repeat what I have said in
my dquestions directed to the Senator
from Kentucky, who is completely sin-
cere and honest in his view, that I can
find nothing in the current law, which
he would incorporate by reference, which
would correct the problem as it exists,
because there was no cutoff date in the
law that expired last June which would
deal with the problem he has raised.
Indeed, the cutoff dates in the pending
bill are more effective than anything
found in the law that expired last June.

One final point. The Senator incor-
porated by reference the standards re-
quirements of the old law.

Those are not all more striet than
those in the pending measure. Let me
read one. I read from the act:

Signs erected or maintained pursuant to
authorization or permitted under State law,
and not inconsistent with the national policy
and standards of this section, advertising
activities being coaducted at a location
within 12 miles of the point at which such
signs are located.

This is not permitted under the pend-
ing bill. It is permitted under the old
law, and I submit that that is a less striet
provision than the measure with which
we are dealing. 1 do not know what
other provisions in the old law we might
have second thoughts about, should we
incorporate it by reference as the Sena-
tor suggests.

Mr. MURPHY. Will the Senator yield
for a moment?

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. In the language of
the bill which was reported by the com-
mittee, there is protection against the
point the Senator has refered to, I be-
lieve. It reads, “permit a reduction in
standards.” In other words, the stand-
ards cannot be more lenient.

Mr. MUSKIE. Than the old law.

Mr. MURPHY. That is correct.

Mr. MUSKIE. I have just read a sec-
tion of the old law which is a reduction
of the standards in this bill.

Mr. MURPHY. The language in the
original bill would not permit reduction
of standards.

Mr. MUSKIE. It would if we incor-
porate it by reference.

Mr. MURPHY. No.

Mr. MUSKIE. When we incorporate
it by reference, it becomes a part of this
measure. The language to which the
Senator refers was written into the bill
without the provision advceated by the
Senator from Kentucky. If we include
the language advocated by the Senator
from Kentucky, the effect of the lan-
guage the Senator has just read will be
different than it was without that lan-
guage.

Mr. MURPHY. I do not mean to try
the Senator's patience.

Mr, MUSKIE. The Senater is not try-
ing my patience.

Mr. MURPHY. But where it reads
“nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to permit a reduction in the
standards,” the strictest standards in
Public Law 85-767 are guaranteed. Any-
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thing less stringent is not permitted, in
the bill which came from the commit-
tee.

Mr. MUSKIE. The words “nothing in
this section” mean something different
when the language of the Senator from
Kentucky is in the bill than when it is
not in the bill. The effect is different.

Mr. MURPHY, Now I am confused.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator from
California is no more confused than I
was during the discussion by the Senator
from Kentucky. That is another reason
why I cannot support the amendment.

Mr. COOPER. 1 do not desire to con-
tinue the debate. I will stand on the
statement I have made, that the stand-
ards for physical characteristics of signs
on the Interstate Highway System, are
under the control of the Secretary of
Commerce. If my amendment is
adopted, standards relating to size,
lighting, cannot be less than they are
under the old act. My amendment in-
tends, first, that all signs on the Inter-
state Highway System, as provided under
the old act—that is, their physical char-
acteristics—shall be in conformity with
standards established by the Secretary
of Commerce.

The second point of my amendment is
that it could not permit as the bill does,
the erection of advertising in additional
zones or areas created by State legisla-
ttg;les along the Interstate Hichway Sys-

I say this with the greatest courtesy,
but some diversions have been made in
the debate. We know that under the
present act, signs cannot be established
on the Interstate Highway System, ex-
cept in two instances. The first is with-
in municipalities, and the second is in
areas which were established at the time
of the passage of the act. My amend-
ment would preserve those limitations.
The pending bill would permit additional
areas.

So far as the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem is concerned, the bill is not as re-
strictive as the old law. It opens up the
Interstate Highway System to advertis-
ing. The Senate should know it. I do
not want to see it opened up. That is
why I have offered my amendment_and
why I hope it will be adopted.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 5 minutes?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Kentucky
vield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr, COOPER. I am happy to yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, at this
moment, I believe that I personify con-
fusion more confounded minute by
minute and, therefore, if the Senator
from Kentucky would help me by discus-
sing the problem hypothetically with me,
I would appreciate it.

I get in my car in Washington, D.C.,
after the bill is passed, assuming in its
present form without the Senator’s
amendment, and I drive on the Interstate
Highway System most of the way to Port-
land, Oreg. I wish to know, if the hill
is passed in its present form, without the
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Senator's amendment, whether any State
along the way, through its legislature,
after passage of this bill, could pass leg-
islation zoning some of the wide open
spaces on that highway which are not at
present zoned?

Mr. COOPER. It could, under the
language of section (e). The legisla-
ture could ecreate additional zones for
industrial and commercial purposes, or
designate other areas which would be
eligible for the establishment of adver-
tising. By reason of the amendment
which was adopted this afternoon can
come under that, and the Secretary
would be able to control the physical
characteristics of advertising in such
areas, but he could not prevent the actual
establishment of advertising in addi-
tional areas about which the Senator
from Oregon has raised his question.

Mr. MORSE. He could not stop the
erection of signs. He could require only
that the signs be of a certain size. Is
that what the Senator is saying?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MORSE. What would happen if
signs were erected contrary to his recom-
mendations as to size?

Mr. COOPER. The Secretary could
exercise the 10-percent penalty and
could withhold money from the State.

Mr. MORSE. Next, do I correctly
understand that the Senator is saying
that that would be a weakening of the
law of 1958, in that it would result in
signs being put up in areas where, under
the law of 1958, signs could not be put
up?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
That is my contention and my position.
I believe that I am correct.

Mr. MORSE. Let me ask the Senator
from West Virginia, or the Senator from
Maine, or both, what their answer is to
that question. So far as I am concerned,
this is the nub of the issue. I thought
we would be enacting a bill today to
protect the public interest on the Inter-
state Highway System, too, from clutter-
ing up the Interstate Highway System
with signs.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
bill, if enacted today—and we hope to
pass it today—would not allow the clut-
tering up of the landscape along the In-
terstate System, as indicated by my good
friend the Senator from Kentucky.
That is not the purpose of the pending
bill, as it so states. It is important to
realize that the nub was not the amend-
ment now before us, but it was the
amendment which I offered and which
was adopted by a vote of 44 to 40.

Mr. MORSE. Which I voted for.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes. That was the
crux of this debate. We saw by the
closeness of the vote how much of a fight
it was. That amendment was opposed
by the Senator from EKentucky. Let me
say most emphatically that my amend-
ment, which was adopted 44 to 40, re-
stricts and forecloses any possibility—
and I underscore those words—of the
type of strip zoning for signs envisaged
by the Senator from Eentucky as taking
place if his amendment is not adopted.

Mr. President, let me say also that ad-
vertising on the Interstate Highway Sys-
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tem could come about only where there
was a commercial or industrial zone, and
then only when there was an agreement
between the State and the Secretary of
Commerce. The penalty is written into
the bill. Even with the amendment and
the good intent of the Senator from Ken-
tucky, it is possible that his amendment,
as worded, might even authorize the
bonuses to the States which have not
received bonuses. There is a question
implied in the legislation as it would be
amended by the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Let me say to the Senator from Oregon
that I have labored diligently on this
proposed legislation. We considered the
matter in the subcommittee and in the
committee. Of course, it has been
changed on the floor of the Senate today.
That is why we took the time to probe
the mind—and it is a very fine mind—
of the Senator from Kentucky.

However, I wish to have a good bill
I have worked hard to bring a good bill
to the floor of the Senate. I have leaned
over backward to offer amendments on
behalf of the administration. In offer-
ing them, I have done the best I could do
to bring in a bill on which the House
can work its will and bring forth a meas-
ure to final passage.

Mr. President, I regret very much—
and I say this kindly—that the Senator
from Kentucky, in the last minutes of
this debate, after 2 days, brings in the
pending amendment. I repeat, my
amendment, which was adopted by a vote
of 44 to 40, restricts and forecloses any
possibility of problems arising of the kind
envisaged by the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. MORSE. Let me ask one more
question, and then I am through, be-
cause no one has greater admiration for
the work of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia than I, not only on this piece of
proposed legislation, but also on other
legislation. I should like to know what
damage, if any, adoption of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kentucky
would do to the bill in its present form,
as it now lies before the Senate.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I have stated that
I believe it might extend by referral, re-
enact the old law. That is a possibility.
In counseling with the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskie] at this point, I be-
lieve that there is a possibility that
bonuses could be extended.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, there
are some effects which would be pre-
dietable and could be identified in a
hasty review of the old law, but there
are some effects which one could not
properly predict without taking the old
law and sitting down side by side with
the new law, to get the net effect of
molding these two laws together. This
would involve not only the section to
which the Senator from Kentucky has
directed his attention, but also other sec-
tions which are involved in the problem
which he has deseribed. The old law was
worked out on the “carrot” principle,
with the idea of bringing the States into
compliance with the incentive to accom-
plish certain targets which were spelled
out. The present law is mandatory.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MUSKIE. It uses a different
technique and a different compulsion. It
sets up slightly different targets but not,
I assure the Senator from Oregon, any
relaxed targets so far as the Interstate
Highway System is coneerned.

Mrs. ER. Mr. President,
will my colleague yield?

Mr. MORSE. Let me ask this ques-
tion, and I shall then be glad to yield to
my colleague, I am speaking with a lack
of knowledge of details of the law. I
know the objectives that we wish to pro-
tect, but fears have been raised in the
minds of many, in whispered conversa-
tions, and we do not wish to do anything
in the Senate this afternoon which in
any way would endanger the objective
of beautifying the Interstate Highway
System. Therefore, my question is this:
We must go to conference with the
House, anyway, must we not?

Mr. RANDOLPH. It isalways possible
that a conference will be necessary on
such legislation as this; and I have in the
amendment I have offered the provision
in the original bill. The administration
has come forward with this proposal be-
cause it found it was bad law.

Mr. MORSE. But the Cooper amend-
ment is not in the House bill. There is
no House bill yet.

Mr, RANDOLPH. No. The House
committee is in executive session, and I
am informed that the subcommittee is
now working on a committee print which
closely parallels the Senate version of
the bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President——

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me for a ques-
tion on the comments made by the Sena-
tors from West Virginia and Maine?
How could there be brought in the law
that expired on June 30, 1965? Both Sen-
tors have stated that this may be bring-
ing a bonus into those 25 States, but the
law expired on June 30, 1965.

Mr. MUSKIE. Let me read the lan-
guage of the amendment of the Senator
from Kentueky:

Nothing in this section shall be construed
to permit a reduction in standards estab-
lished on the erection of signs, displays, and
devices in zones other than as provided by
Public Law 85-767.

By reference this incorporates the pro-
visions of the old law, which I have not
completely identified, I have not had an
opportunity to identify it. So I would
not presume to say to the Senator
whether or not it would have that effect.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Does the Senator
mean that the old law could be reenacted
by this amendment?

Mr. MUSKIE. If we enact its provi-
sions, we do not know what we are pull-
ing in from the old law.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I hesi-
tate to go over these matters, but some
of the arguments made—and I say this
with great respect for my friends—
astound me. I give the Senate an ex-
ample. The Senator from Maine has
suggested that I may be offering an
amendment which would reenact the old
law.
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Mr. MUSKIE. If the Senator will per-
mit me, I did not say that.

Mr. COOPER. If the Senator will
permit, I was going to say what the
Senator said. It was that my amend-
ment might bring the bonus system into
effect, which would mean the reenact-
ment of the old law. He said that it
could happen because I mentioned by
reference Public Law 85-767.

Let me read what the committee did.
This is what the committee stated. I
refer to page 11, line 11, of the commit-
tee substitute:

Except as provided herein, nothing in this
section shall be construed to permit a re-
duction in standards established pursuant
to Public Law 85-767 or under applicable
State laws.

It is the committee’s language. All T
have said is that nothing shall be con-
strued to permit a reduction in stand-
ards—and that reference to standards
relates to the physical characteristics
of the standards, that is, signs and dis-
plays—other than as provided in Public
Law 85-767. The standards provided in
the old law are explicit and very limited.

This is the last time I intend to speak
on the amendment. The Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. RanooLprH] is a dear
friend of mine. No one has worked
harder, and no one has been more direct,
honest and fair than he in the explana-
tion of the bill and every amendment. I
ask him this question: Under subsection
(e) is it not correct that advertising will
be permitted on the Interstate System in
areas which are zoned industrial or com-
mercial under authority of State law. Is
it not correct that this includes any
zoning which in future years may be de-
clared by a State as industrial or com-
mercial?

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is correct; and
I have so stated.

Mr. COOPER. In such zones, adver-
tising on the interstate system may be
established?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; and I have so
stated.

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. And
the Secretary of Commerce, while he may
limit and control the physical character-
istics of signs in that area, cannot pre-
vent the establishment of advertise-
ments in such areas. Is that correct?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I have said earlier,
and I repeat, that the amendment which
was adopted this afternoon restricts and
forecloses the kind of zoning which
seems to worry the Senator from Ken-
tucky. I think that it is important here
also to mention the old law. We have
some 17,000 miles of the interstate sys-
tem open to traffic. The best indication
that it was a bad law administratively is
the fact that bonus payments have been
made on only 195 miles of the Interstate
System out of the total mileage open to
traffic of some 17,000 miles.

Mr. COOPER. I agree that only 25
States have accepted bonuses. I get back
to my question. This is the key question.
I know the Senator knows the bill well
and I know he can answer this question.
My dquestion is, In those areas which
may be zoned in future years under au-
thority of State law, as commercial and
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industrial, can the Secretary of Com-
merce prohibit the establishment of ad-
vertisements, provided the advertise-
ments meet his standards relating to
size, number, and so forth?

Mr. RANDOLPH. He cannot.

Mr. COOPER. He cannot.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. How would the Sen-
ator from Kentucky close the loophole?

Mr. COOPER. By providing the same
standards that are applicable under the
law enacted in 1958.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Did that foreclose
the State legislatures from prospectively
putting in a zoning area for commercial
or industrial purposes?

Mr. COOPER. No. We could not
foreclose a State from zoning both in-
dustrial and commerecial areas. What it
did foreclose was the establishment of
advertisements in those areas, as the
Senator from West Virginia has just
stated, and this is the basis of my
amendment, the bill would not prohibit
the establishment of additional indus-
trial and commercial areas.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel.
We all know of the contributions he has
made to the Interstate System through
his authorship of the act.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I thank
the distinguished Senator.

The President will recall that perhaps
my most fruitful years in the Senate
were during the sponsorship of the In-
terstate Highway Act. I worked very
closely with the late Senator from
Oregon, Senator Richard Neuberger.

With respect to the particular features
of the law now under discussion, we did
not succeed in obtaining the enactment
of a law as strong and as adequate as
many desired, and particularly as he and
I desired.

It has been proved inadequate to bring
about the desired results. That is
acknowledged. I appreciate the con-
cern of the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorer], but we cannot
foreclose the future.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. GORE. The very necessity of
change, the certainty of change, pre-
vents foreclosing the future. The entire
interstate highway program is based
upon the principle that the States have
the power of initiation. The Federal
Government has the power of approval
or disapproval. This applies with re-
spect to the location of the highway, the
design standards of the highway, the
number, of access points, and the num-
ber of egress points.

It is provided that after an interstate
highway has been allocated, and has
been approved, and the number of ac-
cess and egress points agreed upon, the
State cannot add an additional access
point except upon the approval of the
Secretary of Commerce. This is neces-
sary.

It is necessary that this power of ap-
proval or disapproval rest with the Fed-
eral Government, lest the States over-
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crowd the system and thereby create
suicide alleys. The power to approve
additional points of egress and ingress
is necessary to meet the certainty of
changing conditions.

The same principle is true and must be
true with respect to the zoning of certain
areas of our respective States.

Industry is going to develop. Com-
merce is going to grow. It may be nec-
essary to relocate certain sections of the
Interstate System in order to accommo-
date a rapidly growing, thriving, and
necessary part of our future in commerce
and industry.

I believe that here we have the rafe-
guards of approval or disapproval in the
Secretary of Commerce to provide for the
objectives which we seek in this enact-
ment.

Therefore, although I am always
moved with interest and favorable in-
clination by the adequacy of the Sena-
tor from Kentucky, with whom I worked
initially in the enactment of the Inter-
state Higchway Act, I feel he is unduly
concerned because its flexibility is abso-
lutely necessary, in my opinion, for the
system to serve well our whole economy
and our people.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing fo the
amendment of the Senator from EKen-
tucky [Mr. Coorer]l to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have a
pair with the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Akexn]. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withdraw my vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErLenper], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBriGHT], the Senator from Alas-
ka [Mr. GruenIiNg], the Senator from
Indiana [Myr. HarTKE], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypeEN], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Long], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoveRrN], the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. MonNTOYAl,
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
seLL], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SpargmaN] and the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. TaumManGeE]l are absent on
official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpeErson], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeel, and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] are neces-
sarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrUENING] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Curris]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “yea.”
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On this vote, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. McGeel is paired with the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLeEr]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Wyoming would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Iowa would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MonTtoval is paired with
the Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “nay” and the
Senator from Texas would vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] iS
absent on official business of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Curtis] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Scorr] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Boces], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower], and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLLER] are necessarily absent. The
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
TONSTALL] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younce] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AIKEN] are detained on official bus-
iness.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Curris] is paired with the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Alaska would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MirLER] is paired with the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel. If present
and voting, the Senator from Iowa would
vote “yea” and the Senator from Wyo-
ming would vote “nay."”

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Tower] is paired with the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Montoval. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote *“yea” and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico would vote “nay.”

The position of the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Amxen] has previously been
announced.

If present and voting the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Boces], the Senator from
Massachusefts [Mr. SavTonsTaLL], and
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr] would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 29,
nays 45, as follows:

[No. 264 Leg.]

YEAS—29
Allott Fong Mundt
Carlson Hart Murphy
Case Hickenlooper Neuberger
Cooper Hruska Pearson
Cotton Javits Prouty
Dirksen Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Dodd Kuchel Simpson
Dominick Lausche Smith
Douglas Morse Williams, Del.
Fannin Morton

NAYS—45
Bartlett Clark Kennedy, Mass.
Bass Eastland Kennedy, N.Y.
Bayh Ervin Long, La.
Bible Gore Magnuson
Brewster Harris MecClellan
Burdiek Hill McIntyre
Byrd, Va. Holland McNamara
Byrd, W. Va. Inouye Metcalf
Cannon Jackson Mondale
Church Jordan, N.C. Moss
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Muskie Ribicoff Thurmond
Nelson Robertson Tydings
Pastore Russell, 85.C. Williams, N.J.
Pell Stennis Yarborough
Randolph Symington Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—26
Alken Hayden Russell, Ga.
Anderson Long, Mo. Saltonstall
Bennett Mansfield Scott
Boggs McCarthy Smathers
Curtis McGee Sparkman
Ellender McGovern Talmadge
Fulbright Miller Tower
Gruening Monroney Young, N. Dak.
rtke Montoya

So Mr. CooreEr's amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr., MeTcALF in the chair). Who
vields time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield time.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have read.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The LEecisLaTivE CLERK. On page 15,
line 7, it is proposed to strike the word
“ruins”,

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Colorado will
state it.

Mr. ALLOTT. Do I correctly under-
stand that 1 hour is allotted to each side
on each amendment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Colorado is
correct.

Mr. ALLOTT. To remove any doubts
in the minds of Senators, I do not pro-
x;ose to talk for an hour, or anything like
it.

Mr. President, I hope to discuss for a
few minutes some aspects of the bill,
particularly the amendment I have of-
fered. Although it is not so significant
as some of the amendments which have
been offered, it is nevertheless illustra-
tive of some of the objections to the bill.

It is apparent that many Senators op-
erate under a misapprehension. Unfor-
tunately, during the past 2 days, the
attitude seems to have been that the
Federal Government is giving this money
to the States. The cold facts are—and
I think we should approach our decision
from this standpoint—that it is the citi-
zens of the country, who, through the
payment of taxes—and specific taxes, in
the case of the highway fund, and other
taxes in the general fund—provide the
money that is to be expended.

It seems to be assumed that because
the money comes from the Federal Treas-
ury or the highway frust fund, the Fed-
eral Government, for some reason,
should be entitled to completely call the
tune.

I cannot agree with this. I wish to dis-
cuss certain parts of the bill and tell in
brief why I believe that the bill is weak
and where it is weak. To do this, I
should like to go back into legislative his-
tory when the late Senator Richard Neu-
berger fought the battle to try to create
some sense of order out of the confu-
sion relating to the highways in this
country. I fought with him in that
battle. I have always believed in that
principle.
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My State happens to be one of those
States which have not implemented their
laws to the extent that they have ever
been able to receive the bonus which
existed under the previous act. In the
last legislature, they passed a law, but
it is very questionable, at least at this
point, whether the State will be entitled
to participate in any bonus benefits from
the passage of that law. This is not and
has not been my own personal view. I
feel that those who travel on the high-
ways of this country should be able to
see for at least 6 or 7 feet beyond the
width of the road on each side of the
highway. Ihave always felt so, although,
I believe there is a point of reasonable-
ness to advertising, and that can be con-
sidered.

This afternoon the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. TaLmapce] dis-
cussed this subject in a very able way.
He discussed the impact that this meas-
ure would have upon the primary roads.
I understand that my colleague desires
to discuss this phase of it a little later,
so I shall not impinge on that. We come
first of all in the discussion of this mat-
ter to subsection (e) about which there
has been so much controversy.

The distinguished Senator in charge of
the bill, through his explanation of this
subsection, made up my mind for me this
afternoon. I could not possibly vote for
this bill in its present form, no matter
how desirable I might think some of the
ends to be attained are. I shall not try
to quote him exactly, because I do not
have the language before me, but I do
not believe that I shall misstate the
essence of his response, and he can cor-
rect me if I do. The last two or three
lines of that amendment read: “Or in
unzoned industrial or commercial areas
as may be determined by agreement be-
tween the several States and the Secre-
tary: Provided, that nothing in this sub-
section shall apply to signs as defined
in seetion 101(e) (2).”

In response to the question asked of
the Senator in charge of the bill, he
said, in effect, that, while this measure
talks about agreement beween the States
and the Secretary of Commerce—this is
the end desired, that they do have agree-
ment—however, there will be no agree-
ments. There does not have to be any
agreement because the Senator also said
that in the event they could not agree—
and it takes two minds to make an agree-
ment, it takes the mind of the State and
the Secretary of Commerce also—but if
there is no agreement the Secretary of
Commerce can shut off the funds.

What this would mean is that we
would be placing in the hands of the
Secretary of Commerce the veto power
over any agreement between the indi-
vidual States and the Secretary of Com-
merce. I do not ascribe to this particular
Secretary any ill motives or bad motiva-
tions or anything else. But I do not be-
lieve that the Secretary of Commerce
should be enabled or permitted to move
in upon the will of the States and the will
of the legislatures of the States. There
is no question that that is what would
happen under this amendment.
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Mr., LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
Secretary can veto and, in addition to
that, he has the power to say, “I will
deny to you the 10 percent of what you
are entitled to in the building and the
maintenance of the primary roads unless
yvou comply with my wishes.”

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is entire-
ly correct. This was the answer which
I received from the Senator in charge of
the bill.

This is the legislative history. So I
presume that it is true.

There is a further significant thing
which the lawyers in the Chamber will
particularly recognize, and that is that,
while the Senator in charge of the bill
said that there was no specific provision
in the bill to provide that the States
could go to court, it was recognized and
agreed, as a part of the legislative his-
tory. that they could go to the courts.

It will be noted that this bill does not
give access to the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act. There is no specific provi-
sion in the bill which would permit a
review of any decision made by the Sec-
retary of Commerce.

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

Mr, ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to offer an amendment to give to
the States which are dissatisfied the
right of judicial review.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am
very happy to hear that statement. I
shall be happy to join in voting for the
Senator’s amendment, presuming, of
course, that it is sufficient as to its form,
and I am sure that it will be, he being
the great lawyer that he is.

The significant part, after coming to
the agreement—and I address my re-
marks to the distinguished Senator from
Ohio who asked about that—is that it
states, “as determined by the agreement
between the several States and the Sec-

If the Secretary does not choose to
agree, he has the power of veto. If he
has the power of veto and does not agree,
he has a power to junk the 10 percent,
and that is a pretty big elub. But, if we
assume, as the Senator in charge of the
bill stated this afternoon, that the
States have a right to go to court, what
do they have a right to go to court for?

Let us analyze that. Under the ordi-
nary law applicable, the only question
that would be reviewable by a court
would be whether the Secretary of Com-
merce had acted in an arbitrary or ca-
pricious manner. This is the only thing
that would be under review. Any law-
yver knows that it is one of the most dif-
ficult allegations in the world to prove—
that any official has acted in an arbi-
trary and capricious manner. I do not
know of a ease that is harder to prove in
the world than a case of that kind. But
upon whom does the burden of proof
rest? The State would have to bring an
action. The burden would be upon the
State. So we not only would have a case
which would be most difficult in any in-
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stance to prove—and that would be that
the Secretary of Commerce had acted ca-
priciously or arbitrarily—but we would
also place the burden of proof upon the
State.

So what would we do if we were to
have a judicial review? I say this to my
friend the Senator from Ohio: Even
if we were to have a judicial review, the
best that we could expect would be a
case that would be almost impossible to
prove in court, and we would place the
burden of proof upon the State.

Upon that basis, I must say that that
one fact alone would vitiate the bill as
far as I am concerned.

I should now like to discuss other as-
pects of the bill. I know that the com-
mittee worked hard on this bill. I know
that it is a complicated bill. However,
let us take one section to show how far
we have gone into the realm of foolhardi-
ness.

In subsection (d) on page 10, it is pro-
vided that:

The Secretary shall, in consultation with
the States, provide for an area at an appro-
priate distance from an interchange on the
Interstate System, on which signs, displays,
and devices givtng spactﬂc information in the
interest of the traveling public may be
erected and maintained. Such signs shall
conform to national standards which are
hereby authorized to be promulgated by the
Secretary hereunder.

Most Senators have traveled exten-
sively. Some of us travel by road a great
deal. We ought to face the practicalities
of the situation. As it gets aloag toward
evening on an interstate highway on
which traffic is moving at 70 miles an
hour, what happens? A quarter of a mile
from an intersection, or perhaps a half
a mile a bunch of signs are erected. Cars
slow down at a time when the vision is
growing poor, at the most dangerous time
of the day. Cars are slowing down and
stopping traffic which is moving at 70
miles an hour.

Suppose we do as is suggested and
place all the signs to the side. This
would mean that every time a motorist
comes to one of the interchanges, turn-
offs, or cloverleafs, or are about to come
to one, he must turn off to the side and
stop to see the signs and determine what
facilities are available in that town.

Let us be a little more realistic. Whom
are we going to permit to erect the signs
there? Will we permit only the great
established chain businesses and large
motels to put up signs? This would be
discriminatory. Or, must we allow every
little motel, even if it only has two rooms
in that town, to put up a sign; I can see
the greatest hodgepodge of signs—a
signboard jungle—that could possibly
be imagined being placed at such a
point.

What would we do with respect to
gasoline? It would be the same thing.
Everyone dealing in a different type of
gasoline, or perhaps even in a different
individual station, would have to be per-
mitted to have his sign there and to be
advertised. I see no way of doing it,
unless we permit advertisement of gaso-
lines by brand names only; but even in
that case, there would be a dozen or more
in an individual town.
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So, instead of protecting safety, this
section—and I predict that it will be
modified at some point along the way—
will greatly increase the hazards of high-
way traffic.

I should like to move over to another
section of the bill, subsection 2 on page
12. That becomes a really significant
section. I had better read that which
goes before, under subsection (g):

(g) Just compensation shall be paid upon
the removal of outdoor advertising signs,
displays, and devices, provided that they
were erected and maintained on the effective
date of this subsection pursuant to agree-
ment with the owner, or one claiming
through the owner, of the real estate on
which they are located, and Federal funds
shall be used to pay the Federal pro rata
share of such compensation. Such com-
pensation shall be paid for the following:

(1) The taking from the owner of such
sign, display, or device of all right, title,
leasehold, and interest in the fixture; that
is, such sign, display, or device at such loca-
tion, as secured by the agreement in effect
on the effective date of this subsection.

Mr, President, it is fairly easy to as-
certain the cost of a sign. There is an
an invoice somewhere; there is a check
somewhere which will show how much
the sign cost. In addition to the sign,
there is also the cost that the sign owner
pays to the landowner for the use of
the land for the erection of the sign.

But I point out also that included
here—and it cannot possibly be avoided—
is payment to the landowner for the
leasehold he has lost. No one can pos-
sibly begin to estimate the cost to this
country, when these particular items are
capitalized—capitalized and paid for—
and capitalization is the only way that
these values can be ascertained.

For example, if an owner rents a space
for the sum of $250 a year, the only pos-
sible way that the owner can be com-
pensated for the loss of his lease to the
sign owner is by the capitalization of
that $250 or $500, or whatever it may
be. The amounts involved are fantastic.
I should have preferred that there be
specific limitations upon signs within a
certain area of the roadway itself. I
think that would hetter have covered
the matter. But worst of all, we have
no idea how many signs and leaseholds
will be involved. The Department of
Commerce indicates that it would take
a year just to get an estimate of the per-
centage of the signs that would be af-
fected.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the General
Counsel of the Department of Commerce
be inserted at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., August 20, 1965.

Hon, JENNINGS RANDOLPH,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads,
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR RANDOLPH: During the hear-
ings before the Public Roads Subcommittee
of the Senate Public Works Committee on
August 10 concerning S. 2084, the proposed
beautification legislation, you requested the
Secretary of Commerce to furnish an esti-
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mate of the number of billboards that would
have to be removed or relocated under title
I of the bill. You further inquired as to
what proportion of the total industry such
billboards represent, and what our estimate
of the capital investment would be with
respect to the signs to be removed.

The Secretary indlcated that the requested
information would be submitted for the
record.

The Bureau of Public Roads informs me
that, after most careful deliberation, it is
not possible to furnish any such data as
would be meaningful unless an inventory
were made among all of the States. Such in-
ventory would involve about 225,000 miles of
Federal-aid primary highways, and an addi-
tional 41,000 miles of interstate highways.
If an in-depth inventory of all signs on the
interstate and primary systems were made,
we estimate that this would take a minimum
of 1 year to come up with an estimate of only
the percentage of signs affected. There is
no feasible way that we could compare this
on a capital investment basis. A study based
upon selected sampling would take a mini-
mum of 60 days to complete. In either event,
we could not answer the question regarding
the capital investment in outdoor advertis-
ing that would be affected.

Even though an attempt were made to con-
duct an inventory of sufficient depth as
would provide the committee with the infor-
mation requested, it is belleved that there
are s0 many unknown variables involved
that it would be most difficult to arrive at
any reasonable estimate of the number of
outdoor signs to be removed or relocated.
For example, the bill provides for exemp-
tions in the case of off-premise signs in areas
which are not zoned but used predominantly
for commercial or industrial activities. It
would first be necessary for a determination
to be made as to the criteria for establishing
such exempt areas and then, of course, the
more difficult problem would be to delineate
the boundaries of such exempt areas along
the 266,000 miles of highways involved.

In view of the time-consuming and costly
nature of any inventory effort along the lines
requested, I feel obliged to inform you of the
factors involved and to inquire whether the
committee still desires the Bureau of Public
Roads to proceed with such undertaking.
Obviously, it is not possible to come up with
any estimates in time for inclusion in the
record of the hearings. However, we wish to
cooperate fully with the committee toward
obtaining any information it may desire.
We, therefore, awalt further word from you
prior to initiating this inventory project.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. GILES.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, we
are being asked to legislate in the dark,
We are being asked to authorize a pro-
gram without any conception of its cost.
But, there are many other unknowns
in this proposal.

The second section is:

(2) The taking from the owner or lease-
holder of the real property on which the sign,
display, or device is located, of the right to
erect and maintain such signs, displays, and
devices thereon, as secured by the agreement
in effect on the effective date of this sub-
section.

This is a real sleeper in the bill, be-
cause while it does provide for the com-
pensation of the lessor and the léssee——

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. ALLOTT. The fact is that the
provision in this bill providing against
further use in this respect constitutes ac-
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quisition of a perpetual scenic ease-
ment by the Federal Government in any
land which does not now have a sign on
it.

In other words, if a man has a piece
of land upon which a sign might some
day be erected, what we are doing by this
bill is taking from him a perpetual scenic
easement in that land.

The Federal Government now pays, as
the distinguished Presiding Officer well
knows, many hundreds of thousands of
dollars for scenic easements. We re-
cently considered a bill in the Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee, of which
he is a member, in which this matter was
discussed at great length. It is of great
importance, I think, to recognize that this
bill proposes to put a limitation upon
the use of land in the future, and that
such limitation will not be compensated
for under the provisions of the bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Why does the Sen-
ator say that if the bill prohibits in the
future the free use of one’s land in leas-
ing it for advertising purposes, under the
bill he will be denied payment for that
deprivation?

Mr. ALLOTT. In order for the States
to receive their share of the money that
they have paid into the Federal Treas-
ury—I am not going to talk about Fed-
eral money—if the particular area is
zoned as industrial or commercial now,
certain signs on premises may be per-
mitted. But on the cutoff date of Janu-
ary 1, 1968, those signs must be removed.

If an area which is zoned commercial,
or an area which is not zoned com-
mercial, does not now have a sign on it,
it may never, after January 1, 1968, have
a sign. Otherwise the State will not re-
ceive 10 percent of its share of the high-
way fund.

Therefore, if the State is to receive its
money from the highway fund, the re-
striction is placed upon the man who
owns the land. He cannot thereafter

lease it for the erection of a sign, and -

the effect is that the Government has
acquired, by reason of such restriction,
a perpetual scenic easement, without the
payment of a single dollar.

Mr. LAUSCHE. We are now right at
the issue: Can that be constitutionally
done? Can we prohibit an individual
in the future the free use of his land,
without paying him for that part of it
which has been taken away?

Mr. ALLOTT. At first blush, it would
seem to be contrary to the due process
clause of the 14th amendment. How-
ever, I remind my friend the Senator
from Ohio, that under zoning laws which
have been upheld by the Supreme Court
of the United States, it is possible to
zone a city, for example, or a residential
area, and prohibit the use of that land
for industrial purposes in the future. So
I presume that such taking might theo-
retically, under the same argument, be
construed as being constitutional.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The point I am try-
ing to make is, in connection with the
argument of the Senator from Colorado,
that the cost of this program cannot be
evalnated——

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is entirely
correct.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. My understanding is
that when a government takes away the
rights of a property owner, it must com-
pensate him for that which is taken, and
also for that which he might have earned
in the future by a reasonable use of the
land, and for the damage to the residue
of the land which is not taken. Iam not
trying to disprove the premise of the
Senator’s argument.

Mr. ALLOTT. That is entirely cor-
rect. I must confess that I should not
attempt to guess what the Supreme
Court would do if this particular propo-
sition were put to them. I am merely
pointing out that in one type of situ-
ation at least, the property owner, be-
cause the States must enter into agree-
ments to restrict, is giving up a perpetual
scenic easement, which the Federal Gov-
ernment will be getting for nothing.

I turn to another section of the bill,
the section pertaining to junkyards,
graveyards, and like establishments.

As a prefatory remark, let me say that
there is nothing which annoys me more
than the innumerable automobile grave-
yards and junkyards which we see as we
drive across the country. Of all the
blights on the face of this beautiful
country, including some of the large and
obnoxious billboards, the automobile
graveyards and junkyards, in my opin-
ion, constitute the worst of all.

I do not deprecate in any way the
work of the committee in trying to solve
this problem; yet, I really do not know
and I cannot believe that they under-
stand what they have done in this par-
ticular area.

For example, on page 16, line 10, sub-
section- (i) reads as follows—they are
talking about junkyards and automobile
graveyards:

(i) Landscaping or screening costs un-
der the provisions of this section shall be
allocated in the following manner: the first
$1,500 of such costs shall be assumed by
the owner of the facility screened; all costs
in excess of $1,600 shall be the Federal and
State responsibility. Federal funds shall be
used to pay the Federal pro rata share of
the costs of landscaping or screening under
the provisions of this subsection.

Mr. President, I know how hard Sen-
ators have worked on this bill—and I
am not trying to protect the owners of
automobile graveyards and junkyards,
heaven knows, because these junkyards
are the most obnoxious blots on the
American scene. But, how are we going
to compel an individual to put up $1,500
of his own money to screen his auto-
mobile graveyard? There is no way un-
der the law to do this, no matter whether
under some theory of police power the
owner could be made to abate the
nuisance as a health hazard. I cannot
conceive of any existing theory of law or
equity under which we could force a man
to put up $1,500 of his own money.

Yet, this is a bill which is supposed
to have been carefully -considered.
There is no way in which we could force
anyone to put up that much money—
desirable as it would be—t{o screen a
junkyard or an automobile graveyard.

This is an example of a bill which has
been a “catchall” for many things, and
of the inadequacy of the thought which
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has been given to the basic principles
underlying the bill.

Mr. President, I now turn to title III
of the bill, which concerns me greatly
because it comes back to the first point
I made.

No one in the world can possibly say
how much the bill will cost, and there-
fore, in order to sort of cover it up, sec-
tion 303 has been included. It provides:

SEc, 303. In order to provide the basls
for evaluating the continuing programs au-
thorized by amendments made by this Act,
and to furnish the Congress with the in-
formation mnecessary for authorization of
appropriations beginning after June 30, 1967,
the Secretary, in cooperation with the State
highway departments, * * *,

This merely underscores what I have
said before, that even the committee
does not understand what the bill will
cost. Unfortunately, the whole ap-
proach to the bill is one which has been
followed by the administration repeat-
edly, over and over again, that if we
appropriate enough money, no matter
how we do it, we will cure the ills. It
will not cure the ills. This bill will not
cure the problem which we are trying to
face in cleaning up the landscape sur-
rounding our own areas.

I have offered a small amendment in
order, first, that I might be able to make
a few comments on the hill, but it illus-
trates another element of the bill.

On line 7, page 15, I invite the atten-
tion of the Senator from West Virginia
to the inclusion of the word “ruins.”

Webster's dictionary defines “ruins”
as “that which has fallen down and be-
come worthless from injury or decay.
The remains of a dilapidated house, or
the like.”

Mr. President, perhaps the Senator
from West Virginia, after he listens to
me, would like to delete the word
“ruins”—I hope he would.

Last Saturday, I drove from the city
of Denver to the city of Greeley, on the
Interstate Highway System. Up near
the town of Platteville, the highway
separates. It is a distance of approxi-
mately a quarter of a mile. The north-
bound traffic goes on one road, and the
southbound traffic goes on another. Be-
tween these points is an old fort called
Fort Vasquez.

Fort Vasquez was established in the
late eighteen sixties, I believe, and it is
still there, although it has been rehabili-
tated to a considerable extent, and it is
not worth anything under the definition
of the dictionary. It is a part of some
ruins.

What do we do with areas like that?
What do we do if we happen to find the
ruins of an ancient Indian village such
as we find in the Mesa Verde area of
Colorado, and many other parts of my
State? What do we do when we find
old ruins of early Indian villages which
are still there and still available? What
do we do with a place like Fort Bent, for
example, where a part of the ground
structure is still standing and still view-
able, but which is not worth anything to
anyone?

Mr. President, I believe that I know
what the committee was talking about.
They were talking about the kinds of
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structures which have been erected and
which would probably be declared to be
a nuisance under the ordinances of a
city, if such an action were to be
brought. But, really, I believe the word
“ruins” would cause much mischief in
certain areas.

On this point I should like to have the
comments of the Senator in charge of
the bill.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Colorado in-
vites attention to one of the many words
in this section. It was a difficult section
to draft. It was intended to be focused
on buildings which had deteriorated and
which were actually standing unused,
and in all candor, which were eyesores.
That was the thought we had in mind.

Now I find the Senator bringing into
focus old forts and Indian ruins which,
so far as I am concerned, would not be
thought of as being ruins in the context
of this section.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from West Virginia yield at
that point?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would be prone
to agree with the distinguished Senator
in charge of the bill because I believe
that the Senator from Colorado has
raised an excellent point.

Fort Bent, as the Senator mentions,
and other places in Colorado, as well as
similar locations in Montana and other
Western States, would be of great his-
toric value.

In my opinion, if the Senator from
West Virginia would corroborate what I
am about to say, because I believe that
I am voicing the thoughts of the Sena-
tor from Colorado, the pending bill would
not apply to factors in that category;
is that not correct?

Mr. RANDOLPH. We did not intend
to have any jurisdiection over Indian
ruins. As I say, this is a new
thought——

Mr. MANSFIELD. These are historie
factors.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, they are of
historic and cultural value if not esthetic.

I am frank to say to the Senator that
I will agree to the deletion of the word.

Mr. ALLOTT. I appreciate that, but
the comments of the distinguished ma-
jority leader are important. To take a
specific case, the leaning tower of Pisa is
a ruin. It is not in the United States, of
course, but it is a ruin. So, also is the
Coliseum a ruin.

Mz . President, in view of the remarks
of the manager of the bill, unless he
wishes to yield further, I am willing to
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back my
time, but first let me say that I think the
reference is to one word. I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from Colo-
rado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado to the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute. [Putting the
question.]

The nays seem to have it.
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Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, did I
correctly understand the Chair to say
the “nays” have it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair said they appear to have it.

Mr. KUCHEL., Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

On a division, the amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to further
amendment.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Colora-
do to the committee amendment will be
stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment offered by Mr. Dom-
INICK is as follows:

On page 9, line 11, strike out the words
“and the primary system”, and substitute
the words “and scenic highways".

On page 9, line 19, after the word “System”
strike out the words “and the primary sys-
tem"”, and substitute the words “and scenic
highways".

On page 11, in lines 3 and 4 after the word
“System’ in line 3, strike out the words “and
the primary system', and substitute the
words “and scenic highways".

On page 12, in lines 15 and 16, after the
word “System” In line 15, strike out the
words “and the primary system”, and sub-
stitute the words "“and scenic highways”.

On page 13 following line 23 insert a new
subsection (1)

“On or before June 30, 1966, the Governors
of the respective States shall submit to the
Secretary their highways, and portions
thereof, within their respective States desig-
nated as scenic highways and such designa-

ilons shall be final for the purposes of this
ct.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, this
is a fairly important amendment, and if
I may have the attention of the manager
of the bill, I think he ought to listen
at least to a little of this discussion,
because it goes to the substantive merits
of the bill.

My amendment, if adopted, would
eliminate any reference to the primary
system from the bill entirely, and sub-
stitute for the words “and the primary
system” the words “and scenic high-
ways.” It would then add a subsection
to the bill under which the Governors of
the respective States would be given up
to June 30 of next year to designate to
the Secretary which highways or por-
tions thereof shall be considered scenic
highways.

Scenic highways would be under the
same restrictions with regard to bill-
boards, signs, and other devices as the
Interstate System is under the bill.

It seems to me that this particular
amendment would take care of most of
the problems and questions that have
arisen in the process of this debate.

The Colorado State Legislature, for
example, has been wrestling for a num-
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ber of years, to come within the bonus
provision in the construction of the
Interstate System. The State has made
some progress, but still probably does not
qualify.

The report itself will show that the
primary system in this country contains
some 224,000 miles, as opposed to 41,000
miles. I believe, or the Interstate System.

We have had great difficulty in trying
to work out the situation with regard to
the Interstate System that only 25 States
have put themselves in a position to even
attempt to get a bonus—and it is my
understanding that only 9 or 10 of them
have actually put themselves in the po-
sition where they can claim a bonus—
consider the problems we are going to
have with 220,000 miles of the primary
system. More States will be penalized
because they cannot come within the
time limit than one will be able to shake
a stick at. I would be surprised if a
single State in the whole country could
comply within the time limit.

In my own State, and my own area,
the metropolitan area of Denver, in
which a miilion people live, four north-
south routes are considered a part of the
primary system, namely, Colorado Boule-
vard, University Boulevard, Santa Fe,
Broadway; and Colfax Avenue, running
east and west, connecting Route 40 from
the plains to the mountains, is also a
part of the primary system.

If this bill goes into effect, the Secre-
tary can move in on any presently exist-
ing advertising in the most commercial,
restricted area one can find, unless it
happens to be on a person’s own prop-
erty. Even the Boy Scouts or any simi-
lar organization which puts up 4th of
July establishments to help people cele-
brate Independence Day will be prohib-
ited from advertising their activities, be-
cause if they are not so prohibited the
State will lose 10 percent of its matching
funds.

It seems to me that what the bill is
designed to say is, “Let us not spoil good
scenery with bad billboards.” We can
accomplish that purpose by having the
Governors say, through the Secretary,
“There are portions of highways, or com-
plete highways, within our States in
which the scenic values surpass the com-
mercial uses that they could otherwise
be put to.” Therefore, the Governors
could designate within their own States
highways which should be available to
come within the terms of the bill, for
the enhancement of the scenery of
travelers and tourists, and give them the
advantage of the natural attributes
which we have in Colorado, which the
Senator has in his State of West Vir-
ginia, which exist in Alaska, Florida, and
all the other States. This would be the
correct approach, because what the in-
terests which have been advancing this
bill are trying to do is preserve the value
of the scenic parts of the country.

I know how hard the committee has
worked on the bill, and I know the ex-
tent of the debate on it. I have listened
carefully to the debate and I have par-
ticipated in some of it. But when we
consider 224000 miles of highway, we
run into another problem in the primary
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system. The primary system is desig-
nated by the Governors, so if we put the
primary system in the hill, as we now
have it, conceivably a Governor can say
which highway is a part of the primary
system.

We have already paid the people to
take down their signs. We have already
paid for the easements and other essen-
tials, and all of a sudden this is not the
primary system any longer. Some other
portion of the road is now designated as
the primary system. We must then go
through the whole process of sign re-
moval and easement acquisition on the
new primary system. In the meanwhile,
signs spring up on what was the primary
system, then, it is again designated a
part of the primary system and we have
to do it all over again.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am sure it is not
intended to absolutely and completely
bar advertising.

My question is: If advertising is barred
on all of the highways, where will ad-
vertising take place?

I am now thinking out loud. Will it
go into residential areas? Where will
it take place?

Mr. DOMINICE. I believe that this is
a good question. The answer is that, ob-
viously, there will be no appreciable
amount of outdoor advertising. Adver-
tising will be restricted to the newspa-
pers, television, and the radio, which will
make it very difficult, so far as any trav-
eler on a highway is concerned.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If commercial ad-
vertising is barred from 600 feet con-
tiguous to the highway, will it then go

into the residential area?
Mr. DOMINICK. That is entirely
possible.

Mr. LAUSCHE. They will advertise
unless they are absolutely barred. If
they are barred from the interstate sys-
tem and the primary system they will
then look for other places. Where will
they go?

Mr. DOMINICK. I believe this is the
question which will have to be decided.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have not resolved it
in my mind, but they will look for other
places, and they will be moving into
areas that are more residential, scenic,
and private than those adjoining within
600 feet of the highway.

Mr. DOMINICK. I appreciate the
helpful comments of the Senator from
Ohio. I believe he is entirely correct.
The committee itself was aware of the
problems involved in including the pri-
mary system in the bill. I refer to page 4
of the report where the committee says:

Though the difference between the com-
mittee amendment and the original recom-
mendation is greater on the primary system,
due to more narrow rights-of-way, it is the
committee’s opinion that the same control
distance should apply, especially until more
adequate information is available concern-
ing the impact which this section will have
on property owners adjacent to the primary
system.

In effect, what the committee report
says is: “We do not know what the im-
pact of this bill is going to have on adja-
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cent property owners of this system, but
we are going to go ahead, anyway.”

Page 5 of the report reads:

The committee notes the problem of ex-
tending outdoor advertising controls to the
primary system on which roadside busi-
nesses and off-premise advertising have
long been established. It is apparent from
the testimony of administration and State
highway officials, that there is no clear and
determinate knowledge regarding the im-
pact of the proposed controls on the primary
system. It is expected that the necessary
information will be available when the Sec-
retary of Commerce reports to the Congress
in January 1967 as required by section 303
of this act.

It does not make sound sense to me to
put into effect a bill which we know will
have a massive impact on property own-
ers and fravelers when, as pointed out by
the Senator a few minutes ago, we do not
have any concept of the cost.

To say that we are going to put it into
effect anyway and get the information
later, is the wrong way to legislate, so
far as I am concerned.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am thinking of the
primary system alone, and nothing else.

The Senator is acquainted with all the
primary system roads in Colorado, leav-
ing out the interstate roads. As one ap-
proaches these small towns, there are
various facilities which highway travel-
ers need. Local residents do not need
them. They know what is there.

With respect to hotels, motels, and eat-
ing places in any of the small towns—
the Senator has seen them hundreds of
times—there will be found on the ap-
proach fo the town small signs inform-
ing one of the places available in that
town. The signs are not uniform, and
they are not things of beauty. But
ngit,her are they signs which obstruct the
view.

Would the Senator feel, as I somehow
feel, that if we do away with these signs,
as this bill would do on the primary sys-
;.em. the only logical consequences are

WO.

First, they will have to move their signs
out an eighth of a mile from the limits
of the road, and then establish huge
signs which can be seen for a long dis-
tance and obstruct more view.

Mr. DOMINICK. I believe that is an
excellent point, and it will happen.

Mr. ALLOTT. The second point is
that the small establishments, the people
who operate one-man shops, will have to
remove their signs, but because they do
not have money to erect huge signs, as
I just deseribed, they will have no adver-
tising available to them on this basis.

Mr. DOMINICK. I suspect this is
true. They will lose the tourist business
and this may be the difference as to
whether they can keep their heads above
water or not.

Mr. ALLOTT. I appreciate the com-
ments of the Senator. I believe this is
one of the practical ways in which this
bill is going to hurt the small people.

The chain motels can go off the same
highway, under the terms of the act, and
erect huge signs, but a small operator
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with an individual unit or two, or a small
coffee shop, will not be able to afford it.

Mr. DOMINICE. I appreciate the
contribution of the Senator. It is per-
tinent to the argument and the amend-
ment I have proposed.

I remember traveling along the scenic
highway in the great State of Califor-
nia. It seems to me that this is a spot
where sizns should be prohibited in the
language being set forth here.

I remember on many occasions travel-
ing across the mountains in my State.
I am sure that signs should not be erected
in these areas because of the great scenic
value.

I am equally sure they should not be
put up along portions of the highway
in Florida, and many other areas such
as Wyoming.

As to include our primary system; in
view of the great impact it will have is
the wrong way to go about a serious
problem and a problem we all would
like to take care of. To include our pri-
mary system in the bill, in view of the
great impact it will have, is the wrong
way to cure a serious problem.

That is why I added the words dealing
with scenic highways, providing that the
Governor of a State shall determine
which highways or portions of highways
are scenic highways. The Governors of
the States will have the right to de-
termine what areas of their States will
be affected by the bill.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
shall use only 2 minutes. The deletion
of the primary system, as set forth in the
amendment of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Colorado, would cut out 90 per-
cent of the bill. If that is what Senators
desire to do, by supporting the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado, of
course, I shall respect their right to so
vote.

We have an Interstate System of 41,000
miles. We have a primary system of 225,-
000 miles. In this legislation, we propose
to control, with reasonable standards and
criteria, the areas adjacent to the high-
ways of the country. We propose that it
be done not only with respect to Inter-
state Highways, but with respect to the
primary system of the United States as
well. I do not wish to use the word
“clever,” because that would be an im-
proper word to use. So I shall not use it,
and then, as a practicing attorney in a
court of law might do, withdraw the word
after using it. I see some adroitness
here on the part of the Senator from
Colorado, because he ties in scenie high-
WRYS.

I am intensely interested in the scenic
highways of the Nation. I have been
working for years for scenic highways in
West Virginia. My colleague [Mr. BYrp]
has been working for scenic roads in the
State of West Virginia. We are just as
much interested in scenic highways in
our State as the Senator from Colorado
is so properly interested in scenic roads
in his State.

With respect to the scenic highway re-
quirements in the Senator’s amendments,
what is anticipated? They would bring
needless duplication of material which
has already been submited by the States
to the Department of Commerce.
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A report from the Department and
recommendations from the President
himself will be submitted to Congress,
as we know, in the near future.

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, I can
receive with all good humor the com-
ments made by the Senator from West
Virginia, for whom I have great respect.
I know he has been working to secure
a scenic highway. My proposal is not
designed to do anything except to try to
arrange the text of the bill in such a way
that I think he and I and most other
Senators would find it acceptable.

I do not understand why we should
find ourselves engulfed in the problem
of the primary system, which can be
changed from day to day and month to
month by the Governor of a State. Con-
ceivably, there can be a series of peo-
ple being paid two, three, four, or five
times for the same item, merely by tak-
ing out the primary system and putting
it back again.

There will be a colossal impact not
only on the Federal Treasury, but on
the people whose livelihood is dependent
on afttracting customers by signs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Russern. of South Carolina in the
chair). Is all time ylelded back?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield back the rest
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick]l to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I cffer the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment which I send to the desk and ask
to have read. The amendment is co-
sponsored by the distinguished Senator
from California [Mr. MURPHY].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the amendment will be
stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 13, between lines 17 and 18, Insert
the following:

“(1)(1) If any State is dissatisfied with
the Secretary's final action with respect to
withholding funds from such State under
subsection (b) or subsection (b) of section
136 or granting approval under subsection
(e), such SBtate may appeal to any United
States district court of the State. The sum-
mons and notice of appeal may be served at
any place in the United States. The Secre-
tary shall forthwith certify and file in the
court the transcript of the proceedings and
the record on which he based his action.

“{2) The findings of fact by the Becre-
tary, if supported by substantial evidence,
shall be conclusive; but the court, for good
cause shown, may remand the case to the
Secretary to take further evidence, and the
Secretary may thereupon make new or
modified findings of fact and may modify
his previous action, and shall certify to the
court the transcript and record of the further
proceedings. Such new or modified findings
of fact shall likewise be conclusive if sup-
ported by substantial evidence.

“(3) The court shall have jurisdiction to
afirm the action of the Secretary or to set
it aside, In whole or in part. The judgment
of the court shall be subject to review by
the United States court of appeals for the
circuit in which the State is located and to
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the Supreme Court of the United States
upon certiorarli or certification as provided
in title 28, United States Code, section 1254.”

On page 13, line 18, strike out “(k)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(1)".

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Hawaii yield?

Mr. FONG. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have discussed a
proposal with the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois, the minority leader,
snd with several other Senators who
who were not engaged in speaking, and
I now understand it is agreeable to the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corronl.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be a limitation of 10 minutes on the
Fong amendment, 5 minutes to a side.
It is my understanding from the Sen-
ator from Hawaii that if the amendment
is not accepted, he intends to ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, on this
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the
amendment is simple. In a colloquy this
afternoon, the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, when asked a ques-
tion as to whether judicial review was
provided so far as the sections of the bill
are concerned, said he thought judicial
review was inherent.

In examining the bill and in talking
with members of the legal staff, I find
that the bill contains no provision for
judicial review.

The amendment would provide an op-
portunity for judicial review to ag-
grieved States, States from which funds
had been withheld by the Secretary of
Commerce under the advertising and
junkyard provisions of the bill, and from
which the Secretary of Commerce with-
held approval under subsection (e) of
the amendment relating to industrial
and commercial areas which was adopted
earlier today. Such States may file suit
in any U.S. district court of the State.
The findings of the Secretary of Com-
merce, if supported by substantial evi-
dence, would be conclusive. The burden
of proof would lie with the State. If
the Secretary of Commerce proved to
be capricious, arbitrary, or unreasonable
in his action in withholding 10 percent
of the funds, or in disapproving action of
a State regarding advertising in com-
mercial and industrial areas, the State
may go into court.

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

Mr. FONG. Iyield.

Mr. MUNDT. As I understand the
amendment—and I think I shall support
it wholeheartedly—it would subject the
veto of the Secretary of Commerce to
reconsideration or review by the courts,
in much the same manner as a veto by
the President is subject to reconsidera-
tion by Congress.

Mr. FONG. Yes; that is exactly the
point. The Senator from South Dakota
is correct.
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The power which will be put in the
hands of the Secretary of Commerce un-
der this bill is a vast power. He could
use it capriciously. He could use it un-
reasonably. He could use it arbitrarily.
If he did, the State so aggrieved would
be empowered to ask the court to review
the Secretary’s capriciousness, arbitrari-
ness, and unreasonableness.

As I said, the burden of proof would
still lie with the State. If the findings
of the Secretary of Commerce were sup-
ported by substantial evidence, they
would be conclusive.

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

Mr, FONG. I yield.

Mr, COTTON. I commend the Sena-
tor. His amendment is so important
that if it is adopted, I can vote for the
bill. If it is not adopted, it will be im-
possible for me to vote for the bill, be-
cause of the power that will be placed
in one man, with no right of appeal.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum. The
time for the quorum call to be charged
to the time under my control.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
believe that there is an inherent right
of review in the bill. However, I am
interested in the passage of this legisla-
tion, as is the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Montana. Many other
Senators have indicated that they can
support this legislation if the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Hawaii
is agreed to.

I believe that it is in the interest of
good legislative process to accept the
amendment, and I accept the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia for accepting the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the yeas and nays
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Hawaii
to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to reconsider the
vote by which the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DIRKSEN) at
the end of the bill was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I offer a substitute
for the Dirksen amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr.' President, the
amendment which was agreed to this
afternoon would provide that all of the
funds be paid out of the General Treas-
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ury. The general formula in the bill pro-
vides that 75 percent of the funds would
be from Federal funds and 25 percent
would come from the States.

Letting the amendment stand as is
would create a conflict in the bill. I
realized that at the time. I have no ob-
jection to reconsideration, and the Sen-
ator from West Virginia will then offer
alternative language which would do
what I want to have done and would
make it conform to the basic provisions
of the bill.

Mr, RANDOLFH. Mr. President, I
am grateful for the comment of the Sen-
ator. I send to the desk my amendment
and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the substitute for the
Dirksen amendment.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. An amend-
ment to the committee amendment is
proposed by the Senater from West Vir-
ginia [Mr, RanpoLPH] as follows:

Sec. 401, Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize private property to be
taken or the reasonable and existing use re-
stricted by such taking without just com-
pensation as provided in this Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the substitute
amendment for the Dirksen amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, would
the amendment deal with the proportion
of the contribution?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It would change it
to 756 percent and 25 percent in accord-
ance with the law.

Mr. DIRKSEN. My amendment would
provide for a 100-percent contribution
from the Federal Treasury. However,
that is in conflict with the other provi-
sions in the bill, which provide for a 75—
25-percent contribution.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It would be 75 percent
and 25 percent?

Mr, DIRESEN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the substitute
amendment to the Dirksen amendment.

The substitute amendment to the
Dirksen amendment to the committee
amendmentf was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Dirksen
amendment as amended by the substi-
tute offered by the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH].

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the bill, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute for the bill, as
amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I have been in public office some 50
years—in the State legislature, as Gov-
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ernor, and as a Member of the U.S.
Senate. I have been dedicated to sound
development and expansion of public
roads during all of that period, and I
hope I have made some contributions
to it.

Of course, I am for beautification of
highways and increasing their safety;
and I have always been for proper and
reasonable control of billboards which
otherwise may be hazardous. I approve
of the more obvious purposes of this bill.

But, I am concerned about the hidden
evils and costs of the pending proposal—
even with all of the amendments which
have been adopted, and all of the prom-
ises which have been made.

I do not like the force aspects of the
bill—which force States to adhere under
penalty of having other highway funds,
particularly for our primary system
roads, withdrawn for any noncompliance
with this Federal act. I did not like it
when the penalty was withdrawal of
100 percent of the Federal aid funds.
The repugnant force principle still re-
mains under the 10-percent penalty in
the bill as amended on the floor.

No one knows how much the bill will
cost the Federal Government of the
States. The lack of information is so
great we adopted a research amendment
to try to find out at some future date.

But it is erystal clear that to control
and beautify hundreds of thousands of
miles in our great primary system of
highways—by buying up or cleaning up
an eighth of a mile on either side of
their existing rights-of-way—is going to
cost more taxpayer dollars than anyone
has dared to mention in consideration
of this bill.

This is money that neither the Federal
nor the State governments have for this
purpose at this time. They are having
difficulty financing construction of the
roads themselves—and in this situation
this bill would deprive States of road
construction money if they do not com-
ply with this bill which would spend
State road money for other purposes.

The objectives may be desirable within
reason—but I cannot vote for this pro-
posal until more study has been given it

and more sound financing has been
provided.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,

under the bill, I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished Senator from Kansas.

INCREASED ANNUITIES FROM CIVIL
SERVICE DISABILITY AND RE-
TIREMENT FUND

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, H.R.
8469, which provides for retirement an-
nuities increase for our Federal em-
?lgc?éees passed the House on August 3,

This bill, with amendments, passed the
Senate on September 8, 1965. On Sep-
tember 9, 1965, the House agreed to the
Senate amendment.

The bill was then returned to the Sen-
ate for signature by the Vice President
and forwarding to the White House.

Some of my friends who are vitally
interested in this legislation have
echecked and found that it has not as yet
arrived at the White House.
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As a member of the Senate Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service, I
earnestly urge that this bill be sent to
the White House for final approval.
This is most important in order that our
Federal retirees will be eligible to re-
ceive the increased annuities on Decem-
ber 1.

If the bill is not signed before October
1, the retirees will lose 1 month’s bene-
fits on payments as it will be effective
after Jaunary 1, 1966, instead of 1965.

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT AT
THE WASHINGTON WORLD CON-
FERENCE ON WORLD PEACE
THROUGH LAW

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, this
morning, at the Washington World Con-
ference on World Peace Through Law,
the President of the United States de-
livered a perfectly splendid address on
the general subject of peace, disarma-
ment, and the rule of law.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of this address may be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT AT THE WASHING-
TON WORLD CONFERENCE ON WORLD PEACE
THROUGH LAw, WAsHINGTON HiutoN HOTEL,
WasHINGTON, D.C.

I need not here reaffirm my Nation’s con-
tinuing dedication to the rule of law. We
will work to extend it to the relations be-
tween countries. For we believe that is the
surest road to a frultful and secure peace.

Therefore, we who seek a world of law
must labor to understand the foundation on
which law can rest. We must set to work to
build it. For if the rule of law is an idea, the
establishment of that rule is the practical
work of practical men. We must not let the
difficulties of this task lead us into the twin
dangers of cynicism or unreasoning faith.

For the fact is that if law cannot yet solve
the problems of a tormented earth, it is
steadily growing in importance and in neces-
sity.

'{‘he first condition of law is justice. That
law which oppresses the weak, or denies the
fair claims of the poor, will prove a flimsy
barrier against the rising storm of man’s de-
mand for justice.

Law must not be the prisoner of plunder
or privilege.

It is not the soothing keeper of the status
quo. It is an instrument in the battle for
the hopes of man. And if it is not fashioned
as such an instrument—then no matter how
beautifully and logically framed—it will yield
to violence and terror.

If we, the fortunate of the earth, would ask
other people to submit to law, then we our-
selves must assume some responsibility for
peoples’ libery and peoples’ well-being.

International law has been primarily con-
cerned with relations between states. In
pursuit of justice, it must now concern itself
more than in the past with the welfare of
people.

I look forward to the day when the relief
of hunger and misery and lgnorance—in all
parts of the world—will be fixed in legal
obligation—as it now is in my own country.

When our world law embodies the right of
the despairing to hope, and the responsibility
of the fortunate to help, then it will be
strengthened a thousandfold in the cause of

peace.
If world conditions were largely satisfac-
tory it would not be difficult to evolve a rule
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of law. But we do not live in a satisfactory
world. It is stalned with evil and injustice,
by ruthless ambition and passionate con-
flict. Only by fighting these forces we help
build a base on which the temple of law may
rest.

The second condition of law is institu-
tlons. Through them law receives mean-
ing and force. And institutions themselves,
through their own actions, help to make new
law. The U.N. General Assembly has done
this in peacekeeping.

The past 20 years have seen an abundant
flowering of new international structures.
From the Common Market and NATO, to the
IERD and the Asian Development Bank,
order and legal process have been imposed
upon spreading segments of the affairs of
countries.

Some of these institutions have played a
large role in the prosperity of the West and
in keeping the peace.

Others contribute to the progress of the
developing continents.

The United States has helped build many
of these organizations. Thelr strength rep-
resents a victory for the cause you repre-
sent—a legal order contributing to the pros-
perity of each and the peace of all. My
country intends to protect and strengthen
those institutions, sharing the task with all
who share our common purpose.

Central to the hope of world peace through
law is the United Nations. Since its begin-
ning, dozens of disputes, many laced with
violence, have come before the world
assembly. Some have remained unresolved.
Many have found a settlement sufficient to
allow mankind to move forward in peace.
And in some places the United Nations was
able to prevent conflict and bloodshed.

I hope we can strengthen the United Na-
tlons—not simply as a forum for debate—
but as an arena for the solution of disputes.

That is why I have asked a great Justice
of our Supreme Court, Arthur Goldberg, to
become our Ambassador to the world body.
The life of Ambassador Goldberg has been
devoted to resolving disputes between those
who at first belleved that they could not
yield one iota from their positions, and who
came at last to sign a common agreement.

And my country will fully support the
efforts of the Secretary General to bring
peace between the great nations of India and
Pakistan.

And perhaps in the United Natlons—and
with the patient effort of individual coun-
tries—we can also halt the terrible arms
race which threatens to engulf the earth.
Perhaps we can succeed through an effective
treaty preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons—through extending the test ban
treaty—by obtaining an agreement halting
production of fissionable material for use
in nuclear weapons and allocating substan-
tial portions of this material to peaceful
uses—by agreeing to reverse the arms race in
strateglc nuclear weapons delivery vehicles—
and by working toward general and complete
disarmament under effective international
controls which must be the world's goal.

The third condition of law is acceptance.
World law—if it 1s to bring world order—
must reflect the judgment and felt desires
of men and nations, When law ignores this—
as we have seen in our own history—it itself
is ignored.

I think we may be evolving a world con-
sensus on which law can stand. The mass
of mankind is slowly realizing the dangers of
conflict and the futility of war. They are
accepting their responsibility to relieve their
own poverty, and the misery of their fellow
inhabitants of earth. They are finding—In
knowledge and fear and pain—that their
common interest lies in common acceptance
of their own obligations and the rights of
others.

We can see this in a hundred small ways.
During the past year the United States was
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present at 629 international conferences.
Since I have been President we have partici-
pated in more such conferences than during
the first 150 years of our history.

Of course, the great issues and the great
dangers are not resolved. In the past 12
months there is not a continent that has
been spared violence. In the past 2,000 years
there has hardly been a decade without war.

If this was all, the future would look dark
indeed. But there is another and a brighter
thread which runs through the history of
the race: It is man’s drive to create and to
live in harmony with his fellows. This is
what we call civilization.

Law is the great civilizing machinery. It
liberates the desires to bulld and subdues
the desire to destroy. And if war can tear us
apart, law can unite us—out of fear or love
or reason or all three.

World peace through world law will not
come quickly., We must work, in a variety
of ways, to create the vital conditions which
may bring us to that day—to build the jus.
tice which forms it and the Institutions
which give it life—and to find the under-
standing acceptance which will make it
work. This means we must be willing to
accept small advances and limited goals. But
the final objective is the largest and most
elusive man has known: peace. Peace which
is not simply the absence of conflict or even
of fear—but the framework for the fulfill-
ment of human possibility.

How can we dare hope for that which has
always escaped mankind? Perhaps it is be-
cause our invention draws us together to
the point where any war is civil war. Per-
haps the vastness of our destructive power
makes us shrink from conflict. And per-
haps—under the horror and murder of this
carnage-filled century—civilization has been
slowly flowering—Ileading us toward victory
in the endless battle between man's love
for his fellow and his desire to destroy him.

Law is the greater human invention. All
the rest give him mastery over his world.
Law gives him mastery over himself.

There are those who say the rule of law is a
fruitless and utopian dream. It is true that,
if it comes, it will come slowly. It will come
through the practical and wise resolution
of numberless problems. But to deny the
possibility is to deny peace itself and that
flowering of the spirit which we must be-
lieve God meant for man.

I do not deny it.

I believe in it.

And so do you.

If others join us, then the time may yet
come when you and your colleagues will be
honored as pathfinders toward the final
armistice in man’'s war against himself.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FEDER-
AL ATD HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for
scenic development and road beautifica-
tion of the Federal aid highway systems.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
vield back all time on this side with the
exception of one-half minute.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on passage of the bill,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I
yield back the remainder of my time
with the exception of one-half minute
to make an inquiry of the distinguished
majority leader concernl.ng the program
for tomorrow.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it
is the intention—and I have discussed
this with the distinguished minority
leader—to lay before the Senate the im-
migration bill this evening. No business,
of course, will be undertaken on that
bill. It will be the pending business to-
morrow. It is anticipated that a good
part of the day will be taken up in ex-
planations by Senators in favor of and
those against the bill. It is also hoped
that we shall be able to get some unob-
jected to items off the calendar,

On Monday, we shall continue with the
immigration bill, if we do not finish
it tomorrow. Then on Tuesday, or fol-
lowing the immigration bill, we shall take
up the foreign aid appropriation.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I think
I can assure the Senator from Montana
now that with the objections that will
be made on the immigration bill, it will
take all of tomorrow, and that there
will be no record vote.

Mr. President, if I may be so bold as
to say it, I sincerely hope that our very
distinguished majority leader can take a
rest over this weekend, and probably a
little longer than the weekend. I un-
derstand that there are 18 inches of snow
at White Fish, Mont.

Mr., MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think he is deeply
concerned, as he should be. I hope that
he can go home and stay a good many
days, because we will carry on with the
great efficlency for which we have been
noted. :

So I wish him well on the journey that
he will make, because I know that due
to the many demands and obligations
of majority leadership in the Senate he
has not been able to return as often or
stay as long in his State of Montana
as he would have liked. That is the
penalty of leadership. I know his con-
stituents will look forward to seeing him
and that they fully appreciate the lead-
ership duties which keep him in Wash-
ington more than he would otherwise
choose.

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD
BEAUTIFICATION OF THE FED-
ERAL AID HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2084) to provide for scenic
development and road beautification of
the Federal aid highway systems.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, and the bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErrLEnDER], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLericHT], the Senator from Alas-
ka [Mr. Gruening], the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Long], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MonToyval, the Sen-
ator from Georgila [Mr. RusseLrl, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaAL-
mapce], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YareorROUGH], and the Senator from Ohio
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[Mr. Younc]l are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpErsoN], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeel, and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTkel, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeel, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY], the Senator from
Texas [Mr. YarBOrROUGH], and the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Youne] would each
vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruENING] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDpER]., If
present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Louisiana would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MonNTOYA] is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CorTIsl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Nebraska would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent on official business of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Curris] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, Scorr] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Bocesl, the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower], and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLLER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SarTonsrtaLL] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youne] is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorr] is paired with the
Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl., If
present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Texas would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SaLTonsTALL] is paired with
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLEr]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Iowa would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. Boecesl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Delaware would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr., CurTis] is paired with the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Mon-
Toval. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from New Mexico would
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 63,
nays 14, as follows:

[No. 265 Leg.]

YEAS—63
Alken Burdick Cooper
Bartlett Byrd, W. Va Cotton
Bass Cannon Dirksen
Bayh Case Dodd
Bible Church Dominick
Brewster Clark Douglas

Ervin Euchel Nelson
Fannin Lausche Neuberger
Fong Long, La. astore
Gore uson Pell ;
Harris Mansfield Prouty
Hart McGovern Proxmire
Hayden McIntyre Randolph
Hin McNamara Ribicoft
Inouye Metcalf Russell, 8,0,
Jackson Mondale Sma
Javits Smith
Jordan, N.C. Morton Symington
Jordan, Idaho Moss dings
Eennedy, Mass, Murphy Williams, N.J
Eennedy, N.Y. Muskie Williams, Del
NAYS—14
Allott Holland Robertson
Byrd, Va. Hruska Simpson
Carlson MecClellan Stennis
Mundt Thurmond

Eastland
Hickenlooper Pearson
NOT VOTING—23

Anderson Long, Mo. Scott

Bennett McCarthy Sparkman
Boggs McGee Talmadge
Curtis Miller Tower
Ellender Monroney Yarborough
Fulbright Montoya Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Russell, Ga. Young, Ohio
Hartke Saltonstall

So the bill (S. 2084) was passed, as
follows: .
5. 2084
An act to provide for scenic development and
road beautification of the Federal-aid high=
way systems
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer~
ica in Congress assembled,

TITLE I

Sec. 101. Section 181 of title 23, United
States Code, is revised to read as follows;:

“g 131. Control of outdoor advertising

“(a) The Congress hereby finds and de-
clares that the erection and maintenance of
outdoor advertising signs, displays, and de-
vices in areas adjacent to the Interstate Sys-
tem and the primary system should be con-
trolled in order to protect the public invest-
ment in such highways, to promote the safety
and recreational value of public travel, and
to preserve natural beauty.

“(b) Federal-ald highway funds payable on
or after January 1, 1968, to any State which
the Secretary determines has not made pro-
vision for effective control of the erection and
maintenance along the Interstate System and
the primary system of outdoor advertising
signs, displays, and devices which are within
six hundred and sixty feet of the nearest edge
of the right-of-way and visible from the main
traveled way of the system, shall be reduced
by amounts equal to 10 per centum of the
amounts which would otherwise be payable
to such State under section 104 of this title,
until such time as such State shall provide
for such effective control. Any amount which
is thus withheld from any State shall be re-
apportioned to the other States. Whenever
he determines it to be in the public interest,
the Secretary may suspend, for such periods
as he deems necessary, the application of this
subsection to a State.

“(c) Effective control means that after
January 1, 1968, such signs, displays, and
devices shall, pursuant to this section, be
limited to (1) directional and other official
sligns and notices which are required or
authorized by law, which shall conform to
national standards hereby authorized to be
promulgated by the Secretary hereunder,
which standards shall contain provisions
concerning the lighting, size, and number
of signs and such other requirements as may
be appropriate to implement this section,
and (2) signs advertising the sale or lease of
property upon which they are located or
activities conducted on such property.

“(d) It is also provided that the Secre-
tary shall, in consultation with the States,
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provide for an area at an appropriate dis-
tance from an interchange on the Interstate
System, on which signs, displays, and devices
giving specific information in the interest
of the traveling public may be erected and
maintained. BSuch signs shall conform to
national standards which are hereby au-
thorized to be promulgated by the Secretary
hereunder. Such national standards shall
contain provisions concerning the lighting,
size, and number of signs and such other re-
quirements as may be appropriate to imple-
ment this subsection.

“(e) In order to promote the reasonable,
orderly and effective display of outdoor ad-
vertising while remaining consistent with
the purposes of this section, signs, displays
and devices whose size, lighting and spacing
is to be determined by agreement between
the several States and the Secretary, may be
erected and malntained within six hundred
and sixty feet of the nearest edge of the
right-of-way within areas adjacent to the
Interstate and primary systems which are
zoned industrial or commercial under au-
thority of State law, or in unzoned com-
mercial or industrial areas as may be deter-
mined by agreement between the several
States and the Secretary: Provided, That
nothing in this subsection shall apply to
signs as defined in section 101(e)(2).

“(f) Notwithstanding any provision of this
section, any sign, display, or device in ex-
istence on or before the effective date of this
subsection, which does not conform to this
section shall not be required to be removed
until July 1, 1870, or until the end of the
fifth year after it becomes nonconforming,
whichever shall last occur.

“(g) Just compensation shall be paid upon
the removal of outdoor advertising signs,
displays, and devices, provided they were
erected and maintained on the effective date
of this subsection pursuant to agreement
with the owner, or one claiming through
the owner, of the real estate on which they
are located, and Federal funds shall be used
to pay 75 per centum of such compensation.
Such compensation shall be paid for the fol-
lowing:

“(1) The taking from the owner of such
signs, display, or device of all right, title,
leasehold, and interest in the fixture; that
is, such sign, display, or device at such loca-
tion, as secured by the agreement in effect
on the effective date of this subsection; and

“(2) The taking from the owner or lease-
holder of the real property on which the
sign, display, or device is located, of the right
to erect and maintain such signs, displays,
and devices thereon, as secured by the agree-
ment in effect on the effective date of this
subsection.

“(h) Al public lands or reservations which
are adjacent to any portion of the Interstate
System and the primary system shall be con-
trolled in accordance with the provisions of
this section and the national standards.

“(1) In order to provide information in the

interest of the traveling publie, the
Btate highway departments are authorized
to maintain maps and to permit informa-
tional directories and advertising pamphlets
to be made avallable at safety rest areas.
Subject to the approval of the Secretary, a
State may also establish information centers
at safety rest areas for the purpose of in-
forming the public of places of interest with-
in the State and providing such other infor-
mation as a State may consider desirable.

“(]) Any State highway department which
has, under the law in effect on June 30,
1966, entered into an agreement with the
Secretary to control the erection and main-
tenance of outdoor advertising signs, dis-
plays, and devices in areas adjacent to the
Interstate System shall be entltled to re-
celve the bonus payments as set forth in
the agreement, but no such State highway
department shall be entitled to such pay-
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ments unless the State maintains the control
required under such agreement or the con-
trol required by this section, whichever con-
trol is the stricter. Nothing in this section
shall prohibit a State from establishing
standards imposing stricter limitations with
respect to signs, displays, and devices on the
Federal-aid highway systems than those es-
tablished under this section. Such pay-
ments shall be paid only from appropriations
from moneys in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated. The provisions of this subsec-
tion shall not be construed to exempt any
State from controlling outdoor advertising as
provided in this section.

*(k) For the purposes of this sectlon ef-
fective control also means that notwith-
standing the provisions of subsection (f),
after January 1, 1968,

“(1) no sign or display promoting the
Federal Government or any of its depart-
ments, agencies, programs, projects or ex-
penditures shall be allowed if such sign or
display is inconsistent with the purposes of
this section, nor

*“(2) shall the Federal Government erect or
construct any sign or display promoting any
of its departments, agencies, programs,
projects or expenditures. The Secretary shall
immediately request all States to remove as
soon as practicable all signs and displays
which will be in violation of this subsection
after January 1, 1968,

“(1) (1) If any State is dissatisfied with
the Secretary's final action with respect to
withholding funds from such State under
subsection (b) or subsection (b) of section
135 or granting approval under subsection
(e), such State may appeal to any United
States district court of the State. The
summons and notice of appeal may be served
at any place in the United States. The Sec-
retary shall forthwith certify and file in the
court the transeript of the proceedings and
the record on which he based his action.

*(2) The findings of fact by the Secretary,
if supported by substantial evidence, shall be
conclusive; but the court, for good cause
shown, may remand the case to the Secretary
to take further evidence and the Secretary
may thereupon make new or modified find-
ings of fact and may modify his previous
action, and shall certify to the court the
transcript and record of the further proceed-
ings. Such new or modified findings of fact
shall likewise be conclusive if supported by
substantial evidence.

“(3) The court shall have jurisdiction to
affirm the action of the Secretary or to set
it aside, in whole or in part. The judgment
of the court shall be subject to review by
the United States Court of Appeals for the
circuit in which the State is located and to
the Supreme Court of the United States upon
certiorari or certification as provided in title
28 United States Code, section 1254,

“(m) There is authorized to be appropriated
to carry out the provisions of this section,
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, not to exceed $20,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and
not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1967.”

TITLE II

SEc. 201. Chapter 1 of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“§ 135. Control of junkyards

*“(a) The Congress hereby finds and de-
clares that the establishment and mainte-
nance of junkyards in areas adjacent to the
Interstate System and the primary system
should be controlled in order to protect the
public investment in such highways, to pro-
mote the safety and recreational value of
public travel, and to preserve natural beauty.

“{b) Federal-ald highway funds payable
on or after January 1, 1868, to any State
which the Secretary determines has not made
provision for effective control of the estab-

September 16, 1965

lishment, use, and malintenance along the
Interstate System and the primary system of
outdoor junkyards, which are within one
thousand feet of the nearest edge of the
right-of-way and visible from the main
traveled way of the system, shall be reduced
by amounts equal to 10 per centum of the
amounts which would otherwise be payable
to such State under section 104 of this title,
until such time as such State shall provide
for such effective control. Any amount
which is thus withheld from any State shall
be reapportioned to the other States. When-
ever he determines it to be in the public
interest, the Secretary may suspend, for such
periods as he deems necessary, the application
of this subsection to a State.

“{c) Effective control means that by Jan-
uary 1, 1968, such Junkyards shall be
screened by natural objects, plantings, or
fences or other appropriate means so as not
to be visible from the main traveled way of
the system, or shall be removed from sight.

“(d) The term ‘junk’ shall mean old or
scrap copper, brass, rope, rags, batterles,
paper, trash, rubber, debris, oddments, waste-
ments, litter, leavings, castoffs, rummage,
waste, or junked, dismantled or wrecked au-
tomobiles, or parts thereof, iron, steel and
other old or scrap ferrous or nonferrous ma-
terial.

“(e) The term ‘automoblle graveyard’ shall
mean an establishment or place of business
which is maintained or operated for the use
of storing, keeping, buying or selling wrecked,
scrapped, ruined, or dismantled motor vehi-
cle or motor vehicle parts.

“(f) The term ‘junkyard’ shall mean an
establishment or place of business which is
maintained or operated for the use of storing,
keeping, buying or selling such junk, or for
the maintenance or operation of an automo-
bile graveyard, and the term shall be con-
strued to include garbage dumps and sani-
tary fills.

“(g) Notwithstanding any provision of
this section, junkyards, auto graveyards and
scrap metal processing facilities may be op-
erated within areas adjacent to the Inter-
state System and the primary system which
are zoned Industrial under authority of
State law, or which are not zoned under
authority of State law, but are predomi-
nantly used for industrial activities.

“(h) Notwithstanding any provision of
this section any junkyard in existence on or
before the effective date of this section;
which does not conform to the requirements
of this section and which the Secretary finds
as a practical matter cannot be screened,
shall not be required to be removed until
July 1, 1970.

“(1) Landscaping or screening costs under
the provisions of this section shall be al-
located in the following manner: the first
$1,500 of such costs shall be assumed by the
owner of the facllity screened; all costs in
excess of $1,500 shall be the Federal and
State responsibility. Federal funds shall be
used to pay 75 per centum of the costs of
landscaping or screening under the provi-
slons of this subsection.

“(§) If any junkyard or auto graveyard
cannot be effectively screened under the pro-
visions of this section, either by plantings
or other means on the property line of the
owner or between the property line and at
a safe distance from the edge of the pave-
ment, whichever is the more economical and
effective, just compensation shall be paild
the owner for the relocation, remowval, or
disposal of such facilities. Federal funds
shall be used to pay 75 per centum of the
costs of providing effective control by pur-
chase or condemnation and relocation, re-
moval, or disposal.

“(k) All public lands or reservations which
are adjacent to any portion of the Interstate
and primary systems shall be effectively con-
trolled in accordance with the provisions of
this section.
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“(1) There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the provisions of this
section, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, not to exceed
£20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1966, and not to exceed $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967.”

8ec. 202. The table of sections of chap-
ter 1, title 23, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“Sec. 135. Control of junkyards.”
TITLE IO

See. 301. Section 3819 of title 23, United
States Code, is revised to read as follows:

*§ 319. Landscaping and scenic enhancement

“{a) The Secretary may approve as a part
of the construction of Federal-aid highways
the costs of landscape and roadside develop-
ment, including acquisition and develop-
ment of publicly owned and controlled rest
and recreation areas and sanitary and other
facllities reasonably necessary to accom-
modate the traveling public.

“(b) An amount equivalent to 8 per cen-

tum of the funds apportioned to a State
for Federal-aid highways for any fiscal year
shall be used for acquisition of interests in
and improvement of strips of land necessary
for the restoration, preservation, and en-
hancement of scenlc beauty adjacent to such
highways, without being matched by the
State. The Secretary may authorize excep-
tions from this requirement, upon applica-
tion of a State and upon a showing that
such amount is in excess of the needs of the
State for these purposes. Any funds not
used as required by this subsection shall
lapse.
“(c) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, not to exceed $120,~
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1966, and not to exceed $120,000,000 for the
fiseal year ending June 30, 1967."”

Sec. 302, In order to provide the basis for
evaluating the continuing programs author-
ized by amendments made by this Act, and
to furnish the Congress with the information
necessary for authorization of appropriations
beginning after June 80, 1967, the Secretary,
in cooperation with the State highway de-
partments, shall make a detailed estimate
of the cost of carrying out such programs,
and shall submit such estimate to the Con-
gress not later than January 10, 1967.

BEc. 303. There is authorized to be appro-
priated the sum of $500,000 to enable the
Secretary of Commerce to carry out his funec-
tions under section 135 of title 23 of the
United States Code relating to highway
safety programs.

TITLE IV

Sec. 401. There is authorized to be appro-
priated out of the Treasury in addition to
all other sums herein authorized the sum
of £5,000,000 for expenditure by the Secretary
of Commerce for research and development
of methods, machinery, and processes for the
destruction, conversion and disposition of
scrapped, discarded automobiles, trucks and
other motor vehicles. The results of such
research and development shall be made
avallable to all persons, firms and corpora-
tions without cost.

Segc. 402. Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to authorize private property to
be taken or the reasonable and existing use
restricted by such taking without just com-
pensation as provided in this Act.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the bill
was passed be reconsidered.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to authorize the
Secretary of the Senate, in the engross-
ment of the bill, to make any necessary
technical corrections.

_The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
legislation which has just been enacted,
will enhance the recreational and scenic
values of the highways of America. This
legislation was not only desired but was
necessary. Senators responded with a
vote of 63 to 14 for the bill, which in-
dicates the overwhelming support of
membership of the Senate for the Presi-
dent’s beautification program. The
Committee on Public Works and the
Senate have worked effectively to pre-
serve and develop the esthetic values of
the American scene, while also protect-
ing the rights of private property and
keeping damage to individual businesses
at an absolute.

I express my personal and official ap-
preciation to Richard Royce, profes-
sional staff member of the Public Works
Committee who has given such diligent
and dedicated attention to this legisia-
tion from its inception. I could not have
had a more capable member of any com-
mittee staff standing at my side than
Dick Royce.

I also wish to thank Ron Linton, who
is the Chief Clerk of the Committee on
Public Works,

I also wish to add my thanks for the
great work which was done by Bob Per-
rin, the administrative assistant to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Public Works, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA].

Also, let me thank my executive as-
sistant, Jim Harris, for his capable and
gﬂggent labors in connection with the

ill.

I thank all members of the staff of the
Committee on Public Works, who con-
tributed their valuable services during
consideration and preparation of the
measure.

I also express my appreciation to all
members of the Subcommittee on Public
Roads. It is difficult to name Senators
individually, because members of this
subcommittee gave earnest attention to
the subject, even though they were con-
cerned with other committees dealing
with education, labor, and agriculture,
which made it very difficult at times to
give the painstaking effort which was
required in the preparation of this
legislation.

In connection with all the members of
the subcommittee who assisted me, it is
entirely appropriate that I speak espe-
cially of the efforts of the distinguished
Senator from Maine [Mr. Muskiel, who,
in committee and on the floor of the
Senate has been of constant and valued
support. Other Senators who joined in
presenting the points which they felt
were most important to be stressed in the
passage of this measure have been of
great assistance.

I also thank the distinguished ranking
member of the subcommittee and the
full committee, the Senator from Ken-
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tucky [Mr. CoorErl. Even though we
were in disagreement on many issues in
connection with this legislation, it was a
privilege to work with him, as always,
becsuse he is very careful in his atten-
tion to the details of any bill, and he is
uniformly courteous. I am grateful for
the cooperation he gave to the consider-
ation of this legislation, including the
administration’s amendments which I
have offered.

I also thank the majority leader, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANS-
FIELD], and the minority leader, the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], for
their unfailing courtesies and assistance
to me during the consideration of this
legislation.

Mr. President, it is my hope that the
House of Representatives will promptly
consider this legislation. I believe that
any differences between the House ver-
sion, which I hope will pass very soon,
and the Senate version, which has now
passed, can be resolved, and that an ef-
fective instrumentality, which I believe
we have drafted, can be sent to the
President of the United States, who will,
we know, quickly sign the measure into
law.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. Without desiring to
prolong unduly the session this evening,
I believe it should be stated that as one
member of the subcommittee, in my
judgment—and I am sure in the judg-
ment of the rest of the subcommittee—
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanporrH], in handling
this bill on the floor of the Senate, has
accepted and survived with great credit
one of the more difficult and frustrat-
ing assignments which I have seen as-
sumed by any Senator in that capacity
in some time. So he has to add to his
credit not only the outstanding work
which he performed in the committee,
but also the great patience and wisdom
which he has shown on the floor of the
Senate, to say nothing of his fortitude
in handling this difficult assignment.

I should like to add my personal com-
mendation to the Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am grateful to
the Senator from Maine for his kind
comments.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Federal aid highway system has been a
boon to individual States and to the
Nation as a whole. Indeed, few gov-
ernmental programs have been more
successful. Today, after long, hard
work, we have crowned that success with
a vital new dimension, a bill to provide
for scenic development and road beau-
tification of the Federal aid highway
systems.

It is evident that passage of the bill
would not have been accomplished with-
out the devoted effort and the coopera-
tion of a number of Members of this
body. Special congratulations must be
extended to the distinguished senior
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. RAN-
poLPH], who so skillfully managed this
bill. No one has doubted his expertise
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on matters involving this country’s high-
way system. But, in addition, he has,
by the capable management of this bill,
demonstrated not only his appreciation
for the existent as well as the potential
beauty surrounding our highways but
also his legislative management abilities.
I commend the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for this demonstration of his par-
lamentary skill in the management of
this bill.

It is abundantly clear that provision
for scenic development and road beau-
tification has not been a partisan affair.
I can think of no one who has worked
more assiduously and purposefully to-
ward these goals than the distinguished
ranking Republican member of the Sen-
ate Committee on Public Works, the able
senior Senator from XKentucky [Mr.
Coorer]. Time and time again on this
bill he made notable contributions and
suggestions. When he proposed amend-
ments, both in committee and on the
floor, other Senators quite appropriately
took notice. I extend my personal
thanks to him for lending his great talent
and expertise to this measure and for
his great constructive assistance and
cooperation in facilitating the expedi-
tious passage of this bill; my thanks are
extended also to the Senate as a whole
for the cooperation displayed in con-
sidering this bill.

I would be remiss if I did not mention
other individuals who have consistently
worked toward the goal of passage of a
highway beautification bill. I refer
especially to the very helpful and capable
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, the able chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on Public Works, the
junior Senator from Oregon [Mrs. NEU-
BERGER] who has often sponsored bills
concerning road beautification, and to
my distinguished colleague, the able
junior Senator from Montana [Mr. MET-
caLFl, the distinguished junior Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss], the distinguished
Senators from Illinois [Mr. Doucras and
Mr. Dirksen], the distinguished junior
Senator from Maine [Mr. Muskiel, the
distinguished junior Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MurrpHY], the distinguished
Senators from Hawaii [Mr. Fonc and
Mr. Inouvel, the distinguished junior
Senator from Connecticut [Mr, Risi-
corr], the distinguished Senators from
Colorado [Mr. Arrorr and Mr. Dom-
mwviIck], the distinguished senior Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. CorToN], the
distinguished senior Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Winriamsl, and other Mem-
bers of this body on both sides of the
aisle, members and nonmembers of the
Committee on Public Works, who have
submitted and ecarefully argued for
amendments or otherwise worked pur-
posefully and diligently toward passage
of a highway beautification bill.

I certainly feel that Senate passage of
this bill is a significant landmark in this
Nation's program of highway beautifica-
tion.

Mr. President, let me take this time
to express my deepest thanks to the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Dopp] for the patience he has shown
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today, in holding up a very important
speech which he had intended to give
earlier, in order to allow this bill to pass.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr., President, . I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to consider Calendar No. 733,
H.R. 2580.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecisLATIVE CLERE. A bill (H.R.
2580) to amend the Immigration and
Nationality Act, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment, to
strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That section 201 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 175; 8 U.S.C. 1151)
be amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 201. (a) Exclusive of special immi-
grants defined in section 101(a) (27), and of
the immediate relatives of United States
citizens specified in subsection (b) of this
section, the number of aliens who may be
issued immigrant visas or who may other-
wise acquire the status of an allen lawfully
admitted to the United States for perma-
nent residence, or who may, pursuant to sec-
tion 203(a) (7) enter conditionally, (i) shall
not in any of the first three quarters of any
fiscal year exceed a total of 45,000 and (ii)
shall not in any fiscal year exceed a total of
170,000.

“(b) the ‘immediate relatives’ referred to
in subsection (a) of this section shall mean
the children, spouses, and parents of a citi-
zen of the United States: Provided, That in
the case of parents, such citizen must be at
least twenty-one years of age. The immedi-
ate relatives specified in this subsection who
are otherwise qualified for admission as im-
migrants shall be admitted as such, without
regard to the numerical limitations in this
Act.

“(c) During the period from July 1, 1965,
through June 30, 1968, the annual quota
of any quota area shall be the same as that
which existed for that area on June 30, 1965.
The Secretary of State shall, not later than
on the sixtieth day immediately following
the date of enactment of this subsection and
again on or before September 1, 1966, and
September 1, 1967, determine and proclaim
the amount of gquota numbers which re-
main unused at the end of the fiscal year
ending on June 30, 1965, June 30, 1966, and
June 30, 19687, respectively, and are avail-
able for distribution pursuant to subsection
(d) of this section.

*“(d) Quota numbers not issued or other-
wise used during the previous fiscal year,
as determined in accordance with subsection
(e) hereof, shall be transferred to an im-
migration pool. Allocation of numbers from
the pool and from national quotas shall not
together exceed in any fiscal year the nu-
merical limitations in subsection (a) of this
section. The immigration pool shall be
made available to immigrants otherwise ad-
missible under the provisions of this Act
who are unable to obtain prompt issuance
of a preference visa due to oversubscription
of their quotas, or subquotas as determined
by the Secretary of State. Visas and con-
ditional entries shall be allocated from the
immigration pool within the percentage
limitations and in the order of priority
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specified in section 203 without regard to
the quota to which the alien is chargable.

“(e) The immigration pool and the quotas
of quota areas shall terminate June 30, 1968,
Thereafter immigrants admissible under the
provisions of this Act who are subject to the
numerical limitations of subsection (a) of
this section shall be admitted in accordance
with the percentage limitations and in the
order of priority specified in section 203.”

Bec. 2. Section 202 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 175; 8 U.S.C. 1162)
is amended to read as follows:

“(a) No person shall receive any prefer-
ence or priority or be disecriminated against
in the issuance of an immigrant visa because
of his race, sex, nationality, place of birth,
or place of residence, except as specifically
provided in section 101(a)(27), section
201(b), and section 203: Provided, That the
total number of immigrant visas and the
number of conditional entries made avail-
able to natives of any single foreign state
under paragraphs (1) through (8) of section
203(a) shall not exceed 20,000 in any fiscal
year: Provided further, That the foregoing
proviso shall not operate to reduce the num-
ber of immigrants who may be admitted
under the quota of any quota area before
June 30, 1968.

“(b) Each independent country,
governing dominion, mandated territory,
and territory under the international trust-
eeship system of the United Nations, other
than the United States and its outlying pos-
sessions shall be treated as a separate foreign
state for the purposes of the numerical limi-
tation set forth in the proviso to subsection
(a) of this section when approved by the
Secretary of State. All other inhabited
lands shall be attributed to a foreign state
specified by the Secretary of State. For the
purposes of this Act the foreign state to
which an immigrant is chargeable shall be
determined by birth within such foreign
state except that (1) an allen child, when
accompanied by his alien parent or parents,
may be charged to the same foreign state
as the accompanying parent or of either
accompanying parent if such parent has
recelved or would be qualified for an im-
migrant visa, If necessary to prevent the
separation of the child from the accompany-
ing parent or parents, and if the foreign
state to which such parent has been or
would be chargeable has not exceeded the
numerical limitation set forth in the pro-
viso to subsection (a) of this sectlon for
that fiscal year; (2) if an alien is chargeable
to a different foreign state from that of his
accompanying spouse, the foreign state to
which such alien is chargeable may, if neces-
sary to prevent the separation of husband
and wife, be determined by the foreign state
of the accompanying spouse, if such spouse
has received or would be qualified for an im-
migrant visa and if the foreign state to
which such spouse has been or would be
chargeable has not exceeded the numerical
limitation set forth in the proviso to sub-
section (a) of this section for that fiscal
year; (3) an allen born in the United States
shall be considered as having been born in
the country of which he is a citizen or
subject, or if he is not a citizen or subject
of any country then in the last foreign
country in which he had his residence as
determined by the consular officer; (4) an
alien born within any foreign state in which
neither of his parents was born and in which
neither of his parents had a residence at the
time of such alien’s birth may be charged
to the foreign state of either parent.

“{c) Any immigrant born in a colony or
other component or dependent area of a for-
eign state unless a speclal immigrant as
provided in section 101(a) (27) or an imme-
diate relative of a United States citizen as
specified in section 201(b), shall be charge-
able, for the purpose of limitation set forth
in section 202(a), to the foreign state, ex~
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cept that the number of persons born in any
such colony or other component or depend-
ent area overseas from the foreign state
chargeable to the foreign state in any one
fiscal year shall not exceed 1 per centum
of the maximum number of immigrant visas
avallable to such foreign state.

“{(d) In the case of any change in the
territorial limits of foreign states, the Sec-
retary of State shall, upon recognition of
such change, issue appropriate instructions
to all diplomatic and consular offices.”

Sec. 8. Section 203 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 175; 8 U.S.C.
1153) is amended to read as follows:

“Sgc. 203. (a) Allens who are subject to
the numerical limitations specified in sec-
tion 201(a) shall be allotted visas or their
conditional entry authorized, as the case
may be, as follows:

*(1) Visas shall be first made available,
in a number not to exceed 20 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i1),
to qualified immigrants who are the un-
married sons or daughters of citizens of the
United States.

*“(2) Visas shall next be made available, In
& number not to exceed 20 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i1),
plus any visas not required for the classes
specified in paragraph (1), to qualified im-
migrants who are the spouses, unmarried
sons or unmarried daughters of an allen
lawfully admitted for permanent residence.

“(8) Visas shall next be made available,
in a number not to exceed 10 per centum
of the number specified in section 201(a)
(i1), to qualified immigrants who are mem-
bers of the professions, or who because of
their exceptional ability in the sclences or
the arts will substantially benefit prospec-
tively the national economy, cultural in-
terests, or welfare of the United States.

“(4) WVisas shall next be made avallable,
in & number not to exceed 10 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i),
plus any visas not required for the classes
specified in paragraphs (1) through (3), to
qualified immigrants who are the married
sons or the married daughters of citizens
of the United States.

“(5) Visas shall next be made avallable,
in a number not to exceed 24 per centum
of the number specified In section 201(a)
(i1), plus any visas not required for the
classes specified in paragraphs (1) through
(4), to qualified immigrants who are the
brothers or sisters of citizens of the United
Btates.

*“{(6) Visas shall next be made avallable,
in a number not to exceed 10 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a)(il),
to qualified Immigrants who are capable of
performing specified skilled or unskilled
labor, not of a temporary or seasonal nature,
for which a shortage of employable and
willing persons exists in the United States.

“(7) Conditional entries shall next be
made avallable by the Attorney General,
pursuant to such regulations as he may pre-
scribe and In a number not to exceed 6 per
centum of the number specified in section
201(a) (1), to allens who satisfy an Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service officer at
an examinaiton in any non-Communist or
non-Communist-dominated country, (A)
that (1) because of persecution or fear of
persecution on account of race, religion, or
political opinion they have fled (I) from any
Communist or Communist-dcminated coun-
try or area, or (II) from any country within
the general area of the Middle East, and (ii)
are unable or unwilling to return to such
country or area on account of race, religion,
or political opinion, and (iii) are not natlon-
als of the countries or areas in which their
application for conditional entry is made; or
(B) that they are persons uprooted by cata-
strophic natural calamity as defined by the
President who are unable to return to their
usual place of abode. For the purpose of the
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foregoing the term ‘general atea of the Middle
East’ means the area between and including
(1) Libya on the west, (2) Turkey on the
north, (3) Pakistan on the east, and (4)
Saudi Arabla and Ethiopla on the south:
Provided, That immigrant visas in a number
not exceeding one-half the number specified
in this paragraph may be made avallable,
in lieu of conditional entries of a like num-
ber, to such aliens who have been continu-
ously physically present in the United States
for a period of at least two years prior to
application for adjustment of status.

“(8) Visas authorized in any fiscal year,
less those required for issuance to the classes
specified in paragraphs (1) through (6) and
less the number of conditional entries and
visas made available pursuant to p aph
{7), shall be made available to other qualified
immigrants strictly in the chronological order
in which they qualify. Waiting lists of ap-
plicants shall be maintained in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of State. No immigrant visa shall be issued
to a nonpreference immigrant under this
paragraph, or to an immigrant with a pref-
erence under paragraph (3) or (6) of this
subsection, until the consular officer is in
receipt of a determination made by the Sec-
retary of Labor pursuant to the provisions
of section 212(a) (14).

“(9) A spouse or child as defined In sec-
tion 101(b)(1) (A), (B), (C), (D), or (E)
shall, if not otherwise entitled to an immi-
grant status and the immediate issuance of a
visa or to conditional entry under para-
graphs (1) through (8), be entltled to the
same status, and the same order of con-
sideration provided in subsection (b), if
accompanying, or following to join, his
spouse or parent,

“(b) In considering applications for im-
migrant visas under subsection (a) consid-
eration shall be given to applicants In the
order in which the classes of which they are
members are listed in subsection (a).

“(c) Immigrant visas issued pursuant to
paragraphs (1) through (6) of subsection
(a) shall be issued to eligible immigrants in
the order in which a petition in behalf of

.each such immigrant is filed with the Attor-

ney General as provided in section 204,

*“{d) Every immigrant shall be presumed
to be a nonpreference immigrant until he
establishes to the satisfaction of the consular
officer and the immigration officer that he is
entitled to a preference status under para-
graphs (1) through (7) of subsection (a),
or to a special immigrant status under sec-
tion 101(a) (27), or that he is an immediate
relative of a United States citizen as speci-
fled in section 201(b). In the case of any
allen claiming in his application for an im-
migrant visa to be an immediate relative of
a United States citizen as specified in section
201(b) or to be entitled to preference im-
migrant status under paragraphs (1) through
(6) of subsection (a), the consular officer
shall not grant such status until he has been
authorized to do so as provided by sectlon
204,

“{e) For the purposes of carrylng out
his responsibilities in the orderly administra-
tion of this section, the Secretary of State
is authorized to make reasonable estimates
of the anticipated numbers of visas to be is-
sued during any quarter of any fiscal year
within each of the categories of subsection
{a), and to rely upon such estimates in au-
thorizing the issuance of such visas. The
Secretary of State, in his discretion, may
terminate the registration on a waiting lst
of any alien who fails to evidence his con-
tinued intention to apply for a visa in such
manner as may be by regulation prescribed.

“(f) The Attorney General shall submit
to the Congress a report containing complete
and detalled statement of facts in the case
of each allen who conditionally entered the
United States pursuant to subsection (a)(7)
of this section. Such reports shall be sub-
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mitted on or before January 15 and June 15
of each year.

“(g) Any alien who conditionally entered
the United States as a refugee, pursuant to
subsection (a) (7) of this section, whose con-
ditional entry has not been terminated by
the Attorney General pursuant to such regu-
lations as he may prescribe, who has been
in the United States for at least two years,
and who has not acquired permanent resl-
dence, shall forthwith return or be returned
t0 the custody of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service and shall thereupon be in-
spected and examined for admission into the
United States, and his case dealt with in ac-
cordance with the provisions of sections 235,
236, and 237 of this Act.

“(h) Any allen who, pursuant to subsec-
tion (g) of this section, is found, upon in-
spection by the immigration officer or after
hearing before a special inquiry officer, to be
admissible as an immigrant under this Act
at the time of his inspection and examina-
tion, ®xcept for the fact that he was not and
is not in possession of the documents re-
quired by section 212(a)(20), shall be re-
garded as lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent resldence as of the
date of his arrival.”

BEc. 4. Section 204 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 176; 8 U.S.C. 11564)
is amended to read as follows:

“Sec, 204. (8) Any citizen of the United
States claiming that an alien is entitled to a
preference status by reason of the relation-
ships described In paragraphs (1), (4), or (5)
of section 203 (a), or to an immediate relative
status under section 201(b), or any alien
lawfully admitted for permanent residence
claiming that an alien is entitled to a pref-
erence status by reason of the relationship
described in section 203(a) (2), or any allen
desiring to be classified as a preference im-
migrant under section 203(a)(3) (or any
person on behalf of such an alien), or any
person desiring and intending to employ
within the United States an alien entitled to
classification as a preference immigrant
under section 203(a) (6), may file a petition
with the Attorney General for such classifi-
cation. The petition shall be in such form
as the Attorney General may by regulations
prescribe and shall contain such information
and be supported by such documentary evi-
dence as the Attorney General may require.
The petition shall be made under oath ad-
ministered by any individual having author-
ity to administer oaths, if executed in the
United States, but, if executed outside the
United States, administered by a consular
officer.

“(b) After an investigation of the facts in
each case, and after consultation with the
Secretary of Labor with respect to petitions
to accord a status under section 203(a) (3)
or (6), the Attorney General shall, if he de-
termines that the facts stated in the petition
are true and that the alien in behalf of
whom the petition is made is an immediate
relative specified in section 210(b) or is
eligible for a preference statuys under section
203 (a), approve the petition and forward one
copy thereof to the Department of State.
The Secretary of State shall then authorize
the consular officer concerned to grant the
preference status.

*(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (b) no more than two petitions
may be approved for one petitioner in behalf
of a child as defined in section 101(b) (1)
(E) or (F) unless necessary to prevent the
separation of brothers and sisters and no
petition shall be approved if the alien has
previously been accorded a nonquota or
preference status as the spouse of a citizen
of the United States or the spouse of an
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence, by reason of a marriage determined
by the Attorney General to have been en-
tered into for the purpose of evading the
immigration laws.
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“(d) The Attorney General shall forward
to the Congress a report on each approved
petition for immigrant status under sections
203(a) (3) or 203(a) (6) stating the basis for
his approval and such facts as were by him
deemed to be pertinent in establishing the
beneficiary’s qualifications for the preferen-
tial status. Such reports shall be submitted
to the Congress on the first and fifteenth day
of each calendar month in which the Con-
gress 1s in session.

“{e) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to entitle an immigrant, in behalf of
whom a petition under this section is ap-
proved, to enter the United States as a pref-
erence immigrant under section 203(a) or
as an Immediate relative under section 201
(b) if upon his arrival at a port of entry in
the United States he is found not to be en-
titled to such classification.”

Sec, 5. Section 205 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 176; 8 U.S.C. 1155)
is amended to read as follows:

“Sec, 205. The Attorney General may, at
any time, for what he deems to be good and
sufficlent cause, revoke the approval of any
petition approved by him under section 204.
Such revocation shall be effective as of the
date of approval of any such petition. In
no case, however, shall such revocation have
effect unless there is mailed to the peti-
tioner’s last known address a notice of the
revocation and unless notice of the revocation
i{s communicated through the Secretary of
State to the beneficiary of the petition be-
fore such beneficlary commences his journey
to the United States. If notice of revocation
is not so given, and the beneficlary applies
for admission to the United States, his ad-
missibility shall be determined in the man-
ner provided for by sections 235 and 236."

Bec. 6. Bection 206 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 181; 8 U.S.C. 1156)
is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 206. If an immigrant having an im-
migrant visa is excluded from admission to
the United States and deported, or does not
apply for admission before the expiration
of the validity of his wisa, or if an alien
having an immigrant visa issued to him as
a preference immigrant is found not to be
a preference immigrant, an Immigrant visa
or a preference immigrant visa, as the case
may be, may be isstied in lieu thereof to
another qualified alien.”

Sec. 7. Section 207 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat, 181; 8 U.8.C. 1157)
is stricken.

Sec. 8. Section 101 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 166; 8 U.S.C. 1101)
is amended as follows:

(a) Paragraph (27) of subsection (a) is
amended to read as follows:

“(27) The term ‘special
means—

“(A) an immigrant who was born in any
independent foreign country of the Western
Hemisphere or in the Canal Zone and the
spouse and children of any such immigrant,
if accompanying, or following to join him:
Provided, That no immigrant visa shall be
issued pursuant to this clause until the con-
sular officer is in receipt of a determination
made by the Secretary of Labor pursuant to
the provisions of section 212(a) (14);

“(B) an immigrant, lawfully admitted for
permanent residence, who is returning from
a temporary visit abroad;

“{C) an immigrant who was a citizen of
the United States and may, under section
324(a) or 327 of title III, apply for reacquisi-
tion of citizenship;

“(D) (1) an immigrant who continuously
for at least two years immediately preceding
the time of his application for admission to
the United States has been, and who seeks
to enter the United States solely for the pur-
pose of carrying on the vocation of minister
of a religious denomination, and whose serv-
ices are needed by such religious denomina-
tion having a bona fide organization in the

immigrant’
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United States; and (i) the spouse or the
child of any such immigrant, if accompany-
ing or following to join him; or

“(E) an immigrant who is is an employee,
or an honorably retired former employee, of
the United States Government abroad, and
who has performed faithful service for a
total of fifteen years, or more, and his ac-
companying spouse and children: Provided,
That the principal officer of a Foreign Serv-
ice establishment, in his discretion, shall
have recommended the granting of special
immigrant status to such alien in exception-
al circumstances and the Secretary of State
approves such recommendation and finds
that it is in the national interest to grant
such status.”

(b) Paragraph (32) of subsection (a) is
amended to read as follows:

“(832) The term ‘profession’ shall include
but not be limited to architects, engineers,
lawyers, physicians, surgeons, and teachers
in elementary or secondary schools, colleges,
academies, or seminaries.”

(e) Bubparagraph (1)(F) of subsection
(b) is amended to read as follows:

“(F) a child, under the age of fourteen
at the time a petition is filed in his behalf
to accord a classification as an immedlate
relative under section 201(b), who is an
orphan because of the death or disappear-
ance of, abandonment or desertion by, or
separation or loss from, both parents, or for
whom the sole or surviving parent is in-
capable of providing the proper care which
will be provided the child if admitted to
the United States and who has in writing
irrevocably released the child for emigration
and adoption; who has been adopted abroad
by a United States citizen and his spouse
who personally saw and observed the child
prior to or during the adoption proceedings;
or who is coming to the United States for
adoption by a United States citizen and
spouse who have complied with the preadop-
tion requirements, if any, of the child’s pro-
posed residence: Provided, That no natural
parent or prior adoptive parent of any such
child shall thereafter, by virtue of such par-
entage, be accorded any right, privilege, or
status under this Act.”

Sec. 9. Section 211 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 181; 8 U.S.C. 1181)
isamended to read as follows:

“Sec. 211. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b) no immigrant shall be admitted
into the United States unless at the time of
application for admission he (1) has a valid
unexpired immigrant visa or was born sub-
sequent to the issuance of such visa of the
accompanying parent, and (2) presents a
valld unexpired passport or other suitable
travel document, or document of identity
and nationality, if such document is required
under the regulations issued by the Attorney
General. With respect to immigrants to be
admitted under gquotas of quota areas prior
to June 30, 1968, no immigrant visa shall
be deemed valid unless the immigrant is
properly chargeable to the quota area under
the quota of which the visa is issued.

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212(a) (20) of this Act in such cases
or in such classes of cases and under such
conditions as may be by regulations pre-
scribed, returning resldent immigrants, de-
fined in section 101(a)(27)(B), who are
otherwise admissible may be readmitted to
the United States by the Attorney General
in his discretion without being required to
obtain a passport, immigrant visa, reentry
permit or other documentation.”

SEec. 10. Section 212(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 182; 8 U.S.C,
1182) is amended as follows:

(a) Paragraph (14) is amended to read as
follows:

“Aliens seeking to enter the United States,
for the purpose of performing skilled or un-
skilled labor, unless the Secretary of Labor
has determined and certified to the Secre-
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tary of State and to the Attorney General
that (A) there are not sufficient workers in
the United States who are able, willing,
qualified, and available at the time of appli-
cation for a visa and admission to the United
States and at the place to which the alien is
destined to perform such skilled or unskilled
labor, and (B) the employment of such aliens
will not, adversely affect the wages and work-
ing conditions of the workers in the United
States similarly employed. The exclusion of
aliens under this paragraph shall apply to
special immigrants defined in section 101
(a) (27) (A) (other than the parents, spouses,
or children of United States citizens or of
aliens lawfully admitted to the United States
for permanent residence), to preference im-
migrant aliens described in section 203(a)
(3) and (6), and to nonpreference

aliens described in section 208(a)(8);:".

(b) Paragraph (20) is amended by delet-
ing the letter “(e)” and substituting there-
for the letter “(a)".

(c) Paragraph (21) is amended by deleting
the word “quota’.

(d) Paragraph (24) is amended by delet-
ing the language within the parentheses and
substituting therefor the following: “other
than aliens described in section 101(a) (27)
(A) and (B).”

Sec. 11. The Immigration and Nationality
Act (66 Stat. 175; 8 U.8.0. 1151) is amended
as follows:

(a) Section 221(a) is amended by deleting
the words “the particular nonquota cate-
gory in which the immigrant is classified,
if a nonquota immigrant,” and substituting
in lieu thereof the words “the preference,
nonpreference, immediate relative, or spe-
clal immigration classification to which the
allen is charged.”

(b) The fourth sentence of subsection 221
(c¢) is amended by deleting the word “quota’
preceding the word “number;” the word
“quota” preceding the word “year;” and the
words “a quota” preceding the word ‘“‘immi-
grant,” and substituting in lieu thereof the
wol.d ilan"-

(c) Section 222(a) is amended by deleting
the words “preference quota or a nonquota
immigrant” and substituting in lieu thereof
the words “an immediate relative within the
meaning of section 201(b) or a preference or
special immigrant’,

(d) Section 224 is amended to read as
follows: “A consular officer may, subject to
the limitations provided in section 221, issue
an immigrant visa to a special immigrant or
immediate relative as such upon satisfac-
tory proof, under regulations preseribed
under this Act, that the applicant is entitled
to special immigrant or immediate relative
status.”

(e) Section 241(a)(10) is amended by
substituting for the words “Section 101(a)
(27) () the words “Section 101 (a) (27) (A)".

(f) Bection 243(h) is amended by striking
out “physical persecution” and inserting in
lieu thereof “persecution on account of race,
religion, or political opinion”.

Sec. 12. Section 244 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 214; 8 US.C.
12564) is amended as follows:

(a) Subsection (d) is amended to read:

“(d) Upon the cancellation of deporta-
tion in the case of any alien under this sec-
tion, the Attorney General shall record the
alien’s lawful admission for permanent resi-
dence as of the date the cancellation of de-
portation of such alien is made, and unless
the alien is entitled to a special immigrant
classification under section 101(a)(27)(A),
or is an immediate relative within the mean-
ing of section 201(b) the Secretary of State
ghall reduce by one the number of nonpre-
ference immigrant visas authorized to be
issued under section 203(a) (8) for the fiscal
year then current.”

(b) Subsection (f) is amended by delet-
ing “entered the United States as a crew-
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man; or (2)" and by changing “(3)" wher-
ever it appears in said subsection to “(2)".

Sec. 13. Bection 245 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 217; 8 U.S.C.
1255) is amended as follows:

(a) Subsection (b) is amended to read:

“{b) Upon the approval of an application
for adjustment made under subsection (a),
the Attorney General shall record the alien’s
lawful admission for permanent residence as
of the date the order of the Attorney General
approving the application for the adjust-
ment of status is made, and the Secretary of
State shall reduce by one the number of the
preference or nonpreference visas authorized
to be issued under section 203(a) within the
class to which the alien is chargeable, for the
fiscal year then current.”

(b) Subsection (c) is amended to read:

“{c) The provisions of this section shall
not be applicable to any allen who is a native
of any country of the Western Hemisphere
or of any adjacent island named in section
101(b) (5), other than any such alien born
in an independent foreign country of the
Western Hemisphere, who, because of perse-
cution or fear of persecution on account of
race, religion, or political opinion, is out of
his usual place of abode and unable to re-
turn thereto.”

SEc. 14. Section 281 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 230; 8 U.S.C.
1351) is amended as follows:

(a) Immediately after “Sec. 281.” insert
u{s) e

(b) Paragraph (6) is amended to read as
follow:

"(s} For filing with the Attorney General
‘of each petition under section 204 and sec-
tion 214(c), $10; and™;

(¢) The following is inserted after
graph (7), and 1is designated subsection
(b):

“(b) The time and manner of payment
of the fees specified in paragraphs (1) and
(2) of subsection (a) of this section, includ-
ing but not limited to partial deposit or
prepayment at the time of registration, shall
be prescribed by the Secretary of State.”; and

(d) The paragraph heginnlng with the
words “The fees * * *” is designated sub-
section (c).

SEc. 15. (a) Pars.graph (1) of section 212
(a) of the Immigration and Nationality Act
(66 Stat. 182; 8 TU.S.C. 1182(a)(1)) 1is
amended by deleting the language “feeble-
minded” and inserting the language “men-
tally retarded” in its place.

(b) Paragraph (4) of section 212(a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (66 Stat.
182; 8 US.C. 1182(a)(4)) is amended by
deleting the word “epllepsy” and substitut-
ing the words “or sexual deviation”.

(¢) Sections 212 (f), (g), and (h) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, as added
by the Act of September 26, 1961 (75 Stat.
664, 656; 8 U.8.C. 1182), are hereby redesig-
nated sections 212 (g), (h), and (i), re-
spectively, and section 212(g) as so re-
designated is amended by inserting before
the words “afflicted with tuberculosis in any
form" the following: “who is excludable from
the United States under paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) of this section, or any alien”
and by adding at the end of such subsection
the following sentence: "“Any alien exclud-
able under paragraph (8) of subsection (a)
of this section because of past history of
mental illness who has one of the same fam-
ily relationships as are prescribed in this
subsection for aliens afflicted with tuber-
culosis and whom the Surgeon General of the
United States Public Health Service finds to
have been free of such mental illness for a
period of time sufficlent in the light of such
history to demonstrate recovery shall be
eligible for a visa in accordance with the
terms of this subsection.”

Sec. 16. Sections 1, 2, and 11 of the Act of
July 14, 1960 (74 Stat. 504-505), as amended
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by section 6 of the Act of June 28, 1962 (76
Btat. 124), are repealed.

SEC. 17. Section 221 (g) of the Immigration
and Natlonality Act (66 Stat. 192; 8 U.S.C.
1201(g) ) is amended by deleting the period
at the end thereof and adding the following:
“: Provided jfurther, That a visa may be
issued to an alien defined in section 101(a)
(15) (B) or an allen defined in section 101
(a) (15) (F), In whose behalf evidence has
been submitted that he will be admitted and
regularly enrolled as a student at an educa-
tional institution within the United States
approved by the Attorney General, if such
alien is otherwise entitled to receive a visa,
upon receipt of a notice by the consular
officer from the Attorney General of the giv-
ing of a bond with sufficlent surety in such
sum and containing such conditions as the
consular officer shall prescribe, to insure that
at the expiration of the time for which such
allen has been admitted by the Attorney
General, as provided in section 214(a), or
upon fallure to maintain the status under
which he was admitted, or to maintaln any
status subsequently acquired under section
248 of the Act, such alien will depart from
the United States.”

SEC. 18. So much of section 272(a) of the
Immigration and Nationallty Act (66 Stat.
226; 8 U.S.C. 1322(a) ) as precedes the words
“shall pay to the collector of customs" is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 272. (a) Any person who shall bring
to the United States an alien (other than
an alien crewman) who is (1) mentally re-
tarded, (2) insane, (3) afflicted with psy-
chopathic personality, or with sexual devia-
tion, (4) a chronic alcoholie, (5) afflicted
with any dangerous contagious disease, or
(6) a narcotic drug addict,”.

Bec. 19. Sectlon 249 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 219; 8 US.C.
1259) is amended by striking out “June 28,
1940" in clause (a) of such sectlon and in-
serting in lieu thereof “June 28, 1958,

Sec. 20. This Act shall become effective on
the first day of the first month after the ex-
piration of thirty days following the date
of its enactment except as provided herein.

Sec. 21. (a) There is hereby established a
Select Commission on Western Hemisphere
Immigration (hereinafter referred to as the
“Commission’’) to be composed of fifteen
members. The President shall appoint the
Chairman of the Commission and eight other
members thereof. The President of the Sen-
ate, with the approval of the majorlty and
minority leaders of the Senate, shall appoint
three mem® ors from the membership of the
Senate. The Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives, with the approval of the majority
and minority leaders of the House, shall ap-
point three members from the membership
of the House. A vacancy in the membership
of the Commission shall be filled in the same
manner as the original designation and
appointment.

(b) The Commission shall study the fol-
lowing matters:

(1) Prevailing and projected demographie,
technological, and economic trends, particu-
larly as they pertaln to Western Hemisphere
nations;

(2) Present and projected unemployment
in the United States, by occupations, indus-
tries, geographle areas and other factors, in
relation to immigration from the Western
Hemisphere;

(3) The Interrelationships between immi-
gration, present and future, and existing and
contemplated national and international
programs: and projects of Western Hemi-
sphere nations, including programs and proj-
ects for economic and social development;

(4) The operation of the immigration laws
of the United States as they pertain to West-
ern Hemlsphere nations, with emphasis on
the adequacy of such laws from the stand-
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point of fairness and from the standpoint of
the impact of such laws on employment and
working conditions ‘within the TUnited
States;

(6) The implications of the foregoing with
respect to the security and International re-
lations of Western Hemisphere nations; and

(6) Any other matters which the Commis-
sion belleves to be germane to the purposes
for which it was established.

(¢) On or before July 1, 1967, the Com-
mission shall make a first report to the Presi-
dent and the Congress, and on or before
January 15, 1968, the Commission shall make
a final report to the President and the Con-
gress. Such reports shall include the recom-
mendations of the Commission as to what
changes, if any, are needed in the immi-
gration laws in the light of its study. The
Commission’s recommendations shall in-
clude, but shall not be limited to, recom-
mendations as to whether, and if so
how, mnumerical limitations should be
imposed upon immigration to the United
States from the nations of the Western Hem-
isphere. In formulating its recommenda-
tions on the latter subject, the Commission
shall give particular attention to the impact
of such Immigration on employment and
working conditions within the United States
and to the necessity of preserving the special
relationship of the United States with its
sister Republics of the Western Hemisphere.

(d) The life of the Commission shall ex-
pire upon the filing of its final report, ex-
cept that the Commission may continue to
function for up to sixty days thereafter for
the purpose of winding up its affairs.

(e) Unless legislation inconsistent here-
with is enacted on or before June 30, 1968,
in response to recommendations of the Com~-
mission or otherwise, the number of special
immigrants within the meaning of section
101(a) (27) (A) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, as amended, exclusive of spe-
clal ts who are immediate relatives
of United States citizens as described in sec-
tion 201(b) of that Act, shall not, in the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1968, or in any
fiscal year thereafter, exceed a total of
120,000.

(f) All Federal agencles shall cooperate
fully with the Commission to the end that
1t may effectively carry out its duties.

(g) Each member of the Commission who
is not otherwise in the service of the Gov-
ernment of the United States shall recelve
the sum of $100 for each day spent in the
work of the Commission, shall be paid actual
travel expenses, and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence expenses, when away from his usual
place of residence, in accordance with sec-
tlon 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act
of 1946, as amended. Each member of the
Commission who is otherwise in the serv-
ice of the Government of the United States
shall serve without compensation in addi-
tion to that received for such other service,
but while engaged in the work of the Com-
mission shall be pald actual travel expenses,
when away from his usual place of residence,
in accordance with the Administrative Ex-
penses Act of 1046, as amended.

(h) There is authorized to be appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, so much as may
be necessary to carry out the provisions of
this section.

Sec. 22, (a) The designation of chapter 1,
title II, is amended to read as follows:
“CHAPTER 1—SELECTION SYSTEM".

{(b) The title preceding section 201 is
amended to read as follows: “NUMERICAL LIM-
ITATIONS",

(c) The title preceding section 202 is
amended to read as follows: “NUMERICAL
LIMITATION TO ANY SINGLE FOREIGN STATE”,

(d) The title preceding section 203 is
amended to read as follows: “ALLOCATION OF
IMMIGRANT VISAS",
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(e) The title preceding section 204 Is
amended to read as follows: “PROCEDURE FOR
GRANTING IMMIGRANT STATUS",

(f) The title preceding sectlon 205 is
amended to read as follows: “REVOCATION OF
AFPROVAL OF PETITIONS".

(g) The title preceding section 206 is
amended to read as follows: “UNUSED IMMI-
GRANT VISAS”,

[h) The title preceding section 207 is re-

(1) 'I‘he title preceding section 224 of chap~
ter 3, title II, is amended to read as follows:
“IMMEDIATE RELATIVE AND SPECIAL IMMIGRANT
visas'.

(§) The title preceding section 2490 is
amended to read as follows: “RECORD OF AD-
MISSION FOR PERMANENT RESIDENCE IN THE
CASE OF CERTAIN ALIENS WHO ENTERED THE
UNITED STATES PRIOR TO JULY 1, 1924, OR JUNE
28, 1958".

Sec. 23. (a) The table of contents (Title
II—Immigration, chapter 1) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, is amended to read
as follows:

“CHAPTER 1—SELECTION SYSTEM

*“Sec. 201. Numerical limitations.

“Sec. 202. Numerical limitation to any single
foreign state.

“Sec. 203. Allocation of immigrant visas.

“Sec. 204, Procedure for granting immigrant
status,

“Sec. 205. Revocation of approval of peti-
tions.

“Sec. 206. Unused immigrant visas.”

(b) The table of contents (Title II—Im-
migration, chapter 8) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, is amended by changing
the designation of section 224 to read as
follows:

“Sec. 224. Immediate relative and speclal
immigrant visas.”

(c) The table of contents (Title II—Im-
migration, chapter 5) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act is amended by changing
the designation of section 249 to read as
follows:

“Sec. 249. Record of admission for perma-
nent residence in the case of
certain allens who entered the
United States prior to July 1,
1924, or June 28, 1958."

Sec, 24, Paragraph (6) of section 101(b) is
repealed.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its business for the day,
it adjourn until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:
REPORTS ON OFFICERS oON DuTry WITH

:El’lmqvnms, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

AND ARMY GENERAL STAFF

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting, pursuant to law, reports on
the number of officers on duty with Head-
quarters, Department of the Army, and the
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Army General Staff, as of June 30, 1965 (with
accompanying reports); to the Committee
on Armed Services.
REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF ARMY RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT CONTRACTS

A letter from the Assistant Executlive Sec-
retary, Department of the Army, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on Depart-
ment of the Army research and development
contracts, for the 6-month period ended
June 30, 1965 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Armed Services.

STATISTICAL SUPPLEMENT, STOCKEPILE REPORT

A letter from the Deputy Director, Office
of Emergency Planning, Executive Office of
the President, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a statistical supplement, stockplle report,
for the 6-month period ended June 30, 1965
(with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT ON FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS—PERSON~
NEL AND ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Director of Clvil Defense,
Office of the Secretary of the Army, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on Fed-
eral contributions—personnel and admin-
istration, for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1965 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

AMENDMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS AcCT

A letter from the Executive Administra-
tor, Small Business Administration, Wash-
ington, D.C., transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Small Business Act
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

REPORT ON FEDERAL AT IN FIsH AND WILDLIFE
RESTORATION

A letter from the Secretary of the Interlor,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
Federal aid in fish and wildlife restoration,
for the flscal year ended June 30, 1964 (with
an accompanytng report); to the Committee
on Commerce,

REPORT ON Coumsau.! ActviTiESs OUTSIDE
THE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Commerce, reporting, pursuant to law, that
Department conducted no commissary ac-
tivities outside the continental United States,
during the fiscal year 1965; to the Committee
on Commerce.

REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAID BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
tort claims paid by that Department, during
fiscal year 1966 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on the Judiclary.

REPORT ON ToRT CLAIMS PAID BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on tort claims pald by that Depart-
ment, during fiscal year 1964 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc.,, were laid before the
Senate, and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro
tempore:

A resolution adopted by the Tucson-Pima
County Central Trades, favoring the enact-
ment of Senate bill 1781, to prohibit inter-
state traficking In strikebreakers; to the
Committee on Labor and Publlc Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the House of Dele-
gates of the American Bar Assoclation, favor-
ing the enactment of Senate bill 1668, for
the creation of additional judgeships in the
U..g. courts of appeals; ordered to lle on the
table.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
the Judiclary, without amendment:

8. 2070. A bill to provide for holding terms
of the U.S. District Court for the District of
South Dakota at Rapid City (Rept. No. 749).

By Mr. ERVIN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

S.1857. A bill to revise existing bail prac-
tices in courts of the United States, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 750).

By Mr. DIRESEN, from the Committee on
the Judiclary, without amendment:

S.J. Res. 98, Joint resolution authorizing
and requesting the President to extend
through 1966 his proclamation of a period to
“See the United States”, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 752).

By Mrs. NEUBERGER, from the Committee
on Commerce, with amendments:

S.774. A bill to provide that the Depart-
ment of Commerce shall conduct a program
of investigation, research, and survey to de-
termine the practicability of the adoption
by the United States of the metric system of
weights and measures (Rept. No. T51).

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES INVOLV-
ING AMATEUR ATHLETICS—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE (S. REPT.
NO. 753)

Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Commit-
tee on Commerce, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 147) providing for the
settlement of disputes involving ama-
teur athletics, and submitted a report
thereon; which report was ordered to be
printed, and the resolution to be placed
on the calendar, as follows:

8. Res. 147

Whereas disputes have existed for many
years between the Amateur Athletic Union
of the United States, the National Collegiate
Athletic Association, other amateur athletic
organizations, and their affiliates or asso-
clates; and

Whereas these disputes have discouraged
the full development of amateur athletics in
the United States and the maximum perform-
ance by athletes representing the United
States in International competition; and

Whereas the parties have not been able
to resolve their differences through their own
efforts or through previous arbitration ef-
forts; and

Whereas it i1s necessary and desirable for
the United States to maintain a vigorous
amateur athletic program that will field
the best possible teams in domestic and in-
ternational competition, will protect and
provide for the welfare of the individual
amateur athlete, will achieve the broadest
possible participation by amateur athletes
in competitive sports, and will maintain
a harmonious and cooperative relationship
among all amateur athletic organizations;
and

Whereas it is essential that means be pro-
vided whereby such disputes can be equita=-
bly and finally resolved: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the President of the Ben-
ate is hereby authorized to appoint an in-
dependent board of arbitration composed
of five members, one of whom he shall des-
ignate as Chairman, for the purpose of con-
sidering disputes relating to the conduct,
development, and protection of amateur
athletics, which are submitted to it by the
parties to such disputes, and rendering deci-
sions determining such disputes which shall
be consistent with the purposes of this res-
olution and shall be final and binding on
such parties.
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Sec. 2. In the consideration of disputes
submitted to the Board appointed under
this resolution the members of such Board
should consider and determine all relevant
facts and issues necessary to the attainment
of the goals set out in the preamble to this
resolution,

Bec. 3. Until such time as the Board ap-
pointed pursuant to this resolution renders
its declsion in the current dispute between
the Amateur Athletlc Union of the United
States and the National Collegiate Athletic
Association, the interested and affected par-
ties should be governed by the following
principles:

(a) An immediate and general amnesty
shall be granted to all Individuals, institu-
tions, and organizations affected by this dis-
pute in any amateur sport.

(b) Any disciplinary action proposed or
pending against individuals, institutions, and
organizations for reasons related to such dis-
pute shall be vacated.

(¢) Any discrimination against the full
use of all avallable facilities for scheduled
meets and tournaments shall be discon-
tinued.

(d) Any restraints against participation by
any athlete in scheduled meets and tourna-
ments shall be discontinued.

Sec. 4. The Board appointed pursuant to
this resolution shall report to the Senate not
later than February 15, 1966, and from time
to time thereafter as it may deem neces-
sary, with respect to its activities under this
resolution.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. EUCHEL:

8.2539. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to comstruct, operate and
maintain the San Felipe division, Central
Valley project, California, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. KucHEL When he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. KUCHEL (for himself and Mr.
MURPHY) :

8.2540. A bill to authorize the conclusion
of an agreement for the joint construction
by the United States and Mexico of an
international flood control project for the
Tijuana River in accordance with the pro-
visions of the treaty of February 3, 1944, with
Mexico, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. EucHEL when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. CANNON:

S.2541. A bill to revise the Federal elec-
tion laws, to prevent corrupt practices in Fed-
eral elections, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

(See the remarks of Mr. CanNoN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

5. 2642. A bill to amend the Small Business
Act: to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

(See the remarks of Mr. PROXMIRE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
TO REQUEST THE PRESIDENT TO
TRANSMIT TO THE SENATE COM-
MITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
A REPORT ON EAST-WEST TRADE

Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr.
Dobpp) submitted a concurrent resolution
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(S. Con. Res. 60) to request the President
to transmit to the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations a report on East-West
trade, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
Javirs, which appears under a separate
heading.)

RESOLUTION

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES INVOLV-
ING AMATEUR ATHLETICS

Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce reported an original reso-
lution (S. Res. 147) providing for the
settlement of disputes involving amateur
athletics, which was placed on the calen-
dar.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. MAGNUSON,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees™.)

SAN FELIPE DIVISION, CENTRAL
VALLEY PROJECT

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr, President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to authorize the San Felipe division of
the Central Valley project in the State
of California.

The San Felipe division is estimated to
cost approximately $98 million and has
the extremely high benefit-to-cost ratio
of 3.15 to 1. Being an integral part
of the Central Valley project, all of the
costs and a considerable surplus will be
repaid into the Unifted States Treasury
within 50 years from the date that con-
struction is completed.

The project is designed to help meet
the water needs of a burgeoning popula-
tion in the Santa Clara Valley in Santa
Clara and San Benito Counties, and the
lower Pajaro River basin in Santa Cruz
and Monterey Counties, in my State.
The area involved contains some 448,000
acres and a present population of ap-
proximately 1 million people. It is
estimated that by the year 2020 there
will be a metropolitan population of over
2,5600,000.

Agriculture and suburban demands
have far exceeded the local water sup-
plies and the limited import water sup-
plies available. Municipal and indus-
trial expansion in this very rapidly ex-
panding population center is being main-
tained by serious overdrafts from the
ground water supply. To help meet this
overdraft and to provide for future re-
quirements, the San Felipe division will
make available an average import of
293,000 acre-feet of water annually from
Central Valley project sources.

Of this imported water, approxi-
mately 75 percent will be for municipal
and industrial use, with the remaining
25 percent for agriculture.

The principal features of the project
include a 10.3-mile tunnel from the al-
most completed San Luis project, which
will convey water through the Pacheco
Pass to a 94-mile canal and a 10-mile
closed conduit to the service area. In
addition, there will be pumping facilities,
three small reservoirs, and a distribution
system, In the development of the San
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Luis project, Congress has already au-

thorized over $2 million to provide, as a

%z:.lrbtof the project, the Pacheco Tunnel
et.

The plan is engineeringly feasible, eco~
nomically justified, and desirable to meet
ultimate import needs.

The Secretary of the Interior recently
presented to the Senate Interior Com-
mittee information which clearly shows
that the Central Valley project is an
excellent project, in sound financial
condition, and is substantially ahead of
the payout requirements. During the
next 50 years, there will be available for
further development of the Central Val-
ley project a surplus of over $600 mil-
lion. This makes possible the addition of
such necessary units as the San Felipe
division, particularly where the function
of municipal and industrial water is
relatively more important.

The California Water Commission has
unanimously gone on record strongly
urging Congress to authorize the San
Felipe division at the earliest possible
date. By resolution it has found that the
plan is fully justified, needed and an
important worthwhile water develop-
ment.

If California is to assure its econtinu-
ing population and economic growth, it
must never cease in its efforts to guar-
antee an ever-increasing water supply.
As T have said so often, it will take the
combined efforts of local agencies, the
State itself, and those of the Federal
Government.

I ask that the Senate give its expedi-
tious and favorable consideration to this
project.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bass
in the chair). The bill will be received
and appropriately referred; and, without
objection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 2539) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to construect,
operate and maintain the San Felipe
division, Central Valley project, Califor-
nia, and for other purposes introduced by
Mr. KucHEL, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of providing irrigation and munici-
pal and industrial water supplies, area re-
development, conserving and developing fish
and wildlife resources, enhancing outdoor
recreation opportunities, and other related
purposes, the Secretary of the Interior, act-
ing pursuant to the Federal reclamation
laws (Act of June 17, 1802, 32 Stat. 388, and
Acts amendatory therefor or supplementary
thereto), is authorized to construct, operate,
and maintain, as an addition to, and an
integral part of, the Central Valley project,
California, the San Felipe division. The
principal works of the unit shall consist of
the Pacheco tunnel, pumping plants, power
transmission facilities, canals, pipelines, reg-
ulating reservoirs, and distribution facilities.

SeEc. 2. Subject to the provisions of this
Act, the operation of the San Felipe division
shall be integrated and coordinated, from
both a financial and an operational stand-
point, with the operation of other features
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of the Central Valley project, as presently
authorized and as may in the future be au-
thorized by Act of Congress, in such manner
as will effectuate the fullest, most beneficial,
and most economic utilization of the water
resources hereby made available.

Sec, 3. The Secretary is authorized in con-
nection with the San Felipe division to con-
struct, operate, and maintain or otherwise
provide for public outdoor recreation and fish
and wildlife enhancement facllities, to ac-
quire or otherwise make available such adja-
cent lands or Interests therein as are neces-
sary for public outdoor recreation or fish and
wildlife use, to allocate water and reservoir
capacity to recreation, and to provide for the
public use and enjoyment of division lands,
facilities, and water areas in a manner co-
ordinated with the other division purposes.

Sec. 4. In locating and designing the works
and facilities authorized for construction by
this Act, and in acquiring.or withdrawing
any lands as authorized by this Act, the
Secretary shall give due conslderation to
reports prepared by the State of California
on the California water plan, and shall con-
sult with local interests who may be affected
by the construction and operation of said
works and facllities or by the acquisition
or withdrawal of lands, through public hear-
ings or in such manner as in his discretion
may be found best suited to a maximum ex-
pression of the views of such local interests.

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for construction of the San
Felipe division, Central Valley project, the
sum of $100,000,000 (1863 prices), plus or
minus such amounts, if any, as may be
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations
in construction costs as indicated by engi-
neering cost indexes applicable to the types
of construction involved herein. There are
also authorized to be appropriated such addi-
tional sums as may be required for opera-
tion and maintenance of the project.

INTERNATIONAL FLOOD CONTROL
PROJECT FOR THE TIJUANA RIVER

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, for my-
self and on behalf of my distinguished
colleague from California [Mr. MurrHY]
I introduce, for appropriate reference,
a bill to authorize the conclusion of an
agreement for the joint construction by
the United States and Mexico of an in-
ternational flood control project for the
Tijuana River in accordance with the
provisions of the treaty of February 3,
1944, with Mexico, and for other pur-

poses.

This project, if approved by the Con-
gress and if approved by Mexico, will be
an international project to be jointly
constructed and operated by the Gov-
ernments of the United States and
Mexico through the respective sections
of the International Boundary and
Water Commission. Each Government
would perform the work required in its
country under a jointly agreed upon
plan, design and construction schedule,
under the supervision of the Commis-
sion.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
has established that there is an ur-
gent need for flood protection in the
U.S. portion of the Tijuana River. It
is also clear that Mexican efforts at
flood control in their portion of the
river can be made much more mean-
ingful by accompanying U.S. efforts
north of the border. In accordance
with the Corps of Engineers recom-
mendation, it is my opinion that this
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project should be undertaken and com-
pleted at the earliest possible date.

Completion of this project would sig-
nificantly reduce flood damage in two
important cities in California—San
Diego and Imperial Beach. Both of
these communities are solidly supporting
this legislation, as is the Governor of
California and his advisory committee
on Tijuana River problems.

I think this bill offers a unique oppor-
tunity for the United States to further
strengthen its ties with the Government
of Mexico. By joining with our good
neighbors in Baja California in func-
tional projects, such as this one, I think
we do much to improve Mexican-Amer-
ican relations. In fact, such a project
will improve our image throughout all
Latin America.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 2540) to authorize the con-
clusion of an agreement for the joint
construction by the United States and
Mexico of an international flood control
project for the Tijuana River in accord-
ance with the provisions of the treaty of
February 3, 1944, with Mexico, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. KucH-
EL (for himself and Mr. MURPHY), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of State, acting through the United
States Commissioner, International Bound-
ary and Water Commission, United States
and Mexico, is hereby authorized to con-
clude with the appropriate official or officials
of the Government of Mexico an agreement
for the joint construction, operation, and
maintenance by the United States and Mex-
ico, in accordance with the provisions of the
treaty of February 3, 1944, with Mexico, of
an international flood control project for the
Tijuana River, which shall be located and
have substantially the characteristics de-
scribed in “Report on an International Flood
Control Project, Tijuana River Basin,” pre-
pared by the United States Section, Interna-
tional Boundary and Water Commission,
United States and Mexico.

Sec. 2. If agreement is concluded pursuant
to section 1 of this Act, the sald United
States Commissioner is authorized to con-
struct, operate, and maintain the portion
of such project assigned to the United States,
and there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to the Department of State for use
of the United States Section, such sums as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this Act: Provided, That no part of any
appropriation made shall be expended for
construction on any land, site, or easement,
except such as has been acquired by dona-
tion and the title thereto has been approved
by the Attorney General of the United States.

REVISION OF FEDERAL ELECTION
LAWS

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I intro-

duce for appropriate reference a bill to

revise the Federal election laws, to pre-

vent corrupt pracfices, and for other
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purposes, and ask that it lie on the desk
for 1 week for additional sponsors.

For many years careful study has
been given to all Federal election laws
for the purpose of bringing them into
closer harmony with present-day elec-
tion practices and to correet several
deficiencies which have become more
troublesome with successive campaigns.

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act of
1925, as amended, is 40 years old. At
the time of its passage, radio was not
broadly used in election campaigning and
television was unknown. It is totally
unrealistic to attempt to regulate politi-
cal finances in the 1960's using a law
passed in the 1920's. The only practical
solution to the problems inherent in ex-
isting election laws is to repeal them and
adopt new legislation designed to meet
not only today's needs, but those of the
future as well. Flexible formulas in-
stead of fixed limitations provide the
only feasible means of establishing rea-
sonable ceilings upon campaign ex-
penditures.

This bill incorporates formulas based
upon votes cast or voters registered in
determining the amount which a candi-
date for U.S. Senator or Representative
may spend in his campaign for election.
The bill similarly sets forth a formula
controlling the amount which a national
committee may spend.

Hearings, studies, and investigations
conducted by the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections during previous
yvears have convinced me that public dis-
closure of political contributions and
expenditures is the only fair and effec-
tive means of limiting such finances.
Public disclosure would act as a deter-
rent upon excessive contributions and
expenditures, and the voters could ex-
press their approval or disapproval at the
polls.

Financial statements would be re-
quired at timely intervals by national
committees and all candidates for
elective Federal office. The financial
statements would be filed not only with
the Clerk of the House of Representatives
and the Secretary of the Senate, but also
with the secretary of State of each State
or the officer authorized to perform the
funetions of a secretary of State. This
local filing would enable citizens all over
the United States to inform themselves
of the contributions received and ex-
penditures made by political committees
and candidates or by others acting in
their behalf.

Finally, every effort should be made
to encourage individual voters to partici-
pate actively in political campaigns by
making financial contributions to the
party or candidate of their choice.

Voters bear a civic responsibility to
support good government and ought, in
good conscience, to lend their financial
assistance to the parties and the eandi-
dates whom they believe best qualified to
furnish good government.

As in the case of charitable causes,
however, contributions are more easily
obtained when some small tax benefit can
be realized by donors. A tax credit not
to exceed the sum of $10 during any cal-
endar year would result in some loss of
tax revenues but that loss would be more
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than balanced, in my opinion, by a
broadened base of campaign contribu-
tions which, in turn, would relieve par-
ties and candidates of heavy debt bur-
dens and obligations to large contri-
butors.

In summary, Mr. President, this bill is
intended to correct flaws in existing leg-
islation and serve the needs of the public
and candidates for Federal office by ex-
tending provisions for public disclosure,
creating more reasonable and flexible
ceilings on campaign contributions and
expenditures and encouraging all Amer-
icans to aid their parties and candidates
by offering a small tax benefit.

It is my hope that when the bill is re-
ported back to the Senate, all Senators
will give it their serious consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Nevada,

The bill (S. 2541) to revise the Federal
election laws, to prevent corrupt prac-
tices in Federal elections, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. CANNON, Was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

AMENDMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS
ACT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill,
to amend the Small Business Act, and
ask unanimous consent to insert in the
REecorp at this point a letter from the
Small Business Administration request-
ing this legislation, together with the
SBA analysis of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the let-
ter and analysis will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 2542) to amend the Small
Business Act, introduced by Mr. Prox-
MIRE, was received, read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency. .

The letter and analysis presented by
Mr. ProxMIRE are as follows:

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. HuperT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar Mr. PrEsSIDENT: Enclosed are four
copies of a draft bill amending the Small
Business Act, together with an analysis
thereof. For the reasons stated in the anal-
ysis we consider the proposed amendment
to be desirable.

The bill would Increase from $1,721 million
to $1,841 million the total amount of the
revolving fund authorization established by
section 4(c) of the Small Business Act for
the purposes of the financial assistance pro-
grams conducted by the Small Business Ad-
ministration pursuant to that Act and pur-
snant to the Small Business Investment Act
of 1958.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the submission of
this bill from the standpoint of the Ad-
ministration’s programs.

With kind regards, I am

Bincerely,
Ross D. Davis,
Executive Administrator.
Enclosures.
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ANALYSIS OF THE BILL

The bill would increase from $1,721 million
to £1,841 million the total amount of the re-
volving fund authorization established by
section 4(¢) of the Small Business Act for
the purposes of the financial assistance pro-
grams conducted by the Small Business Ad-
ministration pursuant to that act and pur-
suant to the Small Business Investment Act
of 1958.

In substance section 4(c) presently permits
SBA to have as much as $1,841 milllon out-
standing from the fund at any particular
time for the purposes of the agency's fi-
nancial assistance programs under the Small
Business Act and the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958. Nevertheless, it re-
stricts appropriations for these same pur-
poses to 1,721 million.

Until recently, the section has always pro-
vided funding authority equal to the full
sum of the separate dollar limitations on
SBA's financial assistance activity. The
present discrepancy of $120 milllon stems
from Public Law 89-78 which, without
making a commensurate increase in the max-
imum amount of the authorization, raised
from $341 million to $461 million the aggre-
gate sum that may be outstanding at any
one time for the purposes of the small busi~
ness investment program.

Since $1,645 million have already been ap-
propriated to the revolving fund, the exist-
ing authorization maximum of $1,721 million
limits further appropriations to $76 million.
It is entirely possible, in view of the unex-
pected number and magnitude of recent
physical disasters, including Hnurricane
Betsy, that a supplemental appropriation of
more than $76 mililon may be required in
the near future to enable SBA to provide as-
sistance to disaster victims and, at the same
time, continue at planned levels the other
important loan programs conducted by the
agency.

The provisions of the bill, adding $120 mil-
lion to the $1,721 figure, would have the
twofold effect of eliminating the described
discrepancy and providing a wider margin
of safety against the contingencies of the
disaster loan program.

REPORT ON EAST-WEST TRADE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Dobp], out of order I sub-
mit a concurrent resolution to request
the President to transmit to the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations a report
on East-West trade .

The issues involved in East-West trade
were subject to extended debate in the
Congress in October 1963 when we con-
sidered the proposed sale of wheat to
the U.S.S.R. Late last year, and early
this year, the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee held hearings on this sub-
ject. In May, a committee appointed by
the President issued a full report and
made a series of recommendations re-
garding United States trade with the
European Communist bloc nations as did
the highly distinguished Committee for
Economic Development (CED) and its
associate organizations in Western
Europe and Japan. It cannot be said,
therefore, that these issues have not been
fully explored.

It is clear from the decision to sell
wheat to the U.S.S.R. and to sign a trade
agreement with Rumania last year, and
from the recent dispatch of a U.S. trade
mission to Rumania and Poland, that the
administration has concluded that, on
balance, it is in the U.S. interest to grad-
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ually expand trade in nonstrategic goods
with the European Communist countries.

The President should now recommend
to Congress the changes he deems neces-
sary in existing U.S. laws and regulations
to permit the United States to engage in
trade in nonstrategic goods with these
nations. Existing laws relating to such
trade—among them the denial by the
United States of most-favored-nation
treatment for the goods of most Euro-
pean Communist bloe countries and the
lack of a predictable procedure for guar-
antees of loans in connection with major
export shipments to these countries—are
much too inflexible and may well need
to be modified to give the President the
needed authority in foreign policy.

I hope that among his recommenda-
tions to the Congress the President will
also suggest means to bring about a har-
monization of the trade policy of in-
dustrialized countries of the free world
toward Communist countries. Earlier
this year I recommended to the Senate
Foreign Relatioris Committee that we
negotiate a code of fair trading prac-
tices first with our allies then with the
European Soviet bloc as a means to
bringing about once more a common
Western policy on East-West trade.

I am therefore introducing today a
Senate Concurrent Resolution ealling on
the President to transmit his recom-
niendations to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, and other appropri-
ate committees of the Congress by July 1,
1966 with regard to revisions in United
States laws and regulations governing
our trade and economic relations with
Communist bloc nations that he deems
necessary and desirable in the national
interest.

I hope that this resolution will now
be referred to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and that it will receive
immediate and careful consideration.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I understand that
this concurrent resolution would go to
the Commerce Committee. I wonder if
this has been cleared with the Senator
from Washington. I think that the
unanimous-consent request was that it
be sent to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations out of order.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I did not
make any request as to reference.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
thought the Senator mentioned it being
referred out of order.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I asked
that it be referred out of order and I said
that I expected that it would go to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, but the
chairman will decide.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
concurrent resolution will be received
and appropriately referred.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 60) was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the President
is requested to transmit to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee of the Senate and the
Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of
Rapresentat.wes and other n.ppmpriate Com-
mittees of Congress on or before July 1, 1968
his recommendations, including legislative
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proposals designed to carry out such recom-
mendations, with respect to revision of laws
governing United States trade and economic
relations with Communistic bloc nations, as
may be necessary and desirable in the na-
tional interest, Such recommendations and
proposals shall take into account the recom-
mendations contained in the report, dated
April 29, 1965, of the Special Committee on
United States Trade Relations with East
European Countries and the Soviet Union.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate, as indicated below, the follow-
ings names have been added as addi-
tional cosponsors for the following bills
and concurrent resolution:

Authority of September 8, 1965:

S.2507. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a program of re-
search regarding overhead electric transmis-
slon lines and the effect of such lines upon
the health and welfare of citizens, commu-
nity planning and zoning, real estate values
and tax revenues, and the natural beauty of
our country: Mr, CHURCH, Mr. CLARE, Mr.
Dovucras, Mr, GRUENING, Mr. MercaLr, and
Mr. MORSE,

S.2508. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a program of re-
search and development to encourage the
use of underground transmission of electrical
power and to undertake projects to evaluate
and demonstrate the economical and tech-
nical feasibility of such transmissions: Mr.
CHURCH, Mr. Crarx, Mr. Doucras, Mr.
GRUENING, Mr. MErcaLFr, and Mr. MORSE.

Authority of September 14, 1965:

B. Con. Res. 59. Concurrent resolution to
authorize establishment of Joint Select
Committee To Study East-West Trade: Mr.
Coorer, Mr. Dominick, Mr. Doucras, Mr.
MuwnpT, Mr. RisicorFF, and Mr, SMATHERS.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
BEFORE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nomination has been referred
to and is now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Hosea M. Ray, of Mississippl, to be US. at-
torney, for the northern district of Missis-
sippi, for a term of 4 years (reappointment).

On behalf of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, notice is hereby given to all per-
sons interested in the nomination to file
with the committee, in writing, on or be-
fore Thursday, September 23, 1965, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nomination, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear at
any hearing which may be scheduled.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 16, 1965, he
presented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills and
joint resolution:

8.7. An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the Spruce Enob-Seneca Rocks Na-
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tional Recreation Area, in the State of West
Virginia, and for other purposes;

8.20. An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the Assateague Island National Sea-
shore in the States of Maryland and Virginia,
and for other purposes;

S.1317. An act to authorize the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia to pre-
scribe penalties for the handling and collec-
tion of dishonored checks;

5.1903. An act to amend the United Na-
tions Participation Act, as amended (63 Stat.
734-736); and

S.J.Res. 5. Joint resolution designating
the bridge crossing the Washington Channel
near the Intersection of the extension of
13th and G Streets Southwest the “Francis
Case Memorial Bridge.”

MEXICAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, today is
a significant day for freedom-loving peo-
ple everywhere. This day of September
16, 1965, marks the 155th anniversary of
the Mexican Independence Day and once
again appropriate ceremonies and cele-
brations will commemorate the heroic
struggle of the Mexican people against
tyranny and foreign domination.

One hundred and fifty-five years ago,

against a backdrop of the Napoleonic in-.

vasion of Spain, a now legendary parish
priest by the name of Miguel Hidalgo y
Costilla, ignited a spark of revolution
that was ultimately to illuminate the full
light of liberty for his oppressed people.
Profoundly influenced by the doctrines
espoused in the American and French
Revolution, “liberty, equality, and fra-
ternity,” Father Hidalgo dedicated him-
self and his intrepid followers to the ex-
tension of human rights, dignity, and
national self-determination for all the
citizens of Mexico. This grassroots
force, armed initially with little more
than courage and conviction, waged a
heroic struggle against the yoke of for-
eign and domestic tyranny. Allende,
Morelos, and finally Itulbide caught up
the fallen banner of liberty after Father
Hidalgo was captured and cruelly exe-
cuted. Finally, after 10 years of costly
sacrifice, the Mexican people achieved
their long-sought goal of national inde-
pendence and a more equal extension of
human rights and dignities.

Today Mexico is reaping the rewards
of many years of progressive social, eco-
nomic, and political progress. She
stands as a symbol of progress and is
a bulwark in the fortress of democracy.
She has swiftly marked out of the ranks
of undeveloped nations and has exhibited
an unprecedented record of social and
economic growth. Her industrial pro-
duction is spiraling upward at a rapid
rate which has enabled her to become
Latin America’s second most prolific pro-
ducer of steel and oil. It has also en-
abled her to fashion the best highway
network in Latin America. Unlike many
formerly undeveloped nations Mexico
has accomplished these tremendous im-
provements without any degree of ex-
ploitation of property or human rights.
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The people of the United States always
have treasured the bonds of affection
and mutual interest that have linked
them to their good neighbors in the
south. The destinies of our two coun-
tries are joined like blood brothers in
the common cause of freedom and dig-
nity for all men. My own State of Colo-
rado, has benefited greatly from the
manifest contributions of our citizens of
Mexican descent. Their industriousness
and vigor has been evident in all fields
of private and public endeavor. Their
language, music, food, their whole cul-
ture, has immeasureably enriched and
influenced our own culture. On this an-
niversary I am proud to extend my very
best wishes to our friends south of the
border as well as to those who have de-
cided to make our America their home.
We, in the United States, have great
reason to celebrate this day with our
friends to the south and to extend our
thanks for their many contributions to

our culture, our freedom, and our
economy.
SESQUICENTENNIAL OF THE

GOLDEN LAMB, OHIO'S OLDEST
INN

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, it is
a pleasure for me to call to the attention
of my colleagues the fact that the citi-
zens of the community of Lebanon, Ohio,
will celebrate on September 17 and 18 the
sesquicentennial of the Golden Lamb,
Ohio’s oldest inn which has for genera-
tions been a mecca for thousands who
enjoy fine food in an atmosphere of
beauty and restfulness.

I convey to the community of Lebanon
congratulations and best wishes upon
this occasion.

Store clerks will wear the habiliments
of a century and a half ago, and antiques
made by the Shakers, a religious sect
which sprang from the Quakers and
migrated westward into Warren County
in 1802, will be viewed.

The genesis of the Golden Lamb dates
from December 23, 1803, the year of
Ohio’s statehood, when Jonas Seaman,
who owned a log cabin, was granted a
license to operate a “house of public
entertainment.” The present building
dating from 1815 is on the original log
cabin site.

The first guests came on foot or horse-
back; next in an ever-increasing pro-
cession, in every kind of conveyance, the
pioneers moved into the Northwest Ter-
ritory. These were days of hostile In-
dians as well as marauding white rene-
gades, and all parties traveling main-
tained constant vigil against attack.

Throughout the years, through pros-
perity and bad times, the inn has main-
tained its high standards of gracious hos-
pitality, excellent cuisine and clean, com-
fortable beds.

The parlors of the Golden Lamb saw
the inception of plans for Ohio’s canals,
for good roads, for railroads and bridges.
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Political rallies and celebrations were
frequent.

Owners of the Golden Lamb since 1926
are Mr. and Mrs. Robert H. Jones. They
have completely renovated the building
over the years and have furnished the in-
terior completely with antiques. The
building today has four floors, a lobby,
four public and four private dining rooms
and 40 guest rooms, all with telephones,
television, and air conditioning. Here
may be found a rare collection of Shaker
documents, literature, and furniture.

Rooms have been named for famous
guests including Presidents John Quincy
Adams, Martin Van Buren, William
Henry Harrison, Rutherford B. Hayes,
Ulysses S. Grant, William McKinley,
Warren G. Harding and William Howard
Taft. Other famous names are those of
Henry Clay, Harriet Beecher Stowe,
Henry Ward Beecher, Charles Dickens,
Samuel L. Clemens, James G. Blaine, and
James Whitcomb Riley.

WEATHER BREAKTHROUGH

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President,
Monday, September 13, Secretary of
Commerce John T. Connor sent to Presi-
dent Johnson a memorandum concerning
the activities of the recently formed En-
vironmental Science Services Admin-
istration.

In his memorandum, Secretary Connor
touched upon the outstanding work of the
U.S. Weather Bureau in issuing timely
and accurate warnings of hurricane
Betsy, the second tropical storm of the
current season. Beginning 11 days be-
fore Betsy unleashed her fury on the con-
tinental United States, the Weather Bu-
reau took up a constant watch over the
erratic actions on this killer storm, and
because of the efforts of such skilled fore-
casters as Gordon Dunn, the Director of
the National Hurricane Center in Miami,
Betsy—unwelcome as she was—did not
arrive unannounced or unexpected.

But even through residents of Florida
and Louisiana were as prepared as
human beings could be for the howling
winds and crushing waves of this latest
hurricane, the extent of the devastation
it wreaked is only just beginning to filter
into the numbed consciousness of a
shocked nation. Even the present in-
complete damage estimates stagger the
imagination.

In Florida, where officials have had a
week to assess the effects of Betsy, it is
estimated that her anger has resulted in
the destruction of $119,204,550 worth of
property in seven counties. As new in-
formation comes in, this estimate will
doubtlessly rise. To date, we know that
several persons died; that nearly 4,500
homes were completely lost or damaged;
and that the entire south Florida crop of
avocados and limes, valued at some
$300,000, was destroyed.

In Louisiana, the picture is far bleak-
er. With the floodwaters brought by
the hurricane still not fully receded, dol-
lar amounts cannot yet be accurately
placed on Betsy’s toll, but they will sure-
1y run over $1 billion. As of this morn-
ing, the bodies of 63 persons have been
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found. The storm damaged or destroyed
over 155,000 homes and 50 to 75 percent
of the State’s cotton crop was crushed
into the earth, never to be harvested.
Mr. President, these fearful indications
of the violence nature is capable of
hurling at her subjects prompted Secre-
tary Connor to include in his memoran-
dum to President Johnson the statement:
It is clear that the time has come for us
to move vigorously forward to explore the
possibilities of modifyilng and controlling
the weather In beneficial ways. I cannot em-
phasize too strongly the importance of
weather modification to the Nation at large.

Hurricane Betsy has given a special
sense of urgency to the Secretary’s words,
words that point to a need that has been
dramatized year after year as hurricanes
have boiled out of their spawning
grounds in the South Atlantic to attack
the eastern and gulf coasts of the United
States.

In 1964, for instance, the severest hur-
ricane season in 25 years brought death
to 49 people and ravaged more than one-
half billion dollars worth of property.
This devastation was but a repeat dem-
onstration of nature’s seeming deter-
mination to prove the inconsequence of
man and his works.

But hurricanes are not the only mani-
festations of the cruelties the weather
can impose. On Palm Sunday this year,
tornadoes slammed into areas in the
Midwest, killing 272 people, injuring
hundreds, and destroying more than $250
million worth of property.

And, great as our flood control efforts
have been in recent decades, we still read
annually of mighty rivers spilling over
their banks and sweeping away crops,
homes, and even lives as a result of too
much rain or a sudden thaw.

If the excesses of nature cause trying
hardship for man, so too does her spo-
radic stinginess. The depleted reservoirs
of the Northeast give testimony to this
unfortunate fact. That region is gripped
by a crippling drought that has lasted
many months. As supplies of potable
water become ever shorter, New York
City, Philadelphia, and other major
eastern population centers are being
forced to adopt more and more stringent
water restrictions. No immediate relief
for millions of thirsty citizens is in sight,
and, in fact, the situation becomes more
critical every day.

In Florida, the 1.5-million-acre Ever-
glades National Park suffered a 4-year
lack of rain that endangered the survival
of numerous rare forms of wildlife and
threatened to turn the area into a virtual
desert. While recent rainfalls have
helped greatly, no permanent solution
has yet been reached that will assure
the preservation of one of the rarest and
most vital parts of our national land-
scape.

But, Mr. President, Secretary Con-
nor's call to greater efforts at weather
modification points the way to an event-
ual victory for man in his constant bat-
tle with the elements. Already, scien-
tists have had some success in tests
aimed at changing certain weather pat-
terns, and new technological break-
throughs have given us an increased
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research capability. Computers now
enable scientists to simulate weather
conditions in the laboratory and to ex-
periment with controlling them. Such
programs as Project Stormfury, which is
conducted by the Weather Bureau in
conjunction with the Navy, are demon-
strating that, even with what we know
at present, we can, in a limited way,
alter the characteristics of cumulus
clouds and tropical storms.

Ahead is a future when residents of
areas now plagued with hurricanes,
tornadoes, floods, or droughts can live
secure in the knowledge that a system
of weather modification has enhanced
the generosity of nature while blunting
her occasional furies. At long last, we
will not only be able to talk about the
weather, but we will be able to do some-
thing about it.

Mr. President, the long-range implica-
tions of such control over our environ-
ment extend into every realm of human
activity and promise benefits beyond our
fondest dreams. I am convinced that
Congress should and must cooperate to
the fullest with the Secretary of Com-
merce and the Environmental Science
Services Administration in bringing to
fruition the plans outlined by Secretary
Connor for guaranteeing a future of fair
weather,

THE NATIONAL HUMANITIES FOUN-
DATION WILL CONSTITUTE AN-
OTHER IMPORTANT ACHIEVE-
MENT OF THE 89TH CONGRESS

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, we
have come a long, long way since Janu-
ary 7, 8 months ago, when on behalf of
myself and 35 colleagues I introduced
S. 111 to provide for the establishment
of the National Humanities Foundation
to promote progress, research, and
sclt:;:la,rshjp in the humanities and the
arts.

Extensive and informative hearings
have been held by the chairman of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Spe-
cial Subcommittee on Arts and Humani-
ties, our able and industrious colleague,
the junior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PELL]. America and its arts and
humanities are indebted to him for his
efforts to improve the opportunities of
all of us to better the quality of our
lives.

On March 10 President Johnson sent to
the Congress his proposal for legislation
to promote progress and scholarship in
the arts and humanities. This bill, S.
1483, was introduced the same day by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PerLL] for himself and on my behalf and
for the knowledgeable senior Senator
from New York [Mr. Javitsl. That bill
was known as the National Foundation
tilglst.he Arts and the Humanities Act of

9.

In transmitting the proposal to the
Congress President Johnson recalled his
statement in his state of the Union ad-
dress in which he noted:

We must also recognize and encourage
those who can be psthﬂnders for the Na-
tion's Imagination and understanding.



24154

In his statement on the proposed Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and Hu-
manities Act of 1965 the President said:

The humanities are an effort to explore the
nature of man's culture and to deepen un-
derstanding of the sources and goals of hu-
man activity. Our recommendations recog-
nize this effort as a central part of the
American national purpose, and provide mod-
est support to those whose work offers pro-
mise of extending the boundaries of under-
standing.

Pursuit of artistic achievement, and mak-
ing the fruits of that achievement available
to all its people, is also among the hallmarks
of a Great Soclety.

The administration proposal was simi-
lar to the bills which Senator PeELL and
I had introduced, and it contained the
proposals for the arts which Senator
Javits had been working to achieve for
a long time.

Working together, learning from men
and women who share our concern for
the need to strengthen our humanities
and our arts, and concomitantly the
quality of man’s life on earth, we have
today reached a long-awaited landmark.

The bill coming before us, improved
by the Senate and the House, will place
humanities and arts under a single roof
and establish separate funded programs
for each. We can use the tools of this
bill in building the Great Society.

Humanities and the arts are entwined.
To have separated them completely
would have created an undesirable and
needless alienation.

All of uscan be proud of the outstand-
ing and productive efforts to bring to us
the best possible bill. I urge favorable
consideration of the House approved ver-
sion of this proposed legislation which
contains, generally, features similar to
the Senate approved bill.

We would be wise to start work as soon
as possible, As President Johnson said
in transmitting the administration’s pro-
posal:

This Congress will consider many pro-
grams which will leave an enduring mark
on American life. But it may well be that
passage of this legislation, modest as it is,
will help secure for this Congress a sure and
honored place in the story of the advance of
our civilization.

WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL RE-
PORT TO THE PRESIDENT ON THE
DROUGHT IN THE NORTHEAST-
ERN UNITED STATES

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on
September 8, the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs held an informa-
tional hearing on the current water crisis
in the Northeastern United States which
has been aggravated by the severe
drought in recent years.

At our hearing, the Chairman of the
recently established Water Resources
Council, Secretary of the Interior Stew-
art Udall, announced that a second re-
port to President Johnson had just been
completed by the Council. Although
the report was not available at that time,
it has now been released and will be
made a part of our hearing record on this
important matter. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in my
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remarks a release from the White House
outlining the report of the Water Re-
sources Counecil.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

‘WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL REPORT TO THE
PRESIDENT ON THE DROUGHT 1N NORTHEAST-
ERN UNITED STATES

President Johnson announced that he had
received an inferim report on the Northeast-
ern drought from his Water Resources
Council, headed by Interior Secretary Stew-
art Udall. The report concluded that the
emergency actlons now underway to alleviate
the drought, if accompanied by aggressive
conservative measures and rainfall at last
year’'s levels, will meet the major water needs
of the more than 25 million people in the
Northeastern United States through next
spring’s thaw.

The President stated that he was satisfled
with the progress made to date, but called
upon the Governors and mayors of the af-
fected areas to continue their stringent ef-
forts to conserve existing water supplies, par-
ticularly in view of the critical situation
still prevailing in New York City, Philadel-
phia, and northern New Jersey. The Presi-
dent also reafiirmed his pledge to the citizens
of the Northeast to cooperate with them in
doing whatever else may be necessary to
combat the drought.

The short-term emergency actions resulted
from a series of White House conferences
called last month, and from the visits of the
water crisis team dispatched by the Presi-
dent to the clties hit the hardest by the
drought. The plans were developed through
the work of the Federal Government and
State and local officials in New York, New
Jersey, Delaware and Pennsylvania in what
the President termed an “outstanding Amer-
ican effort.”

The emergency actions are designed to es-
tablish a strategic water bank to allow for
timely shifts of water within the Delaware
River Basin system; provide an emergency
pump pipeline system at Lake Hopatcong,
N.J.,, and to release water stored in the
Greenwood Lake to the Newark reservolrs;
retard the Delaware River salt water front.

They followed the destination by the Pres-
ident of drought-striken sections in New
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Dela-
ware as disaster areas.

The major findings in the Water Resources
Council report were:

1. Although the past few weeks brought
substantial rains to many places in the
heart of the drought area, these were not
sufficiently above the normal for this season
of the year to significantly ameliorate
drought conditions.

2. The critlcal situation persists in New
York City, Philadelphia and northern New
Jersey. Water conservation is being widely
practiced. A water bank has been estab-
lished at the Neversink and Pepacton Reser-
voirs to allow for timely shifts of water with-
in the Delaware system. The salt water
front in the Delaware is being retarded by a
combination of measures. New York City is
taking steps to construct the pumping plant
at Chelsea. Additional water will be avail-
able from reservolrs and wells to assist In
meeting the northern New Jersey shortage.

3. Emergency water supply sources have
been located for some 23 additional commu-
nities in Vermont, New Hampshire, Massa-
chusetts, New York, and Pennsylvania iden-
tified as having critical water shortages and,
from Information now available, it appears
that the communities are in process of taking
actions necessary to meet the short-term
emergencies.

The report concluded:

1. That the emergency actions agreed upon,
it accomplished promptly, in conjunction
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with the efforts of the municipalities and
States involved, and assuming that precipita-
tion in the coming fall and winter is essen-
tially the same as for the same period last
year, can meet the major water supply needs
of northern New Jersey, New York City, and
Philadelphia over the emergency perlod
through next spring’s thaw.

2. That Federal agencies should continue
their overview of the Northeast drought sit-
uation and continue to provide technical as-
sistance, emergency agricultural assistance,
temporary use of power, small watershed and
flood control reservoir storage, and other
measures.

3. That the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission with assistance from the Federal
agencies continue surveillance of the water
shortage situation relating to New York City,
Philadelphia-Camden, and northern New

ersey.

4. That In providing for the immediate
emergency situation simultaneous considera-
tion must be given timely and prudent, prepa-
rations for a 5th year of drought.

The Water Resources Council and the Del-
aware River Commission will continue to
monitor the drought situation and will con-
tinue to render technical assistance to the
States and communities affected by the
drought.

The Water Resources Council consists of
the Secretary of the Interior as Chairman,
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Sec-
retary of the Army, and the Chairman of the
Federal Power Commission. The President
instructed the Council on July 14, 1965, to
render all possible assistance in alleviating
the 4-year drought situation.

The report of the Council carries a break-
down of current and planned actions by the
Federal agencies represented on the Council
and by other Federal agencies.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am
particularly pleased with the action and
progress made by the Water Resources
Council since its establishment by Public
Law 89-80, signed by the President this
past July. It is hoped that this will be a
responsible, coordinating, planning unit
which will bring unity and cohesion to
the major task of planning our Nation’s
water resources development.

HOODLUMS AND CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the editor of the Register, Amer-
ica’s national Catholic newspaper, of
Denver, Colo., for his front page cartoon
of September 12, 1965, which pointedly
demonstrated that a picture is worth a
thousand words.

A sly, vicious hoodlum wolf masquer-
ading under the cloak of the innocent
lamb labeled “The Honest Civil Rights
Movement” goes about his sinister busi-
ness brandishing the torch of riot,
slaughter, looting.

In many places of the Nation, under
the guise of promoting civil rights, hood-
lums, and other enemies of our Govern-
ment are endeavoring to garb themselves
in the cloak of the lamb. AIll righteous
citizens should be constantly alert and
vigorously protest these offenses against
the true civil rights movement and the
aims of our Government.

SENATOR CLARK ON WORLD LAW
AND DISARMAMENT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
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Crarx], made an extraordinarily elo-
quent speech today before the Washing-
ton World Conference on World Peace
Through Law.

This was a highly significant speech
on the great question of our times—
arms control and disarmament.

I ask unanimous consent that Senator
CLaArRK’s speech be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

THE Law oF DISARMAMENT

Someone once sald that war was too im-
portant a matter to be left to the generals.
That remark could well be amended by add-
ing that peace is too important to be left to
the ' politiclans., Speaking as one who has
never been a general—although I was once
a colonel—but who is both a politiclan and a
lawyer, I would agree with both statements
and suggest that the time has now come for
matters of war and peace to be turned over
to the true experts—the lawyers. While that
observation may sound facetious, in fact it
is not. For if one subscribes to the view that
stable and enduring peace can only be
achieved through general and complete dis-
armament under enforceable world law, as
I emphatically do, one must also recognize
the unique responsibility which we as
lawyers and jurists have in the search for
peace

It is scarcely possible to overemphasize the
urgency of our task. We must move toward
peace not inch by inch, but—to borrow a
phrase from John Gardner, the new Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare of
the United States—by “barracuda bites.”

For one thing is certain, in this most un-
certain time of accelerating tensions and
mounting stockpiles of lethal weaponry. It
is that on the road to peace we cannot stand
still, Either we go forward on that road to
4 planned peace or the octopus of events will
drag us downward into war, as it is by way of
doing right now in Vietnam, India, and
Pakistan. And we shall not be able to go
forward without a radical and substantial
development of disarmament law. This de-
velopment was promised in articles 2 and 26
of the United Nations Charter 20 years ago;
but the promise has not as yet been per-
formed.

To attaln the kind of peace for which the
peoples of all nations yearn, we must achieve
in the near future both worldwide disarma-
ment and world law to enforce it. The two
are inseparable. Disarmament won't work
unless there 1s law to enforce it. To be ef-
fective, disarmament must be total, though
achieved in stages which will take several
years to complete,

There are those who say that the attain-
ment of world peace through world law is
impossible and that the only way peace can
be achieved is by contriving either a stable
balance of power bullt on mutual deterrence
or by building a universal empire based on
overwhelming military power such as Rome,
Indeed the history of diplomacy since Na-
poleon has been a search for the former solu-
tion. But two hideous and bloody wars and
a host of lesser engagements have proven
that in the 20th century the search for either
a stable balance of armed power or in the al.
ternatives, a universal empire is fruitless.

Nevertheless the skeptics continue to in-
sist that there is no alternative to balance-
of-power politics, that we had better make
the best of it and not go chasing off after
crazy schemes. However, I am sure that
there were once those who said that there is
no alternative to the law of the jungle, that
the best thing one could do was get a good
stout club, grab the first woman in sight
by her hair and not wander too far out of the
cave at night.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Somehow, out of a combination of neces-
sity and ingenuity, law finally came into
being, backed up by institutions which were
universally acknowledged as having the
power and the duty to enforce it.

Of all of man's inventions, this least cele-
brated one, law, may eventually be the most
slgnificant. It is possible to have a civilized
society without the wheel or the lever, but it
is impossible to have civilization without law
courts, lawyers, and armed policemen to en-
farce judgments and decrees.

What man has done to make clvilization
possible—namely, to create enforceable law
within nation states—he now must do on a
world scale to make it possible for world-
wide civilization to survive. This is the
core of the matter: General and complete
disarmament under enforceable world law
is essential to the survival of civilization.
The rest, which follows, is a necessary quali-
fication,

For there is no rationale for requiring an
enforceable world law which purports to
regulate all aspects of the llves of individ-
uals and nations. The scope of world law
must be limited by the conditions which re-
quire it; it should be only the law of war
prevention, not the law of marriage and di-
vorce or property rights or private contracts
or water rights. The key to war prevention
is disarmament, general and complete, estab-
lished by treaties carefully drafted by law-
yers and it must be enforced through the
judicial process by some sort of an inter-
national peacekeeping police force with a
monopoly of the weapons of war.

Now, plainly, none of this can be achieved
unless all nations are prepared fo yleld a
certain amount of national sovereignty and
to be creative and imaginative in erecting
new international institutions to carry out
the job of achieving, monitoring world peace
through world law in a disarmed world.

These institutions created by legal crafts-
men should include the following:

1. A vetoless International disarmament
organization, to insure compliance with dis-
armament obligations by all nations at all
stages of the disarmament process, and after
general and complete disarmament has been
achieved. This body would have the impor-
tant duty of verifying that all nations had
complied with the requirements of each stage
of disarmament before ordering them to pro-
ceed to the next stage.

2. An adequate world police force. In
order to keep the peace during the period of
disarmament and thereafter it will be neces-
sary to create, parallel with the disarmament
process, a strong and heavily armed force of,
say, 300,000 men, composed of individual
volunteers and not of national contingents,
with safeguards to prevent any nation or
group of nations from exercising undue con-
trol, and to provide assurances against abuse
of power by this force.

3. International tribunals of mediation,
conciliation, and adjudication to provide
fully for the peaceful settlement of all in-
ternational disputes, in lieu of force or the
threat of violence.

There is much which we as lawyers and
jurists can do to convert these institutions
from dreams to realities. Accordingly I pro-
pose to this panel the formation of an inter-
national commission of jurists to draft a de-
tailed plan for general and complete disar-
mament under law which contains safeguards
adequate for the protection of all nations and
which meets the legitimate objections and
fears of all nations. The membership of this
international commission of jurists should
be as broadly representative as possible, and
all nations should be encouraged to contrib-
ute their best legal brains and talent to this
effort. The embryo of such a commission
presently exists at the 18-Nation Disarma-
ment Conference in Geneva in the form of a
committee of jurists consisting of repre-
sentatives of the United States, the United
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Kingdom, Italy, and Canada. It could be
nourished and be born a healthy child by
adding representatives from the legal pro-
fesslon of all states having significant armed
forces, assisted by representatives of the
weaker countries which nevertheless have an
important stake in world peace.

It is no secret that the work of the 18-
Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva
has been severely limited by the absence
from the bargaining table of two major
powers: France and China. I would hope
that both the French and the Chinese would
be willing to participate in the work of the
International Commission of Jurists which
I have proposed, and would send their best
lawyers to help shape the detailed language
of a comprehensive plan for achieving gen-
eral and complete disarmament under en-
forcible world law.

A number of conditions are indispensable
to the success of such an enterprise as this.
First, and possibly most important, an en-
lightened world opinion must come to under-
stand the need to create enforcible world law
and to bring about and maintain general
and complete disarmament. Old ideas die
hard. The notion that security can be
bought in an arms race is a particularly per-
sistent myth.

However, I am confident that this Second
World Conference on World Peace Through
Law, and other meetings and conferences on
related themes can perform a valuable edu-
cational function. To borrow Adlai Steven-
son’s famous phrase, we must not be afraid
to talk sense to the people of the world, to
help them break the old patterns of think-
ing and forge new constructive ones. This
has been a major function of the legal
profession.

Next, we must strive fo build and
strengthen fthe growing detente between
East and West and between developed and
underdeveloped countries. All nations have
an interest in finding mutually acceptable
ways to reduce the danger of war, to improve
their standards of living and to lift the heavy
burden of armaments from the backs of
their peoples. I regret the absence of rep-
resentatives from the Soviet Unlion and the
Chinese Peoples’ Republic from this world
conference. I hope that next time around
they will be present,

Finally, the disarmament process must be
adequately financed by an automatic tax
payable directly, not through national treas-
uries, to the International Disarmament Or-
ganization. We cannot allow the effort to
flounder for lack of funds.

In connection with the foregoing I submit
for the consideration of this working session
on disarmament and of this conference itself
two documents. The first is U.S. Senate
Concurrent Resolution 32 of the 89th Con-
gress, the planning for peace resolution.
This proposal cosponsored by 26 Senators sets
forth in greater detall the matters I have
been discussing this morning. The second
is a report made by a group of distinguished
international experts in the field of U.N. re-
form and disarmament to the Stanley Foun-
dation setting forth a more detailed plan for
achieving world peace under enforeible
world law.

One hears a great deal about how one na-
tion or another is not genuinely interested in
disarmament. But I hope the doubters on
all sides will take a new look at the concept
of enforceable world law and will come to ap-
preciate the necessity for yielding a measure
of national sovereignty in order to achieve
world peace.

Just a few months ago in San Francisco,
the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
U Thant, asked: “Is it really only the scourge
of war or the lash of terror that can move
us to the goal of peace and justice in the
world? Can we not make the effort to ad-
vance out of our own sense of responsibility
and knowledge, rather than be driven like
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refugees before a storm which may be un-
leashed by our own inability to take hold of
the future?”

All of us here—judges, lawyers, teachers of
the law, yes, even politicians—as members of
the international fellowship of the legal pro-
fession and as individual human beings as
well, know that the answer to U Thant’s
question must be yes. Let us acknowledge
the special responsibility which we have for
creating the legal foundations for peace, and
set ourselves, in a spirit of cooperation and
good fellowship, to the prompt completion of
our appointed tasks.

PERSONNEL PRACTICES AND PRO-
CEDURES IN THE FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, re-
cently the Government Employees’ Coun-
cil of the AFL-CIO, a group of 31 unions
representing some 1 million men and
women in career civil service positions,
raised some rather pointed questions
concerning the existing personnel prac-
tices and procedures in the Federal
Government.

In effect, these unions have posed these
questions to both the executive and leg-
islative branches of the Government:

First. Is the closing of military instal-
lations going to result in real savings to
the taxpayers, or will it lead merely to
the purchase of military hardware from
private, profit-oriented firms—at an ulti-
mately higher cost to the public?

Second. Is it wise to continue to have
private contractors sell to the Govern-
ment those services which have histori-
cally and successfully been performed by
civil service employees—particularly if
the cost for obtaining these services from
the private sector of the economy is sub-
stantially higher than for direct-hire
personnel?

Third. Is it either economically or mil-
itarily sound to have men in uniform as-
signed to civilian tasks—working as
plumbers or carpenters or chauffeurs or
in scores of other jobs—when such prac-
tices not only cost the taxpayers more,
but also deprive them of the military
potential which these servicemen rep-
resent?

These are questions which, individ-
ually, have concerned many Members of
the Congress for some time. My own
concern over the base closure question
in general, and its application to the
Portsmouth Navy Yard in my own State,
in particular, is well known. Other dis-
tinguished Members of the Senate have
joined me in expressing alarm over these
decisions on military installations—on
the basis of their impact on the econ-
omies of the communities in which these
facilities are located, on the basis of their
impaect on our military preparedness,
and on the basis of the ultimate savings,
or lack of savings, that are involved.
Other Members have spoken out on the
question of the contracting out proce-
dures and the use of military personnel
in civilian jobs. So these are matters
that concern—and have concerned—
many of us for some time.

The Government Employes’ Council
has estimated that, taken together, these
practices involve a waste of some $2 bil-
lion a year to the American taxpayers.
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This is a staggering amount, Mr. Presi-
dent. Itis more than the amount which
we have recently voted to prosecute the
war against communism in Vietnam. It
is more than the amount which we have
voted to carry on the war against poverty
at home. It is more than the amount
which the President recently announced
would be required to put a manned or-
bital laboratory into space. Clearly, in
the face of waste of this magnitude, it is
urgent that we root out the cause and
proceed to correct the situation.

The 31 Government unions in the
council have charged that two factors are
involved in this siphoning off of tax-
payers’ funds:

First. They contend that a directive
issued by the Bureau of the Budget in
1959—a directive that is still in force—
virtually pressures Government agencies
into buying services from commercial
sources, even when these services cost far
more than it would to have the same
assignment carried out by career ecivil
service personnel.

Second. They contend that the Whit-
ten amendment, which establishes the
ceilings on Government employment, is
unrealistic and that it makes it impos-
sible for Federal agencies to carry out
their missions with direct-hire personnel.
These ceilings, the Government Em-
ployees’ Council asserts, encourage agen-
cies to turn either to commercial or mili-
tary sources for the people that are
required to get the job done.

The Government Employees’ Council
has written to the President of the United
States, asking for the opportunity to dis-
cuss with him, or his designees, the steps
which might be taken to alleviate this
situation. But the fact of the matter is,
Mr. President, that the proposed solu-
tions call for affirmative action, not only
by the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, but by the legislative branch, as
well.

For that reason, I have written to
President Johnson requesting that Mem-
bers of the Congress—specifically, dele-
gations from the Senate and House Post
Office and Civil Service and Armed Serv-
ices Committees—be made parties to any
discussions between the administration
and the Government Employees’ Couneil
on this critical subject. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of my letter
to the President be inserted at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered fto be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

SEPTEMBER 15, 1965,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. PrEsmpENT: I have read with
considerable interest the recent request made
by the Government Employees’ Council of
the AFL—CIO for an early meeting with of-
ficials of your administration to discuss ways
in which substantial economies can be ef-
fected through drastic revision of the pres-
ent personnel policles and practices of the
Federal Government,

These unions—which represent nearly 1
million employes in the Federal service—
have raised serious questions involving such
matters as the closure of military bases, the
use of contractor personnel instead of career
civil servants, and the assignment of our
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men in uniform to the performance of civil-
ian tasks.

The Government Employees’ Council, rely-
ing on testimony presented to a committee
of the House of Representatives as well as
on information available to its own member
unions, has indicated that these practices
may be resulting in a waste of as much as
§2 billion a year. This represents a stag-
gering drain of taxpayers' dollars and is,
I am sure, of major concern to you in your
continuing efforts to economize wherever
possible in Government.

The unions in the Government Employees’
Council have proposed certain steps which
they feel could lead to substantial cost re-
ductions. These savings could be used ei-
ther to finance some of the Great Soclety
programs which are being enacted into law
under your leadership, or to further reduce
the tax burden on the American people.

Some of the proposals which these unions
have made in the nature of corrective action
involve decisions which can be made within
the executive branch; others would require
action by the legislative branch. Because
of the dual nature of the remedies proposed,
it might therefore be helpful if there were
a joint exploration of the nature and extent
of the problem, and a joint decision on the
steps which can best be taken to alleviate
the present situation.

I would respectfully propose, therefore,
that, in your arrangements for any meeting
with representatives of the Government Em-
ployees’ Council on this matter, you give con-
sideration to inviting a select group from the
legislative branch to join in the discussions.
Perhaps the best course of action would be
to invite delegations from the Senate and
House Post Office and Civil Service and Armed
Services Committees, since these are the
agencies of the Congress which deal most
directly with personnel issues.

A joint approach to the problems raised
by these unions would go a long way toward
reinforcing the cooperative spirit between
the executive and legislative branches of our
Federal establishment. Of equal importance,
it would permit a more orderly effort in de-
vising solutions to a wvery serious national
problem—an approach that would respect
the responsibilities of the respective branches
of Government to serve the American people.

I hope you will give favorable consideration
to this approach, and to the request of the
Government Employees' Council for an early
meeting to explore the issues in depth, I
believe it would be a constructive way to
implement your own avowed intention of
economizing in the use of tax dollars, with-
out serimping on the services which our Gov-
ernment renders to its citizens.

Respectfully yours,
ToMm MCINTYRE,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. President, I have
endeavored to make the point that the
processes of Government are best served
if we can strengthen the relationship
between the executive and legislative
branches. In recent months, the press
has accused the Congress of attempting
to usurp the prerogatives of the execu-
tive branch. This, of course, is not true.
We have merely expressed our displeas-
ure with some of the unilateral actions
taken by some Federal appointees, and
we have tried to discharge our obligations
to the American people in a manner that
will guarantee the best possible solutions
to the many problems which confront us
as a nation.

Whether the problem deals with the
closing of military bases, or the allocation
of work between Government and private
facilities, or the contracting-out to the
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private sector of the economy of work
historically done by the men and women
on the eareer rolls of our Government, or
the misuse of the men in uniform who
are supposed to be defending our Na-
tion—whatever the problem, we can best
devise solutions if we all work together,
within the framework of our constitu-
tional form of Government. This is the
reason why I have requested the Presi-
dent of the United States to include

Members of Congress in any discussions

with the Government Employes’ Council

on the question of wasting taxpayers'
money through misguided personnel pol-
icies.

I would like, Mr. President, to ac-
knowledge the debt which is owed to this
group of AFL-CIO unions for turning
the spotlight of public opinion on this
urgent problem. To help aguaint my
colleagues and the American people with
the extent of the contribution which
this group of unions has made, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
letter from GEC Chairman E. C. Hall-
beck to President Johnson, together with
a background statement which these
unions have issued, be incorporated into
my remarks.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

TeEXT OF A LETTER TO PRESIDENT JOHNSON
FroMm E, C. HALLBECE, CHAIRMAN OF THE
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYES' CoOUNCIL, AFL—
CcIO

Dear Me. PRESIDENT: The 31 unions com-
prising the Government Employes’ Council,
AFL—CIO, are conscious of your keen desire
to achieve sound economles in the Federal
service. We are aware also of your deep in=-
terest in the well-being of the men and wom-
en who devote their careers to public serv-
ice in various Federal agencies,

For these reasons, we offer several sugges-
tions to save the Government as much as $2
billion each fiscal year, without impairing
any essential services to the American peo-
ple.

Earlier this year, you will recall, the Sub-
committee on Manpower of the House Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service issued
a report on the personnel practices of the
Department of Defense, In this report, the
subcommittee estimated that as much as
$1,400 million was being lost annually by
contracting to private companies work
which has historically and successfully been
handled by civil service employees.

The subcommittee's report concentrated
exclusively on the Department of Defense—
which, by the nature of its huge budget, is
probably the largest user of these contracts.
But there is considerable evidence which
could be adduced to show similar examples in
other executive departments and agencles—
the Post Office Department, the Natlonal
Aeronautics and Space Administration, and
the General Services Administration, to name
just a few. These practices in non-Defense
agencies could add up to as much as $600
million more each year.

The Government Employes’ Council pro-
poses four steps to alleviate the situation:

1. Withdrawal or substantial modification
of Bureau of the Budget bulletin No. 60-2.
This document was issued in 1959 by another
administration, setting forth, as official
policy, the concept that the Government
should not perform services and functions
which can be provided by private firms. Re-
grettably, this document has not been re-
vised in succeeding years. It specifically
permits agency officlals to purchase services
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from private firms even when they are far
more costly to the taxpayers than the use
of direct-hire civil service personnel. We
believe this flies in the face of your admin-
istration’s efforts to achieve meaningful
economies.

2. Ending entirely the use of military per-
sonnel to perform civilian functions. This
has proven quite costly in tax dollars, on
the basis of the House subcommittee hear-
ings. Just a few days ago, Representative
Davip N. HENDERsON, the subcommittee
chairman, estimated that at least 50,000 ac-
tive-duty military men in our armed serv-
ices are performing civilian-type work. This
is detrimental to our defense posture as well
as harmful to your economy efforts. Partic-
ularly now, in view of the serious military
situation in the Far East, we belleve these
personnel should be released to combat duty,
and thelr civillan functions—carpenters,
painters, chauffeurs, typists, stock -clerks,
statisticians, et cetera—be returned to the
civil service category where they previously
belonged.

3. Repeal of the Whitten amendment,
which has placed unrealistic cellings on Fed-
eral agencies. The council was gratified with
your action of August 6, 1965 in signing H.R.
6622 into law. The new statute helps relieve
a critical situation by exempting the Post
Office Department from the personnel re-
strictions of the Whitten amendment, How=-
ever, as long as Korean war-type ceilings are
placed on other agencies—cellings which do
not take into account the additional de-
mands generated by an ever-increasing pop-
ulation, and the additional services required
by new statutes and expanding agency func-
tions—these restrictions will serve as an open
invitation to agencies to purchase untold
numbers of man-years of service outside the
Government in order to achleve agency mis-
slons. Procurement of these services from
private companies results in far higher costs
to the taxpayers than does the direct hire
of additional civil service employes.

4, A review in depth of Defense Depart-
ment plans to close or consolidate military
installations. While there may be some ac-
tivities which are no longer essential because
of changing defense requirements, the Gov-
ernment Employees’ Council believes that
the determination to close many facilities
constitutes false economy. The military
hardware being produced at some of these
installations remains vital to the defense
of freedom, and the Defense Department
will be forced to obtain this hardware from
private firms. This will lead, inevitably, to
greater expenditure of taxpayers’ dollars.
The Manpower Subcommittee has indicated
it plans to hold hearings on the base-closure
question. We hope the administration will
Join with us in a serious review of this mat-
ter before the subcommittee in the interest
of sound fiscal management.

While welcoming this administration’s ef-
forts toward economy, the Government
Employees’ Council is concerned that it
might be turned in the direction of merely
reducing the size of the Government pay-
roll. In years gone by, Federal employees
have been the whipping boys for many a so-
called economy drive, for it has long been
popular to regard Federal employment as
some evil that must be avolded at all costs.
We are confident that your administration
has no such thought in mind, but we are
concerned that overzealous officials at lower
levels in the executive department might
construe the frugality drive as open season
on civil service employees.

If this should prove to be the case—if the
tactics at the agency level should be to slash
payrolls and then turn work over to private
contractors—then the administration’s ef-
forts toward economy not only will be illu-
sory but we will all suffer, for there will be
a lessening of service to the American people
and a marked reduction in its quality.
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Let me once agaln pledge to you, Mr.
President—on behalf of the Federal em-
ployees in the classified, postal, and wage
board services whom our 31 affiliated unions
represent—that the Government Employees’
Council wholeheartedly supports your goal
of a Federal establishment which will provide
the American people a maximum of service
at a minimum of cost. This has been the
historic position of the Government
employee; it will continue to be our policy.

Because we are most anxious to join more
fully in the administration’s efforts to
achieve meaningful savings throughout
Government, we look forward to an early
opportunity for a small committee to discuss
our proposals in greater detail with you or
your designated representatives.

Respectfully,
E. C. HALLBECK,
Chairman.

A BACKGROUND STATEMENT BY THE GEC

The Government Employes’ Council of the
AFL-CIO has no quarrel with the private
enterprise system on which the American
economy is based. We welcome free enter-
prise; we concede its right to grow and pros-
per; we salute it for the enormous contribu-
tion it has made to the progress of our coun=-
try.

!\rﬂ'e subscribe to the principle that Gov-
ernment should not compete with private
enterprise. However, we do not interpret
this to mean that the Government must be
rendered impotent or that it must cede its
duties and responsibilities to private firms.
We feel that the Government has certain
historic functions to perform, and that free
enterprise has totally different functions to
perform.

We believe this subject of competition
should be a two-way street. If Government
should not compete with private enterprise,
it follows that private enterprise should not
insist on competing with Government. We
see no justification for an approach in which
the business community says “what’'s mine
is mine, and what’s yours is supposed to be
contracted out.”

It would make as much sense for the Gov-
ernment to contract out to private firms the
ralsing, training, and equipping of our Armed
Forces—in the manner of the Hesslans of
generations past—as it does to say that the
Government, to prove it is noncompetitive,
must turn over to profit-oriented firms those
duties that have been performed success-
fully by Government employees over the
course of years. This is, of course, patently
ridiculous,

There is no rationale for contracting with
private firms to do the jobs which can be
done cheaper, and better, through the use of
direct-hire employees on the Federal pay-
roll. If this present procedure is pursued
further—particularly at a time when the
administration is engaged in what it calls a
war on waste—the American people are go-
ing to be misled. They will be told that
reductions in the Federal payroll are being
made in the interests of economy—but will
they be told, as well, that to achieve this
goal, more money is being expended to pur-
chase the same services (or even services of
lesser quality) from private firms?

The trend toward contracting out is the
inevitable byproduct of restrictive personnel
levels in the Federal service, aggravated by a
policy directive issued in 1859, and still in
force, which virtually commands agency
heads to give preferential treatment to pri-
vate contractors, as opposed to direct-hire
employees, lrrespective of the cost.

Bureau of the Budget Bulletin No. 60-2
sets forth the views of a prior administra-
tion on this question of competition between
the Government and private enterprise. It
states, as its credo, the principle that “the
Federal Government will not start or carry
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on any commercial-industry activity to pro-
vide a service or product for its own use if
such product or service can be procured from
private enterprise through ordinary business
channels.”

In pursuit of this policy, the bulletin in-
structs agency officials to overlook even
“relatively large and disproportionately
higher costs” of commercial sources, and
states as a general rule that agencies should
have “a presumption in favor * * * of com-
mercial sources—even, the bulletin says,
when these are “more costly commercial
sources.”

This is a curious policy. It is a damn-the-
cost-full-procurement-ahead  concept. It
may fit administrators’ notions of how to
get along with free enterprise, but it cer-
tainly is at odds with any high-flown prom-
ises about prudent management of Govern-
ment affairs.

Yet, the policy continues to exist, and the
Bureau of the Budget, which promised the
House Manpower Subcommittee a year ago
that it would revise the bulletin, still has
done nothing.

When you add to this bulletin the unrealis-
tic ceilings on personnel with which Gov-
ernment agencies are saddled by the Whitten
amendment, you create the kind of situation
that agency administrators must find hard
to resist. On the other hand, you have in-
creasing demands for services from depart-
ments and agencies of Government; on the
other hand, you have strict directives on the
number of people you are allowed. Increased
efficiency and greater productivity from all
Government workers—classified, postal, and
wage board—have performed miracles in
terms of getting a quality job done, but this
has not been enough in the face of new pro-
grams and new directions for Federal
agencies.

What is an administrator going to do?
He'’s going to have the work done by a private
firm, which charges not only for the people
it supplies, but which also charges overhead
and profit. Government directives say that
agencies should not use contracting-out
procedures to circumvent personnel ceilings.
But given the problems, these directives are
going to be honored more in the breach than
in the observance.

The record of the Manpower Subcommittee
is replete with evidence to sustain this point.
In its report issued earlier this year, Repre-
sentative Davip N. HENDERSON, subcommittee
chairman, sald this: “The Federal Govern-
ment is paying about $1.4 billlon annually
more than would be necessary if this work
were being handled by clvil service employees
on the direct payroll of the Federal Govern-
ment.”

The subcommittee went on to say: “It is
not good business for the Federal Govern-
ment to contract with private interests to
furnish to the Government ‘people’ to per-
form work that currently is and historically
has been successfully handled by Govern-
ment personnel. This, in the opinion of the
subcommittee * * * is unwarranted (and) is
false economy."”

The report centered exclusively on the con-
tracting-out procedures of the Defense De-
partment., If its findings were to be ap-
plied on a Government-wide basis—and,
after all, the contracting out is being con-
ducted In virtually every department and
agency of the executive branch—then it is
easy to see how the flgure on waste would
reach, or exceed, our $2 billion estimate,

The subcommittee criticized the fact that
“no one in the Government knows how many
man-years are being bought from private
industry to work in the Department of De-
fense nor does anyone know exactly how
much it is costing.” In other words, not only
is the practice widespread, no one has ap-
Pparently taken the time to discover 1ts waste-
ful nature—relying on  bulletin No. 60-2's
“presumption” in favor of the private con-
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tractor, irrespective of “disproportionately
higher costs.” The subcommittee ventured
the opinion that the cost of contractor em-
ployees “may be as much as 100 percent more
than a similar staff of civil service personnel
doing a similar job.”

The subcommittee said it had found “many
examples * * * proving that restrictive civil
service personnel ceilings are a major reason
for using contractor personnel,” and said its
members were “shocked at the degree of in-
efficiency and waste of Government funds”
involved.

As to bulletin No. 60-2, the subcommittee
sald this policy “does lean heavily on the
side of commercial sources irrespective of
costs.” It added: “In consideration of the
dynamic nature of our economy, plus the
changing concepts of our defense effort, it is
rather difficult to imagine a policy of this
import not having been revised" since its
adoption in 1959.

The record shows only one type of con-
tracting out which has resulted in any ap-
preciable savings—but ironically these sav-
ings have been at the expense of another ad-
ministration principle: Its war on poverty.
The subcommittee produced evidence show-
ing that, when janitorial services were turned
over to private contractors, the latter often
hired workers at substandard wages—often
below the minimum wage level. We deplore
this type of situation which pits the worker
on the lowest rung of the economic ladder
against the Government employee—to the
deg:l'lment. of both, and of the country, as
well.

Representative HENDERSON, expressing con-
cern over this situation, quoted from testi-
mony by Assistant Secretary of Labor Esther
Peterson before the House Education and
Labor Committee, when she said: “The Fed-
eral Government cannot afford to save money
at the expense of those who are among the
most unskilled, the weakest, and the poorest
of our citizens. This result is directly con-
trary to one of our most frequently expressed
ideals. Contributions to our Federal Treas-
ury from the pockets of those living in the
depths of poverty are too costly.” We heart-
ily endorse this view. We hope that the offi-
cials who head the various Federal agencies
will pay heed to Mrs. Peterson.

In recent weeks, there have been signs that
the administration is taking a hard, new
look at this problem. We particularly ap-
plaud the pledges by Norman Paul, Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, that
thousands of jobs usurped by military per-
sonnel will be returned to regular civil serv-
ice employees, and that other technical jobs
now filled by employees of private contractors
likewise will be returned to career civil serv-
ants. This is a welcome start. Now it must
be implemented and enlarged upon through-
out Government.

GEC opposition to contracting out is noth-
ing new. Back in 1961 we had this to say
on the subject: “This policy has led to * * *
the discharge of thousands of career civil
service employees before they have become
eligible for retirement, and at an age where
industry and other governmental agencles
are unwilling to employ their services. The
policy has caused the waste of valuable skills
and loss of the effective utilization of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars invested in plant
Tacllities and tools. It has caused thousands
of families and hundreds of local commu-
nities to suffer adverse economic adjustment
and hardships. It has also fostered and pro-
moted higher defense costs to the taxpayer
and has been responsible for the adequacy
and quality of our country's defense posture
to be vested in the profit-motivated segment
of our economy, instead of under the control
of the Congress and the administration, as
required by our Constitution.”

Our commitment to frugality is nothing
new, either. Our 31 affiliated unlons and
their members have long been pledged to the
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war on waste—pledged to it, i1« fact, before
it was really fashionable. Proof of our com-
mitment has been the wholehearted partici-
pation of our members in the Federal em-
ployees’ incentive award program. Over the
past 10 years, hundreds of thousands of their
ideas have been accepted by the Government,
resulting in savings running to the hundreds
of millions of dollars.

Vital as these savings have been, they pale
by comparison with the $2 billion a year
which can be saved by the revised personnel
procedures which we have recommended to
the President.

INCREASED RETIREMENT ANNUI-
TIES FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, HR.
8469, which provides for retirement an-
nuities increase for our Federal em-
ployees, passed the House August 3, 1965.

This bill, with amendments, passed the
Senate on September 8, 1965, and on
September 9, 1965, the House agreed to
the Senate amendments. The bill was
then returned to the Senate for signa-
ture by the Vice President and forwarded
to the White House.

Some of my friends who are vitally
interested in this legislation checked and
found that it has not yet arrived at the
White House. As a member of the Sen~-
ate Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee, I earnestly urge that this bill be sent
to the White House for final approval.

This is important in order that our
Federal retirees will be eligible to receive
the increased annuities, on December 1,
1965. If the bill is not signed before
October 1, the retirees will lose 1
month’s benefits as payments will begin
after January 1, 1966—instead of Decem-
ber 1, 1965.

THE BRITISH POUND STERLING

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 12 I made a major speech concerning
the state of the British economy and its
problems and its relationship to the sta-
bility of the international monetary sys-
tem. In that speech I called attention
to the seriousness of the British eco-
nomic situation—not only the im-
mediate position of the pound sterling,
but also to Britain’s ability to correct the
fundamental weaknesses in its economic
system which contribute to periodie
crises in its balance of payments.

Since that speech Secretary Fowler,
during his recent European trip, suc-
ceeded in putting together a new finan-
cial package, with the support of the in-
dustrialized countries of Europe plus
Canada and Japan, except France. I
fully support this action and agree that
it will remove the immediate threat of a
crisis for the pound sterling and there-
by will contribute to the stability of the
international monetary system. Note
should be taken at the same time of the
very drastie steps which the British Gov-
ernment itself has taken in dealing with
the threat of inflation in Britain and
thereby strengthening the confidence of
the world’s financial centers in the abil-
ity of the British Government to bring
gh:l immediate crisis at hand under con-

My own feeling is, and I have fully
expressed this in my August 12 speech,
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that the real solution to Britain’s re-
curring balance of payments crises is in
the modernization of management and
labor policies and practices in Britain's
industry, as well as strong external fi-
nancial support for the modernization
of key sectors of the British economy,
and the making of new trade arrange-
ments between the United States,
Britain, and Canada and other countries
willing to abide by the terms of these
arrangements.

So, while I strongly support the new
credit arrangements now concluded be-
tween the United States and its indus-
trialized allies to support the pound, I
believe that what is needed is for the
United States, in cooperation with its
allies, to assist Britain to deal with its
long-term problems on the basis of long-
term arrangements such as I have
suggested.

I am glad to note that the Honorable
Robert Roosa who, until last year, was
Under Secretary of the Treasury, and the
architect of many of the ad hoc meas-
ures that have been taken to supplement
the international monetary structure
created in the immediate postwar
period, suggested, in his recent book en-
titled “Monetary Reform for the World
Economy,” that Britain be extended a
long-term loan by the industrialized
countries to help pay off Britain’s exist-
ing relatively short-term debts to the
IMF. My own proposal is for the indus-
trialized countries to provide approxi-
mately $10 billion to Britain in long-
term loans through the World Bank to
provide it with the necessary funds to
modernize segments of its economy, in
an orderly and considered atmosphere.

I am pleased to report that the re-
action to my suggestions was quite fa-
vorable in the British press, and once
again I urge the President, the Secretary
of the Treasury, and the Secretary of
Btate to give their careful attention to
the proposals contained in my August 12
speech. Anyone who carefully analyzes
the British economic situation can see
that the principal contributing factors
in Britain’s current balance-of-pay-
ments crisis and the need for Britain to
deal with this crisis through drastic, de-
flationary action are due to long-term
fundamental factors that must be cor-
rected so that sterling will continue to
play its present major role in the inter-
national monetary system. The will-
ingness of industrialized countries, both
last November and again a few days ago,
to come to the aid of the pound indi-
cates a recognition of the key role of the
pound in the existing international
monetary system. What must be done
now is for the industrialized countries to
begin immediate consultations with
Britain as to how these countries could
contribute to a fundamental correction
of Britains’ basic economic woes.

I ask unanimous consent that copies
of articles appearing in the British press
concerning my proposals, as well as re-
cent articles from the American press
concerning the state of the pound ster-
ling, may be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.
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There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

| From the Economist, Aug. 14, 1865]
A E1TE FroM NEw YORK

Senator Jacos Javirs, New York’s inde-
pendently minded Republican, has always
had a flair for picking up and backing the
good cause—Iif never an official position to
bring to bear. This week. just when sterling
seemed to be recovering anyway, the Senator
proposed a still closer Atlantic partnership
to help the pound: the formation of a free
trade area In manufactures and the extend-
ing of American technical and financial aid
to this country. It was all more dramatic
than new. And all very unoitficial. But it
would be a mistake to dismiss it out of hand
for all of that. The basic idea of a free trad=
area across the Atlantic is a good one—this
newspaper advocated exploring this possibll-
ity when the European door banged shut.
And we have also advocated a virtual merger
of the British and American exchange equali-
zation accounts through a major and perma-
nent extension of the swap facility. The
Senator's scheme while sensibly suggesting
starting modestly—with perhaps just the
three giants, the United States, Britain, and
Canada in the trade area—Iis open ended.
Presumably, 1t would eventually embrace at
least Britain’s EFTA partners. It is a sug-
gestion worth officlal consideration—particu-
larly now that, hopefully, the heat of thz
sterling crisis has cooled—if only as a less-
than-ideal solution.

[From the Financial Times, Aug. 18, 1965]

BeEnaTOR URGEs Massive U.S. SUPPORT FOR
Unrtrep Kmcpom

WasmincroN, August 12.—Massive U.S.
support by the administration to prevent
Britain's recurrent financial crises from
weakening her role in Western affairs was
urged today by Republican Senator Jacos
Javirs, of New York.

““It is obvious from Britain's recurrent
balance-of-payments problem that without
basic domestic economic reforms—which
Britain shows every will to effect—alded by
substantial U.S. capital, Britain’s role in
world affairs will be seriously impalired in the
coming years,” he warned.

Commenting on the various measures
taken by the Labor government, Senator
Javirs maintained that except for the wages
policy and the creation of new Ministries,
“these measures do not deal with Britain’'s
long-range problems.” To deal with these
he proposed powerful economic support from
the United States in various ways.

The United States should make available
to Britain the technical knowledge and fi~
nancial support Britain may call for to assist
in the modernization of industry. In par-
ticular, Senator Javirs suggested, President
Johnson should exempt Britain from the
interest equalization tax for up to $100 mil-
lion annually for the purpose of obtaining
long-term U.S. private capital to modernize
factories.

MODERNIZATION FUND

There should also be a modernization fund
set up by OECD nations to help Britain with
her long-range structural problems. Sen-
ator Javits proposed a §10 billion fund for
this purpose.

He further suggested that the Unifed
States should offer to enter a free trade area
treaty—which would eventually. include
members both of the EEC and EFTA—and
agree to lower tariffs on an across-the-board
basls by § percent annually for 20 years.
For this purpose Senator Javirs today intro-
duced a bill which would authorize the
President to ellminate U.S. tariffs on the
manufactured products of industrialized
nations.
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Most of Senator Javirs' proposals have
little prospect of gaining official backing at
this time, but the tone of his speech is in-
dicative both of general concern here at the
implication of Britain's economic troubles,
and of the large fund of good will which
still exists for Britain in Congress, especially
among legislators from the eastern seaboard.

Noticing the tremendously important role
still played by sterling, he pointed out that
it is greatly to American interests to main-
taln the dollar and pound international
standard. Our economy need not be asked
to carry this responsibility alone.

[From the Guardian, Aug. 13, 1965]

CALL FOR MaJOR U.S. AIp TO BRITAIN—REPUB~
LICAN SUGGESTS PARTNERSHIP

(By Richard Scott)

WasHINGTON, August 12.—The TUnited
States should rally with all necessary aid to
the side of the United Kingdom in the “sec-
ond Battle of Britain” which is now being
fought out on the economic front. This is
the essence of an argument developed before
the Senate this afternoon by Senator JavITs.

Britain, the liberal Senator from New York
said, 18 America’s closest ally; she is also an
essential element in the stability and
strength of the free world. And the threat
to the stability of the pound indicated that

“there was & grave danger that "Britain's

recurrent finanecial crises would significantly
reduce her leading participation in the con-
duct of Western affairs.” The Senator
thought the United States should take the
initiative in helping Britain to win its eco-
nomiec battle.

STRONGER RELATIONSHIP

He suggested that America needed a
stronger relationship with the United King-
dom, which would lead to “a broader trading
arrangement to include all the industrialized "
countries of the free world.” Specifically,
Senator JAVITS proposes:

1. The United States should offer to enter
into a free trade area treaty, at first with
Britain, then with Canada and, on a recipro-
cal basis, with the other EFTA nations, the
Common Market countries, either individ-
ually or as a unit, and the other industrial-
ized members of the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development, which
are willing to reciprocate by lowering their
tariffs and nontariff barriers on an across-
the-board basis, by 6 percent a year, over the
next 20 years.

2. The United States should make avail-
able the technical knowledge and financial
support Britain might call for to assist such
changes in industrial outlook and methods
as are necessary to permit its full participa-
fion “in the trading arrangements I
propose.”

3. The United States should press forward
with its plan for international monetary
reform through the IMF, and present a plan
of action in time for the annual meeting of
the IMF in September.

4. Congress, in cooperation with parliamen-
tary leaders in Britain, should take the
initiative in forming an ad hoec interpar-
liamentary working group whose task would
be: (a) to chart a course toward the estab-
lishment of a consultative Atlantic assembly
composed of NATO countries and European
neutrals; and (b) to develop a consensus
among Parliament and Government in sup-
port of this idea.

BRITISH HELP

The Senator then expounded at some
length the basis upon which he claimed that
Britaln had made, and was making, a major -
contribution to the maintenance of world
peace, and the expansion of world prosper-
ity—particularly In wunderdeveloped areas.
He also went into the detalls of Britain's
present economic difficulties.
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He concluded: “Let us not underestimate
the current economic crisis besetting
Britain.” This “could set the world on a
critical collision course with depression. In
1949 Winston Churchill advised us never ‘to
lose sight of the fact that Britain is an ab-
solutely vital necessity to the strength and
future of the United States.” That statement
is as valid today as it was then and, with
that incontrovertible fact in mind, we must
act promptly and afirmatively now.”

Sometimes Senator Javirs speaks for the
small body of northern liberals in the Senate
and the country; but mostly he speaks for
himself.

RUMORS MISTAKEN

British United Press reports: A comment
that the British economy, though possibly
alling, was not as sick as speculators had
contended, was made by today's New York
Times. The newspaper stated that Britain's
record exports in July “should dispel rumors
that sterling will be devalued.”

[From Punch, Sept. 1, 1965]

O RARE AND UPRIGHT JACOB
My favorite American, not a shadow of
doubt about it, is Senator Jacoe Javrrs, of
New York. BSenator Javirs does not know
that we are sort of old buddies, that we once
shook hands in the building of the New York

Times and passed the time of day. It hap--

pened like this: I was elevating with some
eminent American journalists when the lift
stopped to admit the freshly elected Senator.
My colleagues opened up with “Congratula-
tions, Senator,” and Mr. JaviTs responded
instantly with a big grin and an extending
palm,

How was he to know that as an allen, and
therefore without benefit of franchise, I had
contributed precisely nothing to his victory?

How was he to know that to me he was

“'merely a friendly face on American TV?
Ought I to have withdrawn with some such
remark as “Senator, I am English—you have
nothing to thank me for.” No, that would
have been boorish. So I allowed myself to
pose as a Yank, and we shook. Vigorously,
I recall.

You see how proud I am of that accldental
connection. This man, Javrrs, has turned
out to be worthy of my handshake. The
other day in Washington, he urged “massive
U.S. support for the United Kingdom.” "It
is obvious,” he said, “from Britain’s recurrent
balance-of-payments problem that without
baslc domestic reforms—which Britain shows
every will to effect—alded by substantial
U.S. capital, Britain’s role in world affairs
will be seriously impaired in the coming
years."

Now U.S. support for Britain is not an
entirely new idea. The United States was
supporting Britain even before it became
the United States—right up to the Boston
Tea Party—and since then it has waded in
with all manner of loans, Bundles for Britain,
lend-lease agreements, Marshall aid and the
rest. Indeed, there are people in Britain who
maintain that all our economic weaknesses
stem from these loans and the resultant
featherbedding of British industry; Torles,
in particular, regard the postwar American
loan agreement as a rare old example of
Soclalist incompetence, and they will accuse
Labor of profligacy once again should any-
thing come of Senator Javirs’ proposals,

The truth is, however, that Britain needs
foreign ald if it is to recover quickly. At
present we are marking time; we have a
government pledged to introduce new meas-
ures to beat the recurring trade gap; and it
can't even get started; at the first sign of
radlicalism the financlers take fright and
gell sterling, and the pound nosedives and
the government has second thoughts and
drops its radicalism. We need, as the Sen-
ator has sald, a few years of massive and
unqualified support, time to embark on

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

measures of reform and reconstruction that
would insure a healthy, efficient, competitive
Britain.

For many years we have lived virtually
from hand to mouth, spending next to noth-
ing on the future. And we are all aware
of the results. Our education is stuck
for want of teachers, accommodation, and
equipment; our health services scream for
more nurses, doctors, and hospitals; our
transport is gummed up; our industries fall
down on scientific research, automation, de-
sign, and marketing; we lack the housing es-
sential for industrial mobility and a decent
policy for immigration. And we can't tackle
this immense backlog of reconstruction
without jeopardizing the precious pound, for
we live so near to the knuckle that without
the support of the foreign investor sterling
is doomed. And the foreign investors' in-
terest in sterling is restricted, quite naturally,
to what it will buy in Britain.

Plans for new schools, hospitals, roads, for
an extension of state "“welfare” leave him
ice cold. These things cannot be bought
by the foreigner; to him they are so many
extras to be financed by his sterling. So
the gnomes of Zurich and elsewhere distrust
state planning and insist on lalsser-faire
muddle,

Senator Javirs ls the first influential for-
eigner to understand our predicament. If
he manages to convince his fellow Americans
to the point of action he will repeat—no,
improve on the “most unsordid act in
history.”

BERNARD HOLLOWOOQD.

[From the Times, Aug. 13, 1965]

U.S. SENATOR'S FREE TRADE PLAN—PARTNER-
SHIP PLEA—SUPPORTING EcoNOMY

WasaINgTON, August 12.—Senator Jacoe
Javirs, Republican, of New York, said today
that the United States should offer a form of
economic partnership to Britain. Powerful
American support was indispensable if the
British people were to win the new battle of
Britain.

There could be no doubt that a key ele-
ment of Western strength and cohesion was
Britain's contribution in international
finance, economic development, and in the
military security of Europe and the Com-
monwealth nations, he sald. It would be
a grave blow to the West if the balance-of-
payments crisls and the weakness of sterling
reduced her leading participation in the con-
duct of Western affairs. The United States
must take the initiative now.

RECIFROCAL BASIS

The Senator, who is a good friend of Brit-
ain and has been long concerned with her
economlic difficulties, discussed the speech
with members of the administration before
delivery. The general response was favor-
able, and some useful comments were given;
while only Senator Javrrs is responsible for
the contents, the speech reflects the sym-
pathetic concern of the administration.

Specifically, he recommended an offer to
enter into a free trade area treaty initially
with Britain and then Canada, and on a re-
ciprocal basis with the other European Free
Trade Association nations, and members of
the European Economic Community, either
individually or as a unit. The offer should
also be made to other industrialized coun-
tries of the Organization of Economic Coop-
eration and Development willing to recipro-
cate by lowering tariff and nontariff barriers
on an across-the-board basls.

The object of the treaty would be substan-
tially free trade, subject to national security
exceptions, in manufactured products be-
tween industrialized countries. As an es-
sential precondition, full meaning must be
given to the “dominant supplier authority,”
of the Trade Expansion Act, which was ren-
dered useless by Britain’s exclusion from the
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For this purpose, Senator Javirs said, he
was introducing a bill authorizing the Presi-
dent to eliminate U.S. tariffs on the manu-
factured products of industrialized nations.
It would enable the United States to offer
full economic partnership to Britain, and
provide big incentives to the EEC and other
European nations, as well as Canada and
Japan, to see the advantages of a closely
integrated Western economy.

[From the Daily Telegraph, August 18, 1965]

SENATOR WANTS FREE TRADE WITH BRITAIN—
“UNITED STATES SHOULD A1p EcoNOMY"

(By Vincent Ryder, Daily Telegraph staff
correspondent)

WASHINGTON, Thursday.—The TUnited
States should offer Britain economic part-
nership, including a free trade agreement,
to help it out of its economic troubles, Sen-
ator Javirs, a Republican of New York, saild
in a speech in the Senate today .

“The United States has an indispensable
and fundamental stake in the well-being of
Britain and her ability to play a strong role
in the free world's struggle for peace and
freedom,” he said.

A new Battle of Britain was raging that
could adversely affect the strength of the
‘West and the fate of the free world.

Senator Javirs, a prominent member of
the Congressional Joint Economic Commit-
tee, offered a string of suggestions.

He also introduced a bill that would au-
thorize the President to eliminate tariffs on
manufactured goods as a first step towards
a free-trade area treaty with Britain.

LONG-TERM FPROBLEMS

There is almost no change of legislative
action on the bill this year. The Senator’s
chief aim is to focus American attention on
Britain's problems and to stir up a public
debate that might produce action.

Senator Javirs said there were long-term
problems to be tackled. British industry
must be consolidated into larger wunits.
Trade unions must show greater awareness
of the need for increased productivity and
automation. Industry needed new capital.

Confidence in British business traditions
should be preserved “by setting at rest fur-
ther rumors about the nationalization of
steel and similar ventures which would not
help to reorient Britain towards the rapidly
growing and Increasingly competitive West-
ern European complex.”

TAX EXEMPTION

On the American side, Senator Javirs of-
fered suggestions for helping Britain’s econ-
omy. Presldent Johnson's administration
shows no sign of putting its weight behind
them, though it is prepared to support the
pound against speculative attacks.

The Senator’s proposals included exemption
for Britain from the tax on American pur-
chase of forelgn securities and using the
Government-sponsored organization of man-
agerial experts to advise British firms on
production.

He urged setting up a “modernization
fund"” by the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development to help coun-
tries like Britain. Amerlca, he said, should
contribute up to one-half of what probably
would be $10,000 million (£3,571 million)
expenditure over a 5-year period.

[From the Daily Mail, Aug. 13, 1965]
SENATOR URGES AID FOR BRITAIN

Senator JacoB K. Javirs, a Republican, to-
day called on America to give Britain massive
economic aid in the “new battle of Britain.”

He told Congress that the United States
should enter into a free trade area treaty
with Britain and give her technical knowl-
edge and financial support to help her re-
vitalize her industry.
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[From the Sun, Aug. 13, 1965]

UnIiTED STATES MuvusT JoiINn NEW BATTLE OF
BRITAIN

(By Frederick Farris, Washington, D.C.)

A leading U.S. Republican, Senator Jacos
Javrrs, sald here today that for her own sake
America must help to avert an economic crash
in Britain.

He told the Senate that Washington must
take the initiative to help the people of Brit-
. aln to win what he called the new “battle of
Britain.”

Loss of this battle, he said, “could seriously
affect the strength of the West and the fate
of the free world.”

Senator Javirs urged the U.S. Government
to offer to join with Britain in a “free trade
area treaty” that could later include Canada
and possibly even continental Europe.

PARTNERS

He announced he was introducing a bill
which would authorize President Johnson to
cancel U.S. tariffs on manufactured products
from industrialized countries.

This, he said, would enable America to
offer “full economic partnership” to Britain.

Under the bill, American technical knowl-
edge and financial support could be provided
to revolutionize the outlook and methods of
industry and labor in Britain.

Senator Javits said President Johnson
should start a major program “to channel
American techniques into all areas of British
industry.”

The New York Senator also urged the set-
ting up of £350-million “modernization
fund” by industrialized nations, of which
America would contribute one-third to one-
half.

A LOAN

This fund could make “a sizable loan” to
B!:;t.ain after drawing up a modernization
plan.

Senator Javits said the long tradition of
alliance and friendship between the United
States and Britain made it vital that help
should be extended in the present crisis.

But apart from that, it was to the U.S. best
interests that Britain should remain solvent
and healthy.

He added: “Britain can be a valuable ally
to the United States in minimizing growing
trade discrimination.”

[From the Dally Mirror, Aug. 13, 1965]
A CauMeER DAY FOR THE POUND

The pound had a calm day yesterday. And
there was no selling pressure in world cur-
rency markets.

During the day the pound eased by one-
eighth of 1 cent to $2.7914e.

TECHNICAL

But foreign exchange dealers stressed that
this was a technical mark down normal in
advance of the weekend.

In America, the pound found a powerful
and influential friend yesterday.

Senator Jacos Javirs, of New York, put
forward two revolutionary proposals which
he said would offer Britain “economic part-
nership with the United States.”

Benator Javirs is a Republican, officially in
opposition to President Johnson, but it is
believed that his suggestions—put forward
in a BSenate bill—have the President’s
approval,

The two proposals are:

America should offer to enter a free trade
treaty area with Britain and possibly later
with other European countries and Canada.

America should make available the techni-
cal knowledge and financial support neces-
sary to revitalize British industry.

In an apparent reference to the possibility
of devaluation of the pound, Senator JaviTs
sald:

“Let us not underestimate the current
economic crisis besetting Britain and its
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repercussions 1or the United States and the
free world.”

[From the Dailly Express, Aug. 13, 1965]
Bace THE Pouwnp JoHNsSoN Is URGED
(By Ross Mark, Washington)

A resounding call for America to help
Britaln fight her battle for the pound was
made in Congress today by Republican Sen-
ator Jacos Javrrs, of New York.

He suggested a series of dramatic steps
that President Johnson should take to help
Britain, including full economic, partner-
ship.

Sr:ana.tor Javits sald: “There can be no
doubt that a key element of Western
strength and cohesion is the contribution of
the United Kingdom in international fi-
nance, economic development, and in the
military security of Europe and the Com-
monwealth nations.

“Britain herself needs to make drastic
and basic economic decisions to meet this
crisis.

“Specifically, we need a new and stronger
trade relationship with Britain which would
lead toward a broader trading arrangement
to include all the industrialized countries
of the free world.

“Such an initiative would, at the same
time, give strong impetus to the progress of
the Atlantic Community toward essentlal
economic integration.”

STRONG ROLE

The United States had an indispensable
and fundamental stake in the well-being of
Britain and in British ability to play a
strong role in the free world's struggle for
peace and freedom.

Mr. Javirs continued: *“Most important,
Britain can be a valuable ally to the United
States in minimizing the growing trade dis-
crimination created by the Common Market
and European Free Trade Association.”

Senator Javrrs concluded:

“Major British financial or economic crises
could set the world on a critical collision
course with depression.”

[From the New York World Telegram,
Aug. 12, 1965]
Javirs OFFeERs PLAN To BOLSTER PoUnND

WasHINGTON, August 12—Senator JAcoe
Javirs (Republican, of New ¥York) today
called on Congress and the President to wage
a new battle of Britaln—a battle for the
pound sterling and economic survival.

“A new battle of Britain is raging,” he saild
in a speech prepared for delivery on the
Senate floor. *“It is an economic struggle
on the home ground of our closest ally that
could seriously and adversely affect the
strength of the West and the fate of the free
world.”

Javits warned of “grave danger that
Britain’s recurrent financial crises” will re-
duce her leading role in Western aflairs,
He said financial crises in Britain could
cause a depression in the United States.

Javits recommended gradual elimination
of tariffs on manufactured goods between the
United States and Britain, then with other
industrial nations. He introduced legisla-
tion to authorize the President to make such
reductions.

He suggested that the United States help
Britain with technical knowledge and finan-
cial support in the form of loans and tax ex-
emptions. The loans—JaviTs suggested a
fund of $10 billion—would be made in
cooperation with other industrialized allies.

[From the New York Herald Tribune,
Aug. 13, 1965]
JAviTS URGES TRADE TREATY TO SAVE BRITAIN
WasHINGTON.—Senator Jacoe Javirs, Re-
publican, of New York, said yesterday the
United States must act to avert an economic
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crash in Britain that “could seriously and
adversely affect * * * the fate of the free
world.”

In a speech prepared for Senate delivery,
Senator Javirs sald the United States should
offer “powerful economic support” in a pro-
gram that in effect would give Britain an
economic partnership with the United States,

He recommended that the United States
offer to enter into a free-trade-area treaty
with Britain and make available technieal
knowledge and financial support to help re-
vitalize British industry to permit full par-
ticipation in the new trading arrangement.

[From the Christlan Science Monitor,
Aug. 14, 1965]
Javits TALE CHEERS BRITAIN BUT DOES
UNITED STATES AGREE?

(By William H. Stringer)

LonpoN.—The basic British reaction to U.S.
Senator Jacoe JaviTs’ proposal for closer eco-
nomic and political links between the United
States and Britain is, as might be expected,
to ask what support the New York Senator
has in Washington.

“If we thought American officials were in-
terested, we would be interested,” was how
one economics authority phrased it.

In Government circles the British response
is to say that, If such proposals were actually
put forward officlally from Washington, they
would be discussed with real interest.

Senator Javrrs' suggestions, for a kind of
economic partnership to “help win the battle
of Britain,” were carried at some length in
such responsible newspapers here as the
Times, Guardian, and Daily Telegraph.

PLAN WELL PACKAGED

When an American of even modest author-
