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training aspects of the program, to stress
adult education especially for parents of
non-English-speaking children, to provide a
more flexible criteria or formula for dis-
tributing funds for bilingual education and
to review the extent of involvement in and
contribution toward the overall program by
state education authorities.

I trust the Committee will consider these
and other ideas as it continues its analysis
of the problem, and attempts to devise the
best legislative approach to its solution.

In this connection, and as additional evi-
dence of the urgent need for supporting the
principle of bilingual education for Amer-
ica's non-English-speaking school children,
I would like to draw the Committee's atten-
tion to a recent survey on the teaching of
Spanish to Spanish-speaking students, en-
titled “The Invisible Minority”, in which the
National Education Association found that
this group of bilingual and bicultural young
people represented what it called “the most
acute educational problem in the South-
west.”

The N.E.A. study continued: “Many of
these young people experience academic
failure in school. At best, they have limited
success. A large percentage become school
dropouts. And little headway is being made
against the problem,

“Spanish-speaking children start school
with a decided handicap (the almost exclu-
sive use of Spanish), fall behind their class-
mates In the first grade, and each passing
year finds them farther behind.

“They are conditioned to failure in the
early years of their schooling, and each
additional year only serves to reinforce their
feelings of failure and frustration.”

The Spanish-speaking student “knows
some English but has used it infrequently.
The language of his home, his childhood, his
first years, is Spanish. His environment, his
experiences, his very personality have been
shaped by it.

“But he soon discovers that English is
the only language acceptable in schools.”

In addition to the language barrier, the
survey found that children of Spanish-
speaking background “encounter a strange
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and different set of cultural patterns, an
accelerated tempo of living, and, more often
than not, teachers who, though sympathetic
and sincere, have little understanding of
the Spanish-speaking people, thelr customs,
beliefs, and sensitivities.”

The National Education Association re-
port concluded: “The need is for action—
now!

“To meet the problem fully, however, fur-
ther legislation and substantially increased
appropriations are needed. A more intensive
effort to recruit additional teachers from
among the Spanish-speaking is another im-
perative. Additional research, especially of
a demonstration nature, is yet another. An
extended serles of needs could be listed. But
the urgent need is for action and innovation
in local school districts almost everywhere.”

Mr. Chairman, I believe the bilingual edu-
cation proposals you are now considering
represent the kind of immediate legislative
action recommended by the N.E.A, to help
overcome the serious linguistic handicaps
suffered by America’s 3 million non-English-
speaking elementary and secondary school-
children.

Also on a positive note, Mr. Chairman, I
am convinced that we should begin to think
of bilingualism in this country, not so much
as a problem, but as a great opportunity and
a potential national asset of tremendous
value—if we will but develop it as such.

Up to now in our schools, millions of young
people who speak a language other than
English have been cheated or damaged or
both by ill-informed educational policies
which have made of their bilingualism an
ugly disadvantage In their lives.

It is certainly absurd that our national
educational policy has directed the expendi-
ture of an estimated billion dollars a year
to teach foreign languages—in our schools,
colleges, universities, and government agen-
cles—and yet virtually none of this effort has
gone to maintain and develop the already
existing cmpetence of American children
who speak these same languages as a result
of their family background.

For instance, with some 4 million native
speakers of French or Spanish in our country,
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these are the two languages most widely
taught, and yet, they are also the ones for
which we recognize the greatest unfulfilled
need.

It is absolutely incongruous to me that we
should continue to largely waste the native-
speaking talents and abilities of our own citi-
zens, when there is such an urgent need for
those very talents right here in the United
States.

But, Mr. Chairman, I believe that your
Committee is providing the kind of forward-
looking, progressive leadership we need to
end, once and for all, this tragic waste, and to
begin to utilize the extensive linguistic abili-
ties of our own people.

With endorsements of bilingual education
from the Association of Mexican-American
Educators, the Affiliated Teacher Organiza-
tions of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles City
Council, the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, and the recent “Neuvas Vistas”
Conference sponsored by the California State
Department of Education—plus enactment
by the California Legislature this Spring of
a bill (proposed by the California Teachers
Association) to permit school districts to
establish bilingual instruction programs
when deemed educationally advantageous to
their pupils—I believe your Committee
should have a friendly reception here on the
West Coast, and you can feel assured of the
enthusiastic support of all those who are
interested in improving the educational op-
portunities of America’s non-English-speak-
ing students.

And, with the wholehearted backing of the
National Education Assoclation, the unmis-
takable evidence of fast-growing natlonwide
support on the local and State level for this
long-needed legislatlon, and the active con-
tribution of Members of both House and
Senate, I am greatly encouraged that our
Joint efforts will be successful this year.

If such a bright prospect is realized, much
of the credit will belong to the ploneering
leadership provided by this Committee.

Thank you again for coming to California,
and for offering our citizens an opportunity
to express their thoughts on this vital sub-
Ject.

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, JuLy 12, 1967

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., and
was called to order by Hon. RoBerT C.
Byrp, a Senator from the State of West
Virginia.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, whose most search-
ing words are heard in the silences of
the soul, give, we beseech Thee, to Thy
servants who here wrestle with the Na-
tion’s problems, quiet hearts and open
minds welcoming all truth from what-
ever direction it may come.

May the fret and fever of their own
spirits not add to the confusion of a
bewildered age instead of helping and
healing.

Lift our eyes, we pray Thee, above the
fogey valley of narrow loyalties and par-
tisan interests to vaster vistas where
small things are seen as small and great
things as great. Remove far from us
even unrecognized bigotries and preju-
dices based on misunderstanding.

In the crises of our times join us with
those who across the waste and wilder-
ness of human hate and need, preparing
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the way of the Lord, throw up a highway
for our God. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-

ing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1967.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon. RoBerT C. Byep, a Senator
from the State of West Virginia, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.

CARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia thereupon

took the chair as Acting President pro
tempore.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting
the nomination of David Statler Black,
of Washington, to be Under Secretary
of the Interior, was communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries, which nominating message
was referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MaNsrFiELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
July 11, 1967, was dispensed with.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the following sub-
committees were authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today:

The Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction of the Committee on the Armed
Services.

The Subcommittee on Government
Research of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

The Special Subcommittee on the
Arts and Humanities of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare,

The Subcommittee on Migratory Labor
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

On request of Mr. Byrp of West Vir-
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the
following subcommittees were author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today:

The Subcommittee on Employment,
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Manpower, and Poverty of the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare.

The Subcommittee on Juvenile De-
linquency of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The Subcommittee on Antitrust and
Monopoly of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The Subcommittee on Criminal Laws
and Procedures of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR KEN-
NEDY OF NEW YORK

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
BARTLETT in the chair). Under the order
of yesterday, the Chair recognizes the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY].

INDUSTRIAL INVESTMENT IN UR-
BAN POVERTY AREAS

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, I rise for the purpose of in-
troducing, with the junior Senator from
Kansas [Mr. PEArsON], a bill for private
investment in urban poverty areas. The
aim of this bill is to create a new part-
nership against poverty; to bring the re-
sources and talent of American private
enterprise to bear on the most serious
domestic challenge before us: the con-
centrated deprivation, frustration, and
decay which tear at the very fabric of
life in every major city in the Nation.

The specific purpose of the bill is to
stimulate investment—the creation of
new jobs and income—in poverty areas.
The entire program is to be carried out,
not by Government agencies, but by pri-
vate enterprise. The Federal Govern-
ment provides only a system of tax in-
centives, carefully designed to enable
private enterprise to make its invest-
ments and carry out its operations in
the urban poverty areas.

Thus the bill seeks to remedy the
greatest failure in our existing poverty
efforts: the failure to involve and rely
on the private enterprise system which
is the basic strength of the Nation. By
failing to involve the private sector, we
have not only ignored the potential con-
tribution of millions of talented and
energetic Americans in tens of thou-
sands of productive enterprises. More
dangerously, we have created for the
poor a separate economy, almost a sep-
arate nation: a second-rate system of
welfare handouts, a screen of Govern-
ment agencies keeping the poor apart
from the rest of us. That system—in-
effective, inefficient, and degrading—
must be changed. This bill would work
toward the needed change.

In brief summary, the program will
work as follows: An enterprise wishing
to avail itself of the bill’s provisions
will select a site in a poverty area, in
cooperation with the city and Federal
Government, and the local community
affected. The company will agree to
create at least 50 new jobs; to fill at
least two-thirds of all jobs at this loca-
tion with residents of the poverty area—
or other unemployed persons—and to
maintain its investment for at least 10
years. In return, it will receive tax credits
against its investment in plant and ma-
chinery; accelerated depreciation sched-
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ules for that investment; extra deduc-
tions for wages paid to previously un-
employed persons; liberal carryforward
and carryback allowances; and assist-
ance in training the new workers.

After extensive consultation with rep-
resentatives of business, labor, govern-
ment, the academic community, and the
urban poor themselves, our expectation
is that these incentives will give our pri-
vate enterprise system—the most inge-
nious and productive the world has ever
known—the help it needs to effectively
attack the difficult and resistant prob-
lems of urban unemployment.

Because it operates through the exist-
ing private enterprise system, the bill
does not require the ecreation of new
Government departments or agencies. It
creates no new systems of welfare hand-
outs. It requires no great new outflows
of Government spending. Rather, by gen-
erating new investment and creating
new jobs, it will increase productivity
in the Nation as a whole—putting idle
hands to work, turning welfare recipi-
ents into taxpayers, and decreasing pres-
ent financial burdens on State and local
governments. And greater productivity
will result, in our judgment, in increased
overall Federal revenues, even after al-
lowing for the tax relief afforded to busi-
nesses which make the desired invest-
ment.

1. THE NEED FOR JOBS

This Nation faces many problems.
Some are outside our borders, in Viet-
nam, in the Middle East, in Latin Amer-
ica, and Africa. Some are almost beyond
our comprehension: the awful potential
of the nuclear weapon, the technical
complexities of air and water pollution,
the meaning of learning in an age of
computers. But of all our problems, none
is more immediate—none is more press-
ing—none is more omnipresent—than
the crisis of unemployment in every
major city in the Nation.

Trenton, N.J., and Tacoma, Wash.;
Lansing, Mich., and Louisville, Ky.; New
Haven, Conn., and New Orleans, La.;
Mobile, Ala., and Milwaukee, Wis.; East
Harlem and East St. Louis, south Los
Angeles and north Philadelphia—in all
these, and in dozens more, are spreading
pockets of poverty and frustration, an-
ger, and despair. These cities are the
vital nerve centers of our economy and
national life, the capitals of every sec-
tion and region of the country. Yet every
one, at its core, has dangerous symptoms
of decay. The poverty pockets may be
virtually cities in themselves, areas of as
much as 350,000 people. And throughout
these areas: welfare and dependency are
becoming pervasive, with the bill just
for aid to dependent children rising to
over $500 million yearly in our five larg-
est cities, $20 million a month in New
York City alone. Over 40 percent of hous-
ing is substandard, unhealthy, and di-
lapidated. Education is failing their
children, with high school dropout
rates which often reach nearly 70 per-
cent. Health is poor and care is inade-
quate, From one-third to one-half of the
families live in poverty. These things
we know; and we know of all the conse-
quences: of the broken families and
stunted lives, of the crime and violence,
most, tragically of the children dulled by
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despair—without prospects, without
hope, without the full birthright of
American citizenship.

But the measure of the most serious
problem of urban poverty—the crisis of
unemployment—is that we do not even
know how bad it is.

We do know that unemployment in
the poverty districts is at least three
times the national rate. Negroes in
Hough, Mexican Americans in east Los
Angeles, Appalachian whites in Chicago,
Puerto Ricans in East Harlem, Indians
on reservations—in every section, among
Americans of every race and background,
are groups of people who have lived
through the forties and fifties, even
through the booming sixties, with an un-
employment rate worse than the rest of
the Nation knew even in the great de-
pression of the thirties. Yet even this
does not measure the full extent of the
problem.

Let us look for a moment at what basic
Government statistics tell us about this
poverty. Let us look at a typical ghetto
in one of our larger cities. It will be a
hypothetical area, representing the
average slum surveyed this winter by
the Department of Labor in its special
study of unemployment in the ghetto;
but let us bear in mind that conditions
among Puerto Ricans and Mexican-
Americans are even worse than those in
this “typical” area. This area, let us as-
sume, contains 230,000 people—larger
than Hough or North St. Louis, much
smaller than Harlem or Watts or Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant or Southside Chicago.
Of this number, according to Census
estimates, 56,000 will be adult men, aged
20-64; but neither the Census Bureau
nor the Labor Department can find
from one-fifth to one-third of these men
because they have no fixed address, no
job; they drift about the city, separated
from their families, as if they were of no
greater concern to their fellow citizens
than so many sparrows or spent matches.
Indeed, a recent study indicates that the
last census may have “lost” a full 10
percent of all Negroes. Some are “found”
in later life, when they may settle down.
Some reappear in our statistics only at
death. Others remind us of their pres-
ence when we read of rising crime rates.
Some, undoubtedly, participate in the
riots which flash over our tfelevision
screens and newspaper front pages. We
are all aware of them then.

A total, then, of 56,000 adult men—
of whom from 11,000 to 19,000 are in
the lost battalions; an average of 15,000
missing and idle men. Of the average
41,000 whom the Labor Department can
find, over 11 percent are not in the labor
force; they do not work, they have
stopped looking for work; there is no
work for them. Thus another 4,500 of the
men in this area are out of the labor
force—which then numbers 36,500, Of
these 36,500, 10 percent—3,600—are offi-
cially counted by the Labor Department
as unemployed. Foor every person so un-
employed now, of course, two more will be
out of work during the year; but we will
count only the 3,600 unemployed now—
which means that 32,900 adult men are
at work. Of these, says the Department,
2,300 are only working part-time, though
they want and need full-time work; thus
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30,600 work full-time. Of these, again
according to the special Labor Depart-
ment survey, at least 6,100 make less
than $60 a week—below the poverty line,
of course, but also below what a family
with four children receives on welfare
in many cities.

Thus of the 56,000 adult men in this
typical area—by official Government
statistics—only 24,500, just 43.7 percent,
have full-time employment which pays
more than $60 a week. Only 30,600,
barely a majority, have full-time work
at any rate of pay. Less than three out
of five have any work at all. This judg-
ment has been confirmed by every board
and commission, expert and amateur,
official and layman, which has examined
the problem. The McCone Commission
looked at Los Angeles—and said that the
most serious problem in Watts is unem-
ployment. The Wall Street Journal
looked at Oakland and said that the core
of Oakland’s plight is unemployment.
Kenneth Clark’s pioneering Haryou
study looked at Harlem—and said that
Harlem’s key problem is unemployment.

This should not be strange to us.

In an age of increasing complaints
about the welfare state, it is well to re-
member that less than 25 percent of
those living in poverty receive public as-
sistance. We earn our livings, support
our families, purchase the comforts and
ease of life with work. To be without it
is to be less than a man—Iless than a
citizen—hardly, in a real sense, to be a
father or brother or son, to have any
identity at all. To be without function,
without use to our fellow citizens, is to
be In truth the “invisible man” of whom
Ralph Ellison wrote so eloquently—the
man who John Adams said a century and
a half ago, suffers the greatest possible
humiliation—*he is simply not seen.”

The crisis in unemployment, therefore,
is significant far beyond its economic
effects—devastating as those are. For it
is both measure and cause of the extent
to which the poor man lives apart—the
extent to which he is alienated from the
general community. More than segrega-
tion in housing and schools, more than
differences in attitudes or life style, it is
unemployment which marks the urban
poor off and apart from the rest of Amer-
ica. Unemployment is having nothing to
do—which means having nothing to do
with the rest of us.

Indeed, the effects go deeper—into the
very heart of life, into the structure of
the family and the souls of men. As
Richard Cloward has said:

Men for whom there are no jobs will
nevertheless mate like other men, but they
are not so likely to marry. Our society has
preferred to deal with the resulting female-
headed families not by putting the men to
work but by placing the unwed mothers and
children on public welfare—substituting
check-writing machines for male wage-
earners. By this means we have robbed men
of manhood, women of husbands, and chil-
dren of fathers. To create a stable monoga-
mous family, we need to provide men with
the opportunity to be men, and that in-
volves enabling them to perform occupa-
tionally.

But this is what we have not done.
This simple task—affording men the op-
portunity to contribute to themselves, to
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support their families, to contribute to
their community—this is the task we
have failed to accomplish. Most of all
we have failed for the young men of the
poverty ghetto, who struggle with un-
employment rates of forty and fifty per-
cent and more, In the city of Buffalo
last month, there were serious riots—as
there had been before in 21 cities in a
dozen States. And what was the revolu-
tionary cause, what were the incendiary
slogans these young men shouted? They
did not ask for welfare. They did not
want gifts. They were not concerned
with the mayor, or the police, or the
schools. “Jobs,” they said. “Give us
work.” They asked only for the chance
to contribute to this Nation, to do their
part as others do. That is the least
chance we can afford to our fellow Amer-
icans.
II. THE NEED FOR PRIVATE ENTERFRISE
PARTICIPATION

In the last 7 years, we have tried to
solve this terrible problem. Almost every
Congress has enacted another bill de-
signed to put people to work: the Area
Redevelopment Act, the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act, the Invest-
ment Credit Act, the Economic Develop-
ment Act, and the landmark Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, to provide
the educational base which is often so
sadly neglected. But as President John-
son reminded us in his great Howard
University address of 1966, the test is
results: whether we in fact achieve true
equality of opportunity for all our people.
And by that test, our past measures, nec-
essary and effective as they have often
been, have not been adequate to the
urban crisis. For the fact is that despite
all our efforts, despite the uninterrupted
rise in prosperity experienced by the rest
of the Nation these past 7 years, the 1967
manpower report states flatly that:

Economic and social conditions are getting
worse, not better, in slum areas.

Between April 1960 and November
1966, the proportion of adult men in the
work force in these areas dropped from
74 to 65 percent. From 1960 to 1965, while
family income nationwide was increas-
ing by 14 percent, family income in
Watts—and probably in other compar-
able areas—dropped by 8 percent. From
June of 1965 to June of 1966, according to
the Department of Labor, 950,000 new
jobs were created for young men. But
only 33,000, about 3.7 percent, went to the
youth of the poverty ghetto.

Many analysts have tried to explain
why our present efforts have failed to
provide adequate employment for the
poverty areas. The Subcommittee on Ex-
ecutive Reorganization heard dozens of
witnesses with varying answers; and cer-
tainly all agreed that there is no single
cause—that improved programs for edu-
cation, for political organization, for
training, for housing, all must play their
part.

But if there is one single shortcoming,
one thing we have done hardly at all, it is
to enlist the energies and resources and
talents of private enterprise in this most
urgent national effort. Our training pro-
grams, our educational programs, our
poverty programs, our housing pro-
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grams—all these have been Government
financed, and most have been Govern-
ment run. They have been designed in
Washington. Their funds have been voted
by appropriation. Their implementation
has been through Government agencies
existing or newly created. I have sup-
ported these efforts, and called for their
expansion. I have believed, and continue
to believe, that while improvement in
their organization and function is needed,
they are often worth while and necessary,
and deserve far greater support than they
now receive. But their strongest advocate
must admit that they are not enough.

To rely exclusively, even primarily, on
Government efforts is not only to ignore
the shaping traditions of American life
and polities. To ignore the potential con-
tribution of private enterprise is to fight
the war on poverty with a single pla-
toon, while great armies are left to stand
aside. For private enterprise is not just
another part of America; in a significant
sense, private enterprise is the very
sinew and strength of America. Our pro-
ductive assets, our machines and money
and plants are owned by private enter-
prise. The entire intricate chain of the
economy—the means by which we join
with our fellows to produce goods and
roads, to bring food to our tables and
clothes to our backs—all this is organized
by private enterprise. Private enterprise
has built our cities, and industries; it
has created jobs for over 60 million
Americans now at work. But it has not
rebuilt the centers of poverty, nor put
their people to work. And in my judg-
ment, the lack of private enterprise par-
ticipation is the principal cause for our
failure to solve the problem of employ-
ment in urban poverty areas.

It is not for want of a sense of respon-
sibility, nor out of willful ignorance, that
private enterprise has not played its full
role. The Subcommittee on Executive Re-
organization heard from many business-
men aware of the challenge and eager to
meet it. Corporations such as Smith
Kline & French in Philadelphia, U.S.
Gypsum in New York, and U.S. Plywood
in Cleveland, have begun their own ex-
periments in the Nation’s war on pov=-
erty. The National Association of Manu-
facturers is carrying out an interesting
and seemingly successful job-training
program. It has heen my own privilege
over the last year to work with a group
of unusually concerned and energetic
businessmen, together with the local
community, in a major effort to develop
the Bedford-Stuyvesant area of Brookyn.
I know at first hand the ability and spirit
of these men, and of their wish to en-
gage the resources of their corporations
for the benefit of the other Americans.

And in recent months, I have talked
with other businessmen and academi=-
cians, labor leaders, and city planners.
Almost unanimously, they have agreed
on two related propositions. First, pri-
vate enterprise must invest its resources
in poverty areas. Second, it must receive
assistance from Government to do so. As
David Rockefeller told us in his testi-
mony before the Executive Reorganiza-
tion Subcommittee, Government must
encourage investment in poverty areas
just as it tries to encourage it in de-
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veloping countries. And Prof. Herbert
Gans sumed up the necessary steps we
must take when he testified that—

Since incorporating the poor into the afiu-
ent soclety is a new venture, the Federal
government must take the initiative and
provide that mixture of risk-reducing incen-
tives . . . needed to get the incorporation of
the poor underway.

Private corporations, after all, are re-
sponsible to their stockholders. Large-
scale investment in poverty areas will
certainly be more costly and difficult than
investment elsewhere; that, after all, is
why investment has not taken place in
these areas in the past. Land, transpor-
tation, insurance against fire and van-
dalism, training of workers, extra super-
vision—all these are so costly in poverty
areas as to make investment there, under
present conditions, uneconomical. If pri-
vate enterprise is to play its full part in
poverty areas, therefore, it must have
the support of Government to help make
up for the increased costs.

III. PRIVATE ENTERPRISE PARTICIPATION:
THE MECHANICS

In what way should private enterprise
now be encouraged to join the fight
against unemployment? For us, the an-
swer is simple and direct: it should cre-
ate new jobs, and hire and train unem-
ployed and poor people to fill them. The
actual creation of new jobs is the single
greatest lack in present programs. And
the lack of job opportunities handicaps
all other efforts. Education programs are
hurt when students see their fathers and
older brothers idle; if no jobs are wait-
ing, they ask, why bother with educa-
tion? The same lack of jobs has caused
high dropout rates from job-training
programs. Housing programs suffer
when unemployment causes overcrowd-
ing. The need is for jobs and income,
now. And the creation of new jobs, new
productive enterprise, is the task that
private business can and must under-
take.

The next question is where these jobs
should be created. Our answer is that to
have a maximum impact on the prob-
lems of the urban poor, the new enter-
prises must be established, the new jobs
must be created, in the urban poverty
areas. There are four principal reasons
for so limiting the choice of sites.

First, we know that at the present
time, large numbers of the urban poor
cannot be induced to take jobs away
from the areas in which they live. Secre-
tary of Labor Willard Wirtz told the
Executive Reorganization Subcommittee
that “most of the unemployed in the
slums” are so “conditioned by a cen-
tury of insecurity” that even distances
of “more than six or eight blocks away
from where they live” create a severe
problem; and most new job openings
are, of course, much more than a few
blocks outside poverty areas.

Second, even if we could induce the
urban poor to commute to jobs far out-
side their areas, most cities lack the
mass transportation facilities to take
them to and from their place of work at
a price they can afford to pay. The De-
partment of Labor has found that “pres-
ent transportation systems are both in-
adequate and too expensive to bring the
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slum residents to these jobs.” Nor is in-
expensive housing available, or likely
soon to be available, near the new job
openings that do exist.

Third, the location of new industrial
facilities in urban poverty areas will
have an important “multiplier” effect on
the creation of jobs. New auxiliary busi-
nesses will be spunoff in the same area to
service the needs of the primary facility.
New retail and service facilities—res-
taurants and food stores, barbershops,
dry cleaners, and clothing stores—will be
required to satisfy the demands of the
workers at the primary establishment.
Depending upon the area, I have re-
ceived estimates that for every three jobs
created in a primary facility, from two to
three additional jobs may be created in
secondary and service facilities nearby.
Each of these derivative jobs and entre-
preneurial opportunities will be open to
poverty area residents, without further
Government action.

Fourth, location of investment and
jobs within poverty areas is important
for its own sake. Partly, it is important
to end these areas’ isolation—to bring
not just individual residents, but the en-
tire community, back into contact with
the mainstream of American life. For
another part, it is important that chil-
dren and young people see change and
development take place through the
work of their own fathers and brothers—
providing concrete hope through living
example. And for another part, it is vital
that poverty areas, like other communi-
ties, be able to develop a sense of joint
community achievement and purpose.

This is not to say that this Nation
need not strive for an open society, in
which the residents of poverty areas, and
in particular residents of the Negro ghet-
to, who have achieved financial and so-
cial security, have complete freedom to
choose where they will live and work.
That is birthright for all of us; and it
must be achieved. But I believe that it
is far more important that the vast ma-
jority of our urban poor be enabled to
achieve basic financial stability and a
sense of dignity and security where they
live now. That is the indispensable first
step toward the full freedom of citizen-
ship.

IV. INCENTIVES

To encourage the creation of new en-
terprise, the investment of capital in ur-
ban poverty areas, we require an ade-
quate system of incentives. To devise
such a system, I have talked with econo-
mists, tax experts, city planners, and
business leaders alike. Their expert
knowledge and the previous experiences
of our Government, and the government
of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in
attempting to induce industrial invest-
ment in specified geographical areas,
lead to the conclusion that the most
simple, efficient, and effective vehicle for
encouraging such investment is the en-
actment of a system of tax incentives.

The concept of government incentives
to induce desired investments by private
industry is neither new nor radical.
Rather it is a concept honored by prac-
tice since the founding of the Republic.
From 1792 until well into the 1830’s, the
bulk of Federal expenditure was de-
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voted to creating and inducing internal
improvements, particularly the roads and
canals which opened up new territory
for settlement. Throughout the 19th
century, Government induced the build-
ing of railroads, including the great
transcontinental roads, by offering lib-
eral grants of land on either side of the
right-of-way; the railroads sold this
land to help repay their investment. In
this century, similar practices have ex-
tended into every corner of our economy.
To increase exports, we created an Ex-
port-Import Bank, which guarantees
and insures foreign sales on credit. To
induce the maintenance of a strong
merchant marine, we subsidize the build-
ing and purchasing of ships. To assist in
the task of international development,
we guarantee American private invest-
ment in foreign nations.

Even more than with such direct in-
ducements we have used the tax laws as
a means of persuading private citizens
and enterprises to invest in desired ways,
at desired times, and in desired locations.
To encourage long-term investment, we
tax capital gains at half the normal
rate. To encourage charitable contribu-
tions, we allow them to be deducted from
current income. To encourage oil and
mineral production, we offer depletion
allowances. To encourage the building of
grain-storage facilities and defense
plants, we have offered faster-than-nor-
mal depreciation rates. To encourage in-
vestment in capital goods as opposed to
inventory or consumption, we have al-
lowed tax credits for such investment;
suspended that credit when we wished to
slow investment down; and, just recent-
ly reinstated it is order to speed invest-
ment up again.

The principle that the tax code may
be used to induce certain investment ap-
plies to questions of investment location
as well as to the fact of investment.
This has been recognized by both Presi-
dent Kennedy and President Johnson.
Each has supported tax credits, as high
as 30 percent, to induce American pri-
vate enterprise to invest in underdevel-
oped countries. In the Foreign Invest-
ment Credit Act introduced by Congress-
man Boge, and in the pending treaties
with Thailand and Israel, the concept of
tax incentives for qualifying businesses
has been stressed as the key to helping
less-developed nations reach economic
stability.

That such tax incentives can prove ef-
fective in attracting investment capital
is demonstrated by Puerto Rico’s Opera-
tion Bootstrap. There, a system of tax
exemptions, carefully protected by our
own Internal Revenue Code, has helped
just since 1948 to set up over 1,100 plants
and factories. Manufacturing income
has inereased by more than 600 percent;
per capital income has risen 300 percent;
the number of workers engaged in man-
ufacturing has almost tripled. The
economy of this little island has grown at
at an annual rate of over 9 percent—a
rate which far surpasses the economic
growth of the United States as a whole.

Of course, exceptional tax incentives
should not be lightly given. Any excep-
tion and departure from a uniform tax
base should be required to meet two tests.
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First, as President Kennedy said in sub-
mitting the original investment credit
bill, we must ask if the provision will
“promote desirable social or economic
objectives of overriding importance.”
Second, if certain preferential tax treat-
ment is to be given to certain members
of a class, then we must be sure that
these benefits are not creating a special,
privileged group, but are only compen-
sating for additional risks and burdens.
As Prof. Robert Hellawell, of Columbia
Law School, has succinetly noted:

Whether a tax provision viclates tax
equity depends largely on whether it seems
fair. It is fair if it justifiably compensates
an individual for taking a lower than nor-
mal return, a greater than normal risk, or
perhaps a greater than normal expenditure
of executive time and energy.

In my judgment, tax incentives for in-
vestment in ghetto areas meet both of
these criteria. Certainly they will pro-
mote a “desirable objective” of “over-
riding importance’””—the employment
and self-sufficiency of American citi-
zens, and the improvement of conditions
in our most important cities. Moreover,
they are fair. They insure nothing more
than a reasonable return to those who
will face the higher costs and the labor
problems involved in establishing facili-
ties within ghetto areas; they do no more
than compensate business for the costs
and uncertainties of remedial training,
difficult transportation, possible vandal-
ism or fire damage, and extra executive
time and effort.

V. THE BILL

The bill that the Senator from Kansas
and I are now introducing builds upon
all of these past experiments. Its objec-
tive is to foster a partnership between
private industry, the Federal Govern-
ment, and our major cities in coping with
the unemployment which scars and erip-
ples the urban poverty area. To accom-
plish this objective, the bill provides:

First. The various incentives will ap-
ply not to relocating businesses, but only
to companies which will construct new
facilities, or expand existing ones, in
urban poverty areas. In short, it will
create new jobs. The qualifying areas
are those that are presently shown on
maps of standard metropolitan statisti-
cal areas of over 250,000 people, prepared
for the Office of Economic Opportunity
by the Bureau of the Census. These 193
areas in 37 States will be supplemented
by permitting the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, in cooperation
with the Secretary of Labor and the Sec-
retary of Commerce, to add specific pov-
erty areas in which industrial facilities
are needed in any place classified as
urban by the Bureau of Census.

Although this classification will reach
the great majority of poor people, and
encompass concentrated corners of pov-
erty in all States, it will admitiedly not
touch every part of America that needs
assistance. For it will not help reduce the
hunger and despair of America’s rural
poor—in Appalachia, the Mississippi
Delta, or the harsh lands of the South-
west. Many of these areas, of course, are
already eligible for assistance under the
Economic Development Act. Moreover,
incentives to encourage location in ur-
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ban poverty areas might be largely
vitiated if they were to be applied to all
areas of the country. And these areas are
not presently handicapped by many of
the cost factors—such as high-priced
land and congested transportation—
which afflict urban poverty areas, and
which it is the aim of this bill to compen-
sate for.

Still, one exception to the urban limita-
tion is provided in this bill: the reserva-
tions on which tens of thousands of
American Indians sit in idleness and dis-
ease and hunger, their lives even more
desperate than those of the urban Negro
or Puerto Rican or Mexican American.
The problems of American Indians do
not perhaps strike us with the same ur-
gency, the same sense of imminent dan-
ger, as do the problems of the central
city. But so terrible is their condition—
so badly have we failed in our respon-
sibility to them—that it would be grossly
unfair to encourage investment in any
part of America without doing at least
as much for investment and job creation
on Indian reservations.

Second. Those cities, encompassing ur-
ban poverty areas, which decide to par-
ticipate in the program—and it shall be
a matter of individual choice for each
city—shall serve the same function that
the Economic Development Administra-
tion does in Puerto Rico: to be not
merely a passive recipient of Federal pro-
grams, but an active participant in them.
Thus, under the bill, each city, and not
the Federal Government, will determine
the speed and intensity of new indus-,
trial investment within its poverty areas.

Third. The business which has received
approval from the municipality and has
agreed to a site for its facility shall ac-
cept certain conditions incorporated in a
certificate issued by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, in co-
operation with the Secretary of Labor
and the Secretary of Commerce. The
corporation shall agree to meet certain
building standards, keep records con-
cerning its employees and its expenses,
and pay wages comparable to those paid
by its competitors in the same locale.
Most importantly the business shall
agree that at least two-thirds of all of its
workers in the certified facility shall be
either residents of the poverty area, or
low-income unemployed individuals.
The bill also provides, as a safeguard
against insubstantial or fly-by-night op-
erators, that the facility must employ
a minimum total of 50 workers—re-
duced to 25 in cities of under 50,000 per-
sons and on Indian reservations. But if a
lower minimum is found to be an ade-
quate safeguard, I would favor that lower
requirement, in order to attract the par-
ticipation of as wide a segment of Ameri-
can business as possible.

Fourth. The only qualifying businesses
shall be those which will hire a signifi-
cant number of unskilled or semiskilled
workers and which do not directly com-
pete with local entrepreneurs. The bill
therefore covers manufacturers, pro-
ducers, and distributors, but does not
apply to any retailers. Thus it offers in-
ducements to electronics manufacturers
who sell in the general economy—but not
to television retailers who might compete
with existing stores in the poverty area.
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It offers assistance to a drug wholesaler
serving an entire mefropolitan area—but
not to a drugstore which competes for the
scarce dollars of the local poor. Its provi-
sions also cover construction firms that
will locate in urban poverty areas, hire
local workers, and engage in construction
within those areas.

Fifth. The working force hired by the
qualifying employer will be trained under
the auspices of the Department of Labor.
Such training will differ from the usual
present pattern, since it will not involve
groups of men being prepared for certain
trades, with placement to follow in the
uncertain future; rather it will be aimed
at giving specific individuals the skills
to fill specific positions. The actual
training will be done either by local
agencies, or by the employer himself,
who will receive funds to cover his costs
from the Department of Labor. To meet
training costs and allowances, a $20 mil-
lion appropriation will be needed for next
year. In the years thereafter, Congress
shall appropriate such amounts as may
be necessary.

Sixth. Any qualifying business shall
receive the following tax incentives dur-
ing the 10 years immediately following
the time that it begins operations:

A 10-percent credit on machinery and
equipment, in lieu of the normal maxi-
mum T-percent credit.

A T-percent credit on expenditures for
constructing an industrial facility or for
leasing space for a qualifying business.

A credit carryback of 3 taxable years
and a carryover of 10 taxable years.

A useful life, for purposes of deprecia-
tion, of 6625 percent of the normal useful
Iiff applicable to real and personal prop-
erty.

A net operating loss carryover of 10
taxable years.

A special deduction of an additional
25 percent of the salaries paid to all
workers hired to meet the requirements
of this act.

Three characteristics of these incen-
tives are worthy of particular attention.

First, they are carefully directed at the
particular problem of investment in pov-
erty areas. The existing tax credit for
machinery is extended to facility con-
struction, to allow for the fact that most
enterprises will have to build new facili-
ties, rather than simply expand existing
facilities. The carryover and carryback
provisions are lengthened to 10 years, to
allow for the likelihood that develop-
ment of profits will take longer than
usual. The special deduction for wages
and salaries will encourage intensive use
of labor, thus putting relatively more
men to work, as opposed to machinery,
in relation to a given volume of pro-
duction.

Second, these provisions are drafted
so as to introduce a minimum of new
complexity into the Internal Revenue
Code. All except the special deduction
for wages and salaries are directly mod-
eled on existing code sections, They will
therefore be simple to understand and
use, for businessmen and tax officials
alike,

Third, they will be effective. Invest-
ment credits and accelerated deprecia-
tion, and the other elements of this sys-
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tem, have proven their ability to
stimulate new investment both in Europe
and in the United States. George Ter-
borgh of the Machinery and Allied
Products Institute has estimated that the
existing tax credit, together with a 15-
percent reduction in useful life for de-
preciation purposes, afford about a 20-
percent increase in the normal rate of
return. The extended tax credit in this
bill, together with the 33-percent reduc-
tion in useful life, would double that in-
crease if available outside poverty areas;
in the conditions under which they will
actually be available, for investment in
poverty areas, these incentives should
produce a return at least equivalent to
that under the most favorable conditions
outside these areas.

Seventh. If the qualified business fails
to hold its real or personal property for
stipulated periods of 10 and 4 years re-
spectively then all credits allowed for
expenditures on this property shall be
recovered by the Treasury. If the quali-
fied business’ certificate is terminated by
the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, then an amount equal to the
credits taken during the last 3 years,
and to all special salary deductions,
shall also be recoverable. These particu-
lar proposals are not the only possible
mechanisms for safeguarding the public
interest. If these sanctions are too strict
or too lenient, and if others are found to
be more consistent with the purposes of
this act, I shall be glad to support the
relevant changes.

Eighth. No certificate shall be issued
without prior consultation, including a
public hearing, with the residents of the
poverty area affected.

Ninth. No certificates shall be issued
by the Secretary of the Treasury after
this act has been in existence for 10
years unless the Congress decides to ex-
tend the applicability of its provisions.

VI. COSTS AND BENEFITS

Any proposal for tax credits and de-
ductions should be carefully considered
with respect to its costs. Will there be a
revenue loss? Or will costs be more than
made up by the benefits?

I believe that this bill will in fact pay
for itself; that it will not result in a net
revenue loss. Rather, if successful, it will
bring substantial benefits to the Treas-
ury, to State and local governments, to
the economy in general—and to tens of
thousands of individual Americans.

It is of course impossible to estimate
with any precision the extent to which
businessmen and firms will take advan-
tage of these incentives; that will be the
product of thousands of individual busi-
ness decisions. But what can be clearly
demonstrated, I believe, is that to what-
ever extent the bill is used, the result
will be a net benefit to the Treasury, and
to the Nation. To make this demonstra-
tion, we can analyze a hypothetical case
of a single business firm under the bill;
but recognizing that these calculations
are themselves only rough approxima-
tions, we will err on the side of con-
servatism.

Assume, then, a firm which invests $1
million in a poverty-area enterprise, split
equally between plant and equipment.
The tax credit allowed against the plant
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will be 7 percent, or $35,000. Against the
equipment, under law now in effect, an
average credit of about 5 percent would
be allowed. Under this bill, a 10 percent
credit would be allowed—an increase of
5 percent, or $25,000. The total tax credit
would be $85,000; the credit attributable
to this bill, $60,000.

Assume further that this investment
creates 50 new jobs. This is, in fact, a
very conservative assumption, since the
Department of Commerce informs me
that the average production job now re-
quires about $11,000 in capital invest-
ment; we are allowing, for this hypo-
thetical analysis, a very expensive $20,-
000 investment to create each new job.
At any rate, 50 new jobs, at a conserva-
tive $5,000 per job annual wage, would
represent a total annual payroll of $250,-
000. Against this payroll, the employer
would take the bill's additional 25-per-
cent deduction on wages paid to poverty
area residents. Thus, even if all the new
jobs were filled by such residents, his
maximum savings, at current corporate
tax rates, would be about $31,000.

On the other hand, the Federal Gov-
ernment would collect on this payroll a
minimum of $30,000 in individual income
taxes. Its revenues would be further in-
creased by taxes on the profits of the
firms which built the plant and ma-
chinery, and sold it to the hypothetical
businessman; assuming their profit at 10
percent before taxes, this extra invest-
ment would bring the Treasury an addi-
tional $50,000. Now let us recall that for
every three jobs created directly by this
bill, -it is estimated that from two to
three additional jobs will be created in-
directly; and let us assume conserva-
tively that in this case, only one job
will be created indirectly for every two
jobs created directly., This would mean
another 25 new jobs without Govern-
ment assistance. Assuming that these
would be lower paying jobs—say, only
$4,000 a year each—they would produce
an additional payroll of $100,000; of
which the Federal Government would
receive a minimum of $10,000 in income
taxes.

Finally, assume that in the absence of
these new jobs for 75 men, the families
of only 10 would receive Federal aid-to-
dependent-children payments. In most
urban areas, these 10 families would cost
the Federal Government at least $25,000
a year; in cities like New York, the cost
would be much greater. Adding the wel-
fare saving to the increased tax collec-
tions, we find that the Federal Govern-
ment has gained a total of $115,000 in
the first year alone—more than match-
ing the $91,000 of tax savings received by
the businessman.

Of course, this calculation is far from
exact, and it is not comprehensive. It
does not allow for the effect of acceler-
ated depreciation. It does not allow for
the continuing cost of the excess wage
deductions in future years. But it also
does not allow for the additional taxes
the Federal Treasury will collect as a
result of the purchases of the newly hired
workers. It does not allow for the tax
collections which will accompany the
business profits on the secondary jobs
created, or on the general attendant in-
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crease in economic activity. It does not
count increased tax collections at the
State and local level, nor for the in-
creased tax base which may alleviate
property tax burdens in the munieipali-
ties. It does not allow for income taxes
collected in future years, which will rise
as the workers’' incomes rise. And the
hypothetical case makes no allowance
for taxes on any profit which the busi-
ness may make. All these will add to,
not detract from, Government revenues.

It may be asked, are these calculations
dependent on the assumption that the
investment receiving tax credits would
not have taken place except for the in-
centives? Thus after the enactment of
the 1962 tax credit, it was estimated that
most of the investment receiving its ben-
efits would have taken place in any case;
and the benefits of the 1962 credit were
assertedly diluted. Even allowing for this
dilution, Secretary of the Treasury Dil-
lon estimated that the 1962 credit re-
paid half its value to the Treasury just
in the first year of its operation. But the
tax incentives of this bill are far more
narrowly drawn than were those of 1962;
and its benefits will be far less subject
to dilution.

First, the incentives of the 1962 bill
were available throughout the economy;
by definition, they were available for the
incremental addition of even one new
machine in an existing plant. This bill,
by contrast, will be available only for
the establishment of entire new plants
in poverty areas. Second, the ben-
efits of the 1962 bill were available
irrespective of the effects of investment
on employment; that is, an enterprise
was eligible for the 1962 benefits if it
substituted a new machine for an old one,
even though both machines were run by
the same worker. This bill, by contrast,
requires that new jobs be created to man
the new equipment. Third, the 1962
credit applied only to machinery; thus
it encouraged the installation of new ma-
chinery in existing plants. This bill, by
contrast, extends the credit to new plants
as well as equipment; thus it encourages
the creation of whole new facilities.
Finally, this bill—unlike the 1962 cred-
it—is specifically directed toward the
creation of new jobs for previously un-
employed residents of poverty areas.
Thus it strikes directly—as the earlier
bill did not—at the area which most se-
verely burdens present welfare and social
service budgets. Now let us remember
again that the 1962 act, notwithstand-
ing its more general applicability, still
returned half its benefits to the Treas-
ury in its first year. I think there is no
question that this more preeisely focused
bill will, within a very short time, re-
pay more than its full value to the Gov-
ernment.

My example is, of course, only a sim-
plified illustration of how it is that the
Investment Credit Act of 1962, and the
tax cut of 1964, brought us out of reces-
sion into the longest period of uninter-
rupted economic expansion in our his-
tory. It is included here only to show
that the provisions of this bill follow
those earlier precedents; and that just as
we all benefitted from attacking reces-
sion in the economy as a whole, so will
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we benefit from attacking it in the pock-
ets of depression that remain.

Moreover, the jobs and income gener-
ated by this bill have a double benefit:
they will go to areas and people who now
represent the most serious drain on our
budgets for welfare and extra muniei-
pal services—police, fire, health, and
other social services. The public welfare
budget in the State of New York, for ex-
ample, is now $1 billion, of which the
Federal, State, and local governments
each bear roughly one-third. Substitut-
ing self-sustaining jobs for welfare
handouts is, in my view, desirable and
necessary for its own sake; dependency
is basically incompatible with American
democracy. At the same time, the sub-
stantial benefits to local governments,
most of which now labor under severe
financial burdens, cannot be ignored.

Here we should set to rest a misconcep-
tion that has gained unfortunate cur-
rency of late. A recent analysis of Fed-
eral welfare programs showed that of
7.3 million people receiving federally
supported welfare assistance, only 50,000
could work. The analysis was intended to
show only that the welfare rolls are not
filled with deliberate idlers. But many
have taken it as “proof” that job pro-
grams cannot reduce the welfare budg-
ets. And nothing could be further from
the truth.

Of the 7.3 million welfare recipients,
850,000 were female heads of families,
and 2.6 million were minor children from
these same female-headed families. Thus
over 50 percent of the Federal welfare
rolls are made up of families whose hus-
bands and fathers have left the house.
But every study of poverty and its
pathology shows that the vast majority
of those husbands and fathers are ab-
sent precisely because they are unem-
ployed, and unable to support their
families. Leaving the house—to allow
their families to qualify for welfare—is
the only way these men can insure that
their families will have food to eat and a
roof over their heads. Thus it is the wel-
fare system itself, in combination with
the lack of decent job opportunities,
which produces the welfare families who
are asserted to be permanent dependents
of the Government. But providing real
job opportunities—for the absent fathers
and husbands, and for the fathers and
husbands of the future—will enable
many of these families to reunite, and
others to remain together. It is my firm
conviction therefore, that this bill will
help to reduce welfare and dependency—
and their costs both financial and
personal.

VII. CONCLUSION

This bill will not solve the problems of
poverty. But it will help. It will not edu-
cate children—but it will give their fa-
thers jobs, and their families income,
and thus help create a family atmosphere
in which education can more easily take
place. The bill will not cure disease—but
it will help provide the incomes to buy
better food, and decent living conditions,
and to pay for decent medical care. It
will not comfort the old, or banish dis-
crimination, or create by itself a sense
of community in the city. But it will en-
gage the energies and resources of a na-
tion, as they have not been engaged be-
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fore, in a new partnership against pov-
erty; a partnership of government and
its people, business and labor and the
poor themselves,

This new partnership will not come of
itself; nor will it come just from the en-
actment of this bill. It will come about
only over many years and thousands of
efforts, in every community in the Na-
tion; I believe, in efforts like those now
underway in Bedford-Stuyvesant in New
York. But no real partnership is possible
without the active participation of
American business enterprise. This the
bill will help to provide—and thus to
hasten the day described by the poet:

In the vacant places

‘We will build with new bricks
There are hands and machines
And clay for new brick

And lime for new mortar
Where the bricks are fallen
We will build with new stone
Where the beams are rotten
We will build with new timbers
Where the word is unspoken
We will build with new speech
There is work together

A Church for all

And a job for each

Every man to his work.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I am
happy to yield to the Senator from
Kansas.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my distinguished col-
league, the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. KeNnEDY] in presenting what
I feel is a soundly conceived assault on
one of our most pressing economic and
social problems—the problem of creating
new jobs in our poverty-stricken urban
slums and ghettos. The legislation we
introduce today, encouraged by several
cosponsors, is designed to meet this prob-
lem by encouraging industrial develop-
ment in these pockets of despair where
the war on poverty will be ultimately
won or lost.

The challenges confronting our cities
are many and severe. They are faced
with rising crime rates, chronic unem-
ployment, festering slums, social disinte-
gration, explosive racial unrest, congested
streets, polluted air and contaminated
water. This “crisis of the cities,” as it is
popularly called, has reached such
alarming proportions, not because of
lack of concern, but lack of insight, and
we have discovered that merely spending
more public money will not bring the
metropolitan millennium.

Mr. President, no one doubts that in-
creased Federal appropriations will be
needed in the future, but I would submit
that new ideas and creative approaches
are needed—even more. And in this re-
spect it is particularly vital that the vast
resources of private enterprise must be
mobilized to spearhead an attack on the
very core of urban poverty—unemploy-
ment.

Nothing less than an industrial rebirth
of our metropolitan ghettos is required.
For it is only through increased employ-
ment and higher earnings that the
pernicious curse of poverty and degrada-
tion can be effectively removed from our
city slum dwellers.

Today, despite an overall jobless rate
of approximately 4 percent, as indicated
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in the morning papers, the specter of
unemployment still haunts hundreds of
thousands of our urban ecitizens. In
November 1966, for example, the rate of
unemployment in certain slum sections
of New York, Boston, Philadelphia,
Phoenix, St. Louis, San Antonio, and San
Francisco was 10 percent, or nearly three
times the national average.

This problem is likely to grow still
worse unless a forthright attempt is
made to halt the flow of jobs and skilled
entrepreneurs from the central city to
the outlying suburbs. Such a task is not
impossible, for vast reservoirs of man-
power are available for urban industrial
development. If the proper stimulus were
applied, the creative energy locked within
the ghettos that today finds its only out-
let in protest, could be productively
released.

Mr. President, I believe the proposal
introduced today under the leadership of
the Senator from New York, will provide
that stimulus.

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

Mr. PEARSON. I am pleased to yield
to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I have the highest
commendation for the Senator from New
York [Mr. KennNepy] and the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. PearsoN] for intro-
ducing this legislation. There is no ques-
tion in my mind that the two distin-
guished Senators have introduced a most
important piece of legislation, and I am
very pleased to cosponsor it.

The legislation reflects Senator Ken-
NEDY’S great understanding and activity
in this area. He was a deeply involved
and conscientious member of the Sub-
committee on Executive Reorganization
during the recent hearings on the Fed-
eral role in urban affairs. But his con-
cern extends far beyond the hearing
room. He has visited many of our cities
and spoken with the unemployed. He
has spoken with businessmen about the
great need to provide jobs and oppor-
tunity in our cities, both large and small,
and they have responded.

And, of course, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas, though not a mem-
ber of the subcommittee, has also shown
a great and active interest in this field.

I believe these hearings struck at the
basic problem of what ails our cities: the
need for added jobs.

If we had a set of priorities of where
this ecountry should expend its resources
if there were a shortage of funds, with-
out question I would choose jobs. Jobs
bring self-respect. Jobs bring participa-
tion. Jobs bring fulfillment. Jobs must
be a substitute for welfare payments.
And jobs, more than anything else, in
my opinion, would stop the rioting and
demonstrations that we see in the big
cities of America. When we consider that
about 25 percent of the Negro youths in
our cities are unemployed, we can readily
understand why we have such turmoil
in our cities.

Witness after witness before our sub-
committee pointed out that it is diffi-
cult—if not impossible—for people who
have no property and have no stake in
the system we have in this country to
maintain respect for property and re-
spect for law and order. Yet throughout
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the testimony of our subcommittee hear-
ings, extending for some 4,000 pages
and involving some 100 witnesses, there
was the feeling that these people in the
cities want to share in America. Their
hopes and objectives were the same
hopes and objectives, basically, as those
of the middle and upper classes.

That is why I have the highest com-
mendation for the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Kansas
in taking the initiative in introducing
legislation of this sort.

This bill seeks to rebuild lives. It rec-
ognizes that the unemployed and under-
employed want a job—not a handout.
They want to stand on their own feet.
But job opportunities are scarce. One
out of three residents in the slums has
a serious employment problem: He has
no job, he is underpaid, or he works only
part time.

Our first task must be to expand pri-
vate employment opportunities in our
cities. American business will locate and
relocate in the cities and other urban
areas. But it must receive the proper in-
centives—the proper assurances—and
the clear understanding that govern-
ment—be it Federal, State, or local—is
willing to do its share and fulfill its
commitment.

Their bill points out paths Govern-
ment can take to stimulate private sec-
tor aetivity in the creation of new jobs.
It has important provisions for man-
power training, for safeguarding invest-
ments, for moving and relocation. The
legislation is a welcome addition to our
growing arsenal of measures to improve
life in our urban areas and is worthy of
our most serious attention and discus-
sion.

Their conduct and action in introduc-
ing this legislation has additional sig-
nificance. I have said many times before,
and I say it again: The time has come
for the legislative branch to exercise ini-
tiative in legislation. I think for too long
this body and the other legislative body
have waited for legislative initiative to
come from the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue, Basically, Congress has the ob-
ggabion to formulate and pass legisla-

on.

I do not think it is the duty of Congress
to merely stand by and sit by until the
executive branch sends up its legislative
program to be acted on by the Congress
of the United States. To me, it is of great
significance that the Senator from New
York [Mr. Eennepy], the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. Pearson], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. PeErcy], the senior Senator
from New York [Mr. Javirs]l, and I have
been moving in the field of urban prob-
lems.

My prediction is that the actions of the
Senator from New York, the Senator
from Kansas, and other Senators who
have been making these proposals and
acting as a burr under the saddle, are
really causing the entire executive
branch to sit up and take notice of the
problems. My prediction is that the ex-
ecutive branch will have a major legisla-
tive program involving the cities of
America—including both jobs and hous-
ing—next year. My prediction is that in
1968 both the Democratic Party and the
Republican Party will have as major
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planks in their platforms a basic pro-
gram to help solve the crises in the cities
of America. My prediction is that one of
the major issues in the 1968 campaign
between the Democratic and Republican
candidates for the Presidency of the
United States will be addressed toward
how we will solve the crises in the cities
of America.

Mr. President, the two most important
problems in urban America are bringing
jobs to the unemployed and encouraging
the private sector of our economy to par-
ticipate in rebuilding our cities.

Not only has the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY] pre-
sented a comprehensive, thoughtful, and
forceful statement on these topies, but
he has drafted an important piece of
legislation. So I am very pleased by the
action taken by the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Kansas in
bringing this piece of legislation to the
floor. I commend both of them, and I
am delighted and pleased to be a co-
sponsor of this legislation.

Mr. PEARSON. May I say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
that his words are most encouraging, for
I know of no one who has taken a
stronger leadership position in this par-
ticular field, or who has greater interest
or greater knowledge. I believe that the
subcommittee hearings of which he was
chairman made perhaps one of the most
definitive, thorough, and sensible records
concerning the problems with which we
seek to deal today. For that reason, I am
particularly grateful for his comments.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I join
with the Senator from Kansas in thank-
ing the Senator from Connecticut for his
kind remarks. He has introduced some
legislation which goes a long way toward
pioneering in the effort that needs to be
made in our urban centers. I am there-
fore delighted that he has become a co-
sponsor of the bill that Senator PEarson
and I have introduced. His coming to
the floor of the Senate today and com-
mending this bill means a great deal to
me as well as to the Senator from
Kansas.

Mr. RIBICOFF. May I say that I un-
derstand the distinguished Senators are
introducing another piece of legislation
tomorrow. Today's bill deals specifically
with jobs; the other one, which con-
cerns housing, is also important, and I
plan to cosponsor that legislation as well.

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, as the Senator from
New York indicated, this bill utilizes a
system of tax credits, increased deduc-
tions for wages paid, and rapid deprecia-
tion to encourage the necessary indus-
trial investments. These benefits would
be available to business locating in urban
poverty areas presently defined by the
Office of Economic Opportunity and in
those areas to be designated later by
the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment. Provisions are also made for
Indian reservations to be designated by
the Secretary of the Interior.

Furthermore, by requiring that a sub-
stantial part of any plant work force be
composed of ghetto residents, this meas-
ure would insure that the unemployed
slumdwellers, not commuting suburban
workers, would benefit from this fed-
erally stimulated investment.
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Any resident who might be displaced
because of plant construction would be
granted a relocation allowance more gen-
erous than those currently available un-
der present urban renewal programs, In
addition, if no public or local low-income
housing were available, elderly, handi-
capped, and low-income families would
be given rental assistance for up to 24
months.

Mr. President, the incentives for in-
vestment provided in this legislation have
the advantage of encouraging private in-
dustry and metropolitan governments to
cooperate in assaulting the deep evil of
urban poverty. The Federal Government
thus provides a catalyst, not control, and
it provides this catalyst at relatively little
expense. As my distinguished colleague
has observed, the credits, accelerated de-
preciation, and deductions contained in
this legislation will be compensated for
by reduced welfare payments, new taxes
on higher earnings, and increased indus-
trial productivity.

This approach represents a new attack
on an old problem. It creates no Federal
bureaucracy. Hopefully, it simply creates
jobs. Mr. President, jobs are the most
fundamental and urgent need of our
ghetto residents, It is true they are also
plagued with inadequate housing, infe-
rior education, and substandard health
Tacilities. These evils must indeed be
treated. But their solution depends on an
adequate level of income. And it is only
through jobs, not welfare payments,
that this income can be provided and
maintained economically.

Mr, President, it is the proper respon-
sibility of the Federal Government to
foster local initiatives and to encourage
private enterprise to create new jobs and
to train the workers needed fo fill them.
The Federal Government should assume
such an immense and complex task it-
self only in the last extremity. Federal
training and employment programs are
necessary, of course, but in general their
costs are often too high. They often
overlap and create independent facilities
at great expense, instead of using the
more comprehensive and readily avail-
able services of private industry.

If chronic unemployment is to be ef-
fectively reduced in the years to come,
these services must be brought more
fully into play. As a matter of fact, the
great majority of work training and re-
training done in the United States today
is already being performed by private
industry. This sector of our national
economy is now investing approximately
$4.5 billion annually in various forms of
employee training.

Thus, if many new jobs are to be
created and thousands of workers
trained to fill them, private industry
must bear the main responsibility. But,
because of the high economic cost in-
volved in locating in what is now a de-
pressed area, industry must be given an
incentive; it must be given help if it is to
succeed. I believe this legislation would
provide that incentive and give that
help.

Mr. President, the myriad problems of
the cities are perplexing, disquieting and
often discouraging. Yet, occasionally,
breakthroughs are made. Myths are ex-
posed and old fears laid to rest. The fact
is jobs can be provided for our ghetto
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residents. Slumdwellers can become self-
supporting, self-respecting individuals
and business can prosper once again in
the now depressed sections of our cities.
The vicious cycle of poverty and unem-
ployment can be broken. And, I firmly
believe the legislation we introduce fo-
day will provide the stimulus necessary
to break that dismal chain.

The greatest of all books says, “the
night cometh, when no man can work.”
In our urban slums, the night comes too
soon and too often. By using a creative
Federal stimulus we can provide private
enterprise with the tools it needs to fin-
ish the job and hold back the night of
unemployment. If such a step is not taken
shortly, the crisis in our cities will con-
tinue to worsen, the economy will not
achieve its full potential, and hundreds
of thousands of Americans will continue
to be denied that most fundamental of
all rights—the right to earn a living.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I thank
the Senator from Kansas, and com-
mend his statement. Earlier this year, the
Senator from Kansas gave, in my judg-
ment, one of the best speeches yet made
on the problems of urban living and the
problems of the ghetto. He spoke on the
expansion needed in the economy of the
ghetto, and on the need for relating the
urban area to the rural area. So I am
happy that we are joined together in
introducing this bill. T hope the bill will
be successful, and will be passed by the
Senate and the House of Representatives
in due course.

As both of us have pointed out, it will
not cost the Treasury of the United States
money. It will bring back a return, if it is
a suceessful and effective bill, and I be-
lieve it is a great opportunity to make a
major breakthrough in the ghetto, such
as has not taken place despite all the
programs we have tried to carry on over
the past 30 years. It is desperately needed.
It has an effect, not just on those who
live in the ghetto, but also on those who
live in other areas because, as we all rec-
ognize, the urban slum is a cancer af-
fecting all of urban America.

So again I congratulate the Senator
from Kansas for trying to take what
both of us believe is a major step to-
ward the ultimate solution of this prob-
lem.

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator
from New York. I thought it might be a
good time now to ask the Senator
whether, in relation to certain parts of
the bill—and I have reference to the
investment tax credit of T percent, or
10 percent—it is the view of the Senator
from New York, who did massive research
on this subject, that no one is wedded
to those particular figures, but after
hearings they can be adjusted to achieve
the end that is sought.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. That is
correct.

Mr. PEARSON. Also, in relation to the
great number of workers, those are fig-
ures upon which we have come to an
agreement to furnish a reasonable bill;
and all of these things are subject to
modification through wisdom gained
from experience and further hearings.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Yes, ab-
solutely.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the bill and a summary of the
bill be printed in the Recorp, and that
the bill be referred to the appropriate
committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, in accordance with the re-
quest of the Senator from New York,
the bill and the summary will be printed
in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2088) to provide incentives
for the creation by private industry of
additional employment opportunities for
residents of urban poverty areas, intro-
duced by Mr. Kennepy of New York and
Mr. PearsoN (for themselves and other
Senators), was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

S. 2088

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Urban Employment Op-
portunities Development Act of 1967".

PURPOSE AND POLICY

Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to re-
duce poverty in the nation’s cities, and the
social, physical, and psychological ills asso-
clated therewith, by creating incentives for
private industry to provide additional em-
ployment opportunities to the residents of
urban poverty areas, but nothing in this
Act shall be construed to authorize the
granting of any incentives to any industrial
or commercial enterprise relocating from
one area to another. Such incentives may,
however, be granted to an industrial or com-
mercial enterprise for expansion through the
establishment of a new industrial or commer-
cial facility of such enterprise in an urban
poverty area, if (1) the establishment of
such industrial or commercial facility will
not result in an increase in unemployment in
the area of original location (or in any other
area where such enterprise conducts busi-
ness operations), or (2) such industrial or
commercial facility s not being established
with any intention of closing down the op-
erations of such enterprise in the area of
its original location or in any other area
where it conducts such operations.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) The term “Secretary” (for purposes of
title I) means the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

(2) The term “urban poverty area’ means
an area, within a standard metropolitan sta-
tistical area containing a population of at
least 250,000 persons, which the Bureau of
the Census has determined, at the request
of, and under procedures approved by, the
Office of Economic Opportunity, to be a pov-
erty area, subject to such modifications, ad-
ditions, or exceptions as the Secretary may
determine to be appropriate for the purposes
of this Act. The term ‘“urban poverty area"”
also means an area, within any place desig-
nated as urban by the Bureau of the Census,
which meets the definition of a poverty area
already utilized for standard metropolitan
statistical areas of 250,000 persons or more
and which the Secretary, after consultation
with the Secretary of Labor and the Secre-
tary of Commerce determines should be sub-
ject to the provisions of this Act and any
Indian reservation which the Secretary of the
Interior determines should be subject to the
provisions of this Act.

(3) The term “person” means an individ-
ual, a trust, estate, partnership, association,
company or corporation.

(4) The term “industrial or commerclal
enterprise” means any of the following types
of business engaged in, by any person,
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through an industrial or commercial fa-
cility—

(A) the manufacture, production, process-
ing, or assembling of personal property—

(i) for sale to customers in the ordinary
course of business excluding any part of the
activities of such business consisting of re-
tail sales and leases; or

(ii) for use in such person's business,

(B) the distribution of personal property
as principal or agent, including, but not lim-
ited to, the sale, leasing, storage, handling,
and transportation thereof but excluding any
part of the activities of such business con-
sisting of retail sales and leases, or

(C) the construction of any bullding in an

urban poverty area as contractor for, or for
sale to, any customer, but only in the case
of a person engaged in the business of con-
structing such buildings as a contractor for,
or for sale to, customers.
The term “industrial or commercial enter-
prise” shall not include the activities of sell-
ing, leasing, or renting out of real property
including the selling or leasing or renting
out of a factory, workshop, office, warehouse,
sales outlet, apartment house, hotel, motel,
or other residence, or the lending of money
or extending of credit.

(6) The term “industrial or commercial
facility” means a fixed place of business, in
which an industrial or commercial enterprise
is wholly or partly carried on, including but
not limited to—

(A) a place of management or office,

(B) a factory, plant, or other workshop,

(C) a warehouse or sales outlet,

(D) a center for the transportation, ship-
ping, or handling of property,

(E) a place of management for and any

urban poverty area building or construction
site.
The term “industrial or commercial facllity"”
shall not include any store, or other premises,
or portion of premises used as a retail fa-
cility.

(6) The term “qualified jobs" means new
employment positions which did not exist
prior to the time of requesting certification
from the Secretary, either at the industrial
or commercial facility or in any other part
of an enterprise operated by the person re-
celving a certificate of eligibility. The term
shall not be limited to the 50 jobs which
constitute the minimum requirement under
this Act but shall encompass all new or ad-
ditional jobs at the certified industrial or
commercial facllity or in furnishing the serv-
ices specified by this Act to such facility.

(7) The term “retail sale or lease” means
a sale or lease made to a party whose pay-
ments therefore do not constitute the ex-
penses or costs of a business.

(8) The term ‘retail facility” means a
store, premises, or portion of premises in
which a substantial percentage of the sales
or leases are retail sales or leases.

(9) The term “city” means any munici-
pality, county, parish, or other political sub-
division of a State having general govern-
mental powers,

(10) The term “low income person’ means
a person whose adjusted gross income (as de-
fined in Section 62 of the Internal Revenue
Code) in a particular perlod is less than the
minimum amount reasonably necessary, in
the area in which he resides, to adequately
support himself or his family. The Secretary
shall have the power, after consultation with
the Secretary of the Department of Labor, to
issue from time to time, bulletins specifying
such minimum amounts for particular urban
areas throughout the country.

TITLE I—ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE
CERTIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY

SEc. 101, (a) The Secretary after consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Labor and the
Secretary of Commerce shall issue a certifi-
cate of eligibility for benefits under this Act
to any person, who is engaged in, or desires
to engage in, an industrial or commercial
enterprise, through a specified Industrial or
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commercial facility located, or to be located,
in an urban poverty area, if—

(1) the governing body of the city in
which such urban poverty area is primarily
situated has given written notice to the Sec-
retary that it wishes to participate in the
program provided for in this Act to encour-
age the creation of new employment oppor-
tunities in such area;

(2) such governing body, or an agency or
instrumentality of such city designated by
such body, after public hearings at which
residents of the urban poverty area in which
the facility is to be located have had the
opportunity to testify, has approved such
enterprise as a participant in such program,
and so certifies to the Secretary;

(3) the person to whom the certificate for
such enterprise is to be issued agrees, in such
form and manner as the Secretary may
prescribe—

(A) in the case of an enterprise not then
having an industrial or commerclal facility
located in an urban poverty area, to estab-
lish, within such period of time as the ap-
proving agency under paragraph (2) may
require, such industrial or commercial fa-
cllity (conforming to standards prescribed
by the Secretary under subsection (d) of
this section) at a site specified or agreed to,
by such agency within such an area, or in
the case of an enterprise having an indus-
trial or commercial facility located in an
urban poverty area, to conform it to stand-
ards prescribed by the Secretary under sub-
section (d) of this section;

(B) to provide, in connection with its op-
eratlons at such industrial or commercial
faclility located, or to be located, in an urban
poverty area, qualified jobs for at least 50
full-time employees, or in any case where
such industrial or commercial facllity is to
operate in an urban poverty area in an urban
area of under 50,000 persons or on an Indian
reservation, qualified jobs for at least 25 full-
time employees, of which not fewer than
two-thirds of all persons holding any such
qualified jobs are persons who were prior to
such employment low-income individuals
who (1) have resided in such area for six
months or more, or (ii) were unemployed;

(C) to pay wages to persons employed in
connection with the operations at any such
facility at rates not less than the minimum
wages determined by the Secretary of Labor
under section I(b) of the Act of June 30,
1936 (popularly known as the Walsh-Healey
Act), as amended (41 U.S.C. 85(b) ), to be the
prevailing minimum wages for persons em-
ployed in similar work in the city or locality
in which any such facility is located; and

(D) to maintain records lsting the names
and residences of all full-time employees at
the industrial or commercial facility for
which the certificate is being issued, the
date on which they were hired, their em-
ployment and economic situation at the
time of hiring, and any other information re-
quired by the Secretary, and In the case of
an industrial or commercial facility, which
is to be part of an Industrial or commercial
enterprise also conducted by such person at
other locations, or which is to be conducted
by a person also engaged in other enterprises,
to maintain records showing the portion of
such person's taxable income or net operat-
ing losses allocable to the industrial or com=-
mercial facility for which the certificate Is
being issued, as if it were conducted by a
separate entity, pursuant to regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary of the Treasury or
his delegate under section 482 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code, modified as may be
necessary to fulfill the purposes of this Act.

(4) the Secretary determines that the lo-
cal agency which gave approval under para-
graph (2), or such other agency or instru-
mentality as the governing body of the city
may designate, will carry out an adequate re-
location program, in accordance with sec-
tion 103, for any persons, business concerns,
and nonprofit organizations displaced as the
result of the location of an Iindustrial or
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commercial facility in an urban poverty area
by a person recelving a certificate of eligibil-
ity pursuant to this section;

(5) the Secretary determines that the ex-
pected benefits to employment and to other
aspects of the economic and soclal welfare
of such urban poverty area warrant the
granting of the income tax incentives under
Title III of this Act as to the capital invest-
ment in such industrial or commercial facil-
ity; and

(6) the Secretary determines that the is-
suance of such certificate is in accordance
with the policy set forth in section 2 respect-
ing the relocation of industry.

(b) The Secretary shall lssue a separate
certificate of eligibility with regard to each
industrial or commerelal facility which meets
the requirements of subsectlon (a) regard-
less of whether such facility is operated by
any person as part of a single industrial or
commercial enterprise.

(c) The Secretary shall issue a certificate
of eligibility for benefits under this Act to
any person who is a successor in interest to
any person operating an industrial or com-
mercial enterprise which has established an
industrial or commercial facility in an urban
poverty area and with respect to which fa-
cllity a certificate of eligibility was issued
under subsection (a), if—

(1) such person has been approved by the
appropriate agency under paragraph (2) of
subsection (a), and has been so certified by
such agency to the Secretary;

(2) such person agrees to continue to use
the facility as an industrial or commercial
facility, and to conform to the requirements
of subparagraphs (B) and (C) of subsection
(a)(3); and

(3) the issuance of such certificate Is in
accordance, as determined by the Secretary,
with the policy set forth in section 2 respect-
ing the relocation of industry.

(d) The Secretary shall terminate a cer-
tificate of eligibility issued to any person
under this section to operate an industrial
or commercial facility whenever he deter-
mines, after an appropriate hearing, that the
person to whom such certificate was issued
has failed, after due notice and a reasonable
opportunity to correct the fallure at such
facility has been glven, to out its
agreement under subsection (a) (3) or (b)
(2). In making a determination under this
subsection, the Secretary shall be guided by,
but not be limited to, the following criteria:

(1) a reduction in the number of qualified
jobs provided by any such enterprise below
the minimums specified in subsection (a)
(3) (B) shall not be grounds for termination
of a certificate of eligibility issued to such
enterprise, if the Secretary determines that
(1) such reduction results from business or
economic factors beyond the control of such
enterprise, and (i) not less than two-thirds
of all the persons employed full-time in
such jobs by such enterprise to meet the
requirements of subsection (a) (3) (B) of this
section continue to meet those requirements,

(2) a change in the residence of any per-
son employed by such enterprise, after his
employment has commenced, shall not affect
his status for of applying subsec-
tion (a) (3) (B) of this section.

(e) Any industrial or commercial facility
for which a certificate of eligibility is issued
under this section shall conform to such
standards of design and construction as the
Secretary shall by regulation require. Such
regulations shall give due effect to any action
taken by the locallty in which such facility
is, or will be located, to ensure that it is so
designed and constructed as to provide a
decent, safe, and sanitary place of employ=
ment in an aesthetically pleasing structure.

(f) The Secretary shall keep interested and
participating Federal, State, and local agen-
cles fully apprised of any actlon taken by
him under this section.

(g) No certificate of eligibllity shall be is-
sued under this section to any person, unless
application therefor is received by the Sec-
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retary prior to the expiration of ten years
after the date of enactment of this Act.
REPORTS

Sec. 102. (a) The Secretary may by regula-
tion require any person to whom & certificate
of eligibility is issued under section 101 to
file such reports from time to time as he may
deem necessary in order to carry out his
functions under this chapter.

(b) Whoever, in any report required to be
filed under this section knowingly makes a
false statement of a material fact, shall be
fined not more than $——— or Imprisoned
for not more than —— years, or both,

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

Bec. 103. (a) In determining whether, for
the purposes of section 101(a)(4), an ade-
quate relocation program exists in any city
to assist in the relocation of persons, business
concerns, and nonprofit organizations dis-
placed as the result of the location of an in-
dustrial or service facility in an urban pov-
erty area by a business enterprise recelving a
certificate of eligibility under this title, the
Becretary shall be guided by the following
criteria:

(1) Any persons so displaced shall be as-
sured under the program of obtalning de-
cent, safe, and sanitary housing at rentals
which they can afford at locations which
are reasonably accessible to their places of
employment.

(2) (A) There will be paid to any person
or family so displaced—

(1) & moving expense allowance, deter-

ed according to a schedule approved by
the Secretary, not to exceed $200;

(il) a dislocation allowance equal to the
amount under (i) or $100, whichever is the
lesser;

(ii1) an additional payment of 300, if such
person or family purchases a dwelling for
the purpose of residence within one year
from the date of actual displacement, and
the dwelling so purchased is situated upon
real estate in which such person or family
acquires a fee title or a life estate, or which
is held under a ninety-nine year lease or
other type of long-term lease equivalent to
fee ownership.

(B) In addition to the amounts payable
under subparagraph (A), there will be paid
to any family, any individual (not a member
of a family) who is sixty-two years of age
or over, or any individual (not a member
of a family) who is handicapped within the
meaning of section 202 of the Housing Act of
1959, monthly payments over a period not to
exceed twenty-four months in an amount
not to exceed $500 in the first twelve months
and $500 in the second twelve months to
assist such family or individual to secure
a decent, safe, and sanitary dwelling, Sub-
Ject to the limitation imposed by the pre-
ceding sentence, the additlonal payments
shall be an amount which, when added to
20 per centum of the annual income of such
family or individual at the time of displace-
ment, equals the average annual rental re-
guired for such a decent, safe, and sanitary
dwelling of modest standards adequate in
size to accommodate such family or individ-
ual in areas not generally less desirable in
regard to public utilities and public and
commercial facilities: Provided, That such
payments shall be made only to a family or
individual who is unable to secure a dwelling
unit in a low-rent housing project assisted
under the United States Housing Act of 1937,
or under a State or local program having the
same general purposes as the Federal pro-
gram under such Act, or a dwelling unit as-
sisted under section 101 of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1965.

(38) There will be paid to any business
concern or nonprofit organization so dis-

placed—

(A) its reasonable and necessary moving
expenses and any actual direct losses of prop-
erty (except goodwill or profit) for which
reilmbursement or compensation is not other-
wise made; and
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(B) an additional $2500 in the case of a
private business concern with average an-
nual net earnings of less than $10,000 per
year, if such concern is not part of a larger
enterprise having establishments other than
the one with respect to which the displace-
ment occurred.

(b) The Becretary is authorized to enter
into contracts to make, and to make, grants
to any city carrying out an approved reloca-
tion program under this section, or to any
agency or instrumentality of such city desig-
nated by the governing body thereof, to de-
fray that part of the cost of carrying out
such program which is required under para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (a).

(c) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this section. Any sums so
appropriated shall remalin available until ex-
pended.

BUREAU OF CENSUS DESIGNATION

B8ec. 104. The Bureau of the Census shall
prepare maps of poverty areas within any
urban area or any category of urban area
specified by the Secretary.

TITLE II—TAX INCENTIVES
INCOME TAX CREDIT FOR INVESTMENT IN DE-
PRECIABLE PROPERTY IN URBAN POVERTY
AREAS

Sec. 201. (a) Subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to credits allow-
able) is amended by renumbering section 40
as 41, and by inserting after section 39 the
following new section:

“Sec.40. Investment in Certain Depreciable
Property in Urban Poverty Areas.

“(a) GENERAL RULE—There shall be al-
lowed, as a credit against the tax imposed
by this chapter, the amount determined un-
der subpart C of this part.

*(b) RecurLaTIONS—The BSecretary or his
delegate shall prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this section and subpart C.”

(b) Part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1
of such Code (relating to credits against tax)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subpart:

“Subpart C—Rules for Computing Credit for
Investment in Certain Depreciable Prop-
erty in Urban Poverty Areas

“Sec, 51. Amount of Credit.

“Sec. 52. Certain Dispositions, etc. of section

40 property.

“Sec. 53, Definitions; special rules.

“BSec, 61. Amount of Credit.

“(a) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—

“(1) GeneErAL RULE—The amount of the
credit allowed by section 40 for the taxable
year shall be equal to—

“(A) T percent of the qualified expendi-
tures (as defined in section 53(b)) made
during the taxable year in regard to section
40 real property (as defined In section 53
(a)(3)), and

“(B) 10 percent of the qualified expendi-
tures (as defined in section 53(b)) made
during the taxable year in regard to section
40 al property (as defined in section
53(a) (4)).

“(2) LiarrarioNn.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), the credit allowed by section 40
for the taxable year shall not exceed the tax-
payer’s liability for tax for such year.

“(8) Lrasmniry ror TAX.—For purposes of
this section, the liability for tax for the tax-
able year shall be the tax imposed by this
chapter for such year, reduced by the sum
of the credits allowable under—

“(A) section 83 (relating to forelgn tax

credit),

“(B) section 35 (relating to partlally tax-
exempt interest),

“(C) section 37 (relating to retirement in-
come), and

(D) section 38 (relating to investment in
certain depreciable property).
For purposes of this paragraph, any tax im-
posed for the taxable year by section 531
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(relating to accumulated earnings tax), sec-
tion 541 (relating to personal holding com-
pany tax), or section 1378 (relating to tax
on certain capital gains of subchapter S
corporations), and any additional tax im-
posed for the taxable year by section 1351
(d) (1) (relating to recoveries of foreign ex-
propriation losses), shall not be considered
tax imposed by this chapter for such year.

“(b) CARRYBACK AND CARRYOVER oOF Un-
USED CREDITS.—

“(1) AvLowANcE oF Crepir.—If the
amount of the credit determined under sub-
section (a) (1) for any taxable year exceeds
the taxpayer’s liability for tax for such tax-
able year (hereafter in this subsection re-
ferred to as the 'unused credit year’), such
excess shall be—

"“(A) a section 40 credit carryback to each
of the 3 taxable years preceding the unused
credit year, and

“(B) a section 40 credit carryover to each
of the 10 taxable years following the un-
used year,

and shall be added to the amount allowable
as a credit by section 40 for such years, ex-
cept that such excess may be a carryback
only to a taxable year ending after the date
of the enactment of the Urban Employment
Opportunities Development Act of 1967. The
entire amuvunt of the unused credit for an
unused credit year shall be carried to the
earliest of the 13 taxable years to which (by
reason of subparagraphs (A) and (B)) such
credit may be carried and then to each of
the other 12 taxable years to the extent that,
because of the limitation contained in para-
graph (2), such unused credit may not be
added for a prior taxable year to which such
unused credit may be carried.

“(2) Limrratron.—The amount of the un-
used credit which may be added under par-
agraph (1) for any preceding or succeeding
taxable year shall not exceed the amount by
which the taxpayer's lability for tax for
such taxable year exceeds the sum of—

“(A) the credit allowable under subsec-
tion (a) (1) for such taxable year, and

“(B) the amounts which, by reason of this
subsection, are added to the amount allow-
able for such taxable year and attributable
to taxable years preceding the unused credit
year,

“Skc, 52. Certain Dispositions, Etc. of Section
40 Property.

“{a) GENERAL RULE—Under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate—

“(1) EaRLY DISPOSITIONS.—If section 40
property (as defined in section 53(a)(2)) is
disposed of, or otherwise ceases to qualify as
section 40 property with respect to the tax-
payer, the tax under this chapter for the
taxable year in which the disposition occurs
shall be increased by an amount equal to the
credits allowed under sectlon 40 for prior
taxable years for qualified expenditures (as
defined in section 53(b)) which were made—

“(A) in the case of section 40 real prop-
erty (as defined in section 53(a)(3)) within
10 years before the date of the disposition,

r

“(B) in the case of section 40 personal
property (as defined in section 53(a)(4))
within four years before the date of the
disposition.

This paragraph shall not apply to any qual-
ified expenditures with respect to which
there has been an increase of tax under
paragraph (2).

“(2) Termination of certificate.—If the
sectlon 40 certificate (as defined In section
53(a) (1)) is terminated under section 101
(c) of the Urban Employment Opportunities
Development Act of 1067, with respect to a
section 40 facility (as defined In section
53(a) (5)) of the taxpayer;

“(A) the taxpayer's tax under this chap-
ter for the taxable year in which the termi-
nation occurs shall be increased by an
amount equal to the credits allowed under
section 40 for prior taxable years for quali-
fled expenditures which were made in ac-
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cordance with section 53(b) (3) within three
years before the date of the termination with
respect to all section 40 property used at, or
in connection with, such facility, and

“(B) the taxpayer's gross income for the
taxable year in which the termination oc-
curs shall be increased by an amount equal
to the deductions allowed to the taxpayer
under section 183 in such taxable year and
the two preceding taxable years with re-
spect to employees employed at, or in con-
nection with, such facility.

“(8) Carrybacks and carryovers ad-
Justed.—In the case of any disposition de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or any termination
described in paragraph (2), the carrybacks
and carryovers under section 51(b) shall
be adjusted.

“(b) Section Nor To APPLY IN CERTAIN
Cases.—Subsection (a) shall not apply to—

“{1) a disposition by reason of death,

“(2) a disposition to which section 881(a)
applies,

“(3) a disposition necessitated by the ces-
sation of the operation of a section 40 fa-
cllity where the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development certifies that such cessa-
tlon results from economic factors beyond
the control of the section 40 business (as
defined in section 53(a) (6)), or

“(4) a disposition on account of the de-
struction or damage of section 40 property
by fire, storm, shipwreck, or other casualty,
or by reason of its theft.

For purposes of subsection (a), property
shall not be treated as ceasing to be section
40 property with respect to the taxpayer by
reason of a mere change in the form of con-
ducting the section 40 business so long as
the property is retained in such business as
section 40 property and the taxpayer retains
a substantial interest in such business,

“Sec. 63. Definitions; Special Rules.

“(a) BSEectioNn 40 CERTIFICATE, Erc.—For
purposes of this chapter—

“(1) SECTION 40 CERTIFICATE—~The term
‘section 40 certificate’ means a certificate
of eligibility issued by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development under sec-
tion 101(a) or section 101(b) of the Urban
Employment Opportunities Development
Act of 1967.

“(2) SEcTION 40 PROPERTY.—The term ‘sec-
tion 40 property’ means property which, in
regard to a taxpayer conducting a section 40
business—

*(A) 1s of a character which is subject
to the allowance for depreciation provided
in section 167 and which is not property of
a kind which would properly be includible
in the inventory of the taxpayer if on hand
at the close of the taxable year or which is
not property held by the taxpayer primarily
for sale to customers in the ordinary course
of his trade or business,

“(B) will be used by such taxpayer (1)
as a section 40 facllity, (i) as an integral
part of, or in the operation of, any such
facility, (iii) in furnishing transportation,
communications, electrical energy, gas, wa-
ter, or sewerage disposal primarily to any
such facllity, and

“(C) has at the time it is first used by
such taxpayer after such taxpayer has been
issued a section 40 certificate in regard to
the section 40 facilitr at, or in conmnection
with which, such property is used, a useful
life of at least (1) 4 years in the case of
section 40 personal property, (ii) 10 years
in the case of sectlon 40 real property.
Property shall not be treated as section 40
property if, after its acquisition by the tax-
payer, it 1s used by a person who used such
property before such acquisition (or by a
person who bears a relationship described in
section 179(d)(2) (A) or (B) to a person
who used such property before such acquisi-
tion).

“(3) SECTION 40 REAL PROPERTY.—The term
‘section 40 real property’ means section 40
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property which is section 1250 property
(within the meaning of section 1250(c)).

**(4) SECTION 40 PERSONAL PROFERTY.—The
term ‘section 40 personal property’ means
section 40 property which is section 1245
property (within the meaning of section
1245(b) ).

“(6) SecTioN 40 FACILITY.—The term ‘sec-
tion 40 facility’ means an industrial or com-
mercial facility (as defined in section 3(5) of
the Urban Employment Opportunities De-
velopment Act of 1967) which is specified by
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment in a section 40 certificate.

*“(6) SECTION 40 BUSINESS.—The term ‘sec-
tion 40 business’' means an industrial or com-
mercial enterprise (as defined in section 3(4)
of the Urban Employment Opportunities De-
velopment Act of 1967) with respect to which
a section 40 certificate has been issued which
has not been terminated under section 101(c)
of such Act.

“(b) QUALIFIED EXPENDITURES.—

‘(1) In cenNeraL—The term ‘gualified ex-
penditures’ means, with respect to each tax-
able year, expenditures by the taxpayer—

“(A) properly chargeable to capital ac-
count,

*(B) paild or accrued for—

(i) the manufacture, production, con-
struction, or erection of section 40 property,

(i1) the acquisition of section 40 property
by a purchase (as defined in section 179(d)
(2) and subsection (d) of this section), or

(iii) the reconstruction, permanent im-
provement, or betterment of section 40 prop-
erty, and

“(C) made during the 10-year period be-
ginning with the date on which a section 40
certificate is first issued to any person with
respect to the section 40 facility as, or In con-
nection with which, such property is used.

“(2) LimrratioNn.—Expenditures in regard
to section 40 real property shall be treated as
qualified expenditures only if the construc-
tlon, erection, acquisition, reconstruction,
permanent improvement, or betterment for
which such expenditures are made, conforms
to the standards prescribed wunder section
101(d) of the Urban Employment Opportu-
nities Development Act of 1967.

“(3) YEAR OF QUALIFIED EXPENDITURES.—AIl
qualified expenditures shall be deemed made
in the taxable year in which—

“(A) in the case of qualified expenditures
for the manufacture, production, construc-
tion, erection, or acquisition by purchase of
section 40 property, the year in which the
section 40 property is placed in service, and

“(B) In the case of qualified expenditures

for the reconstruction, permanent improve-
ment, or betterment of section 40 property,
the year in which the section 40 property as
reconstructed, improved or bettered as a re-
sult of the qualified expenditure is placed in
service.
For purposes of this paragraph, any manu-
factured, produced, constructed, erected, or
acquired section 40 property, or any recon-
structed, improved, or bettered section 40
property, shall be deemed placed in service
in the taxable year in which such manufac-
tured, produced, constructed, erected, or ac-
quired section 40 property, or such section
40 property as reconstructed, improved, or
bettered, first becomes subject to deprecia-
tion by a taxpayer computing depreciation
on a dally basis.

“{4) REPLACEMENT PROPERTY.—If section 40
property is manufactured, produced, con-
structed, erected, reconstructed, or acquired
to replace property which was destroyed or
damaged by fire, storm, shipwreck, or other
casualty, or was stolen, the qualified expendi-
tures with respect to such section 40 prop-
erty which would (but for this paragraph)
be taken into account for purposes of sec-
tion 51(a) shall be reduced by an amount
equal to the amount received by the taxpay-
er as compensation, by insurance or other-
wise, for the property so destroyed, damaged,
or stolen, or to the adjusted basis of such
property, whichever is the lesser.
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“(e) CERTAIN LEASED PROPERTY.—A person
(other than a person referred to in subsec~
tion (g)) who is a lessor of property, which
in the hands of the lessee constitutes section
40 property, may (at such time, in such man-
ner, and subject to such conditions as are
provided by regulations prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate) elect with respect
to any section 40 property, as to which no
prior credit under section 40 has previously
been taken, to treat the lessee as having pur-
chased such property for an amount egual
to—

“(1) except as provided in paragraph (2),
the fair market value of such property, or

*(2) if such property is leased by a cor-
poration which is a member of an affiliated
group (within the meaning of section 46
(a) (b)) to another corporation which is a
member of the same affiliated group, the
basis of such property to the lessor.
If a lessor makes the election provided by
this subsection with respect to any property,
the lessee shall be treated for all purposes
of this subpart as having acquired such
property. For purposes of subsection (a)
(1) (C), the useful life of the property to
the lessee shall be deemed to be the useful
life over which the lessee is permitted to
depreciate or amortize the property.

“(d) SuBCHAPTER S CoORPORATION—IN the
case of an electing small business corpora-
tion (as defined in section 1371)—

(1) the qualified expenditures for each
taxable year shall be apportioned pro rata
among the persons who are shareholders of
such corporation on the last day of such tax-
able year, and

**(2) any person to whom any expenditures
have been apportioned under paragraph (1)
shall be treated (for purposes of this sub-
part) as the taxpayer with respect to such
expenditures, and such expenditures shall
not (by reason of such apportionment) lose
their character as qualified expenditures.

“(e) BstaTEs AND TrRUsTS.—In the case of
an estate or trust—

“(1) the qualified expenditures for any
taxable year shall be apportioned between
the estate or trust and the beneficiaries on
the basis of the income of the estate or trust
allocable to each, and

“(2) any beneficiary to whom any expend-
itures have been apportioned under para-
graph (1) shall be treated (for purposes of
this subpart) as the taxpayer with respect
to such expenditures, and such expenditures
shall not (by reason of such apportionment)
lose their character as qualified expenditures.

“(f) Cross REFERENCE.—For application
of this suhpart to certain acquiring cor-
porations see section 381(c) (24).”

(c) Section 48(a) of such Code (relating
to definition of section 38 property) 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(7) SECTION 40 PROPERTY —Any property
which is section 40 property (as defined in
section 63(a) (2)) shall not be treated as
section 38 property to the extent that ex-
penditures for the manufacture, production,
construction, erection, reconstruction, per-
manent improvement, betterment, or ac-
quisition of such property constitute quali-
fied expenditures (as defined in section 53
(b))."

(d) Section 381(c) of such Code (relating
to carryovers in certain corporate acqui-
sitions) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

““(24) CREDIT UNDER SECTION 40 FOR IN=-
VESTMENT IN CERTAIN DEPRECIABLE PROPERTY
IN URBAN POVERTY AREAS—The acquiring
corporation shall take into account (to the
extent proper to carry out the purposes of
this section and section 40, and under such
regulations as may be prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate) the items re-
quired to be taken into account for pur-
poses of section 40 in respect to the distrib-
utor or transferor corporation.”

(e) (1) The table of subparts for part
IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of such
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Code is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new item:

“Subpart C. Rules for computing credit for
investment in certain depreciable property
in urban poverty areas.”

(2) The table of sections for subpart A
of part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of
such Code is amended by striking out the
last item and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“Sec. 40. Investment in certain depreciable
property in urban poverty areas.
“Sec. 41. Overpayments of tax.”
DEPRECIATION DEDUCTION

Sec. 202. Section 167 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to depreciation)
is amended by redesignating subsection (j)
as (k) and by inserting after subsection (i)
the following new subsection:

“{]) SEcTiOoN 40 PROPERTY.—

“(1) UseruL LIFE—At the election of the
taxpayer—

“{A) the useful life of any property which
is section 40 property (as defined in section
53(a) (2)) shall, for purposes of this section,
be 6624 percent of the useful life of such
property determined without regard to this
paragraph; and

“(B) the guideline class lives prescribed
by the Secretary or his delegate which are ap-
plicable to any property which is section 40
property shall, for purposes of this section be
662; percent of the guideline class lives
applicable to such property determined with-
out regard to this paragraph. An election
under this paragraph shall be made at such
time and in such manner as the Secretary
or his delegate prescribes by regulations.

“(2) NearesT FULL YEAR.—I{ the useful life
or guideline class life of any property as de-
termined under subsection (i) Includes a
fraction of a year, such useful life shall be
deemed the nearest full year.

“(3) RESERVE RATIO TESTS.—In justifying
class lives used for purposes of the deduction
allowed by this section under the reserve
ratio tests prescribed by the Secretary or his
delegate, a taxpayer who makes an election
under paragraph (1) (B) shall, for all pur-
poses, be deemed to have utilized class lives
equal to 150 percent of those applicable de-
termined without regard to this subsection.

“(4) SALVAGE VALUE.—In determining the
salvage value of section 40 property, subject
to an election under paragraph (1) (A) and
(B), the useful life of the property shall be
deemed that life which would be applicable
without regard to paragraph (1)(A) and
(B).

*(6) ExceprioN.—No election may be made
under paragraph (1) with respect to any sec-
tion 40 property which is placed in service
after the expiration of the 10-year period be-
ginning on the date on which a section 40
certificate (as defined in section 53(a) (1))
is first issued to any person for the section
40 facility (as defined in section 53(a) (5))
at, or in connection with which, such section
40 property is used.”

NET OPERATING LOSS CARRYOVERS

Sec. 203. Section 172 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to net operating
loss deduction) is amended—

(1) by striking out “(C) and (D)" in sub-
section (b) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof
“(0), (D), and (E)";

(2) by adding at the end of subsection
(b) (1) the following new subparagraph:

“(E) The portion of a net operating loss for
any taxable year to which (under subsection
(1)) this subparagraph applies which is al-
locable to the operation of a section 40 busi-
ness (as defined in section 53(a) (6) ) through
a section 40 facility (as defined in section
53(a) (5)) shall be a net operating loss carry-
over to each of the 10 taxable years follow-
ing the taxable year of such loss. The deter-
mination as to the portion of a taxpayer’s net
operating loss allocable to the operation of
an industrial or commercial facility by a sec-
tion 40 business shall be made in accordance
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with regulations promulgated by the Secre-

tary or his delegate under section 101(a) (3)

(D) of the Urban Employment Opportunities

Development Act of 1967.”

(3) by redesignating subsection (1) as
(m), and by inserting after subsection (k)
the following new subsection:

“(1) CARRYOVER OF NET OPERATING LOSSES
oF Cerririep BusiNesszs.—Subsection (b)
(1) (E) shall apply, with respect to the oper-
ation of such section 40 facility, only to a
net operating loss for (A) the taxable year in
which the operation of such facility is begun
by any sectlon 40 business under a section
40 certificate (as defined in section 53 (a)
(1)), or (B) any of the 9 succeeding taxable
years.

SPECTAL DEDUCTION FOR SALARIES AND
COMPENSATION PAID

Sec. 204. (a) Part VI of subchapter B of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to itemized deductions for
individuals and corporations) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
“Sec. 183. Special Deduction for Certain

Buslnesses Operating in Urban
poverty areas.

“(a) GenNErRAL RuLeE—In the case of any
person engaged In a section 40 business (as
defined in section 53(a) (6) ), there shall be
allowed as a deduction for the taxable year
(in addition to any deduction under section
162) an amount eqgual to 25 percent of the
compensation paid or incurred in money dur-
ing the taxable year to employees who—

“(1) are In qualified jobs (as defined in
section 8(6) of the Urban Employment Op-
portunities Development Act of 1967), and

“(2) at the time they became so employed
were low-income individuals who (A) had
resided for 6 months or more in the urban
poverty area in which such facility is located,
or (B) were unemployed, and

“(8) during the period for which the com-
pensation is paid or incurred, perform sub-
stantially all of their duties as employees:

“(A) at a section 40 facility (as defined
in section 53(a) (5)) through which such sec-
tion 40 business s conducted, or

“(B) by furnishing transportation, com-
munications, electrical energy, gas, water, or
sewerage disposal primarily to such facllity.

“(b) LimrraTioNs—Subsection (a) shall
apply, with respect to employees at any sec-
tion 40 facility, only to compensation paid
or incurred in money during a 10-year period
beginning with the date on which a section
40 certificate (as defined in sectlion 53(a) (1))
is first granted to any person with respect to
such section 40 facllity.

(b) The table of sections for part VI of
subchapter B of chapter 1 of such Code is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new item:

“Sec. 183. Specilal deduction for certain
businesses operating in urban
poverty areas.”

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 2056. The amendments made by this
title shall apply to taxable years ending after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
TITLE III—TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR

INDUSTRIES LOCATING IN URBAN POV-

ERTY AREAS

BEcC. 301. Title IT of the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act of 1862 is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new part:

“PART D—TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR INDUSTRIES
LOCATING IN URBAN POVERTY AREAS
“General responsibility

*“Sec. 251. The Secretarles of Labor and of
Health, Education, and Welfare are author-
ized to provide, in accordance with their re-
spective responsibilities under parts A and B
of this title, a supplementary program o
training and training all , In consul-
tation with the of Housing and
Urban Development, for low-income individ-
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uals who reside in an urban poverty area or
who are unemployed and who are to be em-
ployed by a person operating an industrial
or commercial enterprise certified under sec-
tion 101 of the Urban Employment Oppor-
tunities Development Act of 1967. Such pro-
gram shall be carried out by the Secretarles
of Labor and of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare in accordance with the provisions other-
wise applicable to programs under this Act
and with their respective functions under
those provisions, except that—

“(1) the Secretary of Labor, in consulta-
tion with the SBecretary of Housing and Ur-
ban Development, shall determine the occu-
pational training or retraining needs of such
individuals to be employed by any such
enterprise;

*“(2) all individuals to be employed in an
urban poverty area by any such enterprise
may be selected for training and shall be
eligible for training allowances under this
part: Provided, That the amount and dura-
tion of training allowances under this sec-
tion shall in no event exceed the amount and
duration of training allowances provided un-
der section 203 (a) of this Act;

“(8) the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare may, in appropriate cases, after
consultation with the Secretary of Labor,
arrange for training to be conducted by any
such enterprise for individuals to be em-
ployed by it in any such area;

“(4) the Secretaries of Labor and of Health,
Education, and Welfare shall, each with re-
spect to his functions under this section,
prescribe jointly with the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development such rules and
regulations as may be necessary to carry out
the purposes of this part; and

“(5) no funds available under this part
shall be apportivned to any State pursuant
to section 301 of this Act, mor shall any
matching funds be required.”

“Priority

“Sgc. 262. The Secretary of Labor shall, to

the extent practicable, give priority to the

referral of individuals for training author-
ized by this part.”

AFPPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 302. Section 304 of the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act of 1962 is
amended by striking out “(d)" and inserting
in leu thereof “(e)"” and by inserting im-
mediately after subsection (c) thereof the
following new subsectlon:

“(d) For the purpose of carrying out part
D of title II there are hereby authorized to
be appropriated not in excess of $20,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and
for each fiscal year thereafter such amounts
as may be necessary.”

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 303. The amendments made by this
title shall take effect on July 1, 1967.

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF UrBAN Enm-
PLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES DEVELOPMENT ACT
oF 1967

Section I—Short Title
This Act shall be cited as the “Urban Em-
ployment Opportunities Development Act of

1967".

Section 2—Purpose

The purpose of this Act is to provide tax
and other incentives for private industry to
create new employment opportunities for
residents of urban poverty areas. Incentives
shall be granted to persons conducting or
proposing to conduct an industrial or com-
merclal enterprise through a new, or ex-
panded, facility in an urban poverty area.
But such incentives shall not be granted
where, (1) the establishment of such a fa-
cility In the poverty area will cause increased
unemployment in some other area where the
business conducts operations, or (2) the fa-
cility 1s being established to replace a facility
of the industrial or commercial enterprise
located in some other area.
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Title I of the Act defines the type of busi-
nesses which qualify for tax and other in-
centives and establishes certification proce-
dures. Title II amends the Internal Revenue
Code to provide the relevant tax incentives.
Title III amends the Manpower and Develop-
ment Training Act of 1962 to ensure adequate
training for those low-income persons who
will be hired by certified businesses.

Section 3—Definitions

This sectlon defines the various terms used
primarily in Titles I and III of the Act. An
“urban poverty area" 1s defined as an area,
within a standard metropolitan statistical
area of at least 250,000 persons (for a fur-
ther explanation of this definition, see Ap-
pendix I) which the Census Bureau has
determined to be a poverty area at the re-
quest of the Office of Economic Opportunity.
subject to additions and deletions regarded
as appropriate by the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development after consultation
with the Secretary of Labor and the Secre-
tary of Commerce.

It also includes areas of comparable pov-
erty to be designated by the Bureau of the
Census in any other urban place—as defined
by the Bureau of the Census—at the direc-
tlon of the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development. Finally, it Includes speclfic In-
dian reservations deslgnated by the Secretary
of the Interior.

The definition of “industrial or commer-
clal enterprise” includes (a) a business which
manufactures, produces, processes, or assems-
bles personal property, or (b) a business
which sells or leases or stores, handles or
transports personal property for other busi-
nesses or (c) a business which constructs
buildings for sale, or as a contractor, In an
urban poverty area. The definition excludes
retail busir and busir which en-
gage in the sale, leasing, or renting out of
real property, the lending of money, or the
extending of credit.

The definitlon of “Industrial or commer-
cial facility” means a fixed place of busi-
ness—such as a factory, a warehouse, an
office, or a place of management and any
number of urban poverty area construction
sites—in which an industrial or commercial
enterprise is carrled on. It does not include
a “retall facility” which in turn is defined as
& store or premises or portion of premises
where a substantial percentage of the goods
are sold to the general public and not fo
other businesses for use in their operations.

The term “qualified jobs” is defined as the
employment positions which did not exist
prior to the time that the enterprise re-
guested certificatlon from the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development and which
were then created elther at the certified fa-
cility or for furnishing certain services pri-
marily to such facility.

The term “low-ilncome person” is deflned
as an individual earning less than the
amount needed to support himself and his
family adequately. The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, shall, after consul-
tation with the Secretary of the Department
of Labor, designate the qualifying earnings
levels for various urban areas.

TITLE I—ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE
Section 101—Certification of eligibility
The Secretary of Housing and Urban De-

velopment after consultation with the Secre-
tary of Labor and the Secretary of Commerce
shall issue a certificate of eligibility for bene-
fits under this Act to any person engaged
in, or who proposes to engage in, an indus-
trial or commercial enterprise in an urban
poverty area when six conditions have been
met.

First, the city in which such urban poverty
area is located must give written notice to
the Secretary that it wishes to participate in
the program provided for in this Act.

Second, the city must approve the indus-
trial or commercial applicant as a participant
in the program and certify this fact to the
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Secretary. Such certification shall only be
granted after public hearings at which resi-
dents of the urban poverty area have an
opportunity to testify.

Third, the person engaged in the enter-
prise must agree, in a manner prescribed by
the Secretary, (A) to locate a facility within
the urban poverty area on a site, and within
a period of time, specified by the city; (B)
to provide at least fifty qualified jobs (re-
duced to twenty-five for cities of under 50,-
000 persons and Indian reservations) of
which at least two-thirds are to go to low-
income individuals who have resided in the
poverty area for at least six months or to
other unemployed low-income individuals.
(Whether the enterprise creates 50 or 100 or
1,000 jobs, two-thirds of them must go to
such qualified loWw-income individuals.); (C)
to pay wages that meet the prevailing mini-
mum rates for persons employed in similar
work in the city or locality, as determined
by the Secretary of Labor; and (D) to main-
tain records concerning all full-time em-
ployees regarding their residences and hiring
dates, their employment and economic status
at the time of hiring, and any other informa-
tion required by the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, and to keep rec-
ords showing what income or losses can be
allocated to this facility rather than to other
facilities comprising the same business or
run by the same person but not having a
preferred status.

Fourth, the Secretary must determine that
the city will carry out an adequate program
for relocating individuals, families, busi-
nesses, and nonprofit organizations displaced
by industrial or commercial facilities induced
to come into the area under this Act.

Fifth, the Secretary must determine that
the person obtaining the certificate is estab-
lishing a reasonable ratio of capital invest-
ment to jobs created.

Sixth, the Secretary must determine that
the person obtaining the certificate is not
violating the relocation policies set forth in
Section 2 of this Act, and causing unemploy-
ment in another area to create jobs in an
urban poverty area.

For any person who wishes to operate more
than one industrial or commercial facility in
one or more urban poverty areas, the Secre-
tary is instructed to ensure that each such
facility conforms to the requirements of this
Act and to issue a separate certificate cover-
ing each of these facilities.

The Secretary shall issue a certificate of
eligibility under this Act for a successor in
interest to any person operating a certified
industrial or commercial facility if three re-
quirements are met: (1) the successor has
been approved and certified by the appro-
priate city agency; (2) such person agrees
to continue the industrial or commercial
facility and to conform to the conditions set
forth in the original certificate; and (3) the
issuance of such certificate is in accordance
with the industrial relocation policies set
forth in Section 2 of this Act.

The Secretary shall terminate a certificate
of eligibility whenever he determines, after
a hearing, that an enterprise has falled, after
due notice and a reasonable opportunity, to
continue meeting the conditions set forth
in the original certificate. In making such a
determination, the Secretary shall be guided
by the following considerations. A reduction
in the number of new or additional employ~
ment opportunities below the minimum spec-
ified in the Act shall not serve as grounds
for ending eligibility under this Act if the
Secretary determines that business or eco-
nomic factors beyond the enterprise’s con-
trol necessitated such a reduction, and finds
that not less than two-thirds of the full-time
workers employed at qualified jobs continue
to meet the low-income or low-income and
residency requirements specified in this Act.
At the same time, a change in residence of
any employee meeting the requirements at
the time of hiring, shall not serve as grounds
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for termination of the enterprise’s certificate
of eligibility.

This section also provides that any indus-
trial or commercial bulldings for which a
certificate of eligibility is issued shall con-
form to such standards of design and con-
struction as the Secretary may require to
insure safe, sanitary, and aesthetically pleas-
ing places of employment.

Finally, the section provides that a person
shall not be issued a certificate of eligibility
unless his application is received by the Sec-
retary before ten years have passed from the
date on which this Act goes into effect.

Section 102—Reports

The Secretary may require any recipients
of certificates of eligibility to file such reports
as he may deem necessary to carry out his
functions under this Act. Whoever makes an
intentionally false statement of a material
fact In any such report shall be subject to
criminal penalties.

Section 103—Relocation assistance

An adequate relocation program for those
persons, businesses and nonprofit associa-
tions dislocated under this Act must meet the
following criteria. First, the Secretary shall
determine that any persons being displaced
are assured of decent, safe, and sanitary
housing at reasonable rentals and reasonably
near their places of work. Second, such in-
dividuals or families shall receive up to $200
in moving expenses and up to $100 as a dislo-
cation allowance. If the person or family
buys a dwelling place, than an additional
payment of $300 shall be made. Third, any
low-income family or elderly or handicapped
person shall receive monthly payments for
up to 24 months, not to exceed $500 in each
of the two years, to assist them in obtaining
decent dwelling units. The payments shall
equal the difference between 20 percent of
income and the rental required for a decent
housing unit in an area not less desirable
than the one being vacated. Such payments
shall not, however, be made to an individual
or family which secures a dwelling unit in a
specified low rent Federal, State, or local
housing project. Fourth, a displaced business
concern or nonprofit association shall secure
its reasonable and necessary moving expenses
and payments for direct property losses (not
including good-will or profits) not otherwise
compensated for through the purchases of
the enterprise’s facility. An additional $2,500
shall be paid to a private business having
average annual net earnings of less than
$10,000 & year, if such concern is not part of
a larger business enterprise having other es-
tablishments than the one being displaced.

The Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment is authorized to make all neces-
sary grants to citles participating in this
program to defray the costs of providing
relocation payments to families, businesses,
and nonprofit associations displaced because
of the establishment of a certified industrial
or commercial facility. The necessary funds
to carry out this relocation program are
authorized to be appropriated.

Section 104—Bureau of Census designation
The Bureau of the Census shall prepare

additional maps—as directed by the Secre-

tary of Housing and Urban Development—of
poverty areas in urban places to supplement
those maps already prepared for poverty areas
in standard metropolitan statistical areas of
over 250,000 in population,
TITLE II—TAX INCENTIVES
Section 201

Chapter I of the Internal Revenue Code is
amended to include a new series of provisions
providing for a tax credit for certain qualify-
ing businesses.

a. Section 40—Investment in certain depre-
ciable property in urban poverty areas
Any person engaged In an industrial or

commercial enterprise, obtalning certifica-

tion under this Act, who establishes or con-
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forms a certified facility in an urban poverty
area to standards set by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall be
entitled to certain specified tax credits. (In
general, the tax credit provisions of this Act
conform to those found in the existing In-
vestment Tax Credit Act.)

b, Section 51—Amount of credit

The credit shall be 7% of the qualified
expenditures for real property and 10% of
the qualified expenditures for personal prop-
erty. (In regard to personal property, this
credit supersedes the existing provisions un-
der the Investment Tax Credit Act.) The
credits for any taxable year, shall not exceed
the taxpayer’s tax liability for that year.

If any permissible credits under this sec-
tion are not used, they may be carried back
for 3 taxable years and forward for 10 taxable
years. The carryback or carry forward must
be to the earliest possible year first. A carry-
back cannot, however, be made to a taxable
year ending before the date on which this
Act is enacted. (The reason for allowing a
longer carryback and carryover period is to
lend assistance to any businessman who
encounters a few years of economic hardship
because of urban poverty area problems.)

In each carryback or carryover year, all
avallable credits cannot exceed the taxpay-
er's tax liability.

Section 52—Certain dispositions, etc., of

section 40 property

A person who has received certification and
has established an industrial or commercial
facility in an urban poverty area cannot dis-
pose of real property and personal property
for which credits have been taken under this
Act for 10 and 4 years respectively without a
loss of benefits, If such an early disposition
is made, all credits taken for this property
during those stipulated years shall be recov-
erable by the Federal government.

If a person’s certificate is terminated by
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, then the credits that he has taken
during the 3 prior taxable years shall be re-
coverable by the Federal government. In ad-
dition, the special deduction for wages un-
der sectlon 183, durlng the taxable year of
termination and the two preceding taxable
years, is recovered.

In the case of a termination or an imper-
missible disposition which leads to a re-
covery, all carrybacks and carryovers shall be
accordingly adjusted.

Certain involuntary dispositions shall not
be considered as violative of these provisions.
Thus transfers because of death or because
the business changes its form or dispositions
because of an unforeseen casualty or because
the facllity must cease operations due to un-
controllable economic factors shall not ne-
cessitate a penalty.

Section 53—Definitions; special rules

This section defines various terms for pur-
poses of the Internal Revenue Code.

“Section 40 certificate” is defined as a cer-
tificate of eligibility issued by the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development under
this Act to a qualifying business.

“Section 40 property"” is that type of prop-
erty which qualifies under this Act for tax
credits and rapid depreclation. It is defined
as depreclable property which is not part of
inventory or held for sale to customers in
the ordinary course of trade or business and
which, at the time it is first used by a tax-
payer who has been issued a certificate of
eligibility, has—in the case of personal prop-
erty—a useful life of at least 4 years, and—
in the case of real property—a useful life of
at least 10 years. Moreover, the property must
either be used as the facility, or as an in-
tegral part of it or in its operations, or in
furnishing such services as transportation,
communications, electrical energy, gas, wa-
ter, or sewerage disposal primarily to the fa-
cllity. It cannot, however, be property which
is used after acquisition by a taxpayer or a
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related party who also used it before such ac-
qulsition.

“Sectlon 40 real property" is section 40

defined by reference to section
1250(c) and “section 40 personal property"”
is sectlon 40 property defined by reference
to section 1245(b).

A “section 40 facility” means an Industrial
or commercial facility which has been speci-
fled in a certificate issued by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development.

A “section 40 business” is defined as an
industrial or commercial enterprise that has
been issued a certificate of eligibility to op-
erate a facility in an urban poverty area.

The term *“qualified expenditure” is de-
fined as an expenditure made during the 10
year certification perlod that is chargeable
to capital account and is paid or accrued for
the manufacture, production, construction,
erection, acquisition, reconstruction, perma-
nent improvement, or betterment of section
40 property.

If the expenditure is made on real prop-
erty, then the property—whether it be con-
structed or reconstructed, erected or perma-
nently improved, acquired or bettered—must
be made to conform to the standards set un-
der this Act by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

A gualified expenditure shall be deemed
made only in the taxable year in which the
manufactured, produced, constructed, erect-
ed or acquired section 40 property or the sec-
tion 40 property as reconstructed, Improved,
or bettered is placed in service. Property shall
be considered placed in service when it first
becomes subject to dally depreciation. A
gualified expenditure made to obtain prop-
erty as a replacement for property lost or de-
stroyed due to a casualty shall be reduced
by a sum equal to the amount received by
the taxpayer through insurance or otherwise
as compensation for the lost or destroyed
property.

Bectlon 53 also establishes certain rules
for dealing with the credits established by
this Act. In subsection (d), it provides that
a lessor may pass the credit for section 40
property on to his lessee. The amount on
which the credit is to be flgured shall be
either the fair market value of the property
or, in the case of a transaction between cor-
porations which are members of an affiliated
group, the basis of such property to the les-
sor. If the lessor makes this election, the
lessee shall be treated as having acquired
such property and the property shall have a
useful life equal to the life over which the
lessee may depreclate or amortize 1t.

In subsections (e) and (f), the credits pro-
vided for In this Act are dealt with as they
relate to Subchapter S corporations and
estates and trusts. For any Subchapter 8
corporation, all qualified expenditures are
apportioned pro rata to its shareholders and
each shareholder is then treated as the tax-
payer with respect to such expenditures.
Qualified expenditures made by an estate or
trust are allocated between the estate or
trust and the beneficlaries on the basls of
the income normally allocable to each. Any
beneficiary is treated as the taxpayer with
respect to all such apportioned expenditures.

The remainder of section 53 deals with
cross references and conforming amend-
ments to ensure that these mew provisions
will be consistent with all other sections of
the Internal Revenue Code. Thus it is pro-
vided that if property is subject to credits
under this Act, it cannot also be treated as
section 38 property for purposes of cbtalning
an ordinary investment credit applicable to
property held by other non-qualifylng busl-
nesses.

Section 202—Depreciation deduction

Sectlon 167 of the Internal Revenue Code
is amended to provide that at the election
of the taxpayer, the useful life of any sec-
tion 40 property and the guldeline class lives
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of any section 40 property shall be reduced
to 6625 percent of the useful life or guide-
lines class lives normally applicable to such
property.

In justifying class lives for section 40
property the taxpayer who makes an elec-
tlon under this section shall be deemed—
for purpose of meeting any reserve ratio
test—to have utilized class lives equal to
150 percent of those normally applicable to
such property.

In determining the salvage value of all
section 40 property for which an election has
been made, the useful life of the property
shall be deemed that life applicable to such
property in the absence of this section.

Electlons under this section can only be
made for property placed in service during
the 10 year certification period provided for
in this Act.

Section 203—Net operation loss carryovers

Section 172 of the Internal Revenue Code
is amended to provide a 10 year carryover
perlod—as compared to the present 5 year
perlod—ifor all losses allocable to the opera-
tion of an industrial or commercial facility
by a certified section 40 business and sus-
tained during the 10 year certification period.
All determinations concerning the alloca-
tion of losses shall be made pursuant to regu-
lations issued by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury under section 482 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code and modified as may be necessary
to conform to the purposes of this Act.

Section 204—Special deductions for salaries
and compensation paid
Chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code is
amended to provide an additional deduction
for certain qualifylng businesses,

Section 183—Special deduction for certain
businesses operating in wurban poverty
areas

A person operating a certified section 40
business shall be permitted an additional
deduction equal to 25 percent of the com=-
pensation paid or incurred In money to the
low-income, unemployed, or low-income,
poverty area, workers whom he is required
to hire under this Act. Such workers must
be located at the facility or must be in-
volved in furnishing transportation, com-
munications, electrical energy, gas, water, or
sewerage disposal primarily to such facllity.
This speclal deduction shall be in effect dur-
ing the 10-year certification period.

Section 205—Effective date

The amendments added to the Internal
Revenue Code by this Act shall apply to
taxable years ending after the date that this
Act is enacted.

TITLE II—TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR INDUSTRIES
LOCATING IN URBAN POVERTY AREAS

Section 301

Title IT of the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962 is amended by adding
the following new part, Part D, “Training
Assistance For Industries Locating in Urban
Poverty Areas.”

Section 251—General responsibility

The Secretarles of Labor and of Health,
Education and Welfare, in consultation with
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, are authorized to provide a supple-
mentary program of training and training
allowances for those individuals to be em-
ployed by certified businesses under this Act.

The Secretaries shall carry out the program
by determining the occupational needs of
those who are to be employed by any certified
business and then provide them with train-
ing and training allowances. The allowances
shall not exceed those normally provided
under other Manpower Development and
Training programs either in amount or dura-
tion. The training itself can be carried out
by the certified business If the Secretaries of
Health, Edugation and Welfare and of Labor
declde that this is appropriate.
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Section 252—Priority

To the extent practicable, the Secretary of
Labor shall give priority to the training of
individuals needed for certified businesses
under this Act.

Section 302—Appropriations authorized

Section 304 of the Manpower Development
and Training Act of 1962 is amended to au-
thorize an appropriation not in excess of
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968 and such amounts as may be necessary
for each fiscal year thereafter.

Section 303—Effective date

The amendments made by this title shall

take effect July 1, 1967.
ArPEnDIX I
OEO MaPs ON POVERTY AREAS

OEO maps show some 4,000 “poor tracts"”
in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
of 250,000 people or more

Five characteristics of a “poor tract”

1. Percent of families with cash incomes
under 3,000 for 1959

2. Percent of children under 18 yrs old
not living with both parents.

3. Percent of males 25 yrs old or over with
less than 8 yrs of school completed

4. Percent of unskilled males aged 14 or
over in the employed civilian labor forces

5. Percent of all housing units lacking
some or all plumbing facilities or dilapldated.

Then to get Poverty Area, OEO combined
poor tracts,

Definition of poverty area:

1. Any area having five or more contigu-
ous “poor tracts” regardless of the number
of families contalned.

2. Any group of 1 to 4 contiguous “poor

tracts” containing an aggregate of 4,000 or
more families.

3. Any area of 1 or 2 contiguous tracts not
ranked in the lowest quartile but completely
surrounded by such “poor tracts.” In some
cases, areas of 3 or 4 contiguous tracts not
themselves “poor” were surrounded by “poor
tracts” and were Included in the neighbor-
hood after analysis of their individual char-
acteristics. Areas of 5 or more contiguous
tracts not ranked In the lowest quartile but
surrounded by “poor tracts” were excluded
when designating “poor tracts."

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Youne of Ohio in the chair) . Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I commend
the junior Senator from New York [Mr.
KenNEDY] and the junior Senator from
Kansas [Mr. PEarson] for their initiative
in introducing a bill providing for in-
dustrial investment in urban poverty
areas.

We all know that a great social revo-
lution is occurring in this country today
because the American dream is simply
not available to a great many people.
That dream is not available to them
in many instances, simply because
of race, color, or creed. However, many
times the important factors are lack of
skill and education, in someone's inability
to hold a job.

We have tried to approach this prob-
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lem in many ways, and yet we have not
marshalled to any great degree the re-
sources of the economic power that exists
in the private enterprise sector of our
economy.

We have tried a multitude of govern-
ment programs. Many of them have been
extremely helpful, but the combined
total of them has not come close even
to solving the problem.

Within a radius of 5 miles from the
downtown section of Chicago today
there are probably as many as a
quarter of a million adults who can
neither read nor write. How can we tell
these people to get off the public aid rolls
and get on the private payrolls when
they can neither read a want ad nor
fill out application blanks?

I think such an approach is unrealis-
tic, and we cannot expect the industrial
concerns in Chicago or other urban
areas to make up for the lack of in-
formation, education, skill, or ability of
these people.

Incentives must be provided so that
we can diversify and use as training
grounds for these people the hundreds
and thousands of industrial companies
in existence today rather than con-
stantly think in terms of setting up Gov-
ernment camps in order to carry out the
necessary training programs. In order
to do this, we must provide tax incen-
tives.

Although I have not yet had a copy of
the bill made available to me for study,
after having talked with both the
junior Senator from New York and the
junior Senator from Kansas, I am im-
pressed with the approach that they are
taking. And I intend to give the matter
serious study to determine if I can co-
sponsor and support the proposed legis-
lation.

We must find a way in which private
enterprise and the great power of the
labor unions and industrial organiza-
tions can be used in a humanitarian
sense to provide job opportunities for
people and thus lead not only to better
education, housing, and communities,
but also to more customers and taxpay-
ers rather than constantly increasing
the public welfare rolls because of lack
of opportunity.

I think that in this way the Ameri-
can dream can be more meaningful for
the hundreds of thousands of people
who do not now have work.

I commend Senator KENNEDY of New
York and Senator Pearson, of Kansas,
for their initiative.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Illinois for his com-
ments concerning the bill just introduced.
I assure the Senator that we all recognize
the great contributions he has made in
this field.

In the colloguy that was had with ref-
erence to the proposed bill, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr] made
special mention of the great leadership
role and the great contributions the Sen-
ator from Illinois has made in this par-
ticular field.

5o I am very grateful for the Senator’'s
comments. I hope he will look over the
measure, and it would be most encourag-
k}gi éf he could join in the cosponsorship
of it.
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LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR-~
ING THE TRANSACTIONS OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

On request of Mr. ProxMIre, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore announced that on today, July 12,
1967, the Vice President signed the en-
rolled bill (H.R. 2762) for the relief of
CWO Bernhard Vollmer, U.S. Navy
(retired), whiech had previously been
signed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

5. 2086. A bill to amend the law relating
to the citizenship of crew members of vessels
of the United States in order to remove cer-
tain authority to replace United States citi-
zens as such members with persons who are
not citizens; and

S. 2087. A bill to revise the law relating
to the issuance of provisional certificates of
registry to vessels abroad; to the Committee
on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. MacNUsoN when
he introduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. Y of New York (for
himself, Mr. PEaArRsoN, Mr, BAYH, Mr,
BREWSTER, Mr. CLARK, Mr. HART, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. Javrrs, Mr. KucHEL, Mr.
Macnuson, Mr. MownpaLe, Mr. Moss,
Mr. NeLson, Mr. Pern, Mr, PrROUTY,
Mr. RanporPH, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr.
Scorrt, Mr. TYpiNGs, Mr. YARBOROUGH,
Mr. Younc of North Dakota, and Mr.
CASE) :

5.2088. A bill to provide incentives for the
creation by private industry of additional em-
ployment opportunities for residents of urban
poverty areas; to the Committee on Finance,

(See the remarks of Mr. EENNEDY of New
York when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

S.2089. A bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949
and title 10, United States Code, to remove
the limitation on architectural or engineer-
ing fees; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

(See the remarks of Mr. ProxMIre when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. SCOTT:

B5.2090. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 with respect to the provi-
sion of broadcasting facilities to candidates
for public office; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

(See the remarks of Mr. Scorr when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. PEARSON:

8.2001. A bill for the relief of Dr.
Eduardo Campuzano; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. PEarsoN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MCCARTHY:

5.2002. A bill to amend the Highway
Safety Act of 1966; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr, RIBICOFF:

5.2093. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to promote the
care and treatment of veterans in State vet-
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erans’ homes by increasing the amount of
the payments which may be made by the
Veterans' Administration for the care of
certain veterans in State veterans homes;
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. RisicoFr when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BIBLE:

5.2004. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Capital Transportation Act of 1965 author-
izing the prosecution of a transit develop-
ment program for the National Capital
region and to further the objectives of the
Act of July 14, 1960; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

(See the remarks of Mr. BrerLE when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina:

5.2085. A bill for the relief of Ting Wan
Cheung, Lam Chol, Fong Tsul, To Pan Wong,
and Ling Fu Ying; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

S.2096. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon
the U.S. District Court for the Western Dis-
trict of Wisconsin to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of Emma
Zimmerli; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

RESOLUTION

STUDY OF THE EXCESS LAND PRO-
VISIONS OF THE FEDERAL RECLA-
MATION LAWS

Mr. TOWER submitted a resolution (S.
Res. 144) authorizing a study of the ex-
cess land provisions of the Federal rec-
lamation laws, which was referred to the
?ommittee on Interior and Insular Af-

airs,

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. Tower, which
appears under a separate heading.)

CITIZENSHIP OF CREWMEMBERS
OF U.S. VESSELS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce by request of the National Mari-
time Union, for appropriate reference, a
bill to amend section 672(a) of title 46,
United States Code, so as to require that
100 percent of licensed officers and 75
percent of unlicensed crewmembers on
U.S.-registered vessels be citizens of the
United States.

Present law requires that all licensed
officers and pilots of U.S.-registered ves-
sels be citizens. However, only 75 percent
of the unlicensed crew must be citizens
when the vessel departs a U.S. port un-
less the Commandant of the Coast Guard
ascertains that they are not available.
Further, the way the law now reads, the
only time a U.S. vessel is required to
have 75 percent citizen unlicensed sea-
men is when the vessel departs a port
in the States.

The law additionally provides an over-
all escape clause to the effect that if a
vessel on a foreign voyage is deprived
of any member of the crew, the vacancy
may be filled by an alien.

The security of U.S.-flag vessels, par-
ticularly during time of war or national
emergency, is jeopardized by the em-
ployment on board of noncitizens that
are picked up anywhere in the world
without security checks.

The present law endangers the security
of the vessel as well as maximum secu-
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rity ports associated with our security
and defense efforts by allowing the em-
ployment of large numbers of aliens on
U.S.-flag vessels. The primary reason for
employing aliens is because they can be
hired at a lower wage.

This legislation would require that
100 percent of the licensed officers and
75 percent of the unlicensed seamen on
board U.S.-registered vessels be U.S.
citizens at all times.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2086) to amend the law
relating to the citizenship of crewmem-
bers of vessels of the United States in
order to remove certain authority to re-
place TU.S. citizens as such mem-
bers with persons who are not citi-
zens, introduced by Mr. MacNUsoN, by
request, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

PROVISIONAL CERTIFICATES OF
REGISTRY TO VESSELS ABROAD

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduced by request of the National Mar-
itime Union, for appropriate reference,
a bill to amend section 12 of title 46,
United States Code, relating to the grant-
ing of provisional certificates of registry
to vessels abroad.

The purpose of 46 United States Code,
section 12, is to permit the temporary
registration under U.S. flag of a vessel
purchased overseas to facilitate its re-
turn to the States.

The 6-month period presently al-
lowed was enacted in 1915 and was then
necessary to allow sufficient time for the
vessels to return to the United States.
This time period is no longer necessary
because of the increased speed of vessels
in the past 50 years. The situation that is
now developing is that some operators
are using the loose wording in the law to
flout its intent.

This proposed change would prevent
the recurrence of the Good Eddie and
Good Willie situation by reducing the
time period for provisional registry from
6 months to 2 months. These two ships,
which are some 20 years old, were reg-
istered under the Nationalist Chinese flag
until it was realized that by having a
U.S. provisional certificate of registry,
they could employ a predominately for-
eign crew and carry Government cargo
at U.S.-flag rates.

The only requirement that the owners
had to comply with prior to getting a
certificate was the citizenship require-
ment, which they did by setting up a
U.S. corporation.

The requirements relating to crew, in-
spection and measurement do not in the
present law apply until the vessel ar-
rives in the States which further en-
courages lack of adherence to the intent
of the law. This bill would provide that
the citizen crew requirement apply from
the date of the certificate.

The condition of the vessels Good
Eddie and Good Willie at the time that
the certificates of provisional registry
were issued is unbelievable. It is reported
that there were no messing facilities,
no sanitary facilities, and no bunks and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

some of the plates were loose. The con-
dition of these vessels should have alert-
ed those in the Government responsible
for issuing the provisional certificates to
the unlikelihood of the vessels ever re-
turning to the United States—the sup-
posed primary reason for the provisional
granting of registry under U.S. flag.

And, of course, the owners of these two
vessels have already transferred them to
another foreign registry which is further
indication that there never was a bona
fide intent to bring the vessels back to
full U.S. registry.

This bill would tighten up the law to
prevent this type of embarrassment to
the United States again, but would not
interfere with the legitimate transfer of
a foreign vessel to U.S. registry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2087) to revise the law
relating to the issuance of provisional
certificates of registry to vessels abroad,
introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, by request,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Commerce.

ARCHITECT-ENGINEER SERVICES
FEE LIMITATION COSTS GOV-
ERNMENT MILLIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 and
title 10, United States Code, to remove
the 6-percent fee limitation that costs
the Federal Government unnecessary
millions of dollars in obtaining archi-
tectural and engineering services at
reasonable costs.

The Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act sets a 6-percent ceiling
on fees for architectural or engineering
services rendered in connection with
construction of public works or utility
projects.

Repeal of the fee limitations was rec-
ommended to the Congress by the
Comptroller General of the United States
in a report dated April 20, 1967. The pres-
ent 6-percent fee limitations, the Comp-
troller General said in his report, are im-
practical and unsound because they are
governed by estimated construction
costs which do not necessarily relate to
the value of the architectural or engi-
neering services rendered.

The Comptroller General also observed
in his report that: First, these estimated
construction costs of contemplated pub-
lic works and utilities may not be known
to the construction agency at the time
the fee limitation must be applied; sec-
ond, some architectural or engineering
contracts do not involve programed
construction projects but are for con-
tinuing services; third, the fee limita-
tion may be avoided to some extent by
the in-house capabilities of some public
construction agencies to perform services
that generally have been contracted to
private architectural or engineering
firms; and fourth, fees payable to archi-
tects or engineers measured by percent-
ages of estimated construction costs vary
greatly and thereby rendering impracti-
cable the establishment of a percentage
at an appropriate level to effectively
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limit the fee for the majority of archi-
tect-engineer contracts.

Mr. President, these are serious defi-
ciencies and I completely agree with the
Compftroller General’s conclusion that
they justify repeal of the fee limitations.
They compound the problems the Gov-
ernment faces in obtaining architectural
or engineering services at reasonable
costs. My bill would save the Govern-
ment money by, in effect, replacing the
present rigid system of cost-plus con-
tracts with a more flexible system per-
mitting competitive or negotiated
bidding.

The competitive negotiation require-
ments of the truth in negotiations law—
Public Law 87-653—if vigorously en-
forced, will, in my opinion, insure pro-
curement of architectural and engineer-
ing services at reasonable fees.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 2089) to amend the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 and title 10, United
States Code, to remove the limitation on
architectural or engineering fees, intro-
duced by Mr. ProXMIRE, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Government Operations,
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 (a)
subsection (b) of section 304 of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 (63 Stat. 377), as amended, is further
amended by striking out “and that a fee
inclusive of the contractor’s costs and not
in excess of 6 per centum of the estimated
cost, exclusive of fees, as determined by the
agency head at the time of entering into
the contract, of the project to which such
fee is applicable is authorized in contracts
for architectural or engineering services re-
lating to any public works or utility project.”

(b) title 10, United States Code, is hereby
amended—

(1) by striking out the second sentence of
subsection (d) of section 2306;

(2) by repealing subsection (b) of sec-
tion 4540 and redesignating subsection (c)
of that section as subsection (b);

(3) by repealing subsection (b) of sec-
tlon 7212;

(4) by repealing subsection (b) of section
9540 and redesignating subsection (c) of that
sectlon as subsection (b).

AMENDMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 193¢ RELATING TO
BROADCASTING FACILITIES TO
CANDIDATES FOR PUBLIC OFFICE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
amend the equal-time provisions of the
Communications Act of 1934.

Campaign financing has always been
a lively topic in the Congress. However,
in recent years, the campaign financing
issue has become a critical one. The im-
pact of television on political campaign-
ing for major offices has been tremen-
dous both in terms of campaign costs
and the candidates’ exposure. This ex-
posure has contributed greatly to the
quality of both the candidates and the
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electorate. However, it has seriously
drained campaign finances.

Total campaign expenditures for pres-
idential and congressional campaigns in
1964 were reported at $47.8 million or
double the reported expenses in 1952,
Estimates of nationwide campaign
spending in 1964, including primaries
and intrastate outlays, are $200 million.
The FCC reported that expenditures for
radio and television time alone totaled
$34.6 million in the 1964 campaign. At
least half of this was spent at the na-
tional level.

With the increasingly important role
that television plays in political cam-
paigning, particularly in elections for
major offices, it becomes more and more
necessary that we insure the best utiliza-
tion of the broadcast media consistent
with fair and free campaign practices.

The present provisions of section 315
of the Communications Act restrict the
maximum use of the broadcast media
and make present usage ruinously expen-
sive for many candidates. Section 315
presently requires that a broadcaster
who makes free time available to one
candidate must provide equal free time
to all other candidates, regardless of
their number, or the size of their respec-
tive following in the electorate. The re-
sulting loss of broadcast revenue fo the
broadcasters limits the free time they are
willing to make available to major can-
didates.

In addition, high station charges for
radio and TV coverage further inhibits
an adequate exposure of the candidates.
Broadcasters are presently permitted to
charge candidates for public office the
same rates which it charges a commer-
cial advertiser. No consideration is taken
of the distinctly different nature of a
candidate for public office and a com-
mercial advertiser insofar as the public
interest is concerned.

In 1960, the provisions of section 315
were suspended for the presidential cam-
paign. This suspension resulted in the
Kennedy-Nixon debates and demon-
strated the advantages that may accrue
in the absence of the equal-time require-
ment. It was estimated that some $4.5
million of free broadcast time was pro-
vided the major presidential candidates
including some $2 million for the debates
alone.

The equal-time provision of section 315
is intended to assure a fair exposure of
all candidates and a balanced presenta-
tion of the campaign issues to the pub-
lic. As it presently stands, it does not ac-
complish this aim. In many cases, it
inhibits rather than promotes a balanced
and fair presentation of the candidates
and the issues.

The bill I am introducing today would
replace the equal-time provision of sec-
tion 315 with an equitable-time concept
with respect to free broadcast time for
candidates for President, Vice President,
Congress, and Governor. Because of the
difficulties and complexities involved in
fairly and adequately administering a
flexible and truly equitable allocation of
free time, my bill defines equitable time
in terms of specific time allocations for
minor candidates which would be fair
under most circumstances.

With respect to major candidates, that
is, those whose party received 10 percent
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or more of the total vote in the preceding
election, the bill provides that they would
be entitled to equal time. This insures
that the most representative and serious
candidates, who are of most interest to
the community, are given an equal op-
portunity to present themselves and their
views.

With respect to minor candidates,
those whose party received less than 10
percent of the vote in a previous election
or those who are wholly new candidates
for office, the bill provides that they
would be entitled to time commensurate
with the community's interest in them
as evidenced by the vote in the preceding
election. A minor candidate would be as-
sured of at least 5 percent of the time
afforded to a major candidate. A minor
candidate whose party was on the ballot
in the preceding election could receive a
higher percentage if his party polled in
that election more than 5 percent of the
vote cast for the major candidate who
received the smallest number of votes.
My bill, therefore, gives every candidate
his fair share of the pie while at the same
time protecting the public interest and
that of the broadcasters.

My bill by not altogether repealing
section 315 prevents the broadcasters
from favoring some candidates over
others in doling out free time. It also
provides a safeguard for minor candi-
dates and new candidates by giving them
a proportionate amount of free time.
Most importantly, it enables the broad-
casters to provide ample free time for
the major candidates without having to
i)rovlde prohibitive amounts of total free

ime.

My bill also limits the charges to all
candidates to two-thirds those applicable
to normal advertisers. This would assure
a more adequate exposure of the candi-
dates with less emphasis on the financial
resources of each candidate. This pro-
vision neither requires broadcasters to
provide any specific amount of paid or
free time nor imposes any unreasonable
burden on the broadcasting industry.

I believe that my bill would enable the
broadcasters to more readily meet their
responsibilities as licensees of the public
in providing a fair and balanced exposure
of political candidates.

The topic will be under consideration
in hearings scheduled to begin July 18
in the Communications Subcommittee of
the Senate Commerce Committee. I ask
the Senate to consider carefully my bill
as one alternative among others to the
present section 315.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
senf that the text of my bill be printed
in the REcoRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (8. 2090) to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 with respect to
the provision of broadcasting facilities to
candidates for public office, introduced
by Mr. Scorr, was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
Commerce, and ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 2090

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Represeniatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
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315 of the Communications Act of 1934 is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a)
by inserting after “to use a broadcasting sta-
tion” the following: “in return for a payment
of any kind"; and

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as
subsection (d) and inserting before such sub-
section the following new subsection:

“(e) (1) For the purposes of this subsec-
tion the term—

“(A) ‘major candidate’ means any person
who is a legally qualifed and nominated
candidate for the office of President or Vice
President of the United States, Senator, Rep-
resentative, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner in Congress, or Governor of a State
or Commonwealth of the United States, and
who is the nominee of a political party whose
candidate for such office in the preceding
election was supported by not less than 10
per centum of the total votes cast for such
office; and

“(B) ‘minor candidate’ means any other
person who is a legally qualified and nomi-
nated candidate for any such office.

“(2) If any licensee shall permit any ma-
jor candidate for any such office to use a
broadcasting station without charge, it shall
afford—

“{A) equal opportunity in the use of such
station to all other major candidates for such
office; and

“(B) equal opportunity to use time of
equal value on such station without charge
to each minor candidate for such office, ex-
cept that—

*“(1) the amount of time to each such mi-
nor candidate shall be such per centum, not
less than 5, of the time afforded to such ma-
jor candidate as the number of votes cast
for the candidate of the political party of
such minor candidate in the preceding elec-
tion for such office bears to the number of
votes cast for the major candidate for such
office In such election who received the
smallest number of votes of any major can-
didate in such election;

“{i) the amount of time to each such
minor candidate whose political party was
not represented in the preceding election for
such office or who is an independent shall be
5 per centum of the time afforded to such
major candidate; and

“(iii) the total time to all minor candi-
dates for such office shall not exceed 100 per
centum of the time afforded such major can-
didate and if a reduction in time is
because of this clause the time for all such
minor candidates for such office shall be re-
duced proportionately.

*(3) If any licensee shall permit any major
candidate for any office to use a broadcast-
ing station for any period of time in return
for a payment of any kind, the charges for
such time shall not exceed two-thirds of the
charges made for comparable use of such
station for other purposes, and the charge
made for such use to any minor candidate
for such office shall not exceed those made
to such major candidate, as required by sub-
section (a) of this section.”

DR. EDUARDO CAMPUZANO

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce today, for appropriate reference,
a private bill in behalf of Dr. Eduardo
P. Campuzano, a distinguished resident
in pathelogy at St. Francis Hospital in
Wichita, Kans.

My bill today requests that Congress
approve September 11, 1960, as the date
on which Dr. Campuzano should be con-
sidered as lawfully and legally admitted
to this country for the purposes of per-
manent residence.

This request for aid in Dr. Campu-
zano's behalf is not a new situation, Mr.
President. In the case of Cuban doctors,
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we have had several similar situations
where the doctors cannot practice medi-
cine in the State of Kansas unless they
are legal citizens of the United States.
Many of the doctors who have come to
Kansas to practice medicine are not
aware of this requirement when they
enter residency. These doctors later find
themselves with another 5-year waiting
period before they can petition for citi-
zenship, thus delaying their entry into
the medical field.

During the past 7 years, Dr. Campu-
zano has established an outstanding
record as a physician, both in Cuba and
in this country. From 1934 through 1960,
he practiced medicine in Matanzas,
Cuba. He entered the United States Sep-
tember 11, 1960, and for 2 years was a
staff physician for the Southeast Kansas
Tuberculosis Hospital at Chanute, Kans.
Since December 22, 1962, he has been a
resident in pathology at St. Francis Hos-
pital in Wichita.

Dr. Campuzano was issued a perma-
nent residency card in March 1966;
however, with the 5-year waiting period
he could not petition for citizenship until
March 1971. Under the terms of Public
Law 89-732 his date of permanent resi-
dency would revert to May 2, 1964.
Again, it would be 1969 before he could
legitimately apply for recognition as a
medical doctor under the terms of
Kansas law.

With the critical nationwide shortage
of competent physicians, Mr. President,
I am asking today that this bill be given
every consideration by the Senate after
it has been duly considered by the proper
committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 2091) for the relief of Dr.
Eduardo Campuzano, introduced by Mr.
PEArRsON, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

CARE AND TREATMENT OF CER-
TAIN VETERANS

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Presidenf, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a hill
to amend title 38 of the United States
Code in order to promote the care and
treatment of veterans in State veterans’
homes by increasing the amount of the
payments which may be made by the
Veterans' Administration for the care of
certain veterans in State veterans’
homes.

Under Federal law, the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration provides a partial reim-
bursement to the States to cover a por-
tion of their cost for operating facility
for the benefit of American veterans.
The reimbursement of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration to the States is limited to
50 percent of the operating costs, but in
no event may exceed $2.50 per patient
per day.

Many years ago this amount may have
been sufficient to assist the States in
caring for the veterans of our armed
services. However, this is no longer the
case. Medical and operating costs, as we
all know have risen considerably. Today,
in these veterans facilities, costs are up
to and over $6 per patient per day and
still are rising. Instead of a 50-percent
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factor toward reimbursement as con-
templated in the original law, we find
that the ratio is now 42 percent Federal
and 58 percent State.

Furthermore, the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration reimburses the States to handle
patients assigned to convalescent homes.
The Veterans’ Administration reim-
burses these operations at a 50-percent
operating cost, but not to exceed $3.50
per operating day. This too has fallen
far below the actual operating costs.

Thus, the Federal law is far behind
in recognizing that the cost of veterans'
care has increased sharply. With in-
creasing numbers of Korean and Viet-
nam veterans seeking admission, some
relief should be afforded the State in
the way of a more equitable distribution
of costs. My bill will increase the per
diem payment to the States to $3.50 for
domiciliary care, $5 for nursing home
care and $10 for hospital care. Only by
such recognition of our changing world
can we be fair to the States and to our
returning veterans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2093) to amend title 38
of the United States Code in order to
promote the care and treatment of vet-
erans in State veterans’ homes by in-
creasing the amount of the payments
which may be made by the Veterans’
Administration for the care of certain
veterans in State veterans’ homes, in-
troduced by Mr. RiBICOFF, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO REVISE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUBWAY
SYSTEM

Mr. BIBLE. Mr, President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to change
the alinement of the authorized District
of Columbia subway system to provide
rapid transit subway service to the bur-
geoning complex of Federal installations
along Independence Avenue south of the
Mall in Southwest Washington.

As I have repeatedly emphasized over
many years, and as the Senate is well
aware, fast, modern, exclusive right-of-
way public mass transportation is vitally
needed in Washington today, is abso-
lutely essential for the future orderly
growth and development of the National
Capital region and the preservation of
the beauty and dignity of the Nation's
Capital.

Thanks to the action already taken by
the Congress under the National Capital
Transportation Act of 1965, the National
Capital Transportation Agency is now
well along with the architectural and
engineering work needed so that con-
struction may begin.

But as the Agency's work has gone
ahead, so have changes in the city, one of
the most notable of which is that oceur-
ring at the foot of Capitol Hill in South-
west Washington. New buildings are
mushrooming to house defense agencies,
the new Departments of Housing and
Urban Development and Transportation.
Added to the agencies already south of
the Mall, this means there will be 85,000
workers moving to and from jobs in that
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area by 1971—only 4 years away. Earlier
planning estimates placed 46,000 jobs in
the same area by 1980.

In the face of such radical change, the
Agency is requesting prompt authoriza-
tion to include an Independence Avenue
line in the presently authorized basic
subway system. Details on the proposed
change are included in a letter forward-
ing the bill to the Senate and a statement
from Walter J. McCarter, the NCTA Ad-
ministrator.

According to the Agency, the proposed
changes will add an estimated $41.5 mil-
lion to the cost of the subway system, but
their studies indicate that the increased
ridership and revenues resulting from the
change will be sufficient to finance the
added cost over a period of years, and no
further authorization of Federal funds is
being requested.

Mr. President, my long concern over
the deteriorating effects of traffic conges-
tion that is fast approaching traffic
strangulation in Washington is a matter
of record. Southwest Washington will be
a motorist’s nightmare unless steps are
taken now to bring it within the service
area of the new subway system, as pro-
posed in this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (8. 2094) to amend the Na-
tional Capital Transportation Act of 1965
authorizing the prosecution of a transit
development program for the National
Capital region and to further the objec-
tives of the act of July 14, 1960, intro-
duced by Mr. BiBLE, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

STUDY OF THE EXCESS LAND PRO-
VISIONS OF THE FEDERAL REC-
LAMATION LAWS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, too often
we are the authors of our own problems.
It has been realized for sometime that,
as a general rule, economies are to be
gained from large-scale operations in
most manufacturing and commercial en-
terprises. We have become increasingly
aware of the trend to large-scale opera-
tions in agriculture, due in part to in-
creased mechanization. At times, how-
ever, we have pursued policies contrary
to this realization—policies which in-
hibit the very natural tendency by plant-
ers to take advantage of the benefits of
enlarged operations.

Because of fthe benevolent feeling
which we have for the ideal ethic of the
small farmer, because of our concern for
his future, we have initiated programs
which attempt to limit the size of agri-
cultural operations.

Accordingly, I submit a resolution
which would provide for a study of the
excess land provisions of the Federal
reclamation laws with a view to deter-
mining whether the 160-acre limitation
for use of Bureau of Reclamation water
is still feasible in view of modern needs.

The Texas Water Development Board
has communicated to me its concern
that plans now being developed for the
movement of substantial quantities of
water within Texas for irrigation pur-
poses would be frustrated by this exist-
ing provision.
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Specifically, it has stated that Federal
participation in certain major projects
now being considered in Texas would
simply not be feasible if each irrigator is
restricted to 160 acres or 320 acres for a
man and his wife.

In addition to introduction of the leg-
islation at this point, I ask that the text
of a resolution adopted by the Texas Wa-
ter Development Board pertaining to this
matter be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be received and appropriately
referred; and, under the rule, the resolu-
tion will be printed in the ReEcorp; and,
without objection, the resolution of the
Texas Water Development Board will be
printed in the REcorb.

The resolution (S. Res. 144) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, as follows:

S. Res. 144

Resolved, That the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized under
section 184(a) and 136 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, and
in accordance with its jurisdiction specified
by rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, to conduct a thorough study of the
excess land provisions of the Federal recla-
mation laws with a view to determining
whether the one hundred and atxty acre
limitation contained therein is outmoded and
impractical in view of the expansion of farm
operations which modern economy now re-
quires.

Sec. 2, The Committee shall report to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date the
results of its study, together with its recom-
mendations for any necessary legislation.

The resolution of the Texas Water De-
velopment Board, presented by Mr.
TOWER, is as follows:

RESOLUTION RELATING TO THE 160-AcRE LimI-
TATION TUNDER FEDERAL RECLAMATION
Laws
Whereas, the high standard of American

living has been established in large part

through mass production and assembly-line
techniques in agriculture as well as industry;
and

Whereas, it has become virtually an eco-
nomic impossibilty for small farms to suc-
cessfully compete with large and mechanized
competitors; and

Whereas, labor shortages and efforts to re-
duce costs require the utilization of expen-
sive machinery which is only economical and
practical when capital costs can be spread
over larger acreages; and

Whereas, the 160-acre limitation in the
federal reclamation laws is outmoded and
impractical in view of the expansion of farm
operation which modern economy now re-
quires;

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Texas
Water Development Board that the Board
respectfully petitions the President and the
Congress of the United States to remove from
the federal reclamation laws the 160-acre
limitation or to provide for the reasonable
adjustment of the existing acre limitation
commensurate with modern agricultural
pursuits; and

Be it further resolved that the Executive
Director is directed to transmit copies of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to each
Senator and Representative from Texas in
the Congress of the United States.

CERTIFICATION

THE STATE OF TEXAS,
CoUNTY OF TRAVIS,
1, Joe G. Moore, Jr., Executive Director of
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the Texas Water Development Board, hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true and cor-
rect copy of Resolution as same was adopted
by the Texas Water Development Board at
its meeting on May 18, 1967.

Witness my hand and the seal of the Board
on this the 23rd day of May, 1967.

JoE G. MOORE, Jr.

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENT TO DE-
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL

AMENDMENT NO, 225

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted
the following notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give no-
tice in writing that it Is my intention to
move to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI
for the purpose of proposing to the bill (H.R.
10509), an act making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968, and for other purposes, the following
amendment, namely: On page 39, between
lines 8 and 4, insert the following:

“Sec. 508. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, after January 1, 1968, no pro-
ducer shall be eligible for price-support
loans or payments under any program or
programs administered by the Department of
Agriculture in any amount in excess of
$10,000 for any one year. The foregoing lim-
itation shall include the fair dollar value (as
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture)
of any payment-in-kind made to a pro-
ducer.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware also sub-
mitted an amendment (No. 225), in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to House bill 10509, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Agriculture
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

(For text of amendment referred to,
see the foregoing notice.)

AMENDMENT NO. 228

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
House bill 10509, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. PErcy], I ask unanimous con-
sent that, at its next printing, the names
of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpErsoN] and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LauscHE]l be added as cosponsors
of the bill (S. 1592) to charter a Na-
tional Home Ownership Foundation.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr]l, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing of the bill (8. 1150) the Social
Work Manpower Training Act, the name
of the Senator from Maryland [Mr,
Typines] be added as a cosponsor.

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

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, July 12, 1967, he presented
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to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills:

S.60. An act for the relief of Dr. Oton
Bocarraz;

S5.67. An act for the rellef of Dr. Juan
Ramon Diaz Zayas Bazan;

S.118. An act for the rellef of Dr. Amparo
Castro;

S5.132. An act for the relief of Dr, Alberto
Fernandez-Bravo y Amat;

S.164. An act for the relief of Dr. Cesar
A, Mena;

5.168. An act for the rellef of Maria Jor-
dan Ferrando;

5.327. An act for the relief of Dr. Carlos
Victor De La Concepcion Garcla;

S5.371. An act for the relief of Mrs, Mary
T. Brooks;

8.462. An act for the relief of Dr. Jesus L.
Lastra;

S.464. An act for the relief of Dr. Guil-
lermo N. Hernandez, Jr.;

S.46856. An act for the relief of Dr., Mario
Guillermo Martinez;

5. 499. An act for the relief of Dr, Manuel
A. Zuniga;

5. 652. An act for the relief of certain em-
ployees of the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard;

5.819. An act for the relief of Charles H.
Thurston;

B8.853. An act to extend the life of the
Commission on Political Activity of Govern-
ment Personnel;

5.904. An act for the relief of Doreen Del-
mege Willis;

5.996. An act for the relief of Dr. Esther
Yolanda Lauzardo;

S.1045. An act for the relief of Alton R.
Connor; and

8.1278. An act for the relief of Dr. Flori-
berto S. Puente,

COMMUNICATION WORKERS URG-
ING SENATE RATIFICATION OF
HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, orga-
nized labor in the United States has
worked long, hard and effectively for
Senate ratification of the Human Rights
Conventions on Forced Labor, Freedom
of Association, Genocide, Political Rights
of Women, and Slavery.

Among the unions which have already
gone on record and forcefully brought
the case for ratification to both the Sen-
ate and the American people are:

American Federation of State, County
and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO;
American Federation of Teachers, AFL—
CIO; Brotherhood of Sleepingcar Port-
ers, AFL-CIO; Industrial Union Depart-
ment, AFL-CIO; International Ladies
Garmenf Workers Union, AFL-CIO,

International Union of Electrical
Workers, AFL-CIO; Retail, Wholesale
and Department Store Union, AFL-CIO;
Textile Workers Union of America, AFL—
CIO; United Automobile Workers of
America, AFL-CIO.

As an unequivocal advocate of Sen-
ate ratification of the Human Rights
Conventions, I congratulate the leaders
and members of these unions for their
invaluable support.

Last month at their national conven-
tion in Kansas City, the Communication
Workers of America, AFL-CIO, adopted
a strong resolution expressing the orga-
nization’s support for Senate ratification
of the Human Rights Conventions on
Forced Labor, Genocide, Political Rights
of Women, and Slavery.

I commend the Communication Work-
ers for their stand on this vital issue.
Their support is most welcome.
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I ask unanimous consent that the
Communications Workers’ resolution,
“The United Nations—Peace in Our
Time,” be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

[Resolution 29A-67-9]
TaE Unrtep Nations—PEACE 1IN Our TiME

History records many attempts to provide
world peace through organization, for ex-
ample, The Holy Alliance, The Hague Peace
Conferences of 1899 and 1907, The League
of Nations, and finally the United Nations.
Until the advent of the United Nations, the
attempts to govern nationallsm through col-
lective security saw little if any successes.

The Constitution of the United Natlons is
based on the ideals that the world powers,
acting in unison, can deal with any threat
to world peace, that their combined wisdom
and strength are sufficient to meet these
threats without resorting to war, and that
no such threat would emanate from the
world powers.

We all recognize that the test of time has
shown that these ideals are exceedingly diffi-
cult to achieve, or to maintain, once achieved.
But difficulty in achievement shouldn't deter
or detract us from the attempt to achieve
“peace in our time,” for the stakes today are
not the destruction of a nation state, but
the destruction of mankind.

The Communications Workers of America
reaffirms its conviction that the United Na-
tions Is mankind’s best hope for survival.
Peace is indeed a fragile reed, and it is our
position that we, as a nation, must go to
great lengths to preserve and promote world
peace.

In its twenty-two years of existence, not
one without some pressing international
emergency, the United Nations has contin-
ued to prove its worth in promoting inter-
national understanding and in preserving
world peace. It has done this despite limited
power to enforce its decision, or to finance
and maintaln any peace keeplng operation.

We commend the President of the United
Btates, the Premlier of Canada and Secretary
General U Thant for their support of the
United Nations and for their continued effort
to resolve the conflict in Viet Nam and to
bring about an enduring peace. Therefore,
be it

Resolved: That the 1967 Convention of the
Communications Workers of America re-
affirms its faith in the United Nations as a
force for peace and international justice. We
urge the United States Senate to consider
favorably the three Conventions (Treatlies)
on slavery, forced labor and the political
rights of women as requested by President
Eennedy in 1963, The Slavery Convention has
been ratified by 68 governments, the Forced
Labor Convention by 75, the Convention of
the Political Rights of Women by 51, and
the Genoclde Conventlon by 69 natlons. It
is now time that our own government shows
its good faith and acts to ratify these treaties.

Further, we particularly urge the 90th Con-
gress to act favorably upon the Peace Keep~
Ing Resolution, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion #130, introduced in the current Con-
gress with sixty Congressional sponsors.

UNJUSTIFIED PUBLIC EXPEND-
ITURES

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp the text of a letter which
I received from a citizen of Cincinnati,
Ohio, complaining about unjustified
public expenditures.

I am not identifying the name of the
writer because he has not authorized
me to do so. His letter, however, is re-
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plete with expressions which I believe
to be sound reactions that ought to be
expressed by every taxpayer about what
I label to be a wild purpose on the part
of our Government to continue un-
justified spending of taxpayers’ money
regardless of the hugeness of the bur-
den that eventually the taxpayer will
have to bear.

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

Hon. FrRAN® LAUSCHE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTor: I have enclosed a clipping
from the June 17 issue of Business Week
(page 84) which greatly distresses me. To
spend $750,000 to determine whether drunks
would rather drink than talk seems to me to
be a pure waste of hard earned money.

Last year my Federal income tax was
about 81750. Thus this eilly project is wast-
ing the entire tax on myself and 99 others
just like me. I don't mind so much paying
the huge (for my salary) tax if it will be
used for a worthwhile purpose, but this
study of drinking (or talking) drunks makes
me sick.

Seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars—
what would that buy to defend or grace
this Nation—or to relieve suffering?

Something is wrong with the values of
the people in high government positions if
they waste our treasure with such tripe.

Sincerely,

[From Business Week, June 17, 1967]

AvrcoroLrics GET A CHANCE T'o MAKE A CHOICE:
A SLUGc oF BOURBON—OR QUIET CONVER-
SATION

Does liquor really top the list of values
for the alcoholic? Or does even the most
confirmed alcoholic have a deeper need for
social contacts with other people? Dr. Peter
E. Nathan and Dr. A. Michael Rossl, psy-
chilatrists at Boston City Hospltal, have just
received a $750,000 federal grant to probe
these questions.

“One of the most puzzling aspects of alco-
holism is that the alcoholic tends to be a
person who needs the company of others
much more than most people,” Nathan says.
“Yet, his drinking drives people away.”

Starting in mid-August, four volunteers
who are confirmed alcoholics will report to a
special ward at the hospital to begin a T0-
day research regimen. For the first 40 days
they will be intensely studied in isolation
rooms via TV and electronic consoles.

By pushing varlous buttons on the con-
soles in specified sequences, the alcoholics
will be able to bulld up points that will
enable them to choose between:

A 1%-oz. slug of 90-proof bourbon, dis-
pensed from a spigot on the console, There
will be no limit; Nathan figures some of his
subjects may down a quart a day.

A 15-minute period for soclalizing with
the doctors, nurses, or other patients via the
closed-circult communications system. The
subjects will also be able to elect a similar
time period in the ward's lounge.

After 40 days at the console, the alco-
holics will undergo 30 days of drying out
and psychiatric counseling and make way
for another group of volunteers.

MICRONESIA DAY

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, today, July
12, is being observed as Micronesia Day
and a national holiday throughout the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

The 12th day of July each year has
been designated Micronesia Day by act
of the Congress of Micronesia in 1965.
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It marks the historic day of the incep-
tion of the Congress of Micronesia—the
first territorial legislature of the former
Japanese mandated islands in the West-
ern Pacific.

Micronesia is a unique political entity.
It is the only United Nations trusteeship
area under U.S. administration. By
agreement with the TUN. Security
Council in 1947, the United States is
pledged to foster the development of the
islands toward self-government or inde-
pendence. This the American administra-
tion has sought to promote through the
establishment, first of muniecipal govern-
ments, then of district legislative bodies,
and finally, of a territorial legislature,
the Congress of Micronesia. At the same
time, the administration has encouraged
Micronesian participation in the execu-
tive and judicial branches of govern-
ment.

In the 20 years since the United States
assumed trusteeship responsibilities for
Micronesia, the establishment of the
Congress of Micronesia stands as the
most significant forward step taken to-
ward the political development of the
trust territory.

The Congress of Micronesia is a bi-
cameral legislature, consisting of the
senate and the house of representatives.
The senate is composed of 12 members,
two elected at large from each of the 6
districts for a 4-year term. The house of
representatives has 21 members elected
for 2-year terms from single-member
election districts of approximately equal
population.

Members of the congress are chosen
in biennial elections by secret ballot of
residents of the territory who are citizens
of the trust territory and 18 years of
age or over.

The congress meets in regular session
for 30 days each year starting the sec-
ond Monday of July.

The first regular session of the con-
gress convened on July 12, 1965. For 2
weeks prior to its opening, the congress-
men-elect participated in a presession
conference, with the assistance and con-
sultation of a group of specialists from
Hawaii. They discussed congressional or-
ganization matters, stafiing patterns, and
standing rules procedures.

During the first session of the Con-
gress, 45 bills, 15 resolutions, and 43
joint resolutions were introduced in the
House; 32 bills, 40 resolutions, and 21
joint resolutions were introduced in the
Senate. Fifteen bills and 20 joint resolu-
tions were passed by the Congress and
submitted to the High Commissioner.
Thirteen bills were signed into law.

The second regular session of the Con-
gress convened July 11, 1966 for 30 days.
This was followed by a short special ses-
sion to reconsider certain appropriation
bills, a proposed election law, and to re-
view the trust territory budget prior to
its submission to Washington.

Of the 149 bills introduced during the
Congress, 29 passed both Houses and 27
were signed into law. Among the most
important was the Merit System Aet,
covering terms, conditions, and benefits
of employment of Micronesian employ-
ees with the trust territory executive
branch.

To gain practical experience as legis-
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lators, 18 Members of the Congress
traveled to Honolulu at the invitation of
the Hawaii Legislature to observe its
regular session for 4 weeks this spring.
The program was sponsored by the East-
West Center and the territory govern-
ment, which previously also arranged
for other training programs in Saipan
and in Honolulu.

In observing Micronesia Day today,
the 93,000 inhabitants of the trust ter-
ritory are commemorating the founding
of the Congress of Micronesia as a new
political institution through which their
democratic will may be worked. They
are celebrating a most important start
on the road to self-government.

I extend my sincere greetings and con-
gratulations on this occasion to all
Micronesian citizens and noncitizens
alike in the territory. I compliment
them for the steady and encouraging
progress they have made in Micronesia's
political development, as reflected par-
ticularly in the work of their Congress.
Their elected leaders have demonstrated
a responsible attitude and conducted
their legislative duties in a commendable
manner.

As High Commissioner William R.
Norwood stated in his report before the
U.N. Trusteeship Council in New York
last month:

In the relatively short time they have been
encouraged to do so, the Micronesians have
demonstrated an ability to understand and
use the democratic political process. With
perception and quality standards, they have
selected some of the ablest individuals in
the territory to represent them in the dis-
triet legislatures and in the Congress of
Micronesia. This not only reflects favorably
on the growing maturity and reliability of
the Micronesian voter, but it also credits the
prior administration with solid achievement
in the area of polltlcal development.

The third regular session of the Con-
gress of Micronesia convened in Saipan
2 days ago, July 10. I wish all the mem-
bers continued success in carrying for-
ward the splendid start they have al-
ready achieved. Their success will con-
tribute substantially toward reaching
the day of decision when they will choose
for themselves the future political status
they prefer.

DEATH OF DR. HOWARD FOSTER
LOWRY, PRESIDENT, COLLEGE OF
WOOSTER, OHIO

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I was
grieved to learn that Ohio has lost a
widely known educator through the
death of Dr. Howard Foster Lowry, presi-
dent of the College of Wooster, Ohio.
He was a lay Presbyterian leader and
student of English literature. He died
unexpectedly on Tuesday of last week
while visiting in Oakland, Calif. He
headed the College of Wooster for 23
years.

Dr. Lowry, who was born at Ports-
mouth, Ohio, on July 26, 1901, was de-
voted to liberal arts education. He also
was devoted to the College of Wooster,
from which he was graduated magna cum
laude in 1923 and where he first taught
as an instructor after graduation. He
received his doctorate from ¥Yale Uni-
versity in 1931. In 1934, he was named
head of the English Department at
Wooster. In 1942, he went to Princeton
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to teach English literature and in August
1944, he returned to become Wooster's
seventh president.

President Lowry once said that the
price of a good education was loneliness;
he said the price was worth it. Another
time he characterized a liberal arts
graduate as “a potentially educated man,
who knows that that’s the fun of it.”

In October 1964, the college celebrated
his 20th anniversary as president with
a daylong program, which finished
with an address by Dr. Harold W. Dodds,
president emeritus of Princeton. Dr.
Dodds talked about Dr. Lowry's dedica-
tion to liberal arts education.

To a greater extent than the average col-
lege president—

Said Dr. Dodds—
he has refused to be satisfied with arrang-
ing food, lodging, and reasonable entertain-
ment for the inmates of an educational cus-
todial institution.

He said that President Lowry “has
been good for Wooster and good for the
country.” He meant that the president’s
efforts in behalf of faith and the private
college should not be forgotten. Dr. Low-
ry was not a cloistered academic man,
but a man of world experience. He
stressed repeatedly the importance of
church connections with Wooster, which
was founded by the Presbyterian Synod
of Ohio. He had appeared in pulpits of
several churches in Cleveland and around
the country as a lay preacher.

Dr. Lowry served on the Board of For-
eign Missions of the Presbyterian Church
of the U.S.A., now known as the United
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., and
was on the board of the church publi-
cation, Presbyterian Life.

In his career as an educator, he served
on the executive committee of the Amer-
ican Council on Education, was a trustee
of the Carnegie Foundation for the Ad-
vancement of Teaching, and a trustee of
the Danforth Foundation. He was gen-
eral editor and educational manager of
the Oxford University Press—American
branch—from 1936 to 1941.

As a student of English literature, Dr.
Lowry specialized in a study of Matthew
Arnold, the British poet, essayist and
critic. Arnold was the subject of 10 books
by Dr. Lowry. He wrote other books, in-
cluding a religious book, “The Mind’s
Adventure”.

In his presidency at Wooster, the
school has grown from 1,000 to 1,500, the
faculty from 100 to 135, and an ambi-
tious building program has been started.
A 10-year centennial drive for $20 mil-
lion was surpassed last year.

Dr. Lowry lived alone in Wooster since
the death of his mother, Mrs. Lewis
Lowry, in 1960.

FINANCIAL SUPPORT BY DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE TO RESEARCH
PROJECTS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, for
a number of years the Department of
Defense has given financial support to
research projects which one would not
normally associate with the needs and
requirements of the U.S. military. Con-
tributing to research in both the social
and physical sciences, the amounts
have reached a significant level; a level
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which has had an impact on the aca-
demic world and the process of foreign
policy decisionmaking in Washington
and abroad. In the summer of 1965, the
details of Project Camelot became
known, and the outery over the proce-
dures and goals of that project, which
intended to study various aspects of in-
surgency in Latin America, led to its
cancellation. I voiced my deep concern
over this project on the floor of the Sen-
ate on August 25, 1965, and I must say
that after looking over the statistics of
military-sponsored research at the pres-
ent time, I continue to have grave reser-
vations regarding the merits of such
undertakings.

I am not saying that the research as
such is not beneficial. What I do not
understand is the reason behind the mili-
tary sponsorship of such projects. In
an article published in the New York
Times of May 22, 1967, a disclosure was
made of the debate in the Japanese
Parliament over U.S. Army funds being
used for biological research in several
Japanese universities. While I was as-
sured by Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara in a letter of June 9, 1967,
that all this research had the approval
of the Government in Tokyo, the in-
formation he provided me indicates that
the research could easily have been
sponsored by another agency of the U.S.
Government; for example, the Public
Health Service. I am sure that there is
no intention on the part of our military
authorities to arouse the suspicion of
foreign officials, but I cannot understand
why our Government takes the risk of
bruising our relations with other coun-
tries by having the Department of De-
fense undertake such research.

At this time the Department spends
over $15 million sponsoring research
projects abroad—$3 million of which is
in the social sciences. The Department
spends over $27 million on projects
oriented toward foreign policy problems,
over $2 million of which is spent on prob-
lems relating to the conflict in Southeast
Asia. I might point out that many of the
projects are under the jurisdiction of the
same organization which so tactlessly
planned Project Camelot; the only dif-
ference is the name has been changed.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harris] is
chairman of the Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Research of the Government
Operations Committee. He is now in the
process of holding hearings on proposed
legislation, S. 836, a bill to create a Na-
tional Foundation for the Social
Sciences, to alleviate some of the difficul-
ties encountered in carrying out Govern-
ment-sponsored research. I know his
committee will review most carefully the
difficulties encountered by those projects
associated in one way or another with
the Department of Defense.

The Defense Department has been in-
volved in these research efforts partly
because other Government agencies do
not have the funds with which to carry
out such investigations. There is mno
doubt that the Department of State, for
example, would have legitimate interests
in sponsoring projects dealing with for-
eign policy matters. However, funds al-
located to its Office of Intelligence and
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Research for this purpose barely cover
the planning costs of some of the more
ambitious military-sponsored research
projects. Congress is, of course, partly to
blame for the fact that a disproportion-
ate amount of funds are allocated to the
Defense Department for nonmilitary
matters. Military appropriations are al-
ways most generous, while other agencies
are serutinized with a fine-tooth comb.

There is a Research Review Division
in the Department of State which is re-
sponsible for approving or rejecting For-
eign Area Research projects of all Gov-
ernment departments. However, its re-
sponsibilities are usually limited to social
science research projects; those now
being carried out in Japan under the
auspices of the Department of Defense
did not come under the jurisdiction of
this office. I would hope that regulations
could be revised so that all Government-
sponsored research projects carried out
abroad could be reviewed by responsible
officials in the Department of State.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point an article from the New York
Times of May 22, 1967, regarding re-
search projects carried out by Japanese
universities for the U.S. Army; a letter
from me to the Secretary of Defense
dated May 25, 1967, concerning this mat-
ter; and his response of June 9, 1967.

In addition, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REcorp, Depart-
ment of Defense statistics on amounts
spent on research abroad, funds appro-
priated for projects oriented toward for-
eign policy problems, and sums spent on
social science research in Vietnam and
Thailand. In response to a letter of June
T, 1967, Secretary McNamara provided
me with classified information on specific
social science research projects in Viet-
nam and Thailand. This restriction is
indeed unfortunate, for it prohibits a
proper public review of this most impor-
tant matter.

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

[From the New York Times, May 22, 1967]
JAaPAN SETs STUDY OF U.S. ARMY’S AID—SUB-
SIDIES FOR RESEARCH STIR CRITICISM IN

PARLIAMENT

(By Robert Trumbull)

Toryo, May 21 —Financial aid for scien-
tific research projects given by the United
States Army to Japanese universities and
other institutions has come under fire in
Parliament,

Education Minister Toshihiro EKennoki told
the upper house Budget Committee yesterday
that the subsidies were “not always” in-
tended for military purposes. He sald that
the average grant was on the order of $11,000.

_Nevertheless, Mr. Kennoki added, the prac-
tice 1s "“questionable” and will be Investi-
gated.

Foreign Minister Takeo Miki told the com-
mittee that “if the receiving of such sub-
sidies from the Unlted States Army is deemed
harmful to the national interest, the Gov-
ernment will intervene.” However, he de-
clared that there was no intention at this
stage to forbid the acceptance of such grants
by Japanese institutions.

TWENTY-EIGHT RECIPIENTS LISTED

According to figures compiled by the Min-
istry of Education, the United States Army
has given a total of $1,075,000 to 28 Japanese
universities and other institutlons for specific
research projects since 1959.
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The projects were described as “nearly all™
in the fields of bacteriology, pathology, and
physiology.” The largest single contribution,
according to the list submitted to the budget
committee by the ministry, was $138,351 to
Eelo University in Tokyo for research of an
unspecified nature.

“The grants are part of a standard pro-
gram of the United States Army all over the
world, which has no other purpose than to
ald scientific research,” a spokesman for the
American military command in Japan said
today.

Socialist members of the upper chamber—
the House of Councilors—who brought the
program under public scrutiny had alleged
that Japanese recipients of the ald were “in-
directly cooperating with the United States
Army’s research on bacteriological warfare.”

Premier Eisaku Sato issued instructions at
a Cabinet meeting that heads of government
departments concerned should “examine’ the
program.

Among reciplents mentioned in the Edu-
cation Ministry list were such institutions
as the National Aerospace Laboratory, the
National Cancer Center Research Institute,
the Osaka City Institute of Hygiene, the
Tokyo Dental College and a number of well-
known government and private universities.

Max 26, 1967.

Hon. ROBERT 8. McNAMARA,
Secretary of Defenase,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SeEcreTarY: I enclose a news re-
port from the May 23 edition of The New
York Times concerning certain research proj-
ects carried out by Japanese universities for
the United States Army. The article quotes a
spokesman for the American military com-
mand in Japan as saying: “The grants are
part of a standard program of the United
States Army all over the world, which has
no other purpose than to ald scientific re-
search.”

I would appreciate it if you would provide
me with information concerning the pur-
poses of this program, the number of coun-
tries where the Department of Defense is
financing such research, the dollar value of
this program, by service, in the current fiscal
year and proposed for fiscal year 1968, and
how this research is coordinated with re-
search projects of a similar nature carried
out in American colleges and universities.
Any other information that you care to sub-
mit in justification for the program would be
welcomed.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FuLBrIGHT, Chairman.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, June 9, 1967,
Hon. J. W. PULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear M. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in re-
sponse to your request for information on
our foreign research activities contained in
your letter of 25 May 1967.

First I should like to point out that over-
seas research projects do not constitute, indi-
vidually or collectively, a program aimed at
supporting foreign research institutions.
They follow the attached policy directive
“Administration and Support of Basic Re-
search by the DoD,” dated October 26, 1961.
In Japan, because of the gold flow problem,
each individual project today must meet spe-
cial criteria as outlined in the attachment.
Because these foreign projects are supported
within normal research programs, and not as
separate international programs, they are re-
viewed along with all other proposed research
projects of similar nature.

The wvalue of current sponsored research
by defense agencies in foreign countries
amounts to $15,801,000. A copy of country-
by-country breakdown is enclosed in answer
to your request. This tabulation includes all
currently active research projects regardless
of the fiscal year of obligations. An addi-
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tional tabulation of obligations for forelgn
research for fiscal years 19668 through 1968
is attached.

A special report on current Army-spon-
sored research contracts and grants in Japan
is attached. As may be seen from examining
these projects, the emphasis in this effort in
Japan is toward supporting active research
on diseases which are common in the Far
East while uncommon in the United States.
These diseases affect the welfare of U.S.
military personnel who are stationed in the
Orient, We have kept the government of
Japan informed of the status of all Japan-
based defense sponsored research. We have
no reason to believe that they will lose sym-
pathy with our objectives because of the re-
cently reported Incident in the Japanese
Parliament.

I trust that the above information will be
useful to you and the Committee. If addi-
tional or more detailed information is re-
quired, Dr. John S, Foster, Jr., Director of
Defense Research and Engineering can be
contacted directly.

Sincerely,
RoBERT 8. McNAMARA.

Enclosures: (1) DoD Directive 3210.1; (2)
Policy Criteria for Selection of R&D Projects
by Forelgn Performers; (3) Defense Research
Performed in Foreign Countries (Contracts
and Grants); (4) Obligations for Foreign Re-
search, DoD, FY 1966-1968; (5) Special Re-
port—U.S. Army Sponsored Research in
Japan, 6/5/67.

[Department of Defense Directive,
No. 3210.1, October 26, 1961]
Subject: Administration and Support of
Baslc Research by the DoD.
References:

(a) Executive Order 10521, as amended,
“Administration of Scientific Research by
Agencies of the Federal Government”,

(b) DoD Directive 3210.2, “Policy on Basic
Research QGrants and Title to Equipment
Purchased Under Grants”.

(¢) Sectlon XV, Armed Services Procure=
ment Regulation.

(d) DoD Directive 3210.1, "Policy on Basic
Research,” November 12, 1957 (hereby
cancelled).

1. PURPOSE

This Directive states the policy of the De-
partment of Defense on the administration
and support of basic research.

II. CANCELLATION

Reference (d) is hereby superseded and

cancelled.

11, DEFINITION OF BASIC RESEARCH

Basic research is that type of research
which is directed toward increase of knowl-
edge in science. It 1s research where the pri-
mary aim of the Investigator is a Zfuller
understanding of the subject under study.

IV. BACEGROUND

A. Reference (a) provides broad guldelines
for administration of basic scientific research
by Federal agencies. These guidelines state
that while the National Sclence Foundation
ghall be increasingly responsible for provid-
ing Federal support for general purpose basic
research, the conduct and support by other
Federal agencies of baslc research in areas
which are closely related to their missions is
recognized as important and desirable and
shall continue.

B. The Director of Defense Research and
Engineering is responsible to the Secretary
of Defense for the review and direction of
the basic research program of the military
departments and other agencies of the De-
partment of Defense authorized to conduct
or support baslc research, and shall ensure
that this program is executed according to
the provisions of Reference (a). This review
will be of maximum effectiveness if all ele-
ments of the Department adhere to the same
fundamental principles in their conduct and
support of basic research.
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V. PRINCIPLES

A, Baslc research is essential to the de-
velopment of military power.

B. Continuity is essential to successful ba-
slc research. Therefore, long-term planning
and funding of basic research will be em-
ployed to the maximum possible extent.

C. Basic research may be conducted by
competent scientists in universities and non-
profit institutions, industry, military labora-
tories, or elsewhere.

D. Sustained support of basic research
will result in increased effectiveness -and
economies in military programs.

E. Free and effective communication
among sclentists is important to basic re-
search.

VI. POLICY

A. It is the policy of the Department of
Defense:

1. to conduct and support a broad and
continuing basic research program to pro-
vide fundamental knowledge, with empha-
sls on that related to the needs of the De-
partment of Defense; and

2. to assure full utilization of our scien-
tific resources and to extend those resources
in those areas of science relevant to the mis-
sion of the Department of Defense; and

3. to maintain, through such a program,
effective communication among the scien-
tists of the Department of Defense and the
sclentists of the universities and industry;
and

4. to coordinate this program of basic re-
gearch with the National Science Founda-
tlon; and

6. to encourage the support of basic re-
search by other government and private
agencies.

VII. IMPLEMENTATION

A. It is the responsibility of the Director
of Defense Research and Engineering to pro-
duce, on a continuing basis, a sound basic
research program through the coordination
and integration of the elements of the pro-
gram among the military departments and
other agencies of the Department of Defense
authorized to conduct or support baslc re-
search.

B. The Department of Defense provides
support of baslc research by

1. Support of in-house laboratories. Baslc
research in laboratorles of the Department of
Defense or in laboratories of other govern-
ment agencies, best qualified for such work
in particular areas, should be encouraged.

2. Grants to and contracts with educa-
tional and non-profit institutions, In situa-
tions appropriate for grants under the pro-
visions of Reference (b), the grant instru-
ment is the preferred method of supporting
baslc research by educational and other
non-profit institutions.

3. Contract with industry. Contracts spe-
clfically for basic research may be made with
industrial contractors (including small busl-
nesses) which have a recognized special com-
petence in a given area. In the administra-
tion of the provisions of Reference (c) which
relate to the allowability of a contractor’s
independent research costs under certain De-
partment of Defense contracts, favorable
conslderation should be given to independ-
ent baslc research.

C. The military departments and other
agencies of the Department of Defense au-
thorized to conduct or support basic research
will provide the Director of Defense Research
and Engineering with such information as
he may require in order to carry out his re-
sponsibilities under this Directive, including
annual reports through established admin-
istrative and fiscal channels of the follow-
ing, by contract or grant and dollar value:

1. Basic research performed in government
laboratories

2. Baslc research grants to educational and
non-profit institutions

3. Basic research contracts to educational
and non-profit institutions
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4. Basic research contracts to industrial
contractors, including small business

5. Independent basic research recognized
as an allowable cost in an advance agree-
ment under the provisions of Reference (¢).
Such costs shall be reported via the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Logisties) .

D. Within 90 days of the effective date of
this directive, two coples of implementing
instructions issued by the military depart-
ments will be forwarded to the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering.

VIIIL. EFFECTIVE DATE
This directive is effective Immediately.
ROBERT 8. MCNAMARA,
Secretary of Defense.

Poricy CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS BY FOREIGN
PERFORMERS
Research and exploratory development by

foreign performers may be supported by
DoD components only when it has been de-
termined that it is clearly significant in meet-
ing defense needs of the United States and
cannot be deferred for later action, and pro-
viding that at least one of the following
speclal conditions is inherent in the proposed
work:

(a) the research or development involves
flora, fauna, or geographieal or environmen-
tal conditions not found and not feasible to
duplicate or simulate within the United
States or its territories.

{b) the work relates to diseases, epidemio-
logical situations or availabllity of cliniecal
material which are not present within the
United States.

Defense research performed in foreign
countries

|Cantracts and grants]

Country Funds Number
units

$177, 000 14
454, 000 19
372,000 30
22,000 1
364, 000 21
5,000 2
177, 000 2
277,000 19
191, 000 13
2,685, 000 91
13, 000 2
26, 000 1
120, 000 12
21,000 1
158, 000 18
10, 000 1
13, 000 i
830,000 2
4,000 1
18, 00D 4
50, 000 1
1, 148, 000 68
15, 000 i!
1, 154, 000 58
872, 000 72
4, 000 1
436, 000 57
11, 000 1
136, 000 1
13, 000 3
252, 000 15
459, 000 19
66, 000 5
339, 000 15
40, 000 3
553, 000 8
88, 00 :
672,000 40
158, 000 14
@ 00 ;
187, 000 ?
2 983, 000 199
88, 000 8
134, 000 8
b [ R T 15, 801, 000 903

t No funding information available.
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(c) the work is related to high priority
military requirements in which it has been
determined that sufficient trained U.S. man-
power is not available and that supplemen-
tation is required.

(d) the work involves use of a unique or
unusual facility not available in the United
States and which should not be duplicated
in the United States for practical reasons.

(e) the work fulfills a need for confirma-
tion or replication of U.S. investigations in an
environment outside of the United States.

(f) the work Iinvolves an outstanding,
unique scientist whose qualifications and in-
terest in a problem cannot be matched by
any of his peers in the United States. In this
context “outstanding” should be rigorously
interpreted and an examination should be
made of the reasons why support cannot be
obtained from the government of the coun-
try in which he is a resident.

(g) the work inyolves unique, original, or
proprietary ideas, the disclosure of which to
US. scientists would result in either a
violation of the proprietary rights of the
investigator or his organization or in a con-
fiict with generally accepted U.S. rules and
codes of ethics, practices, courtesy, or prece-
dence.

Obligations for foreign research, Department
of Defense, fiscal years 1966—68
[in thousands of dollars]

A Fiscal | Fiscal | Fiscal
gency ar ear ear
loes | 1567 | Yo6s
Ay o coaeiamiiiieaaeeoc] 2,939 | 2,450 ) 2,454
MNawvy._... 1,239 | 1,895 | 17,323
Air Force. .. 5,534 | 4,934 | 15914
L . 1,304 853 860
T R RS e R 250 4 i
Department of Defense.___| 11,336 | 10,149 | 16,551
1 These include $7,600,000 of excess foreign currency authori-
zation (Public Law 480) included in fiscal year 1968 budget

request.

SpreciaL RerPorT: U.S. ARMY SPONSORED
RESEARCH IN JAPAN

(Prepared for the chalrman, U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations, June 5, 1867)

The U.S. Army conducts a program which
supports research by outstanding Japanese
scientists who have unique capabilities in
ideas, facilities or access to material which
is not obtainable in the U.S. The program
in Japan is complementary to the research
program being conducted in-house and sup-

extramurally by the U.S. Army in
American institutions. The Japanese Gov-
ernment is aware of the intent and the mag-
nitude of the program. Individual sclentists
submit wunsolicited proposals for research,
with the approval of their universities or
institutions, The proposals are evaluated by
technically competent sclentists in the U.S.
as to the uniqueness, scientific merit, out-
standing capability of the investigator and
interest to the Army research program. The
institutlon and the U.S, share the cost of
the research and pool resources to assist the
scientist in achieving a high level of excel-
lence in his own project. Oftentimes, the
grantee institution provides the major por-
tion of the total cost.

It should be noted that the research is
the investigator’s own project and not a
project proposed by the Army. The Army
does not in any way propose, specify or
direct the project. From conception to com-
pletion, the research project is the sole re-
sponsibility of the principal investigator. All
grantees in Japan do publish extensively in
the open scientific and professional journals,
To insure that the full scientific data is made
freely avallable because few journals will
accept reports, grantees submit an annual
report of the results of their work. The dis-
tribution of these reports is unlimited. The
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only other reporting requirement is the sub-
mission of a fiscal report, purely for admin-
istrative purposes, to insure the funds were
used for the research, There are no further
obligations on the part of the grantees.

The support to research in Japan has been
confined almost entirely to basic medical re-
search. The research projects cover a wide
area and are as diverse as the interests of
Japanese medical scientists. They range from
fundamental studies of sensory neurophysi-
ology to studies related to the diagnosis and
treatment of diseases endemic to Japan,
such as Japanese B. encephalities, clonorchis
sinensis infections (kankyuchu sho) and
schistosomiasis. Although the research is of
interest to the U.S. Army, it is related to the
health problems of the Japanese people.

A complete listing of these current re-
search topics is attached.

Current life sciences contracts and grants in
Japan, June 1, 1967

[Institution, title, and funding]

u University, “Structure &
Function of Photoreceptor & Chem-
oreceptor”

Institute of Microbiology & Chemis-
try, “On Drug-Resistance of Shigel-
lae & Staphylocoeei”

Kitasato Institute, “Immunity in
Local Antibody & its Nature”_ ...

Kyoto University, “Interrelation Be-
tween Virus & Host at Molecular
Level” " i

Kanazawa University, “Neuronal Reg-
ulation of Feeding” - -cccccvcea-

Nara Medical College, “Electron Mi-
croscope Study on Infectious &
Serum Hepatitls" oo

Nara Medical College, “Japanese B
Encephalitis Virus w/Elec Micro-
8cope’” —-e--- e

Yodogawa Christian Hospital, “Asth-
ma and Air Pollution (Osaka)”___

Nagasaki University, “Dehydrogena-
tion Complexes in Mammals”______

Kitasato University, “Antiviral Ac-
tivity of Guanylhydra-zones” ____-

Chiba University, “Chemotherapy &
Serodiagnosis for Clonorchis Si-
nesis Infection” . cccmcacecaceeean

Hiroshima TUniversity, “Vagal Re-
sponses to Brain Stimulation”_ -

Kelo University, “Effects of Air Pollu-
tion (Japan)” - co-ommcmeemeee

Sasaki Institute, “Chromosomal
Changes Associated with Altered
Biological Characters in Homolo-
gous Transplants” - —ceeen

Kyoto Prefectural University of Medi-
cine, “Erythrocyte Destruction Due
to Strenuous Muscular Exercise”..

Keio University, “Encephalitozoon
Infection In Man" -

Hokkaido University, “Physiological
Actlvity of the Brown Adipose Tis-
sue”

Kumamoto University, “Endogenous
Mechanism of Vascular Responses

$2, 000

10,339

6, 050

5, 507

9,243

1,463

2,945

10, 170
7,982
3, 520

3, 000
1,139

15, 250

4, 550

4, 515
4,728

6,014

4, 480
Yokohama City University, "“Anti-
bodies of Japanese Encephalitis
WEE & Vacelnia” —coocmceann-a—=m
Kumamoto University, “Biologic Re-
actions of Cellular Antibodies &
their Properties”
Kobe University, “Mammalian Brain
Function in Vitro”
Yokohama City University, “Skin Test
R ENArIarIs" . e e
Kyushu  University, “Biophysical
Studies of the Intestinal Smooth
Muscle”
Osaka City University, ‘Purification
of Protective Antigen of Gram-neg-
ative Bacterla” o
Yamashina Institute for Ornithology
& Zoology, “Migratory Animal Path-
ological Survey (Japan)" ______._-
Tokyo University, “Effect of Air Pol-
luting Chemical Gases Upon Im-
munologic Processes in Animals”__

2,576

7, 250

23, 823

6, 026
_________________________ 9,820

6, 464

5, 600

5,712
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Current life sciences contracts and grants in
Japan, June 1, 1967—Continued
[Institution, title, and funding]

Kyoto University, “‘Biophysical and

Biochemical Studies on Microsomes
of Nervous Tissues”

Department of Defense statistics on foreign

area research

1. Punds appropriated for research abroad.
(Millions)
Research in foreign countries: 1
Piscal year 1967 --ccacocacconanoao
Fiscal year 1968. oo coucacaeao
in foreign

Social sclence research
countries:

Fiscal year 1967

Fiscal year I088. - e

1 Of these amounts, $10.149 M (FY 67) and
$16.56561 M (FY 68) are research known to be
performed in foreign laboratories. The bal-
ance consists of an estimate of funds going
to U.S, performers for support of research
conducted abroad. The records do not show
in detail what fraction of these funds are
expended overseas. Therefore, this estimate
probably errors on the high side.

¢Includes $7.6 M excess foreign currency
authorization (PL 480) included in FY 68
Budget Request.

2. Funds appropriated for projects oriented
towards foreign policy problems.

(Millions)

Totals:
Fiscal year 1967 .--ccomcmcacn-n $27. 734
Fiscal year 1968 c-ceococcaaaaa- 27.674

3. Sums spent on social science research
for Thailand and Vietnam for the 1967 and
1968 fiscal years.

(Millions)
Vietnam:

Tisch) yEar 1087 . mcimvanans $2. 628

Fiscal year 1968. e an 1.936
Thailand:

Fiscal Yealr 1807T. e e e nnamnnea . 186

Fiscal year 1968. .. cmmccocmcnr—e= . 872

COOPERATION BETWEEN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE POWER COM-
PANIES

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of Senators to an article
entitled “The Gaslight Industry,” writ-
ten by Mr. Wallace I. Roberts, and pub-
lished in the June 26 edition of the
Nation.

I have long maintained that New
England must speak and act as a region.
With this in mind, I have advocated co-
operation between public and private
power companies which would provide
the necessary stimulation of competition
to increase the supply of lower cost pow-
er for New England. Nowhere is this need
for cooperation more evident than in the
present situation which exists between
the private power companies themselves
and between the private and public pow-
er utilities. Mr. Roberts’ article is most
perceptive and presents a keen insight
into the need for a realistic and compre-
hensive long-range private and public
power program for New England.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Rob-
erts’ article be printed in the REcoRrb.

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

New ENGLAND PowEeR: THE GASLIGHT

INDUSTRY
(By Wallace I. Roberts)

Since the gaslight era, power in New Eng-
land has been controlled by the private com-
panies, but recent developments initiated by
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public-power advocates suggest that the
Yankee capitalists, who have administered
the industry with an amazing lack of their
traditional ingenuity, may be forced to
change their ways. Except for a transmission
system half owned by Vermont and provid-
ing about a quarter of the state's electric
needs, there are no large publicly owned
generating or transmission systems in the
six states, so they have escaped until now
the passionate, flag-waving defenses of free
enterprise that have previously been exhib-
ited"in private vs. public power battles in
nearly every other section of the country.
The controversy in New England has taken
the form of a series of complicated legal and
finanecial maneuvers, a somewhat misleading
public relations and advertising campaign,
and intensive political lobbying. It has all
been most decorous, but with the April an-
nouncement by the Justice Department that
it is making preliminary investigations of
possible antitrust violations by the private
New England utilities, and with the threat
of similar action by the Federal Power Com-
mission, things may become less restrained.

Beginning two years ago with a request
for money to finance engineering studies for
a federal hydroelectric project on the St.
John River near the town of Dickey In north-
ern Maine, the confiict has grown and de-
veloped on several additional fronts. It prom-
ises not to be over for some time, given the
determination and recent successes of the
public-power groups and the distaste for
change exhibited by most private company
officials.

If there is no agreement about what kind
of power projects to build, there is absolute
agreement as to why they are necessary—
New England's electric rates are the highest
of any region in the country. There are many
ways to compare the cost of electricity, and
by any of them the New England states, ex-
cept Vermont with its public power, are at
the top of the list. Federal Power Commis-
sion figures for 1963 show that the average
price per kilowatt-hour sold by the private
utilities in New England was 2.48c compared
to 1.77c for the private utilities of the coun-
try, a difference of 40 per cent. Similar com-
parison reveals that fewer kilowatt-hours
per customer are sold in New England.
Higher prices inhibit sales, and lower sales
force the prices even higher because a smaller
total revenue must be spread over the fixed
charges.

Private company executives acknowledge
the region’s high rates, but their reply has
become as automatic as an echo: “Yes, but
our fuel and labor costs and taxes are so
high.” There is some substance to that ex-
planation, though Joseph C. Swidler, for-
mer FPC chalrman, said several years ago
that if New England utilities had to pay only
average fuel costs, the region's electric bills
would be lowered by less than 5 percent.

An equally substantive explanation, how-
ever, is the fact that administrative expenses
range, depending on how they are measured,
from 33 to 100 per cent above the national
average, and, according to William D. Ship-
man, professor of economics at Bowdoin Col-
lege, account for one-quarter to one-half of
the difference between the average price for
electricity in New England and in the rest of
the country, Local taxes, which are one-third
higher for New England utilities, are the only
significant inequity that is apparently be-
yond much control.

The most important factor in rate reduc=-
tions is increased per capita use. Because
New England is an “old” region in demo-
graphic terms, neither its industry nor its
population, and hence its per caplta use of
electricity, has kept pace with the rest of
the country. A slow growth rate in per capita
use is almost a bullt-in barrier to lowering
prices, but reductions can be encouraged by
cutting costs through efficiencies.

Compounding the high fuel costs, the coal
or oil is burned in plants that for the most
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pa.rt are little old teakettles, barely able to

up enough steam to whistle, when com-
pand to the giant and efficient boiler-tur-
bine-generator combinations that have been
available for years. The region does have
one show pilece, the Brayton Point, Mass,

plant of the New England Power Co. It

opened In 1964 and was rated by the FPC
as the most efficlent in the country, but for
thirteen years before that New England had
no entry on the commission’s list of the top
ten most efficlent plants.

Mechanical inefficiency cannot be blamed
on the reglon's age or geographical deficien-
cies; 1t iz the result of administrative de-
cisions. Two generations ago, Samuel Insull,
the man who did for electricity what Henry
Ford did for the automobile, showed the
power industry that it was much more effi-
clent to use large generating plants serving
as many people as possible. No one believed
him at first, and it might appear that many
private company executives in New England
still don't. On average, the public utilities
companies of the country serve three times
as many people as do the companies of New
England, and there are more than one and
a half times as many people for every gen-
erating plant. This means for New England
more executives, more plants and lines to
maintain, more secretaries, more mainte-
nance workers, more pensions and insurance,
and higher labor costs per customer. New
Englanders are paying to perpetuate a quaint
private industry organization that is not
nearly as charming as a covered bridge and
much more expensive.

Attempts at consolidation have been made,
but the pace is slow. In some places in New
England, covered bridges have rotted away
before the public realized what was happen-
ing. It is unlikely, however, that any private
utility in the region will collapse, for they

are protected by the state regulatory agencies

and an apathetic public. Almost all of the
reglon’s utilities make the maximum profit
allowed by law, and a few are considerably
above the prescribed limit. Blackstone Valley
Electric Co. of Rhode Island earned in 1965
a return of 9.34 per cent, almost twice the
limit,

Only Vermont's Public Service Board seems
to take seriously its obligation to set rea-
sonable rates. New Hampshire and Connecti-
cut appear indifferent at best, and the regu-
latory agencies in Maine, Massachusetts and
Rhode Island have exhibited what can only
be called an affection for the private compa-
nies. The Maine and Massachusetts agencies
have been hostile, almost insulting, to re-
cent appearances by public-power groups.

Part of this situation results from the fact
that none of the agencies has money or stafl
to do an adequate job. Most are so short of
skilled help that they are forced to accept
company operating statistics as a basis for
determining rates. Unless the public de-
mands it, the regulatory agencies are not
likely to hire gualified accountants or engi-
neers, and the prevalling public attitude is
that the cost of electricity has formed a
triumvirate with death and taxes, The re-
sult is that the regulatory agencies are per-
mitting monopolies to earn good profits with
equipment and organizational structures
that would drive them to the wall if they
were faced with even moderately aggressive
competition. Allowing each utility exclusive
control of its sales territory prevents waste-
ful duplication of plants and lines, but it
also creates an attitude of status guo com-
placency. Creative regulatory policies could
impose penalties for continued use of out-
moded steam plants, instead of allowing
them to be included In the rate base.

However, conventional steam plants have
had their day in New England. After 1969,
the region’s power industry will most likely
build only lower-cost nuclear plants. It
already has an experimental nuclear plant,
Yankee, at Rowe, Mass.,, and five others are
either under construction or committed.
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These flve are part of what the private com-
panies have dubbed their “Big 11 Power
Loop™; the other six installations consist of
five conventional steam plants and a pumped
storage plant. All eleven are scheduled to be
finished by the end of 1972 and will be con-
nected by 900 miles of 345-kilovolt transmis-
slon lines. The cost of the project is about
$000 million, and the plants will provide
about 6.3 million kilowatts of power.

The name “Big 11 Power Loop”—but not
the plants or transmission lines—is a gim-
mick, pure and simple. No engineering plan
or study supports the location, type or design
of the plants on a system-wide basis. It all
started with a full-page newspaper adver-
tisement announcing the “Loop” and im-
plying that the whole thing was thought out
well in advance. The campaign, carried on
with television commercials costing about
$200,000 a year, was devised by the private
companies’ trade organization, the Electric
Coordinating Council of New England
(ECCNE), in response to the threat of the
federal government's Dickey-Lincoln School
hydroelectric project.

As one company official put it: “We felt
the public should know about our plans be-
cause Dickey was getting a lot of publicity,
but the important thing is that the eleven
plants were planned long before Dickey came
up. We did not just decide to build the plants
after Dickey’'s first appropriation, as some of
our opponents have said.”

That first appropriation for the government
project in 1965 was for $800,000; last year it
received $1,100,000. This year, President
Johnson asked for $1,600,000 to finish en-
gineering studies and begin construction.
The 794,000-kilowatt project is to cost an
estimated $212 million and, if all goes well
in Congress, will be finished in April, 1975.

The dam at Dickey is the practical reality
left over from the dream of harnessing the
tides in Passamaquoddy Bay at the eastern
tip of Maine. [See *“Reviving Passama-
quoddy” by Willlam 8. Ellis, The Nation,
July 13, 1964.] It was the request for its first
appropriation that started the political and
verbal six guns blazing. The members of the
ECCNE opened an intensive lobbying cam-
paign and sent their forces to Washington
equipped with large packets of propaganda
purporting to show that Dickey was objec-
tionable on just about any conceivable
ground. They had some effect, especially on
the New England delegation of twenty-four
Representatives, twenty of whom voted
against Dickey on one roll call. Congressional
resistance to a large public-works project for
the home region is unusual, and the New
England vote raised speculation as to wheth-
er the area's Congressmen felt more obligated
to the private utilities or to their constitu-
ents.

Dickey is not enormous; by 1980 it will
provide only 1 per cent of the area’s electrical
requirements. But it will probably bring with
it a Northeast Power Commission to market
the power. It is expected that the cheaper
power of Dickey, combined with the prodding
eflect of the power administration on state
regulatory agencies, will be to force lower
electrical rates. The members of the ECCNE
fear, with justification, that Dickey will
oblige them to cut administrative and gener-
ating expenses and become more efficient.
The private companies put it a little differ-
ently, however, saylng that Dickey will force
them to lose money by trying to meet its
prices. The federal government’s experience,
on the contrary, has been that its low-cost
power stimulates consumption and increases
revenues for surrounding private companies.

The ECCNE has Iintroduced masses of
statistics at Congressional hearings to prove
that Dickey will not break even. Public-
power advocates pointed out that the same
kind of argument has been used agalnst
every federal power project in recent years.
In an attempt to reconcile contradictory fig-
ures supplied by the ECCNE and the Corps of
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Engineers, the House Appropriations Com-
mittee assigned its staff to investigate the
situation. Its report, made public June 5,
offers no specific recommendations, but con-
cludes that the project will produce power at
a cost lower than any comparable alternative
proposed by the ECCNE. The report also con-
talned several biting observations on the
long-range planning by New England’s pri-
vate utilities and noted that the companies
“have not produced any document support-
ing central planning with the exception of
the newspaper advertisement,” and that “the
most current transmission study by the
ECCNE was completed in 1963" and includes
plans for none of the Big 11 projects.

The fight over Dickey s overshadowing
several other power conflicts that may have
even greater effect on New England. One is a
plan to import 1.25 million kilowatts, almost
twice as much as Dickey would generate, from
a glant hydroelectric project at Churchill
(formerly Hamilton) Falls in Labrador.

This scheme was seen as a real threat by
the private companles when it received the
backing of Gov. Philip H. Hoff of Vermont, a
bright young Democrat in the-land of Repub-
licans. In January, 1966, he introduced a bill
in the Republican-controlled legislature
which would have created a quasi-publie,
nonprofit corporation to import the Cana-
dian power and resell most of it to municipal
and cooperative utilities in Massachusetts
and Connecticut.

The bill was sidetracked to the legislative

council which reported it unfavorably, thus
killing the bill but not the idea. Even before
the report was issued, a group of the state's
municipal and cooperative managers got to-
gether and formed their own company to do
just what the one outlined in Governor Hofl’s
bill would have done. Currently, that com-
pany is negotiating with both Canadian sup-
pliers and prospective buyers in Massachu-
setts and Connecticut.
+ One group of prospective customers, the
Municipal Electric Association of Massachu-
setts (MEAM), is also waging the private vs.
public battle on several other fronts and with
some success. Two years ago the MEAM was
dormant; 1its thirty-nine members serving
239,000 customers were at the mercy of the
private companies from which they were
forced to buy power at rates imposed by the
sellers.

Then Shrewsbury, Mass., won an FPC deci-
sion, later upheld by the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals, forcing the New England Power Co.,
the area’s largest wholesaler, to sell the town
power at a wholesale rate, not at retail as
before. Other towns followed up the victory
and negotiated from NEPCO lower prices
that saved $2 million. Since then the asso-
ciation has raised its dues, hired a first-class
Washington lawyer and consultant engineers,
and filed legal objections to every move made
by the ECCNE.

The MEAM had tried earlier to join the
ECCNE, but the private companies are ap-
parently unwilling to let the municipals have
a say in the development of the region's
power industry. The application was never
actually refused; the council simply voted
not to change a rule it made in 1964 pro-
hibiting municipals from joining. Reversing
a cliche, the MEAM declared: “If you can't
Join '‘em, lick 'em.” It has appeared before
state utility regulatory agencies in Maine,
Massachusetts and Vermont, and before the
FPC and Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion, challenging some of the engineering
aspects of the Big 11 plants and transmission
system, and hinting that it may raise anti-
trust objections to the fact that the ECCNE
has “blacked out” the municipals from direct
participation in the Big 11 nuclear plants.

Besldes trying to join the ECCNE, the
MEAM has tried to buy its way into two of
the Big 11 nuclear plants, Maine Yankee and
Vermont Yankee. These plants are being bullt
by various combinations of the members of
the ECCNE (a good but almost singular ex-
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ample of regionalization of the industry) and
have about a dozen owner-utilities each.
The MEAM wanted a piece of each of these
plants because the electricity they generate
will be sold directly only to owmners, in pro-
portion to the amount of stock owned.

The MEAM has not yet had a clear-cut vic-
tory on this issue, but it has been partly
successful and indications are that it will
have to be reckoned with. The Vermont Pub-
lice Service Board has declared that muni-
cipals should be given a chance to purchase
stock in Vermont Yankee, and because of the
MEAM objections, the FPC has received a
staff recommendation that it institute anti-
trust proceedings against the ECCNE if it
does not permit the MEAM to participate in
future planning. The Justice Department ap-
parently has been made aware of the FPC’s
staff report. On April 21, Donald F. Turner,
assistant attorney general in charge of the
antitrust division, in reply to a request from
Ben. Lee Metcalf (D., Mont.), announced that
the department has been conducting “‘ex-
ploratory studies” of the power industry’s
possible exclusion of municipals and cooper-
atives from participation in new generation
and transmission systems planned by the
private companies. Mr. Turner did not men-
tion New England specifically, but Senator
Metcalf, who has recently pained the in-
dustry’s leaders with his book, Overcharge,
had referred to the situation in New England
in his request for antitrust action.

The answer to New England's power prob-
lems is not simply a matter of choice be-
tween private and public power; government
bureaucracy can be just as inefficlent as pri-
vate management. What is needed above all,
whether it is private or publie, is a regional
power company, or at most two or three. If it
must be private, a corresponding and effec-
tive regional regulatory agency and compet-
ing public projects must also be established.

The area is too small, its population too
dense, its problems too common to deal with
electricity on a state-by-state basis, or to
allow it to remain exclusively a private busi-
ness, The private companies claim that they
are moving toward regionalization. They said
that a decade and a half ago, and there has
been little change. The private company
executives are wrestling with their own egos;
what president, even of a small, local power
company, wants to become the district man-
ager of a six-state monolith? In this sense, as
in several others, it can be said that the pri-
vate companies are not acting in the public
interest because they are bound to laissez-
faire capitalism, and that was proved obso-
lete before Edison set up his Pearl Street
station,

REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Penitentiaries, I have been deeply
interested in all rehabilitation programs.
In the last Congress, I introduced in the
Senate the legislation which authorized
the Federal work-release program.

On Monday, June 19, the Washington
Evening Star published an article about
a very encouraging l4-month experi-
mental rehabilitation program being
conducted at the Lorton Youth Center.
The program, known as Challenge, is an
education and job-training project run
by the National Committee for Children
and Youth. Five VISTA volunteers are
helping to conduct the program.,

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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CHALLENGE AT LORTON: INMATES FORGO
PAROLE FOR TRAINING
(By Donald Fitzhugh)

A man serving time at a correctional in-
stitution who waives his parole date so he
can stay on the inside and finish barber train-
Ing must want a job pretty badly.

Two men at the Lorton Youth Center who
did just that recently are among 153 inmates
who have been part of an experimental edu-
cation and job training project run by the
National Committee for Children and Youth
at the center,

The District Department of Corrections,
which runs the Youth Center, has been im-
pressed enough with the experiment to offer
all the instructors jobs when the program
ends in August. And the work of five VISTA
volunteers in the experiment is being evalu-
ated to see how this, too, will fit into the de-
partment’s regular program.

Ray Nelson, the department’'s associate
director for planning, thinks the 14-month
experiment called “Challenge,” has achieved
several of its goals:

It has shown the value of vocational train-
ing—not just for teaching a skill—but as a
medium to reach the inmate and teach him
self-esteem, Nelson said.

And the program demonstrated that VISTA
(Volunteers in Service to America) has some-
thing to offer in a correctional institution.

The men in the training also think the
project, especlally VISTA, is a good thing.
William Phifer, 22, trained as a barber, says
a VISTA worker still comes by to see him,
several months after his release.

The “Challenge” stafl signed up 219 of the
300 men at the center and let them choose
one of seven training areas. The men were
then enrolled in classes as their parole or
release date approached.

CHOICE IMPORTANT

Being able to pick their training is im-
portant to the men, explained Reginald
Baker, 22, who was a member of the painting
class. “I wanted it. I can kick nobody but me
if I fail.”

Few have failed. The staff has found work
for 34 of the 36 men who have been released
since their training ended. Three of the 36
have been convicted of crimes since then, all
within two weeks of their release.

The "Challenge” project was started after
the end of a Manpower Development and
Training Act job program, which was criti-
cized by an evaluation team from Catholic
University and not refunded after an 18-
month demonstration period ended last
June. The evaluation suggested more com-
munity support for the men and fewer de-
partmental restrictions during experimenta-
tion.

“Challenge” has received outstanding sup-
port from business, according to Leon Lei-
berg, project director. The Northern Virginia
Steel Co. donated two arc welding machines
in trade for first pick of the “graduates,”
he said.

On the other hand, Nelson thinks the de-
partment may substitute data processing for
painting because there was some difficulty
getting the men into the union and having
them work on government contracts with
prison records.

Nelson feels that VISTA's work with the
men and their families has been valuable.
“They have been able to establish very sig-
nificant relationships with the inmates” he
said.

The VISTA workers tutored the men indi-
vidually at night, visited their families and
ran a varied program outside of class, includ-
ing group discussions, films and classes in
Negro history.

They even organized an art show of welded
sculpture, 15 pieces of which sold for $457—
which went to the men—during a week-
long showing in the lobby of the Office of
Economic Opportunity.

Essentially, the project raised the morale
of the men at the Youth Center, according
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to Dr. Reuben Horlick, center director, who
said: “There has been a change in the men—
they are self-assured and they have some
staying power.”

The Corrections Department now plans to
ask Congress for permission to Juggle its
budget to take over when the experimental
program ends in August.

RESTORATION OF FORT GORGES,
CASCO BAY, MAINE

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of Senators to an article
published in the Portland, Maine, Eve-
ning Express of June 29, 1967.

I believe it appropriate at this time,
when there is growing criticism of the
antipoverty program, that Senators be
made aware of the constructive work be-
ing performed by the Portland Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps. Under a planned pro-
gram for the restoration of historic Fort
Gorges in Casco Bay, a 15-boy crew is
learning the value of work experience
while contributing to the rehabilitation
of one of Maine’s few Civil War garri-
sons. I congratulate the leaders of this
program for their vigor and initiative in
conducting a project designed to benefit
both disadvantaged youths and the com-
munity.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorb.

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

FOoRT GORGES FACELIFTING Is RESUMED
(By Harrison Brown)

Fort Gorges lies dreaming under the gentle
summer sun.

In fact it has lain that way for more than a
century of summers, because the picturesque
prominence in the middle of Portland’s har-
bor has never fired a shot in anger, seldom
shot at all and indeed has never been fully
garrisoned.

But things are picking up. For the second
summer, a 16-boy crew of the Neighborhood
Youth Corps is tidying up the place with the
eventual aim of making the city-owned for-
mer bastion a park which should be a tourist
attraction of the first magnitude.

Construction of Fort Gorges was started in
1857 when Jefferson Davis, who was to be-
come the first and only president of the Con-
federated States of America, was the US.
Secretary of War.

Halfway through the massive job the Civil
War broke out and during the years when
Yankee boys were bleeding and dying at
Antietam and Gettysburg a big crew of stay-
at-homes labored on the fort at war-inflated
wages.

Eighteen sixty-five, the vear of victory,
came, and the fort was finally finished at the
then-astronomical cost of $890,000 to begin
its career of more than a century of disuse.

In rehabilitating the fort to make it safe
and accessible to visitors, the Neighborhood
Youth Corps had to have water transporta-
tion from and to the mainland.

Now the corps has it and more is on the
way. In May of last year three husky Liberty
boats, on loan from the Navy, arrived in
South Portland from Boston on the broad
deckn of the Coast Guard buoy tender Cow-
slip.

The three boats needed plenty of fixing.
Under the direction of Capt. Donald A. Cran-
dall of Peaks Island, the boys went to work.

They have already put one boat, the Op-
portunity, into mint condition and she is
now the steady ferry. The boys have wooded
down a second boat ready for recaulking and
when she is finished they'll start on the third.

The boats are 36 feet long, 10 feet in beam
and weigh 11,500 pounds apiece. Although
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badly dried out from 11 years of storage
under cover, they are stoutly built with yel-
low pine planking, oak frames and decks
and all bronze-fastened.

The worst problem in rehabilitation was
removal of old paint which had built up to
an eighth of an inch in thickness. With eco-
nomical diesel power they will do nine knots
and carry 40 persons aplece.

Thomas L. Curtls, retired Marine Corps
captain, coordinator in charge of the fort
rehabilitation, said that the first step after
the cleanup work is the construction of a
dock. At present a motorboat can land at the
fort only when the tide is about two-thirds
full. At other times visitors must go ashore
from larger craft in rowboats.

Curtis pointed out the vast potentialities
of the fort as a picnic and scenic spot. He
also pointed out the vast amount of work
needed to make the place safe and attractive.
The fort last had a caretaker in 1912 and, in
the 56 years since, vandals have done their
worst. Interior woodwork of the garrison
portion has been ripped out and destroyed
and obscenities adorn the walls in large let-
tering.

But vandals have not been able to do
much to the masonry. The exterior walls fac-
ing seaward are solid granite four feet thick
and the garrison portion has walls of 30-
inch granite faced inside with brick and
plaster. In fact not even professional wreck-
ers have been able to make much headway.
Many years ago an outfit moved in to salvage
some of the granite but the project was given
up as a hopeless job after a few tons were
removed.

Nature threatens to do a job at which
vandals and salvagers have failed. Although
the roof above the double tier of gun ports
is covered with 12 feet of gravel, the rains
and snows of more than a century has seeped
through and leached the lime from the ma-
sonry to form stalactites in the groined brick
ceilings. And the process has continued for
s0 long that stalagmites are beginning to
grow upward from the stone floors, as in a
natural eons-old cave.

The boys on the job are paid $1.40 an hour
for a four-day week. On Fridays, the fifth
day, they must attend counselling sessions
to remain in good standing as Neighborhood
Youth Corps members. Ages run from 16 to
21 and many of the youngsters are still in
school. Several have shown aptitude at
skilled tasks, such as repairing and operating
boats. Gary Soule, who graduated this year
from Portland High School and is headed for
Northeastern Business College in September,
is crew supervisor.

Boys will be boys and will often goof off,
Curtis admits, but disciplinary problems are
few and the youngsters like their work.

LIMITATION OF USE OF ELEC-
TRONIC AND MECHANICAL EAVES-
DROPPING DEVICES

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
the New York Times recently published
the new regulations issued by Attorney
General Ramsey Clark placing severe
limitations on the use by Federal agents
of electronic and mechanical eaves-
dropping devices. The regulations as a
practical matter prohibit the use of all
such devices except with the permission
of one party to the conversation, and
even in this situation the written per-
mission of the Attorney General is to be
obtained. An agency head in an emer-
gency can authorize such use, but the
Attorney General must be notified
within 24 hours and the emergency ex-
plained.

National security situations are exempt
from the new regulations, but Federal
agencies handling national security mat-
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ters are to consult with the Attorney
General concerning the use of electronic
devices.

This action of the Attorney General
extending and implementing an earlier
Presidential directive is most commend-
able. Following close on the heels of the
Berger case, in which the Supreme Court
strictly limited State use of such devices,
these regulations hold out a promise of
renewed privacy.

It is refreshing to see a law enforce-
ment officer strive to strengthen con-
stitutional protection rather than search
for means to avoid them. For 37 years,
Attorneys General have followed the
most strained construction of the Federal
wiretap statute so as to permit certain
law-enforcement wiretapping. Attorney
General Clark, on the other hand, re-
fuses to close his eyes to the words of
the statute and admits that it prohibits
law-enforcement tapping.

But more than this, the new regula-
tions for the first time sweep aside the
fog of confusion that has surrounded
law-enforcement use of all electronic de-
vices and establishes clear-cut prohibi-
tions and guidelines. The regulations rec-
ognize fully the right of privacy and its
importance to the American people. The
Attorney General deserves the praise of
every citizen for strengthening freedom.

Mr. President, these regulations make
it abundantly clear that the investiga-
tion by the Subcommittee on Adminis-
trative Practice and Procedure is begin-
ning to bear real fruit. During the past
2 years, as we have sought to end uncon-
stitutional and illegal use of snooping
devices, we have witnessed a number of
small forward steps—new mail-cover
regulations, new law prohibiting the
opening of first-class mail, the Presi-
dent’s 1965 directive, and others.

But now we have our first major vic-
tory. Experience has shown us, however,
that this may be a paper victory only,
unless close supervision follows. Agencies
and agents, among whom wiretapping
and eavesdropping have become a way of
life, will not change their ways easily.
The Subcommittee on Administrative
Practice and Procedure will do all it can
to see that all Federal agencies comply.

With this vietory won and with the
significant assist of the Berger case, it is
time to consolidate gains and push on
to strengthen privacy against private
snooping.

Pending before the subcommittee at
this time is S. 928, which would use the
full powers of the Federal Government
to curb the manufacture, sale, and use
of such gadgets for private use. The fol-
lowing proposition would seem to go, al-
most without saying: If, as a necessary
step to protect our dwindling right to
privacy, electronic eavesdropping is to be
severely restricted for law enforcement,
even more stringent restrictions should
be placed on all private electronic eaves-
gcg)ping. This is what S. 928 is designed

0.

We have discussed informally with the
Department of Justice certain amend-
ments to 8. 928 which were proposed as a
result of our lengthy hearings on this
bill. The Subcommittee on Adminis-
trative Practice and Procedure will meet
on July 18, 1967, to discuss the bill and
the proposed amendments. It is hoped
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that at that time we will be able to make

a final recommendation to the Commit-

tee on the Judiciary for prompt action

on a bill.

If anyone doubts the need for legisla-
tion in the private sector, there is a wide
assortment of articles and materials
which document the terrifying situation
which now exists. Recently, the Wall
Street Journal published one such article
written by Stanley Penn.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
Recorp. I ask unanimous consent also
that the text of the new regulations as
carried by the New York Times, and a re-
lated article written by Fred Graham,
the Times’ able legal analyst, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

TaE Bvuc BusiNgss: GrowinG PrivaTe UsSE oF
EAVESDROPPING GEAR BRINGS SPURT IN
SaLEs—ELECTRONIC DEVICES BECOME SMALL~
ER, MoORE VERSATILE—OCRITICISM HAS LITTLE
ErFECT—DEBUGGING ALSO Is BOOMING

(By Stanley Penn)

Dad, do you worry that your son takes
drugs?

A tiny eavesdropping device, advertised by
a Manhattan retailer, may help you discover
the awful truth. Conceal the $59.95 radio
transmitter in the base of the home tele-
phone. Then tune an ordinary FM radio re-
celver in another room and listen unob-
served to your son’s phone calls,

Mom, do you suspect Dad of infidelity?

The “bumper beeper,” a small, powerful
transmitter priced at $280 by a Miami, Fla.,
manufacturer, will help you trail hubby to
his trysting place. Hide the bug inside the
bumper of his car. Held in place by a magnet,
the transmitter will send signals to a tailing
car, pinpointing the distance and direction
of your errant mate.

Bugging is big business, and it's getting
bigger, manufacturers and retailers claim,
Once, law enforcement officers were the chief
users of hidden microphones and telephone
taps; today, a majority of the devices are
sald to be in private hands. Electronic snoops
are popular for bedroom bugging in divorce
cases and for industrial espionage. And a
small Texas maker of bugs confides that em-
ployers find the devices handy in spying on
workers “to see if they are loyal and honest.”

RESTRICTING EAVESDROPPING

At both the Federal and state levels there’s
a growing effort to restrict eavesdropping.
Just last month, for example, the U.S. Su-
preme Court ruled it was unconstitutional
for New York State to allow court-approved
eavesdropping by police. At the same time
the court strongly indicated that it found
the whole practice of electronic snooping
distasteful.

These moves are slowing the bug boom—
but not by much. A few suppliers see an
easing in the rate of sales growth because of
unfavorable publicity and consumers’ fears
of possible law violations. But many other
manufacturers are capitalizing on the pub-
licity: They're building de-bugging devices
to detect the same snooping equipment they
produce.

It isn't possible to tell how fast the
spy industry is growing, since many eaves-
dropping devices such as wireless mikes are
also used for legitimate purposes by enter-
tainers, lecturers and the like. But one New
York supplier, Security Electronics, says sales
of transmitting and anti-bugging devices so
far this year are about double those of a
year ago. The firm has customers ranging
“from foreign governments to individuals
with marital problems,” an official says.

Stimulating the public’s taste for esplo-
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nage is a8 dazzling array of buys. Tiny mikes
can be concealed in neckties, fountain pens
and button holes, linked by thin wires to
small transmitters or tape recorders hidden
in a suit pocket. Transmitters can also be
stashed in wristwatches, table lamps and in
holes bored in pieture frames.
ASHTRAYS AND CIGARETTE LIGHTERS

In Dallas, Security Communications builds
miniature transmitters into ashtrays, ciga-
rette lighters and pencil boxes, “Our skilled
workmen have installed numerous units that
cannot be detected by normal examination,”
Security proudly advertises.

One of the tiniest bugs in commercial use
is the "“Jr. 101,” made by Continental Tele-
phone Supply Co., New York, a leading sup-
plier of listening equipment. Smaller than
a dime, the “Jr. 101" measures 3; of an inch
by 3 of an inch, and is 14 of an inch thick.
The gadget will pick up a voice up to 75
feet away and rebroadecast it to a radio re-
celver 200 to 300 feet away. Continental
claims, Its price: $350.

Emanuel Mittleman, who operates from a
small workshop in lower Manhattan, is con-
sidered by many to be the Henry Ford of
bugging equipment makers. Though he
scorns advertising, his clients keep increasing.
*If you've got a good product, people will find
out about it,” he observes.

The “harmonic bug,” priced at 400, is the
most celebrated Mittleman creation. It works
like this: A transmitter is wired to the vic-
tim’s telephone. Then the eavesdropper dials
that phone—from anywhere in the nation—
and blows a note from a small, 50-cent har-
monica. The harmonica tone activates the
hidden transmitter without ringing the vic-
tim’s phone. Acting as a listening device,
the bugged phone transmits everything that'’s
sald in the room over phone lines to the
eavesdropper.

LISTENING THROUGH WALLS

Most bug merchants tell customers that
the burden is on them to ensure that they
don't violate eavesdropping laws. The laws,
though, are quite murky. Acquiring informa-
tion through a trespass of a hidden mike is
generally considered a crime, but there are
ways to avoid this problem. Continental
Telephone Supply, for example, sells a stetho-
scope mike, equipped with a powerful ampli-
fier, for listening through walls,

Only a handful of states have laws against
the actual act of eavesdropping, and there
aren't any Federal statutes against it, There
are, of course, regulations against telephone
tapping. However, they probably wouldn't
apply to phone-implanted transmitters like
Mr. Mittleman's “harmonica bug” since these
gadgets monitor conversations in a room, not
on a phone line.

Governmental agencies are getting tougher,
though. In December, District Attorney
Frank Hogan of New York announced that
a 27-month Investigation into eavesdrop-
ping and wiretapping had resulted in in-
dictments against 28 persons charged with
invasion of privacy. One private detective
was accused of tapping the phones of Don-
ald Eendall, president of PepsiCo Inc.

Both Democrats and Republicans have
offered bills in Congress to restrict eaves-
dropping. And President Johnson seeks to
curtail the manufacture of electronic bugs
and to make it illegal to buy them in inter-
state trade or to advertise them as snooping
devices. A bill sponsored by Sen. Edward
Long (D., Mo.), head of a subcommittee that
has been Investigating snooping by Federal
agencies, incorporates many of the Presi-
dent’s proposals.

Heavy advertising in mail order catalogs,

papers and magazines has helped spur
sales of eavesdropping equipment. For ex-
ample, Signature, the Diners’ Club maga-
zine, with a circulation of 820,000, has two
full pages of bugging and de-bugging ads
aimed at businessmen in its June issue.

Robert M. Brown, author of The Elec-
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tronic Invasion, credits James Bond movies
and spy shows on television with prompting
the public to buy bugging devices. “Track-
ing a person halfway arcound the world or
listening in on conversations a million miles
away are made to seem so simple that any-
one can do it,” he says. Mr. Brown's 184-
page paperback, which shows enthusiasts
how bugs work and how to build and use
them, has sold over 22,000 coples since its
publication in early May.

Some of the newer bugs are proving to be
a boon to private eyes, observes Mr. Brown,
a licensed investigator. He points to voice-
actuated transmitters and recorders that
turn themselves on at the sound of conver-
sation and shut off when the talk ceases.
These gadgets do away with the need for
“stake-outs"—men who spend hours in hotel
rooms, ready to start recorders when hidden
mikes pick up voices.

RESHAPING THE PROFESSION

“To say this has reshaped the scope of
professional eavesdropping would be the un-
derstatement of the century,” says Mr.
Brown. Instead of paying $40 to $100 a day
to detectives for stake-outs, he adds, cus-
tomers can now get a full week of recorded
conversations for less than $200. One result:
More business for private eyes as costs drop,
Mr. Brown insists.

Increasingly, makers and retallers of eaves-
dropping devices siress that their products
have constructive uses. In ads, they point
out that homeowners can cut down on bur-
glaries by using surveillance equipment and
that businessmen can stave off nosy com-
petitors by employing anti-bugs to detect
bugs.

Thus, Continental Telephone Supply claims
that with its “intruder detector” you can
hear what's happening in home or office
“without the burglar knowing it.” Continen-
tal also provides three-man teams to “elec-
tronically sweep” offices, seeking out phone
taps or hidden mikes,

One of many manufacturers that works
both sides of the street is a Miaml firm,
which asks that its name not be published.
This outfit’s line ranges from the “Tiny Tim,”
& transmitter described as “ideal for behind

and over cornices,” to the “hound
dog,” a detection device for sniffing signals
of concealed transmitters—like the “Tiny
Tim,” for instance.

A BRISK BUSINESS IN SCRAMBLERS

Some large electronics concerns, too, are
entering the de-bugging field. One is Hewlett-
Packard Co., Palo Alto, Calif,, which says it's
doing a brisk business in scramblers. A
scrambler is a battery powered device that
fite against a telephone’s mouthpiece and
receiver, electronically scrambling the words
into an unintelligible garble. An identical
unit at the other end unscrambles the con-
versation. The factory-coded devices sell for
$550 a pair. .

A New York law enforcement officer claims
that an ordinary FM radio is as good a de-
bugging device as any. “Just turn on light
music or something, and the radio signals
will jam any concealed FM mike in the
room.”

But Harvey C. Smith, manager of Market
research for Vulcan Materials Co., Birming-
ham, Ala., Is more cautious. He recently told
a meeting of the National Industrial Con-
ference Board that executives should com-
pletely avoid mentioning confidential data
in public places.

“If you must talk confidentially,” he said,
“talk in noisy subways or in a rattling com-
muter train. If you're in a hotel room, talk
in the bathroom with a nolsy shower turned
on, or turn on the radio or TV loud. And if
the TV set doesn’t work, get suspicious; it
may not work because it has a built-in mike
attached to the antenna, terminating in a
tape recorder in another room.”
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[From the New York Times, July 7, 1967]

THE TEXT OF A MEMORANDUM BY ATTORNEY
GENERAL RAMEEY CLARE oN NEw REGULA-
TIONS LIMITING WIRETAPPING AND ELEC-
TRONIC EAVESDROPPING BY FEDERAL AGENTS

It is essential that all agencies having any
responsibility for law enforcement take steps
to make certain that electronic and related
devices designed to intercept, overhear or
record private verbal communications be
subject to tight administrative control to
assure that they will not be used in a manner
which is illegal and that even legal use of
such devices will be strictly controlled. In
order further to assist you to achieve these
ends, the following rules have been formu-
lated.

1. PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF MECHANICAL OR
ELECTRICAL DEVICES TO INTERCEPT, OVERHEAR
OR RECORD CONVERSATIONS

A. Prohibition against interception of tele-

phone conversations

1. Section 605 of the Communications Act
(Title 47, U.S.C. Section 605) prohibits the
interception and divulgence or use of tele-
phone communications and is applicable to
Federal law enforcement agents.

2. Interception by Federal personnel of
telephone conversations, by any mechanical
or electronic device, unless with the consent
of one of the parties to the conversation, is
prohibited by Presidential directive, and this
prohibition applies whether or not the infor-
mation which may be acquired t in-
terception is intended to be used in any way
or to be subsequently divulged outside the
agency involved. Any question as to whether
the use of a particular device can be said to
involve a prohibited interception of a tele-
phone conversation should be referred to the
Department of Justice.

8. To further assure protection of the pri-
vacy of telephone conversations, each agency
shall adopt rules governing the interception
by its personnel of telephone conversations
under circumstances where a party to the
conversation has consented. Such rules shall,
where appropriate, provide for the advance
approval by the agency head of such inter-
ception.

B. Prohibition against overhearing of non-
telephone conversations

Legal principles applicable to the over-
hearing and recording of nontelephone con-
versations are discussed in paragraphs 1-3
below. The principles are consistent with
the recent decision of the Supreme Court in
Berger v. New York, 85 Law Week 4649, de-
cided June 12, 1967.

1. Eavesdropping in any form which is ac-
complished by means of a trespass into a
constitutionally protected area is a violation
of the Fourth Amendment. The penetration
by inches into a party wall by the spike of a
microphone has been held to involve a tres-
pass. Silverman v. United States, 365 U.S, 505
(1961). And, although the question has not
been squarely decided, there is support for
the view that any electronic eavesdropping on
conversations in constitutionally protected
areas is a violation of the Fourth Amend-
ment even if such surveillance is accom-
plished without physical trespass or entry.

Homes, private offices, hotel rooms and au-
tomobiles are clear examples of constitu-
tionally protected areas, but other locations
may also be held within the scope of consti-
tutional protection depending upon the par-
ticular circumstances.

2. Even where no invasion of a constitu-
tionally protected area has occurred, surrepti-
tious electronie surveillance involving an in-
trusion into a privileged relationship, such as
that of attorney-client, may violate rights en-
titled to protection under constitutional pro-
visions other than the Fourth Amendment,
including the First, Fifth and Sixth Amend-
ments,

3. Under presently controlling court deci-
slons, however, certain uses of electronic de-
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vices are legal. See, for example, the decisions
in Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427 (1963)
and in Osborn v. United States, 386 U.S. 323
(1966), where the use of recording devices
was held to be legltimate if the consent of
a party to the conversation had been ob-
tained. Moreover, the use of mechanical or
electronic equipment to record statements
intended to be disseminated to the public
generally, public speeches for example, is
clearly not illegal and Is not subject to the
rules formulated in this memorandum.

4, In the light of the immediately fore-
going discussion in paragraphs 1-3, any use
of mechanlical or electronic devices by Fed-
eral personnel to overhear or record nontele-
phone conversations involving a violation of
the constitution or a statute is prohibited.

5. In order further to assure protection of
the right to privacy, to resolve questions
which may arise under paragraph 4 and
strictly to limit legal electronic surveillance,
agencies shall, except as provided in Para-
graph II. 2, below, obtaln advance written
approval from the Attorney General for any
use of mechanical or electronic devices to
overhear or record nontelephone conversa=-
tlons without the consent of all of the par-
tles to such conversations.

II, CONTROLS OVER THE USE OF MECHANICAL OR
ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT

1. A request for advance approval from the
Attorney General pursuant to Paragraph I
B. 6. hereof for the use of mechanical or elec-
tronic devices to overhear or record nontele-
phone conversations shall be made to the At-
torney General in writing by the head of the
requesting investigative agency and shall
contain the following information: (a) the
reason for such proposed use; (b) the type
of equipment to be used; (c) the name of
the person involved; (d) the proposed loca-
tion of the equipment; (e) the duration of
proposed use; and (f) the manner or method
of installation.

2. If, in the judgment of the head of the
investigative agency involved, the emer-
gency needs of an investigation preclude ob-
taining such advance approval from the At-
torney General, he may, without having ob-
tained such approval, authorize the use of
mechanical or electronic devices to overhear
or record nontelephone conversations with-
out the consent of all of the parties thereto.
In any such circumstances, however, the
head of the investigative agency shall, with-
in 24 hours after authorizing such use, pro-
vide the Attorney General in writing with
the information referred to in Paragraph IL
1, above, and with an explanation of the cir-
cumstances upon which he based the judg-
ment that the emergency needs of the in-
vestigation precluded him from obtaining
such written advance authority.

8. In connection with the use of me-
chanical or electronlec devices authorized
above, the responsible agent shall, where
technically feaslble, record the conversations
overheard by means of a tape or similar per-
manent record. The responsible agent shall
preserve the tape or other permanent record
of the conversatlons.

He shall also submit to the investigative
agency a written report setting forth the
actual use or uses made of each mechanical
or electronic device in connection with the
authorization. Such report, the tapes or other
permanent records of conversations, and any
logs, transcripts, summaries or memoranda
and similar material which may have been
prepared shall be treated as agency records,
but shall be specially classified, filed and
safeguarded and shall not, nor shall in-
formation contained in such material, be
made avallable to agency personnel or
others except when essential to Government
operations. A record shall be made and re-
tained concerning each person to whom
such information or material has been made
avallable,

4. The head of each investigative agency
should be responsible for limiting the pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

curement of devices primarily designed to be
used surreptitiously to overhear or record
conversations to the minimum necessary to
use consistent with the rules formulated
herein. To the extent possible, all mechani-
cal or electronic devices used in intercepting,
overhearing or recording conversations shall
be stored in a limited number of locations
to insure effective administrative control.

5. The agency shall maintain an inventory
of all such equipment at the place where
it is stored, including a record of the date
that the equipment was assigned to an agent
and the date the equipment was returned.
Coples of these records should also be main-
tained at agency headquarters, together with
the written report of the responsible agent
referred to In Paragraph II, 3 hereof. All
agency records should be maintalned for a
period of slx years.

6. The head of each Investigative agency
shall submit to the Attorney General on
July 1 of each year a report of all uses of
mechanical or electronic equipment by such
agency durlng the previous year in accord-
iance with the rules formulated in this
memorandum, contalning with respect to
each use the information required by Para-
graph II. 1, above, and a brlef description
of the results obtained, The report shall also
include a complete inventory of the devices
referred to in Paragraph II. 4, above, in the
possession of the agency.

7. The functions to be exercised by the
head of an investigative agency in accord-
ance with this memorandum may be dele-
gated by him to another officer of his agency.

II, NATIONAL SECURITY

The foregolng rules have been formulated
with respect to all agency investigations
other than investigations directly related to
the protection of the national security. Spe-
clal problems arising with respect to the use
of devices of the type referred to herein in
national securlty investigations shall con-
tinue to be taken up directly with the At-
torney General in the light of existing strin-
gent restrictions.

[From the New York Times, July 7, 1967]

A SWEEPING BAN ON WIRETAFPING SET FOR
U.S. Ams—ATTORNEY GENERAL'S RULES ALSO
Bars MosT BUGGING EXCEPT IN SECURITY
CASEs—OFFICIALS ARE CRITICAL—FEDERAL
AceNTs DECRY CUrRB OoN Use oF DEVICES
PLACED WITHOUT ACTUAL TRESPASS

(By Fred P, Graham)

WasHiNeTON, July 6.—Attorney General
Ramsey Clark has Issued sweeping new regu-
lations forbidding all wiretapping and virtu-
ally all eavesdropping by Federal agents ex-
cept in national security cases.

The new regulations go beyond limitations
placed on eavesdropping by President John-
son in 1965 in several respects, the most im-
portant of which 1s a ban on devices that
can pick up conversations within a closed
room without a physical trespass.

This action has generated widespread con-
troversy among Federal agents and prosecu-
tors, since conversations overheard by such
devices are deemed constitutionally obtained
and admissible in evidence under present
Supreme Court declsions.

RELIANCE ON DEVICES

Federal anticrime agents have relied in-
creasingly on these devices in the last five
years, since most other forms of eaves-
dropping have been declared unconstitu-
tional by the courts, and several major
organized-crime convictions have been ob-
tained through their use.

The regulations issued today are the
product of a two-year study by the Justice
Department, ordered by President Johnson
when he cracked down on Federal snooping in
& memorandum to all agencles on June 30,
1965.

Mr. Clark's new rules were issued on June
168 but have not been made public. However,
coples have begun to circulate on Capitol
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Hill and in the executive branch, where they
have been criticized by some officials who
insist that some police eavesdropping must
be permitted if organized crime is to be
controlled.

The rules, which apply to all agencies of
the Federal Government but not to cases
involving the natlonal security, provide as
follows:

Wiretapping—the interception of tele-
phone conversations without the consent of
either party—Iis absolutely forbidden. Al-
though formerly the Justice Department sald
that the Federal law that outlaws wiretap-
ping is not violated if the information is
not divulged outside the Government, the
new rules forbld wiretapplng regardless of
divulgence.

Bugging—the planting of hidden micro-
phones by means of trespass—is also forbld-
den. Bugging is illegal under the laws of
seven states but not under Federal statutes.

The use of other devices 1s forbidden if
they pick up conversations, even without
a trespass, in “constitutionally protected
areas.”” Under present court decisions these
are homes, private offices, hotel rooms and
automobiles, but the memorandum points
out that other areas may also be protected
if under the circumstances they appear to
be private places.

Electronic intrusions into constitutionally
privileged relationships, such as attorney-
client talks, are forbildden, whether or not
the conversations take place In constitu-
tionally protected places.

The use of electronic gear to monitor a
conversation in which one party knows of
the surveillance—such as a transmitter or
recorder hidden on an agent's clothing—is
permitted, but only with the written per-
mission of the Attorney General, In emer-
gencies, agency chiefs can authorize use of
such devices without prior permission, but
the Attorney General must be told of the
incident within 24 hours.

GEAR MUST BE LOCEKED UP

The new regulations also require agency
heads to keep electronic eavesdropping gear
locked up and requires that detalled records
be kept of any use of it.

President Johnson cracked down on Fed-
eral eavesdropping in the wake of a serles
of disclosures—many by a Senate investi-
gating subcommittee headed by Senator Ed-
ward V. Long, Democrat of Missouri—that
various forms of electronlc snooping were
being carried out by Federal agents often
without the knowledge of thelr superlors.

The President's memorandum prohibited
wiretapping in all but national security
cases, but appeared to allow room for some
other types of electronlc survelllance. Mr.
Johnson sald merely that such eavesdropping
should be “fully in accord with the law and
with a decent regard for the rights of
others.”

However, the impression spread through-
out the Government that President Johnson
bad ruled out all bugging that involved a
physical trespass.

DEVICES ALLOWED

His memorandum did not appear to rule
out the use of “detectaphones” (electronic
stethoscopes that will pick up conversations
within a closed room when pressed against
the outside wall), “sill mikes” (tubular mi-
crophones that can be placed on the floor
near a closed door and will overhear con-
versations inside the room), and parabolic
microphones designed to pick up conversa-
tions across open distances.

Goldman v. United States, a 1942 Supreme
Court declsion, held that such devices do not
violate the Fourth Amendment—and con-
sequently that conversations picked up by
them are admissible in evidence—because
they do not involve a physical trespass.

However, many legal scholars have argued
that the Supreme Court's emphasis on the
element of trespass in eavesdropping cases
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is artificial, and have predicted that the
Court eventually will prohibit all intrusions
into private places, whether by trespass or
not.

The Supreme Court has agreed to recon-
slder its Goldman declsion in a case to be
heard next fall. Mr. Clark, apparently ex-
pecting that the Court will charnge its mind,
banned eavesdropping in areas protected by
the Fourth Amendment, whether or not a
trespass is involved.

On this point, the regulations say:

“Although the question has not been
squerely decided, there is support for the
view that any electronic eavesdropping on
conversations in constitutionally protected
areas i1s a violation of the Fourth Amend-
ment even if such surveillance is accom-
plished without physical trespass or entry.”

THE PROBLEMS OF CITIES

Mr. BROOKE, Mr. President, in view
of the fact that the Subcommittee on
Housing and Urban Affairs of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency will be-
gin hearings next week on several hous-
ing bills, it seems appropriate for me to
place in the Recorp at this time a pene-
trating and provocative article about the
problems of our cities and possible solu-
tions to those problems, written by one
of the ablest reporters of the Christian
Science Monitor, George Favre.

Mr. Favre covered the Boston “city
hall beat” and urban affairs generally
for the Monitor during the time that I
was attorney general of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts. He has an ex-
traordinarily deep insight into the prob-
lems of urban America. Those who read
his almost daily articles in the Christian
Sclence Monitor while he was stationed
in Boston were well informed not only
about day-to-day developments but,
even more important, about the long-
range problems of the city and the new
ideas and concepts which could be
brought to bear on these problems.

In his dispatech from Philadelphia of
May 11, Mr, Favre explores in some depth
the partnership which in some munici-
palities has been welded between gov-
ernment and private industry. He makes
particular mention of the constructive
proposals which the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois has made and which
will be considered by the committee and
Congress in the coming months.

The Philadelphia situation which Mr,
Favre describes could as well have been
wx;;ten about Boston or any American
city.
I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the Recorp.

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

SLUM RENEWAL MEANS PEoOPLE, Too
(By George H. Favre)

PHILADELPHIA.—On Lambert Street in

North Philadelphia a young cherry tree

blooms outside a pair of neat, white-painted,
brick-row houses.

They are in startling contrast to the rest
of the scene. For up and down both sides
of Lambert Street, except for a few other
newly decorated homes, are the unmistak-
able signs of a slum.

A pile of garbage is heaped in the street.
An upturned ironing board, a discarded easy
chair, and several barrels overflowing with
rubbish litter the sldewalk. Most of the
houses are dilapidated, thelr doors and win-
dow-sllls peeling off cracked paint, their old
brick sagging and badly in need of painting,
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Aside from the paint and the cherry tree,
these houses stand out from their neighbors
for a more significant reason. They are, or
soon will be, owned by their occupants.

Philadelphia’s poor, mostly Negroes, are
not homeowners by tradition. They are ha-
bitual renters.

Month after month they pay out 850 or
$60 for badly maintained, dirty, ill-equipped
quarters. Now, here on Lambert Street, a
few fortunate ones will move into totally
renovated houses. They, too, will pay around
#50 a month, But that $50 will be paying off
a low-interest mortgage that after 25 or 30
years will make the house theirs,

DRINKING STOPPED

The second part of this “renewal” story
is human renewal.

One example: A man who rents a dilapi-
dated house will soon move into a six-room
house across the street. This man stopped
drinking at the same time he put in his ap-
plication for the new house he hopes to own,
because he wants to put as much equity
money as possible into the first house he
has ever owned.

Slum renewal and human renewal are the
twin goals of an organization known as the
Interfaith Interracial Council of Clergy
(IICC). It is made up of 400 churches—most
of them Negro Baptist storefront congrega-
tlons. They were brought together by the
Rev. Willlam L. Bentley, pastor of Emman-
uel Institutional Baptist Church, after the
riots of 1964.

Out of that organization whose initial goal
as the Hev. Mr. Bentley describes it was to
get ministers concerned “not only with the
word, but with how people live,” has grown
an effective housing and human-renewal
program.

The program Is masterminded by & white
minister, the Rev. Raymond Anderson of St.
Paul's Lutheran Church.

The Rev. Mr. Anderson, whose smile and
easy affability cloak a sure executive capac-
ity, emphasizes human renewal.

“We started out with a bullding operation
to give these people hope,” he says. “But our
hope is the rehabilitation of people.”

EKEEN AWARENESS REQUIRED

Such dedication has put this minister at
the head of an operation that requires a keen
awareness of the uses of power as well as of
moral suasion, The IICC's housing commit-
tee, which he heads, controls the general
housing policles as well as the finances of
the operation.

Together with Samuel Alper, who is execu-
tive director of the IICC by title and a
bullder by trade, the two have completed 10
units, are working on 3 now, and contracting
for 8 more. At the same time they are nego-
tlating to buy a bloc of 105 more houses.

In 1967 they expect to finish 200 houses.
Federal officials, who are backing the effort
with funds through the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration and the Federal National Mort-
gage Assoclation (Fannle Mae), want them
to set a pace of 200 a year.

In addition, the group wants to experi-
ment with the proposal of housing consult-
ant Charles Abrams to partially renovate
houses to the point where they are in “move-
in" condition. Then they would be sold to
new owners for around $4,000 or $4,500 each,
and the new occupants would put on “the
frills,” such as paint and wallpaper.

With a Federal Housing Administration-
guaranteed loans bearing 3 percent interest,
new owners could put down as little as $100
and pay off the balance at 850 or so a month
for 25 years,

But, as the Rev, Mr. Anderson insists, the
lure of owning one's own renovated home at
the same price as renting one in deplorable
condition is just a carrot.

GOAL KEPT IN VIEW

The IICC’s goal 18 human rehabilitation.
It 1s worked into the IICC program in many
ways and at many levels. For one thing, the
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rebullding program offers training in con-
struction skills and jobs to the people who
will eventually occupy the houses. Many of
these men now are jobless.

Human renewal comes in other forms.
Because many of the poor who have been
raised in slum conditions now do know how
to care for property, each new owner must
take a course in simple home maintenance.
They must also learn to save, and credit
unions are being set up by the churches.
These can be used both to save money, or
to borrow at token Interest rates of around
1 percent.

A prospectlve owner must have a job and
must have held it for at least two months.
The IICC helps find jobs for these people.

“Only the churches are geared to do this
kind of intensive personal guldance into
home ownership,” the Rev. Mr, Anderson
Bays.

Marital status is another sticking point.
Title companies will not insure a ge
for an owner whose marital status 1s not
clear. In one case, a couple who have lived
together for 17 years and ralsed a family
were not married. Thelr situation i1s being
specially handled by having the woman take
title in trust for her grandchildren. Mean-
while, they plan to become legally married.

“It all takes time and money,” says the
Rev. Mr. Anderson,

Human renewal tles in most obviously
with urban renewal in the matter of keeping
a rebullt area from sliding back into a slum
condition. This is done through follow-up
counseling both with individual families and
on a block basis in nelghborhoods.

ASSOCIATION FORMED

Lambert Street residents have formed an
assoclatlon. They have a regular cleanup
party every other week, and a painting com-
mittee. So far the results have been spotty.
On the morning this reporter visited the loca-
tlon rubbish, garbage, and castoff furniture
littered the street. But Mr. Albert and the
Rev. Mr. Anderson have learned the virtue
of patience,

Integration s another area where the
Rev. Mr. Anderson sees a colncldence in hu-
man and urban rehabilitation. “We haven't
much chance of integrating the hard-core
Negro ghettos llke Lambert Street,” he ad-
mits. But he sees an opportunity for stopping
the spread of ghettos by tackling mixed
neighborhoods now in decline.

In the Strawberry Mansion area, just
north of the Lambert Street ghetto, the
IICC has bought a large nine-apartment
house. It 1s just one block from a pleasant
parkway and in a district that once was
fashionable. Moving with extreme caution,
the IICC is hoping to make over the apart-
ment house into nine “posh"” apartments.

In this way they hope to attract middle-
income whites. This will bring new afluence
into the nelghborhood and hopefully act as
& catalyst for other single-family and apart-
ment-house owners to follow suit.

The question that arlses from the IICC's
experiment is whether its program is appli-
cable to other cities. Mr. Abrams says it em-
phatically is. “Not in New York,” he says,
“because development here is vertical—
apartment houses. And not in Chicago. But
the same situation of one-family dwellings
in large slum areas is frue in many, perhaps
most, American cities. Here home ownership
is feasible for the poor.”

PHENOMENON EXPLATNED

Mr. Abrams explains the phenomenon of
cheap prices for single-dwelling slum homes
in terms of “a simple law of economics.” This
law holds that a bullding’'s value 1s deter-
mined by capitalization of its net income.
Slum homes are occupled by low-income
minority groups who cannot pay more than
850 or $60 & month rent.

Under these clrcumstances, says Mr.
Abrams, the market value, regardless of re-
placement value, i1s governed by that rent
and the small profit it brings to the owner.
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In Philadelphia, the IICC has taken ad-
vantage of this fact in acquiring its build-
ings. In some instances, like latter-day Robin
Hoods with turned back collars, they have
used the not-so-gentle forces of moral sua-
sion and public censure to force landlords
into selling for as low as $1,000. In some in-
stances city agencies, with more funds, had
been paying from two to four times as much
for identical houses.

The IICC is satisfied that its work is a suc-
cess, It is spreading out into the Ludlow sec-
tion and even across the river into Camden,
N.J.

The IICC effort is one of the programs on
which Sen. Charles H. Percy (R) of Illinois,
based his bill to set up a national private
foundation to bring home ownership to the
poor. If Senator Percy’'s bill goes through,
it would be of declded help to the program
here,

The Percy bill is opposed by United States
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Robert C. Weaver, who favors rentals
for the poor.

Which view will prevail depends on Con-
gress, But Mr. Abrams, who wants many op-
tions avallable to the poor, argues that the
Philadelphia experiment is showing that a
federal program—though mnot necessarily
Senator Percy’s—would widen the chances
for poor city dwellers to find decent housing.

SOVIET REARMAMENT OF ARAB
STATES

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
most recent intelligence reports indicate
the Russians are in the midst of a crash
rearmament program for the Arab
States. Already, it is reported more than
half the materiel destroyed by Israel has
been replaced. By sea and by air, a bil-
lion dollars’ worth of high-quality equip-
ment and ammunition has been trans-
ported to Egypt, Jordan, and Syria. De-
spite public expressions of conecern by our
Government, despite behind the scene
diplomatic remonstrances, the Soviets
show no sign of diminishing their effort.
If the present pace of Arab rearmament
continues, within a very short time Israel
will again be confronted by hostile na-
tions, not only well armed but dedicated
to her destruction. Again, the fuse lead-
ing to another Arab-Israel explosion has
been ignited.

‘This is the unpleasant fact. It is time
we faced up to it. For too long, we have
tried to placate the Arabs while at once
supporting Israel. We have tried to sus-
tain our image as a beneficent, neutral
interpreter in the midst of a dialog where
naked power is the only language under-
stood. This has been a policy distin-
guished by its futility,

It is time for us to admit this to our-
selves. It is time for us to make a clear-
cut decislon regarding our policy in the
Middle East. It is time for us to make it
explicitly clear to both the Arabs and the
Russians that the United States will not
sit idly by and watch the intimidation
and, eventually, the elimination of the
Israeli nation, :

There is nothing subtle about the Rus-
slan motive in the Middle East. There
must be nothing subtle about our re-
sponse to it. There is every possibility
this would lead to another critical con-
frontation between the two great world
powers. But there have been similar con-
frontations In the past—in Berlin and in
Cuba. It was not without risk that our
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Government met them with forthright
action. Once again, our national resolve
and our national courage are being put
to the test.

Mr, President, we must not allow them
to be found wanting.

POLITICAL REFUGEES

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, according
to an article appearing in the Washing-
ton Post on June 10, 1967, the U.S. Gov-
ernment is opposed to accepting political
refugees from Communist China who
attempt to enter this country by way of
Hong Kong.

When I subsequently checked with
both the Washington office of the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service
and the Department of State Visa Office,
I learned that the basis of this exclusion
was not a specific statutory bar, but
rather the administrative interpretation
of section 203(a) (7T) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

According to that provision, certain
refugees—a maximum of 10,200—may
be admitted to the United States each
year on a conditional basis if they fulfill
the following requirements:

First. If they are fleeing “any Com-
munist or Communist-dominated coun-
try” or the Middle East because of perse-
cution or fear of persecution on account
of race, religion, or political opinion; are
unable to return to that country for
those reasons; and are not nationals of
the countries in which their application
for entry is being made; or

Second. If they are uprooted by “cat-
astrophic natural calamity”—as defined
by the President—and are unable to re-
turn to their homes.

As this provision of law is admin-
istered, political refugees from Commu-
nist nations must enter, conditionally,
from one of only seven countries—
Austria, Belgium, France, West Ger-
many, Greece, Italy, and Lebanon. None
of these nations, it should be noted, is in
the Asia and Pacific areas; and all but
Lebanon are in Europe.

It is clear, then, that any political ref-
ugee in flight from a Communist coun-
try who tries to enter the United States
by way of any Asia or Pacific area will be
barred from admission to this country—
unless he somehow reaches one of these
seven countries.

Mr. President, this interpretation, to
me, is a clear violation of the spirit of the
Immigration Reform Act, which the Con-
gress passed in 1965, and which the ad-
ministration so strongly supported for
the very reason that it would eliminate
racial discrimination from our basic im-
migration law.

What we have eliminated by law in
1965 is being restored by administrative
decree.

This is most unfortunate and smacks
of racism. I deplore it in the strongest
terms.

I have therefore this day urgently re-
quested the Secretary of State to add the
British Crown Colony of Hong Kong on
the Chinese mainland, and another
country in Southeast Asla—perhaps
Thailand, or Singapore—to the list of
areas through which political refugees
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from Communist countries may be
granted entry into the United States.

By doing this, we would be putting into
practical effect one of the primary pur-
poses of the Immigration Reform Act of
1965. And it would also be a humani-
tarian gesture of great import in a world
torn by strife.

Mr. President, I ask that the full text
of my letter to Secretary Rusk be printed
at this point in the Recorb.

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

Jury 12, 1967.
Hon. DEan RUSK,
Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY: It Is my understand-
ing that political refugees from Communist
China escaping into Hong Kong may not en-
ter the United States conditionally, as pro-
vided under Section 203(a)(7) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, because as
that provision is administered, political ref-
ugees from Communist nations must enter
on a conditional basis from one of only seven
countries—Austria, Belgium, France, West
Germany, Greece, Italy and Lebanon. None
of these nations, it should be noted, is in the
Asla and Pacific areas, and all but Lebanon
are in Europe.

This to me is a clear violation of the spirit
of the Immigration Reform Act which the
Congress passed in 1965, and which the Ad-
ministration so strongly supported because it
would eliminate racial discrimination from
our basic immigration law. What we have
eliminated by law is being restored by Ad-
ministration decree. This is most unfortu-
nate and smacks of racism.

I therefore urgently request that Hong
Eong and another country in Southeast
Asla—perhaps Thalland or Singapore—be
added to the list of areas through which polit-
ical refugees from Communist countries may
be granted entry into the United States.

With aloha.

Sincerely yours,
Hiram L. FoNG.

PROGRESS OF DEMOCRACY IN
SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, with the
vital presidential elections in South Viet-
nam less than 2 months away, Washing-
ton Evening Star correspondent Richard
Critchfield has given us an informative
and, in many ways, hopeful picture of
the progress of democracy in that land,
despite the war that rages there. In vil-
lage and hamlet elections of recent dates,
Critchfield points out in a dispatech from
Saigon, published in the Star on Mon-
day, July 10, the poll has been encourag-
ingly high—remarkably high, in fact. It

is a good sign.
I ask unanimous consent that corre-
spondent Critchfield’'s dispatch be

printed in the Recorb.

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

MassivE VoTE HoOPED FOR IN VIETNAM
(By Richard Critchfield)

SarcoN—With less than two months be-
fore the presidential elections, Saigonese are
neck-deep in bargaining, secret deals and
intrigue.

The entire dramatis personae of the past
13 years, when stars rose and fell so quickly,
seems t0 be coming out of the wings and
back on the political stage again.

Everybody who has ever been anybody in
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South Vietnam seems to be contesting the
elections for president and the senate sched-
uled for Sept. 3.

But who will vote?

So far the ordinary Vietnamese peasant
and worker, with a marked lack of excite-
ment, has refused to be roused. This is
understandable.

No government in Salgon has yet suc-
ceeded in refuting the Viet Cong propaganda
line it represents only an unattractive resid-
ual feudal group propped up by the
Americans.

BROAD-BASED PYRAMID

The U.S. answer to this argument has been
to try and erect a broad-based pyramid of
democracy at break-neck speed through
elections of village councils and hamlet
chiefs, each Sunday, up and down the coun-
try since April.

In the successful September 1966 election
for the Constituent Assembly, 82 percent of
5.2 million reglstered voters representing 10
million of some 15 million South Vietnamese
went to the polls.

An estimated 52 percent of those casting
ballots were officially classified as wurban
voters.

Since then 3.3 million peasants have par-
ticipated in village elections over 11 weeks
ending in mid-June, The hope is presidential
election’s voter registration will go as high
as 5.9 million. This would blanket about 12
million of the total 15 million population.

REMARKABLY HIGH

In the first phase of the village and hamlet
elections, which ended June 11, the poll
was remarkably high. (The elections are con-
tinuing but only as each village and hamlet
is declared secure enough.)

As of now, 78 percent of 3.3 million regis-
tered voters in village elections and 79 per-
cent of 2.9 million reglstered voters in hamlet
elections were officially reported to have
cast ballots.

Most observers agreed the voter's motive
ranged from the complete apathy of the man
who thought it prudent to get his identity
card stamped to those who were aware of
and enthusiastic over what they were doing.

Anyone who watched last year's elections
came away with the impression Vietnamese
like to “di bau,” or go voting. Polling places
have a festive holiday atmosphere and most
voters wear their best clothes and come in
family groups.

TERRORIST ATTACKS

The other side of the coin was the toll
from Viet Cong terrorist attacks. In the
village contests there were 555 incidents of
candidates murdered, kidnaped or voters
intimidated or attacked on election day.

In the hamlet elections, which were limit-
ed to more secure areas, this fell to only 35
incidents, and included what Vietnamese
officials described as Viet Cong “intimidation
visits.”

But despite assassination threats, 24,277
candidates competed for 13,944 council seats,
a 14 to 1 ratio and there were 2.3 candidates
for each hamlet chief's job.

One of the miracles of the Vietnam war is
that every time a hamlet or village chief is
assassinated, there always seems to be an-
other peasant ready to step up and take his
place.

The over-all picture seems reasonably clear,
The peasants, caught in the middle of all
the fighting the last 22 years, may feel little
alleglance to Salgon (a recent poll indicated
less than 26 percent have ever heard of Pre-
mier Nguyen Cao Ky), but they do not want
to be ruled by the Viet Cong either.

Polling has now been carried out smoothly
in 44 percent of South Vietnam's 2,636 vil-
lages and 33 percent of its hamlets, of which
there are between 11,000 and 14,000. (A “vil-
lage” in Vietnam is essentially an adminis-
trative unit of about 5 to 6 hamlets. The
hamlet is a collectlon of houses and about
1,000 people.)
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This should not imply the Viet Cong con-
trol the other 66 percent. U.S. authorities
estimate at the moment only 315 villages
and around 4,000 hamlets are not controlled
by the Salgon government at all in the sense
it cannot administratively reach them.

Under this new attempt to move into in-
stitutions, which will reflect the will of the
people at the bottom of society, elected
peasant officeholders receive the equivalent
of $40 a month as opposed to $16 in the
past.

Of the new hamlet chiefs, 14 are women;
2,263 are peasants; 1,760 are former chiefs
or village officials; 284 are small traders and
247 are former civil servants.

The elections also furnished some degree
of proof a Viet Cong can drop his arms and
peacefully win an election. Four defectors
were elected to village councils and three
as hamlet chiefs, including one who rallied
to the government side only four months
ago.

FOOD IRRADIATION

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the
Atomic Energy Commission authoriza-
tion bill for fiscal year 1968 provides
$1.4 million for work by the Commis-
sion on the development methods of
preserving food by ionizing radiation.
This program is being carried out in the
United States as a coordinated program
between the AEC and the Army. The AEC
has been concentrating on low dose
pasteurization techniques for the pres-
ervation of food, while the Army has
been concentrating on sterilization doses
for the same purpose. Results of the
program, thus far, have indicated a
great deal of promise for this technique.

The Food and Drug Administration
has already approved potatoes, bacon,
and flour preserved by ionizing radiation
for unlimited human consumption. A
number of other food products are now
before the FDA for approval.

In May of this year the White House
issued a report prepared by the Presi-
dent’s Science Advisory Committee en-
titled “The World Food Problem.” This
report concludes its section on food ir-
radiation with the following sentence:

These and other problems indicate that
radiation is not likely to have a significant
application for food preservation in the
foreseeable future.

This statement is contained in the
section entitled “Marketing, Processing,
and Distribution of Food.” The basis
of the statement is mot given. This as-
sertion is in direct contradiction to the
information the Joint Committee has
been given on the use of radiation to
preserve foods. The Joint Committee has
asked the Director of the Office of
Science and Technology to explain the
basis for this pronouncement.

The statement in the President’s Sci-
ence Advisory Committee report is very
important for a number of reasons. If it
is based on sound technological knowl-
edge, this knowledge should be made
available as soon as possible since, in
addition to affecting the work being
supported in the bill before us today,
it affects the work of over 54 nations
interested in developing this process to
alleviate the nutritional problems of the
world’s growing population. A number of
countries have already approved the use
of food preserved by radiation for human
consumption. These countries include
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Canada and the Soviet Union in addi-
tion to the United States.

Thus it is very important that the basis
of this statement be made known. If
there is no basis for the statement, a
correction should be published without
delay.

Another aspect of this matter which
gives me concern is the apparent lack of
coordination among Government agen-
cies on critical matters such as those
which may affect the world food supply.
Reviewing the Marketing, Processing,
and Distribution of Food Products Sub-
committee membership, under whose
direction the statement on radiation
preservation was prepared, I note no
representation from either the AEC or
the Army under whose direction the
major effort on this method of preser-
vation is being carried out. It appears
that the primary sources of informa-
tion, therefore, were not utilized in the
evaluation of the radiation technique for
the preservation of foods. This apparent
lack of coordination among organiza-
tions in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment is very disturbing since it re-
sults in inefficiencies in Government and
much unnecessary confusion. The Joint
Committee has asked the Director of the
Office of Science and Technology specifi-
cally to provide information on what
inputs were obtained from the Army and
the AEC in preparation of the report on
world food problems. I am sure that the
Joint Committee, in keeping with its
policy, will publish whatever information
we can obtain on this matter.

THE THAI CORN PROJECT

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am
greatly pleased that through the fine
efforts of Charles Cogliandro, president,
Calabrian, Inc., New York; U.S. Am-
bassador to Thailand Graham Martin;
the Agency for International Develop-
ment; and the Government in Thailand,
steps are being taken to initiate a corn-
growing project in Thailand which in-
cludes private enterprise, the Thai
farmers, and strong backing by the Thai
and U.S. AID mission.

A pattern is being developed in the
project which can help stem the erisis in
food production in a vitally important
part of the world. The project will be a
demonstration of what private industry
can do, using its best resources and
technical know-how, in advancing the
war on hunger.

We must continue to seek out ways—
both private and governmental—to in-
crease our dollar investments in the ag-
ricultural economy of the less developed
nations to assist them in producing food
instead of exclusively relying on our ex-
ports. The Calabrian arrangement
brings private capital into the war on
hunger, as must be done increasingly.

Another facet of the Calabrian-Thai-
land corn project which I shall watch
with great interest is the use of Ameri-
can farmers to assist Thal farmers in all
phases of production from plowing to
transporting the crop to market. The
county agent system of giving assistance
and guidance has been an !mportant
force in helping the U.S. farmer during
the past 50 years, and I am hopeful that
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Thailand’s agricultural economy will
benefit from this advisory innovation
being introduced by Calabrian, Inc.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of a New York Times article, April 21,
1967; an article from the Bangkok
World, June 25; and an editorial from
the Bangkok Post of June 26 be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
oORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Apr. 21, 1967]
PRIVATE Amp TO THAIS GUARANTEED BY UNITED
STATES
(By Felix Belair Jr.)

WasHINGTON, April 20—The United States
began blazing a new trall today to induce
private capital to help increase agricultural
production in developing countries.

In a radical departure from lts usual gov=
ernment-to-government loans and techni-
cal assistance grants, the Agency for Interna-
tional Development issued an “extended risk"
guarantee of a $3-million bank loan by the
Chemical Bank New York Trust Company to
modernize agriculture in Thailand.

The bank loan goes to the Thailand sub-
sidiary of Calabrian Company of New York.
The effect of the arrangement is that the
New York trading concern is guaranteed
against loss if the Thalland subsidiary de-
faults. The same guarantee applies to Chemi-
cal Bank New York Trust Company.

Herbert Salzman, assistant administrator
of AID, who is In charge of its new private
resources division sald:

“This project is a good example of what
private initlative and resources—United
States and local—can do to increase world
food production and reduce the world food
crisis, It is also a practical demonstration of
government-business cooperation in the war
on hunger.

“We have been a catalyst in helping to get
this project started by making our extended
risk guarantee available.”

Under an extended risk guarantee, the
United States investor is protected against
loss from expropriation, war or revolution,
and currency inconvertibility. He is also pro-
tected against normal business risk, although
not against fraud.

Calabrian Company and its Thailand sub-
sidiary have already invested about $600,000
in surveys, research and demonstration proj-
ects among Thal corn farmers in the last
two years.

The purpose of the new loan is to triple
Thalland’s corn and other feedgrain produc-
tlon thereby expanding its livestock industry
and ralsing its foreign exchange earnings
through the commercial exports of corn.

CORN SOLD CHEAPLY

Thailand has been producing between
800,000 and 1-million tons of corn annually—
most of it for export. But because the corn
has never been graded according to commer-
clal standards, it has always sold as “fair to
average” and at bargain prices on the world
market.

The Calabrian program will provide, among
other things, for a grading of the corn crop.

The Thalland effort is unusual in several
respects. For one thing, it marks the first
attempt by aid and private industry officials
here and abroad to use an investment guar-
antee to organize many small farmers—some
7,000 in Thailand—into an efficient economic
unit that can supply food on a sustained
basis.

Calabrian Company is supplying its own
staff of 25 Unlted States farm experts to train
Thal nationals in all phases of the Industry—
from cultivation and harvesting to the
formation of rural credit institutions, and
marketing and storage.
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[From the Bangkok World, June 25, 1967]

THAL CorN To BE GrapED To Boost PRICE
AND REPUTATION
(By Michael Burns)

Calabrian (Thailand) Co. Ltd.,, American-
operated import-export firm, is making plans
to introduce grading for Thal corn which
should raise its reputation and price in the
world market.

The ratings, based primarily on shelling
and drying processes, would correspond
roughly to U.S. Grades 1.2 and 3. Far East
Superintendence Co. and OMIC of Japan will
certify grading standards to ensure uni-
formity.

The difference between Grade 2, at which
80 per cent of Thalland's corn has been sold
to Japan, and top grade will be determined
by world demand and acceptance of quality
Thal corn, Calabrian Managing Director Ir-
ving Sverdlik said.

“With just a little effort the grade of Thai
corn could be excellent,” he said, and with a
certified standard it would command higher
prices in forelgn markets outside Japan,
principally in Europe,

That difference could amount to a con-
slderable sum, since this year's estimated
production of 1.3 million tons (should this
unseasonable dry spell be broken) could
double within the next three years, Mr,
Sverdlik said. Thailand is now the world's
third largest exporter of corn, ranking behind
the U.S. and Argentina.

To gain its share of this booming market,
Calabrian plans to spend $4-5 million this
year constructing nine 1,000-ton capacity
elevators and a giant 65,000-ton structure at
Tha Rua, plus expanding its agricultural re-
search, crop loans and procurement pro-
grams. A large marine elevator at Sriracha is
also planned for construction in the next two
years to supplement present ship loading fa-
cilities at Klong Toey.

Calabrian recently received a three million
dollar loan guarantee from the U.S, govern-
ment to help finance this program and Mr,
Sverdlik indicated the firm will be spending
several times that In the next few years to
expand and intensify operations. Calabrian
modestly expects to buy about 100-200,000
tons of corn when this year's crop is har-
vested in late July and August, and erection
of elevator facilities will begin within the
next two weeks.

Proper drying and shelling will upgrade
corn, Mr. Sverdlik noted, while better storage
facilities will reduce heat and weevil damage
and maintain uniform gquality. So while
Calabrian will build (and has built) a num-
ber of small flat storage bins for temp
storage, modern vertical elevators are the key
to the company’s improvement program.,

Calabrian expects to help the farmer cash
in on the boom, “to change the subsistence
cycle, to give the farmer a little economie
impetus,” he said.

_ In May, Calabrian signed an agreement to
provide corn crop loans at one per cent a
month through the Bank for Agricultural
Cooperatives to farmers in Saraburi, Prae,
Chiengrai, Petchaboon and Sukhothai prov-
inces. The 20 million baht program will ex-
pand as other Bank branches are set up and
may be opened to other crops in the future.

These low-interest loans will enable farm-~
ers to break away from traditional reliance
on middle-man merchant have been impor-
tant to the farmer, feeding his family until
the harvest, collecting the crop in barely-
accessible fields and paying him a small
amount of cash, Mr, Sverdlik noted,

But with a little help, the corn farmer can
be stimulated to improve his crop, to make
more self-reliant. Through individual farm
visits, work with Thal government experi-
mental stations and 11 Calabrian test plots
in the Cenfral-North corn belt, Calabrian's
team of 10 Americans and Thais are provid-
ing technical assistance in almost every
phases from plowing to transporting the
crop to market.
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But Mr. Sverdlik warned against intro-
ducing revolutionary concepts too rapidly.
Calabrian is providing some fertilizer to
farmers along with careful instruction. While
fertilizer can boost crop yields, it can also
ruin crops or have no effect, he pointed out;
it is only one of many production factors and
must be used knowledgeably.

Similarly, the hybrid varieties planted in
test plots are unsuitable now because they
are too new and because they do not gener-
ate seed for the next year, forcing farmers to
buy seed every year. And tractor plowing of
test plots may not be practical for existing
smaller, scattered cornfields of Thal farmers.

* ¢ * of Pinance and Administration, also
cited the danger of marginal farmers over-
extending themselves financially to purchase
land and supplies in impetuous attempts to
cash in on a “wonder crop.”

“We want to prevent any cultural and so-
cial problems arising from the transition in
corn production,” Mr. Sverdlik emphasized.

Now a profitable supplement to rice crops,
corn may prove an economic support for the
lagging rubber Iindustry in the South.
Calabrian and the government have made
investigations in that section but the results
are inconclusive.

Calabrian, a 20-year-old New York firm,
has been in Thailand since 1962 when it con-
tracted to conduct a series * * * throughout
the country. ;

The next year the firm made a feasibility
study for a sugar refinery. Calabrian found
the refinery an unwarranted expense but
convinced Thailand to apply for a U.S. sugar
quota. Thalland got a 15,000 to 20,000 ton
sugar quota and Calabrian got the exclusive
contracts for the commodity’s exports to the
U.S. and Vietnam. The firm also deals in rice
and millet.

While commodity export rights are essen-
tial, so is the goodwlll of the individual
farmer, Mr, Sverdlik noted. No matter what
the financlal investment and organization, it
is always the man who raises the crop who
eventually determines a commodity firm’'s
success or fallure.

[From the Bangkok Post, June 26, 1967]
Am FOR FARMERS

The report last week that agreement had
been reached between a bank and a com-
mercial firm to help the country's farmers
in increasing production is a welcome and
commendable move towards strengthening
the basic structure of the economy of the
nation. The parties involved in the agree-
ment are the Bank of Agriculture and Agri-
cultural Cooperatives and the Calabrian
(Thailand) Co., Ltd. The agreement provides
for the Bank to provide credits to be loaned
to the farmers and the company to extend
the credits and also provide the farmers
with modern farm equipment and agricul-
ture experts. The company will also provide
farmers with seed, fertllizer, insecticides,
herbicides and also transport for the farm
produce to reach the markets. The whole
program is to be known as the “Corn Loan
and Farmer Assistance and Marketing Pro-

s
nghough the program will be limited in the
first instance to producers of corn In the
provinces of Chiengral, Petehaboon, Phare,
Saraburi and Sukhothal it is envisaged that
the program will extend before long to other
provinces and also cover other farm products
than corn. It is also expected the initial loan
capital of 20 million baht may be increased
to meet the expanded program. The program
as announced is certain to assist the corn
producers of the areas mentioned consider-
ably and will be a step forward in boosting
the overall corn production of the country
in view of the growing demand for products
like maize from foreign markets.

Any move towards alding the farmers in
increasing production by offering them more
inducements towards better effort is a step
in the right direction. Agriculture is the
basic industry of the country and will re-
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main so for long. And the farmers who
sweat it out in the fields are the backbone
of agriculture. Theirs is a life of constant
toil and labour with rewards not often com-
mensurating their efforts. As in almost any
other Asian country the Thal farmer is more
often than not in debt and unable to im-
prove his farm and his modes of cultivation
because of financial difficulties. The Thai
farmer is behind none in his willingness and
ability to improve farm methods and increase
output if he is given the assistance he needs
in this respect.

It is this assistance that the Bank Company
agreement provides for the farmers of the
corn belt of the country. It is the kind of
assistance which needs to be extended all
over the country to cover all forms of agri-
culture towards giving a boost to the overall
farm output of the country. Agricultural in-
debtedness has been the bane of Asian agri-
culture for long and so long as that is not
solved the question of modernising agricul-
ture through the introduction of modern
techniques will not make headway in any
appreciable measure. This is a very essential
step to be taken in Thailand as the demand
for Thailand’s agricultural products are con-
tinually increasing and that means the pos-
sibility of increasing the foreign exchange
earnings of the country. Only with a healthy
and ever expanding agricultural basis will
the economy of the country be broadbased
and strengthened in the true sense of the
term.

RETURN OF SENATOR JORDAN OF
NORTH CAROLINA TO SENATE
DUTIES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, it is pleasing to note the return,
to his Senate duties, of our amiable and
distinguished colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. JorpaN].
‘We have missed Senator Joroawn, but we
all know that there come times when
circumstances beyond our immediate
control intervene to interrupt our work
here, and this has been the case with our
beloved chairman of the Senate Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration. How-
ever, we can also be thankful that man’s
achievements in the field of medicine,
working together with nature’s healing
arts, help us to overcome the ills that
beset the human flesh, and we are then
able to return to our posts of duty. Thus
it has been with Senator JorpAn who
looks hale and hearty and ready to help
us tackle the heavy legislative burden
that lies before us during the summer
months, and we will all be grateful for
his helping hand.

As one who cherishes the friendship of
this congenial southern gentleman, I am
glad to see EVERETT JORDAN back on the
Senate floor.

THE NUCLEAR GIANT

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, at 8
o’clock this morning, July 12, 1967, there
were 199,076,492 persons alive in the
United States of America, and as the
census clock in the Department of Com-
merce continues to gather speed with
every day, our national population will
reach 200,000,000 early this fall.

The phenomenal growth rate of this
country goes on, and with it the urgent
need to provide new services and faeili-
ties for our growing millions. The de-
mands upon our natural resources in-
crease with every hour.

I take great satisfaction, Mr. President,
in citing another phenomenal growth
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patiern—one which will provide one of
the most basic needs for our future mil-
lions—and a growth to which we in
Idaho are proud to have contributed.

I speak of the remarkable and dra-
matic speed that has characterized the
development of nuclear electrical power
generation in the United States in 5 short
years.

Perhaps the most graphic representa-
tion of this growth comes from two of
the top officials of the Atomic Energy
Commission, who, in recent speeches at
opposite ends of the country, frankly ad-
mitted they had grossly underestimated
the rapid progress of nuclear power de-
velopment.

Speaking in Boca Raton, Fla., on
March 22, 1967, Mr. Ernest B. Tremmel,
Director of the Division of Industrial
Participation of the AEC, stated that
1962 estimates for nuclear power produc-
tion by the year 1980 were set at 40,-
000,000 kilowatts of power. By 1964, the
estimate had risen from 60,000,000 to
90,000,000 kilowatts, and last year had
again been revised to 80,000,000 to
100,000,000 kilowatts by 1980.

On May 12, 1967—just 2 months after
Mr. Tremmel spoke—Dr. Glenn T. Sea-
borg, Chairman of the Commission, told
a San Francisco audience that the esti-
mate, based upon orders for new power
reactors, had risen to above 100,000,000
kilowatts.

On May 31, 1967—less than 3 weeks
after Dr. Seaborg’'s address—the AEC
announced a further revision placing the
total nuclear power output for 1980 at
between 120,090,000 and 170,000,000 kil-
owatts, with a likely prediction of a me-
dian 150,000,000 kilowatts of power.

Mr. President, the total electrical gen-
erating capacity of this country today—
including nuclear powerplants, fossil
fuel plants, and hydroelectrical genera-
tors—is just slightly more than 250,000,-
000 kilowatts. Our national electrical re-
quirements are doubling every 10 years,
and by 1980 will reach about 520,000,000
kilowatts. By that time, nuclear power
production will provide more than one-
third of our national needs, perhaps even
more.

The significance of this rise is mani-
fold, for not only will nuclear power con-
tinue to increase, but our costs will con-
tinue to drop. It comes at a time when
our fossil fuels will be reaching serious
depletion levels. It comes at a time when
air pollution from fossil fuel power gen-
eration threatens to choke our Nation.

I cite these facts, Mr. President, be~
cause the power reactors of tomorrow—
as well as those now in operation today—
were developed and tested at the national
reactor testing station in my own State
of Idaho. We are proud of the part we
are playing in bringing both literal and
figurative light to the world. The na-
tional reactor testing station has become
an integral part of nuclear technological
history. More importantly, its role in fu-
ture nuclear reactor development and
safety will grow with each new chal-
lenge of the nuclear industry.

This challenge, Mr. President, is best
stated in the addresses of Dr. Seaborg
and Mr. Tremmel, referred to earlier in
my remarks. Accordingly, I ask unani-
mous consent that they now be printed
in the REcorD:

.
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There being no objection, the speeches
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

CHALLENGES IN THE ELECTRIC POWER FIELD
{Remarks by Ernest B. Tremmel, Director,

Division of Industrial Participation, U.S.

Atomic Energy Commission, before the

Southeastern Electric Exchange, Boca Ra-

ton, Fla., March 22, 1967)

INTRODUCTION

Last October, I had the opportunity to par-
ticipate in the Engineering and Operation
Section Conference of your Exchange in At-
lanta, Georgia. At that time, I presented a
paper on “The Surge to Nuclear Power” and,
because of a busy schedule, had to immedi-
ately return to Washington without having
an opportunity to exchange views with your
members.

As I mentioned at the Atlanta Conference,
visits to your utilities have given me the op-
portunity to become personally acquainted
with many of your executives. I have been im-
pressed by the dedication of your companies
to supplying your customers with the most
economical and best service possible and your
objectiveness in evaluating the various
sources of energy including any new tech-
nology available. I also know that your Ex-
change group is one of the most active in the
United States and is held in high regard by
the utility industry all over the country. It
is therefore a real pleasure to have the oppor-
tunity to participate in this 34th annual con-
ference of your Exchange.

In March of 1963, Mr. Ramey, one of our
Commissioners, participated in your annual
conference and discussed the atomic energy
program and trends in development of nu-
clear power.! In reviewing the paper he pre-
sented, it is interesting to note the rapid
changes that have taken place and how ap-
propriate some of his comments at that time
turned out to be. He referred at that time to
a report to the President on the role of nu-
clear power in our economy, which the AEC
had just completed in the Fall of 1862, The
Commission has now prepared a 1967 Supple-
ment? to this report which was just made
public this month. I am sure you would find
this report very interesting.

In my talk last October, I pointed out the
trend to nuclear power that was taking place
in the Southeast and I am happy to report
today that this trend is also continuing. In
fact, only several weeks ago, Bill Clapp's
Florida Power Corporation joined the nuclear
fraternity by ordering a large nuclear steam
supply system from Babcock & Wilcox, and
I like to believe I may have played a small
part in their decision by bringing to their
attention the progress being made in apply-
ing nuclear energy to central station plants.
I know that the management of the Florida
Power Corporation is excited with the chal-
lenge nuclear energy will bring to their sys-
tem, and perhaps Disneyworld appropriately
will be fueled by power generated from a
nuclear plant. Other utilities in the South
are presently obtaining proposals on nuclear
plants so you can see that your members are
rapidly moving into the nuclear age.

Since Mr. Ramey reviewed the background
in his speech in 1963, of the Commission's
civilian nuclear power program, and my talk
in Atlanta last fall? discussed and factors

1See Remarks by James T. Ramey, Com-
missioner, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,
at Annual Conference of the Southeastern
Electric Exchange, Boca Raton, Florida,
March 17, 1963 (AEC Public Release
5-10-63).

* See AEC Press Release E-50, dated March
2, 1967, giving an Introduction and Sum-
mary of the AEC's 1967 Supplement to the
1962 Report to the President on Civilian Nu-
clear Power.

i See Remarks entitled “The Surge to Nu-
clear Power” at Atlanta, Georgia, Before the
Southeastern Electric Exchange, October 13,
1966.
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that caused the rapid growth in the rate of
nuclear power plant announcements which
began in 1065, I will not repeat these areas
in my talk today. What I would like to do at
this conferance is briefly review the various
segments of the nuclear industry that are in-
volved in central station power plants and
bring to your attention some of the problems
and challenges in each of these segments. A
number of charts are attached which provide
additional information in regard to these
segments.
DEMAND FOR POWER
Nuclear power

Most of us now take for granted the Com-
mission’s important early efforts directed to-
ward the development of an economic nu-
clear power industry, which was planned to
encourage private industry to take the lead
in applylng reactors for the production of
electric power.

In 1963, less than ten years after the in-
ception of the Power Demonstration Reactor
Program, these efforts really reached fruition
with the award of contracts for four nuclear-
powered generating units with a total electri-
cal capacity of nearly two million kilowatts.
One of these awards, that of the Jersey Cen~
tral Power and Light Company, was partic-
ularly significant in that the choice was
made solely on the basls of anticipated eco-
nomics in direct competition with fossil fuel.

One factor which was brought out clearly
by the Oyster Creek Plant was that the larger
the generating installation, the more favor-
able the economics of nuclear power. The
unit capital cost of several power plants ver-
sus size (shown on one of the attached
charts) readily illustrates the reason for this.
Two of the small early prototypes, Big Rock
Point and Humboldt Bay, had unit costs in
the $400-$500 per kilowatt range. The larger,
Dresden I and Yankee plants, had costs of
$250 per kilowatt, over twice that of coal-
fired plants and three times that of gas-fired
plants. Since a nuclear plant has a great deal
of heavy equipment and heavy concrete
structure involved in its construction, the
total cost of the plant is less sensitive to size
than a fossil-fired plant and additional ca-
pacity can be provided at a small additional
cost.! Therefore, when the 500 MWe Oyster
Creek and Nine Mile Point plants were com-
mitted, the cost came down by a factor of
two and recently announced plants have ap-
proached the cost of coal-fired plants. De-
tailed costs are shown on some of the at-
tached charts.

In the past two years reactor suppliers
have achieved further economies in produc-
tion and operating costs of nuclear plants,
and the past year saw the award of contracts
for 21 nuclear generating units with a total
capacity of more than 16 million kilowatts.
One of the most significant of these was the
cholce of nuclear power by the Tennessee
Valley Authority for a plant in the southeast-
ern United States near major coal fields. Last
year, for the first time, more nuclear power
than fossil-powered generating capacity was
announced by electric utilities in this coun-
try, far exceeding the estimates of the most
optimistic forecasters,

In our 1962 Report to the President, esti-
mates of nuclear power growth were pro-
Jected as 40,000 megawatts of installed ca-
pacity by 1980. Since the '62 Report, we have
revised our estimates several times. In 1964,
we increased our estimates to a range of 60,~
000 to 90,000 megawatts by 1980. In 1966, our
estimate was again revised to a range of
80,000 to 110,000 kilowatts of installed gen-
erating capacity by 1980. The 1967 Supple-
ment to the Report to the President indicates
that 25 to 30 per cent of the generating ca-
pacity in 1980 will be nuclear and that up-
dated forecasts to 1980 and beyond are again
being developed. I am certain that at the

*The average size of the nuclear generat-
ing units ordered in 1966 was approximately
790 MWe.
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time of Mr. Ramey's speech in 1963, the most
optimistic forecasters would not have dared
predict the surge in nuclear power plant
orders that occurred in 1966 and seems to be
continuing in 1967.

At the beginning of this year I was plan-
ning on forecasting in my talk today that
1967 could not possibly approach 1966 in
total kilowatts ordered and especially in nu-
clear announcements. This was based on re-
ports of Increasing costs for nuclear plants
because some of the reactor suppliers had
reached their plant capacity for early
delivery, and also because of the long term
delivery being quoted on nuclear turbine-
generators. Already this year, however,
orders ® have been placed for nine new nu-
clear generating units with a total capacity
of more than six million kilowatts, so I am
not even going to be so bold as to try and
predict what will happen. One of the factors
that has worked in favor of nuclear plants
is the attention being given to air pollution.
Nuclear power plants offer advantages over
fossil-fueled plants by being able to control
waste, and it 1s hard to predict what effect
this will have on the use of nuclear power-
plants in the futuref Air pollution was the
subject of a national conference in Washing-
ton, D.C., on December 13, 1966, at which Dr.
Seaborg discussed the advantage of nuclear
power in this area.

Electric power growth

This tremendous increase in nuclear orders
also reflects the phenomenal growth in the
demand for electric power which I under-
stand has about doubled in the past ten
years in this country. Of course, this demand
results to a considerable extent from the
dramatic growth that is occurring in our
population. The current population in the
United States is approaching 200 million and
it is conservatively estimated that by the end
of the century, that is another 33 years, we
will have over 350 million people in the
United States. This increase in population,
together with the increasing energy require-
ments per capita, naturally is being reflected
in our total energy requirements in the
United States which is increasing at a rate of
about 314 % per year and our demand for
electricity is nearly doubling every 10 years.
It is my understanding that the current
annual electric generating capacity in the
U.S. is around 250 million kilowatts. By 1880,
it is expected to be 520 million kilowatts and
it is expected to exceed one and one-half
billion kilowatts by the year 2000. Our 1867
Supplement to our Report to the President
has not changed our estimate that about half
of this capacity will be nuclear in the year
2000. Reviewing the statistics of total gen-
erating units ordered over the last five years
demonstrates rather dramatically the growth
in demand for electric power that is taking
place: 1962—8,300 Mw; 1963—19,000 Mw;
1064—22,100 Mw; 1965—26,700 Mw; and
1966—45,600 Mw.

Nuclear power apparently reached a point
of economic competitiveness at a most pro-
pitious time. The cost of generating elec-
tricity from fossil fuels has been declining
in recent years, due to the fine record of
our fossil fuel suppliers (the coal, oll, and
gas industries) and you utility representa-
tives in achieving greater economics. Reduc~
tions in transportation costs and the savings
inherent in the mine-mouth location of very
large generating plants have been some of
the factors responsible for significant sav-
ings. In my position in the AEC over the last
five years, I have had occasion to become
acquainted with the coal industry through
the National Coal Association and the Na-
tional Coal Policy Conference, and also with
the oil and gas industries. Let me assure you
I never cease to be impressed with their
truly aggressive and competitive spirit. In
fact, a few years ago some of us wondered

& Through 3/10/67.
% See AEC Public Release S—49-66.
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how nuclear power could ever compete with
the moving competitive target presented by
fossil fuel.

Incidentally, total estimated consumption
of bituminous coal and lignite in the U.S.
had an increase of 5.9 per cent in 1966 and
electric utility use increased 8.8 per cent in
1966 from the 19656 level. The outlook for
the fossil fuel suppliers shows a market in
1980 of about double today’'s demands.

The trend toward lower fossil fuel costs,
however, appears now to have been slowed
so that in my opinion we can be grateful,
historically speaking, that nuclear energy ar-
rived on the scene when it did. With the
rapid expansion in electric power use and
the possible levelling off in the cost of fos-
sil fuels, competitive nuclear power is pro-
viding an abundant new energy source for
electric generation and at the same time giv-
ing the utility industry a new technology to
help continue to bring down the cost of elec-
tricity in this country.

THE CIVILIAN NUCLEAR POWER INDUSTRY
TODAY

In carrying out its responsibility to foster
& private nuclear industry, the Commisslon
has followed a firm policy of withdrawing
from areas as private capablilities are devel-
oped and the competence and reasonableness
of the private sources are demonstrated, We
have, therefore, for a number of years been
proceeding on a course intended to permit
the nuclear power industry to flourish with
minimum government involvement. The net
effect of this AEC policy, coupled with the
initiative of private industry, has been that
all the materials, equipment and services
needed to support nuclear power plants are
now available on the private, commercial
market—and largely on a competitive basis—
with only one important exception, the en-
riching of uranium in the U-235 isotope,

I would like to briefly review the various
segments of the nuclear industry that are
involved in supplying central station nu-
clear plants and point out the problems and
challenges in which utility management will
have a particular interest. Of course, the
first segment involves the mining and milling
industry, which supplies the baslec fuel for
nuclear plants,

The uranium mining industry

The known world reserves of wuranium
are vast and new reserves will surely be dis-
covered,” In our 1967 Supplement to the
Report to the President on Civilian Power,
it is estimated that with reactors of current
technology, the known and estimated domes-
tic resources of uranium at less than $10.00
per pound of U0, are adequate to meet the
requirements of the projected growth of
nuclear electric plant capacity in the U. 5.
for about the next 256 years. Should a re-
quirement develop for thorium, at least 100,-
000 tons is available at about $10.00 a pound
for thorium oxide. We do not see, however,
any near term large requirement for
thorium.®

Currently, the U. S. mining and milling
industry has an annual capacity of about
16,000 tons U,0, which can be expanded to
meet larger demand. One of the areas the
Commission has worried about is a possible
gap around 1970 in the market for uranium
that would occur when the Government con-
tracts expire and this industry has to look
entirely to a commercial market for its sales.
The Commission some time ago adopted a
stretch-out program which extended the
Commission’s procurement program for

7 See Remarks by Robert D. Nininger, As-
sistant Director, Division of Raw Materials,
USAEC, Before the 36th Annual Convention
of Prospectors and Developers Assoclation,
‘Toronto, Canada, March 7, 1867 (AEC Public
Release IN-765).

% Refer to speech by Commissioner James
T. Ramey, USAEC, at the National Western
Mining Conference, Denver, Colorado, Feb~
ruary 5, 1965 (AEC Public Release IN-561).
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uranium concentrate from 1967 through 1870
in order to provide a market until the utility
market developed.

The Commission and the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy also established a pol-
icy which prohibits enrichment of foreign
ore for use in domestic nuclear power plants
until the domestic uranium mining industry
viability is reasonably assured. This policy
is to be studied from time to time and when
the uranium industry is assured of a rea-
sonable market, foreign ore would be per-
mitted to be used. With the recent surge to
nuclear power and the resulting demand for
uranium, this prohibition may be lifted
sooner than could have been originally an-
ticipated. The Commission is presently study-
ing this problem, and you may wish to get
a copy of Mr, Faulkner’s statement that he
filed with the Joint Committee at the FY
1968 Authorization Hearings earlier this
month. (Mr. Faulkner is Director of our
Division of Raw Materials.)

Exploration for uranium both in the U.S.
and Canada is proceeding now at a faster
rate than anticipated and if shortages of
uranium should temporarily occur, addition-
al uranium should eventually be available
from foreign producers and also some AEC
stockpiles could be released.

The AEC has publicly committed itself to
continue an $8.00 price on uranium through
mid-1973 (as the incremental uranium con-
cantrate cost of the enriched uranium we will
sell) which provides assurance of a minimum
price at least through that date. I understand
that some reactor manufacturers are now
quoting prices on nuclear power plants based
on purchasing enriched uranium from the
AEC. An $8.00 price as the cost of ore in the
AEC's enriched uranium price should be
equivalent to approximately 87.60-$7.70 as
ore purchased in the market place due to the
added cost of paying interest while the ore
is being converted to UF, and enriched.

In summary, this segment of the industry
is entirely in the commercial sector of econ-
omy and seems well on its way to finding an
adequate commercial market as the govern-
ment market phases out. As I stated earlier,
some utilities and reactor manufacturers
feel the time has come to start thinking of
removing the restrictions on foreign ore
entering this country for domestic use. This
is an area which you utilities will certainly
want to follow and make your views and
opinions known to the Government from
time to time. You, of course, will want to
keep informed on the progress of explora-
tion efforts by the mining industry in devel-
oping additional supplies of uranium.

Conversion of U,0, to UF,

This step in the nuclear fuel cycle has
been accomplished in the past in govern-
ment-owned plants and in a privately-owned
plant at Metropolis, Illinois. These plants
are now in stand-by; however, the Allied
Chemical Company, owner and operator of
the private plant, expects to again be con-
verting U,0, to UF, in 1968. Indications are
that other companies will enter this field
as soon as the market develops and provide
adequate competition. Present estimates of
the market for conversion service are as fol-
lows: 1968 (first year Allied will be in opera-
tion)—3,000 to 4,000 tons U,0,; 1969—6,000;
1970—10,000; 1971—15,000; 1972—17,000; and
1973—20,000 tons U,0,. The present capac-
ity of the Allied plant at Metropolis, Illinois,
is approximately 6,000 tons per year and thus
you can see additional capacity will be
needed for 1970 and beyond. We know that
other companies are considering entering
this field but have been waiting for the
market to develop. This is again an area that
you will want to follow as the industry de-
velops.

Enriching uranium

Uranium enriching is now the only im-
portant step in the fuel cycle for which
private nuclear power is dependent upon the
Government and we have reached the point
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where the future possibility of private in-
dustry becoming involved in this function
is now coming under serious study. The
Commission announced on March 9, 1967,
that it has agreed to cooperate with the
Atomic Industrial Forum in its study of the
feasibility and desirability of transferring
to private industry one or more of the Com-
mission’s gaseous diffusion plants?®

The AEC has agreed to cooperate by pro-
viding to a limited number of security-
cleared Forum representatives certain classi-
fied information pertinent to the study. The
Forum report on its study, however, will be
unclassified and avallable to the public.

In the study, which is estimated to require
six to nine months, the Forum plans to
answer two main questions, primarily from
the viewpoint of the private nuclear in-
dustry: is It feaslble and desirable for the
AEC to lease or sell some or all of its gaseous
diffusion plants to industry, and if so, when
and how can this transfer best be accom-
plished? The Commission is conducting its
own internal study of the feasibility and
desirability of the transfer. The Commission
study will also be concerned with national
security aspects and will be classified.

Pending completion of the Forum study,
the AEC does not intend to consider requests
from other groups to undertake similar
studies.

You utilitles will certainly want to follow
the Forum study and make your own views
known.

Power reactors

A very competitive Industry exlsts today
in the sale of nuclear power plants. In 1966,
Babcock & Wilcox and Combustion Engineer-
ing received orders for nuclear plants in ad-
dition to General Electric and Westinghouse,
thereby having the opportunity to become
established competitors, and this trend is
continuing so far in 1967.

General Atomic continues to be a com-
petitor in the reactor field and its position
depends to a considerable extent on the
success of the gas-cooled reactor concept.
Atomics International has declared its inten-
tlon of belng a competitor in the ligquid
metal cooled breeder reactor field. There are,
therefore, six potential suppliers of nuclear
steam supply systems. A number of suppliers
in addition to the reactor manufacturers
have also emerged in the fuel cycle area,
such as, United Nuclear, Nuclear Fuel Serv-
ices, Eerr-McGee, NUMEC, Allied Chemical,
and National Lead. These companies supply
items in the fuel cycle such as uranium
oxide or pellets, metallie fuel elements for
test reactors and plutonium fuel in various
forms,

We like to believe that the utility indus-
try and the AEC have done a pretty good
job In attempting to establish a diversified
and competitive nuclear industry. In fact,
perhaps in the past we have encouraged too
many to get in. There is no question but
that the competition between General Elec-
tric and Westinghouse has done much to
reduce costs to levels competitive with con-
ventional fuels, We have been pleased, how-
ever, that in the past year two other sup-
pliers have received orders for water reactors.

The problem of the fuel cycle suppliers
has attracted attention lately in that, to the
extent the reactor suppliers furnish initial
cores and make their own oxide, pellets,
zirconium tubing, and fuel elements, no
market will exist for the independent fuel
suppliers. The award of a replacement core
for the Dresden I reactor by the Common-
wealth Edison Company to United Nuclear
was an important development and may be
an indication of a trend to eventually pur-
chase replacement cores from other than
reactor manufacturers. For some time I have
been of the opinion that the independent
fuel suppliers will have to eventually be in

®See AEC Public Release K-62, dated
March 10, 1967.
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a position to bid on complete replacement
cores with appropriate guarantees if they
are to remain in the nuclear industry. This
is an area in which the purchasing policies
followed by your utilities will have a direct
influence. More details on competition are
shown on some of the attached charts.

As a part of its responsibility under the
Atomic Energy Act to “strengthen free com-
petition in private enterprise,” the AEC has
arranged with the Department of Justice to
jointly study competition in the nuclear in-
dustry. The study will analyze the economic
structure of the industry and the conduct
and performance of those supplying reactors,
reactor components, nuclear fuel, or other
products or services assoclated with the de-
sign, construction and operation of nuclear
electric plants.

Converters and fast reactors

The four objectives of the Commission’s
Nuclear Power Program which were listed in
our 1862 Report to the President are shown
on an attached chart. These objectives were
not changed in our 1867 Supplement. We
believe that with the fine cooperation we
have had from the country's nuclear in-
dustry and electric utilities, we have suc-
cessfully carried out our commitments to
the first two objectives, leading to the dem-
onstration of economic nuclear power and
helping to establish a self-sufficient nuclear
industry.

Today's light water reactors use only a
very small fraction of the energy contained
in their uranium fuel. Accordingly, with the
acceptance of today's light water reactors,
we have shifted our efforts more and more
to the third specific objective stated in our
1862 Report, the development of reactors
which will be best suited to stretch out the
low cost reserves of nuclear fuel and even-
tually to make use of the high cost nuclear
fuel through more efficient utilization. These
types are known as advanced converters and
breeders.®

The Commission effort to develop ad-
vanced converters, until March 9, 1967, had
been concentrated on three approaches: the
high temperature gas-cooled concept, the
seed-blanket light water breeder concept,
and the heavy water moderated reactor with
emphasis on the organic-cooled version.
Each of these concepts has promise of higher
conversion ratios of Uranium-238 to Pluto-
nium-239 and the other abundant nuclear
source, Thorium-232, to fissionable fuel.
Just as fossil fuel has been a moving target
for the light water reactors, so now light
water reactors as well as fossil fuel will be a
moving target for the advanced reactors.

The 1967 Supplement to the Report to the
President pointed out that studies were
underway which were expected to lead to a
further narrowing of focus on these ad-
vanced reactors. As a result of these studies
the Commission on March 9, 1967, an-
nounced their decision to close out the
Heavy Water Organic Cooled Reactor con-
cept.® Work will continue, however, on &
heavy water reactor base research and de-
velopment program which will take advan-
tage of the heavy and light water reactor
experience in this country, and the HWR
experience in Canada and Europe.

In the last several years more and more
attention has been focused on the high gain
breeder reactor. When developed comimer-
cially, high gain breeders will increase fuel
use to over 50% of the uranium or thorium
reserves. Their application will be relatively
insensitive to ore prices, and will thus make
large deposits of high cost ores economically
usable. They will also produce excess fissile
material in a timely manner to fuel new
reactors.

1 See paper presented by E, B. Tremmel
at National Coal Association Annual Con-
vention on June 14, 1965.

1 AEC Public Release IN-769, dated March
9, 1967.
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Intensive development of the high gain
breeder over the long term is now being
undertaken with emphasis being placed in
particular on the development of the liquid
metal-cooled fast breeder using sodium as
the coolant. Effort is also being continued
on the steam-cooled and gas-cooled alter-
nates on a lower priority, and studies are
presently being carried out to determine the
emphasis to be placed on these systems. Work
is also being carried out on the molten salt
thermal breeder concept which uses the
thorium fuel cycle.

I am proud that the utility industry again
is demonstrating its farsightedness by show-
ing its awareness of the importance of de-
veloping breeder reactors. A group of 17
investor-owned utilities, working jointly
with the AEC, General Electric, and a West
German nonprofit organization partly spon-
sored by Euratom, are building the South-
west Experimental Fast Oxide Reactor, near
Fayetteville, Arkansas. Some of your com-
panies are among the 17 sponsors. More re-
cently, General Electric has entered into a
two-year design study of an approximately
300,000 kilowatt electrical capacity sodium-
cooled breeder reactor power plant with a
group of investor-owned utilities, including
Duke Power from your region and the SEFOR
group. It is my understanding that General
Dynamics, Atomics International, and West-
inghouse are also actively contacting utili-
ties in regard to entering into an arrangement
similar to G.E.'s. Babcock and Wilcox and
Combustion Engineering are also interested
in this field. In a country with a utility sys-
tem as varied and strong as ours, and with
+the rapldly increasing demand for power, I
will be disappointed if two or three other
groups do not embark on similar design
studies with other reactor manufacturers be-
fore the year has ended, leading eventually
to the construction of a number of breeder
demonstration reactors on utility systems
Just as occurred in the light water program.

Reprocessing

Both the technology and the industrial in-
terest in this segment of industry are suffi-
clently advanced to indicate that commercial
competition should be avallable. Nuclear
Fuel Services, Inc., began operation of its
West Valley, New York, reprocessing plant on
April 20, 1966, and at the end of 1966 had
processed about 120 metric tons of spent
fuel. The General Electric Company filed an
application on November 22, 1966, for a
construction permit to bulld a chemical-
reprocessing plant for operation in 1970 at
Morris, Illinois, The Allied Chemical Com-
pany continues to indicate that they intend
to build a plant in the early 1970’s. The
problem that exists at the present time is
that there will be insufficient fuel available
for reprocessing to supply a full load for the
NFS plant until around 1971-1972. After 1972,
the market increases quite sharply and ad-
ditional plants should be required.

It 1z interesting to note that utilities are
not only receiving quotations from both NFS
and G.E. but from foreign interests as well.
Recently UEAEA representatives have been
calling on some of you in an effort to obtain
your reprocessing business, so apparently at
the present time utilities can obtain quota-
tions from at least three sources. In addition,
the Eurochemic facility at Mol, Belgium, is
actlvely competing in the foreign market in
an effort to obtain loads for their plant. This
keen competition is occurring at this early
date even though a sizeable market is still
about five years away. Incidentally, the mar-
ket for reprocessing has been a receding one
partly due to the longer life being obtained
from the fuel elements in the early reactors.

The AEC's present reprocessing policy for
receiving and reprocessing non-production
fuels, in cases where it is determined that
chemical processing services are not avail-
able from private facilities at reasonable
terms and conditions, terminates on June
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30, 1967. The AEC’'s processing charge under
the present policy would be based upon
the costs associated with the processing of
certain types of irradiated materials in an
assumed chemical processing plant (concep-
tual plant) which was designed back in 1957
specifically for this purpose. This paper plant
is described in AEC report WASH-743, “Sum-
mary Report—AEC Reference Fuel Processing
Plant.”

The Commission has recently reviewed the
need for the AEC to continue the existing
policy beyond June 30, and is tentatively
planning on extending this policy with some
minor changes through December 31, 1970.
The Commission has invited the Atomic In-
dustrial Forum to give their comments on the
extension of our policy. If any of you have
any comments or suggestions in regard to
the proposed policy extension, I suggest you
make your views known to the AIF.

Fuel reprocessing will be the subject of a
two-day meeting, May 11 and 12, sponsored
by the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board
in cooperation with the AEC. It promises to
be an excellent meeting, and I would urge
all of you with an interest in nuclear power
to attend.*

THE CHALLENGE OF THE FUTURE

Early in this conference, Mr. Clapp out-
lined the problems and opportunities in the
electric industry. Mr. Cook outlined the rapid
growth in uses for electric power, in his talk
so appropriately titled “The All-Electric
Way—Wave of the Future.” The advances
already made in harnessing nuclear energy,
the breeder reactor advances we see around
the corner and the continued efforts by fossil
fuel suppliers to improve their products,
should usher in an era of abundant energy
supplies—with plenty of energy for all pur-
poses and at even lower costs than today’s. I
mentioned earlier the much more rapid rise
in the use of electricity than in the use of
total energy in all forms. This, of course, 18
directly due to the impressive record of your
industry in bringing the cost of your prod-
ucts down while the general price index has
been increasing.

Nuclear power may be responsible more
directly for certain other opportunities in
the future. Because of size and generating
costs, the larger the nuclear plant the greater
the savings to the consumer. This is largely
responsible for the clear advantages nuclear
power brings to dual-purpose, water desalt-
ing and electric power plants, which has re-
sulted in the rather unique project in Cali-
fornia where two investor-owned utilities
are cooperating with a public power system
and a state agency in a proposed dual-
purpose plant to be built on an artificial
island off the California coast.

Looking even further into the future we
may see vast industrial complexes built
around large nuclear power plants in the
multi-million kilowatt range. These would
produce electricity and process heat so0
cheaply that they could be used to separate
and recycle enormous quantities of waste
of all kinds and convert raw materials into
feed materials for manufacturing plants in
the same complex. Such a nuclear complex
would be quite clean and compact, and
underground arteries, conveyor belts and
pipelines might replace the maze of roads
and ralls usually assoclated with such
operations.

Today I have concentrated mainly on dis-
cussing nuclear power through nuclear fis-
sion but there is another long-range de-
velopment that could further challenge
your industry, that is, controlled thermo-
nuclear fusion. The development of controlled
fusion would provide mankind with a vir-

1 Information on this meeting may be ob-
tained from Robert H. Gifford, Executive Di-
rector, Southern Interstate Nuclear Board,
800 Peachtree St., N.E., Atlanta, Georgia
30308.
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tually limitless supply of energy, as it would
mean we could use as a fuel the heavy hydro-
gen found In common seawater. Controlled
fusion presents many difficult problems
which may take decades to solve. However,
those involved in this dificult work feel that
these problems can eventually be solved and
it is our policy to support and further their
efforts.

Marshall McLuhan has spoken of learning
how to control the thermostat of the en-
vironment in order to shape the new world
to come.* It occurs to me that nowhere in
our soclety have we as much experience with
and understanding of “thermostats” and
“environments” as we have in our energy
suppliers and in our electric utility industry.

CONCLUSION

Today I have discussed the development
of light water reactors and also the challenge
that is facing all of us in developing breeder
reactors. If one can believe the potential
economics of a breeder reactor, the challenge
to develop them will be even greater than
the light water reactors. This brings me to
the concluding message I would like to leave
with the members of this conference. As I
see your industry, for the last several dec-
ades your main emphasis has been on im-
proving the technology of fossil fuel plants
in order to achieve additional economies and
on improving technologies such as in the
use of high voltage lines. The trend through-
out your industries toward extensive inter-
connections has also been a challenge in
human relations. Nuclear energy as a power
source has brought to your industries an
entirely new technology and is offering all of
your management a real challenge in adopt-
ing and becoming familiar with this tech-
nology.

Of prime importance in my opinion is that
you understand what you are getting into.
The need for knowledgeable top management
and for trained nuclear engineers is self-
evident and is a challenge to your entire
industry, Your utilities must have staffs who
will see to it that your nuclear power plants
are built right and that they operate right.
This means you have to have good engineers
who understand the design and have the
ability and experience to handle operational
and maintenance problems. This in turn re-
gquires management philosophy from the top
down which understands and respects the
need for good engineers and the importance
of safety without being awed by it.

Some utllities have been fortunate in that
they have gained this understanding through
participation in reactor prototype develop-
ment type projects. For example, it is in-
teresting to note that of the owners of the
Carolinas-Virginia tube reactor plant at
Parr, South Carolina, the Carolina Power &
Light Company, Duke Power Company,
South Carolina Electric and Gas Company,
and the Virginia Electric and Power Com-
pany have placed orders for large nuclear
power plants. Other utilitles have learned
through participating in various studies of
possible nuclear power plants. Those less
fortunate are making or must make a de-
termined effort to build up their staffs and
participate in various training and educa-
tional programs.

Fortunately with the challenging new
technologies facing the utility industry, in
my opinion, incentives exist which should
enable your industry to attract some of the
best talent to your companies.

I hope that In my talk today I have not
only outlined for you some of the areas in
connection with the present nuclear industry
that you should follow, but I also hope that
you will share my enthusiasm for the chal-
lenges that face your industry. These chal-
lenges appear to me to be greater than ever
before in your history; however, I am con-
fident that your industry will rise to meet
them.

1 See Newsweek for March 6, 1967,
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A New Loox AT NUCLEAR POWER

(Remarks by Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chalr-
man, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, to
the Commonwealth Club of California,
San Prancisco, Calif., May 12, 1967)

I am honored by this third invitation to
speak to the Commonwealth Club of Cali-
fornia, an organization that has been ad-
dressed by so many distinguished speakers.
‘When I last had the pleasure of speaking to
you, in June 1965, my topic—"The Interna-
tional Atom: Peril or Promise?"—was broad
and had a few harsh overtones. Today I
would like to both narrow my subject matter
and place my emphasis on a most
aspect of the atom. I believe it is Iairly easy
to do both since so much has happened in
the fleld of nuclear power in the United
States during the past two years that is en-

and merits discussion.

Why is this an appropriate time for a new
look at nuclear power in the U.S.? Primarily
because the electric utilities in this country
are accepting the large nuclear power reac-
tor as a reliable and an economically com-
petitive means to generate electricity and
are putting a good deal of their money where
their conviction is.

I was not sure that this situation would
ever arise when I spoke to the Common-
wealth Club ten years ago. This is what I
stated on August 9, 1957: “It is too soon to
say—coming back to the question of cost—
whether nuclear energy will be able to com-
pete with other forms of energy such as coal.
In order to be competitive in this country,
on the average, the overall cost will have to
be on the order of 6 to 7 mills per kilowatt-
hour. That's usually the unit of energy that
is used to describe this, Now, there have been
some estimates by competent engineers that
this will be possible. But on the other hand
a number of equally competent engineers
have expressed grave doubts. However, the
present cost of electrical energy is greater
in some areas, and in some places in the
world the cost Is much greater than in the
United States, so that nuclear energy will in
any event be competitive in such situations

g almost immediately. It should be

emphasized that nuclear energy will be im-
portant regardless of the eventual outcome of
the cost situation because of its concentrated
form, and hence of its possibility of doing
things that no other form of energy can do
at any price, and hence you can't put a cost
value in dollars and cents on it.”

That is what I said ten years ago. Today I
am happy to say that those “equally com-
petent” but more conservative engineers were
wrong. The cost of electricity from the large
water cooled nuclear power plants being
constructed today is projected to be on the
order of 4 to 5 mills per kilowatt hour. In
addition to the economic factors promoting
nuclear power is the fact that the general
public is now accepting nuclear power as a
safe, clean source of the electricity which
every year in growing amounts becomes more
essential to our way of life.

The growth of nuclear power within the
past two years has been nothing short of
remarkable. To explain why, let me go back
a little farther in our nuclear history. As you
may recall, by the end of 1962 private indus-
try and the electric utilities working closely
with the AEC had placed in operation around
the country several relatively small light
water reactors to demonstrate the reliability
of nuclear power to generate electricity. But
as rellable as these reactors proved to be
they were not economically competitive with
conventional power plants, and therefore
utilities were in no hurry to contract for
nuclear plants on their own. A turning point
began, however, late in 1963 with the an-
nouncement by the Jersey Central Power
and Light Company that it had contracted
for a 515,000 kilowatt nuclear plant at Oyster
Creek which, according to the company's eco-
nomie evaluation, would be competitive with
8 fossil fuel plant. This was the first case
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where a utility had selected a nuclear power
plant on purely economic grounds, without
Government assistance, in direct competition
with a fossil fuel plant.

But perhaps more im t from the
standpoint of the nuclear industry, it was
the beginning of the realization that the
key to the economic success of nuclear plants
was their size. Units ranging from 500,000
up to and exceeding 1,000,000 kilowatts could
compete with fossil fuel plants, and in some
cases would later compete successfully even
in areas where these fuels were naturally
abundant. Although other nuclear plants
were announced in 1963 it took about a year
for nuclear power to start growing signifi-
cantly, and that it is now doing in an almost
snowballing fashion.

In 19656 orders for ten nuclear plants with
a combined capacity of more than 5,000,000
kilowatts were announced. In 1966 orders for
another 20 nuclear plants with a combined
capacity of more than 23,000,000 kilowatts
were announced. As of May 1 of this year—
although we expected orders to taper off—we
have already had 14 new nuclear plant an-
nouncements for a total of more than 11,-
000,000 kilowatts. I should add that these
new orders include second and third orders
of nuclear plants by the same utilities. And
In some cases nuclear plants are being
planned essentially in the heart of coal-pro-
ducing areas.

As of May 1, the U.S. had 14 nuclear power
plants in operation, 16 under construction,
and plans had been announced for the con-
struction of 43 additional nuclear power
plants. The total capacity of these 73 plants
will be about 44,000,000 kilowatts. And this
is enough electricity to take care of all the
electric power needs of more than 30 million
people.

What 1s perhaps even more indicative of
the sudden success of nuclear power is the
fact that the 29 nuclear power plants an-
nounced last year represented 5656 per cent of
the steam-electric generating capacity an-
nounced by the utility Industry in 1966.

At this point let me inject the thought
that while economics played a major role in
the surge of nuclear power, another advan-
tage of nuclear power has recently been get-
ting its fair share of attentlon, and right-
fully so. There has been a growing awareness
that nuclear plants are clean sources of
power which do not contribute to the cur-
rent burden of air pollution.

All this has given some frouble to those
of us whose business involves projecting the
growth of nuclear power. We have had to
continue updating our projections. For ex-
ample, when I spoke to this organization in
19656 I was enthused about the fact that we
were predicting about 6,000,000 kilowatts of
nuclear power in operation by 1970. Today,
only two years later, we are confident that
we will reach 10,000,000 kilowatts by 1970. I
also stated two years ago that we might have
70,000,000 kilowatts of nuclear power in-
stalled by 1980. Today the AEC ls predict-
ing more than 100,000,000 kilowatts by that
date. And some analysts are already calling
our current forecast far too conservative.

This remarkable growth of nuclear power
has not been the result of an Interest in the
atom alone. Our use of all energy sources is
growing, and particularly our demand for
electricity which has for some time been dou-
bling every decade. Many of us feel that the
growing economic competitiveness of nuclear
power is only a first step in a process which
will see the atom dramatically affecting our
ability to produce electric power at an in-
creasingly lower cost. As the cost of nuclear
power comes down through the introduction
of more efficient and larger nuclear systems,
s0 will the competitive cost of other power
resources be reduced. The results of these
reductions could mean substantial savings
to the consumer. It has been projected that
sometime within the coming decades, on a
saving of as little as 1 mill per kilowatt hour,
the power-consuming public in the U.S. could
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begin to profit by savings of more than a
billion dollars a year!

This type of reward and perhaps even far
greater benefits could be possible through
the use of large breeder reactors. The breeder
reactor creates new fissionable material for
refueling itself and other reactors while pro-
ducing power. The extensive use of large
breeder reactor systems (and we are at work
today developing these) could offer electric
power cheap enough to revolutionize much
of our industry from both a technological
and economical standpoint. One can see very
low-cost nuclear electricity and process heat
radically affecting the way we obtain our
water, grow our food, control and recycle
our waste, process our raw materials and
produce our new products.

During the past year or so I have, on sev-
eral occasions, projected some thoughts on
a highly automated, nuclear-powered indus-
trial complex that would desalt seawater,
process natural resources, recycle old mate-
rials, and turn out new products while also
supplying electricity to distant cities and
transportation systems. Such complexes,
many parts of which might even be under-
ground, may someday allow us to live in a
Junkless, unpolluted world where our citles
and our countryside can be relatively Inde-
pendent of our heavy industry. Admittedly,
all this is is not just around the corner, but
based on developments taking place today
and the type of environmental thinking en-
gaged in by many of our leading sclentists,
engineers and soclal planners, the potential
is there. And the current acceptance of nu-
clear power today is an important step to-
ward this kind of goal.

Now, having established the present status
and future promise of nuclear energy in the
U.S. in general, let me address myself spe-
cifically to its impact upon this great State
of California. California has been accus-
tomed to being first among the states in
many things—or, if not first in each and
every category, at least having the near-term
potential of being first. California is the
state which has had, in the last five years, a
net increase of 300,000 people per year. It is
a state in which the population has grown
from 7,000,000 in 1940 to 20,000,000 today—a
figure which makes it the most populous
state in the Union. Its Gross State Product
has risen from approximately $7.2 billion in
1940 until today it has reached more than
$85 billion, while its Gross Personal Income
rose from a 1940 level of about $6 billion to
the point today where it exceeds $656 billion.
California’s dynamism has almost reached
the category of a household word through-
out the nation. Even the world-be detractors
of the state stand a bit in awe at times of
its past accomplishments and future
potential.

I I were to stop here, I might well qualify
as a member in good standing of the Cham-
ber of Commerce. Unfortunately, there is a
darkening cloud which looms over all this,
one which is of concern to me as a Cali-
fornian and to other Californians. This great
social, cultural, industrial complex that has
blossomed here on the West Coast is in the
real sense of the word a “High Energy So-
clety.” I have used that term over the past
several years to describe a truly modern
technological culture whose measure of ad-
vancement can almost be equated to its con-
sumption of energy and particularly energy
in its most useable form, electricity—elec-
tricity to power industry, electricity to help
produce and process a plentiful harvest,
electricity to air-condition the home.

Up until the past few years, California has
been blessed with nearby resources of hydro
power, supplemented by efficient electricity
generating steam plants. Unfortunately,
with the advent of the air pollution problem,
it has been necessary to place certain re-
strictions on the fuels that electricity gen~
erating steam plants could burn—restric-
tions which generally require cleaner burn-
ing, higher cost fuel. Colncidentally with
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this, most of the potentlal hydro electric
sources have now been tapped.

Today, the State of California and its
citizens are faced with momentous ques-
tions. There are demands for increased en-
ergy now, and even greater demands can be
foreseen tomorrow. Some of these may spring
from essentially new developments. For ex-
ample, it has recently been estimated by the
Federal Power Commission that by 1985 elec-
tric automobiles in the U.S. might require
approximately 50 billlon kilowatt hours of
electricity annually. Since California has
more than ten per cent of all the automo-
biles registered in the U.S.—and its share
seems to be increasing every year—at least
another five billion kilowatt hours of elec-
tricity could be added to this State’s annual
demand for electricity by that time, if these
non-polluting cars are in common use by
then. And the current interest in them
seems to make at least a good portion of that
a good possibility.

If California were to proceed along the
path that it has in the past, relying on the
traditional sources of electric energy, there
is no doubt that the cost of energy would
increase substantially in the coming years.
This is directly related to the fact that the
new increments of electric energy required
would have to be supplied by electricity gen-
erating steam plants fueled with cleaner
burning, higher cost fuel.

If there were no alternative scurce of elec-
tric energy available to California, I could
predict some rather dire economic conse-
quences for its future. For after all, Califor-
nia Is not the only high energy sector in our
country. The East Coast, the Midwest, and
the SBouth are all burgeoning and growing.
California may be a step ahead in the race
at this point, but the race is not over. If
California had to make do with significantly
higher cost electric energy than other areas
of our great Nation, California might well
find itself falling behind in the race while
other high energy sectors of our Nation
forge ahead to build the sclentific and tech-
nological societies of the 70's and the 80's.

Now, of course, there is an alternative. As
a Californian, I would not have painted this
black a pleture if there were not a way out.
As Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission, I am happy to suggest as an al-
ternative the use of nuclear power. As I in-
dicated earlier in my remarks, nuclear power
is here today—it is a real honest-to-goodness
alternative. Utllity officials say it can pro-
duce electric energy competitively, not only
as compared to conventional fuel here, but
competitively with other areas of the coun-
try. This latter point arises from the fact
that the cost of producing nuclear energy
is largely independent of geography. No mas-
sive quantities of fossil fuels need to be
transported daily, weekly, or monthly to the
generating plants. Instead, every year or
two only small amounts of new nuclear fuel
need to be brought in and the safely pack-
aged waste products taken out for reprocess-
ing and disposal elsewhere.

A further benefit of nuclear power, and
one that I touched on before, 1s that it does
not contribute to the air pollution problem.
Nuclear plants do not create combustion
products. Nuclear energy is a clean source
of power and, in fact, it is possible to con-
struct nuclear power plants without tall
stacks or chimneys. Such a power plant is
being built in New York State today.

With all of this going for it, the obvious
question is why isn’'t the California coun-
tryside sprinkled with nuclear generation
statlons? One answer to this is that there
have been problems in bringing nuclear
power here which are specific to this area of
the country. And I will discuss these In a
moment.

Logically, California should be among the
foremost users of nuclear power. California
was an early leader in the nuclear age, with
the pioneering work of Professor E. O. Law-
rence at the Radiation Laboratory of the
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University of California, a laboratory with
which I was fortunate enough to be associ-
ated for some years.

Nuclear power also had an early begin-
ning here with the Sodium Reactor Experi-
ment generating facility outside of Los An-
geles and the Vallecltos bolling water reactor
outside of San Francisco. While both of these
experimental units have now ceased opera-
tion, they were followed by the Humboldt
Bay nuclear power plant of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, which is operating suc-
cessfully and reliably today. This nuclear
power plant near Eureka was one of this
country’'s first ventures in the use of the
power of the nucleus to provide electric
power for our homes. Its initial operation In
February 1963 followed closely the startup
of the pioneer Yankee and Indian Polint
reactors on the East Coast and the Dresden
Nuclear Power Station in the Mldwest near
Chicago.

Since then a number of problems have
clearly slowed the pace of development of
nuclear power in California. Resolution of
these problems will require patience and
understanding. Their solution will require
not only the best efforts of the AEC but also
of the people of California, their State and
local governments, their utilities and indus-
tries, and thelr citizen organizations,

As you are all well aware, the safety of
nuclear power reactors is a major responsi-
bility of the Atomic Energy Commission.
Our emphasis has been and will continue to
be based on a conservative approach to this
important regulatory responsibility, with the
public’s well-being considered first and fore-
most. In our view, reactor location, or siting,
is one of the most important considera-
tions related to public safety during this
present period when operating experience
with nuclear power reactors is being accu-
mulated.

Thus, we consider it to be vitally impor-
tant that locations be selected for large power
reactors based on a careful, thorough, and
objective evaluation of all the environmental
factors which can potentially affect reactor
safety, Of crucial and unique importance to
the siting of power reactors in California
are the geological and selsmological condi-
tions of this part of the country.

The immediate question which then comes
to mind is, are there any sites in California
selsmically adequate for the construction of
nuclear power reactors? And, if so, how can
they be identified? The answer to the first
question is a resounding yes. In a state ap-
proximately 800 miles long and 300 miles
wide, there are areas which are not beset by
major active faults and other significant
selsmic features, In answer to the second
question, the AEC and its earth science con-
sultants stand ready to assist prospective ap~
plicants in the site selection process when the
relative geological and seismological consid-
erations of alternate sites are being con-
sidered.

In addition, the AEC and the U.S, Geologl-
cal Survey have embarked on a related pro-
gram to gather together all pertinent infor-
mation on the history of faulting along sev-
eral of the major California fault systems.
This information, even though as yet incom-
plete, can now be used by Survey personnel
in providing their consultative advice to the
AEC on potential selsmic effects at alternate
sites which a prospective applicant may have
under conslderation. Of course, when this
work is completed, it will be published and
publicly available to all.

Finally, the AEC is supporting a large re-
search and development program whose pur~
pose is to develop reactor design features
which can reliably compensate for some of
the geological and seilsmological conditions
such as those found here in California, This
program is being coordinated by our Oak
Ridge National Laboratory and will develop
conceptual designs of reactor plants which
would accommodate moderately severe seis-
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mic effects, including permanent ground dis-
placement.

Assuming that it is possible to site reactors
here in California which will meet the high
safety standards set by the AEC, there would
still remain some real issues to be resolved.
As a Californian myself, I am aware of the
great heritage of natural beauty which we
enjoy in this State. We have been blessed
with an environment that is the envy of the
other states. When we look about us and see
the effects of air pollution and the damage
ofttimes wreaked by man upon nature, there
are many of us who would wish to put a stop
to it all. Of course, the extreme is not the
answer to this situation. We cannot, nor do
most of us want to, return to a primitive
state in order to retain our planet in a totally
unspoiled and unsullied form. The needs of
man and society both for creature comforts
and basic necessities require that we make
use of our natural resources.

But I sincerely believe, as I know many
others do, that it is possible for civilized man
to coexist with nature. It is not an “either
or” situation. A rational man can both enjoy
and use his environment, There s a con-
structive approach—an approach of reason
which must be applied to the future growth
of the State and to nuclear power plants in
it. For if this State is to continue to grow
and prosper and flourish, new nuclear elec~
tric generating facilities will have to be con-
structed. By their very nature, these new fa-
cilities will require cooling water, and the
general trend is to place them along the
coast or near large rivers, both of which are
scenic and recreational areas. If we proceeded
to build plants randomly along our coast and
waterways with no regard for conservation
and scenic beauty, I would be as much con=
cerned as any other Californian. But, again,
constructive reasonableness would seem to
say that carefully selected sites can be found
along our coasts and waterways for the gen-
erating plants needed to meet the future high
energy requirements of the California area,
that it will be possible for natural beauty
and nuclear plants to coexist. In this regard,
I am greatly encouraged by the constructive
reasonableness shown by the members of the
Sierra Club in their recent decision concern-
ing the Diablo Canyon site for a nuclear
plant.

A few people may still feel we can always
revert to more traditional lines and build
only fossil fuel generating plants. But com-
plete reliance on such plants may not be
much of an alternative in the future, when
limited fossil fuels grow more costly and air
pollution restrictions grow more stringent.
And, if one pauses to reflect for a moment,
in addition to its other advantages, a nuclear
power plant may be more aesthetic than a
fossil fuel plant. There need be no coal pile
or large fuel storage area at the plant site,
nor continuous rail traffic to and from the
site. Nuclear power plants—without tall
stacks—can offer relatively attractive build-
ings designed to blend into the surroundings.
They can be the type of facilities that lend
themselves to coexistence with nature.

An example, which may be a bit embar-
rassing to us Californians, but nonetheless
& good example of what can be done in the
way of coexlsting with nature, is the Turkey
Point Nuclear Plant in Florida. Florida
Power and Light Company is working with
the Tropical Audubon Soclety, the Boy
Scouts, the Girl Scouts and other citizen
groups to use the area surrounding and adja-
cent to the plant as a wildlife preserve and
recreation area. On the 1700-acre site sur-
rounding the power complex, which will in-
clude two large nuclear plants, there has
already been created a 1500-acre wildlife
sanctuary, the Boy Scout and Girl Scout
Camps (discreetly separated), two nature
trails, a new beach and picnic area, and
four miles of canals which will be available
for canoeing and boating. The wildlife pre-
serve, by the way, Is the home of more than
100 kinds of birds, raccoons, foxes, otters,
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bobeats, panthers and alligators. Orchids and
native ferns abound in the area. And all this
variety of life will continue to thrive there
while the nuclear plants guletly go about
‘their necessary job of generating electricity
for the growing communities of Southern
~Florida.

But enough about Florida! Being an old
Californian and imbued with California’s
capabilities, I am certain that this State will
be more than a match for any other. I feel
confident that California and its people will
continue to progress and prosper in the High
Energy Soclety which lies ahead of us in the
decades to come. I am also certain that it
will be possible for the people of this State
to enjoy the benefits of an increasingly
scientific and technological soclety while
still protecting and enjoying their natural
heritage.

One benefit of nuclear power that I think
California will be the first to enjoy is that of
large scale nuclear desalting. The dual-pur-
pose nuclear electric and desalting plant
currently being planned for the Los Angeles
area by the Metropolitan Water District, the
City of Los Angeles, the Southern California
Edison Company and the San Diego Gas and
Electric Company, the AEC, and the Office of
Saline Water of the Department of the In-
terior will be the world’s largest nuclear de-
salting plant. It will generate 1,800,000 kilo-
watts of electricity and desalt 150 million
gallons of water per day. (I often point out
that this is enough water to supply the needs
of a city the size of San Francisco, but then
some wag usually asks, “How come youre
building it in Los Angeles!™)

As Chairman of the AEC, one of the most
interesting phenomena I have observed in
recent years and often commented on is our
growing awareness that modern science and
technology must serve and not dominate
man. In a democratic society this can hap-
pen only when all men try to understand
something of the forces of science and tech-
nology, their environment, and their com-
mon goals. With some understanding of
these, some patience, and some imaginative
leadership, plans can be laid, rational deci-
sions made, and real progress can take place.

Nuclear energy today is a force that lends
itself to such progress. And the fullest use of
its enormous potential will not depend solely
on the work of a few sclentists, or the AEC,
or the power industry, or the electric utili-
ties. It may depend to a great extent on the
understanding and cooperation of the power-
consuming public. I hope you will help us in
our efforts to use this great new source of
power widely and wisely so that the promise
which it is beginning to fulfill today can be
more fully realized in that rapidly approach-
ing tomorrow.

FORDHAM UNIVERSITY—URBAN
UNIVERSITY

Mr. JAVITS,. Mr. President, as one who
has long been interested in the concept of
the urban university—a university which
makes use of the great and varied re-
sources of the city and enriches the city
in return—I am glad to call to the Sen-
ate’s attention an article in the Saturday
Review describing the exciting initiatives
and innovations of one of New York's
finest universities.

Fordham University, which was found-
ed more than a century ago in the Bronx,
is at present nearing completion of a
$25 million, in-town campus adjacent to
the site of the Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts. Under the leadership
of its president, Father Leo McLaugh-
lin, S.J., the university has continued to
expand its program and enlarge its fa-
cilities, and has reached out to become
deeply involved in the life of the New
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York community. Fordham is a Catholic
institution, but recent initiatives to be-
come one of the Nation’s great centers
of learning, has made it a Catholic uni-
versity of which we can all be very proud.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to insert in the REcorp a recent article in
the Saturday Review of June 17, 1967,
entitled “Fordham University: Renals-
sance in the Bronx.”

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

[From the Saturday Review, June 17, 1967]

ForpHAM UNIVERSITY: RENAISSANCE IN THE
BRONX

(By James Cass)

American Catholic colleges and univer-
sities have traditionally provided higher edu-
cation for the faithful in an alien and often
unfriendly culture. To protect their students
from the seduction of secularism, they closed
their doors to the outside world and became
bastions of orthodoxy where too often spirit-
ual dedication was prized above academic
competence, In recent years, however, all
this has been changing. Although the “siege
mentallty”’ sometimes remains, American
Catholicism generally is no longer on the de-
fensive. Widespread acceptance of the values
of our pluralistic society, a growing aware-
ness that Catholics are seriously under-rep-
resented among the nation’s scientific and
technological elite, the emergence of Cath-
olic leaders in many other areas of American
life, the movement for reform in all of higher
education, and the profound ecumenical im-
pact of Vatican II have all played a part in
revolutionizing the environment in which
Catholic higher education functions. As a
result, a growing number of institutions are
evolving a new vision of their role in the so-
ciety of which they are a part,

Among the Catholic universities that are,
for the first time, determined to move into
the first rank, Fordham University, located
in the upper reaches of New York City's
Bronx, is undergoing the most rapid change.
The university’s president, the Reverend Leo
MecLaughlin, S.J., has declared that Ford-
ham “will pay any price, break any mold in
order to achieve her function as a univer-
sity.” When he took office, in the fall of 1965,
Father McLaughlin took over an institution
that was already changing. A new $§25,000,000
in-town campus is being bulilt at the southern
edge of New York's glamorous Lincoln Cen-
ter, new home of the Metropolitan Opera and
the New York Philharmonic. A coordinate
women's college, first of its kind for any
Catholic university, opened its doors just
three years ago last fall. Protestant clergy-
men and a Jewish rabbi have been added to
the philosophy and theology faculties. Plans
are under way to upgrade the graduate school.
Regulations governing student conduct are
being relaxed, and an active recruiting pro-
gram is bringing more non-Catholic students
to the campus. Most important of all, Ford-
ham's relationship to the Greater New York
community is changing dramatically.

But Fordham, like its sister institutions
(St. Louis University and Notre Dame, for
example) faces a difficult problem as it moves
up the rocky path of self-remewal. It must
prove that the critics are wrong when they
contend that the phrase “Catholic univer-
sity” is a contradiction in terms. The hard
fact is that today no Catholic university
stands among the leading institutions of
higher learning in the nation, and every
Protestant church-related university that
enjoys first-rank status long ago severed all
but the most tenuous ties with its founding
church.

Today, Fordham's 11,000 graduate and un-
dergraduate students are scattered in a vari-
ety of schools and colleges from lower Man-
hattan to Westchester County. The School
of Education, which has trained teachers
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mainly for local parochial schools, is located
on lower Broadway, just north of City Hall,
along with the undergraduate School of Busi-
ness Administration, a haven for the city’s
vocationally oriented youth. The School of
Social Service, devoted primarily to supply-
ing workers for Catholic Charities, is located
on East 39th Street in Midtown. The Rose Hill
campus houses Fordham College (the liberal
arts college for men) and Thomas More (the
three-year-old coordinate college for women),
both institutions of superior quality, an Up-
town branch of the School of Business, a
School of General Studies, a College of Phar-
macy, and an undistinguished Graduate
School of Arts and Sciences. A College of
Philosophy and Letters, for g Jesuit
teachers, is located in Shrub Oak, New York,
356 miles north of Manhattan,

Manifestly, Fordham lacks many of the
flashier accoutrements of a prestigious uni-
versity. It does not have a nuclear acceler-
ator, a collection of Nobel Laureates, na-
tionally famous faculty commuting to Wash-
tington to advise on public policy, or research
projects that attract world-wide attention.
Some of these will come. But meanwhile it
does have a traditional commitment to un-
dergraduate teaching, two strong liberal arts
colleges on which to bulld, courageous and
imaginative leadership, and a free-wheeling
willingness to innovate that makes students
complain that if they miss the evening news-
papers they don't know what happened on
campus during the day.

Yet the rolling lawns and spring-flowering
trees of the Rose Hill campus give little overt
evidence of radical change. The mood of the
campus is one of decorum and restraint.
Button-down collars, ties, and jackets are
the mode for men, and coeds are scarcely
distinguishable from their contemporaries in
Midtown business offices. Youthful couples
are seemingly careful to avoid any public
display of affection, and even the endless
softball games, played on the parade ground
in the center of the campus, have a curiously
sedate quality. Life at Fordham can be fun—
even naturally boisterous on occasion—but
the pervading impression is one of earnest-
ness, a quality that seems to reflect the uni-
versity's past more directly than it does the
passionate, messy exuberance of many con-
temporary campuses.

Fordham today is an institution of many
contradictions. It is very much a university
in transition from a past that is not quite
gone to a future that has not yet arrived.

The 5,200 undergraduates are bright—
average college board scores for the liberal
arts students are in the low 600s and in the
high 500s for the professional colleges. Sev-
enty percent of the men and 60 per cent of
the women go on to full-time graduate or pro-
fessional study, nearly 40 per cent of these
receive scholarships or fellowships from the
better schools—substantial numbers from
the nation's top universities. Yet Fordham
lacks that elusive quality, “prestige.” Only
10 or 11 per cent of students are alumni
children, despite some preference given them
by the admissions office. (*When a Fordham
graduate makes it big, he sends his son to
Amherst or Stanford.”) And it is only be-
ginning to develop the intellectual freedom
and excitement that are the hallmarks of the
top-flight secular college.

Founded in 1841 as St. John's College, a
Roman Catholic institution for men, and
placed under the direction of the Soclety of
Jesus five years later, Fordham has tradi-
tionally educated the sons of immigrant
Irish and Itallan families. As a commuter
college, it provided higher education for the
sons of the parish faithful that was safe
both from the enticements of the sinful city
and the even more fearful seductions of
religious heterodoxy. It was an institution
under seige that protected the virtue of
youth by closing its doors to the non-Catho-
lie world.

Over the years the university has grown in
size and diversity, but it has changed its
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essential nature only slightly. To be sure,
compulsory daily mass and annual retreat
are gone, and application blanks haven't de-
manded the prospective freshman's race and
religion for nearly ten years. The proportion
of laymen on the faculty has been rising as
the student body grew faster than the sup-
ply of Jesuit teachers, and a Faculty Senate
was established in the spring of 1965. But
until very recently the university bore the
parochial stamp of earlier years,

More than three-fourths of undergraduates
are still commuters and, typically, they still
come from lower-middle-class Irish, Italian,
and Polish families in which they are the
first college-going generation. An estimated
75 to BO per cent attended Catholic secondary
schools. They reflect the conservatism of
their parish origins where faith is prized over
thought, but are finding a new brand of in-
tellectual freedom on campus that they
never experienced before. (“Most students
and parents still expect this to be the safe
old Catholic Fordham of the 1850',” accord-
ing to one commuting student.) The Con-
servative Club and ROTC are still the “big
things” on campus, but this past year a left-
wing Students for a Democratic Society
(SDS) group was formed, and on April 15
nearly 200 students and faculty marched
from Central Park to the U.N. in the Spring
Mobilization to End the War in Vietnam.
Two years ago at the gala spring ROTC Re-
view, a lone student picketed for peace. Last
year there were sixty pickets protesting the
review as a symbol of militarism—and an
equal number of counterpickets protesting
the protestors. But last month more than
200 peace advocates marched in a drenching
rain outside the fieldhouse to which the re-
view had been removed.

It is probably significant, given the con-
tradictions that abound at Fordham today,
that the two most popular political figures
on campus are New York's Senator Robert
F. Kennedy, a Democrat, and Willlam F.
Buckley, Jr., Conservative candidate for
Mayor in 1966. (“It's the sense of personal
involvement they give that's more important
than their ideas,” a student said.) Fordham
students can't afford the luxury of total
commitment to ideas, or to causes, or to
knowledge for its own sake that many of
their wealthier contemporaries at more
prestigious colleges display. Education for
them is the doorway to upward mobility;
they do not have wealthy families to present
them with an assured future—they have to
make it for themselves. Several hundred stu-
dents do work with FUSE (Fordham Univer-
sity Soclal Effort) to help deprived children
in many parts of the city and in Appalachia
and the Deep South. Some discover the pure
joy of learning for its own sake, and others
devote themselves to the cause of peace. But
for most, the college years are expected to
pay off in very practical terms. Therefore,
the typical student’s commitment is aca-
demic rather than intellectual, and his pri-
mary concern with Vietnam or the draft is
whether his education will be interrupted.

Among the girls at Thomas More College,
mini-skirts, textured stockings, and long,
lank hair are rarities. Like their male col-
leagues, the girls typically represent the first
college generation in their families, and the
freedom of new experience and exposure to
new ideas has enormously widened the nor-
mal generational gap. (“I can't talk to my
mother about anything that’s important to
me any more.”) “It is significant,” says
Thomas More's attractive Dean Patricla R.
Plante, “that our students come from
Brooklyn and the Bronx rather than from
Westchester. They don't have understanding
mothers who have been through it all them-
selves and are just walting patiently for them
to grow up, like the girls at Sarah Lawrence
or the Seven Sisters. So they don’t have to
do something spectacular in order to revolt.”
Fordham girls, she notes, are much more
in the position of the Negro scholarship stu-
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dent at a Midwestern college whose counselor
suggested that he spend his junior year
abroad. “Man,” he replied, “I'm already
abroad.”

The faculty of the llberal arts colleges
(Fordham College and Thomas More) bring
impressive credentials to their task. A very
high proportion, both lay and clerical, hold
the doctorate, and many of the degrees were
earned at leading universities in the United
States and Europe. Orthodoxy is no longer a
substitute for scholarship. "Since the
younger generation of Jesuits became more
professional in their scholarship,” a lay de-
partment head sald, “we operate on the same
wave-length."” Salary schedules have been
rising in an attempt to attract and hold
effective teachers, and in the fall of 1068 are
expected to rival the best in the country
with an average full compensation of $22,500
for full professors.

Faculty and students agree that they enjoy
complete freedom in teaching and learning.
“I never knew any place as free as this,” one
young Thomas More girl said. “I can’t
imagine anything freer.” There is general
agreement, too, that students accept less and
question more than they used to (though
some faculty members say that much of the
time they have to prod students to challenge
them), and that a clerical collar is no longer
the inhibiting symbol of authority it once
was. But comparisons with other campuses
are difficult—few students or faculty have
had any experience with undergraduate
teaching or learning at first-rate, non-Catho-
lie schools.

Students, as elsewhere, complain of dull
classes and not being pushed to capacity.
But a “Course Evaluation Report,” published
by the Student Government, hands out more
bouquets than barbs, and lacks the lethal
sting that marks similar ventures at Berke-
ley and some of the Ivy Colleges. Students
also complain that the lay teachers, who
are largely Catholic and now make up more
than 70 per cent of the faculty, have taken
over the conservative, priestly function. “It’s
the young Jesuits that are the radicals,” they
say, “they're the real swingers.” And it was
a “swinging Jesuit” who Ilaughingly ad-
mitted, “Sure, our theme song these days is
‘Should Aud Aquinas Be Forgot? ”

“The changes are fantastic,” the visitor
is constantly assured, “and we're only be-
ginning.” The facts seem to bear out the
assertion, Next fall Marshall McLuhan, pro-
vocative interpreter of the role of media
in contemporary society, will join Ford-
ham's faculty. He will occupy the Albert
Schweltzer Chair in Humanities, one of ten
distinguished professorships created by the
New York legislature in 1964 to attract
world-famous scholars to colleges and uni-
versities in the state, each funded at
$100,000 annually for staff and research fa-
cilities. Professor McLuhan’s presence at
Fordham promises to make it an “instant
center” for scholars of many disciplines in-
terested in research and teaching on the
influence of media on human perception
and cultural change.

An Experimental College will be launched
next month with thirty students in an
apartment house just off the Rose Hill
campus. Planned to explore new and better
paths to learning the college will offer a
completely unstructured three-year, year-
round course of study designed cooperatively
by students and faculty, leading to the
B.A, degree. An additional thirty students
will be admitted each year until the total
enrollment of ninety is reached. Directed
by the Cambridge-educated poet, critic, and
author, Elizabeth Sewell, the college will
seek new answers to the ancient question
of how students can learn best, and the
expectation is that new approaches dis-
covered will lead to modification of the edu-
cational program of other colleges in the
university. The only requirement for gradu-
ation from the college is the study of Urdu.
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A new 3-3 program, inaugurated last fall
with Fordham Preparatory School, is de-
signed to offer students an opportunity to
complete the four years of high school and
four years of college in a total of six years.
An attempt to coordinate high school and
college r*udies more effectively—Iin the light
of the growing number of years that stu-
dents must devote to graduate study—the
program allows the highly motivated aver-
age college-bound student to pursue his
education more efficiently.

Even more dramatic and far-reaching in
its effects on the future of the university,
however, is the new Lincoln Center campus
which will pull together the university's
scattered in-town schools and add a new
undergraduate liberal arts college designed
specifically to serve the inner-city student.
The School of Law already occupies its own
new building on the north side of the cam-
pus, and will be joined in the fall of 1968
by the School of Education, the graduate
School of Soclal Service, the School of Busi-
ness Administration (which will change from
an undergraduate to a graduate school),
and the new Liberal Arts College.

But it Is the vision of the new role of
the university that will find expression on
the Lincoln Center campus that gives mean-
ing to the changes that are taking place.
Turning its back on the intellectual and
spiritual isolation that has characterized
its history, the university today is deter-
mined to sink its roots deeply into the
contemporary community and serve that
community by grappling directly with the
multiple problems of our urban society.

The School of Education, under direction
of its new dean, Dr. Harry Rivlin, a Jew
and former dean of teacher education at City
University of New York, will initlate next
fall a completely new teacher education pro-
gram geared specifically to preparing teach-
ers for urban schools. Operating in close
cooperation with schools in the city, the
program will offer prospective teachers on-
the-job training very early in their careers.
Students will learn that education is a so-
cial as well as an intellectual process and,
in cooperation with the school of Social Serv-
ice, will learn to work with the wide variety
of individuals and subcultures that are
found in urban schools.

In similar fashion, the School of Social
Service, under the direction of its new dean,
James R. Dumpson, former welfare com-
missioner of New York City, a Negro, will
fashion its new program to train more ef-
fective workers for the many local, state,
and national programs operating in our cit-
ies. And Fordham Law School, in conjunc-
tion with the New York Legal Aid Society,
this past spring initiated a program to train
law students to work with the poor.

The Liberal Arts College at Lincoln Cen-
ter will focus its interest on the city student,
and “will exercise a special predilection for
the talented poor.” Many resources in the
schools and the community will be used to
identify prospective students and they will
be chosen through ordinary college entrance
selectlon procedures, with the addition of a
nonverbal test to identify intelligence, as
well as a speclal verbal test. When a tal-
ented student displays serious verbal disa-
bilities, an attempt will be made to increase
his verbal capacity through remedial work.

Freedom for student and teacher will fall
somewhere between the traditionally struec-
tured pattern of the Rose Hill liberal arts
colleges and the totally unstructured Ex-
perimental College. There will be no “re-
quired” curriculum, in the usual sense, but
there will be a core of study around which
the student will be “expected" to bulld his
course, and his faculty advisor will “urge”
him in this dire¢tion. Advisor and student
will, however, enjoy great freedom in work-
ing out a reasonable course of study.

A special feature of the Liberal Arts College
will be its attempt to use “every resource and
cultural advantage of the city to strengthen
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its educational effort.” The practicing artist,
for instance, will be asked to help the begin-
ning art student, and “the complexity of
urban life will be studied first hand"” by
students of soclology and social welfare. The
program will not, however, be tallored to
provide preprofessional training or to prepare
students specifically for graduate school.

The university’s ambitious plans for Lin-
coln Center, if they all come to fruition,
promise radical changes in the nature of the
institution. Obviously, some proposed pro-
grams run counter to strong trends in higher
education today; others are exploring com-
pletely new approaches to education. All, in
one way or another, are planned to serve the
“new immigrant” of the inner city (the Negro
and Puerto Riecan) in the same way that
Fordham has served the Irish and Italians
in the past.

Prime instigator of Fordham’s revolution
is the university’s fifty-four-year-old prece-
dent-setting president and rector, Father Leo
McLaughlin, A vigorous, intense, and imagi-
native man who laughs easily, he lacks the
smooth public manner of many college presi-
dents, but radiates a sense of restrained per-
sonal warmth. A native New Yorker, he
studied at a number of institutions in the
United States, and received his bachelor of
arts degree from Georgetown University
before earning his Docteur és-Lettres at the
University of Paris in 1950. Returning to the
United States, he came to Fordham for the
first time and became dean of Fordham Col-
lege in 1953, where he remained until 1859,
After leaving to become dean, and later
president of St. Peter’'s College in Jersey City,
he returned as Fordham's president in the
fall of 1965.

Shortly after taking over his new respon-
sibilities he gave notice that new horizons
were beckoning the university. Three dozen
Jesuits, many of them oldtimers, were as-
signed to positions elsewhere, and the rule
governing retirement at age sixty-five was
stristly enforced—in contrast to past practice.
Younger men—at least younger in spirit—
were sought out, both in and out of the uni-
versity, and were moved into positions of
authority. Today, none of the six vice presi-
dents, three of whom are laymen, has yet
occupied his position for a full two years.

Personnel changes, however, were only the
beginning. “For many years we shut out the
world,"” one top administrator says, “and that
made for inbreeding. Now our doors are wide
open and we're reaching out to bring in new
blood, new ideas, and new ways of looking at
education, Father McLaughlin is always try-
ing something different. I don’t always agree
with the things he does, but it's great to go to
him with an idea. He listens and then says,
‘I don’t know whether it will work—but why
don't you try it?"' *

But an institution that is on the move
must also tap new sources of support. In
the past Fordham's in~-town schools and col-
leges have usually turned a modest profit,
but operating at the new Lincoln Center
campus will be more expensive. A commuter
institution with only a limited number of
wealthy alumni, Fordham has begun to re-
ceive some substantial support from New
York's business and financial community.
But much more is needed if the vision of a
new Fordham is to become a reality. “If we're
good enough we'll get it,” Father McLaughlin
says. “We have to operate on faith, so we
can afford to be irrational—but we can't
afford to be foolish !

A number of leading Catholic colleges and
universities have, in the past few months,
moved to divest themselves of ecclesiastical
control. Webster College in St. Louls recently
renounced its ties to the Sisters of Loretto
and became completely secular in ownership
and control. 8t. Louis University and Notre
Dame turned over ownership of their institu-
tions to mixed boards of trustees in which
laymen were in the majority. In each case,
however, the president will continue to be a
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member of the founding religious order, and
control over changes in the charter or by~
laws of the institution also remains in the
hands of the religious.

Fordham has moved somewhat more slowly
in the same direction, but appears ready
eventually to go rather further in placing
the future of the institution in the hands
of a lay-dominated board. (Father McLaugh-
lin has sald repeatedly that he may well be
the last Jesuit president of Fordham, and
adds that, given the uncertain financial fu-
ture of private universities, Fordham may
cease to be a Jesuit institution in the next
fifteen or twenty years.)

Owned and governed by a nine-member
Board of Jesult Trustees, of which the presi-
dent of the university is chairman, Fordham
also has a thirty-two-member Advisory
Board of Lay Trustees. Although legal re-
sponsibility for the university remains with
the Jesuit Trustees, since last September the
university has been governed by the com-
bined boards, under the lay chairman, and
all decisions have been made by majority
vote. Meanwhile, the effort continues to work
out the legal and financial problems of turn-
ing ownership and control of the university
over to the combined lay-Jesuit board.
(Among the many issues that must be taken
into account is the value of “contributed
services” by Jesuit teachers which totals
$400,000 to $500,000 annually.)

While Fordham is reaching out for greater
freedom, it is unlikely that it will, in the
foreseeable future, follow the precedent of
Protestant universities that have moved far
from their religious origins. These institu-
tions reflected the gradual secularization of
a dominant culture of which they were very
much a part. An institution that has devoted
itself for more than a century and a guarter
to defending the faith in an often inhospit-
able culture is not likely to find it easy to
shed its “siege mentality.” Fordham fully
expects the “Jesuit presence” to endure on
campus. Yet once the doors are opened to
the secular world, and to members of other
faiths, an irreversible process is set in mo-
tion, and the end cannot be clearly seen. The
university’s leaders, nevertheless, contem-
plate the prospect with admirable calm.

This past year, for the first time, courses
on religions other than Catholicism were of-
fered undergraduates. A Methodist clergy-
man, the Reverend Robert C. Neville, has
been teaching in the Department of Philos-
ophy since 1965. Rabbi Irwin M. Blank has
spent the past year on campus as visiting
lecturer in Judaism, and a Lutheran clergy-
man, the Reverend Robert L. Wilken, will
join Fordham's faculty in the fall, as a pro-
fessor of patristic theology. A cooperative pro-
gram with Union Theological Seminary, for
the exchange of faculty and graduate stu-
dents, was initiated in February of 1966.

Meanwhile, a growing number of under-
graduates, especially residential students, are
testing the bounds of freedom by declaring
that they are no longer “practicing Catho-
lics.” (A commuting student says, “You
know, when you get up on Sunday morning
and your mother tells you to go to mass,
you do it whether it means anything or
not.””) The response of faculty and admin-
istration is that faith that hasn’t been tested
by knowledge and personal experience is not
worthy of the name, “Deliver us,” said one
top administrator shortly, “from a lumpen
Katholik!” Yet the hope is that after most
students have traversed the first stage of
doubt, and then progressed to active anti-
clericalism, they will “put the pieces back
together” for themselves and arrive at a
sound and enduring faith.

It is clear that profound changes are tak-
ing place at Fordham. There is little doubt
that as the university looks outward rather
than inward it will perform vital services
for the Greater New York community, and
possibly for the nation. Whether it, or any
American Catholic institution, can become a
great university is less clear. The basic issue
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is freedom to follow truth wherever it may
lead. The restricting hand of the Church
has placed severe limits on Catholic scholars
in the past—even the recent past—as they
sought to explore crucial areas of faith and
doctrine. Yet it is true that a new spirit
exlsts today. The Reverend Timothy S. Healy,
Fordham's Oxford-educated executive vice
president, says, “It's hard for most people
to realize what a difference Vatican IT made—
how many doors it opened.” And it is pos-
sible that Fordham has been more profoundly
affected than any other institution by
the winds of change that are sweeping the
Catholic world. Yet the rhetoric of academic
freedom rings differently in Catholic and
non-Catholic ears.

Father Healy, discussing Catholic higher
education in an address before the National
Catholic Education Association this past
spring, asserted “We are free. . . . In many
ways our freedom can be measured precisely
by our religious commitment. First of all, it
frees us from noncommitment, which has
erected itself into an orthodoxy in academic
America that would have warmed the hearts
of our inquisitorial ancestors. ., . . Having
even a pretense of theology, we are saved
from absolute physics, absolute art, absolute
biology, absolute sociology—even from abso-
lute athletics.”

But such a statement, for all its satisfy-
ing reassurance to the committed, seems to
the non-Catholic to avoid the issue. Cer-
tainly, a theology of science can be as re-
strictive as a theology of religion—even
though its revelation may be derived by the
scientific method. Authoritarian teaching
and uncritical learning may occur in any
institution—and they are bad wherever they
are found., The problem is more subtle.

As individuals, we all live by faith, whether
secular or religious, and our view of reality
is colored by the nature of our commit-
ments, Freedom is also qualified in some
degree for every institution by its constit-
uency—whether it is a state university an-
swerable to the legislature; an independent
institution that must answer to its board
of trustees; or a church-related university
that is committed to a particular faith. But
on every Catholic campus there are two lines
of authority—the academic and the religious.
Even when the university frees itself from
legal control by the Soclety of Jesus, the
Catholic presence and spiritual commitment
it represents will remain. Major Catholic
universities have developed in Europe in the
secure environment afforded by predomi-
nantly Catholic cultures. It remains to be
seen whether it is also possible for faith to
allow scholarship the requisite freedom in a
pluralistic society.

If it is possible, the odds are good that it
will happen at Fordham,

TEXAS STATE CONVENTION OF
AMERICAN GI FORUM ENDORSES
BILINGUAL AMERICAN EDUCA-
TION BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the Texas State Convention of the Amer-
ican GI Forum has endorsed S. 428, the
bilingual American education bill. The
GI Forum, founded by the dynamic Dr.
Hector Gareia, of Corpus Christi, Tex.,
is an outstanding organization which
time and time again has shown that it
stands for and is willing to fight for free-
dom, justice, and equality for all citizens.

S. 428 would authorize financial assist-
ance to schools for setting up new and
imaginative educational programs to
meet the special educational needs of
students from Spanish-speaking back-
grounds. It also provides funds for
teacher training.

Strong support has been voiced for the
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legislation in hearings held in Washing-
ton, D.C., Texas, and California.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the American GI Forum resolution be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

RESOLUTION BY AMERICAN GI ForuMm

Whereas, there is now pending in the U.S,
Senate, Senate Bill 428, sponsored by Senator
Ralph Yarborough of Texas and co-author-
ized by Senator Robert Eennedy of New
York, Senator Montoya of New Mexico, Sen-
ator Tower of Texas, Senator Kuchel and
Senator Murphy of California and Senator
Fanning of Arizona.

Whereas, Senate Bill 428 will provide fed-
eral funds to implement bilingual education
in Spanish and English at the elementary
level to all school districts who adopt the

Whereas, the opinions of educators that
have studied this program are that having
bilingual teachers in the first grades of ele-
mentary school and using Spanish as a tool
in the classroom to teach English has been
a resounding success in pllot projects that
have been established in Laredo and San
Antonio, Texas.

Whereas, bilingual teaching in the first
few grades tends to bulld confidence in the
Mexican-American child that is not found
in a pure English teaching environment.

Therefore, be it resolved that the Texas
State Convention of the American G.I.
Forum go on record as endorsing Senate Bill
428 and urge every school district in Texas
with bilingual children to implement the
program as soon as the federal funds are
available for this purpose.

That copies of this Resolution be sent to
the President of the United States, every
Congressman and to the two Senators from
Texas.

—————

POSITIVE THINKING ON THE BAL-
ANCE-OF-PAYMENTS DEFICITS

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, the Hon-
orable Joseph W. Barr, Under Secretary
of the Treasury, addressed the Japanese
Economic Mission on June 30, 1967. Sec-
retary Barr's remarks represent the kind
of positive thinking needed in meeting
and solving persistent and difficult prob-
lems of this nature.

The old approach which is still being
used today, concentrates too much on
the short term benefits that accure to a
basically unsound movement into partial
economic isolation. The development
needs of the world are too great for the
United States to continue to inhibit the
outflow of vitally needed capital. Yet, as
Secretary Barr points out, we must have
the cooperation of those countries that
continually run a payments surplus. If
the world desires American capital, there
must be a recognition of the responsibili-
ties of all nations concerned that inter-
national monetary reform is a prerequi-
site to the successful continuation of both
our commitment to the developing na-
tions and our resolve to maintain the
dollar as the de facto currency of inter-
national exchange.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Secretary Barr's
address be inserted at this point in the
REcorp.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
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INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION For EconoMIC
GROWTH AND MUTUAL SECURITY

(Remarks of the Honorable Joseph W. Barr,
Under Secretary of the Treasury)

I am indeed happy to be here before this
distinguished group and to have the oppor-
tunity to participate in a venture designed
to improve mutual understanding between
Japan and the United States and to expand
the flow of trade between our two countries.

It is a particular pleasure for me foday to
welcome this mission and its Chairman, Mr.
EKazutaka Eikawada to the United States.

My pleasure in greeting you is reinforced
by memories of the most cordial reception
given me by your countrymen in the course
of my travels to Japan, most recently last
summer when I had the privilege of par-
ticipating in the U.S. Delegation at the U.S.-
Japan Committee on Trade and Economic
Affairs in Kyoto. I hope that your visit to
my home state of Indiana was as useful and
enjoyable as have been my visits to Japan.

I understand that you have had a busy
schedule in the Midwest and this week in
Washington. I gather that there have been
many opportunities to discuss trade and in-
vestment flows between our countries and
that you have been briefed on the economic
outlook in the United States.

I would like, therefore, to turn briefly this
afternoon to a different subject. It is one
with which I have been concerned frequently
during my tenure here at Treasury—that of
finding solutions to the U.S. balance of pay-
ments problem consistent with a continua-
tion of world-wide economic growth and
prosperity.

The broad outline of our problem is fa-
miliar, In sixteen of the past seventeen
years—with the sole exception of 1957, when
under the influence of the Suez crisis our
balance of payments showed a small sur-
plus—the U.S. has experienced payments
deficit, on a liquidity basis, has persisted de-
spite swings in our current account position
from a deficit of $2.3 billion in 1959 to a
surplus of 5.7 billion in 1964. As a result of
the series of deficits, our gold stock has
dropped, to $13.2 billion at the end of last
year.

Let me assure you—in case there is any
doubt—that we fully recognize our payments
problem, and that it is a difficult one.

I want to make it crystal clear that we
regard it as a problem that must be solved
in a long-term, fundamental sense.

Considerable constraints on our freedom of
action throughout the world—which no one
in this country wants—would follow if we
had to conclude that our present approach
to the problem could not yield equilibrium
when we no longer have the extraordinary
foreign exchange costs of the Vietnam con-
flict. It is important, not only to us but the
rest of the world, that the solution to our
payments problem be found, for the long
term, in a combination of sound economic
conditions in this Nation and in collabora-
tion with us by other countries.

The rest of the world has a large stake in
the United States’ ability to avoid con-
straints affecting our contributions to mu-
tual security and development aid, as well as
continuation of our liberal trade and pay-
ments policies.

I need only mention two of the principal,
short-term measures—the Interest Equaliza~-
tion Tax and the Voluntary Federal Reserve
Program to restrain capital outfiows from
banks and other financial institutions—to
illustrate that the method by which we solve
our problem is important to you.

You will recall the difficulties presented
by the imposition of the IET which culmi-
nated in our granting an exemption from
the tax for £100 million per year of Japanese
Government or Government-guaranteed
debt in the U.S. At the same time, I am sure
you realize these restraints have played a
vital role in a period in which Vietnam costs
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have had a major adverse effect on our pay-
ments position.

The United States has sought to avoid so-
lutions to our balance of payments prob-
lem which would impede progress toward an
open, competitive, and fruitful world econ-
omy.

We recognize the U.S. should continue to
meet its fair share of international commit-
ments on behalf of mutual security in the
Free World and economic development in the
poorer nations of the Free World. In addi-
tion, the United States should export pri-
vate capital.

To deprive a world that needs capital of
access to the most efficient capital market in
the world would, over the long run, con-
stitute an act of economic perversity.

Our long-range program to improve our
position in a manner consistent with these
considerations is a varied one.

A major emphasis of our program is to
improve our trading position. We hope to
achieve a trade surplus $3 to $4 billion higher
than the $3.7 billion of last year. We have
had a trade surplus of this magnitude be-
fore, in 1964. Such an increase is neither
unreasonable nor would it create havoc in
an expanding international trading world
in which the exports of all countries cur-
rently exceed $200 billion. Among the meas-
ures we have taken to encourage our ex-
ports are to simplify procedures and expand
facilities for export financing by the Exim-
bank; expand efforts to work with private
firms to find new markets; enlarge com-
mercial staffs in our embassies abroad.

Aside from the export field, we have taken
other actions to improve our position funda-
mentally. I will mention only a few here.

We are requiring all Government agencies
to conduct their programs abroad to mini-
mize their foreign exchange costs. We are
searching for ways to increase foreign tour-
ist travel in the U.S. We are seeking to make
foreign investment in this country more
attractive.

We have gotten legislation, based on pio-
neer work in this field by Secretary of the
Treasury Fowler, designed to make foreign
investments in this country more attractive.
And, we are constantly pressing European
countries to improve their capital markets,
in order for them to assume a more equita-
ble part of the responsibility for providing
international finance.

These measures, while helpful, cannot do
the entire job alone. If our deficit is to de-
cline, surpluses of other countries must fall.
Therefore, surplus countries must also as-
sume a measure of responsibility if a better
payments equilibrium is to be achieved with-
in a cooperative framework.

Much of this cooperation necessarily must
be on the part of the persistent surplus coun-
tries of Western Europe. But all nations are
concerned, particularly those whose role in
international trade and finance is important
in their economic life., Japan is clearly such
& nation,

Let me discuss briefly the balance of pay-
ments relationships between the United
States and Japan, Data show a consistently
large surplus in favor of Japan over a num-
ber of years. Japan has benefited in particu-
lar from large net military expenditures by
the United States in Japan, which totaled
$450 million in 1966 and are expected to be
even greater in the current year. May I em-
phasize that this is a matter of vital concern
to us.

The trade balance between our two coun-
tries which had traditionally been favorable
to the United States, turned heavily in favor
of Japan during the past two years. Large
capital flows from the United States to Japan
in the early 1960's, however, were also re-
versed In 1965 and 1966. When all items are
totaled, our balance of payments deficit with
Japan has averaged half a billion dollars
annually in the 1960's.

What can Japan do to help insure a solu-
tion to the U.S, balance of payments prob-
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lem that is beneficial to Japan as well as to
the U.S. and the rest of the world?

Japan has cooperated in many ways. This
has been demonstrated, in the monetary
field, by Japan's reserve policles and its po-
sition in the international liquidity nego-
tiations.

In the same spirit, Japan might consider
other actions. Your trip here, for example,
might have given you some ideas on how you
could expand your imports from the United
States.

I know you have made an effort to expand
your trade with Europe. Despite the obstacles
that have been placed in your way, I wonder
if more could not be done.

In the financial area, you have tradition-
ally looked to the United States as a source
of funds, In recent years, you have turned
to some extent to European capital markets
for financing, but has, perhaps, the time
come to more fully utilize the possibilities
there?

Could Japan, perhaps, consider further in-
vestments in the U.8.? We have noted with
interest the many plans for expanded Jap-
anese investments in Canada. We would wel-
come more direct investment by your com-
panies in the United States. Is this not also
the time to strengthen the close links be-
tween the financial markets of our two coun-
tries by increasing your portfolio invest-
ments in this country? You may be aware
that the recent enactment of the Foreign
Investors Tax Act increases the attractive-
ness of such investment, as I mentioned
earlier.

Now let me turn your atiention to the need
for more equitable burden-sharing among
the developed countries in meeting the capi-
tal requirements of the less developed world.

I will not dwell on the basic problem we
face today. President George Woods of the
World Bank put it succinctly last September
when he sald:

“At this moment of increased potential, it
is a matter of high irony that development,
instead of proceeding at the faster pace of
which it undoubtedly is capable, is threat-
ened by a serious loss of momentum. The
effort is faced by a crucial finance gap—the
difference between the capital avallable and
the capacity of the developing countries to
use increasing amounts of capital effectively
and productively.”

To close this gap is the challenge to the
developed countries—a challenge which
Japan has Increasingly demonstrated it is
willing to meet. We welcome such state-
ments as that of Prime Minister Sato in ad-
dressing a session of the Diet on March 14,
this year:

"*As an Asian nation and as one of the lead-
ing advanced industrial nations, our country
is conscious of its responsibilities and will
extend further cooperation to many develop-
ing countries.”

We also note the record shows you are
steadily increasing your economic ald pro-
gram from year to year and that the re-
cently announced figure for aid to develop-
ing countries in 1966—$538 milllon—was
nearly 11 percent more than in the previous
year. This figure included private disburse-
ments as well as officlal aid, it 1s true, and
given the debt burdens of many developing
countries, the terms of some of the loans
were relatively hard. Nonetheless, your effort
has been a commendable one.

Speaking frankly, however, we believe your
remarkable achievements during recent
years in economic growth will permit you to
do even more in the future to assist the
developing world.

I cannot fail to recognize the leading role
Japan is progressively playing in promot-
ing regional economic development, as dem-
onstrated most recently at the Ministerial
Conference on Southeast Asian Development
held in Manila last April. But perhaps the
best evidence of Asian initiative in the eco-
nomic field, including a crucial role by Japan,
is the Asian Development Bank. I have a
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very personal interest in the Bank, having
been one of the signers of the Bank's charter
at the Manila meeting in December 1965.
Japan has not only provided $200 million of
the Bank’s capital (as has the United States),
but as you know, has also furnished the
Bank an able and conscientious president
in the person of Mr. Takeshi Watanabe.

These new initiatives in Asia have the
warm support of the American people. As
President Johnson put it last year on his
trip to Asia and the Pacific:

“We shall also be the friends and partners
of those in Asia who want to, and who are
willing now to work together to fashion their
own destiny. From you must come. initiative
and leadership. From us will come cooper-
ation.”

Our role as a non-Asian country is to as-
sist, to help, to encourage, to support. We
intend to continue such support.

As Secretary Fowler pointed out in his
speech at the inaugural meeting of the
Asian Development Bank in Tokyo last
November, our support must be consistent
with our responsibility and obligation to
achieve and maintain a reasonable equilib-
rium in our own balance of payments, This
is essential to help preserve the continued
sound working of the international financial
system, of which a dollar “as good as gold”
is a crucial element.

In the final analysis, regional development
has promise and viability only in the con-
text of an orderly, smoothly-functioning
monetary system. It should be possible for
us to devise imaginative methods to achieve
the dual objective of increased ald and pro-
tection of balance of payments.

In conclusion, let me say that we all
know that the United States could, if neces-
sary, solve its balance of payments alone,
but it could do so only at great cost to the
economies, the aspirations, and the safety of
all the nations of the Free World. However,
we belleve that we should and that we shall,
with the cooperation of Japan and other
nations who recognize their stake in the
continued viability of the world's economy,
find a solution to this problem in a combi-
nation of measures consistent with the re-
sponsible role of the United States in in-
ternational economic and financial matters.

CELEBRATION OF 100 YEARS OF
SWEDISH DESCENDANTS' ENRICH-
MENT OF THE CULTURE OF TEXAS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
while we were in recess, on June 25,
Texans of Swedish descent celebrated
their 100th anniversary with an all-day
festival at Municipal Auditorium in Aus-
tin, Tex. Since 1637, when the first
Swedish people came to the United
States, they have done their part to make
our country a better place to live.

A courageous sailor named S. M. Swen-
son was shipwrecked near Galveston in
1837, and came ashore to settle in what
was then the free Republic of Texas—the
first Swedish immigrant in that new na-
tion. Since that time the Swedish repre-
sentation in Texas has grown to number
in the thousands and they have worked
hard and contributed much to the suc-
cess of the State.

These Swedish descendants are full-
blooded, first-rate Texans and Americans
today in every sense of the word. They
fill important roles in the social, political,
and religious structure of our State. Most
are Lutherans and Methodists, but Swed-
ish Americans have integrated into vir-
tually all of the other denominations.
They have a strong family tradition
which is both old fashioned and fine.
Originally farmers and ranchers, these
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Texans of Swedish descent now are rep-
resented in most of the professions and
in business.

In 1911 Swedish Methodists founded
Texas Wesleyan College in Fort Worth,
Tex. People of Swedish descent also pub-
lish their own newspaper in Swedish and
English, the Texas Posten, Austin, Tex.

Texans of Swedish descent fought val-
iantly in both World War I and World
War II. They have succeeded in becoming
Americans of the highest caliber while
retaining the best traditions that they
brought with them from Sweden. I salute
these outstanding Texans.

WATER RESOURCES LEGISLATION

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, out of
the din of dire predictions, charges of
Federal tyranny and industrial chica-
nery, and cries of “Wolf, wolf,” that so
often seem to attend our efforts to pass
constructive legislation in the field of
water resources, it is refreshing to hear
a clear statement of objectives and a
calm and constructive approach to the
really serious water problems that face
every section of the country.

I refer to the speech of the junior
Senator from Utah, Senator Moss, be-
fore the Washington Chapter of the
Public Relations Society of America on
June 20, 1967, a copy of which was sent
to me by a member of the society.

In recent years, we have come to re-
spect the words of the junior Senator
from Utah on the subject of water re-
sources. While he comes from a State
which is in a water-short area of the
continent, he does not speak with a see-
tional bias, nor is he interested only in
the water problems of his own part of
the country. He sees the water problem
in a national perspective and recognizes
the importance of conservation in Ap-
palachia, pollution control in New Eng-
land, and restoration of the health of the
Great Lakes, as much as he values water
for irrigation and industry in Utah.

Furthermore, he approaches Ameri-
can industry, as it is represented by the
public relations people in Washington,
on the basis that these people are just
as interested as he is in preserving
America's natural beauty and resources.
He takes the position that the public
relations people have to be the con-
science of American industry and he as-
sumes as much as he requests their co-
operation in getting full industrial par-
ticipation in the long-range effort to
restore and preserve the life support ca-
pability of America’s water resources.

Senator Moss this month published a
book entitled “The Water Crisis,” which
has a foreword by our recent colleague,
the esteemed former senior Senator
from Illinois, Paul H. Douglas, It deals
with every aspect of our national water
problem. It is more than a cry of alarm.
The junior Senator from Utah offers so-
lutions that make sense and offers peo-
ple an opportunity to do more than just
wring their hands. Since Senator Moss’
talk to the Washington public relations
people provides a good insight into the
book, I ask unanimous consent that a
copy of his speech before the Public
Relations Society be reprinted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
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There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR FRANK E. Moss, DEMO-~
CRAT, oF UTaH, BEFORE THE WASHINGTON
CHAPTER OF THE PUBLIC RELATIONS SOCIETY
OF AMERICA, JUNE 20, 1967

It would be hard to think of a more ap-
pealing audience for me to address these days
than the Washington chapter of the Public
Relations Soclety of America.

For one thing, from the standpoint of a
politician, you are the people most skilled
in the art of communication with the public,
which is the life blood of polities.

For another, I have just published a book
on a subject of significance to the business
community and you have direct access to the
Nation's business leaders.

More importantly, as modern public rela-
tions men, you are, as a group, the real
conscience of American business and my sub-
ject today is one which commands your in-
terest.

The only improvement I can think of
would be to hold this meeting in Utah. As a
matter of fact, that's a good idea. Utah is
a wonderful place to meet. As United States
Senator from the State of Utah, I extend to
you a very warm invitation to visit our State.
Utah would be a fine place to talk about
water because 1t is the site of major water
developments. One of these include, Lake
Powell—the 186 mile long “Jewel of the Col-
orado”"—which is the subject of the feature
article coming in the July issue of National
Geographie.

Also, Utah is a State where water is valued
for its true worth. Water, like other com-
modities, changes in value as it becomes
scarcer. This fact brings to mind the story
of a famous Senator, whom some of you may
remember, whose well advertised apprecia-
tlon of good bourbon was gquite in keeping
with his oratorical attainments. His critics
sald there was a connection. At any rate,
in prohibition years, between his family and
his doctor, he found it increasingly difficult
to maintain the standard to which he had
become accustomed. After one long dry spell,
a faithful retainer brought him a bottle of
his very favorite, handing it over with pro-
fuse apologies about the cost.

The old man held it up to the light ad-
miringly and said, “tut, tut, my boy, think
nothing of it. Suppose they had charged you
what it’s really worth?"

There's a lesson in the jest. Does anybody
know what water is really worth?

I can tell you this. The price is going up.

For the next generation of Americans,
water may be the Nation's most critical prob-
lem.

The root cause of the problem is quite sim-
ple. The total amount of water available to
us s fixed by nature. The number of persons
to use it and the demands they make on it
are not.

Our expanding industrial society is putting
such pressure on water that the resource it-
self is deteriorating. It is in question whether
or not we will reverse the trend, restore our
waters, and provide the additional amounts
we need for use. This is the *“water crisis,”
which is the title of my book, scheduled for
publication in July.

I have tried to treat the subject construc-
tively. I wished to do more than sound the
alarm. I believe the water problem can be
solved. This is not the first time America has
faced resource destruction. During our west-
ward expansion, other generations raided the
forests and the wildlife.

This generation is raiding the rivers and
lakes. It is easy to see why. The demand for
water is truly prodigious—and increasing.
Every year, we must find larger amounts to
supply the kitchens and bathrooms of sprawl-
ing cities and suburbs; to water parks, and
irrigate crops in the drier States; to supply
industry. Whole regions compete for river-
flows today with all the jealousy with which
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early settlers in the west fought for water
holes.

You have heard it said that we have plenty
of water if only we take care of it. That
could be true. With three percent of the fresh
water available on the globe's land surface.
America is better off than many nations. But
a more accurate way of stating the case for
the United States is this: we have enough
water only if it is properly managed. Today
it is not being properly managed.

We can’t go on like this.

Some parts of the United States have al-
ready run out of water, that is, the number
of persons occupying a given basin has grown
to the point that they either must bring
water in from other basins or mine ground
resources. This is going on in the southwest
today. In other parts of the country, the cost
of Hving, or the cost of doing business—they
can't be separated—is going up because the
quality of the water is going down due to
pollution. Elsewhere, even normal cyclical
variations in precipitation cause serious
trouble. In still other areas, actual resource
destruction is undermining water supply.
Take Rock Creek. The lower third of its
watershed, except for Rock Creek Park, has
long been fully developed. Before World War
II, the middle third was rich farming country.
But by now, the woods and pastures have
been replaced with massive housing develop-
ments, and urban sprawl is pushing into the
watershed’'s upper third.

In fifty years, the stream’s drainage area
has been cut in half. Chevy Chase, Wood-~
mont, Forest Glen, Kensington, Garrett
Park—each has dried up tributaries of Rock
Creek. Now the rain scoots off the land, filling
the stream with yellow mud.

An analysis of the Nation's 22 water re-
source regions shows that most have major
problems, for many, the problems are critical.
Surely we are capable of something better
than this. Just plain pride, if it weren't also
our lives, should make us want to do better.
We can, and the way is clear. That is what
I have tried to show in my book.

Doing better means the kind of a program
on which public relations people and poli-
ticians can join hands. Let me elaborate on
this point. You know better than anyone
else that, in our kind of soclety, you have
to organize and drum up support for any
policy position you want to make stick. Well,
in the water field, we have lots of separate
policies and as many organizations trying to
further their separate goals. We have a lobby
for ducks, a lobby for fish, a lobby for power,
a lobby for navigation, a lobby for pollution
abatement, a lobby for irrigation, a lobby
for flood control, a lobby for nearly every-
thing you can think of—save one. There is
no lobby for John Q. Public, for the Nation
as a whole and 1ts greatness and beauty. We
have several lobbies for leaving things as
nature left them, but if we are going to keep
on increasing the number of people, we
surely have to glve nature a helping hand in
trying to provide water resources for them.

The crying need today is for support for
a water policy that will serve the national
interest. And those whose job it is to keep the
public informed bear a heavy responsibility
for the adoption and implementation of
such a policy.

We have made a start toward recovery of
some of the lost ground. Sensing the peril
that faces us, I believe our people are pre-
pared for the long haul job.

As a matter of fact, a water resource
restoration movement is underway. The stage
was set by the Senate Select Committee on
National Water Resources which studied
water supply and demand and issued its
report in 1961, With the cooperation and
support of President Johnson, the 88th and
89th Congresses enacted more constructive
water resources legislation than any of their
predecessors. Much groundwork, of course,
had been lald by President Eennedy and the
87th Congress., And we cannot afford to let
the pace slacken.
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There are two areas of activity which call
for the professional competence of this
group. These are areas where there is a need
for greater initiative and leadership in the
business community, as well as need for
understanding by the public. One is the
area of broad national water policy, which
I have mentioned briefly. The other is the
obvious one of pollution control.

In a sense, the pollution control program
is a tremendous business opportunity. As
great as any in our history. We think of the
rallroad building era in the West as the great
economic expansion of the last third of the
last century, Our current effort to restore
our environment, both air and water, de-
mands a tremendous program of research,
construction, and equipment manufacture.

There is a dual opportunity for American
business. You know, we tend to forget the
extent to which our whole business struc-
ture depends upon the theory that the cor-
poration is a person before the law. The
corporate form was one key to the realiza-
tion of the vast developmental opportunity
in the last century. Now, something new
has been added. The responsibilities, as well
as the opportunities of the citizen are in-
creasingly recognized as devolving upon the
corporation.

This i1s the solid foundation of today’s
industrial public relations, The needs of the
American people in the natlonal water pollu-
tion crisis offer a rare public relations oppor-
tunity. At the start-up of the pollution con-
trol program, the response of some spokes-
men for 8 businesses sounded as though
water were the business of some other cit-
izens, or perhaps of the corporate citizen of
the last century.

But the signs of change are in the air.
There is growing recognition of a simple
proposition stated by the New York Times in
December of 1965—there is no inherent right
to pollute water. We started doing that in
the early days of our industrial development,
and business was no more to blame than the
rest of us. It was inexpensive—and mostly
harmless—to let our rivers carry away the
wastes of factories, refineries, slaughter-
houses and homes. But there are too many
of us to do that any more.

Changing such a convenient and ingrained
hablt doesn't come easy. It costs money.
Somebody is going to have to pay. The cost is
bound to go into the cost of doing business,
and may come out in the price of the product.
I believe American consumers are ready to
pay the price, especially if the story is put to
them right. This, too, is a public relations
challenge.

Looking again at national policy, the aero-
space people have taught us to use the term
“system approach” for solving big problems,
all right, we need a system approach to the
national water problem. To get it we will have
to make use of the famous slogan—think.
‘We must think ahead, think “organization,”
and think big.

ahead means long-range plan-
ning. In 1965, New Yorkers had to restrict
the serving of water in restaurants while
southern Californians could water lawns,
wash cars, and fill their swimming pools.
California's secret was planning, Even under
eastern drought conditions, twice as much
rain fell on New York as on Los Angeles.

We can understand the size of the Los
Angeles water problem if we realize that ten
million people live on a near desert within
the metropolitan water district of southern
California. Most of their water is brought two
hundred and forty miles across mountain
ranges and desert. It is then distributed
through four hundred and fifty miles of lines
to one hundred and nineteen citlies and many
large unincorporated areas. California is one
state that realizes how long it takes to
plan and build water projects. A 1966 pam-
phlet issued by “Californians for Water Ac-
tion” emphasized—"there is a gap of twenty-
five years from planning table to the water
tap.” The “California water plan,”—now be-



18488

ing built—involves the most massive trans-
fer of water yet attempted on this continent,
and will satisfy expected southern Callfornia
water demand through 1990. But we need a
California water plan for the whole United
States and for every river basin in 1it.

Thinking “organization” means taking a
hard look at the existing governmental struc-
tures through which we Americans manage
our water resources.

In 19656, Newsweek magazine charged that
the big obstacle to restoring the Hudson Val-
ley was bureaucracy. Newsweek said that
“more than fifteen Federal agencies from
the Coast Guard to the Department of Com-
merce tangle with the New York State De-
partments of Conservation, Health and Pub-
lic Works, as well as, commissions for fish
and game, parks, water resources and motor
boats, to name a few. And few of these are
under any obligation to consult with each
other or a higher authority."

Congress has recognized such fragmenta-
tion in the Federal Government. Under the
provisions of the Water Resources Planning
Act of 1965, the Water Resources Council
was formed to coordinate the water policies
and projects of more than a score of Govern-
ment agencies among which have been scat-
tered responsibility and money for water
resources work.,

The Council has a very highgrade staff of
specialists. They are professionally competent
and skilled in the art of government. But
they are not the responsible political policy-
makers.

The members of the council are the Sec-
retaries of: the Army; Agriculture; Health,
Education, and Welfare; Interior; and the
chairman of the Federal Power Commission.
The job of planning and managing our water
resources has become too big to be handled
by a committee. And whatever we call it, this
council functions as a committee to recon-
clle bureaucratic differences. To give the
needed direction to Federal efforts, I have
proposed & full-fledged Department of
Natural Resources.

Thinking big means giving careful con-
sideration to such proposals as the NAWAPA
scheme. (NAWAPA is an acronym for North
American Water and Power Alliance.) Rec-
ognizing that northern Canada and Alaska
have enormous gquantities of fresh, clean
water that flow unused into the Arctic seas,
the engineers of the Ralph M. Parsons Com-
pany proposed a one hundred billion dollar
project of continental water resource devel-
opment. It would recapture from 16 to 20
percent of the excess runoff of the far north
and redistribute it to Canada’s prairie prov-
inces, the U.S. West and Midwest, and pos-
sibly, Mexico. The 500 mile long trench In
the Canadian Rockies would be used as a
great reservolr from which water would be
distributed south to many States and east
to the Great Lakes and beyond.

Three years ago, I was chairman of a sub-
committee of the Senate Public Works Com-
mittee, which took a look at the NAWAPA
proposal, We made a comparison with the
inventory of all Federal projects foreseeable
for the next twenty years. It appeared to us
that for twenty-five percent more money
NAWAPA could deliver twice as much water
and was subject to expanslon.

Of course, the Canadians have something
to say about this—and they have said plenty.
In between the pros and cons, however, there
is a great body of Canadians who feel that if
appraisals of their resources and projections
of their needs show a marketable surplus,
they could do worse than sell it to the United
States. After all, water can be produced &s a
sustained yield crop. It is not subject to de-
pletion as are the uranium and natural gas
that the Canadians are very happy to sell to
us.

One of the great values of massive pro-
posals like Nawapa is that they focus atten-
tion on other aspects of national policy.

Nawapa’'s $100 billion price tag makes peo-
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ple stop and think. It compels us to intensi-
fy watershed conservation, and to clean up
the rivers through which this water would
be distributed.

Except for the need to study new water for
the Great Lakes, the U.S. 18 no more ready
to enter into a water transfer compact than
are the Canadians, We have barely begun to
study the possibilities of full development of
our own water resources.

I have mentioned cost previously.

A tragic irony of the recent water for peace
conference in Washington was noted both
by President Johnson in his opening state-
ment and Secretary Rusk in his closing one—
we could do a lot more both in the developed
and the developing nations if it were not for
the financial drain of Vietnam.

There are those who worry about the eco-
nomic impact of a sudden reduction of mili-
tary spending. I tell you we should welcome
the event for more reasons than the obvious
one. We need the money—not just for de-
velopment but for actual natural resource
preservation.

A nation that aspires to put a man on the
moon should be able to solve its life-de-
pendent problem of water resource manage-
ment. A nation that spends ten percent of
its gross national product on defense can
certainly put whatever it takes into preserv-
ing something to defend. I have heard it
suggested that we start investing in re-
source conservation at least one-twentieth
of what we spend on defense. This would be
a kind of depreclation allowance, five per-
cent for restoration and maintenance. We
can surely afford it.

Man's inabllity to manage water resources
caused ancient civilizations to crumble. We
need not suffer their fate. We are not less
dependent upon water than was man a thou-
sand years ago; but we have far more sclen-
tific knowledge and technical capability to
control our environment. We need not run
out of water if we can solve the political
problems that stand in the way of an ade-
quate national water management program.
As I have said, solving these problems is a
challenge for both statemanship and public
relations.

To bring some order into the national
water picture, the administration has asked
for a national water commission. It would be
composed of prominent persons outside of
government. It would have five years to
study and prepare recommendations.

Such an investigation could be of great
value in settling long range policy questions.
It could help put in proper perspective vari-
ous courses of action: conservation, pollu-
tion control, additional re-use of water, de-
salting, weather modification, inter-basin
transfer systems, and improved water use
practices in agriculture, industry and the
home. All these are things that must be done
to assure water for tomorrow. A commission
could take a natlonal view—in contrast to
Congress, whose Members represent regional
interests.

But the formation of a commission must
not be used as an excuse to “wait and see.”
America has run out of time in which to
repair her water resources,

We must push ahead with water supply
development. We must improve State, re-
gional and federal water management meth-
ods. We must press the national clean water
effort to the full extent of the law.

The future of every American depends on
water, ess of his income, profession
or station in life. This is one battle we have
to win.

BIG THICKET NATIONAL PARK BILL
SUPPORTED BY TEXAS TOURIST
COUNCIL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
since introducing my bill (S. 4) calling
for the establishment of a Big Thicket
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National Park in southeast Texas, I have
been greatly impressed by the enthusias-
tic endorsement of the proposal by many
individuals and groups, including the
Texas House of Representatives and the
National Parks Advisory Board.

The Texas Tourist Council is the latest
among many who have resolved to
support this effort “to preserve our rap-
idly diminishing enclaves of nature's un-
spoiled beauty' by creating a Big Thicket
National Park. By resolution of May 31,
1967, the council affirmed its keen inter-
est in the establishment of the park. I
ask unanimous consent that the Texas
Tourist Council's resolution be inserted
at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas, the Texas Tourist Council is a
private enterprise assoclation Interested in
the many scenic beautles and varlety offered
visitors in Texas—The Land of Contrast: and

Whereas, Out-of-state visitors to Texas
have doubled in the past six years and with
the decreasing length of the work week and
with higher disposable incomes, more time
is being used for recreational activity and
travel; and

Whereas, The Council is cognizant of the
need to preserve our rapidly en-
claves of nature’s unspoiled beauty and leave
them for the enjoyment of future genera-
tions; now, therefore be it

Resolved, That the Texas Tourlst Council
send to all Congressional Representatives
from Texas this Resolution to express our
keen interest in the creation of Big Thicket
National Park and encourage them to pursue
the establishment of this national recrea-
tional area for the use of all citizens of the

world.
RoserT W. ENEEBONE,
President.
Dated this 31st day of May 1087, Austin,
Texas.

ACT OF HEROISM OVER GULF OF
TONKIN

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, it is an
honor for me to invite the attention of
the Senate to an act of heroism that
took place recently in the sky over the
Gulf of Tonkin, Vietnam.

An Air Force KC-135 Stratotanker has
been credited with saving six Navy car-
rier-based aircraft in an air refueling
mission. The commander of the KEC-135
is Maj. John H. Casteel of Akron, Ohio.
The major's parents, Mr. and Mrs. Har-
old J. Casteel, reside at 397 Stetler
Avenue, Akron. He joined the Air Force
in 1954 and was commissioned in 1956.

He is assigned to the 902d Air Refuel-
ing Squadron at Clinton-Sherman AFB,
Okla., where he resides with his wife
Colleen and their three children, John
Scott, 10; Holly Wynn, 8; and Diane K.,
4,

I ask unanimous consent that the con-
tents of the release of the Department of
Defense detailing the action involved be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

USAF TANKER ENGAGES IN TRI-LEVEL REFUEL-
ING WITH NAVY CARRIER AIRCRAFT

An Air Force KC-135 Stratotanker has
been credited with saving six Navy carrier-
based aircraft in an air ref misslon
over the Gulf of Tonkin,
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The Strategic Air Command tanker, oper-
ating from a 3rd Air Division location in
the Western Pacific, was on a routine mis-
sion involving air refueling of two Air Force
F-104 Starfighters over the Gulf of Tonkin
when the crew, commanded by Major John
H. Casteel, was advised to contact a Navy
ship regarding a possible emergency air re-
fueling.

The Navy ship verified the emergency and
vectored the tanker North to intercept two
Navy A-3 Skywarrior tankers from the car-
rier USS Hancock, supporting strike and
rescue operations in North Vietnam. The
Alr Force tanker headed for the rendezvous
with the two F-104s providing fighter cover
and receiving periodic refuelings enroute.

When rendezvous was completed, one of
the A-3 tankers had only three minutes of
usable fuel remaining. In addition he had
4,000 pounds of fuel which could be trans-
ferred to another aircraft, but which he
could not use himself.

The Air Force tanker transferred a token
amount of fuel to the first A-3 to prevent
flame-out. This A-3 then moved into ob-
servation position permitting the second A-3
to refuel. During this refueling another
rendezvous was called for a new emergency
refueling, this one involving two Navy P-8
Crusaders from the carrier USS Bon Homme
Richard.

The most critical of the F-8s had only
300 pounds of fuel remaining and could not
walt for the Navy tanker then being refueled
to break away. The F-8 slipped in behind
the A-3 and hooked onto the Navy tanker.
There were then three planes fiying hooked
up in line.

At the same time, the other A-3 shared
a portlon of his meager onload with the
second F-8. He later took on additional fuel
from the KC-135.

In the midst of this fuel transition, the
Navy ship called in another emergency in-
volving two F—4 Phantoms and vectored the
entire cell toward that rendezvous.

The EC-135, now low on fuel, could not
reach its initial destination so it headed
toward an alternate Air Force Base in South
Vietnam, still accompanied by the two cover
F-104s. A final refueling to the F-104s was
made before landing.

All nine Alr Force and Navy aircraft in-
volved—the Alr Force KC-135, and two F-
104s and the two Navy A-3s, two F-8s and
two F—4s—landed safely.

Major Casteel’'s KC-135 is assigned to the
902nd Air Refueling Squadron of the 70th
Bomb Wing, Clinton-Sherman AFB, Okla-
homa, and was on temporary duty with the
3rd Alr Division’s 4258th Strategic Wing In
the Western Pacific.

Major Casteel, 32, 1s from Akron, Ohio.
Other crewmembers, all from Clinton-Sher-
man AFB, were: Captain Richard L. Trail,
80, of McCook, Nebraska, Filot; Captain
Dean L. Hoar, 29, of Idana, Kansas, Navi-
gator; and Master Sergeant Nathan C. Camp-
bell, 84, of Pine Bluff, Arkansas, Boom
Operator.

Commenting afterward on the mission,
Major Casteel said, *“We could see Halphong
Harbor. I was concerned with the low alti-
tude at which the mission was performed—
necessary due to Navy aircraft having in-
sufficlent fuel to climb to a higher altitude,
but my crew did a fantastic job.”

As a result of this demonstration of su-
perior flying skill and herolsm, Major
Casteel, Captain Trail, Captain Hoar, and
Sergeant Camphbell each will be awarded the
Distinguished Flying Cross,

THE NATION'S HOUSING PROBLEMS

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, we who
are deeply concerned with the housing
problems facing the Nation and acutely
aware of the deficiencies and inade-
quacies in our present housing programs
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are hopeful that the Senate this year
will hold hearings on 8. 1592, which was
introduced by the distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. PeErcY], and cospon-
sored by every Republican Member of
the Senate.

One of the exciting concepts embodied
in the Percy proposal is the self-help
idea. California has had some experi-
ence with this concept. The results have
been encouraging. Under the self-help
program in California, workers using
“sweat equity” or equity raised through
their own labor as a substitute for ready
cash which they lack, are becoming
homeowners and for the first time are
experiencing the pride and the dignity
in homeownership. Its success is readily
apparent in the faces of these new
OWners.

Recently the Oakland Tribune pub-
lished an outstanding editorial praising
the Percy housing plan. As the article
states:

The Percy plan instead of perpetuating
dependency offers the disadvantaged an op-
portunity to become independent home-
Oowners.

Mr. President, I am confident this pro-
posal of Senator PErcy’s has broad sup-
port across the country and provides us
with a new approach which, if enacted,
will be a great stimulus to making de-
cent housing available to all of our
citizens, particularly the disadvantaged.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Oakland Tribune article of April 27 be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

PERCY’Ss HOUSING PLAN

One of the fatal defects in the Johnson
Administration’s efforts to meet the housing
needs of the poor has been the essentially
negative approach of many of these pro-

grams.

The major incentive offered to the poor
who occupy public housing projects is to stay
poor—because when the family income
reaches a certain level, they must move. The
same negative incentive is present in the
controversial “rent supplement"” program, the
direct subsidy paid for low-income families
to help meet part of their rent in privately-
owned housing. Rent supplements go only
to families whose income stays below a
certain level.

Instead of encouraging the poor to move
up the economic ladder, the subsidy approach
actually encourages the status quo. By earn-
ing more, a poor family jeopardizes either its
eligibility for public housing or its govern-
ment-pald rent subsidy.

An equally negative byproduct 1s the fact
that these programs offer no incentive to the
poor to maintain their homes. They don’t
own them and under the public housing and
rent supplement approach, they never will.

As an alternative, Sen. Charles Perecy,
R-Ill, has proposed a plan to help rehabili-
tate urban slums by promoting home owner-
ship among the poor.

The program, known as the National Home
Ownership Foundation Act, would establish
a foundation with the authority to sell $2
billion worth of bonds to help arrange home
purchases by the poor.

The Foundation would issue loans to local
non-profit housing associations which would
rehabilitate slum housing and sell it to low-
income families. The mortgages would be
held by the Foundation to help repay the
loans on rehabilitated housing.

To help launch this self-supporting pro-
gram, Congress would appropriate $60 million
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over the next three years to help poor urban
and rural home-buyers pay interest on their
mortgages.

The plan is co-sponscred by all 36 Senate
Republicans, including California’s George
Murphy and Thomas Kuchel. Senate Demo-
cratic Leader Mike Mansfield predicts it will
get substantial Democratic backing.

We hope Congress gives the p
prompt consideration. The basic self-help
feature of the Percy plan is one that should
be part of every federal p aimed at
rehabilitating the nation’s cities. Instead of
perpetuating dependency, 1t offers the disad-
vantaged an opportunity to become inde-
pendent home-owners.

If urban rehabilitation is to work, the poor
must have a stake in improving both their
housing and their economic status. Govern-
ment must stop encouraging the poor to de-
pend upon special subsidies that, however
nobly intended, have the effect of perpetuat-
ing poverty.

THE LESSON OF SUEZ IN PANAMA

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
Cleveland Plain Dealer of June 27, 1967,
published an editorial entitled “Lesson of
Suez in Panama.”

The views expressed in this editorial
are sound and worthy of sympathetic
consideration. The editorial points out
the absolute need of establishing by
law an assurance that the Panama Canal
will always be kept open for the passage
of all innocent vessels carrying cargoes in
the world markets. The editorial points
out that as far as the Panama Canal is
concerned, assurances should be made
that it will never deny the use of its fa-
cilities to wvessels carrying cargoes in
world trade on a similar unjustified basis
as was experienced by innocent ships in
their purpose to use the Suez Canal and
the Tiran Straits.

The editorial states:

The United States has to make certain
that freedom of transit between the Atlantic
and the Pacific exists for everybody.

It further points out the absolute need
of assuring, through the proposed ncw
treaties to be executed between the
United States and Panama, that our
Government shall have the ultimate right
through the treaty provisions to keep
open the canal for usage by all innocent
vessels of all the nations of the world.

My own view is that the Suez Canal and
the Panama Canal ought to be placed
under international control, making all
of the nations of the world answerable
for the free use of the facilities of these
artificial bodies of water that connecet
the oceans of the world. However, if that
is not to be achieved, then it is impera-
tive that the United States make certain
that what happened in the Suez Canal
through the shortsightedness of Nasser
shall not happen in the Panama Canal.

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
RECORD,

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

LESSON OF SUEZ IN PANAMA

In order to get the Republic of Panama’s
negotiators to okay future construction of
a new sea-level canal between the Atlantic
and Pacific across the Panamanian isthmus,
the United States had to make tremendous
political concessions.

It had been determined by President
Johnson and Panama's President Marcos A.
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Robles in 1965 that a new treaty would be
drafted to replace the one of 1903 that gives
the United BStates soverelgnty over the
Panama Canal and Canal Zone, 10 miles wide.
Announcement that the pacts have been
mnegotiated—although the texts still are
secret—has led to some heated opposition in
Congress, where the Senate must ratify any
treaty.

One of the three proposed treaties, it is
made known, “concerns” U.S. military bases
in Panama for defense of the canal.

This is actually the key point. National
interest must not be forsaken. Politics may
change but geography does not. The war-
breeding lessons of Egypt’'s Nasser, the Suez
Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba are fresh before
the world,

The United States has to make certain that
freedom of transit between the Atlantic and
the Pacific exists for everybody. What hap-
pens under these proposed treaties if a Nas-
ser becomes president of Panama? Where
does our national interest stand then?

Already there is talk, since the Arab-Israell
hostilities ended, that both the Suez Canal
and the Panama Canal should be inter-
nationalized.

Study of new canal routes, either in
Panama, in Colombia or on the Nicaragua-
Costa Rica border was agreed to only after
the Canal Zone riots of January 1064 that
left 21 Panamanians and four U.S. soldiers
dead. For a time Panama broke relations
with the United States, restoring them only
after being assured the 1903 treaty would
be replaced.

It is obvious that a new water-level canal
will have to be built someplace, eliminating
the present lock system that is vulnerable
to attack and sabotage. The oil supertankers
and largest aircraft carriers already are too
big for either the Panama or Suez Canal.

Benefits of a new canal in the end may out-
weigh seeming disadvantages in yielding so
much to Panama, provided that the United
States maintains the absolute right to pro-
tect its own lifeline.

HEALTH LESSONS TO BE LEARNED
FROM DEXTER MANOR PROJ-
ECT

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on
June 22 and 23, the Subcommittee on
Health of the Elderly, of the Special
Committee on Aging, began an inquiry
into costs and delivery of health services
to older Americans. As chairman of that
subcommittee, I am pleased to report
that expert witnesses gave testimony
that will serve the subcommittee well as
it continues hearings on a subject of
vital importance, not only to the old but
to others who will benefit from improve-
ments in the organization of medical
services.

The mood at the hearing clearly was
one of innovation and fresh thinking—
very similar, in fact, to the overall
mood that could be felt the following
week at the National Conference on
Medical Costs.

It is clear, I think, that the implemen-
tation of medicare and medicaid pro-
grams have already unleashed a strong
desire to make quality medicine more
readily available to all Americans, while
at the same time preserving the best
features of the present system.

A perceptive report on one experiment
in providing such services to one group
of older Americans was given on July 3
in an Associated Press column written
by Mr. Martin Segal, of New York City.
Mr, Segal, an articulate and farsighted
authority on older Americans, gives a
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vivid description of a project that, with
necessary adaptations, might well be
useful in other communities. I can as-
sure you that the subcommittee will look
further into the project as its inquiry
continues.

Mr. President, the article is timely
and informative. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REecorb.

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

SECURITY FOR You: HEALTH SERVICE Hrrps
ELDERLY
(By Martin E. Segal)

Medicare, medicald, preventicare, higher
Social Security benefits, special services for
the elderly—all have one underlying purpose:
to allow older persons to live adequate, inde-
pendent lives, But sometimes a little under-
standing, a little forethought, can do as much
as all the major program. Like the people who
planned and worked to put a health unit into
Dexter Manor.

Dexter Manor is a public housing project
for the elderly in the downtown area of Provi-
dence, R.I. The 1l-story building has 200
apartments for residents 62 years old and over
with incomes up to $3,000 a year for a single
person, $3,600 a year for couples. There were
283 residents with an average of 72 when the
health unit began operating.

The Dexter Manor health unit isn't a big,
expensive operation. It consists only of a
nurse, & clerk, and a part-time social worker.
They operate out of a clinic provided by the
Providence Housing Authority on the first
floor of the building, directly across from the
community room that is used by all the resi-
dents for social actlvities.

TYPICAL CASES

But as a result of this small health unit, a
considerable number of Dexter Manor’s resi-
dents have been enabled to live independent
lives at home rather than spend months or
years in hospitals and nursing homes. And
isn't that what programs are supposed to do?

For example:

Mrs, W., 79 years old, lived alone in an effi-
clency apartment. She called the nurse one
morning to say she had fallen the night
before and injured her right shoulder. The
nurse sent Mrs. W. to the hospital. X-rays
showed that Mrs. W.'s shoulder was fractured.
She was admitted to the hospital for treat-
ment, When Mrs. W. was ready to be dis-
charged from the hospital, she had limited
use of her arm. Mrs, W.'s doctor recom-
mended that she go to a nursing home. Mrs.
W. and the Dexter Manor Health unit staff
feared that if she went to a nursing home,
she might remain there.

The nurse and soclal worker met with the
house manager, Mrs. W.'s niece, her minister,
and representatives of several social agencies.

Mrs. W. was sent home. And a homemaker
was assigned to prepare her main meal and
do light housekeeping. The nurse took over
the task of continuing treatment and physi-
cal therapy.

Take another case: One morning, Mrs. M.
came to the nurse's office to report that her
husband had an extremely painful back.
The nurse investigated and sent Mr. M. to
his personal physician. The doctor found Mr.
M. had a large abscess. He operated, then
called the nurse to find out whether she
could give continuing care or whether Mr.
M. should be sent to the hospital.

The nurse assured the doctor that she
would care for Mr. M.

The result: Mr. M. spent the next few
weeks at home rather than in a hospital; a
hospital bed was available for a sicker pa-
tient; and the M.'s budget was kept intact.

SIMILAR PROGRAMS

Very few housing projects have such close-
ly assoclated health services. And even this
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program didn't start without some opposi-
tion and doubts.

Skepticism was voiced by some profes-
slonals because they feared that the pres-
ence of a nurse (without charge to the
patient) would encourage elderly tenants to
dwell on their health problems and imagine
some they dldn’t have. SBome people worried
that tenants who were too ill to live inde-
pendently and who really needed institu-
tional care would remain in the project. The
Dexter Manor experiment proved all these
fears to be groundless. The natural thing,
the sensible thing, would be to follow up on
successful experiments by establishing simi-
lar, permanent services in other places.

INDIANA'S NEW TRAFFIC CODE

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as highway
use continues to rise in ever increasing
amounts, it becomes more and more im-
portant that State and local regulations
be developed which will adequately meet
the complex demands of highway safety.
I am pleased to report that Indiana has
recently taken significant steps toward
this goal.

During the 1967 session the Indiana
General Assembly, in a bipartisan effort,
adopted a series of traffic safety meas-
ures which expanded and improved the
State’s highway regulation laws. These
acts were based upon considerable re-
search and many conferences and semi-
nars, and they cover such varied issues
as vehicle inspection, motorcycle safety,
driver education and licensing, traffic
courts, and police training.

Mr. President, the major aspects of
this legislation were well summarized in
an article written by Floyd Kline, Sr.,
and Dave Allen, and published in the
July 1967, issue of Traffic Safety. Be-
cause the experience of one State in re-
vising its basic traffic code is of national
significance, I ask unanimous consent
that the article be printed in the Recorp.

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

|From Traffic Safety, July 1967]
INDIANA LEGISLATURE PAssEs TRAFFIC BinLs

(By Floyd A. Kline, Sr., and Dave Allen)

(Nore—Floyd A. Kline, Sr., is director of
the Indiana Office of Traffic Safety. Dave
Allen is assistant to Gov. Roger D. Branigin
of Indiana.)

The 1967 session of the Indiana General
Assembly, with the backing of Gov. Roger D.
Branigin, enacted several important traffic
sarety measures. It is to the credit of the
governor, state senators and representatives
that legislation dealing with the far-flung
aspects of traffic safety was handled in a
bipartisan manner, This assembly must stand
as a benchmark to those who worked for
many years to develop and perfect a com-
prehensive taffic safety program.

Governor Branigin in both his state of the
state and budget messages to the Indiana
General Assembly commented on traffic
safety programing, On January 10, 1967, in
hhladstata of the State speech, the governor
sald:

“The year's (1966) record is proof that the
state has not yet faced up to the adoption of
sanctions necessary to curb highway slaugh-
ter. We must strike at once with compulsory
vehicle inspection, more severe restrictions
on drivers with physical and visual defects,
better driver training and laws closing in on
the drunk, the speeder and the irresponsible.”

In his January 256 budget message, Goyer-
nor Branigin recommended that the general
assembly appropriate matching funds, in
accordance with the National Highway Safety
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Act of 1966, to develop traffic safety programs
for the state and its political subdivisions.

Many state and local agencies, coordinated
by the Indiana Office of Traffic Safety, worked
diligently with interim legislative commit-
tees to compile the background information
vital to the preparation of the bills passed
in the 1967 session. The period between the
adjournment of the 19656 sesslon and the
convening of the 1967 session was a busy
one for agencies with trafic safety respon-
sibilities.

It is a tribute to these people that even
prior to the December, 1966, and February,
1967, draft standard announcements by the
Highway Safety Bureau, Indiana either had
in operation or in preparation necessary
legislation which exceeded any minimum
requirements that can be extracted from
these draft standards.

In brief, the standards and Indiana's legis-
lation in these areas include:

Periodic Motor Vehicle Inspection. A spe-
cial committee created by the legislative ad-
visory commission made a comprehensive
study of the various vehicle inspection pro-
grams now in operation in other states. The
bill passed by the Assembly was the result,
with slight modifications, of this careful
study. It will be operational in 1969.

Motorcycle Safety. Indiana hosted a multi-
state conference on motorcycle safety in
December, 1966. The legislation enacted by
the 1967 Indiana General Assembly is based
upon the recommendations of this confer-
ence. The motorcycle code provides for the
licensing of cycle operators, protective head-
gear, eye and face protection regquirements,
rules of the road for operation of the cycles,
as well as the transportation of passengers
by cycle operators, This Act is possibly the
most comprehensive legislation dealing with
motorcycles available today.

Driver Education. Long a leader in driver
education programs, Indiana was again rec-
ognized by the Insurance Institute for High~
way Safety as a top ranking state in this
critical area. The proposed draft standard
reflects Indiana’s current driver education
program in its scope and priority.

The regulation of commercial driver train-
ing schools was provided for by the 1967
Assembly. The bureau of motor vehicles will
continue to emphasize the importance of
properly trained drivers. It will require com-
mercial driver training schools to maintain
sufficlent classroom and behind-the-wheel
instruction in order to retain certification.

Traffic Codes and Laws. A two-year study
made by Indiana officials in cooperation with
the National Committee on Uniform Traffic
Laws and Ordinances was completed in Sep-
tember, 1966. The recommendations are still
under review in many instances. However,
several of the proposals were introduced into
the 1967 General Assembly. The first system-
atic revision in speed limit laws and the
operation requirements for vehicles on In-
diana highways was enacted. Not surpris-
ingly, the report showed that Indiana’'s
existing laws In most of the areas were in
substantial conformity with the provisions of
the Uniform Vehicle Code.

Driving Licensing. Through improved tech-
niques available in data processing, pro-
graming and equipment, the law enforcement
agencies, the bureau of motor vehicles, and
the courts are better able to isolate infor-
mation on individual drivers. This progress
allows the appropriate agency to locate and
remove the errant driver from the highways
faster.

Additional refinements in the licensing
control process were added by the 1967 Gen-
eral Assembly. The commissioner of motor
vehicles was glven an important advisory
group when a medical advisory commission
of driver licensure was created. This group of
medical speciallsts will be able to review re-
current medical problems associated with the
impaired operation of motor vehicles and to
make recommendations as to the capability
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of specific individuals to effectively operate
a motor vehicle.

The recently revised point system has en-
abled the state to ferret out persons who con-
sistently commit the most life endangering
traffic offenses and to have them removed
from the highways before they either become
or cause others to become grim statistics in
the traffic fatality count.

In order to strengthen interstate coopera-
tion in the field of driver licensing in this
mobile society, Indiana has passed legislation
that allows the state to become a member of
the Driver Licensing Compact. This will as-
sist in preventing a driver whose license has
been suspended in one jurisdiction from
fraudulently obtaining an operator’s license
in another jurisdiction.

Traffic Courts. The Indiana Office of Traffic
Bafety, Indiana Trial and Municipal Judges
Association, Indiana State Bar Association,
and the American Bar Association have coop-
erated in sponsoring traffic court confer-
ences. These events have fostered a better
understanding between the licensing and en-
forcement groups and the judges.

The initial step in basic changes in the
state judicial system was taken by the 1967
Assembly when a constitutional amendment
on judicial reformm was passed. This action
was but the first step, and the 1969 Assembly
will have to also conslder the proposal be-
fore it comes before the voters for approval
or rejection. i

Several procedural statutes were enacted to
aid in dealing with traffic law violators when
brought before the courts.

Mandatory Police Training. In an effort to
further upgrade law enforcement in Indiana,
the assembly established a 1l4-member law
enforcement board with power to set mini-
mum standards for police training in all
areas of law enforcement up to the state
level. Provisions are included for a law en-
forcement academy, a building fund and a
law enforcement training fund.

Alcohol in Relation to Highway Bafety.
The department of toxlcology of the Indiana
University School of Medicine was author-
ized by the 1967 assembly to undertake a
study of the effects of alcohol, drugs, and
carbon monoxide in fatal accidents. This is
the initial step in & program to obtain clin-
ically sound data on the much-discussed
problem of how often these substances ap-
pear in fatal accidents.

Perhaps the results of this study, coupled
with other data, will provide more updated
and medically accurate information It
should also be noted that since July of 1965,
the Indiana State Police have been conduct-
ing in-depth investigations into all fatal
accldents that department investigates. The
results of this study will also provide useful
information for future traffic safety pro-

graming.

Local-State-Federal Cooperation. Three
major pleces of legislation that directly af-
fect inter-governmental cooperation in traf-
fic safety work were passed. The Office of
Trafic Safety Act of 1953 was amended to
provide for a single Traffic Safety, Advisory
Committee instead of the three overlapping
groups formerly established. This commit-
tee will provide a sounding board for care-
ful review of existing state programs as well
as for consideration of new safety programs.

Enabling legislation was passed to provide
that Indiana could participate in the pro-
grams of the 1966 Highway Safety Act. This
legislation designates the governor as the
officlal responsible for the comprehensive
traffic safety programing for Indiana and
authorizes him to delegate various opera-
tional aspects of the program to appropriate
state and local officlals and agencles.

The creation of a city-county traffic safety
programs advisory board will enable Indiana
to implement the provisions of the federal
legislation in a manner that allows for care-
ful local review and program development.

Indiana's comprehensive traffic safety pro-
gram has been the result of a unified effort.
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Governor Branigin, the Indiana General As-
sembly, the Governor's Traffic Study Com-
mission, the Governor’s Traflic Safety Advis-
ory Committee, and the Office of Traffic Safety
spent months researching and studying In-
diana’s traffic safety problems and possible
solutions to these problems. Public interest
in and support for the legislative program
were gained through the activity of the Indi-
ana Traffic Safety Council and many civic,
church, fraternal, and women's organiza-
tiong that are working toward making Indi-
ana a safer, better state.

THE METROPOLITAN
EXPEDITER

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, when Con-
gress approved and the administration
put into effect the Demonstration Cities
and Metropolitan Development Act last
year, four target areas were selected by
the Housing and Urban Development
Administration to have the services of a
metropolitan expediter. This very ambi-
tious program was initiated in order to
make it possible for the decaying cores
of our cities to have the professional
services, on a local level, of top-level
HUD employees who would aid the com-
munities in the preparation of the ap-
plications for Federal programs and help
in the expediting of these applications.
All of us are aware that Federal pro-
grams have grown far more sophisticated
in the past few years, so that even the
very large communities do not always
have the expertise available to them to
resolve their local problems and to obtain
the necessary Federal funds to do so.

The Providence, R.I., area was most
fortunate in having the services this year
of an excellent metropolitan expediter,
Mr. Sirrouko Howard. In the few short
months that Mr. Howard has served in
that capacity, he has made a very favor-
able impression on the city officials in
his area of responsibility. Therefore, I
would hope that this program could get
an opportunity to get off the ground
for we all know that those communities
that frequently need the most help have
the least professional staffiing to assist
them. We, who are responsible for the
creation of new Federal programs, also
have a responsibility to the communities
which apply for them. Frequently, ap-
plications for Federal funds from Rhode
Island communities come into my office,
and they are bigger than a metropolitan
telephone book in size and more com-
plex than a doctoral thesis. We are all
well aware of the growing bureaucracy
of this Republic of ours and the many
frustrations that the local community
leaders have in attempting to cope with
the ever-growing redtape and paper-
work imposed upon them by the Federal
Government.

It is my understanding that there are
those who believe that the local metro-
politan expediters are merely duplicat-
ing the work which is already done at the
regional level. This is not the case. The
facts are entirely to the contrary; and to
illustrate this, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp several
communications I have received, and also
an editorial entitled “Bring Back the
Expediter,” published in the Providence
Journal of Wednesday, July 5, 1967. The
editorial comments on the importance of
maintaining the metropolitan expediter
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program. I do hope the administration
and Congress will make every effort to
continue to fund this most important
and worthwhile program.

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

CuMBERLAND, RI,,
OFFICE OF THE ToWN ADMINISTRATOR,
Cumberland, R.I., June 20, 1967.
Senator CLAIBORNE PELL,
Federal Building,
Providence, R.I.

DEear S1r: It is with considerable alarm that
I am informed of the possibility of losing
Mr. Sirrouko Howard, Metropolitan Expe-
ditor, Department of Housing and Urban Re-
newal, because of the lack of funds to finance
his office and staff.

Mr. Howard has been in the State of
Rhode Island only a short time and his as-
sistance to the Town of Cumberland has been
most beneficial. He has furnished the Town
with information which previously had been
very difficult to obtain. He has guided the
officials on present projects as well as an-
ticipated projects. He is a dedicated public
servant and his loss would be felt, I know,
in the Town of Cumberland, and I am sure,
throughout the State of Rhode Island.

The writer would, therefore, solicit your
cooperation to find a way to keep the Metro-
politan Expeditor’s office in operation and,
particularly, the services of Mr. Sirrouko
Howard.

Thanking you for your assistance to the
Town of Cumberland in the past and with
kind personal regards, I remain,

Respectfully yours,
Eowarp J. HAYDEN, P.E.,
Town Administrator.

Ciry OF PROVIDENCE,
Providence, R.I., May 23, 1967.
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SeEnaTOR PeELn: The House of Repre-
sentatives recently approved the annual ap-
propriation bill for the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development and included a
provision barring the use of any funds for
the Department's metropolitan expediter.
Since April 30th, Mr. Sirrouko Howard has
been serving in that capacity here in Provi-
dence. He has been of great assistance to me
personally and to my administration. I feel
that this action of the House is not in the
best interest of the City and that the re-
esablishment of this position can be an im-
portant part of our effort to change the
quality of urban living.

I would appreciate any effort which you
may be able to make to see that this impor-
tant position is restored to the budget of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.,

Very truly yours,
JosepH A. DOORLEY, Jr.,
Mayor of Providence.

Town oF SourH KinesTon, R.I.,
Wakefield, R.I., June 15, 1967.
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEArR SENATOR PELL: At a meeting of the
Rhode Island Municipal Chief Executives
Association held in Providence, R.I. on June
14, 1967, it was

Unanimously voted: that this Rhode Island
Municipal Chief Executives Association go
on record as endorsing the concept of a
Metropolitan Expediter and that Senators
Pastore and Pell and Congressmen St Ger-
main and Tiernan be so notified.

Yours very truly,
FosTeER R. SHELDON,
Secretary, Rhode Island Municipal Chief
Ezxecutives Association.
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TownN oF NORTH PROVIDENCE,
OrFIcE oF Town CLERK,
Centredale, R.I., June 28, 1967.
Senator CLATBORNE PELL,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnaTOR PELL: The North Providence
Town Council, at its meeting on June 5, 1967,
declared its appreciation for the services,
avallability and cooperation of Mr. Sirrouko
Howard, Metropolitan Expeditor, Housing and
Urban Development Agency.

As you know, the Town of North Provi-
dence is desperately attempting to obtain
Federal assistance for the rehabilitation of
its sanitary sewer system, parts of which are
in a collapsed and disintegrated condition.

The taxpayers of the Town of North Provi-
dence have already approved a $500,000.00
bond issue, in an attempt to initiate im-
mediate action on this inherently hazardous
public health situation.

Unfortunately, the total cost of this work
has been estimated at approximately $1,700,-
000. Hence, our acute need for Federal as-
sistance.

Mr. Howard, as the local Metropolitan Ex-
peditor, has been of invaluable assistance
in suggesting potential courses of action, as
far as Federal agencies are concerned, and
has eliminated much of the confusion us-
ually involved in these situations.

The North Providence Town Council re-
spectfully solicits your support of the con-
tinuance of this HUD program of Metro-
politan Expeditors, which is currently en-
dangered by lack of Federal funding.

Thank you for your interest and coopera-
tion.

Sincerely yours,
THE NorTH PROVIDENCE TOowWN

CounNcIL,
JosepH T. MoORRISSEY, President.

[From the Providence Journal, July 5, 1967]
BriNnc BacK THE EXPEDITER

Sen. Walter F. Mondale, Democrat of Min-
nesota, has launched a major effort in Con-
gress to revive the controversial “metropoli-
tan expediter” program, His cause is one the
mayors of the nation’s big citles support; it
is a cause that congressmen and senators
with political bases in big cities ought to
rally to strongly.

The metropolitan expediter program has
been shadowed by recent House action
through refusal to appropriate funds for it
for the coming fiscal year. Worse, the House
also killed an experimental program, sup-
ported by funds from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, in four
cities, including Providence which found the
program most useful.

The expediter’s job was to advise mayors on
urban needs, to help to select federal pro-
grams best suited to meeting those needs, and
to try to reduce the time lag between appli-
cations for help and approval by the appro-
priate agencies. In Providence, the program
proved itself quickly; the program well met
a basic need. HUD now proposes to maintain
its service here but under a new name. The
gesture is helpful, but the basic issue is
unresolved.

House action was taken, so the story went,
because of a fear among some congressmen
that the program represented a ‘“threat to
local autonomy.” The fear was groundless;
expediters could only advise. It is fatuous to
think that a single federal expediter could
have become a czar of urban development
in Providence, for instance.

The real reason for House action very prob-
ably was the fear that the expediter would
take over the jobs now performed in many
cases by congressmen who carry the ball in
Washington on programs in which mayors
back home are interested. If a mayor could
turn to an expediter for direct laison with
Washington, a valuable political tool would
be taken from the congressman.

A mayor would owe an expediter only a
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debt of personal gratitude for any help the
expediter gave in handling urban develop~
ment problems. But when a mayor gets help
in such areas through his congressman in
‘Washington, there is a political debt involved
which any congressman would be only too
glad to ask payment on at election time.

Senator Mondale hit hard on the useful-
ness of the program. “One of the major eriti-
cisms of the present federal programs in the
urban field,” he said, “is that the time period
before approval is too long and that the city
must wait untll one review after another is
completed. This program is designed to ex-
pedite the applications and meet this criti-
cism.”

Senator Mondale called for restoration of
the program, describing it as *small in cost”
but “most important” in long-range po-
tential. The senator can use all the support
available, and it is to be hoped that Sena-
tors Pell and Pastore and Congressman Tier-
nan and St Germain will do what they can
to help for the sake of all the communities
here interested in federal aid and grant
programs.

THE RESERVE AND NATIONAL
GUARD—TRIBUTE TO SENATOR
RUSSELL

Mr. SYMINGTON., Mr. President, I
would present to the Senate the great
service rendered by the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] in
connection with the latest revision in the
reorganization plan for the Army Re-
serve and National Guard.

As we all know, because of his long
experience, his position as chairman of
both the Committee on Armed Services
and the Subcommittee on Defense Ap-
propriations, Senator RUSSELL occupies
the leading role in the Senate on defense
matters; and the part he has played in
recent days on the realinemen® matter is
merely another indication of the distin-
guished service he continually renders.

As every Senator knows, for many
months the Army Reserve has been a
matter of controversy.

First, the so-called merger plan for
the Army Reserve and Guard was pro-
posed, but not accepted by Congress.

Some weeks ago the Army provided
another proposal for realining the Army
Reserve and Guard aimed at reducing
the serious imbalance in the present
structure. In many ways this plan is to
be commended. One aspect, however,
which has caused concern is the fact
that the plan would have removed all
combat elements from the Army Reserve
and placed them in the National Guard.

During the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Armed Services on the realine-
ment matter, Senator RusseLL expressed
the hope that the realinement plan
could be reexamined with a view to re-
taining 'at least some combat elements
in the Army Reserve; and as a result of
his leadership, together with the co-
operation of the Army, the realinement
proposal has been revised in such a
manner that three combat brigades will
remain in the Army Reserve, together
with a number of other separate com-
bat units.

The National Guard will retain the
eight divisions and 18 brigades as pro-
posed. Certain other combat units pro-
posed for the Guard, however, will be
placed in the Reserve; and other non-
combat units scheduled for the Reserve
will be programed for the Guard.
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I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp the
text of a letter to Chairman RusseLL
from the Army dated July 12 setting
forth the changes.

The matter was presented to the Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittee this
morning; and Secretary of the Army
Resor, General Johnson, Chief of Staff,
and General Rich, Chief of the Army
Reserve, also should be commended for
their cooperation in this revision.

Mr. President, I congratulate Chair-
man RusserLL for his leadership in this
matter, because the new plan will result
in a better Reserve and a stronger na-
tional defense.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, July 12, 1967.
Hon. RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: At the hearings June
27th on the Army Plan for reorganization
of its reserve components, you asked that
conslderation be given to retaining some
combat and combat support elements in the
United States Army Reserve (USAR). Other
members of the Congress have made similar
suggestions, Additionally, the House of Rep-
resentatives in passing the Department of
Defense Appropriation Bill for FY 1968 and
HR. 2 has called for a minimum strength of
260,000 in the USAR rather than the 240,000
contemplated in the Army Plan.

It is in the light of the foregoing that the
Chief of Staff and I have subjected the Army
Plan to further analysis. While we continue
to belleve that it is the best plan to meet
Department of the Army objectives, altering
it so that combat and combat support units
would remain in the USAR is feasible. This
alteration could be accomplished by adopting
& reorganization which we have characterized
as the Three Brigade Plan, so called because
the USAR would have three brigades rather
than none as In the Army Plan.

Under the Three Brigade Plan the USAR
paid drill strength is increased from 240,000
to 260,000 and the paid drill strength of the
National Guard would be 400,000. The total
structure provided in the Army Plan is re-
tained. The number of combat maneuver
battalions is the same as in the force struec-
ture recommended by the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl. The proportion of combat, combat sup-
port and service support within each com-
ponent would be approximately the same as
exists today.

The major unit changes from the Army
Plan in the Three Brigade Plan are:

{(a) Retain in the USAR structure the fol-
lowing units which the Army Plan would
have included in the National Guard: 3
brigade bases (each consisting of a brigade
headquarters company, a support battalion,
an aviation company, an armored cavalry
troop, an engineer company and 105mm field
artillery battalion), 10 infantry battalions,
16 separate artillery battallons, 16 combat
engineer battallons.

(b) Retain or form in the National Guard
structure the following units which the
Army Plan would have included in the
USAR: 2 military police brigades, 1 Trans-
portation Corps brigade, 1 support brigade,
6 engineer construction battalions, 3 signal
battalions, 13 hospitals, 62 composite serv-
ice companies, 21 truck companies, 8 ord-
nance companies,

The Three Brigade Plan accommodates the
major objections which have been raised to
our original proposal. It provides the USAR
with approximately 41,000 paid drill strength
in combat and combat support units and a
total pald drill strength of 260,000. The Na-
tional Guard would have 8 divisions and 18
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brigades. We have eliminated all cases of
activating in one component a unit com-
parable to one inactivated in the other com-
ponent. This maximizes the use of existing
assets in both components. It minimizes or-
ganizational turbulence. At the same time,
our basic reorganization objectives are met.
Sincerely,
STANLEY R. RESOR,
Secretary of the Army.

MISPERCEPTION OF AGGRESSION
IN VIETNAM

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, one
of the more perceptive observers of the
war in Vietnam is Ralph K. White, pro-
fessor of psychology at George Washing-
ton University. Last year he wrote a
detailed and documented review in the
Journal of Social Issues entitled “Mis-
perception and the Vietnam War.” Now,
in the latest issue of the Journal of Inter-
national Affairs he has written a con-
densed version of this thesis entitled
“Misperception of Aggression in Viet-
nam.” His comments on the different
frames of reference by which each side
sees the war shed light on the reason
why this tragic conflict has become, for
all intents and purposes, a military stale-
mate. I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the Recorb.

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

MISPERCEPTION OF AGGRESSION IN VIETNAM

(By Ralph K. White)

In the Vietnam war each side declares that
it has to fight because of obvious, self-evi-
dent “aggression” by the other side. On each
side there are images of a Hitler-like enemy,
brutally, calculatingly bent on conquest. On
each side there is a feeling that it would be
weak and cowardly to let the enemy's ag-
gression be rewarded by success; each side
feels: “If we are men we cannot let this ag-
gression go unpunished.”

The thesis of this article is that both are
wrong. There has been no aggression on
either side—at least not in the sense of a
cold-blooded, Hitler-like act of conquest.
The analogies of Hitler's march into Prague,
Stalin's takeover of Eastern Europe, and the
North Korean attack on South Eorea are
false analogies. There is a better analogy in
the outbreak of World War I, when, as his-
torical scholarship has shown, both sides
stumbled and staggered into the war in a
spirit of self-defense (or defense of national
pride against “intolerable humiliation")
rather than in a spirit of deliberate con-
quest. (See Robert North's article in this
issue.) In Vietnam each side, though by no
means free from moral guilt, is far from be-
ing as diabolical as its enemies picture it,
since both believe that whatever crimes they
may commit are justified by the magnitude
of the emergency. Each knows that it has not
“willed” this war. On each side ordinary
human beings have become gradually en-
tangled, hating the war and all the suffering
associated with it, honestly believing that
their manhood requires them to resist the
“aggression” of the enemy. But the enemy's
“aggression,” in the sense in which it has
been assumed to exist, has not existed.

For reasons that will be discussed, it fol-
lows that the only honorable peace would
be a compromise peace in which each side
could feel it had held out against the ag-
gressor's onslaught and had managed to pre-

*A much more detailed and documented
presentation of this thesis is contained in
Ralph K. White, “Misperception and the
Vietnam War,” Journal of Social Issues, Vol.
XXII, No. 3 (1966), pp. 1-167.
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serve at least the bare essentials of what it
was fighting to defend.

CAN THEY BELIEVE IT WHEN THEY CALL US
““AGGRESSORS''?

President Johnson has said, “The first re-
ality is that North Vietnam has attacked
the independent nation of South Vietnam.
Its object is total conquest. . . . Let no
one think for a moment that retreat from
Vietnam would bring an end to the con-
flict. The battle would be renewed in one
country and then another. The central les-
son of our time is that the appetite of ag-
gression is never satisfied.”? Secretary Mc-
Namara has said, “The prime aggressor is
North Vietnam."? Secretary Rusk has re-
peatedly declared that the whole purpose of
our intervention would disappear the mo-
ment the North Vietnamese decided to “let
their neighbors alone.”

The great majority of the American peo-
ple do not seriously doubt these statements;
even among those who doubt the wisdom of
our attempting to resist aggression in South-
east Asia there are many who do not doubt
that Communist aggression has occurred.
Those who do feel that it is our responsibility
to resist the aggression that they regard as
self-evident are likely to have ready answers
to what they suppose to be the arguments
against this bellef. They may ask: “Can you
deny that North Vietnam has sent troops
and weapons to the South? Can you deny
that the Viet Cong cadres are Communists,
controlled by other Communists in Hanol
and perhaps in Peking? Can you deny that
war by assassination in the villages is aggres-
sion, in principle, as much as is war by inva-
sion of troops across a border?” And when
they find that their opponents, while making
certain qualifications (e.g., with regard to
the completeness of the control of the Viet
Cong by Hanoi), do not try to deny the es-
sential truth of any of these things, they are
likely to feel that their case is well estab-
lished and that Communist aggression is
indeed self-evident.

A visitor from Mars would be struck by the
close parallel between all of this and the
attitudes that are continually expressed on
the other side. According to Ho Chi Minh,
*“It is crystal clear that the United States is
the aggressor who is trampling under foot
the Vietnamese soil.” ¢ According to Chou
En-lai, “America is rapidly escalating the
war in an attempt to subdue the Vietnamese
people by armed force."® And according to
Leonid Brezhnev, “Normalization of our re-
latlons [with the U.S.] is incompatible with
the armed aggression of American imperial-
ism against a fraternal Socialist country—
Vietnam.”® To the extent that they mean
what they say, aggression by us seems as
obvious to them as aggression by them seems
to us.

That, then, is the essential question: to
what extent do they mean what they say?

To most Americans, probably, the charge
that we are aggressors seems like outrageous
nonsense, so transparently false that honest
men all over the world must put it down
immediately as a propaganda trick by the
Communists to cover up their own res-
sion. The thief is crying “Stop thief!"” and
must be doing it simply to distract attention
from his own crime.

It is precisely here, though, that the per-
ceptions of most Americans are, in my judg-
ment, basically mistaken. The charge that
we have been aggressors—inadvertent ag-

* Johns Hopkins speech, Apr. 7, 1965,

3 Speech before the National Security In-
dustrial Assn., Mar. 26, 1964,

¢« Interview with Felix Greene, quoted in
The Washington Post, Dec. 14, 1965, pp. A 1,
A 186.

5 Speech in Peking, reported in The New
York Times, May 1, 1966, p. 4.

¢ Speech to the Central Committee of the
CPSU, reported in The Washington Post,
Sept. 30, 1965, A 16.
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gressors, without for a moment intending to
be—is not outrageous nonsense. It is no
more false than our charge that the Com-
munists have been aggressors. Both charges
are psychologically false, since neither side
has committed conscious, deliberate, Hitler-
like aggression. But both charges are in a
less essential sense true, since both sides, in
the belief that they have been defending
themselves, have engaged in certain actions
which the other side, seeing them within
a radically different frame of reference, could
easily perceive as aggressive.

That this is true on the American side
needs no demonstration. Certain actions of
the Communists, notably the campaign of
assassination in the villages and the send-
ing of troops from the North to the South,
have seemed to most Americans, interpret-
ing them within an American frame of ref-
erence, to be flagrantly, self-evidently ag-
gressive. What most Americans have almost
wholly failed to realize is that we too have
done things which, when percelived within
the Communists’ radically different frame
of reference, have probably seemed to them
to be just as flagrantly and self-evidently
aggressive. This failure to see how our own
actions are perceived by the Communists is
the essence of our misperception.

Most of the rest of this article will be de-
voted to an exploration of the reasons for
believing that the Communists do see our
behavior as aggressive. The argument is two-
fold. (1) There are at least eight important
kernels of truth in the Communist case
agalnst us—elght types of evidence that,
when strongly focused upon by a Communist
mind and interpreted within a Communist
frame of reference, could seem to substan-
tiate his charge of American aggression. (2)
There is ample reason to belleve that the
lenses through which the Communists see
reality have a high enough degree of refrac-
tion to do the rest of the job. They are quite
capable of focusing strongly on these ker-
nels of truth, interpreting them solely within
a Communist frame of reference, falling to
realize that we see them within a quite dif-
ferent frame of reference, ignoring or misin-
terpreting all the kernels of truth on our
side, and therefore coming up with a black-
and-white picture in which their role is
wholly defensive and ours is aggressive. The
chief reason to think they are capable of this
much distortion lies in the fact that most
American minds—presumably less dogmatic,
more evidence-oriented—have been capable
of a similar degree of distortion in the op-
posite direction. The very fact that so many
Americans have denied, misinterpreted, soft-
pedaled or simply ignored these eight Im-
portant kernels of truth on the Communist
side is sufficient evidence that the capacity
to misperceive in this way is not inherently
Communist. It is human, In other situations
the Communists have, on the whole, shown
much more of it than we have, but in the
case of Vietnam the amount of distortion
that apparently exists in Communist minds,
ie., the amount of it that they would need in
order to believe most of what they say, is no
greater than the amount in the minds of
most Americans.

What is needed, then, is a careful exami-
nation of the “eight kernels of truth."” We
can hardly understand either the sincerity of
Communist thinking or the distortions and
blind spots in our own until we focus stead-
ily on the facts that to them seem decisively
important.

THREE REASONS WHY THEY THINK SOUTH
VIETNAM ‘“BELONGS” TO THEM

The usage of the term “aggression” in the
Communists’ discourse suggests that in their
mind, as in ours, it is applied when either or
both of two conditions exist: (1) when they
believe, rightly or wrongly, that country A
is using force to take land that “belongs” to
country B; and (2) when they believe, right-
ly or wrongly, that most of the people on
that land want to be part of country B, The
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“elght kernels of truth” mentioned above
include three types of evidence that, in my
judgment, actually do tend to support their
claim that South Vietnam "‘belongs” to them
(reasons other than the belief that the people
are on their side) and five types of evidence
supporting their claim that most of the
people are on their side.

Perhaps it should be repeated: this is not
an argument that South Vietnam does “be-
long" to them, or that most of the people are
on their side. It seems to me that the first
of these propositions, when closely analyzed,
is largely meaningless, and that the second,
though very meaningful, cannot be clearly
answered on an empirical basis and is prob-
ably somewhat less than half true, since
most people in South Vietnam probably do
not want to be ruled elther by Hanol or by
Salgon. This is simply an argument that the
facts are complex and ambiguous enough to
disprove completely our prevailing American
assumption that there has been deliberate,
unequivocal Communist aggression, and to
make it highly probable that the Commu-
nists think South Vietnam belongs to them
and the people are on their side.”

What does “belonging” mean, psychologi-
cally? On what grounds does any group come
to feel that a certain plece of land obviously
“belongs” to it and not to someone else?
Though at first glance the concept seems
simple, on closer examination it turns out
to be extraordinarily complex and elusive.
Such an examination is needed, too, in view
of the fact that an endless amount of bad
blood and of violent conflict has been gen-
eranted at the places in the world where two
or more groups have had conflicting assump-
tions about what belongs to whom: the
Thirteen Colonies, the Confederate States,
Cuba, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Alsace-Lorraine,
Austria, the Sudetenland, the Polish Corri-
dor, Danzig, the Baltic states, Talwan, Que-
moy, Tibet, the Sino-Indian border, Indo-
china, Algeria, Eashmir, Cyprus, Israel.
When the territorial self-image of one coun-
try overlaps with the territorial self-image of
another, trouble seems to be almost inevit-
able, and such overlapping is hard to avoid
because nations differ in their criteria of
what constitutes ownership or “belonging.”
Sometimes, as in our American feeling about
the Revolutionary War and the Southern
feeling about the Civil War, the criterion is
a belief about what most of the people in the
area want. Sometimes, as in the British feel-
ing about our Revolutlonary War and the
Northern feeling about the Civil War, it is a
compound of habit, respect for tradltion and
legality, national pride, bellefs (which may
be very deeply held) about what is best for
all concerned, including minority groups
such as the slaves in the American South
or the Catholics in South Vietnam, and per-
haps anxlety about what may happen else-
where if violent attacks on the legally estab-
lished order are allowed to succeed. There is
always a tendency to accept whatever defi-
nition of “belonging” makes a given plece of
land clearly belong to one’'s own nation or to
an ally.

If we ask ourselves why most Americans as-
sume that South Vietnam belongs to the
Saigon Government and does not belong to
the Viet Cong or to the Communist Govern-
ment in the North, perhaps the best single
answer would be that since 1954 we have re-
garded this as an established, accepted fact.
Since 19564 we have had a mental image of
Vietnam as having been divided, as EKorea
was, between a Communist North and a
southern portion that was still part of the
free world—perhaps precariously so, but for
that reason all the more in need of being
shored up and defended. Probably in the
minds of most well-informed Americans there
has been no belief that most of the people
in South Vietnam want the kind of govern-

"For a more balanced picture of the evi-
dence on both sides, see White, op. cit., espe-
clally pp. 1944, 46-50, 895-90, and 106-16.
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ment they have had in Saigon. On that score
there have been em doubts. But
the doubts have usually been fairly well re-
solved in various ways, e.g., by the belief that
most of the people in South Vietnam belong
to a large, politically apathetic middle group
that only wants peace and would gladly go
along with whichever side seems likely to be
the winner—from which many infer that
there is no popular will which needs to be
considered, and that we are therefore free to
decide the matter on other grounds. Or the
doubts may be resolved by the belief that in
the long run a government sponsored by us
would permit a genuine development of de-
mocracy and national independence, whereas
no Communist government would do so; or
by the belief that permitting a Communist
use of force to succeed in South Vietnam
would encourage the “wars of liberation”
favored by Communist China and therefore
endanger both peace and freedom through-
out the world. But all of these polnts also
encounter controversy, and when tired of
such controversy many Americans, including
Dean Rusk, fall back on the solid, simple,
and (they feel) unanswerable proposition
that there are Communist soldiers fighting
on land that does not “belong” to them.
“We will stay until they declde to let their
neighbors alone.” And the seeming obvious-
ness of this “belonging,” since it cannot be
based on assumptions about what the people
want, is probably based primarily on the fact
that for at least twelve years there has been,
on our maps and in our minds, a division be-
tween the Communist North and the non-
Communist South. We see this as the estab-
lished, accepted, natural order of things,

In dolng so we ignore three facts that in
Communist minds are much more important
than the division of the country that oc-
curred in 1054,

1. The division of the country has its only
legal basis in the Geneva Conference of 1954,
and at that conference it was explicitly
agreed that it would last only two years. The
Communist-led Viet Minh stopped fighting
on the basls of what seemed to be a firm
agreement that there would be an all-Viet-
namese vote in 1956 (which they fully ex-
pected to win) that would unify the country,
establishing both unity and full independ-
ence without further bloodshed. According to
the respected French historlan Philippe De-
villers, “The demarcation line was to be
purely provisional; the principle of Viet-
namese unity was not questioned, and the
idea of partition was officially rejected with
indignation by both sides. When military
forces were regrouped and administrative
divisions lald down, national unity would be
restored by free general elections.”?®

Informed Americans are now embarrass-
ingly aware (though a great many reasonably
well-informed Americans were not clearly
aware of it until perhaps two or three years
ago) that in 1056 Diem, apparently with
American backing, refused to permit the
elections that had been provided for by the
Geneva Agreement. To be sure, neither he
nor we had signed those agreements, and
there were other persuasive reasons for not
permitting the elections at that time or at
any time since then. But that is not the pres-
ent point at issue; the polnt is that, having
in effect rejected the Geneva Agreement by
not carrying out one of its key provisions,
Diem and the United States deprived them-
selves of any right to invoke the Geneva
Agreement as a legal or moral sanction for
the division of the country. With Diem's
decision not to press for a plebiscite under
international supervision even in “hils own"
southern part of the country, he forfelted—
at least In Communist eyes—not only all
claim to the kind of legitimacy that genuine
popular endorsement would have provided,

s Philippe Devillers, “The Struggle for Uni-
fication of Vietnam,” China Quarterly, No, 9
(1962), pp. 2-23.
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but also all claim to invoke the Geneva Con-
ference's endorsement of the 17th Parallel
as a basis for his own rule in the South. In
effect he proclaimed de facto control—'pos-
session 1s nine-tenths of the law"—as his sole
basis of legitimacy.

In the same year—and this is a fact that
very few Americans know, though it is of
great importance to the villagers in South
Vietnam who became members of the Viet
Cong—Diem abolished the fine old semi-
democratic Vietnamese system of electing
village councils and mayors, which had sur-
vived even during the period of French rule.
Both of these actions by Diem must have
seemed to the Communists to be flagrantly
anti-democratic, anti-Vietnamese, and a vio-
lation of the agreement on the basis of which
they had laid down their arms. It was only
after both had occurred, in 1957, that the
Viet Cong began their campalgn of assassi-
nation of government-appointed officials in
the villages. From their standpoint, the de-
cisive acts of armed aggression against them
occurred in 1956, and anything they have
done since then has only been defensive.

2. In the years between 1950 and 1954,
when the United States was supplying money
and arms on a large scale to the French, the
French were fighting against a clear majority
of the Vietnamese people.

The years before 1954 represent another
major blind spot in the thinking of most
Americans, though they are properly ever
present in the thinking of the Vietnamese
Communists. For them those years were as
terrible and as herolc as the years of World
War II were for the Communists in the
Soviet Union,

Few Americans realize that in 1945 and
1946, when the postwar world was settling
down to its present division between East and
West, Vietnam was not so divided. Instead, 1t
was enjoying the first flush of what seemed
to be independence from the rule of France,
under Ho Chi Minh's leadership. Since he
was a Communist, this meant that the
boundary between the two worlds was at
that time the boundary of Vietnam itself.
Vietnam as a whole had in a sense “gone
Communist” when it accepted Ho's leader-
ship. It was, then, the West that stepped
over the boundary and used force on the far
side of it. France began then, and continued
until 1954—with massive American financial
help after 1950—to try to reimpose her rule.
Although there was talk of a new autonomous
role for the three states of InGochina within
the French Union, the anti-French majority
of the Vietnamese could be forgiven for re-
garding this war as naked aggression on the
part of France, aided greatly by the United
States. The term “imperialist,” which sounds
so0 strange in American ears when applied to
ourselves, does not sound so strange in the
ears of Vietnamese who regarded French rule
as imperialist and had much reason to asso-
clate alien intruding Frenchmen with alien
intruding Americans. As for the word “ag-
gressor,” it is difficult to escape the conclu-
sion that, by any definition of the term, we
were committing aggression in Vietnam from
1950 to 1954. We were financing the use of
force on land that did not “belong” to us—
or to the French—by any criterion that we
would now accept, and we were doing it
against what now clearly seems to have been
a majority of the people.

On this last point we have the testimony
of many people, including President Eisen-
hower. As he put it in a much-quoted pas-
sage, "I have never talked or corresponded
with a person knowledgeable in Indochinese
affairs who did not agree that had electlions
been held as of the time of the fighting, pos-
sibly 80 percent of the populace would have
voted for the Communist Ho Chi Minh as
their leader rather than Chief of State Bao
Dai.” ®

*Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for
Change (Garden City, N.¥.: Doubleday and
Co., Inc., 1963), p. 372.
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Since President Eisenhower's statement
has often been misinterpreted it should be
noted that he did not say that Ho Chi Minh
would probably have won by 80 percent in
the elections that Diem refused to hold in
1966. He sald “possibly;” he carefully said
“had elections been held as of the time of
the fighting,” ie., in 1954 or earlier, not in
1956, when Diem's prospect of victory would
have been much brighter, and he specified as
Ho's hypothetical opponent Bao Dal, who was
generally regarded as a weak French stooge,
rather than Diem, who at that time was re-
garded even by many of his enemies as an
honest man and a staunch anti-French pa-
triot. But on the point that is now at issue—
whether the help we gave to the French was
in effect a use of force against a majority of
the Vietnamese people—President Eisenhow=-
er's statement would seem to be decisive.

Why did we do it? Our reasons were un-
derstandable if not valid. In 1950 the Com-
munists had just won in China; they were
starting the Eorean war, and it looked as if
desperate measures were necessary in order
to keep all of East and Southeast Asia from
succumbing to the Communist juggernaut.
Perhaps President was honest
enough to say to himself that even aggres-
sion against the Vietnamesé was justified by
the magnitude of the emergency. If present-
day Americans are able to be equally honest
and to remember clearly the situation as it
was then, it will help them to understand
how present-day Vietnamese Communists
could really regard us as aggressors.

3. The Communist-led majority of the
Vietnamese people had actually won their
war for independence in 1954,

Though they were supported to some ex-
tent by arms from China, the arms their
enemies gained from the United States and
from France were far more formidable. Con-
sequently, one of the clearest indications
that a large majority of the Vietnamese peo-
ple did support Ho lies in the fact that his
ragged, relatively poorly armed troops did
finally win. The battle of Dienbienphu was
decisive, and it was generally agreed at the
time that if the Viet Minh had wanted to
fight a few months more they could have
had the whole country.

This is an important part of the psy-
chological background of the Geneva Agree-
ments, and of everything that has happened
since. In this respect the situation was very
different from the situation in Korea in
1945, when the boundary at the 38th Paral-
lel was first established, or in Korea in 1053,
when a military stalemate finally led to a
new and roughly similar truce line. In 1953
there was a military stalemate in Korea and
the Communists had no basis at all for set-
ting their hearts on unifying the country on
their terms. In Vietnam they did. The Viet-
namese Communists and the many non-
Communists who fought with them had
every reason to feel that the prize for which
they had struggled and sacrificed through
nine heartbreaking years of war was finally
theirs: a unified, independent country. Then,
by what must have seemed to them a form
of chicanery, with the face of America ap-
pearing where the face of France had been,
and with both Diem and John Foster Dulles
blandly claiming that they were not bound
by the decisions made at Geneva, a full half
of the prize they felt they had fairly won was
snatched from them.

Apart from any question of what the
people want, then, the Vietnamese Com-
munists have three additional reasons for
feeling that South Vietnam “belongs" to
them and not to the government established
and maintained by us in Saigon: the arti-
ficial division of the country at the 17th
Parallel was legally and morally invalid after
19566; their war for independence was sup-
ported by a large majority of the people;
they won that war.
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FIVE REASONS WHY THEY THINK THE FPEOFLE
OF SOUTH VIETNAM ARE ON THEIR SIDE

Since Communists have repeatedly said
that any people has a right to fight a “war of
liberation” against colonial overlords, no
matter how much the rule of the overlords
may be sanctioned by tradition and legality,
it i1s clear that their decisive criterion of
“aggression” (if they are consistent with
their official statements) must be whether
“the people” oppose it or not, The following
five types of evidence, of which they are
probably much more aware than the average
American, are therefore relevant to the ques-
tion of their sincerity on this point.

1. There are many reasons to think that
Vietnamese nationalism is now mobilized,
and has been mobilized for some twenty
years, much more in favor of Ho Chi Minh
than in favor of the French-backed or Amer-
ican-backed government in Saigon.

In Vietnam, perhaps more than in any other
developing country, the Communists have
apparently succeeded Iin fusing Commu-
nism with nationalism, and especially with
the cause of national unity. The long and
finally victorious struggle against the French
was conducted primarily under Communist
leadership by peasants who regarded their
leaders more as patriots than as Commu-
nists.® President Eisenhower's statement,
quoted above, is very relevant here.t

It should be noted too that the more and
more conspicuous role of America on the Sai-
gon Government side since 1960 has been
such as to mobilize the xenophobic national-
ism of the Vietnamese in a new way. Since
1960 American ald to Saigon has become far
greater and more obvious, while Chinese aid
to the Communists has been on a much
smaller scale., There are many big-nosed
white faces now on the Government side of
the war, while those on the Viet Cong side
are authentically Vietnamese, even though
now a considerable and very potent fraction
of them have come down from the North.
The Viet Cong guerrillas have been helped by
their own countrymen, while the Govern-
ment has incurred what is probably a much
greater stigma by accepting massive help
from white foreigners who cannot even speak
Vietnamese.

2. The peasants want land, and many of
them have had land taken away from them
by the Government.

Although there is a village-centered peas-
ant nationalism, it may well be that another
motive—hunger—is even more basic in the
typical peasant’s make-up. He wants to safe-
guard the bowl of rice that represents his
next meal and the rice field that represents
next years' meals for himself, his wife, and
his children. From the standpoint of many
peasants in the southern part of South Viet-
nam, especially the Mekong Delta, their rice
and their rice fields have been under attack
not only by the crop-destroying chemicals
that have been dropped (in some areas) by
Government planes, but also by the absentee
landlords who have in many instances de-
manded between thirty and fifty percent of
the crop. This fact of absentee landlordism
in the South is little known in the United
States. It has been estimated that in South
Vietnam proper (Cochin China, roughly the
southern one-third of the country) only two
per cent of the people owned forty-five per
cent of the land before 1945 Land reform

10 Bernard Fall, The Two Vietnams (New
York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1964), pp. 104-
20: Ellen Hammer, The Struggle for Indo-
China (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1964) : Jean Lacouture, Vietnam Befween
Two Truces (New York: Random House,
1966) , pp. 5 and 32.

1 On the importance and nature of Viet-
namese nationalism, see George A. Carver, Jr.,
“The Real Revolution in South Viet Nam,”
Foreign Affairs, Vol. XLIII, No. 3 (1965)
especially pp. 399 and 403.

i Fall, op. cit., pp. 308-11.
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since then has not greatly changed the situa-
tion. Some has occurred under Diem and his
successors, but it was preceded by a drastic
reclaiming of land that the Viet Minh, when
it was in control of large areas in South
Vietnam had given to the peasants outright.
Land reform by the present government has
been a pale imitation of land reform under
the Communist-led Viet Minh,

3. Probably much more physical suffering
has been imposed on the peasanits by the
Government and its American allies than by
the Viet Cong.

On this point Americans have had mis-
perceptions of two quite different kinds.
On the one hand there is the misperception
of those Americans who, shocked by occa-
sional television pictures of weeping mothers,
roughly handled prisoners, and deliberately
burned villages, have failed to realize that
the atrocities of the Viet Cong, less accessible
to Western photographers and less vividly
depicted, are just as real. Public disembowel-
ment of “enemies of the people” and of their
wives and children is only one of the revolt-

procedures employed by them, and it has
seldom found its way to our American news-
paper pages or television screens. On the
other hand, there is the misperception of
those Americans who, focusing primarily on
the widely discussed Viet Cong assassina-
tions of teachers, health workers, and Gov-
ernment-appointed village officials, have
often remained ignorant of the highly prob-
able fact that, because of the nature of
guerrilla and counter-guerrilla war, the sheer
volume of suffering inflicted by the Govern-
ment has been considerably greater than
that inflicted by the Viet Cong.

There are two reasons for this. The more
familiar one is that the present process of
using American firepower and mobility to
break the back of the Viet Cong has meant—
despite genuine efforts to minimize it—a
large amount of killing, maiming, and some-
times napalming of villagers who, whether
“innocent” from our point of view or not,
certainly regard themselves as innocent. In
a culture that values family loyalty as much
as the Vienamese culture does, this deeply
affects not only those who have suffered from
it themselves but also those who have seen
a parent or other relative sufier or die.

The less familiar reason for it is that, in
the conduct of counter-guerrilla operations,
it is urgently necessary to obtain intelligence
about the identity of the guerrilla fighters
and where they are hiding. South Vietnamese
soldiers have interpreted this as justifying a
large-scale use of torture to obtain informa-
tion not only from captured Viet Cong pris-
oners themselves but also from wives and
relatives of men suspected of being in the
Viet Cong. There is the water torture, the
electric-current torture, the wire-cage tor-
ture—all widely used—and there are other
kinds even less well-known in the United
States (perhaps chiefly because of unofficial
self-censorship by most of our information
gatherers in Saigon) but well documented
by observers such as Bernard Fall, Malcolm
Browne, and Robin Moore.'

The ignorance and apathy of the great ma-
Jority of the American public with regard to
this ugliest aspect of the war represent in
themselves a puzzling and very disturbing
psychological phenomenon. Bernard Fall in
1965 spoke about “the universally callous at-
titude taken by almost everybody toward the
crass and constant violations of the rules of
war that have been taken place. . . . To me

1 Major-General Edward G. Lansdale,
"Viet Nam: Do We Understand Revolution?"
Foreign Affairs, Vol, XLIII, No. 1 (1964), p. 81.

M Bernard Fall, “Vietnam Blitz: A Report
on the Impersonal War,” The New Republic,
Oct. 9, 1965, pp. 18-21; Malcolm W. Browne,
The New Face of War (New York: Bobbs-
Merrill, 1965), pp. 114-18; Robin Moore, The
Green Berels (New York: Avon Books, 1865),
pp. 46-50,
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the moral problem which arises in Vietnam
is that of torture and needless brutality to
combatants and clvilians alike.” ** But the
fact of widely used torture has not been
cited here as an accusation agalnst the
United States. As we have seen, some of the
Viet Cong atrocities have been at least as
bad. The direct participants in the torture
have as a rule been South Vietnamese, not
Americans, and during the past year (partly
as a result of the article by Bernard Fall
quoted above) the American military au-
thorities have provided American troops with
clear instructions not only as to the applica-
bility of the 1949 Convention on the humane
treatment of prisoners but also as to the
long-run counterproductive character of the
torturing of prisoners and their relatives. The
fact s cited here because it provides such an
emotionally compelling kernel of truth in
the Communist case against the Saigon Gov-
ernment, as well as for the Communist thesis
that the common people must hate that gov-
ernment. Simply by focusing on this and ig-
noring similar atrocities on the Communist
side a Communist could arrive at that con-
clusion.

4. There has been a grealt deal of ineflici-
ency and corruption on the part of the local
officials appointed by the Saigon Govern-
ment.

The tradition of exploitation and cheating
of the peasants by Government-appointed
officials is perhaps no worse than in a num-
ber of other Asian countries, including pre-
Communist China; but it is very bad,® and
it does contrast with the Viet Cong's tradi-
tion of comparative honesty and concern
with the welfare of the rank-and-flle peas-
ants? Inefficiency is also clearly very com-
mon, in contrast with the quite extraordi-
nary efficiency (in some ways) of the Viet
Cong; and In many relatively inaccessible
villages the choice is not between the Viet
Cong type of village government and that of
the Saigon officlals, but between Viet Cong
government and virtually no government at
all. In these villages the Viet Cong cadres
fill a political vacuum and provide an alter-
native to anarchy. To be sure, they them-
selves have helped to produce the anarchy
by assassinating Government-appointed vil-
lage leaders. But their tactics have not been
the only cause of anarchy, and they them-
selves are probably more aware, indeed in-
ordinately aware, of their own comparative
honesty and efficlency, which “must” bring
the peasants over to their side.

None of this, it may be noted, is incom-
patible with the fact, now well documented,
that in the years since 1963 the Viet Cong's
high-handed methods of taxation and re-
cruitment among the peasants have become
more and ‘more burdensome., The compara-
tive honesty and efficiency of Viet Cong
functionaries are linked with an essentially
authoritarian attitude and a willingness to
subordinate peasant welfare to the progress
of the war. But in their minds the peasant's
resentment of such tactics is probably under-
estimated, while his appreciation of their
more positive contributions is probably over-
estimated.

5. The Viet Cong has a record of remark-
able military success against enormous ob-
stacles, and it seems unlikely that such suc-
cess could have been achieved without
widespread popular support.

Americans sometimes forget or underesti-
mate the great advantage that the anti-
Communist forces have enjoyed from the
standpoint of weapons, especlally since
America began in 1950 to give large-scale ma-
terial help to the French. The total amount

1 Fall, ibid., pp. 18-20.

M. Mok, “In They Go—To the Reality of
This War,” Life, Nov. 26, 1965, p. T1.

17 Malcolm Browne, op. cit., pp. 121-28; Viet
Cong Soldlers’ Diaries, quoted in The Viet-
nam Reader, ed. by M. G. Raskin and Bernard
Fall (New York: Random House, 1965), p. 227.
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of such help has clearly been much greater
than the material help the Viet Cong
has received from the North. Moreover,
few Americans realize that the rebellion
did not begin in the part of South Vietnam
near Laos and the Ho Chi Minh Trail, where
an appreciable amount of help from the
North might have been possible. It began
primarily in the far South, in the Mekong
Delta, where it was necessary to use mainly
homemade or captured weapons. The rebels
therefore had to make up organizations, ded-
ication, and extent of popular support for
the Government’s great advantage in mate-
rlal equipment.® Still another fact fre-
quently forgotten in America (or never
learned) is that the rebellion to a
significantly extent in 1957,* at least three
years before its surprising success—with lit-
tle outside help—led the Communist au-
thorities in the North to give it a significant
amount of material help.

It is true that one major compensating
advantage possessed by the Viet Cong has
been the tactical advantage of concealment
and surprise that has led to the conventional
estimate that counter-guerrilla forces must
have a ten-to-one numerical superiority over
guerrilla forces in order to defeat them. But
what is sometimes forgotten is that the guer-
rillas’ tactical advantage exists to this high
degree only when they have the active sup-
port of most of the people (which they could
hardly get by intimidation alone) in helping
them to conceal themselves, in helping to
supply them with the intelligence they need
in order to have the full advantage of sur-
prise, and in denying to the counter-guerrilla
forces the same kind of intelligence.

Here too there are important counterargu-
ments on the anti-Communist side. In partic-
ular the use of intimidation by the Viet Cong
to clinch their hold on the peasants must ac-
count for much of the peasant cooperation
that has occurred. But here again it is im-
portant to note that the Communists them-
selves are probably overinclined to discount
or ignore those counterarguments. The mili-
tary successes of the Viet Cong against far
better armed opponents have been remark-
able enough to enable Communists to say
gdthemselves: “The people must be on our

e

There are at least five reasons, then, to
think that the Communists belleve most of
the people are on their side: natlonalistic
resentment of intrusion by white Americans,
land hunger, resentment of torture and other
physicial suffering caused by the Govern-
ment, the corruption of officials, and the mili-
tary success of the Viet Cong against great
material odds.

Together with the three additional reasons
reviewed earlier for thinking they feel that
South Vietnam is part of “their” country,
these five seem quite adequate to make it
probable that doctrinaire Communists, al-
ready predisposed against the United States,
do believe it when they call us “aggressors.”
However mistaken this proposition may be
(and I happen to think it is largely mistaken,
on the basis of evidence that has hardly been
touched upon here), the Communists prob-
ably believe it is true.x

A SENSIBLE AND HONORABLE COMPROMISE

The preceding discussion is a diagnosis of
the problem, not a prescription for its solu-
tion. In the light of this diagnosis, though,
my own feeling is that the most sensible and
honorable policy for the United States is to

18 Fall, The Two Vietnams, p. 317; Lacou-
ture, op. cit., pp. 21-23.

i Carver, op. cit., p. 406.

* Douglas Pike, Viet Cong (Cambridge,
Mass.: M.IT. Press, 1966), p. 378. Although
Pike is very skeptical of the proposition that
maost of the people support the Viet Cong, he
speaks of the party's “mystic belief in the
power and loyalty of the people.” Italics
added.
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seek a compromise peace. It is the only kind
of peace that would allow both sides to feel
that they had preserved from the aggressor's
grasp the bare essentials of what they were
fighting to defend.

It could take various forms. One is a coali-
tion government, with efforts by other coun-
iries to keep the coalition from being domi-
nated by the organized, dedicated Communist
minority within it. Such a coalition could
be the outcome of negotiations, if genuine
negotiations become possible, or it might
concelvably be set up by our side unilater-
ally, with a real effort to give the Viet Cong
and all other elements of the population
power commensurate with their actual
strength, Or it could take the form of a par-
tition of the South along lines reflecting
the balance of military power at the time
the partition occurs. This too could be done
with negotlations if possible but without
negotiations if necessary—unilaterally, by
a decision to concentrate our military
strength on consolidating non-Communist
control of large contiguous areas (not small
“enclaves’) while withdrawing from over-
exposed, hard-to-hold areas elsewhere. Free
migration into and out of each area might
follow, as it did in the partition that fol-
lowed the 1954 agreement.

As to the relative merits of different types
of compromise peace there are complex pro's
and con's, and this is not the place to discuss
them. What 15 argued here is that a search
for some feasible form of compromise peace
is the only sensible and honorable policy for
the United States.

When each side believes the other to be
the aggressor, both are sure to regard any
compromise as unsatisfactory, since each
will see a compromise as granting to the ag-
gressor some part of his ill-goften gains.
Each wants to ensure that the aggressor is
not rewarded by any expansion whatsoever.
In this case, for instance, we Americans and
our Vietnamese allies would hate to accept
a compromise that we defined as granting to
the Communists any expansion of power,
either by gaining some land south of the
17th Parallel or by gaining some power in
a coalition government. The Communists
would similarly regard with dismay a com-
promise peace that left the American “ag-
gressors” still firmly ensconced on Viet-
namese soll and still (as they would see it)
ruling a large part of the counfry through
their lackeys in Saigon. To them it would
seem like a bitter and futile end to their
twenty years of struggle to drive the allen
white intruders into the sea.

As long as both sides rigidly adhere to
this principle, a compromise is clearly im-
possible. However, if there is no clear break
in the present military stalemate and the
bloody, inhuman war continues with no end
in sight, each side may lower its sights
and begin to consider seriously whether some
form of compromise would necessarily be
cowardly and dishonorable. Probably both
sides would even then be grimly determined
never to surrender. “Surrender is unthink-
able.,” But each side might become aware
that it had a hierarchy of preferences. Three
choices might emerge instead of only two:
surrender (unthinkable), a compromise
peace, and unending war, instead of surren-
der (unthinkable) and victory. Among these
three choices a compromise peace might then
seem. the least intolerable.

What are the bare essentials of what each
side is fighting to defend? Are they incom-
patible? Or would it be possible for both
sides simultaneously to preserve what they
care about most?

On our side, it seems to me, there are two
things that a large majority of the American
people regard as essential: to avoid a sig-
nificant “domino” process in other parts of
the world, and to preserve a tolerable life
for our anti-Communist friends in Vietnam.
The first of these Is belleved to be a matter
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of defending both freedom and peace: the
freedom of other countries that are vulner-
able to the Chinese strategy of takeover by
“wars of llberation,” and the peace that
would be endangered elsewhere if & Commu-
nist victory in Vietnam led Communists
everywhere to be more aggressive. The sec-
ond is more a matter of honor and commit-
ment. We feel that our words and actions
have established a commitment to our anti-
Communist allies, and that if we abandoned
them to the untender mercies of the Viet
Cong we would be doing a shameful thing.
The validity of these two points will not be
debated here; it is necessary only to recog-
nize that most of the Americans who would
be involved in the decision do care about
both of them, and care deeply.

On the Communist side there are as yet no
verbal indications of a hierarchy of pref-
erences. On the surface there is only a fer-
vent, monolithic insistence that the Ameri-
can aggressors must be wholly eliminated
from the scene; and since we feel that any
complete withdrawal by us would both ac-
centuate the domino process and leave our
antl-Communist friends helpless in the face
of the organized, dedicated, vengeful Viet
Cong, there is little chance of a compromise
on this basis. It seems likely, though, that
beneath the surface they do have a hier-
archy of preferences. Perhaps, if convinced
that the alternative is not victory but un-
ending war, they would prefer peace with
undisturbed control of some large fraction
(say a half) of the population of South Viet-
nam. This would mean that they could stay
alive, go back to the increasingly urgent
business of cultivating their rice paddies,
and preserve the way of life in which they
have invested so much effort and sacrifice,
The Communists in the North would be
spared further bombing and the danger of
a wider war, and although they would have
falled in their great objective of unifying
the country under their own control, they
could salvage some pride in the thought
that they had held their own against a much
more powerful aggressor.

On each side, them, a compromise peace
might be interpreted as salvaging the bare
essentials of what that side was fighting to
defend. It therefore seems psychologically
feasible If we pursue it Intelligently and
persistently.

It also seems more honorable than any
other alternative. By keeping the American
flag flying in South Vietnam and stubbornly
refusing to retreat from our present power
position we would be balancing the power
of Communist China on its periphery and
fulfilling our obligation to the small non-
Communist countries that are threatened by
Communist takeover. We would also be ful-
filling our obligation to preserve the life and
livelihood of our non-Communist friends in
Vietnam itself. But if we attempted by force
of arms to conquer the parts of South Viet-
nam in which most of the people regard us
as alien aggressors—and the evidence sug-
gests that a very large proportion of the
people in certain areas see us in that light—
we would be in conflict with the principle of
self-determination. It is not in the Ameri-
can tradition to impose abject surrender on
brave men who believe, rightly or wrongly,
that they are defending their homeland
against aggression by us.

RALPH NADER WARNS OF RADIA-

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, Ralph
Nader today addressed the House and
Senate interns on a problem of great and
growing urgency: the threat to man and
his progeny posed by manmade environ-
mental hazards. It is a speech which de-
serves wide circulation and demands
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close and thoughtful attention. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

MANMADE ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS: STYLES
OF VIOLENCE AND Mobes or Doust
(Remarks by Ralph Nader before the House
and Senate interns, U.S. Congress, July
12, 1967, under the auspices of the Capitol

Hill Young Democratic Club)

Over a hundred years ago, Walt Whitman
wrote that “if anything is sacred, the human
body is sacred”. What Whitman meant was
that man has certain bodily rights, a level of
physlological integrity, which a civilized so-
clety should strive to maintain inviolate,
One of the characteristics which any society
must have in order to bring reality ecloser
to this credo is the ability to maintain an up
to date perception of violence. Primitive
forms of domestic violence—often labeled as
street crime—have been perceived as phe-
nomenon to be brought within the con-
straints and sanctions of law. People prop-
erly get upset about this kind of violence.
The perpetrators and the victims are visible,
the primary motivation is the use of force,
its exercise and its impact are close in time
and space.

Looked at quantitatively, the threat to our
physical security represented by street crime
is mt?lgxiﬂcant as compared with environ-
men azards brought about indis-
criminate design and use of prodbtfm and
processes. Five times more Americans are
killed on the highways than are murdered
every year. Over four million people are in-
Jured annually, 150,000 of them totally and
permanently crippled. At least, these casual-
ties can be counted. But the more insidious
assaults on the human biosphere, stemming
from environmental contamination, are not
yet quantifiable but nonetheless very real.
Cancer and respiratory di are on
“eauses of death,” but they should be viewed
only as terminal designations. The evidence
is mounting relentlessly that what are
known, in the mechanical language of tech-
nicians, as the “second order effects” of
technology are contributing to such mortal-
ity and morbidity. This caveat, from a recent
HEW report, is concisely expressive of the
situation:

“We know something of air pollution, but
we know little about the hazard potential of

- 500,000 to 600,000 synthetic chemicals and

other compounds on the market today. We
know something of water quality, but little
of the effects of trace metals. Can we cope
with solid waste? What is the future prob-
lem of nuclear waste? Danger to environmen-
tal quality affects all Americans where they
live, work, and play. It can materially dam-
age thier children and generations yet un-
born,

“(Man) cannot keep adding more wastes
in the air. He cannot turn more rivers and
streams into open sewers, and lakes into
cesspools. He cannot befoul the land with
the discards of abundance. In short he can-
not engage in bioclogical and chemical war-
fare against himself and his environment.
Health and well-being—and those of future
generations—are at stake.

“Health experts have repeatedly pointed
out that grave, delayed physical manifesta-
tions can result from repeated exposure to
concentrations of environmental pollutants
80 small that they do not make one ill
enough to send him to the doctor. Environ-
mental pollutants can have cumulative ef-
fects, especially because they accumulate In
certain tissues and organs. These effects can
take delayed forms such as cancers, emphy-
sema, and reduced life span, and they can
even extend to following generations.”

The problem of graphically perceiving
these kinds of violence is importantly one
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of dealing with a mass phenomenon: that
is, our abllity to adjust psychologically to
a deteriorating environment while physio-
logically we cannot. For example, our cities
are smothered with polluted air and we ad-
just but our lungs do not. The forces that
stand in the way of restoring the quality of
our environment have led us to trade at
best an immediate benefit for a deferred
tort. If for no other reason than an aesthetic
one, we should have rejected this ugliness
around us. When a people can be deprived
of such fundamental aesthetic gratifications,
they have been deprived of a most basic
sensitivity with which they are endowed.

How can sensitivity be recovered, en-
dowed with normative strength and knowl-
edgeable content? Answering this question
is obviously a large order, but I should like
to make a few suggestions and then follow
with some specifics.

First, it is important to realize that the
exponential growth of technology in the
postwar period has contributed something
qualitatively new. There has emerged a
growing capability to program technological
innovation given an adequate provision of
men, resources, and organization. Technical
solutions can be developed as a fairly pre-
dictable result of conscious policymaking.
“Inventing the technological future” is no
longer a utopian or fictional phrase.

Second, by far the most unylelding obsta-
cles to a safer environment are the old
greeds and frailties in modern garb. The
struggle to defend, maintain and amplify
economic power and bureaucratic position
goes on, as it has throughout history, and
nourishes the truncated vision and institu-
tional stasis that are our collective bane.
Sometimes, as in the case of the safety of
cars, drugs, meat, the role of particular cor-
porations looms largest. Othertimes, there
is a convergence of callousness, as in the
tragic case of mining companies, Govern-
ment agencies and industry-indentured un-
ions who permitted unknowing miners to be
exposed to deadly radon gas and the fate of
premature death by cancer.

Third, a key procedural improvement
would be a shift in the burden of proof of
safety levels from the users and consumers
of a product and process to the manufae-
turers and distributors of them. The outery
of industry and Hill and Enowlton to the
contrary, this country is in its infancy as
far as rigorous pre-marketing safety testing
of products and processes and full disclo-
sure of relevant information are concerned.
The corporate system of pratial and partisan
control of information crucial to evaluation
of products and risk identification cannot
be reconciled with democratic control of
matters that touch us all.

The recent General Electric color televi-
slon case is illustrative of the deficiencies in
business and government that prevent
prompt foreseeing and forestalling of haz-
ards. On May 18, 1967, General Electric re-
leased an ambiguous and misleading state-
ment that some 90,000 color TV sets pro-
duced between June 1966 and February 1967
“may emit soft X-radiation in excess of de-
sirable levels”., The company announced a
program to modify these sets which were al-
ready in their purchasers’ homes. On the
same day, the national center for radiologi-
cal health of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, issued a statement which
could be dubbed as an adjunct P.R. assur-
ance for G.E. The “no need to worry” tone
of the G.E. statement was recounted along
with the declaration that studies made by
the NORH of several television sets (but not,
as it turned out, G.E.’s offending ones) dur-
ing the past six months did not give rise to
concern. NCRH's director, James G. Terrill,
Jr., concluded the statement by saying that
he had no evidence to suggest that any tele-
vision sets have “excessively exposed viewers
of television sets”.

Such a whitewash did not satisfy Repre-
sentatives John Moss and Paul Rogers. Un-
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der their prodding a different story began to
emerge, Mr, Terrill began to show concern.
By June 7, out came the admission that the
X-ray leakage beam gave off levels ranging
up to 8,000 MR /hour at a distance of T inches
from the defective tube, compared with the
limits of .5 MR/hour recommended by the
national council for radiation protection and
measurement. That same day, Mr, Terrill
sent a private memorandum to the center’s
regional representatives to advise any wor-
ried inquirers to turn off their set and not
use it until it is checked and modified. This
advise was not contained in the press re-
lease to the public on May 18, or in any other
subsequent statement by the center.

NCRH's first specific knowledge of the G.E.
problem was said to be on April 10, indi-
cating that the center was in no rush to pro-
tect the exposed people. In fact, it did not
even inform the upper echelons of its own
department, General Electric, on the other
hand, discovered the excessive radiation leak-
age last fall. (Sources in the television com-
ponents industry were aghast that such a
defect could pass quality control from the
outset.) The company did not want to make
public its tragic failing until its hand was
forced months later by the reluctant center,
under decisive prodding by several New York
State agencles and finally the New York
Times. It turned out that 154,208 sets were
produced with this excess X-radiation leak-
age, While G.E. was pondering its corporate
image month after month, adults, children
and infants (whose parents often put them
near the TV set so they can watch both)
were absorbing these deadly emissions and
many of them still are until a G.E. repair-
man comes to fix them. The defective tele-
vision sets, incidentally, had received the
stamp of approval from the underwriters
laboratory. And the electronic industries as-
soclation had up to May continually ridi-
culed any suggestion that television sets
may have an excessive radiation problem.
The entire episode, and its continuing ex-
istence, does little to inspire confidence in
one of the largest corporations in the world
or in a government organization called the
national center for radiologlcal health,

A far more widespread radiation hazard
from diagnostic and therapeutic radiation is
most persuasive to the point that the ab-
sence of public safeguards in the midst of
alarming knowledge is endemic and not
episodie.

The following facts are drawn from studies
by Dr. Karl Morgan, Director of Health
Physice at the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory:

Medical exposure accounts for about 90%
of all exposure of the U.S. population from
manmade sources of ionizing radiation.

The average dose to the gonads in the
TU.S. today from medical radiation is as much
as 100 times the average dose from radio-
active fallout.

Diagnostic radiation (medical and dental
X-rays) doses in the U.S. are much higher
than those obtaining in other modern, in-
dustrialized societies. The average dose in
the U.S. is 10 times higher than that of the
United Kingdom, 4 times than that of Japan,
and 15 times higher than that of Norway.

There were about 140 million diagnostic
X-rays performed in 1964. Dr. Morgan coms-
ments that “no matter how great the medical
benefits derived from X rays, this is no justi-
fication of the fact that because of the use
of poor techniques with obsolete and im-
properly operated equipment, many X ray
exposures are ten or more times that needed
for the best diagnostic results.” He adds that
not only could there be better X ray infor-
mation with one tenth the dosage, but also
such improvement could “prevent hundreds
and perhaps thousands of children being
born each year with mental and physical
handicaps of varying degrees, the vast ma-
jority of which go undetected.”

Deficient X-ray machines and poorly
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trained operators are so prevalent through-
out the states that a serious federal appraisal
of the adequacy of state regulation is in
order.

New York City probably has the most ac-
tive inspection program in the country. In
1961, over 3,600 X ray units in New York
City were inspected and 92% were found
defective. Many states either have no in-
spection or inspect machines infrequently.
In 1965, the states reported that of a total
number of 113,806 medical X ray units in use,
only 25,174 were inspected. Nearly half of
these were found defective and corrections
were reported in only 7,713. California has
not even finished its first round of inspec-
tions yet. Connecticut has only two inspec-
tors for the entire state, one more than
Indiana has for its people. The value of this
inspection is lessened by the low standards
of machine performance established and the
obsolescence of machines. Shortages of com-
petent personnel can be gauged by the fact
that in 1965 there were only 143 full time
men working in X ray survey and control
programs in the entire nation.

Situations are reported which sound
bizarre but are actually not that uncommon.
Professor Hanson Blatz, director of the New
York City Office of Radiation Control cites
X ray machines with inadequate lead shield-
ing spraying daily doses on unknowing work-
ers in other rooms of the building, Patients
sitting in dental chairs are known to be ex-
posed to radiation from eyeball to abdomen.

Operators of X ray machines are poorly
trained in the majority of cases. Unfortu-
nately, this lack of training includes mem-
bers of the dental and medical professions.
Most physicians receive very little training in
radiology in medical school. At Yale Medical
School, an institution with above average
standards, students take one short course in
radiology which deals solely with the read-
ing of X rays. The students themselves admit
that they feel inadequately prepared to deal
with problems of radiation safety. With the
recent exceptions of New York and Puerto
Rico, no State requires the licensing of X
ray machine operators pursuant to a pro-
ficiency examination.

Dr. Granville Larimore of the New York
State Department of Health described the
situation in his State: "“We knew that a
large number of these other people taking
X rays were not really X ray technicians.
They were nurses, secretaries, receptionists,
medical assistants, and others working in the
offices of private physicians. . . . For the
most part their ‘training’ was limited to a
few hours of instruction by a representative
of the equipment manufacturers.” *“Un-
skilled operators”, says Larimore, “often can
expose the gonads of patients to as much as
100 to 200 times the amount of radiation
necessary from a purely medical point of
view.”

Numerous authorities in radiation control
agree that current levels of diagnostic and
therapeutic radiation could be drastically re-
duced by newer equipment, simple retro-
fitting of older equipment, and competent
operators, without impairing the medical and
dental professions’ exercise of judgment.
More readable X rays could be obtained with
far lower radiation doses. Against the back-
ground of radiation studies, efforts to reduce
doses are urgent, the more that is known
about radiation impact on humans, the
greater is the intolerance of any acceptable
level of exposure. Any radiation exposure
may cause some damage to the human body,
either somatic or genetic. Exposure must be
kept as low as possible.

What is being done about this situation
at the Federal level? Why has the Federal
Radiation Council remained aloof from the
greatest emitting source of man made radia-
tion in this country? What is the U.S. Pub-~
lic Health Service doing? What is the func-
tion of the quasi-official National Council on
Radiation Protection and Measurement? Why
have the American Medical Association, the
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American Dental Association, the American

ital Assoclation, and the professional
radiological organizations displayed so little
concern with this problem? Why have the
manufacturers of X ray equipment not been
more aggressive advocates for selling safety?
Just what are the inhibitions afllicting all
these groups?

The most efflective way to publicly air these
questions and inform the public about the
hazards in a sober manner is the congres-
sional hearing. Fortunately, the years of
waiting are at an end. There is a strong
likelihood that both the House and Senate
will open hearings on the subject shortly.
Senator E. L. Bartlett (D. Alaska) has just
called for hearings on a radiation safety bill
which he and several other Senators have in-
troduced. There will the usual confrontation
between the establishment and its challeng-
ers, the usual agony in getting information
the public has a right to have, and the
struggle of professions and groups to save
face, and to remain free of any public re-
straints. The economic pressures and the
State vs. Federal tensions will surface. Out
of it all, hopefully, will come a resolution of
conflicts and a strong Federal radiation
safety policy. But the law, once passed, tends
toward atrophy or contamination in its ad-
ministration and enforcement under the con-
stant hammering of special interests and
their Washington law firms. So initial efforts
must have follow-through, and for that to
prevall, some portion of the citizenry must
find continuing commitment.

ATTACK ON FARM BUREAU
REGRETTABLE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, in view
of recent statements made during hear-
ings by the House Subcommittee on Rural
Development, on the floor of the House of
Representatives and in subsequent news
stories, I wish to speak in defense of the
goals and activities of the Farm Bureau.

Having operated a cattle ranch in
Wyoming most of my life, I am reason-
ably familiar with some of the problems
and needs of agricultural people and the
role the Farm Bureau has played in
working to solve these problems and ful-
fill these needs.

As a Farm Bureau member, I have had
occasion to observe at first hand the
unique policymaking process through
which the organization’s members define
their problems and collectively outline
courses of action to solve them.

Certainly no one but the farmer or
rancher himself is more acutely aware of
the need for a better standard of rural
living. It was a desire to improve their
economic status which prompted Farm
Bureau members across the Nation to
promote the establishment of their own
insurance companies—companies which
they would own and control, and which
would fill an obvious need for adequate
insurance coverage for the least cost. I
see nothing wrong with this, The com-
panies were founded and have operated
openly and lawfully, and they contribute
millions of dollars annually to the tax
structures of various counties, States, and
the Nation.

As a rancher in Wyoming, later as
Governor of that State, and now as a
Senator, I have worked with many Farm
Bureau members to help improve the
general condition of the agricultural in-
dustry so that it might best contribute its
rightful share to the overall welfare of
the Nation.

I have not agreed with every position
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taken by Farm Bureau members, just as I
do not always agree with decisions made
by the majority of the Members of this
body; but on the whole, I have found the
policies and activities of Farm Bureau to
reflect reason, honesty, and integrity.

Certainly the very fact that Farm Bu-
reau membership increases each yearis a
means by which to gage whether or not
the activities of the leadership represent
the thinking of the majority of mem-
bers—for membership is entirely a volun-
tary matter, and those disagreeing with
the actions or philosophy of the organiza-
tion are absolutely free not to join, or to
withdraw their support.

In short, Mr. President, I feel that any-
one who is familiar with the many ac-
tivities and fine accomplishments of this
group could not help but admire the
manner in which it works to better the
lot of the farmer and rancher and society
as a whole.

Farm Bureau policy is built from the
ground up. It does not filter from the top
down. It begins at the local community
level and is developed by examination,
discussion, and debate at the district,
State, and eventually the National level.

Farm Bureau has nothing to fear from
any investigation that is concerned with
facts and truth.

THE PALESTINIAN REFUGEE
PROBLEM

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, whoever
tries to understand the Palestinian refu-
gee problem reaches for the true nature
of tragedy. For 20 years a just resolution
of this problem has defied the best efforts
of the United Nations as well as the in-
dividual efforts of many nations, includ-
ing the United States.

Indeed, we have only to consider what
has been the result of these 20 years of
concern: during the Arab-Israel conflict
which followed the partition of the
Palestine Mandate in 1948, an estimated
750,000 Arabs fled from their homes in
Palestine and took refuge in Jordan,
Syria, Lebanon, and a small enclave of
140 square miles of barrenness known as
the Gaza strip.

Today, after 20 years of dedicated ef-
fort by the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency—UNRWA—and the in-
vestment of over $400 million by the
United States alone, the central facts are
these: the original 750,000 Arab refugees
now number 1.3 million, with over 720,
000 in Jordan and almost 400,000 in
Gaza; in addition, 40,000 new refugee
children are born each year; over one-
half the fotal number of refugees are
under the age of 20; the refugee birth
rate is one of the highest, if not the very
highest, in the world today; one quarter
of a million Arab children are now
awaiting a place on the relief rolls.

These statistics are sobering and
shocking, but the condition of these peo-
ple is even more disturbing. The refugees
themselves remain barely preserved from
starvation by the TUnited Nations.
UNRWA, the United Nations relief or-
ganization, is only able to provide each
refugee with $14 worth of food per year,
approximately 4 cents a day. From my
own observation—both in 1959 and now
again from a visit from which I returned
yesterday—these - tragic people are
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hungry, miserable, embittered and im-
poverished, burdened with unwanted and
uncared for children, numb and gen-
erally impassive, yet vulnerable to fanati-
cal hate stimulated by those who hope
for a triumphal return to a Palestine
cleansed of Jews. Desperation has bred
disillusion; misery has spawned hatred;
and years of idleness and want have
withered pride in labor. These are the
ingredients of a vast human tragedy
which, if understood, would shock the
conscience of mankind. This, Mr. Presi-
dent, is a veritable seedbed for political
violence, hate, and another war.

The refugee problem does not lie sim-
ply in the field of economics, even though
the hard core of refugees is composed
of unskilled farmers and laborers—in-
digestible commodities to countries such
as Jordan, Egypt, and Syria, already
saturated with unskilled and unlearned
peasants, The problem is much deeper
and in many respects has symbolized the
basic Arab-Israel dispute.

Until the events of the past few weeks,
the Israeli position on the repatriation
of the refugees was readily definable. Is-
rael’s answer was the insistence that the
refugee problem could only be dealt with
as part of a peace treaty between the
Arabs and Israel. This is now, in my
view, neither appropriate nor enough.

As we are all aware, for the Arabs to
subsecribe publicly to a formal agreement
with Israel has been impossible.

I am convinced by my experience and
talks on this trip that the Arabs are as of
now emotionally and politically incapa-
ble of a formalized peace agreement
with Israel. Moreover, Israel has been re-
luetant to alter the demographic pattern
of the country or to introduce a potential
security threat by absorbing even a mod-
est number of the refugees. For instance,
in 1949 Israel first offered and then
withdrew an offer to repatriate 100,000
refugees because it came to be regarded
as a threat to permanence of the Jewish
homeland, so long sought by a suffering
and persecuted people.

To many Arab political leaders, the
perpetuation of the misery of the refu-
gees was a powerful propaganda pawn
in a game directed at the extermination
of Israel. To the more moderate leaders,
the option of repatriation and return or
compensation for property was an im-
portant article of faith. Perhaps more
important, the rights and the plight of
the refugees symbolized a surging quest
throughout the Arab world for not only
justice for the refugees but for dignity
and respect for the Arab,

Both positions were appealing—strong
moral arguments were mustered for
both. But whatever chance existed for
sensible discussion and possible resolu-
tion of the refugee problem was de-
stroyed by strident voices of hate and
fear. Given this impasse, it is no wonder
that peace in the Middle East has been
shattered every 10 years by brutal and
senseless wars.

And now there is a new and still larger
refugee problem. As a result of Israel's
stunning military victories, the nature of
the Palestine refugee problem has been
profoundly altered. In the aftermath of
this war, Israel has suddenly found it-
self, virtually overnight, in the position
of having “repatriated,” so to speak,
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more than a half a million refugees. For
a country that once withdrew an offer
to repatriate 100,000 refugees the sud-
den responsibility of acquiring five times
that meny must come as a shock. Its
effect, however handled, will be pro-
found. Many may consider the presence
of over a half million refugees within
the area occupied by Israel as a danger
to Israel. In one sense, this is probably
true. But in my view, these unfortunate
victims of conflict are both a responsi-
bility and an opportunity for Israel. If
Israel meets this challenge in a mag-
nanimous way, as I believe she can, then
gates to the Middle East, previously
closed to her, may become open. And
Israel's future is in the Middle East,
with which she is now face to face as
never before.

Mr. President, because the recent war
has created such an entirely new situa-
tion for the Arab refugees and because
it appears such a key to possible equa-
tions of peaceful coexistence in this trou-
bled part of the world, I revisited the
Middle East to see and learn and report.
Once before, in 1959, I inquired into the
administration of the refugee problem.
After a careful look at the UNRWA prob-
lem, I then reported to the Senate that
there were serious problems in the
UNRWA program in Jordan because of
the fraudulent and corrupt use of ra-
tion cards. This situation was particu-
larly appalling because many refugees,
primarily children who needed and de-
served assistance, were denied help be-
cause of flagrant profiteering on the part
of puny relief racketeering. Despite as-
surances from both Jordanian and
American officials that an effective re-
form would take place, little rectification
of the relief rolls has been accomplished.

I mention this problem of rectifica-
tion of the refugee relief rolls because
the same problem is still before us, and
now that there are so many new or dis-
placed refugees it is imperative that the
available supplies be given only to those
whose needs and eligibility have been
properly certified.

I visited Beirut, Lebanon, where I spoke
at length with Lawrence Michelmore, the
Commissioner-General of the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency, and
with prominent and official Lebanese.
After leaving Beirut, I was fortunate
enough to be the first Member of Con-
gress to enter Jordan after the war.
While in Jordan, I spoke with the Prime
Minister and other high officials and
visited several of the temporary camps
where an estimated 180,000 to 200,000
new refugees are kept in camps that defy
description in misery and human deg-
radation. Men, women and children are
huddled on the hot and burning sand
with but few meager possessions or
clothing, many being without even a
small tent or cooking utensils. There are
no sanitation facilities and little water.

In Israel, I spoke with Israel leaders
such as Abba Eban, the Foreign Minis-
ter, and Ted Kollek, the mayor of Jeru-
salem, and others. I also visited the now
virtually empty Jericho refugee camp
on the west bank of the Jordan and later
inspected the vast refugee area in Gaza,
a vast concentration camp on the sand,
if you will.
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I returned from my conversations with
Arab and Israeli leaders and from my
visits to refugee camps with one domi-
nant impression, it was that a willing-
ness on the part of Israel to deal with the
refugee problem in a magnanimous and
humane way could be a small—but enor-
mously critical—step toward peace in
the Middle East. I believe that this is
true regardless of the political future of
the newly occupied areas. Indeed, I am
convinced that the refugee problem and
a political settlement in the Middle East
are so tightly entwined that a political
settlement is impossible without progress
on the refugee problem.

I think this connection between the
refugee problem and a political settle-
ment is realized in Tel Aviv, however
dimly at this moment, and perhaps also
in the Arab countries. Let there be no
mistake, Israel has taken on an enormous
responsibilty in assuming over 500,000
refugees—that is a number which repre-
sents roughly 20 percent of Israel’s en-
tire population. In the United States, a
comparable action would be for the
U.S. Government to suddenly acquire
40,000,000 basically untrained, unlettered,
and fearful new citizens. Thus, for better
or worse, Israel will never quite be the
same if it assumes responsibility for these
refugees.

Over the next few months, Israel faces
a number of important decisions that
could affect the whole future of the Mid-
dle East. I refer to the immediate prob-
lem of handling the some 180,000 refu-
gees from the west bank of Jordan who
fled into east Jordan during fighting, and
to the other thousands in the valley and
in Gaza who did not flee. The whole
world is now watching how Israel will
handle this first test of its declared pol-
icy to approach the refugee problem in
a humane and magnanimous fashion.
Thus far, despite Israel’s assurances that
it would allow refugees to return to their
homes over the Jordan River between
July 10 and August 10, both the planning
and execution of this commitment have
been unfortunately inadequate. After
talking to Arab and Israel officials last
week, I came to the conclusion that plan-
ning was insufficient and that something
needed to be done if the refugees were to
return in an expeditious fashion. On the
basis of my own observations, I there-
fore urged Jordanian and Israel offi-
cials to facilitate the return of these ref-
ugees to their former camps on the west
bank. UNRWA officials have also urged
such a return. Also, on July 8, I sent a
cable to President Johnson and to the
Secretary of State Dean Rusk, which I
will read to the Senate at this time:

Mr. President, have made inquiry into new
refugee problem cause by Mid-East War. Vis-
ited Beirut to confer with Commissioner-
General of UNRWA, Jordan and Israel. In
Jordan I spoke with Prime Minister and
visited temporary camps where some esti-
mated 180,000 new or displaced refugees from
Jordan West Bank are in condition of hu-
man suffering that defies description.

Upon my own I have urged Jordanian offi-
cials to insist that these re:(ugeea return to
their former camps on the West Bank. Jor-
danian officials agree. UNRWA officials have
urged such return. Israel has announced per-
mission for their return beginning July 10.
Unfortunately conditions for return not yet
adequately clarified. Israel high officials in-
form that conditions have been detailed to
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Red Cross but just two days before stated
time Jordanian Government has, to my
knowledge, not been informed through any

authorized channel of the conditions of such
transfer.

Today I have vislted the Jericho refugee
complex in the West Jordan area, Camps are
virtually empty, with only 3,000 to -1-000 of
original 75,000 refugees remaining., Camps
are in condition, far far superior to present
plight. Sanitation facilities intact., Humane
considerations require return to these and
other camps.

In my unofficial talks with Israeli officials
I have stressed and will continue to stress:

(1) Whole world will be watching anx-
ously for good faith performance pledge to
allow innocent refugees to return in an or-
derly, humane manner.

(2) Assurances appear necessary that ref-
ugees will be permitted to receive remit-
tances or other funds sent by relatives work-
ing in other Arab countries and that said
relatives, with proper identification and con-
trol, will be able to visit families.

I have communicated these personal con-
victions to both Israell and Jordanian offi-
cials,

Please be assured I have emphasized I
speak only as an individual Senator with a
deep interest in this human problem. Am-
bassador Barbour has also emphasized the
Importance of the foregoing points in num-
erous conversations and has extended to me
the most hospitable cooperation.

Perhaps compassionate treatment of these
victims of conflict could smooth the path to
conditions of peaceful co-existence in this
distraught area.

Reports since then have unfortunately
indicated that my misgivings about the
state of planning for the return of the
refugees were justified, On Monday, July
10, the first day of the return period, the
Associated Press reported that hundreds
of refugees came to the Allenby Bridge in
hopes of returning to the west bank of
the Jordan. According to this report, they
were turned away. They were turned
away, as I understand it, not because of
Israel's intention to keep them out, but
because arrangements through the Inter-
national Red Cross and by the two coun-
tries concerned had not been completed.
I regret this delay and the very obvious
human suffering it has caused. At the
same time, I have every confidence, on
the basis of my discussions with Israel
leaders, that the situation will be rem-
edied and that most of the refugees who
wish to return will be permitted so to do.

Mr, President, I cannot over emphasize
the importance of what happens over the
next few weeks and months in Israel's
dealings with the Arab refugees. If Is-
rael should live up to its promise to re-
patriate the Arab refugees by investing
in the economics, in the agriculture and
the industry of the refugee areas, and in
the rehabilitation of the people into pro-
ductive enterprise, the cause of peace in
the Middle East will be greatly advanced,
or so it seems to me, I believe the world
is of one mind with regard to humane
treatment of the refugees. This con-
sensus for compassion just might be the
easiest, if not the only path, to de facto,
though undeclared, formulas for peace-
ful relations in the Middle East. If Israel
should be able, not only to care for these
innocent victims of the confiict in the
Middle East, but actually to improve their
lot, then I think that there is real hope
of a gradual development of working
agreements between some of the Arab
states and Israel. Perhaps a permanent
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structure for peace in the Middle East
will not come until there has been a series
of de facto working agreements between
Arab and Jew. In any event, I think an
overall political settlement is impossible
until these smaller steps have been taken.

I urge that all parties concerned look
at the refugee problem in these terms.
For my own part, I will support an in-
crease in the U.S. contribution to
UNRWA relief activities if Israel and
the Arab countries show good will in the
treatment of the refugees.

As I said, the next few months will be
critical to the future of the Middle East.

FOOD FROM THE SEA—PART II

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the
mineral and biological resources of the
sea are exceedingly great and the use
made of them by the nations of the
world, while important, does not ap-
proach full use. Use of the full potential
of the sea for the benefit of mankind is a
goal which will be attained, if at all,
many years in the future. Before that
happy day arrives, there are many ques-
tions that must be answered. Some are
biological, some are explorator in the
sense that inventories must be made as
an essential first step, and some are legal.

The harvest of oceanic resources with-
in the territorial limits of any country
that borders the sea will be controlled by
that country. I think it is safe to assume
that the long-term welfare of such a
country will assure proper management
of its coastal resources. Proper manage-
ment of the resources of the high seas,
however, is something else. It has been
truly said that everybody’s responsibility
is nobody’s responsibility. Nowhere is
this more obvious—and more pregnant
with danger for the resources—than in
the area of management of the resources
of the high seas.

At a meeting of the FAO Committee
on Fisheries held early this year in
Rome, Italy, Dr. Wilbert M. Chapman
presented a paper entitled “The State of
Ocean Use Management.” In it he dis-
cussed at some length some of the prob-
lems of management of the high seas
resources. Dr. Chapman’s paper was in-
teresting to me, and it was most illumi-
nating in that it brought into focus some
gf the problems we will face in the fu-

ure.

I believe that this paper should be
read by everyone who shares my con-
cern for our country’'s future use of the
ocean’s resources. Therefore, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE STATE OF OCEAN UsSE MANAGEMENT
(By Dr. Wilbert McLeod Chapman, for pres-

entation to the second sesslon of the FAO

Committee on Fisherles, Rome, April 24,

1967)

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Delegates,
Ladies and Gentlemen, it is a great honor
to be asked to address this assembly. From
what I say later on you will see the lmpor-
tance which I attach to the deliberations of
the Committee on Fisheries,

I have had the pleasure of meeting on
international fishery affairs with nearly all
of you on other occasions over the past
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thirty-odd years either in these halls, or at
other meetings elsewhere in the world. Often
this has been as a member of a delegation
of the United States, and sometimes as an
individual acting in the role of an inde-
pendent expert. It is necessary to state quite
flatly at the beginning of this address that
I am here today as a very independent ex-
pert. I have no idea that what I have to say
will be In agreement with policlies of the
United States Government or that of any
other entity with which I am associated
professionally.

Mr. Jackson has asked me to speak today
on the state of ocean use management in the
world, the possible impact on this of the
several forces clustering around the United
Natlons resolution of 8 December, 1966, on
“Resources of the Sea,” the moving events
and the forces at work on these matters in-
ternally in the United States, and elsewhere
in the world, and related matters.

This is, to coin a phrase, a wriggling mass
of very lively worms, and upon closer inspec-
tlon each worm is found to have a head on
both ends full of sharp teeth ready to snap
off prodding fingers. It is therefore with some
trepidation that I began my prodding, and
take care to absolve the United States Gov-
ernment or anyone else, from blame for what
I will say. After careful examination and long
study I do not know what United States
policy, if any, is on very many of these things
anyway.

SOME OCEAN USE INTERESTS IN THE UNITED

STATES

It is useful at first to enumerate some of
the several forces at work in this field of
international relations, particularly in the
United States, so far as they can be separated
from each other and dealt with independ-
ently. Among these are:

1. The nuclear powered submarine

The chief thing about the nuclear powered
submarine is that once it goes below the sur-
face of the ocean and is lost track of there
is no existing technology by which it can be
found again until it wants to be found.
Loaded with its armament of nuclear tipped
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles it is capa-
ble of doing great damage even to the inner-
most reaches of the largest land masses,

I will say no more on this sensitive subject
save to say that the problem navies have in
detecting and catching submarines is not
conceptually dissimilar from that which fish-
ermen have in detecting and catching fish,
Both wish to lower their cost per ton of
catching, and both require about the same
sort of information and understanding of
the ocean environment with which to do so.
The navies have greater funds and research
capabilities at their service than do the fish-
ery people, or anyone else dealing with the
ocean, and a major factor in the present stir
over the use of the ocean derives from spin-
offs of new knowledge of the ocean derived
from this source of research support which
are now reaching the civilian economy.

2. The weather

A wag sald a generation or two ago, that
everybody talks about the weather, but no-
body does anything about it. This is no
longer the case. The state of the weather
has become so important in the total opera-
tion of our present complex societies that it
requires to be capable of prediction beyond
the current theoretical limits, and modified
beneficially when and where possible. It is
now apparent that the atmosphere in which
the weather occurs forms with the ocean one
integrated heat engine in which most of
the energy although ultimately deriving from
the sun, comes into the atmosphere as ef-
fective force indirectly from the ocean.

Having understood this fact it then be-
comes necessary to learn how the ocean
reservolred energy enters the atmosphere
and affects its movements before the weather
can be predicted with much better preci-
sion, or anything much can be done about
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it. But it is just exactly that 7T19% of the
earth's surface covered by salt water where
there are the least weather stations and ob-
servation points. The enormous expanses of
the South Pacific are the largest reservoir
of solar energy on this planet. The effects
of its energy fluxes on planetary weather are
bound to be considerable, but we know the
least about this plece of water that we do of
any ocean, and very little, indeed, about the
energy fluxes within its complex structure,
or between it and the atmosphere. Nor do
we have observation stations in it yet to find
out.

The same Is largely true of the South
Atlantic, the southern Indian Ocean, and the
boundaryless seas of Antarctica. The south-
ern hemisphere is the water hemisphere
where the most of the energy to drive the
atmosphere is received and reservoired, but
the observation points to keep track of the
energy fluxes that drive the alr and make the
weather are mostly on land in the land
hemisphere of the North. So are the meteor-
ologists.

It is obvious that the meteorologists must
get to sea, they must go south, and they
must establish observation points in the
ocean. This is a matter of such moment that
our government has been restructured, by a
combination of sea and air activities within
the Department of Commerce into the En-
vironmental Sclence BServices Administra-
tion, in order to deal with this problem more
effectively. This is not the end yet of re-
structuring the United States Government
to achieve this objective, and similar activi-
ties are being undertaken in other govern-
ments. This is having an impact on the
World Meteorological Organization, and
through this on the problems with which
we are dealing today.

In essence it 1s no longer possible for
oceanographers and meteorologists to keep,
or be kept, separately In their respective
ivory towers. It turns out that they are
studying different aspects of the same thing,
the ocean-atmosphere heat engine, and
neither can understand its part until they
work together. It also turns out that their
customers who pay the bills want them both
to come down out of their ivory towers and
begin producing useful results.

As an underlining of the last comment,
the United States Navy has felt that its need
for advanced atmospheric and oceanic
weather predictive capabilities was so urgent
that it could not await these adjustments in
the civillan sector. Accordingly, it has es-
tablished its own analytical and predictive
service respecting ocean air and weather on
a world wide basis. From this the fisheries
are beginning to obtain assistance of sub-
stantial economic importance not only in
the United States, but elsewhere as well.

3. The exploration of space

The amount of money devoted to the ex-
ploration of space by the United States is so
vast that the bookkeeping system devised
to manage it, as carefully as that is struc-
tured, does not have a screen fine enough
to detect the tiny amount of money spent on
ocean fishery research by the United States
Government.

This enormous scientific and technological
effort is beginning to have spin-offs that are
in the process of changing the whole attitude
in the United States toward the ocean and
its use. The whirling satellites, and the com=-
puter systems that track, support and in-
struct them, have turned back upon the earth
with their sensory apparati and are in the
process of illustrating that this is the cheap-
est way to find out what is going on in the
ocean, the atmosphere, and on land, if not
the only effective way. As Wernher von Braun
has pointed out, the fuel cost of launching
a satellite is pretty expensive, but by the
time it 1s in orbit a year the mileage it gets
per gallon would put a Volkswagen to shame.

The TIROS satellites pour in weather in-
formation from the whole atmosphere more
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rapidly than it yet can be assimilated and
used. The Advanced Technology Satellite I
is polsed motionless above the Pacific send-
Ing back most instructive pictures, as one
of its several missions, covering half the
earth at whatever time interval is wanted
and 1t 1s only the first of a family of similar
work horse satellites. The navigational satel-
lites permit precision of positioning at sea
that is breath taking, and approximately
instantaneously. The Comsat satellites will
permit the projection of charts or informa-
tion in any form from any place on earth
to any other place (for instance at sea) in-
stantaneously. Satellites to interrogate auto-
matically unmanned observational buoys
moored or drifting in the sea will be aloft
before the buoy systems are at sea, and the
latter are in the process of going to sea.
Batellite cameras with special film and multi-
spectral capabilities are in development or in
use that can penetrate the cloud cover, de-
tect individual whales, or patches of plank-
ton, or schools of fish, or changes in the
surface temperature of the ocean, or “fronts”
in the ocean, or many other useful things
beyond mention. Computer systems to assim-
ilate, store, manipulate and put into useful
form these enormous masses of data in real
time are under development which will have
500-700 times the speed of existing computer
systems.

The collaboration between space scientists,
navy sclentists, weather scientists, fishery
sclentists, and oceanographers which will be
required to make efficient use of these mag-
nificent new capabilities is struggling along
in its initial stages, but it has begun. In my
view this development from space explora-
tion looking backward at this planet will
revolutionize our concepts of the use of the
sea within ten years, and probably before
then. I do not know what the new concepts
will be or what form of management will be
required to use this new knowledge and
understanding most effectively.

4. Petroleum

While oil was recovered from offshore pools
as early as 1894 in California this was from
slant drilling rigs ashore or on wooden
wharves, and the first practical extraction
from platforms over the water was in Vene-
zuela in the 1930’s. This practice spread to
the Gulf of Mexico off Texas and Louislana
in that decade and during the 1940's. The
first seismic exploration out of sight of land
took place in 1944, and the first well was
drilled out of sight of land in 1946. To date
the oil industry has invested about $10 billion
in offshore activity throughout the world and
about 11% of all the oil and 6% of all the
natural gas produced in the world at present
comes from offshore deposits. It 1s estimated
that within 20 years as much as a quarter
of the oll and gas used will come from these
sources, and perhaps as much as 40%. BEsti-
mates have been made that the offshore
American deposits alone amount to 2,000
billion barrels. In these deposits is the energy
to change the world politically, socially, eco-
nomically and diplomatically. It inevitably
will.

It is characteristic of large oil company
psychology and business practices that they
need the ownership or exclusive usage rights
of deposits before they will make the very
large capital Investments that they must to
bring the resources to use, They do not really
care what governmental entity owns or has
soverelgnty over the deposits so long as they
can obtain a piece of paper that they can
chow to their bankers indicating that they
have exclusive usage rights to specific depos-
its for a specified length of time.

When the oil rigs began moving out to sea
In the 1930’s it was not clear that any gov-
ernment had exclusive jurisdiction over any
oil deposit more than 3 miles from dry land,
and within that limit in the United States it
was not clear whether the Federal or State
Governments had title. This was one of the
two originating forces of the two Truman
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Proclamations of September, 1945, which so
agitated the Law of the Sea, and interna-
tional activities related thereto, from that
date through the second conference on the
Law of the Sea in 1960, (and still 1s doing
EO).

The 1958 Convention on the Continental
Shelf settled the exclusive jurisdiction of the
coastal nation over the resources of the con-
tinental shelf out to a water depth of 200
meters with pretty fair clarity and this (with
legisiation in appropriate municipal law
fields) settled the petroleum jurisdiction
problem for the stage of then existing tech-
nology.

But the Convention further gave to the
coastal nation exclusive jurisdiction to the
resources of the seabed adjacent thereto to
a distance where the depth of the super-
Jacent water admitted of the use of the re-
source, Technology has moved on. Drilling
can now be done in any depth of water if
one wished to spend the necessary money.
One oil company has experimentally drilled
in 1,000 feet of water off the California coast
and has applied for a lease to work deposits
lying at greater depth than 200 meters. The
petroleum people are again getting mervous
as to what government has jurisdiction over
the oil deposits out where their advancing
technology is leading them. It is no longer
certain that there is not a great deal of oll
under quite deep water. If there is, technol-
ogy can get it out as soon as the price is
right. The technology must have a plece of
paper showing exclusive usage rights or the
bankers will not provide the capital to make
it work, Thus this enormous force is again
at work on international law.

5. Manganese nodules, ete.

Ocean exploration of the past ten years has
turned up all sorts of mineral deposits lying
on the sea bed. Since the coming into force
of the Convention on the Continental Shelf
these resources of the continental shelf are
no trouble from a juridicial standpoint, other
than the loose juridiclal outer boundary of
the continental shelf noted above. Fortu-
nately the continental slope does not seem
to be crowded with surface mineral deposits
as it may be with petroleum.

But the deep sea bed has many things upon
it, including deposits of what are called
managenese nodules, in such vast quantities
as to be beyond my comprehension. These
manganese nodules are actually ores which
also contaln iron, mnickle, cobalt, vanadium
and other things. Not only are these deposits
80 vast as to be beyond the needs of present
total world industry, but there is the suspi-
cion among scientists that they may be
growing more rapidly than world industry is
using some of the more valuable compo-
nents.

These vast ore deposits are only barely be-
yond present economic reach, There seems
to be fair agreement that existing technology
could get them out if the price were right,
that the price is likely to be right within 20
years, possibly within ten, and even might
be within five. Very large mining concerns
are serlously Inquiring into the subject.

Who has jurisdiction over the resources?
The mining companies have somewhat the
same psychology of only working owned re-
sources that the oil companies have. Their
interest is sharpened by the fact that the
first development step any of them takes to
practically harvest these nodules will require
the employment of between $50 million and
$100 million.

The new knowledge about these deep-sea
deposits had a major input to the passage
of the UN. Resolution on the Resources of
the Sea.

6. The welfare of the United Nations
While the whole United Nations structure
is a source of controversy in the United
States electorate, as it 1z in that of some
other countries, there is a large, vocal, and
politically adept segment which, for a variety
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of reasons, wants the whole United Nations
structure not only strengthened by more
funds, but by having independent sources
of financing. One way that this could be
done would be to turn over exclusive juris-
diction to the United Nations of the mineral
resources under the high seas, which would
at least include the nodules on the deep-sea
floor. It could then license their extraction
and derive revenue from so doing. This would
not yield much revenue now, but in twenty
years time it might well pay the full costs
of the United Nations at a higher level of
activity than now obtains, and in fifty years
the revenues might be handsome indeed.

If one 1is to credit the speech of Senator
Frank Church, who was a member of the
United States delegation to the last General
Assembly of the United Nations, made before
the United States Senate after the deed, a
principle impellant for the resolution on the
“Resources of the Sea” was to begin the
action which would result in the United
Nations becoming adequately and independ-
ently financed by giving it exclusive juris-
diction over the mineral resources under the
high seas.

7. Net economic yield, or rent, from the har-
vest of the living resources of the sea

About fifteen years ago academic econo-
mists discovered that fisherles lying in the
high seas were common property resources,
that they were open to all comers on an
equal footing, and that fishermen tended to
enter any fishery until the total value of the
harvest was equal to the cost of taking it,
and the average return was egual to the aver-
age cost. Thus there was no net economic
yleld (rent, or excess value of harvest over the
cost of catching it) from a fishery naturally
stabilized in this fashion. It was also demon-
strated that the point of net economic yield
is always at a lower level of effort and catch
than that corresponding to the maximum
sustalnable physical yleld from the fishery.
The fishery scientists had discovered this
twenty years previously and also found that
they could do nothing about it because of
the general pig-headedness of man organized
into societies.

The concept of maximum net economic
yleld, and of maximum sustalnable physical
yield from common property fishery resources
are mutually exclusive and thus cannot both
be accomplished. The economists believe that
the net economic yield should be maximized;
the nations so far are only able to agree that
the physical yield should be maximized.

The economist’s advocacy has been gen-
eralized to the following logic:

(a) entry into any fishery should be lim-
ited when this 1s required to maximize the
net economic yield from it.

(b) since limitation of entry cannot be ar-
ranged unless the resource (or access to it)
is owned by some entity (or under its ex-
clusive jurisdlction), the living resources of
the high seas should be put under the exclu-
sive jurisdiction of a single managing agency
as such treatment is desired.

(c) because of the excessive mobility of
many such resources, and other practical
problems, the single managing agency should
be the United Nations, and to it should be
given exclusive jurisdiction over each such
resource to be managed in this manner.
And,

(d) the revenue received by the United
Nations from the operation of the world
fisheries in this manner would be divided
out or used in some manner agreed upon
in the United Nations.

This argument had considerable impact
on the action leading up to the passage by
the General Assembly of the resolution on
the “Resources of the Sea”.

8. Division of the common wealth of the sea

If there were no minerals under the sea,
and if there were no economists in any so-
clety, there would still be an argument about
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the division of the wealth of the sea upon
which the nations have never agreed, and
that is the jurisdiction over fisherles lylng
in the high seas.

There are two main reasons for wanting
jurisdiction over fisheries in the high seas,
or anywhere else. The first is to prevent them
from being overfished, and the second is to
gain special economic or social benefit from
acquiring preferential access to the resource.

The nations reached agreement in the 19568
“Convention on Fishing and the Conserva-
tion of the Living Resources of the Sea” that
they all had a duty to conserve the sea fish-
eries and they agreed to a definition of
what conservation was.

They also agreed on a quite good mecha-
nism for solving disputes arising from con-
servation practices or the need therefore, and
the detaills which they had agreed to re-
specting this. One important group of voting
natlons did not agree to the compulsory
nature of the arbitral procedure that the
others agreed to but agreed with the other
principles involved in the Convention. Thus
an agreed mechanism is available among the
nations for attending to disputes arising out
of the need to conserve high seas fisheries
resources and everybody is in accord that
they will so conserve. That Convention does
not touch upon the subject of dividing up
the benefits of the conservation—the fish
among the nations. In matter of fact the
18568 Conference on the Law of the Sea was
unable to agree on any formula covering
jurisdiction by the coastal nation over fish-
eries lying in the adjacent high seas, and the
1960 Conference, called to deal only with
that problem and the related problem of the
breadth of the territorial sea, also ended in
no agreement.

Three main ways have been suggested to
deal with this problem:

1. Divide up the ocean for purposes of fish-
ery jurisdiction into national sectors. This
is generally referred to as the 200 mile sys-
tem, or the epicontinental sea system, or the
continental shelf system, but its principles
would never be satisfied without giving ex-
clusive jurisdiction to the coastal state to
fisheries lying off its coast up to the bound-
ary of the opposite nation’s zone of ex-
clusive jurisdiction.

2. Give exclusive jurisdiction over the high
seas fisheries to the United Natlons as the
proper representative of the community of
nations now having ownership of the re-
sources, in accordance with existing inter-
national law, Or,

3. Settle disputes arising from this ques-
tion by agreement among the affected na-
tions in accordance with any of the normal
methods for the peaceful settlement of dis-
putes among nations provided in the Charter
of the United Nations or by normal diplo-
matic procedures, and under the agreed in-
Junction contained in article 2 of the “Con-
vention on the High Seas” which reads:
“These freedoms, and others which are recog-
nized by the general principles of interna-
tional law, shall be exercised by all States
with reasonable regard to the interests of
other States in their exercise of the freedom
of the high seas”.

‘Weak fishing nations generally tend to
favor the first alternative listed above in
order to protect their fishing industry from
competition on the high seas from the fish-
ermen of stronger fishing nations, The United
States is a weak fishing nation. The fisher-
men of many nations are fishing increasingly
off its coasts on the same grounds with its
fishermen. The United States does not choose
to take the steps other nations take to
strengthen their fisheries, Accordingly the
internal political thrust to declare broad
zones of exclusive fishery jurisdiction off the
coast of the United States grows steadily
stronger. The effect was noted by the last
Congress adopting a 12 mile fisheries zone for
the United States. The same sort of forces
are at work in many member countries. This
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was a8 major force in the adoption of the
Resolution on the “Resources of the Sea”.

Strong fishing countries, and long-range
fishermen, generally oppose this first alterna-
tive. While no nation yet officlally espouses
the second alternative, so far as I know,
there is a growing conviction among the long
range fishermen that the second alternafive
is better for them than the first, if it comes
to a show down, and they might be better
off in the long run to join in with the oil peo-
ple, the mineral people, the people who want
a strong independent United Nations, and
the economists who want to maximize the
net economic yleld from the world fisheries
and turn the total job of management and
jurisdiction over the high seas fisherles to
the United Nations, 2

The third alternative is simply not work-
ing very well. Nations do not wish to take
cases to the International Court of Justice,
or to arbitration, unless they have a better
chance to win there than by what they are
doing. It takes two sides in agreement to do
either. Nations do not like to put their fish~
ermen under international regulation unless
all fishermen in the fishery are to be treated
equally by the regulation. Nations do not
like to put their fishermen under regulation
even to provide the conservation they have
agreed to provide unless the scientific needs
for the regulations are established, and they
do not like to put up the money required to
do the research needed to either determine
the need for regulation or the form it should
take.

The means for governance and rational
management of the world fisheries are simply
not growing as rapidly as the problems aris-
ing from increasing total fishing effort are
accumulating, and this was a major force
behind the passage of the resolution on
“Resources of the Sea”.

9. Protein malnutrition

Two thirds of the people of the world live
in nations where protein malnutrition is
endemic. This is generally recognized as
the major public health problem in the
world, and as lying at the root of slowness
in social and economic development in a
good many parts of the world.

Ocean research, over the past ten years
in particular, has demonstrated the existence
of very large under utilized resources in the
sea off many of the countries whose people
suffer from protein malnutrition. These na-
tions want that fish for their people. Ocean
research has also demonstrated that the
ocean is naturally producing more animal
protein per year than several times the
present world population could consume, and
that the protein malnutrition problem arises
from socio-economic, and not supply, prob=
lems.

This was a very strong force involved in
the adoption of the resolution on the “Re-
sources of the Sea”. A little research will
reveal that the whole group of resource sur-
vey resolutions adopted by the General As-
sembly, of which this 1s one, stems from
work by the ECOSOC sponsored Advisory
Committee on the Application of Sclence
and Technology to Development, which arose
from the United Nations Conference on the
Application of Science and Technology to
Development, which very nearly did not get
adjourned because of the demands by the
developing nations for a more equitable di-
vision of world resources between the halves
and the have-nots.

10, Protection of foreign exchange balances

While the peoples of the developing na-
tions need more animal protein the peoples
of the industrialized nations want more,
and they have the disposable income with
which to pay for it. Without exception, as
the level of economy in a nation has gone
up the demand for animal protein has also,
and this is reflected in greater demand for
fish either as fish meal with which to in-
crease live stock production or as direct
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human food. This, again, has led to many
nations strongly supporting their long range
fishing fleets elther through subsidies or
otherwise, This trend is, if anything, increas-
ing. The nations who subsidize their fleets
do so to protect their foreign exchange bal-
ances either by producing fish within their
own currency regime or by creating exporta-
ble commodities that will earn foreign ex-
change.

This is a very powerful force in all of
these matters dealing with the use of the
sea. In the United States it has also been
powerful but in a reverse way from in most
countries. The use of fish in the United
States has also inclined steadily upward but
there has been no effective subsidy of the
fisheries and little protection in the United
States market against imports. The result
has been steadily increased imports which
now exceed domestic production. The con-
nected result is weak domestic fisherles
which lead to pressure for protection against
foreign fishermen and extension of fishery
jurisdiction to the adjacent high seas.

A curious factor is that the United States
Government, which worries out loud a great
deal about its negative forelgn exchange
balance, has never considered this seriously
agalnst the cost of its fish imports. Last
year its foreign exchange deficit was about
$1.4 billion and its fish bill was about $600
million.

11. The exuberance of man

Make no mistake about it Americans, as
well as some others, are determined to learn
how to live, play, and work on the bottom
of the sea. The scientific part of this prob-
lem is already solved down to depths as

t as the depths over the continental
shelf, or a little greater, and even the main
technological problems are pretty well in
hand. Costeau's experiments go on and so
do those of the United States Navy in their
Sea Labs. Great Resources are now being
devoted to the latter.

This is initiated in the United States be-
cause of naval problems, such as submarine
rescue work and recovering things from the
bottom, etc., but the drive is much greater
than this. The beneficial spinoffs of such
work to the civilian economy in oil drilling,
mining, and a varlety of such things is so
imminent and great that this work would
likely go forward now without very strong
Navy support. Perhaps, however, the greatest
force in this push is just the curiosity, ex-
uberance and drive of man to conguer an-
other environment and prove to himself he
can live there. The other adventures of this
sort on this planet are pretty well used up.

Another aspect of this same thing is the
growing number of submersibles with in-
creasing depth range. Most of these are being
built by, and are owned by, private com-
panies, although most still have some sort
of public support. The families of submersi-
bles built, being built, and planned, contain
examples that will work at all depths of the
ocean.

The technology of building submersibles
is growing so rapidly in the United States
that there is good reason to expect submers-
ibles, capable of going rather deep, to be
within the price range of private persons
for recreation or business in the reasonably
near future. Recreation in and on the sea in
the United States is growing so rapidly that
others from outside can hardly realize the
thrust of it on ocean affairs. Boating and
fishing of all sorts increase steadily,
and scuba diving is practiced by literally
thousands. Diving saucers, and do it your-
self submersibles, seem next on the list, It is
still hard for me to imagine man lving
under the sea by cholce for extended periods
of time, but I no longer disbelieve it will
come about,

This general exuberance about the sea
among the general populace is one of the
very strongest factors driving the United
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Btates toward the more effective use of the
ocean.

12, The Organization of International Ocean
Science Affairs

It is not breaking a confidence to say that
the American ocean research community is,
and has been, dissatisfled with the organi-
zation of international ocean sclence affairs.
The experience gained during the Interna-
tional Geophysical Year convinced its lead-
ers of the necessity for better means of col-
laborations with their colleagues in other
countries, not least with their Russian col-
leagues,

In 1957 this group of leaders were or-
ganized into the Committee on Ocean-
ography of the U.S. National Academy of
Sclences (NASCO) and part of them became
members of the Sclentific Committee on
Ocean Research (SCOR) of the International
Council of Sclentific Unlons (ICSU). The
first report of NASCO in 1959 was recelved
with great acclaim in the United States

and elsewhere and many of its rec-
ommendations came to frultion rather rap-
idly. There was & tremendous surge for-
ward in ocean research support on the fed-
eral level, One measure of this is money. In
Fiscal Year 1958 the Federal Budget for
oceanography was $21 million and in Fiscal
Year 1067 it was $221 million, an increase
by a factor of ten in 9 years. The budget
request for the same sort of work in Fiscal
Year 1968 is $277.56 million. But in the mean-
time other things have been added and the
budget request for the whole Federal marine
sclence program for Fiscal Year 1968 1s $§462.3
million.

One 1050 NASCO recommendation that
falled was the request to establish a World
Oceanographic Organization within the
United Nations family to house the interna-
tlonal aspects of ocean sclence affalrs, The
Department of State refused at the time to
adopt this as a part of United Btates policy
and the oceanographers were told to find a
place for their worthy objective, international
oceanography, in an existing specialized
agency. The Fisheries Division of FAO was
weak in environmental sclence and they were
fearful of being dominated there by De-
partments or Ministries of Agriculture. The
‘World Meteorological Organization was dom-
inated then by governmental weather bu-
reaus, meteorologists had not become so im-
bued yet with ocean enthusiasm, and the
oceanographers were afrald of being domi-
nated by weather bureau types. They ended
up in a semi-autonomous Intergovernmental
Oceanographic Commission in UNESCO.

This has not worked to their full satisfac~
tion. UNESCO they found to be pretty well
run as to policy by Ministries of Education;
JOC did not grow as actively as desired. WMO
became increasingly involved with the ocean,
especially with the large new program in-
volving “World Weather Watch”. FAO reor-
ganized its fishery work, elevated it to De-
partmental status, funded it better, formed
first the Advisory Committee on Marine Re-
sources Research and then the Committee
on Fisheries, and generally became more ef-
fective in the ocean resource field. The Spe-
cial Fund of the United Nations came into
being and increasingly began funding a great
deal of ocean resources research, All of these
programs went to FAO and not UNESCO be-
cause the member nations were interested in
fish production and not very much in sci-
ence. Even the training program in UNESCO-
IOC became rather heavily slanted to the
fishery side because that was what the mem-
ber countries in the developing world wanted.

IOC and Department of Oceanography in
UNESCO worked very hard and very well. It
simply did not grow as rapidly as did the
international aspects of ocean research and
use. The funding for ocean research in the
United States increased by a factor of ten
and increased rather sharply in several other
countries as well. The very nature of ocean
gclence activities changed during a period
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of five years from & status well described by
the term oceanography to a status better
described by the term Marine Sclence Af-
fairs, which included ocean engineering,
ocean technology, and the conglomeration of
fishery, mining, petroleum, weather, space,
recreation, and other applications spoken of
above. In essence the thrust was to much
greater scientific effort in, under and over
the ocean accompanied by an even greater
effort to apply the advances made in knowl-
edge and understanding to the more effec-
tive use of the sea.

The full upshot of all this can be ex-
pressed better in NASCO’s own words from
its recent comprehensive report of last
month:

“Oceanography 19686—Achievements and
Opportunities”, NAS/NRC, Publication 1492,
1967, pp. 183.

“Some major problems in the interna-
tional organization of marine science, how-
ever, are still unsolved. Several intergovern-
mental organizations are concerned with
various aspects of oceanography that are
within and outside of the United Natlons
system. Coordination among these organiza-
tions remains largely wunsuccessful. Since
each organization communicates with a dif-
ferent national body, collaboration among
academic scientists, fishery investigators, and
other government scientists is difficult to
arrange.

*“Although the major marine programs
within the United Nations are in TUNESCO
and FAO, in neither organization is ocean-
ography an important part of the over-all
effort and their governing bodies and top
management have little interest in the ma-
rine field.

“Several other international agencies are
involved with wvarious aspects of oceanog-
raphy. For example, ocean research related
to weather and climate is of interest to the
World Meteorological Organization, activ-
ities related to pollution by radio active
materials are the responsibility of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency, pollution
by some industrial wastes and problems re-
lated to marine transportation are under
the purview of the Intergovernmental Mari-
time Consultative Organization, and the sup-
port of preinvestment marine resources sur-
vey and research is a Tunction of the Special
Fund of the United Natlons.

“There is no adequate means for liaison
among these numerous international enti-
ties. The nearest approximation is provided
by a subcommittee on oceanography of the
Advlsory Committee on Coordination of the
United Natlons Economic and Social Council.

“Fisheries organizations

“In addition to the specialized interna-
tional agencies there are more than a dozen
intergovernmental fisherles organizations.
Varying in function, organization and status,
such organizations have been set up from
time to time when two or more nations had
a marine problem for whose solution no other
suitable international or intergovernmental
body existed—ete., etc.”

The upshot of all of this was NASCO's
Recommendation (p. 16):

“A world oceanographic organization
should be established within the United
Nations to provide a single home for the
various marine scientific and technological
activities now lodged in several branches of
the United Nations and its specialized
agencies”,

THE EFFECTS

In the above words I have set out what
appears to me to be the twelve most impor-
tant factors influencing actions and policles
within the United States respecting the
present state of ocean use management. I
have not attempted to give pro- and con-
arguments for the wviews expressed. All of
them had an input into the actions that led
to the United States delegation sponsoring
the resolution on the “Resources of the
Sea.” Each of them is quite strong. What
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relative welght any one, or several, had on
that action I do nmot know.

There is one other general factor at large
in the United States that may have been
more important than any or all of these in
that action, and was certainly very impor-
tant in an indirect manner, That is simply
the new awareness of the ocean and its pos-
sible uses among the general public of the
United States, and a wvast, rather inchoate,
enthusiasm for it.

Every large industrial corporation In the
United States with any pride, or get-up-and-
go at all, has got an Ocean Division, Depart-
ment or Committee. Small companies by the
dozens are speclalizing in ocean activities
and dolng well. In my home town of San
Dlego, California, not the largest in the
world, there are 64 business firms engaged
in ocean business aside from the Scripps
Institution of Oceanography and the Insti-
tute of Marine Resources of the University
of California, two large laboratories of the
U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, the
headquarters of the Inter-American Tropical
Tuna Commission, and what all else I do
not know, all enthusiastically being pushed
by an energetic ocean Committee of the
local Chamber of Commerce.

In the State of California Government
there is a Governor's Advisory Commission
on Ocean Resources and there are similar
bodies active in Hawail, Washington, Flo-
rida, Maryland, and Massachusetts that I
know of (and probably more).

On the national level the Congress last
year adopted the Sea Grant College Bill, and
a bill establishing the National Council on
Marine Resources and Engineering Develop-
ment and a Presidential Commission on the
same. At the same time a Panel on Oceanog-
raphy of the President's Sclence Advisory
Committee published a major planning
study entitled: “Effective Use of the Sea,”
under the White House seal.

The National Council on Marine Resources
and Engineering, vigorously chaired by the
Vice President of the United States and par-
ticipated in actively as members by the Sec-
retary of State, the Becretary of the Navy,
the Secretary of the Interlor, the Secretary
of Commerce, the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Direc-
tor of the National Science Foundation, have
met frequently, pushed their work seriously,
and the President has just sent his first
report on Marine Resources and Engineering
Development to the Congress (Marine Seci-
ence Affairs—A Year of Transition, the White
House, 157 pp.), thus making the third ma-
Jor ocean science activity and planning re-
port issued in less than a year in the United
States. The Natlonal Council was instru-
mental in the United States supporting the
U.N. resolution on the “Resources of the
Bea.”

Quite aside from these business activities,
and activities on the local, state and national
governmental levels, three large and active
national professional and trade assoclations
have been formed—The Marine Technological
Soclety, The National Oceanographic Asso-
ciation and the American Soclety for Ocean-
ography. There are at least two new Law of
the Sea Institutes. There is seldom a week
goes by without a learned symposium or pro-
fessional meeting of some sort some place In
the country on some aspect of ocean activi-
ties. Citles and Chambers of Commerce
around the rim cf the country are vieing for
new ocean business and the title of “Capital
of Oceanography,” and 1t is a comotose uni-
versity that does not have one extension
series of lectures on the ocean, at least, dur-
ing the year.

THE U.N. RESOLUTION ON THE RESOURCES OF THE
SEA

As an individual, although I am active in
several of the dozen fields touched upon
above, I think it was a serlous error to have
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passed a resolution such as that of the U.N.
on the Resources of the Sea at this time. I
think it would have been wiser to have de-
ferred five years, or perhaps ten, the active
debates on the management of ocean affairs
that will now arise among the nations. I have
several reasons for this, mostly associated
with the fishery field in which I am best
acquainted. Among these are:

1. EAO Fisheries Department

The Department of Fisheries marks a major
reorganization and strengthening of inter-
national fisheries affairs in FAO. The Direc-
tor General and the Council of FAO have
acted in good falth, and with energy and
despatch, in carrying out this reorganization
and strengthening.

The new Department is less than two years
old. I doubt very much if such a sharp or-
ganizational change can be evaluated in any
field in much less than five years at a mini-
mum. I do not know how a person could
recommend very prudently how these new
changes should be changed again until some
further experience is had with the ones we
have.

2, The special fund

There has been a vast expansion in Pre-
development Fishery surveys in the develop-
ing world sponsored by the Special Fund of
the United Nations, and executed by FAO.
The rapid surge in this work on a world-wide
basis has not only severely taxed FAO but
also the whole world pool of trained persons
capable of carrying out these tasks. Such a
rapid expansion of affairs cannot be handled
with ease by any form of organization. To
accommodate 1t with any degree of success
at all has put severe strains on the head-
quarters staff and regular program of work
at FAO Department of Fisheries. It is the
headquarters staff and regular program of
work which form the core of FAO capabili-
ties in this field, and when they are over-
taxed the field programs cannot prosper.
Only time can provide the adjustments be-
tween headquarters and field programs that
will permit the latter to be carried out with
maximum effectiveness.

3. The expanding world fisheries

The ocean fisheries have expanded with
frightening rapidity in the past twenty
years. They are still expanding and will con-
tinue to do so as the demand for animal pro-
tein continues to grow. This has created all
manners of dislocations and strains in the
world. The leading fish producing nation of
the world was not even considered to be a
substantial fishing nation twenty years ago.
The nation which is expanding its long-
range fisherles in the high seas most vigor-
ously and effectively on a world-wide basis
was not a very effective long-range fishery
twenty years ago, and is not a member of
FAO today. Several of the smaller develop-
ing countries are expanding their sea fish-
eries rapidly in the absence of adequate re-
search, management and other elements of
governmental and business infrastructure
required to make that growth stable and
secure. The political interactions among na-
tions arising from these rapld sea fishery
expansions are dellcate, numerous and often
intractable.

I, for one, do not know any simple solution
to these problems and would much prefer
more time for them to mature and sort
themselves out in order to see whether solu-
tions to them can be found in an atmosphere
of calm deliberation that will not create
larger problems than they sought to relieve.

4. Population dynamics research

Ocean fishing power on a world-wide basis
is growing at a much more rapid rate than
the means of measuring its effect on the
fish stocks it is being applied against. Dr.
Lucas laid out plainly in his address to COFI
last year the research steps that need to be
taken before conservation problems can be
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detected, understood, and measures devised
to prevent overfishing, Quite large fisheries
have developed in the past few years where
the most elementary research of this sort
has scarcely begun. This whole field of ma-
rine science is being swamped by the devel-
oping fishing power. The nations devote
their ocean research funds to the develop-
ment of fisheries but they are laggardly in
providing research funds for the detailed
biological and dynamics research which alone
can give guidance in the soclution of the
problems which expanding fishing effort
create,

The nations must learn that overfishing
can happen rapidly and can be economically
disastrous to their developing fisherles. This
takes time. When that lesson is learned then
the scientists need to be trained, diverted
and funded to do the required research. This
takes a great deal more time.

5. The Committee on Fisheries

At the close of the last decade it was quite
apparent to the professionals in the fishery
field around the world that the international
problems which were golng to arise in this
decade from the rapid expansion of the sea
fisheries were going to be enormous. An in-
ternational mechanism of some hetter nature
than then existed required to be developed
to deal with those problems in a realistic
manner if chaos was not to be experienced
in the sea fisherles during the decade of the
1970's.

It was all well and good for the interna-
tional agency having the responsibility in
the United Nations family to reorganize, re-
structure and strengthen its means for car-
rying out this responsibility. This FAO did
through the creation of the Department of
Fisherles, and we would be in serious
stralts indeed had that not been done.

It was all well and good for the Director
General to provide himself with competent,
independent, outside professional advice.
This was done by the appointment of the
Advisory Committee on Marine Resources
Research. There seems to be general agree-
ment that the advice received from this
body, and the use which the Director Gen-
eral has made of it, has been a most useful
ingredient in this whole matter. At least
I believe this to be true.

The crux of the matter, however, has been
what reaction the member nations would
make to the mounting problems. No group
of persons could estimate or effect this as
well as the senior fishing officials in the
member countries. They had the administra-
tive experience of dealing with such prob-
lems. They had the knowledge of the forces
within the country of each with which it
was necessary to deal. They had the means
to mold national actions toward necessary
international cooperation in this field if any-
one did. They had within their staffs the
research people and programs needed to de-
fine and deal with the problems, to the
extent that those people and programs ex-
isted.

In essence, if the senlor fishery officials of
30 member countries could not by joint ac-
tivity devise means by which international
fishery problems could be brought within
manageable proportions then probably no
other person or group of persons could. Cer~
tainly neither the Director-General of FAO
or his staff, no matter what their excellence
or devotion, could handle these problems
without the coordinated advice and assist-
ance of the senior fishery officials of the
member countries.

I felt the formation of the Committee on
Fisherles, so composed, a major step forward
in strengthening the international apparatus
for dealing with international fishery prob-
lems. I still think so. I have participated in
the first meeting of COFI and in the first
meetings of its two subsidiary bodies. I think
nobody who has done so could help but be
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impressed by the effectlve manner in which
COFI has grasped its work and begun to
deal with the enormous problems within its
purview.

But COFI is just one year old. Under the
very best of conditions it cannot be expected
to advance its work to the levels of effective-~
ness needed in so short a time. Five years
would be a short interval to allow for this,
and ten years would be more reasonable. In-
ternational affairs do not move rapidly, and
when they are pushed too fast the result is -
about the same as from trying to push a
loose-laid rope.

For these, and other, reasons I would have
been much happler if another five years, at
least, could have been given us fishery people
to get our feet under ourselves a little better
in the International field before these active
debates among the nations on the manage-
ment of ocean affairs were initiated. That is
not the case, the fat is in the fire, and we
must deal now with the conseguences.

CONCLUSION

In these pages I have sought to enumerate
some of the forces affecting thinking about
the more effective use of the sea in the Unit-
ed States, some of the effects of this on publie
actlon, and some of the reasons why I would
have preferred that the U.N. Resolution on
the “Resources of the Sea,” and the public
activities it will generate, had been delayed
for five years, or perhaps ten,

How it is in other countries I do not know,
but it is of importance to note that in the
United States the voice of fishery experience
in these marine use affairs has grown so dim
as to become, at times, hardly audible. The
other users of the sea, and those who antle-
ipate using the sea, have become so energet-
ie, numerous and vocal that the fishery voice
is just drowned out and submerged. Profes-
sional fishery opinion and experience, for in-
stance, had substantially no effect on the
events leading up to the United States Gov-
ernment pushing for the passage of the U.N.
Resolution on the “Resources of the Sea,” and
was scarcely informed until after the event.

The Panel on Oceanography of the Presi-
dent's Science Advisory Committee which last
year produced the key report “Effective Use
of the Sea" had nobody experienced in food
fisheries on it, and few oceanographers. The
National Council on Marine Resources and
Engineering Development is composed of the
Vice-President and Cabinet level officers, none
of whom have fishery affairs high in their
experience, and their staff does not yet have
a professional fishery man on it. This body is
the most important group now dealing with
these matters in the United States, and its
report of last month on “Marine Science Af-
fairs—A Year of Transition” is a powerful
gulding force in United States activity in this
field.

It may well be that this is the shape of
things to come, that the other users of the
sea will over shadow the fishery users of the
sea, and that the voice of fishery people in
councils dealing with the rational use of the
ocean on the international level will shrink
relative to the whole of the others. If this
is to be the case I think the consequences to
the world will be substantial and not entirely
wholesome. My reason for this belief is simply
that the major source of disputes among the
nations over the use of the sea has been, is,
and will be over fishery issues, and I doubt
that these can be resolved without the in-
puts of fishery people.

I have not painted a very happy picture
of the State of Ocean Use Management in
the world, because it does not look to be in
very good shape to me. I have not put for-
ward any world-shaking ideas that might
mend the situation, because I do not have
any.

It seems to me that the course we fishery
people have embarked upon, a reorganized,
revitalized and strengthened Department of
Pisheries in FAO, backed up by independent
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outside expert advice in ACMRR, and sup-
ported by the senior fishery officials in the
member countries as gathered into the Com-
mittee on Fisheries, is the only prudent
course for us to follow in the near future, and
until somebody can demonstrate a better
course.

In this coming perlod of international ac-
tivity on the rational use of the ocean the
Committee on Fisheries has a key role to per-
form, and much will depend on how that role
is executed. A betting man could wager with-
out much risk that we are heading for a pe-
riod of considerable anarchy and chaos on the
ocean, that much of this will arise from fish-
ery disputes, and that the voice of fishery
people in settling those disputes will be hard
to hear. It is only in unity that there is any
strength at all. In the near future it appears
obvious that we fishery people must depend
very much upon the Department of Fisheries
and the Committee on Fisheries of FAO to
look after the interest of us all.

TRIBUTE TO DR. CARL HANSEN

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, at the end
of this month, the very distinguished
superintendent of schools, Dr. Carl
Hansen, will retire from the District of
Columbia public school system. Dr.
Hansen’s departure from the District of
Columbia public school system is a great
loss to the community, a great loss to
the school system, and to all school-
children of all races.

As chairman of the Education Sub-
committee of the District of Co-
lumbia Committee and the Education
Subcommittee of the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, I have worked very
closely with Dr. Hansen and the
school administration over a period of
many years. I know of few educators
in America who have cared more, tried
harder, and done more to improve the
quality of education than Superintend-
ent Hansen, Dr. Hansen's work in the
field of education in the District of Co-
Jumbia is a great monument to his abil-
ity, his foresight, and his wisdom. This
superintendent of schools will long be
remembered for his insistence on quality
public education for all children, often
under very adverse handicaps and cir-
cumstances.

I know of no man who has achieved
more for the District of Columbia public
school system in a shorter period of time
than Dr. Hansen. From personal experi-
ence, I know how effective Dr. Hansen
has been in seeking improvements in the
school system, for I have worked
shoulder to shoulder with him and his
administration on numerous school
problems and educational programs for
a good many years.

Dr. Hansen is entitled to the praise of
all citizens of the District of Columbia.
‘We should ask ourselves: What kind of
school system did Dr. Hansen inherit
and what are the accomplishments of
his administration? We should also ask:
What is right about the District of Co-
lumbia public school system?

One of the first tasks undertaken by
Dr. Hansen after becoming superintend-
ent of schools was to integrate the school
system. He was plagued with the prob-
lem of integrating into one system “sep-
arate but not so equal” schools under the
old system. He has faced the serious
challenge of bringing these not so equal
schools up to the same standards as the
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previously all-white schools without
causing damage to the previously fa-
vored schools. This was a major under-
taking, but this did not diminish his de-
termination to bring into being a truly
model public school system for the Na-
tion. His public career has been devoted
to improving the learning conditions for
all school-age youngsters.

We should remember that the pupil-
teacher ratio in the elementary schools
has decreased from 36 pupils in 1956 to
30 in 1966. In 1961 there were 19 librar-
ians in the entire public school system.
Under Dr. Hansen's leadership, there are
now approximately 88. In 1961 there were
60 school eounselors in the entire public
school system. That number has been
increased to 245 in 1966.

There were 228 special schoolteachers
in 1955, with that number being in-
creased in 1966 to 880. The public school
system maintained a speech correction
staff of nine people in 1950 and by 1965
that number was increased to 99. In 1953
the public school system did not main-
tain any classes for severely mentally
retarded children. Today, under Dr. Han-
sen's leadership, 286 mentally retarded
children are attending classes. There
were no elementary schoolchildren en-
rolled in foreign language classes taught
by language specialists 9 years ago. Last
year there were 8,775 pupils enrolled in
these classes under the tutelage of 40
teachers.

The Senate will recall that in 1958
no public funds were allocated for free
lunches for hungry schoolchildren. To-
day, free lunches, and to a lesser degree
free breakfasts, are supplied daily to
more than 12,000 elementary schoolchil-
dren. Free milk is provided all elemen-
tary schoolchildren twice daily.

In 1965 the District of Columbia public
school systemm maintained a summer
school program for approximately 22,000
students. That program in 1966 accom-
modated approximately 40,000 students.
Under the leadership of Dr. Hansen,
pregnant school-age girls are given the
opportunity to attend special school fa-
cilities in order that they may continue
their education. Special school programs
have been organized for school drop-
outs. This program has an enrollment of
close to 765 students.

More than 300 teacher aides are pres-
ently employed so that teachers may
concentrate on instruction rather than
paperwork and other chores. Dr. Hansen
proved himself over a period of a good
many years as a strong friend of the
schoolteachers in the public school sys-
tem. He worked relentlessly to better
their retirement and obtain for them
more decent salaries.

One of the greatest accomplishments
of Dr. Hansen is one of which few peo-
ple in this city are aware. This Super-
intendent of Schools played a very sig-
nificant and successful role in helping
to obtain for all children of all races a
university and vocational institute. The
role Dr. Hansen played was a quiet but
very effective one. The District of Co-
lumbia Committee with good reason
relied heavily upon his advice.

Dr. Hansen has worked relentlessly to
obtain additional and improved school
facilities in the underprivileged areas of
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the city. Practically all school construc-
tion has taken place in the less affluent
areas of the city.

Dr. Hansen has never deviated from
the fact that disadvantaged children, if
given the proper care and attention, can
be educationally rehabilitated. But as an
educator he realizes that it takes time,
that much more specialized instruction
and smaller classrooms must be main-
tained in order to achieve that objective.
For that reason he has worked extremely
hard to obtain more appropriations from
the Congress in order to make it possible
to decrease the size of the classes and in-
crease the quality of instruetion and
physical facilities.

As Dr. Hansen leaves the public school
system, I want him to know that he has
thousands and thousands of friends in
the Distriet of Columbia who admire him
for the very fine work he has done. As
a member of the District of Co-
lumbia Committee, I publicly thank him
for the complete cooperation he has
given to me as chairman of the sub-
committee having jurisdiction over the
schools during his tenure of office.

SENATOR DIRKSEN TO PLANT
MARIGOLDS IN HARRISON-WIL-
LIAMS COURTYARD

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I wish to announce that our
beloved minority leader, Senator EVERETT
M. DirkseN, has graciously consented to
plant marigolds in the courtyard of the
Old Senate Office Building tomorrow at
12:30 p.m. As we all know, the subject
of marigolds is very close to this great
Illinoisan’s horticulturist heart. On be-
half of the chairman of the Committee
on Rules and Administration, Senator
EvVERETT JorpaN, and myself, I wish to
issue an invitation to all Senators and
their staffs to attend this ceremony.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 4538. An act for the relief of Dr. John
E. Yannakakis;

H.R. 5996. An act for the relief of Dr, Ber-
nardino D. Marcelo; and

H.R.9080. An act for the relief of Federico
de la Cruz-Munoz.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

HR. 4538. An act for the relief of Dr, John
E. Yannakakis;

H.R.5996. An act for the relief of Dr. Ber-
nardino D, Marcelo; and

H.R.9080. An act for the rellef of Federico
de la Cruz-Munoz.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn=-
ing business is concluded.
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROFPRIA-
TIONS TO THE ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No. 379,
H.R. 10918.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEeGisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
10918) to authorize appropriations to the
Atomic Energy Commission in accord-
ance with section 261 of the Atomie
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. PASTORE. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is H.R. 10918, to au-
thorize appropriations to the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Chair.

Mr., President, HR. 10918 would au-
thorize appropriations to the Atomic
Energy Commission for fiscal year 1968.
The total authorization which this bill
would provide amounts to $2,633,876,000
for both operating expenses and plant
and capital equipment for the current
fiscal year, including increases in prior
years’ authorizations.

This amount is about $4 million less
than the AEC requested. However, the
fiscal year 1968 authorization recom-
mended by our committee is about $374
million more than last year’s amount.
About $200 million of this increase is due
to new requirements for the weapons
program. The overall reactor develop-
ment program would increase by $53.4
million, a large amount of which is due
to expanded work on breeder reactors.
There are large increases in prior year
project authorizations—a net of $81.5
million—primarily associated with a fast
flux test facility needed for the breeder
reactor program, and a meson physics
facility. In addition, the balance of un-
obligated funds from prior years—used
to reduce the authorization request—is
substantially less this year than last.

I should like to emphasize that the
task of the Joint Committee in passing
upon this $2.6 billion authorization re-
quest is a complex one. The AEC’s pro-
gram covers a very broad spectrum. It
includes defense activities vital to our
national security: development of ad-
vanced reactors for applications on earth
and In outer space; research into the
most fundamental secrets of nature; and
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application of atomic energy in a wide
variety of peaceful uses. As in the past,
our committee was called upon to make
decisions this year that will have a
crucial effect on the future of national
programs of highest priority.

One might expect—under the circum-
stances I have described, and considering
we are dealing with a huge request en-
compassing a multitude of subhead-
ings—there would be considerable dis-
agreement within the committee con-
cerning its recommendations. However,
I am glad to report that with the one ex-
ception to which I shall return later this
is a unanimous report by all 18 members
of our committee, from both sides of the
aisle and both branches of Congress. As
I have said in the past, the Joint Com-
mittee's ability to achieve a consensus
on these controversial subjects is a trib-
ute to our legislative system.

Mr. President, I will now summarize
the major provisions of HR. 10918. Of
course, if any Member has questions con-
cerning this bill, I shall attempt to
answer them.

Section 101(a) of H.R. 10918 would
authorize appropriations of $2,164,843,-
000 for the AEC operating expenses. On
page 3 of the committee’s report there
is a breakdown of this recommended
authorization by the AEC's major pro-
grams and subprograms. A more de-
tailed discussion of each committee
action will be found in the section of the
report entitled “Committee Comments,”
beginning at page 8. Section 101(b) of
the bill would authorize total appro-
priations of $338,233,000 for plant and
capital equipment, broken down into
various projects and categories. Some of
the more significant features of the fiscal
year 1968 authorization are as follows.

The AEC requested $700,500,000 for
operating expenses for the nuclear weap-
ons program. This is a large sum, about
one-third of the AEC’'s fotal operating
budget. However, on the basis of infor-
mation obtained in executive hearings,
the committee has concluded that a more
intensive development and testing pro-
gram than would be possible with the
amount of money requested by the AEC
is required if development of new weap-
ons systems and their entry into produe-
tion are to occur at a pace consistent
with the national security. Therefore, the
committee has recommended a $15,000,-
000 increase in the weapons program.

It should also be noted that this bill
would authorize $180,250,000 in plant and
capital equipment for the weapons pro-
gram in fiscal year 1968. Included in this
request is $100,500,000 for the construc-
tion of new weapons production capa-
bilities at six locations: Oak Ridge,
Tenn.; Rocky Flats, Colo.; Burlington,
Iowa; Amarillo, Tex,; Tampa, Fla.; and
Savannah River, S.C. The major portion
of these new weapons production capa-
bilities relate to warhead production for
Poseidon and other new nuclear weapons
systems.

The reactor development program is
one of the Commission’s most important
efforts. The committee has recommended
a total operating authorization of $484,-
290,000 for this program—a net reduc-
tion of $1.75 million from the AEC’s re-
quest. .

Spending for the high-gain fast-breed-
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er reactor program would rise steeply.
The program level would go from approx-
imately $51 million in fiscal 1967 to about
$71 million in fiscal 1968. As most of you
know, the breeder reactor is the one
which holds the promise of providing this
Nation and the world with a virtually
limitless supply of energy. If our long
term energy needs are to be solved, it is
absolutely essential that high-gain
breeder reactors be developed.

Included in this year's budget is the
balance in funding of $80 million for con-
struction of a fast flux test facility at
Richland, Wash. This facility, for which
$7.5 million in architect-engineering
funds was previously authorized, will pro-
vide vital test facilities for the sodium
cooled fast-breeder program. Test re-
sults from this facility are not expected
until about 1975. We feel that it is im-
portant, therefore, to authorize this proj-
ect this year.

Orders for construction of the com-
mercially available light water reactors
continue to be placed at a brisk pace by
the Nation’s utilities. Again in calendar
year 1966, major commitments were
made to nuclear-powered electrical gen-
erating capacity. During that year ap-
proximately 16.5 million kilowatts of nu-
clear-fueled electrical generating capac-
ity were ordered. By comparison, about
25 percent of that amount, or 4.7 million
kilowatts, of nuclear-fueled generating
capacity were ordered in the preceding
year—a year when more nuclear capacity
was contracted for than in all the years
prior thereto. This trend has not abated
in the first 6 months of 1967.

This startling growth of the nuclear
power industry is indeed encouraging to
those of us who long have worked for the
development of an additional energy
source for this Nation. However, such
rapid change carries with it a number of
problems, Thus, the committee has re-
emphasized to designers, manufacturers,
and utilities that they should pay un-
paralleled attention to the details of de-
sign, construction, and operation to as-
sure that performance and safety re-
quirements are met. The heavy demands
that are being, and increasingly will be,
put upon all of our sources of energy
make it essential that powerplants us-
ing the newest of these energy sources be-
come available without significant de-
lays. Our report urges the AEC to exer-
cise leadership in the nuclear power field
and to work closely with the utilities and
the Federal Power Commission so as to
help assure that adequate attention is
paid to these important matters.

Calendar year 1966 also saw a num-
ber of significant developments with re-
spect to the Government's research and
development endeavors in the civilian
power program. With the Joint Com-
mittee's encouragement, the AEC fur-
ther conceutrated Government develop-
ment efforts on fewer power reactor con-
cepts. A number of concepts were
dropped, including the experimental
beryllium oxide reactor—EBOR—and
the heavy water organic cooled reactor—
HWOCR—concepts. The HWOCR con-
cept was dropped after the joint com-
mittee recommended, and the AEC per-
formed, an intensive review of the pro-
gram to determine whether the tech-
nical and economic factors involved,
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when viewed in relation to the poten-
tial of competing systems, justified the
expenditure of the resources needed to
carry out this program. The effect of the
decision was to save $15 million in fiscal
year 1968 alone. The sodium reactor ex-
periment—SRE—was also ferminated
because of its limited potential value in
the advanced sodium cooled reactor field.
Further concentration of effort on the
more promising reactor concepts is
planned.

Although not regquiring additional
authorization this year, two Govern-
ment-industry cooperative power proj-
ects in the reactor development pro-
gram—the Fort St. Vrain reactor in
Colorado and the Metropolitan Water
District nuclear power-desalting project
in southern California—are at impor-
tant stages. The next, or construction,
phase of the Fort St. Vrain reactor is
dependent upon continued successful
operation of the smaller Peach Bottom
reactor, which began a 9-month operat-
jng run on June 3, 1967. Thus the up-
coming period is of critical importance
in determining the future of this joint
AEC, Public Service Co. of Colorado, and
General Dynamics Corp. project.

The parties involved in the Metropoli-
tan Water District nuclear power-desalt-
ing project are continuing to make
progress in furthering this exceedingly
complex arrangement. The commitfee
reviewed developments in this connec-
tion with the AEC during the recent
authorization hearings. The committee
understands that a construction permit
application may be filed by the partici-
pating electrical utilities with the Com-
mission’s regulatory staff by the fall of
this year. However, the committee noted
its concern that the schedule for this
project may slip substantially.

In the physical research program, the
committee has recommended authoriza-
tion of funding of an additional $50.3
million for the meson physics facility at
the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory
in New Mexico. It is estimated that the
total cost of this project will be approxi-
mately $55 million. Already $4.7 million
has been authorized for this project,
primarily for architect-engineering
work. There is also proposed to be
located at the Los Alamos Scientific
Laboratory a project which would house
and power the proposed Scyllac con-
trolled fusion experimental device. This
bill includes an $8.5 million construction
authorization for this project—the first
new construction project requested by
the Commission for controlled fusion re-
search in the past 5 years.

I will now review very briefly the re-
maining sections of H.R. 10918.

Section 102 of the bill would impose
certain cost limitations on the initiation
of construction projects, similar in most
respects to limitations contained in
other AEC authorization acts.

Section 103 of the bill would authorize
the AEC to perform design work, subject
to the availability of appropriation on
construction projects which have been
submitted to Congress for authorization.
This special authority would allow the
AEC to undertake preliminary design
work on projects which are of such
urgency that construction must be initi-
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ated promptly after appropriations for
the projects have been approved.

Section 104 of the bill would allow
the AEC to transfer funds between the
operating expenses and the plant and
capital equipment accounts to the ex-
tent permitted by an appropriations act.

Section 105 of the bill would amend
the AEC authorization act for fiscal
vear 1958—Public Law 85-162—by ex-
tending for an additional year, until
June 30, 1968, the date for approving
proposals under the third round of the
AEC’'s cooperative power reactor dem-
onstration program.

Section 106 of the bill would amend
previous AEC authorization acts to in-
crease two project authorizations as
discussed above, and change the location
of another project previously author-
ized.

Section 107 of the bill would rescind
authorization for two projects which are
no longer considered necessary, except
for funds heretofore obligated.

Mr. President, no item here is in con-
troversy, as far as I know. I am happy
to say that the ranking Republican mem-
ber of our Joint Committee is present on
the floor of the Senate. If there are any
questions with respect to the bill I would
be happy to answer them.

These are the highlights of H.R. 10918.
Mr. President, I wish to repeat that this
bill was reported out by the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy without any
dissent except with respect to one con-
struction item—providing funds for cer-
tain work on a proposed 200 Bev acceler-
ator. I, myself, strongly support that
bill—except for the authorization of
funds for this accelerator. My associates
on the Joint Committee know my feelings
on this subject and I informed them of
my intention to move to strike this item
from the bill on the floor.

Mr. President, unless there are com-
ments I shall begin explaining my posi-
tion.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I would like to ask a
question for general information. Am I
correct in my understanding that the
authorization that would be approved if
the present recommended version is ac-
cepted would be $3,280,000 over the
amount of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion authorization request? I am looking
at page 3 of the report.

Mr. PASTORE. The authorization is
broken down into two parts. We have
what is known as “operating expenses”
and “plant and capital equipment.” If
the Senator will turn to the next page
he will see the figure is $4,381,000 less.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. How does that
compare with what we authorized last
year?

Mr. PASTORE. It is $374 million more
than last vear’s amount. About $200 mil-
lion of this figure is an increase due to
new requirements for the weapons sys-
tem, and as to the remainder, the overall
reactor development program would in-
crease by $53.4 million, and there are
increases in prior authorizations to the
tune of $81.5 million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. However, the figure is
.about $375 million more than was grant-
ed last year.
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Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. Most of that increase
is for weaponry. I hope that is clear.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Has the statement of
the Senator covered the matter of com-
parison of this bill with the budget re-
quest behind this authorization?

Mr. PASTORE. Yes; I stated that. This
amount is $4 million less than the Atomic
Energy Commission requested.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for that information.

There is one other guestion by way of
information for the Senator from Flor-
ida, and the Senator from Rhode Island
may have covered that heretofore.

What was the division in the Joint
Committee on the item which the Sen-
%gir says he will move to strike from the

2

Mr. PASTORE. The House Members
were unanimous in authorizing the 200
Bev accelerator. Those on the Senate side
who were for the authorization were:
Senator HIcKENLoOOPER, with whom I
talked. He was not at the meeting at the
time. He could not attend because of
other official business. I talked to him
and he was for it. Senator BENNETT was
for it. Senator Curtis did not say one
way or another, but I think he was in-
clined to support it. Senator ANDERsON
I believe took no position. Senator Gogre
was for it. Against it were: Senators
PasTore, JAacKsow, and AIKeN, as indi-
cated by the separate report.

Mr. HOLLAND, The members of the
committee from the Senate who opposed
this item are all joining in this minority
committee report; is that correct?

Mr. PASTORE. No. The minority com-
mittee report is joined in by three, as
against the others. This is a very unique
situation. I will get into that matter if
the Senator from Florida will bear
with me.

The Senator from Rhode Island be-
lieves that this is one area in which we
could have waited and effected a cut,
realizing the situation we have in Viet-
nam, the tax situation confronting us,
the fact that this Bev has nothing to do
with national defense or national secu-
rity, the fact that in time it will cost us
more than $400 million to build and per-
haps $60 million or more a year to oper-
ate. It is nothing more or less than an
educational gadget for the physicists of
this country who are interested in high-
energy physics. I am going to go into
that in some detail. Apart from the ques-
tion of open housing, apart from the
question of equal epportunity of employ-
ment, apart from the question which has
been raised by the attorney general of
Michigan that too much water cannot
be taken out of Lake Michigan, apart
from all these questions, there has been
so much talk on the floor about cutting
here and cutting there to avoid a tax in-
crease. The President within a matter of
days will send up a program—and I am
speculating, I do not know for sure—but
in all probability we cannot go on for-
ever with a deficit of $20 billlon. The
President will try to make up some of
that by asking for a tax program. The
minute that “bomb” falls on the floor of
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this Chamber, we will see the whole Sen-
ate rise up, with Members saying “Let us
take out the antipoverty program. Let
us take it off the backs of the poor. Let
us do away with the Great Society. But
let us build a 200 Bev accelerator in
Illinois.” That is something which will
eventuate only 6 or 7 years from today
and will cost the taxpayers of this coun-
try $400 million to build, and then $60
million or more to operate per year.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr, PASTORE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Rhode Island has probably not under-
stood my question, because he did not
answer it. The question was whether the
representation of all the Members of the
Senate on the Joint Committee who dis-
approved this particular item, about
which the Senator from Florida knows
very little, and certainly has not heard
of many of the things which the Senator
from Rhode Island has mentioned, and
is not interested now in going into the
matters which he is sure will be de-
bated; but my question simply is whether
all Members of the Senate on the Joint
Committee who disapproved of this item
are signers of the minority report.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, that is right—
three of us. I believe I gave the names—
Senators PasTore, JACKSON, and AIKEN,

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
That was all I asked.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if there
are no further questions on the territory
which I have covered, with the exception
of the 200 Bev accelerator, which is go-
ing to be a sister to the one we have al-
ready at Stanford University which was
built to the tune of $114 million and is
only being utilized to 50 percent of its
capacity, I send an amendment to the
desk to delete the 200 Bev accelerator.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Rhode Island
yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So far as I
know, Mr. President, there is no dis-
agreement on the part of the committee
about all the details of the proposals in
the bill with the exception of the gques-
tion of the present location of the 200
Bev accelerator. I think that all commit-
tee members have agreed on the amounts
and the proposed disposition of the
money.

In passing, I call the attention of the
Senate to the fact that I really wanted
to make that statement for the REcorp
now so that we can probably narrow
down the discussion to the one item in
question.

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, So far as the
Stanford University accelerator is con-
cerned, it is one of the greatest research
tools which has ever been developed.
True, it is operating only at 50 percent
of its capacity at this time, but the com-
mittee has recommended—on page 35 of
the report:

The committee recommends that $1.5 mil-
lion of the additional $3 million needed to
optimize SLAC's operation be added by Con=
gress. As for the remaining 1.5 million, the
commitiee believes that inasmuch as the ad-
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vantages of fuller operation of SLAC would
contribute to the entire high energy physics
subprogram (and possibly to other parts of
the physical research program as well), ef-
forts should be made by the Commission to
provide these funds from within the physical
research program.,

The purpose of that, Mr. President, is
at least to get the operation of this vast
Stanford accelerator up to about 80 or
85 percent of its total capacity. We are
trying to get there, but lack of money is
the reason we have not done so.

The 200 Bev accelerator is a fantasti-
cally advanced research tool. I do not
mean to intrude on the time of the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island to make the
presentation of his amendment, but I do
want to call that to the attention of the
Senate in order to narrow down the issue
and get to the point at least to see what
the committee will be discussing.

I have no question about other items
in the authorization bill. I do not think
the Senator from Rhode Island has,
either. But, we do disagree on this one
item,

I shall oppose his amendment to strike
the item and will give my reasons there-
for later.

I thank the Senator from Rhode Island
:gy much for yielding to me at this

6.

Mr. PASTORE. I fully understand
the position of my dear friend and col-
league on this issue.

Mr. President, for myself, the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. Javirsl, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brooxke], and the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. Harrl, I move to strike lines 9
and 10 on page 3—Project 68-4-f, 200
Bev accelerator, Du Page and Kane
Counties near Chicago, Ill., $7,333,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, to
strike out lines 9 and 10, as follows:

Project 68-4-f, 200 Bev accelerator, Du
Page and Eane Counties near Chicago, Illi-
nois, §7,333,000.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I am very happy to
yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and it will
be live.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 181 Leg.]

Allott Gruening Montoya
Bartlett Hart Morse
Bayh Hartke Moss
Bible Hatfield Murphy

Hickenlooper Nelson
Byrd, W. Va Hill Pastore
Cannon Holland Percy
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Ribicoff
Case Euchel Russell
Church Lausche Symington
Clark Magnuson Talmadge
Cotton Mansfield Williams, Del.
Dirksen McGee Yarborough
Dominick McGovern Young, N. Dak,
Fannin Monroney Young, Ohio

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Burpickl and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. T¥pinGs] are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
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New Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTrAND],
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
Horrings], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. LonG], and the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. METCALF] are necessarily ab-
sent. y

I further announce that the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SpARKMAN] is absent
because of a death in the family.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THUurMoND] is absent because of the
death of a friend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is not present.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I move that the Sergeant at Arms
be directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

After a little delay, the following Sen-
ators entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Alken Harris Morton
Bennett Hayden Mundt
Brewster Hruska Muskie
Brooke Inouye Pearson
Byrd, Va. Jackson Pell
Cooper Javits Prouty
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Dodd Eennedy, Mass. Randolph
Ellender Kennedy, N.Y. Scott
Ervin Long, Mo. Bmathers
Fong McCarthy Smith
Fulbright McClellan Spong
Gore McIntyre Stennis
Griffin Miller Tower
Hansen Mondale Willlams, N.J.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is present. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the senior Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
thought that perhaps the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island would un-
dertake an affirmative statement on this
matter before we undertake to make a
response.

I think I ought to say to all Senators
that I shall feel obliged to keep a live
quorum here because this is a tremen-
dously important issue. It affects not
merely the Midwestern part of the coun-
try, but also the remainder of the
country.

There are 20 States that have open
occupancy laws, There are 30 States that
have no such laws.

If Congress in its wisdom undertakes
at any time to draw that line, then I
want to say to the occupant of the chair
that line is going to be firmly drawn, and
it is going to be equally firmly held.

With respect to any authorization or
appropriation bill, an effort will be made
to strike every authorization and every
appropriation for projects in any State in
which this difference between open and
nonopen occupancy exists.

The idea of ever putting this country
on that kind of discriminatory basis
means the ruination of the country, and
it will mean the ruination of the esprit
de corps in the U.S. Senate and the
House of Representatives.

This provision does not affect only a
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community that is approximately 30 or 40
miles west of the city of Chieago. This
provision affects all 50 States of the
Union, and likewise the Distriet of Co-
Iumbia and our territories. We are going
to see if that is going to be the case, that
whatever is sauce for the goose is going
to be sauce for the gander.

I am only occupying time until the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Rhode Is-
land gets here. However, I point out that
the House of Representatives had this
bill before it and they approved the
Weston site and they approved this ini-
tial authorization for an appropriation.

At the appropriate time I shall state
from a letter by the distinguished Chair-
man of the Atomic Energy Commission
what his views are with respect to pro-
ceeding with this project.

At this point, I will momentarily yield
the floor so that the distinguished senior
Senator from Rhode Island can make his
statement.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I hope
that the Senator from Illinois will for-
give me. The only reason why I was ab-
sent from the Chamber while you were
speaking is that I was talking to some
constituents, just as the Senator from
Illinois is speaking to his constituents
now.

Mr. President, the idea of the availa-
bility of housing leading to the equal op-
portunity of employment is not some-
thing that was initiated by the senior
Senator from Rhode Island. I did not
start this. This was predicated by the
Atomie Energy Commission. And I ap-
plaud the fact that they did it.

The trouble with the Atomic Energy
Commission is that when the issue got
to be a hot potato, they dropped it. And
it bounded and bounded and bounded.
And where do you think it landed? Right
in the lap of the senior Senator from
Rhode Island. I have been struggling
with it ever since.

I have been approached by sincere and
troubled residents of that vicinity.

I have never sald, and I do not pre-
tend to say, that this authorization
should be used as a vehicle to bring about
an open housing law in Illinois. I have
never said that, and I do not pretend to
say that here. However, what I have said
is that we are planning to invest $400
million of the money of all the taxpayers
of the United States of America, of every
religion, every race, and every color.

There is no urgency in this project.

This is not an emergency measure.
This is not for national defense. This is
not for security. This is a gadget, an ex-
ploratory gadget, to be used by the phys-
icists who are working in high enercy
physies, so that they can promote their
research.

Now I think when we begin to take
$400 million that belongs to all the tax-
payers of this country to build a project
that has only an educational value—and
that is all this has—we ought to make
sure that every American of any religion
or color can live within the vicinity of
that project so that, being close enough
to it, he can avail himself of the equal
opportunity of employment in that proj-
ect. That is all this amounts to.

Time has a healing, helping way.

‘We have been dealing with this matter
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so long that some fine things have taken
place, When the pending bill was passed
in the House of Representatives on June
29, not one single community with the
exception of Weston had passed an open
housing ordinance. And Weston disap-
pears once we build this project.

Since the pending bill was passed in
the House of Representatives, on June
29, the town of Wheaton has passed an
open housing ordinance, I applaud that.
It is marvelous.

Only yesterday, Joliet passed an ordi-
nance.

We are getting closer to Weston.

So, I must say to my good friend, the
senior Senator from Illinois, that we
should give this good feeling a chance and
postpone this project for another year.

I am not for changing the site from
Weston. I have said that in the hearings.
All one has to do is to read these green-
colored books of the hearings. I want
the project to be in Weston. I do not
want to lIook for an alternative site, but
I am saying now: “You have raised this
issue, Mr. Atomic Energy Commission.
You stick by your guns, and don't re-
treat.”

When it looked as though they were
going to lose the project, they all com~
promised and refreated. They are all sat-
isfied now that everything will be all
right in the future.

We talk so much about the heat of a
“hot summer.” Let me say to the Senate
that unless we begin te do the decent
thing for the decent Negro who wants a
chance to live and a chance to work, how
is he ever going to convinee the impatient
and violent ones that good reform comes
from promise when not backed by real
performance?

The Senator from Illinois has made
the argument here time and time again
that he is going to begin to strike this
out and he is going to begin to change
that. Well, that is his prerogative. But,
Mr., President, just because I cannot save
all the souls of the world, do I stop my
efforts in at least trying to save one? Is
that irreligious? Is that sacrilegious? Is
that un-American?

Now, let me tell you something about
this project. They are asking here for
$7,333,000, and they are trying to mini-
mize the scope saying the amount is
meager, relatively speaking. Well, under
the bill, they have a right to use part
of this money for construction. This
money is tied in with the Weston site.
Next year they are going to come in,
because, after all, if you do not bring
about the architectural design and the
engineering that this $7,333,000 will
bring, and you do not appropriate the
money to build the project, you are only
sending this money down the dirty drain
and to the open sewer. The $7,333,000 is
tied in with $400 million which the AEC
will be requesting next year. Once you
have your nose in that tent or you have
yvour foot in the door, you have to begin
to weigh whether or not you will lose the
$7,333,000.

Mr. President, let me bring out an-
other point. This projeet eame to our
attention about 4 or 5 years ago. They
wanted to build a 200 bevatron of high
intensity which would ecost $375 million.
So last year they went to the Budget
Bureau. The Budget Bureau said, “This

July 12, 1967

is too much money. We have to compro-
mise this."” That was the first compro-
mise. They cut it down to a lower in-
tensity and eliminated important equip-
ment. It is not what the Atomic Energy
Commission wanted in the first place.
They cut it down to a lower intensity,
and the lower intensity would cost $240
million. But now they are going to do it
in two stages. Anything to get it going.
That is the gimmick here.

So when it came before our committee,
we said, “Wait a minute. We thought you
wanted a $375 million machine. Now you
are compromising on a lower intensity
machine costing $240 million. We are
going to investigate this.”

So we held special hearings, and the
committee suggested that we build a big
machine. But the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has not yet given its approbation.

My question is, Until that is decided,
what is the harm in waiting another
year? In that 1 year, we will find out
more about our commitment in Vietnam.

I have heard the Senator from Illinois,
time and time again, rub the back of this
administration on its antipoverty pro-
gram, which has to do with people. They
want to cut down the antipoverty pro-
gram, which affects: people, but they
want to build this machine. This they
say, 1s important. The neighborheood
youth program can wait. The retraining
program? Let it wait. But build this ma-
chine, they insist, build this machine. Oh,
yes, and if they win this point, what a
record they will make, as I said before.
What a ringing of jingle bells, jingle
bells, for next Christmas. I say this with
a smile on my lips: in all good humor—
and in all honor—for, sericusly, I do not
know of anybody who would lock better
as Santa Claus than my dear friend from
Illinois.

I have struggled with this matter. It
has been dropped in my lap. These are
the people who are intensely interested.
Do you think I am making this up?
When the Commission got rid of it and
dropped it in my lap, these are the peo-
ple they got interested-

The Spanish-American Center of Au-
rora. That is a beautiful word, “Aurora.”
It means “daylight.” The Aurora Fair
Housing Commission. They are in Iili-
nois. Citizens United for Equality; the
First Methodist Church, Naperville;
North Suburban Organization for Fair
Housing, Evanston; the NAACP; the Na-
tional Committee Against Discrimina-
tion in Housing; First United Preshyte-
rian Church, Elgin, Il.; the Summit
Conference on Open Og¢eupancy.

I am sorry that the senior Senator
from Illinocis has left the Chamber.

Clergymen’s Association of Greater
Elgin, Commission on Religion and Race,
Elgin Deanery Council of Catholic
Women, Elgin Federation of Churches,
Elgin Housing Group, Family Service As-
sociation, Fox Valley Chapter of the Na-
tional Association of Social Workers,
Fremont Activities Association, Health
and Welfare Council, Latin American
Community Organization, National As-
sociation for the Advancement of Col-
ored People, Parents League for Future
Citizens, Kane County Council for Eco-
nomiec Opportunity, the United Organi-
zations for Community Action, the Fact
Committee, Evanston; National Counecil
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of Jewish Women, National Catholic
Conference for Interracial Justice.

These are the organizations. I did not
invent them. They are against the estab-
lishment of the bevatron there, unless
they have assurance that within the vi-
cinity of this project there will be an op-
portunity for housing which will lead to
an opportunity for jobs.

Am I being academic? Let me read fo
the Senate a letter with reference to the
Argonne Laboratory which is in that
vicinity, in Du Page County. I should like
to read the letter. I am sorry that the
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK-
seN] is not in the Chamber to hear it:

On Tuesday, June 27, 1967, I was privileged
to be with a group of NAACP representatives
to enjoy your counsel relative to the Weston
Atomic Energy site at Weston, Illinois. Dur-
ing the course of our verbal exchange I indi-
cated to you that a survey was made by the
NAACP during the month of January 1967
concerning the disparity that exists in hous-
ing at or near the Argonne Installation for
minority group people. I stated to you at that
time that our survey reflected the following
information.

Now I come to the crux of the letter.
This is the meat in the nut:

We determined that there were 259 minor-
ity group people working at the Argonne In-
stallation on that day, and of the 259, 225
were Negroes. Of the 225, 223 found it nec-
essary to commute approximately 70 miles
per day round trip between the Argonne In-
stallation and the City of Chicago, as well as
the Clty of Gary, Indiana.

In other words, “Go back to your
ghettos. Go back to your ghettos.”

Is that not a deplorable situation?
Here at a Federal installation, where
the Government has spent millions of
dollars, 259 persons of minority groups
are working; 225 of them are Negroes. Of
the 225, 223 have to travel 70 miles a day
to go to work. What will that result in?

We talk about cooling off a hot sum-
mer. This is a way to make it hotter, not
to cool it off. These people know. They
live in that locality.

Senators may ask me, ‘“What good will
waiting do?” This is what waiting will do.

The waiting will bring other communi-
ties like Wheaton and Joliet to face up
to fairness, and that is what we need.
I do not want to change the site. I have
nothing against the Senators from
Illinois. I do not raise this question al-
though I think the question is important.

I shall read what Dr. Seaborg said in
April of 1967:

Frankly, at the moment the Atomic Energy
Commission has little to offer, The commit-
ment sought from communities in the
western area has failed to materialize.

I do not pretend to be the conscience
of the Senate. I do not pretend to be
the conscience of the Congress. I do not
pretend to be the conscience of the coun-
try. I have enough to do to mind my own
conscience. However, in good conscience,
Mr. President, once this issue has been
raised by a Federal agency—in my
mind—to back off is unpardonable.

If the majority of the Senate wishes
to vote for the authorization it is their
privilege. As far as I am concerned, I
have made my case. My points are well
founded. First, the availability of hous-
ing was a criterion from the very begin-
ning, In later press releases equal hous-
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ing was spelled out as being the pri-
mary concern in the selection of the site.

Second, there is the important ques-
tion raised by the Senator from Michi-
gan as to whether or not we have de-
termined scientifically what this will
have to do with the water in Lake
Michigan.

Third, we have to decide whether it is
going to be the $375 million job or
whether it has to be the $240 million job.

Lastly, and quite important, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the fact that here we are faced
with a deficit. We were notified only a
short time ago by Henry Fowler that the
deficit this year is going to be between
$20 billion and $22 billion. When the
deficit was considered to be $13.1 billion,
the President suggested the 6-percent
surtax which would give us $5 billion
in return.

Now, the amount is going to be $20
billion. I can hear the voices in this
Chamber, the harangue: “Cut the
budget, cut the budget.” There is no bet-
ter place to start than here. What a glori-
ous time the Senator from Rhode Island
is going to have in months to come. What
a glorious time the Senator from Rhode
Island is going to have with all those who
will vote “nay” on this when they stand
up and say, “Do away with an increase
in taxes; cut your budget; cut your
budget.” What a show that is going to be.

Mr. President, little I say here may
convince anyone. I suppose minds are
pretty well made up. I am stating my
position. I must say in all fairness that
the vast majority of the Joint Committee
voted against it. The House of Represent-
atives by a vote of 104 to 7 authorized
this item, and I shall make a comment
on that. There are 435 Members of the
House of Representatives, and 104 and
7 comes to 111. That number is not even
one-half of the quorum, and this is a
$375 million job.

ORDER FOR YEAS AND NAYS

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

(At this point, Mr. RieicoFr assumed
the chair.)

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I close
by saying I have done the best I can. I
have done it in good conscience. This is
no reflection on the sincerity or good con-
science of anybody else. I realize we have
a problem here, I r-alize we have sinned
in the past and possibly we will sin in the
future, but I am trying to avoid adding
one more sin to that roster.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, being
not quite sinless, I suggest the absence
of a quorum, and it will be live.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
speak on this matter at the convenience
of the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Whenever the Senator
wishes.

Mr. JAVITS. If it is convenient, I could
address the Senate now.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr, President, I with-
draw my request.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank the
senior Senator from Illinois.

I believe it is just as well to have the
affirmative case laid before the Senate at
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the earliest time. I am a cosponsor of the
amendment of the Senator from Rhode
Island and I have some background I
would like to lay before the Senate., I
hope the Senate will indulge me. I shall
be very brief.

Mr. President, I support the amend-
ment, and I supported all the points
made by the Senator from Rhode Island.
However, the point to which I shall speak
deals with the question of equal housing
opportunity.

I believe that the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore]l has
rendered, as usual, a distinet service in
undertaking this matter and in present-
ing the amendment which he has. He is
the chairman of the committee and a
Senator of great prestige. I know his
conscience on this matter as reflected in
his speech today. Whatever may be the
outcome, I want him to know that his
efforts are appreciated. This was a diffi-
cult matter and the Senator undertook
it. It is characteristic of him.

Mr. President, I was engaged in a pov-
erty hearing and I was unable fo be in
the Chamber to hear all of the speech of
the Senator from Rhode Island. I do
know the character and quality of the
speech and I heard enough of it to know
that it was completely consistent with
the extraordinarily high quality of de-
bate in which the Senator engages.

This is a matter of volition. We can
or we cannot authorize the amount in
the bill. I am also a member of the Com-~
mittee on Appropriations and I feel in
good conscience it should not be done for
the following reason. I understand clear-
ly that the Atomic Energy Commission
made its choice and that the committee
sustained that choice. However, I do not
believe that we need to allow the Legis-
lature of the State of Illinois to act in a
way which it knew would jeopardize this
program on the floor of the Senate be-
cause apparently its deep feeling about
open housing was superior to its concern
for the presence of a great Federal in-
stallation in that State.

The distinguished and extremely able
Senators from Illinois, led by my minor-
ity leader, naturally are trying to do
their best with that situation, but if I
were in their shoes I would have been
full of consternation when the Senate of
Illinois turned down an open-housing
statute in Illinois, the home of Abraham
Lincoln, and one of the great and for-
ward-looking States of the United States.

It seems to me that if the legislature
of a State which is getting this big in-
stallation for which everyone competed,
including my State, does not think
enough of the installation and would be
unwilling to pass an open-housing law in
order to satisfy the elementary policy
of the United States in getting it, then we
should wait a while until they change
their minds. That is all it comes down
to. My State and other States sought to
have this installation and they failed.
That is the end of that. It is finished, so
far as I am concerned, So far as my State
is concerned, the verdict is in. But I do
not believe that we should compound
that verdict and the disappointment of
other States by yielding on the matter of
other major considerations. This is also
the view of the Senator from Rhode
Island, the chairman of the Joint Atomic
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Energy Committee itself—perhaps we
should wait a while and give the Legisla-
ture of Illinois a chance to change its
mind about this very important matter
before we jump into it and act now.

I do not believe that we should give
the Legislature of the State of Illinois a
premium for failing to do what it should
have done concerning open-housing leg-
islation. That, I think, is the basic argu-
ment in regard to this matter.

Now, they certainly had notice be-
cause the papers in Illinois—and I have
copies of them—were full of the fact
that the legislature was jeopardizing the
presence of the installation in their
State by this very action. They were told
that in explicit terms by Dr. Seaborg,
head of the Atomic Energy Commission,
‘himself. He said, in just so many words,
in April of this year, that there was
grave danger they would lose the instal-
lation if the legislature did not pass an
open-housing law.

No one is trying to intimidate the Leg-
islature of Illinois. Illinois is a great,
sovereign, and important State. It can
do anything it likes about open-housing
legislation. But we do not have to give
them a premium on this highly sought-
for contract when they do turn it down.

Mr. President, that, it seems to me, is
the nub of the argument.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore] has made this eloquently clear.
One thing I want to add is that we
should not give any premium for action
which is contrary to the policy of the
U.S. Government. Illinois is perfectly
free to turn down this installation. In
effect, it has turned it down by failing to
pass open-housing legislation, There-
fore, there is no reason why we should,
here in Congress, give them a premium
for something which they have failed to
do which they should have done.

‘What I said about Dr. Seaborg’s repre-
sentation on this subjeet, is contained in
a story in the Chicago American of April
14, 1967, which I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorbp.

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

[From Chicago’s American, Apr. 14, 1967]
OrEN Housing DispuTE: AEC NoT BLUFFING
IN THREAT ON WESTON A-SITE—ARRINGTON
(By Robert Gruenberg)

State Sen. W. Russell Arrington (R-Evans-
ton) sald he is convinced Atomic Energy
Commission officials are “not blufing” over a

threatened loss of the atomic accelerator in
west suburban Weston.

In Washington, U.S. Rep. Melvin Price
(D-I11.) said he had “no doubts” that the
House would authorize funds for the project,
but sald it was possible an attempt would be
made to remove specific mention of a Weston
site.

“I will fight to have the site identifled,” he
romised.

P

Arrington sald he will confer over the
weekend with Illinois legislative leaders over
the Weston situation, which he saild “is seri-
om‘“

As Arrington holds his meetings, State Rep.
Lewis V. Morgan, Jr. (R-Wheaton) will be
“mulling over” whether to ask Democrats to
Join him in sponsoring a fair housing meas-
ure.

Morgan, who will introduce his measure
Monday, claims the support of 18 GOP col-
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leagues for his bill to bar racial discrimina-
tion in housing by real estate agencies and
nonresident homeowners.

The threat to the Weston site came
Wednesday when AEC Chairman Glenn T.
Seaborg and three fellow commissioners told
Gov., Otto Eerner in Springfield that Illinois
could lose the $375,000,000 project because of
racial problems.

Arrington said he has been looking during
the entire session for some break in the con-
troversy, and voiced hope Thursday that AEC
and Congress might settle for open occupancy
ordinances by villages in the Weston area.

“Nobody is saying that a statewide law
must be imposed,” he said.

This drew a caustic retort from Sen. John
Pastore (D-R.1.), chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, which is slated
to vote on $10,000,000 in planning funds early
in May.

“Up to this point,” sald the peppery Pas-
tore, “it is my impression we have gotten
nothing but double-talk.

“I will not be a party to any authorization
(of funds) unless we have an out-and-out
assurance that is reliable that every Ameri-
can will receive equal treatment as to em-
ployment and housing.”

Morgan’s neighbor, State Rep. James
(Pete) Philip (R-Elmhurst), is unconvinced
that the ator is 1 ry for Du Page
County.

“Do we really want Weston out there?”
Philip, & bread salesman, asked a reporter
rhetorically. “What will it do for Du Page
County? What has Argonne National Labora-
tory done for Du Page County?”

Rep. Price sald authorization funds can be
voted out of committee in May and passed in
the House.

Price said 1t 1s possible the House commit-
tee would cut the authorization for funds
from $10,000,000 to $7,500,000.

Price’s doubts about the fate of the funds
on the Senate floor found confirmation in
statements by Sen. Phillp Hart (D-Mich.)
and Sen, Peter Dominick (R-Colo,).

“Mr. Seaborg is absolutely right,” sald
Hart, an old-line liberal.

“Clearly, if it is a fact that minority groups
are not able to find decent shelter on equal
terms (at Weston), this country has no busi-
ness locating the installation in that place.”

Dominick, a conservative opposed to civil
rights measures, said he believes the AEC
should have given greater weight to Illinois’
lack of an open housing law. Colorado, he
said, has had such a statute since 1897.

. JAVITS. Mr. President, as to the
situation factually and on the ground,
the most eloquent answer to that is the
fact that even Du Page County, in which
this installation will be located, through
its board of supervisors, has not adopted
any open-housing regulations for the
county itself. It is said that they did that
because they resented pressure. Well,
there is no pressure. It seems to me that
if there is something that one certainly
wants, and one of the conditions of meet-
ing it is to have open housing, and he
rejects that open housing, he cannot ex-
pect to get a dividend for it, too.

Therefore, I do not see that there is
any pressure involved. The fact is, they
have not acted.

We put some questions to the Atomic
Energy Commission on this subject and
the best they could give us in the way of
answers is, and I now quote from the
Du Page Board of Realtors and the
Aurora Board of Realtors, that they
would make every effort to find adequate
living quarters for permanent employees
of the Atomic Energy Commission if the
‘Weston area were chosen.
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Mr. President, I respectfully submit
that that certainly is not enough to get
this dearly sought-for multimillion-
dollar contract for which the whole
country was bidding. Illinois is the only
State among the last six contestants,
including my own, which did not have
an open-housing law.

Now its legislature has riveted that in
by refusing to pass open-housing legis-
lation.

As to the conditions on the ground, a
letter was sent to the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastorel, and to
me—he probably referred to it in his
speech—from the Hinsdale Area Human
Relations Couneil, dealing with the situ-
ation in that particular area, which is
very close to the site in which people
would naturally be expected to live.

They said:

Some day fair housing may become a real
issue but, as pointed out in our enclosed let-
ter, the issue in Hinsdale today is the more
basic one of whether we shall stop the pres-

ent practice of excluding Negroes from our
village.

Mr. President, it seems to me that that
is the most eloquent evidence on the sub-
ject that there is diserimination in hous-
ing.

I close as I began by saying that we
should not give a dividend or a premium
to the Legislature of the State of Illinois
for failing to act on this matter as it
should, if it really wants this installa-
tion. I know that their Senators want it.
But, apparently, the Legislature of the
State of Illinois does not.

I do not believe that the Senate of the
United States should give it to them so
long as they have in this way defied one
of the basic conditions of the grant.

I hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Rhode Island will be sup-
ported.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I pre-
senfed my views on this subject on the
floor of the Senate, July 10.

Today I recelved a wire from Roy
Wilkins, and a detailed letter from the
Coordinating Council of Community
Organizations, supporting the position of
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr,
PasTORE].

I ask unanimous consent that the tel-
egram and the lefter may be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the telegram
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

JuLy 11, 1967.
Hon. PETEr H. DOMINICE,
Washington, D.C.:

The leadership conference on clvil rights
urges you to vote agalnst authorization for
the 200 Bev Accelerator in Weston, Illinois.
Of the six States considered as sites for the
accelerator, Illinois is the only one with no
guarantee in law against racial diserimina-

tion in the sale or rental of homes. Thus we
face an intolerable situation in which hun-
dreds of millions of dollars made avallable
by taxes upon all the citizens of the Nation
will be used to encourage discrimination and
to provide jobs for white workers only since
only they will have unrestricted access to
housing near this facility. The contract for
this installation should go to a State that
at the very least has a fair housing statute.
Roy WiLEINS, Chairman,
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COORDINATING COUNCIL
OF COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS,
July 10, 1967.
Hon. PETer H. DOMINICE,
0ld Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTorR Dominick: We are writing
to you on behalf of the combined human
rights forces of the Chicago metropolitan
community with regard to the proposed
Atomic Energy Commission facility at Wes-
ton, Illinois. In the next day or two you will
be asked to approve this project and to make
an initial appropriation of some 7,300,000
toward its construction.

We appeal to you most earnestly to join
Benator John O. Pastore In opposition to
this proposal. We ask you to delete the Wes-
ton project from the appropriation bill.

Our reasons for this appeal are ag follows:

1. We believe that the proposed Weston
project is a national test case for the integ-
rity of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
As you know, Title VI says,

“No person in the United States shall, on
grounds of race, color, or national origin, be
excluded from participation in, be denied
the benefits of, or be subjected to discrim-
ination under any program or activity re-
ceiving Federal financial assistance.”

At the very least, Title VI is a guarantee
that there will be equal job opportunity at
federal projects and federally assisted pro-
grams

2. Equal job opportunity, however, can-
not be created in a vacuum. It may depend
on certain other conditions and surely it is
the obligation of the federal government to
understand this and to strive for those con-
ditions which make it possible for us to keep
faith with the commitment of Title VI.

3. In the Weston case, job opportunity
is Intrinsically and directly dependent on the
housing situation. There are practically no
Negroes in the Weston area. Weston is in
the middle of DuPage county, an all-white
suburban county. As of April 1968, the
total population of DuPage county is just
under 300,000 persons (298,132). Of this
number it is estimated that jusi 540 are
Negroes. Between 1960 and 1966 the white
population grew by 80,000 but the non-
white population grew hardly at all—by only
129. Yet DuPage county is just 30 miles west
of Chicago, the home of nearly 1,000,000 Ne-
gro citizens. Clearly equal job opportunitiy
at the Weston project will be meaningless
unless Negro scientists, technicians, and
other personnel will be able to move into
the area to live within reasonable distance
of their jobs.

4. The Atomic Energy Commission, itself, is
quite aware of the relationship between
housing and jobs in the Weston area. In an
unprecedented action, the Commissioners
personally visited the state, conferred with
the governor and with legislative leaders of
both parties to explain that ho dis-
crimination in Illinois cast a cloud of doubt
about Illinois’ eligibility for the proposed
nuclear accelerator facility at Weston. They
discreetly appealed to Illinois political lead-
ers to remove this doubt by passing ap-
propriate remedial legislation, i.e. a fair
housing law.

5. Unfortunately, their appeal fell on deaf
ears. The Illinois Senate has thus far killed
8 fair housing bills including a very mini-
mum proposal from Senate majority leader,
Senator W. Russell Arrington. (Under Sena-
tor Arrington’s proposal, owner occupied
dwellings of 10 units or less would have been
exempted, which meant that less than 50%
of Illinois® housing would have been covered,
and less than 10% of the housing in DuPage
county, site of the proposed Weston project,
would have been covered. Even this bill,
however, was defeated.)

6. We do not say as Representative Holl-
field of California has charged that all states
without fair housing legislation are ineligi-
ble for federal projects because of Title VI,

CXIII—1167—Part 14

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We do say that in this case and in similar
cases where job opportunity is so totally
dependent on housing opportunity, Title VI
stands against the project being located in
Illinois as long as Illinois refuses reasonable
cooperation in the creation of those condi-
tions which are absolutely necessary for
compliance with the federal law.

7. The general housing market in Du Page
county is closed to Negro families despite
the admirable efforts of some private citizens,
human relations groups and the recent ordi-
nance of the city of Wheaton. The enclosed
memorandum describes some actual, current
cases of discrimination in the area. Perhaps,
the most compelling evidence, however, is
the experience of Negro employees of another
Atomic Energy Commission installation, the
Argonne National Laboratory, also located
in Du Page county just 10 miles from the
proposed Weston site.

8. According to the Director of Personnel
at Argonne, as of 1965, the laboratory em-
ployed 238 non-white employees and 3,880
white employees. Of the 238 non-white em-
ployees only one lived in Du Page county. In
contrast 1848 or 479 of the white employees
live in Du Page county. 92% of the non-
white employees had to commute to their
Jobs from Cook county and 97% of the non-
white employees had to travel over 15 miles
to reach their jobs while only 20% of the
white employees travelled this distance.

9. The national trend of industry migrating
to the suburbs has a bulilt-in effect of pro-
moting racial discrimination in employment
because of the tradition of racial exclusive-
ness in housing. Surely it is not unreason-
able to ask the federal government in its
installations to oppose this trend. Du Page
county is a case in point. Between 1950 and
1965, 56,000 new jobs were created in the
county, almost 100% for whites only because
of the housing patterns. It will be the same
story with the jobs created by the Weston
project if the federal government refuses to
set reasonable standards for compliance with
Title VI,

10. Finally, we think that you should vote
against the Weston appropriation because
if it is approved under the present circum-
stances—after the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has, itself, raised the issue of housing
and after the Commission's appeal for co-
operation has been denied—a serious, per-
haps fatal blow will have been done to Title
VI.
The 1964 Civil Rights Act should be pre-
served and respected as the finest legacy of
the late President John F. Eennedy to his
country. If the Weston project goes through,
it will be seen by black Americans as just
another broken promise by white America.
These broken promises are a principal cause
of the growing spirit of allenation. They
plant the seeds of racial chaos.

We are not anti-Weston in any punitive
sense. We are not Interested in seeking
“revenge"” for the fallures of our state leg-
islature. We too love this State. We too want
to see 1t prosper and grow. We belleve, how-
ever, that short-run local interest is not
always in the national Interest. We believe
that what is good for America is also good
for Illinois, and that it would be betfer for
our country if the Weston project were lo-
cated in a state which is willing to do its
part to assure that Negro Americans will
genuinely be able to share in the benefits

ALBERT A. RaBY,
Convenor, Coordinating Council of
Community Organizations,
Dgr. MarTIN LuTHER KING, JT.,
President, Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conjference.
Co-Chairmen, Chicago Freedom Movement.

SoMmE CURRENT CAsE HIsTORIES oF DISCRIMI-
NATION IN Dv Pace CoUNnNTY, JULY 1067
A. Mr, A. H.,, a Negro executive with the

Boy Scouts of America, although courteously
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treated, was unable to find housing in Du-
Page County. He returned to Teaneck, New
Jersey, within the last two months.

B. Within the last 3 months, Mr. L. W.,
attempted to buy a home in Butterfield, Illi-
nois, just south of Lombard. Such a furore
followed that the house was removed from
the market. Mr. W., then looked at a house
in Wheaton which was bough® by a white
neighbor after Mr. W., looked at it. He finally
bought a home in an unincorporated area
outside of Wheaton and Glen Ellyn. When
a neighbor of the W. Family threatened vio-
lence, the Glen Ellyn Conference refused to
intercede, saying that the area was outside
its jurisdiction. Mr. W. is a Negro.

C. Mr. W. J. P., visited a realtor in Glen
Ellyn who showed little interest in him. The
realtor did not even ask how much Mr. P.,
could pay down, what type of home he owned.
Mr. P., a Negro, ultimately bought from &
concerned private home seller and not
through a realtor.

D. Mr. A. J., of Bell Laboratories, Holmdel,
New Jersey, tried to buy in Glen Ellyn and
in DuPage County generally. Mr, J., a Negro,
was unable to buy a home in locations where
his means allowed. This happened last year.
Mr. J., subsequently refused to move to the
new plant, which is five miles from Weston,
Ik

E. Mr. R. N., a pilot for American Airlines,
looked in the Glen Ellyn area for a home &
little more than a year ago in anticipation
of a transfer to the Chicago area (He would
be flying from O'Hare International Airport).
Unable to buy a home where his means would
have permitted, Mr. N., returned to Newark,
New Jersey.

F. Mrs. D. S, moved to Glencoe, Illinois,
after being unable to find a home in Glen
Ellyn. She was told that a home she was
interested in was not yet available for show-
ing when, in faect, the realtor was attempting
to sell it to a white family.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen-
tor from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, as a co-
sponsor of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Rhode Island, I express the
hope that the Senate will, indeed, recog-
nize this opportunity as one which is
rather unusual.

When we are confronted with pro-
posals to correct inequalities which have
been the result of geography and history,
we are told that so many things have
been built up around them that we can-
not unseramble them, that it is too bad,
time will adjust it, but we cannot do any-
thing very forthright.

Mr. President, here is a situation where
there is nothing but broad acreage and a
proposal to put in a massive installation
which will soon create a large popula-
tion. Now is the time to make up our
minds whether we are going to buy a
ghetto or not.

‘We do have the opportunity this time,
without upsetting or unscrambling any-
thing, to practice what we preach around
here.

I do hope that the Senator from Rhode
Island’s magnificent leadership will be
supported.

Now, Mr. President, I have joined the
able Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasToRE], cosponsor of the amendment
to delete funds at this time for the Wes- .
ton project. He has just outlined in a
moving speech why we should delete.

The report of the joint committee
makes clear that many factors were con-
sidered by the Atomic Energy Commis-
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sion before it finally settled on the site
for ten 200 Bev accelerator at Weston,
Ill. Yet the distinguished chairman of
the joint committee, the senior Senator
from Rhode Island, JoHN PASTORE, has
recommended that the project should
not be authorized at this time. He is
joined by the able Senators from Wash-
ing [Mr. Jackson] and Vermont [Mr.
Arxken]., In his dissent, the chairman
makes four points:

First, he questions whether this is the
equipment the AEC really wants.

Second, he believes there is no com-
pelling need for an immediate start, in
view of the urgent demands on our re-
sources for other programs.

Third, he points to the questions raised
by the attorney general of the State of
Michigan, Frank Kelley, regarding the
water supply available at the proposed
site

Fourth, and finally, he identifies as a
fundamental question of public policy
the fact that Illinois does not prohibit
discrimination in housing.

I speak to the last two issues. As Sen-
ator PasTore stated, I did raise the water
supply question. I did this through a
statement made March 29, 1967, Michi-
gan’s attorney general, Frank J. Kelley,
who questioned the sufficiency of the
water supply, not only for the proposed
faecility but for the newly attracted popu-
lation as well. Attorney General Kelley
pointed out that 7 years ago, in 1960, the
State of Illinois contended, in the pro-
ceedings heard by the special master
regarding the diversion of water from
Lake Michigan, that the water resources
of Du Page County were not adequate to
meet the water requirements of the area
at that time.

To this the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has answered that, on the basis of
information provided primarily by the
State of Illinois, adequate water is avail-
able to the proposed new facility. And
the State of Illinois has stated that there
are three sources of water potentially
available for the operation of the facility,
all unrelated to drainage from Lake
Michigan.

In both instances, however, reference
is made solely to water usage by the fa-
cility. Nothing is said about the need for
water for the thousands of new house-
holds in the area, plus the addition of
commercial and industrial establish-
ments that go along with our urban life.
So one wonders whether we have re-
ceived a complete answer, or whether at
some future date the total demand for
water would outstrip the supply.

The second point I make is the absence
of any action on the part of the State
of Illinois to insure that housing in the
area of the site would be open to all
races. Positive action was certainly a
part of the AEC’s consideration in select-
ing Weston. When the Commission an-
nounced its decision December 16, 1966,
it said on this score:

During the selection process, the AEC in-
formed the Weston (and the other) site
proposers of the thinking of the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights on eivil rights eri-
* teria, and indicated that the AEC planned
to seek from the selected site appropriate
commitments in areas of employment, hous-
ing, education and community facilities and

services as were suggested by the Commission
on Civil Rights.
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The Atomic Energy Commission noted
differing views with respect to non-discrimi-
nation in housing and in certain areas more
distant from the site with respect to inte-
gration In public schools, but will expect
that with the leadership of the state and
local governments and with the cooperation
and support of citizens and community or-
ganizations in the Chicago area, a broad
satisfactory record of non-discrimination
and equal opportunity will be achieved.

This is what the Commission expected,
Mr. President. But what has actually
taken place? Chairman Seaborg, in a
statement 4 months later, deplored the
failure to move on the matter of fair
housing. He said:

‘With the exception of the Village of Wes-
ton, no community in the site area has
enacted an effective housing ordinance.
None has even provided the AEC with com-
mitment letters on non-discrimination in
housing.

What are the possibilities for a change
in attitude in the local communities?
Surely the pressure to change—to take
a positive step in the direction of open
housing, has been great these past few
months, The answer may well be indi-
cated in the action taken some months
ago by the organized real estate industry
of Du Page County, which initiated the
successful effort to enjoin the enforce-
ment of Governor EKerner's executive
order on housing.

At the State level, just last month the
Illinois Senate buried in committee the
one successful effort made by the House
to meet this responsibility.

So here, Mr. President, is where we
stand: The AEC has emphatically stated
the importance of nondiscrimination in
housing, in contemplation of attracting
personnel of all races to operate this
facility. But the answer of the local com-
munities and the State of Illinois is one
of utter disregard.

Senator Pastore has summed it up
well:

For our government to foster baslc re-
search facilities in areas where freedom to
live is still an unsolved problem is not the
American way to start a new center of ex-
cellence in research.

Let us consider, for a moment, what
conditions in the Weston area appear to
be at this moment, in the absence of a
State fair housing law.

Omne Chicago newspaper reported the
words of a Negro leader who is a member
of a local human relations commission
in the Weston area. He summed up the
housing situation shortly after the Com-
mission announced its selection of the
‘Weston site this way:

Unless realtors have changed their minds
within the last few weeks, racial discrimina-
tion in housing exists throughout the entire
area.

Negro groups have conducted tests in al-
most all of the cities and villa.ges around
Weston, and, save for a few instances, real

estate dealers have flatly refused to show
Negroes homes.

Since that time, multiple listing serv-
ices in Wheaton and Glen Ellyn have
agreed to show their listings. Weston it-
self, a village of 400, has passed an open
housing ordinance which is limited to a
ban on discriminatory practices by real
estate brokers and salesmen. Eighteen
Negro families have moved into 12 apart-
ment buildings and two houses in Whea-
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ton and one Negro family is living in
Glen Ellyn.

However, in 1966, the organized real
esate industry of Du Page County, where
the Federal investment will be made,
initiated the successful effort to enjoin
enforcement of the Illinois Governor’s
executive order on housing. The State
legislature defeated all efforts to pass an
open housing law.

In that county, population has grown
from 154,000 in 1950; to 313,000 in 1960,
and 389,000 in 1964, Between 1962 and
1965 there was an increase of 50 percent
in the number of nongovernmental jobs
in the county. But there are less than
2,000 nonwhite residents in the county,
less than one-half of 1 percent of the
total population. There are no Negroes in
Weston.

And there is now one AEC installation
in the Chicago metropolitan area, the
Argonne National Laboratory. The Chi-
cago branch of the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People
has indicated that Negro personnel can-
not now find housing in the vicinity
of that Federal facility and must com-
mute from Chicago. The commuting dis-
tance to Weston—if facilities and
ﬁcmﬂhedules and fares permit—would be 35

es.

That is the record to be weighed
against the general assurances which
have been offered to the AEC.

The AEC accelerator will cost an esti-
mated $400 million to build, $60 million
annually to operate, and will directly
employ 2,000 men and women and an es-
timated 6,000 others in resulting job
growth in the area.

Will the Senate accept the Weston,
Ill., site for that investment of Federal
dollars and resources on the basis of
present general assurances of equal op-
portunity in jobs and housing for all cit-
izens as against the record of actual past
and present restrictions, which created a
virtually all-white area? If it does, it
will, I am convinced, write another chap-
ter in official Federal policy of dis-
crimination and segregation of housing,
confravene the 1964 act, and above all
lose a valuable opportunity to be of
pioneering and creative assistance.

I believe that planning authorization
should be withheld until specific steps are
taken and mechanisms created to make
equal access for jobs and housing avail-
able. This enormous investment is to be
paid for by the tax dollars of all Ameri-
cans, Negro and white. I believe we have
a responsibility to locate it where hous-
ing opportunity is available equally to all
Americans who would seek employment.
So often a pattern based on earlier prac-
tices, discriminatory practices, has
created an omelet of problems which we
are told makes it impossible to un-
scramble. But here we start fresh, from
scratech. We can insure nondiscrimina-
tion in this new area where in a few years
a large population will be centered.

Mr. President, I should acknowledge
that Ann Arbor, Mich., was a leading
contender for the accelerator site and
therefore my words here might be dis-
missed as those of a politician protecting
a parochial interest.

But the facts are, nevertheless, clear.
Fair housing guarantees were one of
the basic criteria that the AEC demand-
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ed of the chosen region. And these guar-
antees have not been forthcoming.

The gquestion, as I see i, is this:
Should massive amounts of taxpayers’
money be spent to create a new ghetto
at a time when it is national policy to
eliminate ghettos?

Not in my opinion, Mr. President. I am
hopeful the Senate will delay authoriza-
tion of this project until we are all as-
sured this will not happen.

Actually, spokesmen for some of the
scientific community in Michigan have
asked that I not delay the authorization
for Weston. They regret that Ann Arbor
was not selected but are pleased that it
is proposed to place the facility in the
Midwest. I understand the interest of
scientists to move promptly to learn all
that can be known about the atomic
package, But I believe the claim for
equal employment opportunity is
strong; the claim that the Senate must
not establish this enormous new facility
until we are certain we have done all
possible to protect the legitimate in-
terests of all our citizens.

I ask unanimous consent that the con-
cerned and thoughtful article by Roy
Wilkins, of the NAACP, which appeared
in the Detroit News of July 1, 1967, and
the Detroit News editorial of June 27,
1967, as well as a letter addressed to me
from the Coordinating Counecil of Com-
munity Organizations, be printed at this
point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

IrriNols CRITICIZED AS AToM PLANT SITE

Negro citizens who have managed to pre-
serve a faith in the easing of racial difficulties
through steady, orderly procedure got an-
other kick in the teeth a few days ago.

The Illincis state senate has killed a fair
housing bill. The arresting aspect of this act
lies in the fact that housing for minorities
was a factor in the selection of Weston, Ill.,
as the site for the $375-million atom smasher
by the Atomic Energy Commission.

Weston, a town of a few hundred residents,
has no Negroes in or near the place. DuPage
County, in which Weston is located, has a
population of approximately 300,000, of
which only 600 are Negroes. Since the county
is very near Chicago and Weston is only 35
miles from the metropolis, it is easy to be-
Heve that DuPage County has had a policy
of deliberately discouraging Negroes from
settling there.

In fact, the record shows that DuPage
County politicians and leaders have opposed
adamantly the enactment of any fair housing
legislation by the state legislature. They were
unbending when the Weston plant was being
discussed. They wanted no concessions on
minority housing.

Five other states, California, New York,
Michigan, Wisconsin and Colorado, had sites
competing with Illinois. All of Illinois’ rivals
had laws on housing and employment even
though California was involved in litigation.
Despite this, and despite lily-white Weston
and almost lily-white DuPage County, the
Ilinois town was the winner, prinecipally
upon the assurance from Illinoisans that a
fair housing law would be enacted.

Now the Illinois legislature has reneged.
The state has the $375-million atom plant
and the $60-million a year in maintenance
money. It has 2,000 technical employes and
many workers in other categories, all making
up a fat payroll for Illinois. For white Il-
linois, that is,

Just in case Negro citizens get any ideas,
a spokesman for the suburb of Cicerc has al-
ready laid down talk of “bloodshed.” Weston
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has adopted a town falr housing ordinance
but a town official sald that it would not re-
quire anyone to sell or rent to “anyone he
did not choose to deal with.” Negroes are still
out in the cold on housing.

Why is this important? Why the blood
pressures? Well, the United States, where
Negroes have lived for 348 years, where they
pay taxes and where their men have fought
and died in defense of their country in every
war from 1776 to Vietnam, is going to use
tax money to create an employment bonanza
in the middle of an Illinois prairie and that
bonanza will be for white, not black, Amer-
icans.

This use of the money of all the people to
build a facility where nonwhite workers will
have to face insults and bricks and mobs
in order to occupy a home is a monumental
sin in the world of 1967. Since about eight
years of construction are required, a pro-
cedure is being adopted that will give life
to the jim crow policy of 1975!

In a letter to a New York newspaper a
woman points out that one Negro is in the
President’s Cabinet and one has been nomi-
nated to the Supreme Court, She asks, plain-
tively, “What more do they want?"”

Well, madam, they are grateful to the
President for the Cabinet member and (if
confirmed) for the Supreme Court associate
justice. However, two men, estimable as they
are, cannot substitute for opportunity and
justice and dignity for the entire Negro
population, or even for Negro Illinoisans.

The Atomic Energy Commission and its
controlling Joint Congressional Committee
should ecancel out Weston, Ill., and build
the plant elsewhere.

A Harp Loor AT WesTON NEEDED

Though we'd love to see the federal gov-
ernment’s new $375 million atom smasher
built in Michigan, we would call it undig-
nified and unworthy for Michigan or any
other state to make cynical hay over Illinois’
troubles in landing it.

But that should not preclude the federal
government from taking a hard, searching
second look at its tentative choice of an
Illinois site.

Weston, Illinois was the Atomic Energy
Commission's choice for the glant, presti-
glous economic plum, Weston presumably met
the AEC's technical criteria as, presumably,
did the other flve finalist communities, in-
cluding Ann Arbor,

But Illinois is under fire for lack of any
gemblance of a falr housing law. Strenuous
attempts to enact one failed this month, and
civil rights leaders are leading a drive to keep
the atom smasher out of that state,

Equality of employment opportunity is by
now a foregone conclusion in any major
undertaking by the federal government. But
what is its practical value, ask civil rights
spokesmen, if Negroes cannot live within 50
or 60 miles of the jobs they are offered?

There are other technically adequate sites
where qualified Negroes need not be sub-
jected to this disability, they say; build the
atom smasher at one of these.

They are right.

No state can yet claim that its problems
of race and housing are wholly solved; it i1l
behooves any state, then, to play the vulture
to Illinois” troubles.

But some states have done better at pro-
viding fair housing opportunity than others.
The Weston site is apparently not the only
place in the nation where the AEC facility
can do its job properly and efliciently. The
federal government can and should put it
where equality of opportunity is a practical
fact, not an empty theory.

CooRDINATING COUNCIL
oF COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS,
Hon. PHILIP A. HART, July 10, 1967.
0Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEeAr SENaTOR HART: We are writing to you
on behalf of the combined human rights
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forces of the Chicago metropolitan eommu-
nity with regard to the proposed Atomic En-
ergy Commission facility at Weston, Illinois.
In the next day or two you will be asked to
approve this project and to make an initial
appropriation of some $7,300,000 toward its
construction.

We appeal to you most earnestly to join
Benator John O. Pastore in opposition to this
proposal. We ask you to delete the Weston
project from the appropriation bill.

Our reasons for this appeal are as follows:

1. We believe that the proposed Weston
project is a national test case for the integrity
of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. As
you know, Title VI says,

“No person In the United States shall, on
grounds of race, color, or national origin, be
excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity receiving Fed-
eral financial assistance.”

At the very least, Title VI is a guarantee
that there will be equal job opportunity at
federal projects and federally assisted pro-

2. Equal job opportunity, however, can-
not be created in a vacuum. It may depend
on certaln other conditions and surely it is
the obligation of the federal government to
understand this and to strive for those con-
ditions which make it possible for us to keep
falth with the commitment of Title VL.

3. In the Weston case, job opportunity is
intrinsically and directly dependent on the
housing situation. There are practically no
Negroes in the Weston area. Weston is in the
middle of Du Page county, an all-white sub-
urban county. As of April 1966, the total
population of Du Page county is just under
300,000 persons (208,1832). Of this number
it is estimated that just 540 are Negroes. Be-
tween 1960 and 1966 the white population
grew by B0,000 but the non-white population
grew hardly at all—by only 129. Yet Du Page
county is just 30 miles west of Chicago, the
home of nearly 1,000,000 Negro ecitizens.
Clearly equal job opportunity at the Weston
project will be meaningless unless Negro
sclentists, technicians, and other personnel
will be able to move into the area to lve
within reasonable distance of their jobs.

4. The Atomic Energy Commission, itself,
is quite aware of the relationshlp between
housing and jobs in the Weston area. In an
unprecedented action, the Commissioners
personally visited the state, conferred with
the governor and with legislative leaders of
both parties to explain that housing discrimi-
nation in Illinois cast a cloud of doubt about
Illinois’ eligibility for the proposed nuclear
accelerator facility at Weston. They discreetly
appealed to Illinois political leaders to re-
move this doubt by passing appropriate
remedial legislation, l.e. a fair housing law,

5. Unfortunately, their appeal fell on deaf
ears. The Illinois Senate has thus far Killed
8 fair housing bills including a very mini-
mum proposal from Senate majority leader,
Senator W. Russell Arrington. (Under Sen-
ator Arrington's proposal, owner occupled
dwellings of 10 units or less would have been
exempted, which meant that less than 50%
of Ilinois’ housing would have been covered,
and less than 10% of the housing in Du Page
county, site of the proposed Weston project,
would have been covered. Even this bill, how-
ever, was defeated.)

6. We do not say as Representative Holi-
fleld of California has charged that all states
without fair housing legislation are ineligible
for federal projects because of Title VI. We
do say that in this case and in similar cases
where job opportunity is so totally depend-
ent on housing opportunity, Title VI stands
against the project being located in Illinois
as long as Illinois refuses reasonable coop-
eration In the creation of those conditions
whieh are absolutely necessary for compliance
with the federal law.

7. The general housing market in Du Page
county is closed to Negro families despite
the admirable efforts of some private cit-
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izens, human relations groups and the re-
cent ordinance of the city of Wheaton. The
enclosed memorandum describes some actual,
current cases of discrimination in the area.
Perhaps, the most compelling evidence, how-
ever, is the experience of Negro employees
of another Atomic Energy Commission in-
stallation, the Argonne National Laboratory,
also located in Du Page county just 10 miles
from the proposed Weston site.

8. According to the Director of Personnel
at Argonne, as of 1965, the laboratory em-
ployed 238 non-white employees and 3,880
white employees. Of the 238 non-white em-
ployees only one lived in Du Page county.
In contrast 1848 or 47% of the white em-
ployees live in Du Page county, 92% of the
non-white employees had to commute to
their jobs from Cook county and 97% of the
non-white employees had to travel over 15
miles to reach their jobs while only 20%
of the white employees travelled this dis-
tance.

9. The national trend of industry migrating
to the suburbs has a bullt-in effect of pro-
moting racial discrimination in employment
because of the tradition of racial exclusive-
ness in housing., Surely it is not unreason-
able to ask the federal government in its in-
stallations to oppose this trend. Du Page
county is a case in point. Between 1950 and
1965, 56,000 new jobs were created in the
county, almost 100% for whites only be-
cause of the housing patterns. It will be the
same story with the jobs created by the
Weston project if the federal government
refuses to set reasonable standards for com-
pliance with Title VI.

10. Finally, we think that you should vote
against the Weston appropriation because
if it is approved under the present circum-
stances—after the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has, itself, raised the issue of housing
and after the Commission's appeal for co-
operation has been denied—a serious, per-
haps fatal blow will have been done to
Title VI.

The 1964 Civil Rights Act should be
preserved and respected as the finest legacy
of the late President John F. Eennedy to
his country. If the Weston project goes
through, it will be seen by black Ameri-
cans as just another broken promise by
white America. These broken promises are
a principal cause of the growing spirit of
allenation. They plant the seeds of racial
chaos.

We are not anti-Weston in any punitive
sense. We are not Interested in seeking
*revenge” for the fallures of our state leg-
islature. We too love this State. We too want
to see it prosper and grow. We believe, how-
ever, that short-run local interest is not al-
ways in the the national interest. We be-
lieve that what is good for America is also
good for Illinols, and that it would be bet-
ter for our country if the Weston project
were located in a state which is willing to
do its part to assure that Negro Americans
will genuinely be able to share in the bene-
fits of this great enterprise.

Sincerely,
ALBERT A. RaBY,
Convenor, Coordinating Council of Com-
munity Organizations.
Dr, MARTIN LUTHER KING, Jr.,
President, Southern Christian Leadership
Conjerence, Co-Chairman, Chicago
Freedom Movement.
SomME CURRENT CAsE HISTORIANS OF DISCRIMI-
NATION IN DU PAGE COUNTY, JULY, 1967

A. Mr. A. H,, a Negro executive with the
Boy Scouts of America, although courteously
treated, was unable to find housing in
Du Page County. He returned to Teaneck,
New Jersey, within the last two months,

B. Within the last 3 months, Mr. L. W,,
attempted to buy a home in Butterfield,
Illinois, just south of Lombard. Such a furore
followed that the house was removed from
the market. Mr, W., then looked at & house in
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Wheaton which was bought by a white
neighbor after Mr, W., looked at it, He finally
bought a home in an unincorporated area
outside of Wheaton and Glen Ellyn. When a
neighbor of the W. Family threatened
violence, the Glen Ellyn Conferenre refused
to intercede, saying that the area was out-
side its jurisdiction. Mr, W. is a Negro.

C. Mr. W. J. P, visited a realtor in Glen
Ellyn who showed little interest in him.
The realtor did not even ask how much Mr.
P., could pay down, what type of home he
owned. Mr. P,, a Negro, ultimately bought
from a concerned private home seller and
not through a realtor.

D. Mr. A. J., of Bell Laboratories, Holmdel,
New Jersey, tried to buy in Glen Ellyn and
in Du Page County generally. Mr. J., a Negro,
was unable to buy a home in locations where
his means allowed. This happened last year.
Mr. J., subsequently refused to move to the
new plant, which is five miles from Weston,
Il

E. Mr. R. N., a pilot for American Airlines,
looked in the Glen Ellyn area for a home a
little more than a year ago in anticipation
of a transfer to the Chicago area (He would
be flying from O'Hare International Air-
port). Unable to buy a home where his
means would have permitted, Mr. N., re-
turned to Newark, New Jersey.

F, Mrs. D. 8., moved to Glencoe, Illinois,
after being unable to find a home in Glen
Ellyn. Bhe was told that a home she was
interested in was not yet available for show-
ing when, in fact, the realtor was attempting
to sell it to a white family.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. On what?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I want the floor.

Mr. DIRKSEN. On what side is the
Senator?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am on Senator
PASTORE'S side.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Is the Senator in our
corner, or is he not?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am with Senator
PASTORE.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, I renew my request for a quorum—
I make the point that I observe the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 182 Leg.]

Alken Hansen Montoya
Allott Harris Morse
Bartlett Hart Morton
Bayh Hartke Moss
Bennett Hatfield Mundt
Bible Hayden Murphy
Boggs Hickenlooper Muskie
Brewster Hill Nelson
Brooke Holland Pastore
Byrd, Va Hruska Pearson
Byrd, W. Va Inouye Pell
Cannon Jackson Percy
Carlson Javits Prouty
Case Jordan, N.C. Proxmire
Church Jordan, Idaho Randolph
Clark Kennedy, Mass. Ribicoff
Cooper Kennedy, N.Y. Russell
Cotton Euchel Beott

is Lausche Smathers
Dirksen Long, Mo. Smith

d Magnuson Spong
Dominick Mansfleld Stennis
Ellender McCarthy Symington
Ervin MeClellan Talmadge
Fannin McGee Tower
Fong McGovern Williams, N.J.
Fulbright McIntyre ‘Williams, Del
Gore Miller Yarborough
Griffin Mondale Young, N. Dak
Gruening Monroney Young, Ohio

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is present.
The Senator from Illinois is recognized.
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Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am
ready to proceed.

I thought I would be so spent, after
the emotional appeal of my distinguished
friend from Rhode Island, that I was not
quite sure I could stand in shoe leather
and do justice to the problem which con-
fronts us.

One would think, from hearing the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land talk, that he is the only erusader in
the Senate; that, like Atlas, he bears the
whole weight of the world, including all
its sins,

Well, I am sorry, Mr. President, if my
sins have been cast upon his shoulders.
I have tried always, of course, to bear
them as bravely and as sacrificially as
I know how.

But that is neither here nor there. I
should start, perhaps, with the fact that
once upon a time I was on the Senator's
committee. In fact, I was on his com-
mittee for a period of 7 months. Even
at that time, we were talking about ac-
celerators and goodness knows what all:
but I never heard anybody talk about
the availability of housing at that time.
Before that, they went out and built the
Argonne laboratory west of Chicago, and
not a voice was raised about the availabil-
ity of housing or open occupancy. It is
rather strange that suddenly this be-
comes such an emotional issue that, un-
less it is rightly solved, it may visit con-
dign punishment upon the 50 States of
the Union, and perhaps the District of
Columbia, and perforce Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands. Who shall say?

But let us start where we ought to
start. The Atomic Energy Commission
proposed this matter; so let us get a few
things squared. Senators have been read-
ing from letters here, from the Chairman
of the Commission, that go back to April
and perhaps March. Let us see what Mr.
Seaborg says in a letter that is only 19
days old, dated June 23, 1967. His letter
was not addressed to me, but it was sent
to me. It was addressed to Roy Wilkins,
the executive director of the NAACP. If
anyone wants to know, Roy Wilkins
comes from Chicago; and if you want to
know whether or not I feel kindly toward
him, I got his older brother appointed as
an international secretary of labor a good
many years ago. At one time he had his
eye upon a Federal judgeship out in Illi-
nois, and unfortunately I only had one
and I could not deliver to everybody. My
distinguished friend from Rhode Island
understands the verities of that situation
pretty well, I am sure.

But what does Mr. Seaborg say? Let us
see:

It is the Commission’s view that proceed-
ing at Weston as planned is a course of af-
firmative action that can and will advance
the cause of and benefit Negroes and other
minority group people, regardless of whether
the Commission will have the immediate
support of open houstng laws, ordinances, or
regulations.

Now, that was 20 days ago; and I can-
not believe that Glenn Seaborg, great
professor, great scientist, great techni-
cian that he is, changes his mind quite
that often.
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Of course, I have seen minds change,
Mr. President, like the fellow in a re-
volving door. He had himself a good
package on, and he could not get out of
the door. He kept going around and
around. Every time he attempted to get
out on the street side, some girl in a yel-
low dress was poured out the door. When
he got inside the building, somebody in a
pink dress came out.

After he saw about 18 or 20 different
colored dresses, he said, “By golly, it cer-
tainly surprises me how she changes her
dress so fast.”

Well, they do change their minds in
Government. But I cannot believe that
such a substantial scientist would change
his mind quite that way.

They conclude that they have got to
go ahead with it, that it is necessary in
the scheme of things for the prestige of
this country, and for its scientific ad-
vancement. So the search begins for a
site.

I remember once when the Department
of Agriculture looked for a site, and there
were 1,100 comers; and did Henry Wal-
lace have a time of it. But finally they
did select a site, and, John, they selected
Peoria, believe it or not, for which I was
quite happy.

But the Commission got this scientific
advisory committee to coast around the
country, and they looked at everything
and at everybody, to find out where they
ought to land. In fact, they just combed
the Nation. Then they made a selection;
and what was the basis for that selec-
tion?

Well, one thing was transportation.

We think we have about the best
transportation out there of any place in
the country. O’Hare is rated as the most
efficient metropolitan airfield in the
country today. Chicago is the railroad
center. We have enough concrete laid
down all over the place to do justice to
two States the size of California and,
goodness knows, there is concrete to
spare there.

We have universities that are close by.

We have the University of Illinois, with
its huge new plant in Chicago. We have
the University of Chicago. We have
Northwestern TUniversity, attended by
people from all over the Nation, the Illi-
nois Institute of Technology, the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, the University of
Michigan, the University of Iowa, Brad-
ley University at Peoria, and four State
universities in addition to the University
of Illinois.

We have laboratories galore. So, you
find me any location in the country from
the standpoint of physical location and
resources to match this site.

It was not surprising to me that they
made the announcement that they were
going to bed down at Weston with this
project that will cost a great deal of
money. Who would not be entranced with
that amount of money?

We have no air facilities of great di-
mension. However, we do have Chanute
field and Scott field. They are smaller
when measured by the standards of Max-
well field in California, but this is one
location at which we could meet the de-
mands and needs of this scientific group.

No question was ever raised about it
until finally the civil rights groups began

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to write the Atomic Energy Commission,
and the Joint Committee.

It was some time thereafter that Dr.
Seaborg and other members of the Com-
mission journeyed out to see the Gover-
nor and talk about the matter.

My friend, the senior Senator from
New York [Mr. Javits], says it is strange
that the Legislature of the State of Illi-
noise did not rise like a bass to the fiy
and suddenly divest itself of all sin and
just rise to this mandate for housing.
‘Well, that is no little legislature.

The population of the State of Illinois
is over 10 million. You can sink quite a
lot of States there and lose them. You
can lose some of them in one county.
However, we have over 10 million people
and 57,000 square miles of territory.
Every part of it is represented in that
legislature, and you do not go in there
and just push them around.

They are elected under State law, and
if they did not have some independence
about them, I would not be proud of
them.

I was willing to act as a good Samari-
tan and as a charitable mediary in this
business. I called up the speaker of the
legislature, and I had two Illinois Repre-
sentatives sitting there, thank goodness.

The newspapers got the story wrong.
The Chicago Tribune was the only one
that published the correct story.

I did not try to browbeat or push the
speaker around. He is an old friend.

I said: “You are having trouble there.”

He said: “Yes. I have been trying to do
something about it.”

I have been in Washington for 34 years
and I have not seen the day when I have
to pressure the legislature as to what
they are going to do. If they do not know
their business, they have no business be-
ing in Springfield, Ill., in the State capi-
tal

In fact, the legislatures have been a
great training school for people who ulti-
mately come here. I missed, of course,
the grassroots training of a State legisla~
ture. However, I do not for one moment
demean the fact that it is a great train-
ing ground.

They are doing their own thinking.
And what happens?

The general assembly in our legislature
passed a general occupancy bill. What
was the vote? It was 106 to 44. They were
not slow on the uptake.

When the matter got to the senate, it
was a different matter. Maybe there, as
here, senators feel that probably there
is greater prestige, knowledge, and wis-
dom in the senate than at the other end
of the capitol.

I used to quip with some of my friends
and say: “You know, the House is the
lower house and this is the upper House.”
They did not like it.

That term comes from the days when
the House met in the lower chamber and
the Senate met in the upper chamber.

Some historian can remind me whether
it was in Philadelphia or New York.

Mr. SCOTT. It was in Philadelphia.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Good enough. Be sure
that the Recorp is correct so that the
historians do not get me by the hair.

They were not neglectiul. They went
into it.

I began to explore the matter a little
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bit to see what could be done under the
law if there was a disposition to do it.

To show you how our friend, the sen-
ior Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]
got off base—brilliant lawyer that he
is—he said: “Kane or Du Page County
have done nothing about it.”

We went to the attorney general. The
attorney general said that the counties
have no authority under the law.

That drops his argument like a leaden
doughnut. And I told him not to make
that mistake again, because there was no
validity to it whatsoever.

We began to encourage the people in
the cities. What do you think happened?
The day before yesterday either the third
or fourth largest city in the State, Joliet,
with a population of 74,000 people,
passed an opcn occupancy ordinance.
And some time ago the city of Wheaton,
with a population of 26,000 people—a
highly educated, sophisticated, and cul-
tured area—passed an open occupancy
ordinance.

So, when they say that Weston may
disappear under tons of concrete, it can.
But Wheaton is not going to disappear
and Joliet is not going to disappear.

It is 6 miles from Wheaton to where
they will build this great big project, and
it is 5 miles from Joliet.

There is a great emotional outpouring
from my friends about having to drive a
long distance from Argonne Laboratory.
The same group that came to see you
came to see me. I listened patiently in
my office. There they were, colored and
noncolored.

I said: “Tell me about it.”

They said: “Why, people will have to
drive 30 or 40 miles.”

I said: “What are you squawking
about? I have a man out in Virginia
helping with my flowers and vegetable
garden who drives 100 miles every day,
from away beyond Leesburg, to get to
work.”

I will show you crowds. You ought to
come out and see Route 7 when I come
through in the morning. They are
stacked up bumper to bumper, and they
come from 50 miles away to get to work.
They do not drive 30 or 40 miles. They
drive 100 miles.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Is the person who
drives 100 miles to plant flowers a Negro
or a white person?

Mr. DIRKSEN. They are all kinds.

Mr. PASTORE. Well, is he Negro or
white who has to drive the 100 miles?

Mr. DIRKSEN. He is Negro.

Mr. PASTORE. That may be so.

Mr. DIRKSEN. How are you going to
argue about it?

Mr. PASTORE. What the Senator
from Rhode Island is actually saying is
that in that part of the country, 225
Negroes are working at Argonne Labora-
tory in DuPage County, and 223 of those
Negroes have to travel 70 miles a day,
and the whites do not have to do so.
That is what we are talking about.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Some people have to
drive about 100 miles a day.

Mr. PASTORE. We are talking about
equality.

Mr. DIRKSEN. You do not have to
drive that many miles to drive all the
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way across the State of Rhode Island
twice. There you have a population of
1 million. You can sink it in one-fourth
of the eity of Chicago and never know
that it existed.

Geographical restraints amaze me.
When one lives where you have big
vistas, like our distinguished friend, the
Senator from Wyoming, he thinks noth-
ing of these great distances.

I remember one time down in Texas,
I went to a Legion convention. They
said, “Come with us. We're going to
Mexico to see a bullfight.”

I said, “Where is it?”

“Somewhere down there.”

I asked, “How far is1t?”

They said, “200 miles.”

I said, “Do you guys drive 200 miles
to go to a bullfight?”

“Why, we drive 200 miles to go to
a dance.”

So it depends on where you live,
whether your cabin, as Shakespeare
said, is eribbed and confined, or whether
you live in the great open spaces, where
you can appreciate vistas. We appreci-
ate vistas out there,

We have Joliet. We have a great seg-
ment of Negro people, fine people, and
it is only 20 miles from the Weston site.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. We have had this
project under consideration for 5 years.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I know.

Mr. PASTORE. And nothing ever hap-
pened; no equal housing had ever taken
place. But since this thing started, since
we showed a determination to do some-
thing about it, then open housing began
to happen? I applaud Wheaton for doing
it. Wheaton did it on July 3, and Joliet
did it only yesterday.

I am saying to the Senator that I am
not trying to move this project from
Weston. All I am saying, for the rea-
sons I have spelled out, is, give this a
chance and you will do equity to Weston
and open housing.

The argument that the whites will
have to travel only 5 or 10 miles a day to
go to work but that Negroes will have to
go back to the ghetto in Chicago—and
all because somebody wants to go 200
miles to a dance in Texas—does not con-
vince me at all. This is no dance prop-
osition. This is quite serious, especially
if the color of one’s face is black.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, that is
about the airiest nonsense and persifiage,
with all apologies to my friend, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, that I have
heard on this floor in a long time.

They keep talking about ghettos. Well,
talk about New York and the cosponsor
of the bill, the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirs].

Mr. PASTORE. But this project is not
going to New York.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I know. The Senator
from Rhode Island is talking about
ghettos. Harlem is a ghetto.

Mr. PASTORE. But we are not putting
this project in New York.

Mr. DIRESEN. They put this tag of
“ghetto” so easily upon areas if the
housing is not quite up to standard. We
have more Negroes in Chicago alone than
the entire population in the State of
Rhode Island.
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. What does that prove?
If that is not pure and simple nonsense,
what is? What does that prove—the fact
that Rhode Island is small and can be
buried in Illinois? What does the fact
that Chicago has more Negroes than the
entire population of Rhode Island prove,
when we are talking about human
dignity? We are not talking about the
quantity of any race—but about the
quality of their lives—quality and
equity.

Mr. DIRKSEN. They are herded in a
couple of blocks in Providence, and the
Senator talks about a ghetto. We hare
them scattered all about the State—
north, south, east, and west—and we
look after them pretty well. I would be
the last man to stand on the floor and
defend some of the housing we have
there. On the other hand, I will defend
a great deal of it. All you have to do is
drive down Michigan Avenue, State
Street, Clark Street, to the end of town,
and see what we have offered them.
There is no community in the land, I
presume, that does not have some sub-
standard housing. But we have a big
problem, and we deal with it rather com-
petently and rather efficlently. That is
the point I make.

But they want it done overnight. Push
your legislature. Blackmail them. Make
them do it.

In the T months I was on the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, I never
heard a voice raised about available
housing.

Here sits my friend and colleague from
Illinois, MEL PrICE. MEL, you are here as
long as I am.

He has been here a long time, and he
has been on that Joint Committee a long
time. He lives down at the other end of
the State, and he is on the Joint Com-
mittee. He can testify to the things I
have been saying here.

MeL, I am sorry I am not with you. I
might have given you a vote. I had to
give it up because somebody else wanted
it. But I am charitably inclined, and I
suppose disposable and dispensable.

So these arguments just do not stand

up.

My friend the Senator from Rhode
Island did not demean me. He is too
gracious to demean anybody. But he
made the economy argument, and he
talked about me taking out after the
so-called poverty program. Did I take
out after it? I not only took out after it,
but I also did a pirouette on this floor
that even got into Time magazine.

The idea of taking girls around—
teenagers—and showing them huge 20-
ton trucks, to find out whether they
wanted to be truckdrivers. That is the
kind of stuff we dealt with in the pover-
ty program, and it had to be brought out
into the open, to show how shameless
it really was.

Yes, I made fun of it. Ridicule is some-~
times the only weapon you have when
other things fail, and so you have to
ridicule them.

But he puts that on my shoulder and
says that is the economy tag. Strange
thing, we have not heard anything about
economy in this program for a long,
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long time. It comes out now because
here is a little nucleus. I do not know
why, but that is the way it is.

Maybe it is just a question of whose
ox is being gored.

My friend from New York [Mr. Javirs]
said that Illinois, in effect, turned this
project down. Illinois did not do any-
thing of the kind. Show me any affirma-
tive action, show me a word, where Illi-
nois turned it down. Merely because
Illinois was not going to be pushed over-
night into a forced action does
not indicate a turndown. It was not a
turndown by me.

But I have some respect for our legis-
lature. I wonder whether the legislature
of the State of my distinguished friend
from New York gets pushed around like
some Federal agency, when there is an
agency of that kind. Does that happen
in the great Empire State? If it does,
I will get up and jump off of the top of
the Empire State Bullding.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes, I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. I am sure that none of us
would want the Senator to jump off the
Empire State Building.

New York does have such a statute.
Being a lawyer, and a very good lawyer,
the Senator from Illinois used the words
“in effect.” That, in effect, showed us
that they were not going to do anything
they did not feel like doing to get this
installation. They had been warned by
Dr. Seaborg that they were likely to lose
it. If they were willing to take that
chance, why should we bail them out?

I know that the senior Senator from
Illinois and his colleague [Mr, Percy]l
are eloquent. We would like to oblige
them. But I think this is a rather big
“oblige.” That is the reason why I sup-
ported, and do support, the proposal of
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasToRrel.

Mr. DIRKSEN, As one lawyer to an-
other, the words “in effect” are fine
print. I caution the Senator against the
fine print. But we do not want to be
obliged.

The Commission took all this time,
and they cast New York into outer dark-
ness, as they did Colorado and other
States. They finally said, “We will put
the installation at Weston, II1.”

I am not a scientist, goodness knows.
I took some chemistry, physics, and a
few other subjects in high school, once
upon a time. But I know that the Com-
mission could not accidentally have come
to that conclusion. They said, “This is
the place, from the standpoint of every
facility, and here it should be built.”

What more is there to say, except one
thing? Thirty States have no open oc-
cupancy laws. Some States do. If Sena-
tors are going to make the argument
that this work should not be done and
that the Pastore amendment ought to
be adopted because Illinois has no open
occupancy law, then look out for what
will happen, because I have got to live,
and I am going to keep a list handy. Just
wait until some of the authorization and
appropriation bills come around, and
we will spend a lot more time In acting
on them if they relate to States that do
not have open occupancy laws. If that is
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to be the requirement, if that is to be the
standard, then let us know it now.

The amendment ought to be defeated
by an overwhelming vote of the Senate,
rather than to establish an evil prece-
dent today by adopting the amendment.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. In the event such a
precedent as this were set, how would it
operate in future instances, such as, for
instance, in choosing the location of a
great center such as the Kennedy Space
Center, at Cape Kennedy?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Canaveral; exactly.

Mr. HOLLAND, How would it operate
with respect to the location of the
Manned Space Center at Houston, Tex.?

Mr. DIRKSEN. You put your finger
on it precisely. They have one going in
New Mexico right now. There is no open
occupany law, but somehow or other no
volce was raised, shouting and singing,
*jingle bells, jingle bells.” The Senator
from Rhode Island must have known
that I was making a Christmas record
yesterday when he mentioned jingle
bells.

(At this point, Mr. MoNDALE assumed
the chair.)

Mr. HOLLAND. How would this op-
erate with respect to the operation of
the great Huntsville complex for the
space activities in Alabama?

Mr. DIRZSEN. We will come down and
try to get it away from you.

Mr. HOLLAND. I had not expected
that sort of ungenerous response from
the Senator. I think he was joking.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would not have been
put there in the first place if this had
been the rule.

Mr. HOLLAND. How would this oper-
ate against the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority or Oak Ridge in the area where
they are located?

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would be particu-
larly true with respect to Florence, Ala.,
and Knoxville, Tenn., and other areas
where there is a big demand for housing
close to the installation.

Mr. HOLLAND. How would it oper-
ate with respect to the establishment of
the great Langley Space Center in Vir-
ginia?

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would have the same
effect.

Mr. HOLLAND. This kind of prece-
dent, if once adopted, would be a great
expansion of title VI of the Civil Rights
Act so as to operate against future
Federal investments of great size in any
State unless that State bowed to the
will of that group which wants open
housing established throughout the Na-
tion but has not passed a Federal law on
that subject.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator stated it
better than I could, with the exception
that now it would be done on a national
basis.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have one more gques-
tion. There are a large number of space
establishments, shipyard establishments,
and similar Federal establishments in
California which, as I recall, failed to
adopt an open housing provision on a
statewide referendum by a heavy vote.
How would this kind of precedent op-
erate against such establishments being
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set up in California in the future until
and unless an open housing law is voted
there?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That was a com-
plicated situation there because it had
been submitted to the voters. I believe
they called it proposition 14 on the Cali-
fornia ballot. The matter got to the
Supreme Court, and then it went back
to the California supreme court. Wheth-
er or not it has finally been resolved I
cannot quite tell the Senator, but it is
the same problem over and over.

Mr. HOLLAND. There is no question
about the fact that although the referen-
dum was knocked out by the Supreme
Court the Legislature of California has
not passed an open housing act; has it?

Mr. DIRKSEN. No.

Mr. HOLLAND. Would not this kind
of precedent, as established in this case,
be equally applicable to the establish-
ment in many of the 50 States of the
Union which did not happen to have
an open housing act in needed, advan-
tageously located, and well-chosen spots
for Federal establishments for great
Federal objectives?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator has
stated the case and I have tried to state
the case.

I honestly hope that the Senate will
not make this unprecedented blunder,
because they will regret this a long time
and perhaps discover, as the Book does
not say: Sufficient unto the day is ‘“not”
the evil thereof; because there will be
greater evils to follow.

Mr. President, I shall not belabor the
madtter. I think the case is one sided and
the Pastore amendment should be
roundly defeated. I prefer now to yield
the floor unless Senators wish to speak
on this subject.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I wish
to make an observation or two before
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
leaves.

The distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois took occasion to say that the ques-
tion of open housing did not enter this
situation until such time as these groups
moved in. Nothing could be further from
the facts.

The fact of the matter is that when
the original criterla went out the AEC
said specifically that they were con-
cerned with adequate housing for 2,000
employees. Then, in January 1967 it was
not the Senator from Rhode Island but
it was the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission who issued the fol-
lowing statement. He said:

The Commission considered the 200-Bev
accelerator site selection question at 18
meetings. Primary concerns of the Commis-
sion were electric power supply and civil
rights and now discrimination.

This is nothing I invented. Here is a
governmental agency that is proposing
to build a purely educational device, It
has nothing at all to do with the mili-
tary. It has nothing at all to do with the
national security. The argument is be-
ing made here that this would set a
precedent. They dwell in the past. We
went without a civil rights law for 100
years, but in 1964 we passed the civil
rights law. We are dealing with it
today.

I repeat again that this idea that it is
perfectly all right for a Negro to travel
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60 miles a day but it is not all right for
a white man to travel 60 miles a day,
that the white man can live close to his
job while the Negro has to live in a
ghetto, removed by 35 miles, does not
strike the Senator from Rhode Island
as being dignified argument.

Perhaps we are setting a precedent
and the precedent will be that any time
a governmental agency brings up the
question of open housing, or fair hous-
ing, or a fair opportunity for a job, that
they make that a predicate. We have a
perfect right to defend that predicate.
If that is wrong and the Senate wants
to take an opposite view it is its privilege
to do so. As far as I am concerned, I do
not care if I am alone. If this is roundly
defeated, I still stand firm. I have stood
on the floor of the Senate and I managed
title VI. I have not been in the habit of
marching up the hill and the next day
marching down the hill. I have the cour-
age to be consistent.

Yes, maybe our forces are too little or
too late, but the question here is: Do we
come with humanity uppermost in our
minds?

It is foolish reasoning and nonsensi-
cal to argue that it is all right for a
Negro to travel 70 miles if he wants a
job, and that he should be happy to get
it

I say yes, it will be a long, hot sum-
mer. Keep doing this to American society
and you will never cool off summer. Un-
less you say to the able, ambitious law-
abiding Negro, “We will give you a
decent chance, not by promise but by
performance,” how can he place any
restraint upon the violent ones?

Already our society has been cursed—
and I use that word advisedly—with vio-
lence and vandalism, I say, the only cure
is to begin to do the things we preach
about but never seem to get around to
doing.

Let me read this letter, Mr. President.
It comes from——

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator mind
if I read the letter first, and then I will
yield to him?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course.

Mr. PASTORE. This letter comes to me
from Marvin L. Montgomery. I am go-
ing to read it in toto, because it points
up a disgraceful situation.

It reads as follows:

CHIcAGo, ILL.,
May 13, 1967.

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: One year ago I was
assigned by the Veterans' Administration to
Hines, Illinois, a western suburb of Chicago,
to supervise construction of a new 24-million
dollar general medical and surgical hospital
in Hines within an existing VA complex.

I am a Negro and a graduate architectural
engineer.

Because of my experiences here in Illinois,
I have read with growing concern of the
atomic reactor which is proposed to be built
in Weston, a western suburb of Chicago. My
concern is for the hundreds of professional
and non-professional men and women of my
race as well as other minorities, who, as I
was, will be asked to work on the Federal
project in Weston, Illinois.

Prior to my reassignment to Hines, because
of my concern about the housing situation
in Illinois, I was assured by Veterans' Ad-
ministration, Central Office supervisors that
housing was plentiful and that I would have
no problem in Illinois.
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When I arrived April 19, 10866, I did find
plenty of housing advertised in newspapers
and eagerly began to call upon realtors and
owners listing apartments and houses for
rent.

How can I describe the feelings we expe-
rienced as one realtor or owner after another
told us “This is only for whites,” or “We are
not ready to integrate,” or “This apartment
has just been rented” (later found to be un-
true). Others said, “I'll check and call back,”
or “Our rental office is closed, we can't help
you today.” We were ushered out of realtors’
offices hastily lest white passers-by would
think they were doing business with us.
During May, June and July, 1966, we visited
thirty-two realtors and owners in west sub-
urban communities near Weston, Illinois.

Almost invariably we were told to “Look in
Maywood,” the location of a large “Negro
Ghetto.”

What hurts most of all was that my wife,
daughter and I were not treated as human
beings, Amerlcan citizens, but as things to
be placed where white persons chose to place
us. It did not matter that we were college
graduates, ambitious, conscientious . . .; all
that mattered was the color of our skin. We
could have nothing to say about where we
could live or where our daughter could at-
tend school.

As a result of our frustrating and de-
humanizing experiences, my desire to pro-
test and publicize the treatment accorded
minorities led me to pitch a tent contalning
my family in front of the Oak Park office of
one of Illinols’ largest real estate firms, Baird
and Warner, Inc. This event was well cov-
ered by newspapers and television evoking
the usual responses of concern and indigna-
tion, However, in spite of the efforts of many
concerned individuals, the barriers remained,
and we reluctantly moved to the only place
that was open to us, the “Negro Ghetto” in
Maywood, Illino!s.

During the spring of 1967, we tried again
to find housing outside the ghetto, unsuc-
cessfully. My inability to obtain adequate
housing has led me to change to another
Jjob much sooner than I had planned. I am
now employed with the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development and have moved
to one of the very few integrated housing
areas of Chicago.

I am writing specifically to register my
strong feeling that the United States Con-
gress would be very unwise and unjustified
if funds are appropriated for the atomic
reactor at Weston, Illinois, unless Open Oc-
cupancy legislation is enacted by the Illinois
Legislature. It is unthinkable that the lead-
ers of our nation would pour billions of dol-
lars into a project in Illinois when Amer-
ican citizens asked to work on this project
are denled any choice of where they may
live.

In spite of the assurances of community
leaders in and around Weston that housing
will not be a problem for minority groups,
this problem will not be solved without pas-
sage of a strong, enforceable, state or fed-
eral open occupancy law. I have heard these
same assurances of community leaders and
have found them to be hollow. I believe that
any appropriation should be held up until
Illinpois passes a meaningful open housing
law, or that the atomic reactor should be
built In one of the other states suggested,
states which have legal means to deal with
discrimination in housing.

I feel so strongly about this that I am
willing to appear before any member or com-
mittee in Springfield or in Washington. Be-
cause of our nation’s devotion to the freedom
of all men everywhere, and because of its
leadership of free nations in the world, it is
imperative now that our actions truly follow
our words.

In summary, I wish to do all within my
power to assure that no other Negro em-
ployee or citizen of the United States is
subjected to the degrading treatment which
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my family and I received when we were as-
signed to live in Illinois.
Sincerely yours,
MarviN L. MONTGOMERY.

I want to ask my distinguished col-
league from Illinois that if he were
chairman of that committee and letters
of this kind came in, and all these or-
ganizations wrote to him, what part
would he take in this? Would he sweep
it under the rug, or tell these people to
go to the devil. Would he tell these peo-
ple, “Look, you do not count. You are
black. You are not white.” I am sure he
would not.

That is what is involved here. It is a
guestior. of morality. I would not say
that the Senator from Illinois is insin-
cere. He has his own point of view, and
he has made it abundantly clear time
after time after time. But this is a time
to be serious as well as sincere. This
idea of making a joke of the whole situ-
ation, of how long it takes to travel
through Rhode Island, or how large
Rhode Island happens to be, and all
that sort of nonsense, really has no place
in this debate.

Mr, President, so far as I am con-
cerned, I do not care if I stand alone. I
am going to vote my conscience this aft-
ernoon. I never said for one moment
that I wanted to integrate the whole
State of Illinois. Read the REcorb. I sald
time after time after time that the bill
should not be used as a blackjack to in-
tegrate the State of Illinois, I said that I
was compelled and obliged, because of
the action of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, to make sure that every Amer-
ican, regardless of the color of his skin,
could go to that site where we would be
pouring in $400 million of the taxpayers’
money and be assured that he would not
be turned away, as Mr. Montgomery was,
because he was dark, when he sought to
live close to his place of employment.

There has been reference here to Phil-
adelphia and our beginning as a nation.

Referring to the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, where is the equality of crea-
tion? Where is the inalienable right of
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness?

What does life mean, if it does not
mean a job—the means of making a
living?

What does liberty mean if we cannot
express ourselves?

What does the pursuit of happiness
mean unless we can find a home for our
family?

Mr. President, that is the human ques-
tion here this afternoon.

I do not care how other Senators vote.
I do not care if I stand alone. So far as
I am concerned, in my heart, I feel
good—I feel very good. I feel just as good
as when we passed title VI.

If Senators want to defeat the amend-
ment, they can go ahead and do it. The
opposition to my amendment may have
the votes this afternoon. But let me say
this to the Senate: When in days to
come we pick up the newspaper and read
about violent demonstrations and the
violence on the streets, ask ourselves this
question: What did I do to avoid it?
What did I do for the decent Negro who
wants a chance? What did I do for him
to pass on as a good example? What will
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be his response—if we do not discharge
our responsibility ?

These are some of the questions in-
volved in this issue this afternoon.

The Senate can do what it pleases.
The House has already had its pleasure.
If the Senate wants to act the same way,
it can go ahead and do it. But, as far as
I am concerned, I felt compelled to speak
on behalf of these fine groups, and the
people who live close to the problem.
They tell me that they are being dis-
criminated against.

I do not care if Illinois passes open
housing or not. That is its business. But
any time anyone asks me to stand up
and spend $1 which belongs to all the
people, to all the taxpayers of this coun-
try, they cannot tell me that I am going
to leave it to a handful of people to de-
cide who can live in the favored place
and who cannot.

Go ahead and defeat the amendment,
if you will, but I will cast my vote for it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, of
course, I cannot help it if the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island must
persist in the error of his ways. It is too
bad. I would not say, however, that he
has the only conscience in the Senate.

Mr. PASTORE., 1 did not say so. I said
the opposite.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would not say that he
has the only throbbing heart in the Sen-
ate for humanity.

Why, Mr. President, I remind my
friend, when he talks about the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, where does he think
the act of 1957 was written, and 1959,
and 1961, and 1963, if it was not in my
office, just 15 steps from here—with the
present Vice President sitting there, the
present President of the United States
coming to that office, and the Attorney
General, now the Assistant Secretary of
State, also sitting with us, not just day
after day, but week after week after
week, where those bills were written?

Thus, if he wants to believe he has
the only conscience in the Senate, just
go and look at the Recorp and see where
the senior Senator from Illinois was
when we were writing that legislation
and trying to perfect it and make it
pragmatic and worthwhile. And we did,
I believe.

Now, be careful about one letter and
about all the tears that are in it, because
I will tell Senators the other side of the
story. An agricultural laboratory, the
Northern Regional Research Laboratory,
was established in Peoria. A few years
ago they decided to send a very distin-
guished Negro organic chemist there.
Well, of course, the housing in Peoria
for Negroes is not anything to be proud
of, and he made some complaint of it. I
went to the president of the chamber
of commerce, and then to the president of
the largest savings and loan association
in that town. They said, “All right, we
will go out in the most favorable
area in town. We will buy the equivalent
of at least two, and possibly four, city
blocks,” and they optioned the property
and then said to him, “Look, we are
going to build you a brand new, stylish
house.” He said, “I won't take it. You
are trying to isolate me. You are frying
to set me off to one side.” Look at the
support that community poured out for
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him, and then he said, “Oh, no, you are
trying to segregate me.”

So look out for these individual cases.
Let my friend drive up and down south
Chicago and west Chicago and see what
we do about housing there. Then he will
get something besides this kind of pic-
ture, which has been painted in such
broad strokes on the Senate floor that
not even an artist would recognize it.

No, it is not quite that way. So let
us vote this down. We can show the
country that we have hearts and con-
sciences. We have done it before, because
we put legislation on the books for the
first time in 80 years. Look at the long
lag before it was done. Could it have
been done without the sympathy of the
House and the Senate? No.

We have made progress, lots of it. We
are making progress in Illincis. Com-
munities are falling into line. One branch
of the legislature did it. This move
started only a couple of months before
the adjournment time., Yef some think
it must be done overnight, like a cyclone
and a fire bell in the night. Well, people
are still people, and it does not work
out that way.

So do not be misled by that kind of
letter. I get these letters, too, and I know
what to do about them, particularly if
the address is in the letter, because I
know my State pretty well, and I know
the city of Chicago, and I can pretty well
tell what it is.

It is in the nature of people to com-
plain. I remember what “Black Jack”
Pershing, our commander in World War
I, said: “I would not give you a nickle
for a soldier who did not bitch.” That
was his language. That is quite true of
soldiers.

I am glad when they protest and ex-
press their dissent, because that is one
of the motive powers of the people.

Mr. President, I have belabored the
issue. I shall yield the floor with the plea
to Members of the Senate that they vote
this amendment down by an overwhelm-
ing majority and show that there is still
some reality and appreciation of reality
in what we do.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I feel there
would be nothing to add to the argu-
ments of my distinguished senior col-
league from Illinois. He has answered
many of the points raised by the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island.

I should like, however, to refer to the
four points made by the Senator from
Rhode Island as the concluding argu-
ment for his amendment and against
the approval of this site.

Because of my high regard for him and
for his obvious dedication to our national
interest and the interests that are served
in this project; and because of the im-
plication that this project will further
discrimination rather than remove a
blight upon American life, I would like to
take up these four points and try to
answer each of them in as rational and
logical & way as I can. I would hope
that with these arguments I could even
persuade the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island to vote against his own
amendment.

One of the four arguments he made is
that we should have economy in Gov-
ernment and that, after all, this project
is not needed. He described it as a toy.
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Second, he argues that there is some
indecision about the size of the unit, and
that we should wait a year, because a
year's delay would not cause any harm.

Third, that scientific determination
leaves us in doubt as to whether there
is an adequate water supply for
the project.

Fourth—I shall consider it last, al-
though it is the most important and over-
riding argument—the point of discrim-
ination in housing. I shall leave that last,
because I do feel as deeply and as strong-
ly about the issue of discrimination in

- housing in 1967 in Illinois and in every
other State of the Union as my dis-
tinguished colleague from Illinois does.

From the standpoint of the first argu-
ment, whether or not this project is
needed, I simply refer to the report which
was made in May 1963, by the Panel of
High Energy Accelerator Physicists of
the Atomic Energy Commission and the
President’s Science Advisory Committee,
recommending in 1963 that the Federal
Government construct a 200 Bev accel-
erator immediately. Ever since that de-
cision was made by that distinguished
panel, every delay we have had has set
the national interest back.

A second policy report was made in-
dicating the need for national action in
the field of high energy in January 1965.
The official position was taken by that
panel on that date, and President Lyn-
don B. Johnson endorsed that report.

I would also like to reac this paragraph
from a letter from Norman F. Ramsay,
Higgins professor of physics at Harvard
and president of Universities Research
Association, written to Senator Epwarp
Brooke, who is a supporter of this
amendment.

Since the scientists in this field are so
clearly aware of the need for speed, a major
delay will involve a great loss of momentum
and enthusiasm and will probably lead to
the disbanding of the present organization
which is already at work in Illinois, To start
all over again in a year or two from now will
be much more difficult and may never again
be as effective. It would be a tragedy for this
great and promising cooperative scientific
enterprise to be severely weakened by a delay
when the delay will not necessarily lead to
open housing legislation in Illinois and when
the presence of the Laboratory will provide
an Increasingly strong force favoring such
legislation and similar action favorable to
minority groups.

This comes from the president of Uni-
versities Research Association.

I should also like to refer to a report of
the National Academy of Scientists’ Site
Evaluation Committee, a group of dis-
tinguished scientists at work for many,
many months in making a determination
as to where this accelerator should be lo-
cated, and read as follows:

The quest for basic knowledge of elemen-
tary particles is a commitment shared by the
United States with other nations that are
capable of bullding accelerators of greater
and greater energy. The largest particle ac-
celerators now operating (at energles of about
30 Bev) are at Brookhaven National Labor-
atory on Long Island and at CERN (European

ation for Nuclear Research), Geneva,
Switzerland. The Soviet Union is construct-
ing a 70 Bev proton accelerator. The thirteen
European countries cooperating in CERN re-
cently agreed to take a major step to higher
energies through construction of storage
rings that would, in effect, greatly multiply
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the energy available from their present 28
Bev accelerator for certain experiments, CERN
has also made initial plans for & new ac-
celerator in the 300 Bev range and its pro-
posal is now before the member countries.
The United States can continue to remain
in the forefront of explorations in high en-
ergy physics by bringing the proposed 200
Bev accelerator into operation at an early
date. As Congressional reports have pointed
out, the task will be long and exacting. Site
selection alone has required extensive con-
sideration during the past year, and that
stage is not yet concluded by this report.
However, additional parameter studies and
development of components for the acceler-
ator can start at once. After the AEC has
decided upon the final site and has recelved
authorization to proceed, about two years
will be required for detalled design work and
four to five years more for construction. Test-
ing, alignment, and exploratory experimental
work will take another year. Even should
work commence immediately, full operation
could not be expected until the early 1970%.
It is highly desirable to proceed promptly
with the authorization and econstruction of
the proposed national laboratory. It is essen-
tlal to insure that the laboratory attract a
caliber of scientists and engineers most likely
to construet a truly exceptional laboratory
and to advance knowledge of the fundamen-
tal nature of matter. In order to retain and
recruit the high quality staff that is poten-
tially available, progress must be continuous
and visible. Experlments in this field must
be brilliantly conceived and executed, with-
out undue delays and interruptions, by men
expert in the procedures of high energy phys-
ics. In order to bring this about the labo-
ratory must be readily accessible to the best
men in the field from all parts of the country.

After a great deal of deliberation, the
Atomic Energy Commission selected Dr.
Robert Wilson, one of the most distin-
guished physicists in the world today,
to administer this project.

Based on the fact that a decision had
been made by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, and based on the unanimous re-
port of the site selection committee, and
with indications that it would be sup-
ported by the Senate and the House of
Representatives, Dr. Wilson began to as-
semble a group of technicians, scientists,
and engineers in Chicago, in rented quar-
ters near Argonne. Those men have given
up their university appointments, have
given up their jobs, have moved to Illi-
nois, and are now in the process of doing
preliminary work, acting on good faith
that the many reports that have been
made over a period of time will be acted
upon favorably by Congress.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. PERCY, I shall certainly yield to -
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator feel
that this is good procedure? Without
casting any reflection upon Dr, Wilson,
for whom I have the highest degree of
esteem and respect, does the Senator
think it is right to set up an organization
even before Congress authorizes a pro-
gram?

The idea that an organization has been
set up, and that, therefore, we must au-
thorize the project, does not strike me as
good procedure. They had no business to
set up an organization before Congress
acted upon it. Now we are told, “You are
going to break up the organization unless
you pass this $400 million project.” That
I cannot understand.

The Senator said he was going o an-
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swer me rationally, point for point. I
think that is a specious argument.

Mr. PERCY. I was answering the
Senator’s point as to the fact that, in
his judgment, a delay of 1 year would not
matter, and that we could put this
project off; and his point that it is just
a toy, anyway, in the opinion of the sci-
entific community.

I say that in the opinion of the sci-
ientific community this is considered
nothing other than a basic tool, required
to carry us forward in the areas of
knowledge that are essential in this
atomic age, if we are to continue to ex-
plore and delve deeper into the nature
of the atomic particle.

Mr. PASTORE. Did the Senator from
Rhode Island use the word “toy”?

Mr, PERCY. Yes.

Mr. PASTORE. I did? I believe I used
the word “gadget.” The word “toy” is
being used by the Senator from Illinois.
I never used it; I beg the Senator’s
pardon.

Mr. PERCY. In my further comments,
I shall be happy to omit the term “toy”
or “gadget.” I shall simply address my-
self to the fact that the Senator has
taken the position that this device is not
needed now, and that it is not urgent
that we have it. I would only point out
that the Atomic Energy Commission
would not proceed with its planning
studies now, and continue to gather sci-
entists and technicians, unless they felt
there was an urgent need for it.

The Senator from Washington knows
that with as complex an organization as
Boeing builds, a scentific and engineer-
ing community cannot be put together
overnight. These men have contracts.
They are dedicated to the universities in
which they work. Based on a decision
made by a commission of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, they have gone ahead, in good
faith, under instructions from the AEC.
They have made arrangements to go to
Chicago; they have formed the nucleus
of a scientific community, because of the
urgency the secientific world feels for this
project to move ahead, and to move
ahead now.

If the distinguished Senator would like
to have further evidence that the whole
business community and a distinguished
publication feel the urgency of this proi-
ect, I refer to an article entitled “Eu-
rope’'s Giant Atom Smasher,” in the July
8 issue of Business Week:

“The most powerful atom smasher of them
. all—one that will generate 300-billion elec-

tron volts (bev)—is in the early stages of
construction near Geneva for the 13-nation
European Organization for Nuclear Research,
known as CERN. . . .

Right now the most powerful atom
smasher in full operation is the 33-bev ac-
celerator at Long Island’s Brookhaven Na-
tional Laboratory. But the Russians will top
this in the fall when their accelerator at
Serpukhov, near Moscow, gets up to its full
70-bev power. By 1974, the Atomic Energy
Commission should be on top again, with a
200-bev accelerator at Weston, Il1,

But three years after that, CERN—which
already has a 28-bev atom smasher In oper-
ation—hopes to move into the international
lead with its 300-bev project. The organiza-
tion believes that its member governments
will agree to the $400-million cost, steep as
it is in comparison with CERN’s total 1967
budget of $58-million. Reason: The project
is favored by France, West Germany, and Brit-
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ain, which contribute between them 65%
of the total CERN budget; physicists from
other member countries are pressing their
governments to go along.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. PERCY. I yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. We had the staff check
that. That article in Business Week is
in error, the picture is wrong, there is
no authorization for it, and it has not
even been started.

Mr. PERCY. I just had the article
handed to me an hour ago.

Mr. PASTORE. It had better be
checked, because I have it on what I
consider reliable authority that that
article is absolutely in error where it
states a 300 Bev accelerator is under
construection by CERN. The photograph
that accompanied the article and pur-
ports to show construction of the 300
Bev is not that at all. The picture show-
ing excavation is for the addition of stor-
age rings for the existing 28 Bev CERN
accelerator.

Mr. PERCY. I turn, then, to the testi-
mony before the Senator’s own Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, in which
the witnesses discussed the need for not
only proceeding with the 200 Bev ac-
celerator, but have already started plan-
ning to see whether or not that accelera-
tor can be moved up to the 300 Bev ac-
celerator level they feel will be required.
In other words, since this project has
been conceived, a study project was un-
dertaken by the Commission to deter-
mine whether or not they could accede
to the Director of the Budget’s request
that they reduce the size of the accelera-
tor. That was turned down by the Com-
mission, and it was turned down by the
joint congressional committee. Rather
than reduce the size of it, in accordance
with a request from the Budget Direc-
tor, they saw the need to increase its
size, because, as time goes on, this ac-
celerator will become increasingly obso-
lete as others press forward. If the So-
viet Union, with only a part of the gross
national product that we have, and other
European countries can see the urgent
need to move forward in this field, how
can we sit here and say that one single
criterion should delay this project, the
need for which has been seen for the
last 4 or 5 years, and is fully recognized
by every top grade physicist and scientist
in the United States of America, as well
as in the world?

The question has been raised by the
Senator as to whether or not there is
adequate water supply. This question
has been gone over time and time again.
I would merely turn to a report made by
Albert J. Meserow, chairman of the
Great Lakes Commission of Illinois, in
which he says:

There is no basis for the argument made
with respect to the availability of water at
the Weston site. In the first place, there was
a full investigation made by the Atomic
Energy Commission as to the avallability
of adequate water at the Weston site, and
they found that there is sufficient ground
water in the area to provide all of the

necessary water for the atomic plant at
Weston.,

‘We have one of the greatest reservoirs
of water available to us in that area;
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there is no question about that. I shall
not belabor the point, but I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp at this point a full and complete
report that will refute every basis for
that type of argument, that there is
inadequate water in the Weston area.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REPORT ON WATER AT WESTON SITE
(By Albert J. Meserow, chalrman of Great

Lakes Commission of Illinois, former as-

sistant attorney general of Illinois (han-

dled the Lake Michigan Diversion case in
the U.8. SBupreme Court))

There is no basis for the argument made
with respect to the availability of water at
the Weston site. In the first place, there was
a full investigation made by the Atomic
Energy Commission as to the availability of
adequate water at the Weston site and they
found that there is sufficient ground water
in the area to provide all of the necessary
water for the atomic plant at Weston.

Secondly, Congressman Rogers should not
be concerned with the availability of water
at Weston because it does not affect his area
whatsoever. Third, it appears from his state-
ment that he is acting as the “Charlie Mc-
Carthy"” for the States of Michigan and New
York, who is traditionally opposed to Illi-
nois with respect to diversions out of Lake
Michigan. Attorney General Frank Kelley of
Michigan wrote the Congressional Commis-
sion opposing the Weston sice on the ground
that it may require Illinois to withdraw water
from Lake Michigan for the Weston site.
There is no basis for this assumption because
Weston is too far from Lake Michigan and
the withdrawal of water from Lake Michigan
for Weston would be impracticable and non-
feasible and further it would be unnecessary
because there is sufficlent ground water and
streams in DuPage County to adequately
supply Weston. Furthermore, Congressman
Rogers should know that the State of Illinois
is bound by the U.S. Supreme Court decree
in the Lake Michigan Diversion case to limit
the withdrawal from Lake Michigan for all
purposes to 3,200 cublc feet per second. Be-
cause of this limitation in the decree it can-
not withdraw any more water from Lake
Michigan for Weston or for any other pur-
pose in Illinois over and above the 3,200 cuble
feet per second. The important thing to em-
phasize is that there is sufficient and ade-
quate ground and stream waters in the
Weston area for the atomic plant otherwise
the Atomic Energy Commission would never
have selected this site.

Mr. PERCY. I then come to the last
point, the question of housing. I say to
the distinguished Senator that I have
listened with a great deal of interest
to his comments on that point.

I have been an advocate for a number
of years of open occupancy legislation
at the municipal level. I have fought for
it at the State level, in the midst of a
political campaign where I was told that
I would be crucified if I went down and
testified for it; but I did, and I did so
because it was right to do so. I advocated
it at the Federal level, supported the
House-passed bill last year, and regretted
that the Senate did not pass that meas-
ure.
But I think it is grossly unfair to imply
that Illinois, alone among all the 50
States, or among the six States consid-
ered for this facility, is in a position of
not offering adequate opportunity for
housing. I simply say there is discrimina-
tion everywhere in this country.

The American dream is not avallable
to many Americans, millions of them,
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because of race, color, and creed. And
until such time as we remove every last
vestige that we can of discrimination
simply because of race, color, or creed,
we will not have fulfilled the expecta-
tions and hopes that we have and that
we should have for our country.

I turn now to a point-by-point argu-
ment as to whether this point should be
the controlling point and should delay
this project for a year or more, what-
ever time may be required.

Twenty States presently have open oc-
cupancy statutes. Thirty States have
none.

If I am to take the critics at their word,
then I must assume that AEC will spend
no more money in any of the 30 States
that do not have an open housing statute.
Indeed, if this principle were followed
out logically and consistently, 30 States
of our Union would be ineligible for any
kind of Federal facilities.

For example, what would happen to a
bill such as H.R. 8363 that was passed
by the House of Representatives for the
improvement of the Nation’s waterways?

That bill proposes that about $95 mil-
lion will be spent in States which do not
have such legislation.

If Congress is to deny a 200 Bev ac-
celerator to Illinois, may it spend $372
million of Federal money in other States
which do not have open occupancy laws?
Indeed, the pending bill contains an ap-
propriation for the construction of a fa-
cility by the AEC in the State of New
Mexico. New Mexico does not have open
housing.

If we insist on clinging to the false
criterion of the presence of a State open
housing law, let us at least apply that
general rule across the board. Let us
realize that if we deny the accelerator
to Illinois on that basis, 29 other States
in the future will be prohibited from re-
ceiving appropriations for public works,
for NASA, and for the military.

Finally, those who subscribe to this
point of view are saying that our Gov-
ernment regrets having builf Cape Een-
nedy in Florida, the Redstone Arsenal
in Alabama, the Strategic Air Command
Headquarters in Nebraska, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority dams in Tennessee,
Alabama, and Kentucky, the AEC facili-
ty at Alamogordo, and the Pentagon in
Virginia, and that the Government will
never again let a TFX contract to a com-
pany in Texas.

It has been asserted that matters of
civil rights and nondiscrimination—and
specifically open housing legislation—
was a “primary criterion” or a “condi-
tion precedent” to the approval of a
particular site.

It is important to recognize that
neither the original site selection criteria
submitted to the Joint Committee in
April 1965 by the Commission, nor the
National Academy of Sciences Report
to the Commission recommending con-
sideration of six sites for the accelerator
in March 1966 specifically mention the
criteria of civil rights or nondiscrimina-
tion, much less the matter of open hous-
ing legislation.

It is correct that, beginning in April
1966, the AEC did announce that certain
commitments of employment opportuni-
ty would be expected from the success-
ful site. However, the Commission never
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took the position that the matter of
equal opportunity or any of those aspects
would be given primary consideration
over all other factors in choosing an
accelerator site.

On the contrary, the Commission’s de-
cision was announced to be based upon
a8 “balancing of all factors involved.”

Even more important, the AEC never
singled out the existence of open hous-
ing legislation as a condition precedent
to the selection of a site, nor did it give
disproportionate weight to the factor of
housing in evaluating the climate of
equal opportunity.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I em-
phasize that this is nothing that was in-
vented by the senior Senator from Rhode
Island.

This is a criteria requisite instituted by
the AEC.

To say that this was never made a pri-
mary prerequisite is incorrect. I am read-
ing from page 400 of the hearings, from
a release of the Commission in January
1967.

2 These are the words of the Commis-
on:

July-December, 1966. The Commission con-
sidered the 200 Bev accelerator site selection
question at 18 meetings. Primary concerns
of the Commission were electric power sup-
ply, civil rights, and nondiscrimination.

Those were the words used by them.
They did this.

We must realize that this is an educa-
tional project and nothing more. This
has nothing to do with national defense.
There is no emergency involved here.

All we are trying to do is to afford equal
opportunity to people for jobs, and that
depends entirely on whether they can
live in the vicinity of the project.

I realize that in the past maybe we
have been rather neglectful. However,
only the other day, Secretary McNamara
set upon certain apartment projects be-
cause they were not accommodating
Negro boys in uniform. Those boys are
fighting in the fields in Vietnam. When
they come back home and try to get a
job at this accelerator, we do not want
to have them told that they would have
to commute back and forth from the
Negro ghettos in Chicago. That is not the
American way of doing things.

If it had not been for the impetus given
to the whole matter by those who believe
in the prerequisite set by the Atomic
Energy Commission, we would not have
seen the towns of Wheaton and Joliet
pass their ordinances. I applaud them
for their action. Give a little more time
and other towns will satisfy the remon-
strances of these people.

These people are sincere. They are
people of Ilinois. They tell me: “This is
awful, This is terrible. We will be denied
our equal rights.”

Let us give them equity and justice.

That is all this amounts to. That is
the position taken by the Senator from
Rhode Island.

I repeat what I said this morning, that
I do not pretend to be the conscience of
the Senate. I said that, and the Senator
from Illinois was here when I said it. I
do not pretend to be the conscience of
the Congress.
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All T am talking about is my own con-
science, and that gives me enough re-
sponsibility.

I know that the Senator from Illinois
is sincere, and I hope that he feels that
I am sincere in my stand.

This is no laughing matter. This is
deadly serious. It has to do with the
basic constitutional rights of people.

I did not start this. When we seek to
give out a Federal contract, we cannot do
it unless the contracting party can guar-
antee the opportunity of egual employ-
ment for all Americans.

Times have changed.

We did not have that provision 50 years
ago or 10 or 15 years ago. We legislated
that recently. This is a new day.

Our cities never knew the frenzy of
racial demonstrations. They know them
now.

A “hot summer” used to mean just
that. Now—it means hate, fear, violence,
vandalism.

Let us take out the heat and the hate.

Let us get beyond promises and get to
performances.

Let us give a little encouragement to
the decent people so that they can say
to the other people: “Quiet down. Be a
little more patient. Don’t be so emotional.
A better day is coming.”

That seems so sensible.

However, every time we get a chance
to do something, we muff it.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land whether he feels that with respect
to the other five States cited by the com-
mittee there is in any of them, California,
New York, Colorado, Michigan, or Wis-
consin, an absence of discrimination?

Mr. PASTORE. I am perfectly willing
to admit to my good friend, the junior
Senator from Illinois, that it exists in
Rhode Island. We are not the paragon
of virtue, No State is.

The mere fact that an evil situation
exists in other States does not warrant
us in approving an authorization of $400
million for the building of this project.
It is an educational project. We do not
want to discriminate against people.

I know that there have been sins in
the past. However, this is my present
task. I happen to be chairman this year
of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

I repeat that the AEC, when this issue
became a hot potato, dropped it, and they
dropped it in whose lap? They dropped
it in the lap of the senior Senator from
Rhode Island. And I have been struggling
with it ever since.

Mr. PERCY. It would be my sincere
hope that a year or 2 years from now my
distinguished colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, will come to me
and say: “You were right. Progress has
been made in Illinois despite the fact that
we awarded it. Now that we have it
underway, I find that it is important.
I am glad that we went ahead with it.”

It would be my fond hope that I may
have that expectation realized.

Mr. PASTORE. That would be my
fond hope, also. I cannot promise the
Senator to vote for him, but I will write
him a nice letter.

Mr. PERCY. Because I was somewhat
concerned as to how Illinois stacked up
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against other States, I looked up in the
Congressional Data Book of the Census
Bureau the percentages of nonwhites
living in the congressional districts where
the final six prospective sites were lo-
cated.

Weston, Ill., has 2.8 percent. That is
in the congressional district in which
Weston, Ill., is located. Brookhaven, N.Y.,,
has 4.8 percent; Denver, Colo., 6.1 per-
cent; Madison, Wis., four-tenths of 1
percent; Sacramento, Calif., 3.9 per-
cent; Ann Arbor, Mich., 41.5 percent.

Now, if we are to base our judgment
on this one criterion, then the situation
is clear: The project ought to stay in
the Middle West, and it ought to go to
Ann Arbor, Mich.

The Commission had the responsibility
and clearly cited that this was to be a
factor, but the matter had to be balanced
out with other factors.

When I look at these figures, I see
there is discrimination in every com-
munity, and Illinois is worse than some
and better than others.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. NELSON. I do not believe I can
accept the idea that the number of mi-
nority people living in a particular com-
munity demonstrates whether or not the
community has prejudice. The fact is
that the State of Wisconsin has an open
housing law. Most of the Negroes live in
Milwaukee. The open housing law ap-
plies to Milwaukee. The city of Madison,
which is near where the site would have
been if the Commission had selected
Wisconsin, also has an open housing law.

I just wanted to cite that for the
RECORD.

Mr. PERCY. We have had reference
on many occasions in this body to the
attitude of various civil rights groups,
and a long list of distinguished citizens
from Illinois has been read off.

I can assure the Senator from Rhode
Island that I have met with representa-
tives of virtually every one of those
groups. I have talked with them and I
have found a great deal of understand-
ing on their part. Many of them were
not aware of the remarkable progress
the State of Illinois has been making in
recent, years.

After all, the city of Chicago, not
under the threat of getting or not get-
ting an atomic energy facility, passed
an open occupancy ordinance years ago,
and it was sustained by the Supreme
Court of Illinois just last year. We did
not have to do anything under threat of
not receiving a facility.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the elogquence
of the able Senator in describing the ac-
complishments of the State of Illinois.
That, however, is not the question posed
here.

The issue brought before the Senate
by the pending amendment is whether
Congress shall undertake to deny the lo-
cation of a project, the authorization of
a project, which has been declared as
essential to the progress of this country
and to the maintenance of this country’s
lead in the field of physics, to a particu-
lar State because it has not enacted a
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law which Congress itself has refused to
enact.

If this criterion should be applied to
other projects in the bill, then a multi-
million dollar project to build weapons
at Oak Ridge, Tenn., would be stricken
out. Why? Because Tennessee has not
enacted a law which the Senator from
Rhode Island would undertake to re-
quire of Illinois before this project could
be located there.

I see the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky in the Chamber. No money, by this
yardstick, could go to the atomic en-
ergy plant at Paducah, because neither
has Kentucky enacted such a law.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I have listened to the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land, and I must say that he speaks from
a deep sense of justice. But I do wonder
what his views would be about the ex-
tension of the principle which he has so
eloquently supported, which has now
been opened up by the argument of the
Senator from Tennessee.

Would the Senator from Rhode Island
extend the principle—noble as it is, and
one which should be adopted for the en-
tire country—to the location of any Fed-
eral facility or the enlargement of any
Federal facility in a State which has not
enacted an open housing law? That
seems to me to be the issue which the
Senator from Tennessee has opened up
and which we must decided.

I do not say this in derogation of the
position of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land; but it would seem to be rather
hypoeritical for me, for example, to vote
for his amendment and then later to
vote for the location or the enlargement
of any facility in the 30 States which do
not have an open housing law.

What is the distinetion? That is what
I should like to know.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. PERCY. I yleld.

Mr. PASTORE. I realize that we are
iriettins into a very fine line of demarca-

on.

We have passed a higher education law,
and we have passed the spirit of title VI
of our civil rights law. We do not give out
money for educational purposes if there
is segregation, and I do not believe any-
one challenges that. This is because we
feel that when you are dealing with the
whole complex of the student society of
this Nation, you have to treat them all
equally and give them all a fair oppor-
tunity.

In this particular case, I do not know
why, but the AEC took it upon itself to
make a criterion. They did it. They raised
this question. Any time they went to Den-
ver, they asked the question: “How about
the availability of housing for all Ameri-
cans in this locality ?”

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] has talked about our using this in-
strumentality to bring about the enact-
ment of an open housing law in Illinois.
The Senator from New York [Mr, JaviTs]
made that argument. But I have never
made that argument. I have never said
that during the course of the hearings.

I have said that in view of the fact that
the AEC did raise this question, in view
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of the fact that they did institute this as
a prerequisite—because they did excite a
lot of people who know diserimination, a
lot of people who have been stung, even
at the Argonne installation, people who
were forced to travel a distance of 70
miles to and from work every day only
because of the color of their skin. I be-
lieve the Commission had a perfect right
to get into these questions. And because
we undertook this responsibility, we have
made some improvement. The town of
Wheaton has instituted an open occu-
pancy law, and the town of Joliet did so
only yesterday.

I am not here to fix any precedents. In
view of the fact that we have made that
an issue, my argument is that this proj-
ect is not essential and is ill advised at
the present. The people who want the
200 Bev are talking about the 800 Bev.
If you leave it up to them, it will be 2,000
Bev. This may be very desirable. But we
have not decided exactly how large it
should be. The Budget Bureau talked
the AEC out of doing it in one step. They
suggested a two-phase accelerator. They
said, “OK, do part of it now and later
on do the rest of it.”

The cost is $240 million now, and the
Lord only knows how much it will cost
later on. The Joint Committee felt that
it should be the big job on the first step,
and that has not been determined. In the
use of this money, we do not know
whether they will get into the $240 mil-
lion job or into the $375 million job or
even a more expensive job. That is an
issue. It should be resolved.

The Senator from Michigan raised the
subject of Lake Michigan. I know that a
report was made, but the argument made
in refutation of the report is that when
you begin to build the complex around
the accelerator, there will not be enough
water.

The next point I make—and I believe
it is a good point—is the fact that this
project is not for a military purpose. This
has nothing at all to do with military
security. It has nothing at all to do with
the security of the Nation.

We can afford to wait a little longer,
and perhaps we can straighten out our
difficulty. Otherwise, this will be a sore
spot for a long time to come.

Since the House passed the bill, two
communities have come along with open
housing. I am hopeful that if we wait an-
other year, several more communities
will come along.

I am not trying to blackjack anybody
into anything. I did not raise this ques-
tion. This was raised by the Commission.

To return to the guestion raised by
the Senator, I would say that any time
any agency of the Government for rea-
sons better known to them, because of
problems of the past, insists on the avail-
ability of housing and homes for all
Americans who might be engaged at that
project, I shall defend that insistence to
the end.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I know
that the Senator from Rhode Island is a
believer in and speaks from his heart on
open housing. He takes his position in
good conscience and from his heart. It is



July 12, 1967

a position which I hope eventually will
bear fruit.

However, I believe it still leaves an un-
answered question. Having taken this
position upon the particular facility,
then what would one do, when next day
or the next week another question may
arise about another facility in the same
or another State. Since I think it would
be logical and right that if one took the
position of voting against this facility, he
should vote against any other facility
or its enlargement., Otherwise, I would
consider myself to be in a hypocritical
position.

Mr. PASTORE. When the Senator
speaks about the Federal Government
passing a law, we get into a different
question. It is a question that States
would not encounter. That can be argued
until the cows come home. There is a
slight difference.

I am not trying to blackjack anybody
but this has become a difficult issue.
People have overwhelmed me with their
concern and insisted on hearings being
held. It has become a cause celebre and
has been very vexing and disturbing to
me. I am trying to do the best I can to
convince Senators that if they will post-
pone this matter for 1 year no one will
be hurt and maybe we can ameliorate
the entire situation.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I hesitate
to get into this colloquy but this is an
unusual proposition before the Senate. I
am grateful that this matter is receiving
serious attention. The matter proposed
by this amendment is quite unusual.

The distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island said he did not raise the question;
that the Atomic Energy Commission
raised it. By what authority did the
Atomic Energy Commission raise this
question?

The law does not require this as a cri-
teria for projects of the U.S. Govern-
ment. The Atomic Energy Commission
did do as the senior Senator from Rhode
Island said, but did they do so by re-
quirement of law or by authorization of
law? No, arbitrarily.

Now that an agency of the Federal
Government has arbitrarily, without a
requirement of law, without authoriza-
tion of the Congress, fixed one item as
a matter of consideration, then, ex post
facto, without further argument the
Congress should refuse to authorize such
a project even though Congress declined
to enact such a law, if the requirement
would arbitrarily apply.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, here
again the presentation made to the com-
mittee and to the Atomic Energy Com-
mission is that the project would have a
tremendous effect on the international
scientific society of the world; that we
expect many people from all over the
world to come here. That is one of the
glamorous things about this project; that
is one of the spectacular things about
this project: To invite scientists from all
over the world, white, black, or yellow,
to come and work at this project.
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Would it not be a sad day, after we
authorize $400 million, trying to promote
international good will, to have someone
with black or yellow skin come here,
someone who is a great scientist as well,
only to be told by some innkeeper, “I am
sorry. We have no room for you here to-
night.” That is why they set the criterion
of the availability of housing. Then,
when it got to be a hot potato they
dropped it in my lap.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I did not
intend my remarks to be so long, but I
am continually stimulated by the senior
Senator from Rhode Island. I wish to
address myself to the two questions
which have been raised immediately pre-
ceding: the question of what has been
termed, time and time again in this issue,
as Federal blackmail, and the issue
of urgency and whether this project
really is needed at this time.

The Senator characterized this $400
million device as an educational instru-
ment. I would like to indicate that the
profound nature of what we are talking
about in this instrument was revealed in
one sentence in testimony before the
Senator’s Committee on Atomic Energy
by Mr. Glenn Seaborg, the Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commission, when he
said, in summarizing this device:

The aim is to correlate all the information
sufficiently to try to bring it together in a
coherent manner that will lead to better
understanding of the nucleus of the atom
and therefore of the atom itself and there-
fore of molecules and everything that makes
up the universe.

Mr. President, if we say we have
learned enough about the universe and
the particles that make it up, we had bet-
ter stop progress in this area. We are
withdrawing from the atomic age. We are
deciding not to live in the 20th century,
and we are saying the resources of this
country are so inadequate we might as
well become a second-rate power.

If we postpone this accelerator for any
lengthy period of time for reasons that
are not germane to the scientific progress
that can and should be made, we would
be forfeiting to the Societ Union and to
the 13 countries of Europe the leadership
in nuclear physics and elementary par-
ticle physics that we have built up so
painstakingly in this country since Jan-
uary 1939, when the discovery of the fis-
sioning of a uranium nucleus was an-
nounced at an American Physics Society
meeting here in Washington by the great
Italian-American scientist, Enrico Fermi.

I have been a trustee of the University
of Chicage for 17 years and a trustee of
Cal Tech for a number of years. I do not
understand the first thing about physics.
However, I understand the concern and
I understand when they feel good faith
has been breached. I have talked con-
stantly for 2 years with Dr. Robert
Bacher, of Cal Tech, a former member
of the Atomic Energy Commission and
member of the Site Selection Committee.

He has told me time and time again,
in Washington and in Pasadena, of his
grave concern for the scientific progress
that will not be made in this country if
we continue to procrastinate and delay
for any reason—open housing, or what-
ever. Today my office has been on the
telephone with him twice. He is deeply
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concerned about the proceedings that
are now going on in this Chamber, as
g;very top-grade scientist in this eoun-

Einstein and Fermi came to this coun-
try because they could pursue this sci-
ence in freedom. We have, by supporting
science in this country, made it possible
for scientists and engineers to pursue
research and development for human
advancement, and for the security of the
free world with great success. If we fail
now to go forward with the construction
of the 200 Bev accelerator, we will be
failing the promise that the great pio-
neers like Einstein and Fermi had set for
us in their exploration of the frontiers of
nuclear science.

I know for a certainty that the small
nucleus of scientists working now would
be so disheartened we would probably
lose most of them if we abandoned or
delayed this project.

May I now return to the concluding
comments on the question of Federal
blackmail and using the open occupancy
issue as a legitimate issue for delaying
the project?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield for one ques-
tion on that point?

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator re-
call that when Chief Justice Salmon P.
Chase wrote his celebrated opinion in
Texas against White he said this:

The Constitution, in all its provisions,
looks to an indestructible union composed
of indestructible states.

Does the Senator recall that, or will
he accept my assurance that those are
the exact words of Chief Justice Chase
in that case?

Mr. PERCY. I accept that.

Mr. ERVIN. Can the Senator imagine
any more certain way to destroy an in-
destructible union composed of inde-
structible States than for Congress to
tell the States of this Union, “If you do
not pass the kind of laws relating to loeal
matters Congress desires you to pass,
then you will not be able to participate
to the full extent in American life, and
you will not be permitted to receive Fed-
eral installations.”

Would that not be destroying the
States of this Union for Congress to un-
dertake to coerce the States into passing
laws which Congress might think a State
should pass and which a State refuses to
pass?

Mr. PERCY. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

FEDERAL BLACHKMAIL

Mr. President, there is no denying—
and I would not deny it for a moment—
that there is racial diserimination in Du
Page County, just as there is racial dis-
crimination in every county in the United
States today. It is also obvious that al-
though we have our problems in Illinois,
those States which have open-housing
laws have not solved their problems. New
York still has Harlem. California still has
Watts.

I am concerned that using Weston as a
lever to obtain open-housing legislation
may very well further delay our reaching
that goal. While the legislation is not
much to ask, representing as it does so-
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cial justice, the high penalty the State
would pay for not acting immediately
seems inequitable to me.

Mr, President, I can say with some de-
‘gree of certainty that in the Legislature
of Illincis there has been a deep resent-
ment at the implication that in Wash-
ington we are going to tell a State how
to legislate. I would say, in the judgment
of some people, that the statements made
in Washington have delayed progress in
the legislative area in Illinois.

Illinois and every other State has paid,
and will continue to pay, the price of dis-
crimination in housing. Our State ad-
ministration realizes that. The Illinois
business community is also becoming
more and more aware of it. Thus, I be-
lieve that we will, some day, have fair
housing legislation at the State level—as
1 hope we will at the Federal level—be-
cause it is right, not because of pressure
from the Federal Government.

PROGRESS MADE AND BEING MADE

Mr. President, we have our problems,
but we are working to correct them; and
we were working even before the impetus
of Weston and the accelerator. Moreover,
we must remember that it will take 7
vears for this facility to become opera-
tional, and it will function for many years
thereafter. During this time, there can
and will be, I am convinced, concrete
steps taken to further improve the cli-
mate of equal opportunity in Illinois,
just as some of the steps have already
been taken.

For example, I can report today that
in the two communities near the site,
Weston and Glen Ellyn, there have been
over 500 homes available since the first
of the year on a nondiseriminatory basis,
through a voluntary plan invelving the
local real estate board.

For the benefit of my good friend and
colleague from Rhode Island, let me re-
peat that statement:

There have been available, in Weston
and in Glen Ellyn, over 500 homes since
the first of the year on a nondiserimina-
tory basis, through a voluntary plan in-
volving the local real estate board.

Weston itself, a village of 350 people,
already has a fair housing ordinance.

West Chicago, the nearest city to Wes-
ton with a substantial minority of Latin
American descent, has open housing,
though no open housing law.

Wheaton and Glen Ellyn are two
larger towns nearby. They, together with
the small town of Winfield, have started
the central Du Page program for better
living, a voluntary open housing plan.
Presently, almost two-thirds of the new
listings are offered on a nondiscrimi-
natory basis.

In recent months, the plan has spread
to the neighboring towns of Lombard,
Villa Park, and Elmhurst, where over 15
percent of the listings are nondiscrimi-
natory.

Perhaps most significantly, 1 week
ago, Wheaton, the seat of Du Page
County, and one of the largest commu-
nities in the area, adopted an open hous-
ing ordinance banning discrimination in
the sale or rental of homes. The new
ordinance, which calls for the Wheaton
Human Relations Commission to inves-
tigate all complaints of discrimination,
and calls for fines of $100 to $500 for vio-
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lators, has been commended by the
NAACP.

Referring to the NAACP, I should like
to indicate that in a resolution adopted
on June 6, 1966, by the National Board
of the NAACP, a resolution germane to
this argument, they expressed the opin-
ion that there was comparable discrim-
ination at all six sites and found no rea-
son to assume any position for or against
any of the sites.

The resolutions is as follows:

Whereas the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has decided to construct the world's
largest atom smasher at an initial cost of
$375 million and

Whereas the question of site selection has
been reduced to six communities located in
New York, Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin,
Colorado and California, and

Whereas a part of the criteria for final se-
lection of a site is the question of race re-
lations in each of the respective commu-
nities, and

‘Whereas we recognize that racial discrim-
ination exists in each of the six communities
now under consideration, we also belleve that
the degree of difference, if any, between such
discrimination in one as opposed to the other
is not great enough to justify the NAACP in
taking sides In the matter; now therefore,
be 1t

Resolved That the NAACP expresses no
preference with respect to the question of
selection of a site for the atom smasher
planned by the Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr. President, I should like to point
out that Joliet, a city of 75,000, within
20 commuting miles of Weston, has just
passed on open housing ordinance, which
is one of the best ones I have seen,

The question is not whether we have
adequate housing in the area near Wes-
ton. The only question raised as an ob-
jection to the site is that we do not have
a State open housing law.

To my distinguished colleague from
Rhode Island I can only pledge to him
that I shall, without cessation, work to
achieve open occupancy legislation in
every community, in every area of the
State that I serve. I have made my po-
sition perfectly clear to the Legislature
of Illinois. I have also made it clear
to every citizen in our State,

In the absence of any such legisla-
tion, we will press forward with all the
diligence we can to see that villages and
cities in this entire community adopt
ordinances that will have the same ef-
fect as the State ordinance or law. Cer-
tainly I have offered on a number of oc-
casions to Dr. Wilson, my services on
a committee—a blue ribbon committee,
if we might call it that—to insure that
the leadership of our community—po-
litical, business, labor, and civil rights
groups—is marshaled behind this, be-
cause the law can never be depicted as
solving all our problems. A law, even
if passed, is only the visible part of an
iceberg. The diserimination—the plight
of the people who cannot have equality
of opportunity, of jobs, of housing, or
of education—lies just beneath the sur-
face. We can pass all the laws in the
world but when people get together to
work and to remove these areas of dis-
crimination, perhaps even more prog-
ress could be made than if laws are
passed.

I can certify to my distinguished col-
league from Rhode Island that the citi-
zens of Illinois are aroused. Television,
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radio, newspapers, have all had a good
neighbor campaign on equality of hous-
ing running for several months. It is
one of the best I have seen anywhere in
the country.

By some means or other, we are going
to insure that when the site is located
in Weston and the accelerator is con-
structed there, the problems of diserimi-
nation will in no sense hold back the
progress that can and should be made
in the national interest by adopting this
very modest, initial appropriation in-
cluded in the bill now being presented
by the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
shall ask unanimous consent to place in
the Recorp at a later point an analysis
of costs as between the various locations,
not only by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion itself, but by two independent
surveys.

I do not want to discuss the matter of
Weston and its problems, and in my re-
marks I shall not do so. Nor do I want to
take anything away from Illinois as to
its selection for the location of this accel-
erator, but I have been involved in this
matter for some time, not as a member of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
but otherwise, and I want to be consistent
in what I have said previously and what
I shall say now. This has nothing to do
with the selection of the site or the other
matters discussed today.

I think the scientific advisory commit-
tee of the National Academy of Scientists
made its first mistake when it eliminated
five or six sites in the United States, sites
which involved the investments of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, many of them
having very cheap hydropower and an
abundance of water, with no question of
having it available involved, and threw
them out. I am speaking of atomic energy
sites in the United States, of which the
TVA would be one. One would be in Han-
ford. One is in Idaho. There is one other
place. The commitiee narrowed the selec-
tion down to the other sites.

As I understood the criteria by the
Atomic Energy Commission at that time,
the first was low-cost power, because
that is going to be a big item in the
operation; abundanece of water, with no
question about the water supply; and
some other criteria regarding housing,
transportation, and so forth. But the pri-
orities involved were, first, electricity
and water—an uninterruptible supply of
electricity, one with no possibility of
blackout or loss of power or inadeguacy
of power. But the selection was made,
and it was probably justified in the re-
port.

I think the committee was ill advised
to start out by eliminating the other
places which had all the criteria, at least
the ones that were given as priorities
back in 1964. I guess that is water over
the dam. I still want to place in the
Recorp an analysis of the cost figures,
not the cost figures of building the ac-
celerator, but the operation costs. I have
looked . through the record and cannot
find any comparison of the costs made
by the commission. Annual estimates of
costs at the six proposed sites are given,
but I cannot find any comparison of the
operation costs. Many engineers and
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seientists involved in this field have said
the costs would be much less at other
places. I shall place that analysis in the
REecorp. It was made, as I understood it,
as late as last fall. Savings of $12 million
or $13 million in one item a year were
cited. For a 10-year period of operation,
that would represent a saving of $130
million on one item. There is no reference
to that in the record.

I think I know how these six sites were
selected. I know the Academy people
quite well. I know the people on the so-
called selection committee. They finally
ended up by throwing off the effects of
the costs. I think the construction costs
are pretty accurate and would apply
perhaps to wherever the accelerator was
constructed. The committee ascertained
the personal desires of the people who
might be involved as to the location.
That should be a criterion, too. But we
are dealing with a cost fizure of an an-
nual operation that will be just as im-
portant as the initial construction cost.

I shall place in the REcorp some of
the communications I had on the ac-
celerator standards. I think I recall the
the facts pretty well. The witnesses testi-
fied before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy as to the annual operat-
ing costs of a similar type of accelera-
tor—the Stanford accelerator. Affer
they got going, it was found they were
almost 100 percent, 180 degrees, wrong.
In the selection they made, they said
there would be plenty of electric power
available. Then they had trouble in
putting up high tension wires. Also be-
cause they were wrong on their estimated
operating costs they are only going to
operate it 50 percent of the time.

That was last year. It has nothing to
do with the issue now before us, but I
want the record to be clear that one of
the criteria was that these projects
should not be placed where there was
any possibility of earthquakes. One of
the six sites selected was in the San
Leandro Fault, where earthquakes occur
all the time. As I understand, if the ac-
celerator gets off an inch or two, it has
to be started all over again.

While I am not complaining about
what is happening now, I want the rec-
ord to be clear that this was the most ill-
advised group for making selections that
I have ever encountered—and I have had
to deal with scientists quite frequently
in the years I have been a Senator.

Another matter which has been dis-
cussed today, as suggested by the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island, is that it is pretty
difficult to ascertain just how much it
will cost to operate an accelerator. I will
tell Senators that the cost will be much
more than has been estimated. I com-
plain that no real comparisons have been
made. I cannot find adequate compari-
sons in the testimony. I hope that wher-
ever the accelerator is located, the Com-
mission will not run into the problem of
a lack of power or water and will then
look back and say, “There were other
places, where we had hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars invested, with all of the
priorities set up in the beginning, that
we could have used, but we went some-
where else.”

I merely wanted to make this state-
ment so that the record would be clear.
I think the Atomic Energy Commission
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knows my views. They have known them
for a long time. I have had many argu-
ments with them.

I hope this project will work out all
right. I hope the costs will not end by be-
ing twice as much as was estimated.
True comparisons were not made. I am
not talking about construction costs. I
am talking about the actual operating
costs. The Commission’s guess on the an-
nual operating costs on similar projects
have been so far off that I wonder how
far off they will be on this project.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have placed in the Recorp an in-
dependent survey in order to keep the
record straight, on the engineering esti-
mates, I understand the matter before
us is an authorization for an appropria-
tion for engineering and architectural
design.

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

EVALUATION OF SEVERAL PROPOSED SITES FOR
THE NEw 200-BEV ACCELERATOR LABORATORY
(Presented to Tri-City Nuclear Industrial
Council, Inc.,, Pasco, Wash.)
1, INTRODUCTION

The deslgn and consequent cost of the

proposed 200 Bev Accelerator Laboratory are
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influenced to a large degree by site condi-
tions.

As examples, two designs for two separate
sites, prepared by Lawrence Radiation Lab-
oratory in sufficient detail to provide cost
estimates, differed because they were founded
on different types of soils. One site, underlain
by deep layers of soils and subject to large
settlements, had the accelerator ring sup-
ported on piles and located below the
ground. The other site, underlain by rock,
had the accelerator located above ground,
with earth shielding mounded above. The
cost estimated for the two sites were sub-
stantially different.

This report presents differential cost
comparisons of several proposed sites by esti-
mating selected significant items. The sites
considered in this study are those for which
proposals have been made available to Burns
and Roe, namely, Hanford, Oak Ridge, Ohio,
Indiana and California. The items selected
are those for which comparative data are
available in the several proposals reviewed
herein. The differential costs are not total
differential costs. Any comparison of total
costs would require preliminary designs and
estimates. Such an effort would be beyond
the scope of the current study. The costs
presented herein indicate substantial savings
for the Hanford site and reflect the advan-
tages of Hanford over the other sites studied.

2. SUMMARY OF COST COMPARISONS

2.1 Capilal costs, consiruclion

[in thousands of dollars]

Site California
Item Indiana
Hanford | Oak Ridge Ohio Site A Site B
a. Earth work and earth shielding._____________________ 2,340 8,950 6,090 7,260 7,400 3,030
R e 1 s oo | D e T R S0 Sl 3,700
¢ Pile constrisction system. o oo o oot ol 6,360 | m 6,360
Subtotal. ... e 2,340 8,950 6, 030 17,320 7,400 13,090
AE(12.5 percent)_ . _..___.. e 292 1,120 762 2,170 926 1,630
Contingency (15 percent)_____________ ... 395 1,510 1,028 2,920 1,250 2,210
B i S i R St e A e S 3,027 11, 580 7,880 22,410 9, 576 16,930
Note.—For discussion of the above cost items, see sec. 4,
Capital cosls, equipment
|in thousands of dollars]
Site California
Item Indi
Hanford | Oak Ridge Ohio Site A Site B
Motor-generator sels. ..o oo iiairitiiiisniiea e 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
BRI s e e T 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
Engineering, design, inspection, and administration (25
1T M e O S A S e S SRR e - e 1,040 1,040 1,040 1, 040 1,040
TOtaks - o o o e s R R i e R 5,240 5,240 5,240 5,240 5,240
Cantingency (25 percent) . o N 1,310 1,310 1,310 1,310 1,310
s S m S e I PR 6, 550 6, 550 6, 550 6, 550 6, 550
O e e I e m e = ke L S 3,027 18,130 14, 430 28, 960 16,126 23,480
Note.—For discussion of above cost item, see sec. 5.
2.2 Operaling costs, annual
[In thousands of dollars]
Ohio
Item Hanford | Oak Ridge California | Indiana
Source A | Source B
.............................................. 1,944 4,300 3,080 3,414 3, 888 3,383
W e e e 242 473 ) o ) (0]
1 Not available.
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2.3 Operaling costs, capitalized
[in thousands of dollars]

Ohio
Item Hanford | Oak Ridge California | Indiana
Source A | Source B
B s min o e S b e e | 2 SEE 66,153 47,380 52,524 59, 200 52, 046
s e R L AR TR R e R L 3,730 7,280 0] (0] 0] U]
! Not available.

Note.—For discussion of power and water costs see secs. 5 and 6, respectively.

3. GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS AND FOUNDATIONS

A comparison of the excellence of founda-
tion soils for the proposed 200 Bev accel-
erator tunnel between the Dense Pleistocene
gravels of Hanford with the various rock
strata available at the Ravenna and Oak
Ridge sites, and with the glacial tills at the
Indiana site, involves numerous considera-
tions. These include foundation support
ground water conditions, ease and cost of
construction, and long period risks such as
earthquake probability. These various con-
siderations will be discussed separately be-
low.

a. Foundation support

The foundations for the accelerator tun-
nel must have an extraordinary stability,
particularly against any long period move-
ments. At first glance this fact would tend to
indicate that the extra rigidity of a rock
foundation would be a real advantage. This,
however, is not necessarily so, Once a certain
degree of rigidity is available more iz not all
that much better. Once adequate soil rigidity
has been demonstrated, uniformity of sup-
port over the full extent of the structure is
a more important consideration than an ex-
cess of rigidity.

In the case of the Pleistocene gravels at
Hanford, the long history of construction of
facilities, many of them unusually heavy,
at this site have amply demonstrated the
rigidity of the soils. Actually, once the tun-
nel is emplaced and backfilled, the turnel
will weigh something less than the soil i% re-
places, so that no great soil rigidity will be
required. Our own investigations at Hanford
reveal that over at least some parts of the
Hanford Reservation the gravels are persist-
ent and unusually uniform in character for
conslderable distances.

The Mercer SBhales of north eastern Ohio
and the tilted shales and limestones in the
Oak Ridge area could be expected to be far
more variable. The Mercer, for example,
could be expected to range from shale to
coal to underclay along any random hori-
zontal plane. This complete range of changes
could occur in the distance of a quarter mile
or s80. The character of the rock along a
horizontal plane in the basin and range
province could be expected to change every
100 to 200 feet.

Such varlations in rock type will not neces-
sarily lead to poor foundation action, al-

some reservations in this respect are
reasonable for the Ohlo site. At the very
least, however, they will complicate design.

The solls at the Indiana sife consist of a
prism of mixed glacial deposits ranging
from 160 to 200 feet in thickness, These de-
posits were overriden by the glacial ice and
are highly compact and the clay portions,
at least, are preconsolidated.

At least two till bodies are represented,
with associated weathered zones and lenses
of outwash gravels. A persistant basal gravel
overlies the bedrock, a dense black shale of
Devonian Age. Ground water occurs in the
weathered zones, the outwash gravels, and
in the more permeable portions of the till
bodies. The greater portion of the dense tills
however are watertight.

The potential of a high and fluctuation
ground water level discussed below will pre-

vent the use of a soll supported accelerator
tunnel at the Indiana site. Any location of a
soll supported unit below elevation 810 will
involve problems of waterproofing and the
hazard of misalignments caused by differen-
tial flotation. The soils above 810 are not
shown to be sultable for the direct support
of a eritical tilt facility such as the proposed
accelerator. The most practical way of sup-
porting the critical portions of the facility
at this site will be on piles. Friction piles
driven below elevation 750 should perform
very well. An alternate is high capacity
caissons drilled into the rock at an elevation
about 680.
b. Ground water

Ground water at Hanford is at the base of
the Pleistocene gravels, some 70 to 150 feet
below the surface. The water table at Han-
ford is probably as closely monitored as that
of any area of equal size in the world. The
depth of the water table is in most places
great enough to permit the accelerator to be
placed sufficiently deep below the surface to
eliminate the need for a shielding fill with-
out encroaching upon the zone of saturation.
The elimination of the shielding fill removes
the problem of considering settlement under
the loads imposed by the fill. Rather, a con-
dition of negative passive increment occurs.

At the Ohio site, on the other hand, seep-
age water will occur at the contact of the
glacial deposits and the underlying bedrock,
especially where the Homewood Sandstone is
absent. This will present a dewatering prob-
lem and some softening of the shale bed-
rock. This latter condition will require hand
trimming, sealing, and placing a levelling
course below the foundation. If it is desired
to place the accelerator deep enough to elimi-
nate the need for shielding fill, extensive rock
excavation and additional unwatering will be
required as well as the sealing and levelling
described above.

At the proposed Oak Ridge site the condi-
tions are far from favorable. The proposed lo-
cation of the accelerator ring has a relief
within itself of some 60 feet. Ground water
will be essentially at the surface in the low
part of the site. A small stream will have to
be unwatered. Rock excavation will be re-
quired for surface placement and will in-
crease grossly with any attempts to bury the
Tacility.

Any tendency for a rise of ground water
above the base of the facility will create the
twin problems of waterproofing (or draining)
the tunnel and stability under flotation.
Neither of these problems will occur at Han-
ford.

Ground water at the Indiana site now has
a static elevation near elevation 770. The low
pool level of the proposed reservoir at the
West edge of the site will be at elevation T90,
high pool 811. The static level of the ground
water will certainly raise to elevation 790.
The rise above that level will depend on the
operation of the reservoir.

This proposed reservoir construction will
further limit the area of the site available for
major construction to the northern two miles
where the ground elevations extend above
elevation 820.

c. Ease and cost of consiruction

The costs of construction of the subsurface
portions of the facility cannot be readily
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compared for the various sites. The differ-
ences in site conditlons would probably lead
to quite different arrangements at each site.
For example, at the Hanford site the most
favorable design appears to be a completely
buried accelerator tunnel with the top some
86 feet below grade. (The maximum thick-
ness of the shielding fill.) The top of the
backfill would be flush with natural ground.
On a sloping site the orlentation of the tun-
nel would be adjusted to plan the sections
with low shielding requirements under the
lower portion of the site.

‘This would place the entire tunnel at a
depth at which the pressure increments
would be negative and any settlement would
be recompression, which occurs almost imme-
diately upon the placing of the load. No un-
balanced loads due to shielding fill would be
involved.

At Hanford this construction can be ac-
complished without rock excavation or de-
watering. The tunnel floor would be placed
as a continuous mat, jointed as necessary for
thermal stresses, which will be minimal once
construction is completed. The tunnel walls
and roof will complete a rigid box structure
capable of distributing the loads of the mag-
net banks without local distortion.

At the Indiana site that portion of the site
suitable for use is rising to the North and
West at a slope of about 17 feet to the mile.
Initial grading will be moderate, however a
full shielding fill will be required.

d. Seismic hazards

Seismic activity could conceivably cause
two types of faillure in a facility of this na-
ture. One, the structural fallure of the tun-
nel itself, the other a misalignment within
the structure which would reguire a read-
Justment of the magnet banks. The first type
of failure can be made highly unlikely by
proper design., The likelihood of the second
type is a function of foundation soll rigidity
and uniformity.

It is probable that any major selsmic event
would create some problem of magnet align-
ment on any of the foundation soils available
at the sites reviewed. Any comparison of
such risk must involve the statistical chance
of a major event. This is low at all four sites.

4. CONSTRUCTION COST COMPARISONS
a. Earthwork and earth shielding

At the proposed Hanford site, the main
accelerator ring is founded sufficiently below
ground to permit an average of 30 feet of
earth shielding above the ring, with the top
of the earth sielding level with the original
ground surface. At the high end of the site
this will provide the maximum required
cover. No dewatering or drainage system is
required because of the excellent drainage of
the gravel soil and the location of the ground
water level below the accelerator ring. Ease
of excavation and backfill without need for
haulage permit lower costs at Hanford.

At the proposed Ravenna and Oak Ridge
sites, the accelerator ring is founded on rock
and the bottom of the ring is located 15 feet
below the ground level. Shielding is mounded
an average of 30 feet above the top of the
ring. Costs include rock preparation, dewa-
tering and drainage systems and earth fill
for shielding. Oak Ridge costs also include
rock excavation for the levelling of the con-
struction areas.

See Section 2.1 for tabulation of the differ-
ential construction cost comparisons for
earthwork and earth shielding.

b. Piles

The Hanford site is composed of sands and
gravels of adequate strength to support the
accelerator structures without special treat-
ment,

The Ravenna, Oak Ridge and California
“B” sites are underlain by rocks of various
types which will require dental treatment of
unknown but presumably low degree to sup-
port the accelerator structures. The Oak
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Ridge site may require extensive treatment
of the cavernous limestones which are pres-
ent over a portion of the proposed site.

Piles will be required only at the Indiana
and California “A” site among the several
sites reviewed. Due to the high degree of
accuracy required in the alignment of the ac-
celerator equipment, the piling design is also
very elaborate and costly.

Other sites wherein the soil bearing ca-
pacity is inadequate would require similar
elaborate piling installations at a relative
penalty in cost as compared to Hanford.

BSee Bection 2.1 for the tabulation of the
cost of piling.

¢. Pile construction system

The requirement for high accuracy for
allgnment of the accelerator equipment im-
poses addlitional penalties by way of elaborate
construction detalls necessary to segregate
the pile supported elements from other ele-
ments subject to differential movement. As
indicated previously, such a system 1s re-
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quired only at Indiana and California Site
“A"” among the sites reviewed.

The additional penalties herein referred
to would apply in equal measure to other
sites where piling installation is required.

See Section 2.1 for the tabulation of the
cost of construction of items related to the
piling.

d. Future storage rings

All differential construction costs presented
in this report are for the accelerator ring and
initial support facilities only. These differ-
entlal costs will be approximately doubled if
the future storage ring construction is taken
into consideration. In the case of Oak Ridge,
these costs would be more than doubled be-
cause of the high rock ridges in the proposed
location of the storage rings.

5. POWER COSTS AND POWER AVAILABILITY

A comparison of the average expected year-
ly electrical energy costs on the several pro-
posed sites are given below. The energy costs
also include the kilowatt demand charges.

Operating cosls, annual
[In thousands nf dollars]

Ohio
Year Hanford Indiana Dak Ridge California
Source A Source B

3.8 59 6.6 6.5 24.9 T35
5.0 7.9 8.8 8.7 30.1 10.0
11.3 17.8 19.8 19.6 5.9 22.5
23.8 37.6 41.7 41.3 104.1 47.5
45.0 71.3 79.0 78.3 169.5 90.0
250.0 396.0 4390 435.0 947.0 500.0
575.0 910.8 1,009.7 1,000.5 1,802.0 1,150.0
1,107.5 1,881.0 2,085.5 2, 066. 3 2,746.0 2,375.0
1,944.3 3,079.7 , 414, 1 3,383.0 4,300.0 3,888.5

The above yearly cost for 1878 reflects the
following capitalized expenditure based on
the fixed charge rate of 6.5%.

Operating costs, capitalized
[In thousands]

Hanford - $29, 9012
Ohilo:
Fore N e e SR e £ 47, 380
Source B 52, 524
Indiana 52,046
Oak Ridge s 66, 163
California 59, 200

Based on the above Information over $1,-
000,000 can be saved yearly In electric power
cost If the Hanford site is used over the Ohilo
site. Larger savings of nearly $2,000,000 can
be realized yearly when the Hanford site is
compared to Oak Ridge, California or Indl-
ana sites.

The largest power pool of the sites studied
is at Hanford consisting of about 14,062
megawatts of hydroelectric generating ca-
pacity or 24,088 megawatts of capacity when
under construction hydro plants are
included.

Electric power at Hanford would be de-
livered to the new accelerator over the Han-
ford 230 kv power loop. This loop now is fed
from a single substation (Midway) but will
be connected to a second isolated source in
the near future. Therefore, in addition to the
advantages of being connected to a large
power pool the new accelerator could obtain
its power from a loop system. The loop sys-
tem has the advantage of a continuous
power supply even though a transmission
line feeding the project is removed from
service.

The criteria for the accelerator calls for an
incoming supply or primary transmission of
230 kv. Hanford is the only site that can
supply 230 kv. The other sites proposed
either 138 or 161 kv.

No new generator capacity will be required
at Hanford. Electric power for construction
and the accelerator i1s now avallable at Han-
ford and requires only the installation of a
sultable transmission line. In some cases on
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the other sites, additional generating capac-
ity must be made avallable.

If the accelerator is Installed at Hanford
it would be In the center of a web of high
capacity transmission lines which can pro-
vide a stored energy source to supply the
pulsed power to the accelerator without the
use of costly stored energy motor generator
sets. We have been informed that BPA could
possibly supply the pulse power require-
ments if the pulse duration was other than
3 seconds, the natural resonance frequency
of the BPA power network.

As an alternative to supplying the pulse
power directly from the BPA system without
interposing stored energy motor generator
sets, two 100,000 kva hydro-electric genera-
tors could be installed at one of the nearby
dams. These generators would be specially
designed to carry the pulse power. It would
be advantageous to the units for a
frequency higher than 60 cycles to reduce ac
to dc conversion costs. However, it would
appear that 60 cycle generators would be
finally chosen so that during accelerator
shut down periods, the generators could feed
into the BPA system. The AEC would have
complete fleld control of the generators to
suit their pulse requirements. The costs of
the hydro-electric generator would be borne
by the agency owning the hydro-electric
generating plants.

In either case of furnishing power directly
from the BPA system or from an isolated
generator, & capital cost saving of approxi-
mately $6,660,000 could be realized in the
omission of stored energy motor generator
sets.

6. WATER COSTS

Water costs are based on the use of a
filtered flow of 30,000 gpm as a once-through
system capable of dissipating 200 mw. Unit
costs for water are those given below. Costs
are for operating expenses including chem-
icals, labor, electric power, maintenance, en-
gineering and associated non-capitalized in-
vestment for continulty. Capital requirement
or interest are not included.
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Unit operating costs for water
[Cents per 1,000 gallons]
Hanford:

Pumping from river o 0.285

Filtration 1.25
Total 1. 635
Oak Ridge: Total charge____________ 3.0

The above unit costs extended through a
year's use yleld the following annual oper-
ating costs for water:

Annual operating costs for water

Hanford ... $242, 000
Oak Ridge 473, 000

The above annual costs are converted to
capitalized costs, based on a fixed annual
charge of 6.5% as follows:

Capitalized costs for water

Hanford $3, 730, 000
Oak Ridge 7, 280, 000

Hanford has avallable pumping and filtra-
tion equipment to handle the above quanti-
tles of water, thus minimizing the capital
expenditure required to provide the filtered
flow. Oak Ridge has similar equipment avall-
able. Pending more detailed design and esti-
mates, no differential capital costs are shown
for water equipment or piping. At other sites
where such equipment is not available, addi-
tional capital expenditures would be re-
quired.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, President,
as a member of the committee and a
supporter of the committee report, I want
to canvas the situation. I may assure the
Senator from Washington that if he is
concerned about the comparisons of
cost, we have a volume on it. Over 200
prospective locations were studied. Then
856 proposals were sent to the National
Academy of Sciences for detailed evalu-
ation where the number was reduced to
six. It is all in the authorization hearing
volume before you. It is all marked, if
the Senator would like to look at my
copy of the volume.

Mr. MAGNUSON. They had no com-
parison of the costs of operations com-
pared with sites that were eliminated.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, the costs
of operations are listed in here.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The costs of the
other five?

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Including these
other five that are no longer in the run-
ning. The estimates are all here, Mr.
President. It reminds me of a couple of
lawyers trying a damage suit. You can
go out and get a specialist, a doctor, an
expert witness, to come in and testify on
your side any fime you want to, so long
as you pay him, and he will testify that
you have a bad back or a broken verte-
bra, and the expert on the other side
will say you do not have it. It is quite a
game.

‘We can get private estimators to come
in and estimate when our own side does
not win on a thing of this kind. But as
far as I am concerned, the State of Iowa
was in the running, too. We thought we
had an excellent location. We had air
transportation, we had water transpor-
tation, we had railway transportation
north, south, east, and west, and every-
where else. Minnesota was in, Michigan
was in—all the rest of the States were
in this competition.

Mr. President, I believe the chairman
of the Joint Committee has already de-
seribed H.R. 10918 in general terms. I
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support this legislation, and believe it
represents a prudent authorization for
essential national defense and civilian
atomic energy programs.

Concerning the AEC’s nuclear weapons
program, the Joint Committee very care-
fully considered the AEC’s budget and
has recommended a relatively small in-
crease in the total request. I might add
that there are some of the committee
who believe that this inerease should
be even more. In any event, we have
acted because of our concern that the
AEC, in order to carry out its essential
weapons development and production
program might be forced to use for this
purpose a significant portion of the funds
which would otherwise go to maintain-
ing technological progress. Obviously if
sueh progress is not maintained the fu-
ture may witness not only a narrowing
of the quantitative edge in nuclear weap-
onry that we presently possess, but a
lessening of our qualitative margin as
well, I might add, incidentally, that last
year the Joint Committee recommended,
and Congress approved, an addition of
$10 million to the Commission’s authori-
zation request for its fiscal year 1967
weapons testing program. Despite this in-
crease the AEC subsequently found it
necessary to ask the Congress for added
moneys for the testing program. As a
result, an additional $20 million was ap-
propriated to the Commission for its
Weapons program.

Turning to another aspect of the AEC's
budget—the Plowshare program—I
would like to call attention to some sig-
nificant portions of our committee’s re-
port. While approving the full amount
requested for operating expenses in fiscal
1968, we noted our deep concern that
planned Plowshare excavation experi-
ments have not been conducted.

Two experiments planned in this con-
nection were not carried out in fiscal
1966. Again, in fiscal 1967—despite the
expenditure of nearly $6 million for ex-
cavation experiments—no cratering ex-

ents were executed. Approximately
$2,000,000 has been totally wasted in
getting ready for the Cabriolet cratering
event. A hole for this event was dug, the
device was emplaced and on February
10, 1967, the event was postponed “in
order”—in the words of the executive
branch—*"“to avoid any possibility of com-
plicating the current discussions con-
cerning a Nonproliferation Treaty.”
Shortly thereafter the President in-
formed the 18-Nation Disarmament Con-
ference considering the Nonproliferation
Treaty in Geneva that—

The United States is prepared to make
available nuclear explosive services for peace-
ful purposes on a nondiscriminatory basis
under appropriate international safeguards.
We are prepared to join other nuclear states
in a commitment to do this.

Quite apart from the apparent incon-
sistency of these actions—offering to
other nations something which is not
now available while at the same time
and in the context of the same nonpro-
liferation treaty negotiations postponing
the effort to develop the promised tech-
nology—the committee is disturbed by
the overly strict interpretation which the
executive branch continues to place upon
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the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.
Despite assurances given to the Senate
in 1963, prior to ratification of the treaty,
that plowshare cratering experiments
could be performed notwithstanding ex-
istence of the treaty, no such experi-
ments have been conducted since early
1965 although several were planned. It is
abundantly clear to the Joint Committee
that if we do not actively pursue the
development of this technology, we will
not be able to make it available to any-
one—even ourselves. The Scoviet Union,
meanwhile has conducted a vigorous
underground nuclear testing program,
and it is believed that some of these
tests have been for the purpose of de-
veloping nuclear explosives and tech-
niques for civilian application. Several
underground events detonated by the
Soviets have produced radioactivity that
was detected in the atmosphere beyond
the territorial limits oi the Soviet Union.
The committee indicated last year that
detection by sensitive instruments of a
few radioactive atoms which have vented
from an underground explosion does not,
in our opinion, constitute a violation of
the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.

Since the date of the President’s an-
nouncement a number of nonnuclear
nations have indicated interest in being
able to use the nuclear explosive services
which the President has said the United
States would be prepared to make avail-
able for peaceful purposes. In view of
this interest it would seem that a con-
certed effort on our part to develop the
underlying technology would be in di-
rect furtherance of our announced goals
relative to the nonproliferation treaty.

I wish now to address myself once
again to that portion of H.R. 10918 deal-
ing with the 200 Bev accelerator. This
project has probably aroused more in-
terest than any other in the AEC budget.
This is due to the widespread publicity
surrounding selection of a site for the
facility, and more recently the opposi-
tion to locating the plant in an area
without an open housing statute on the
books.

Concerning the selection of this site,
I believe that the choice was made after
full consideration of the advantages and
disadvantages of all the locations that
were proposed. As I said before, I was
very disappointed that a site which had
been offered for this facility in the State
of Iowa was not selected by the National
Academy of Sciences Committee as one
of the six sites recommended to the AEC
for final consideration. Nevertheless, I
believe that the midwestern region of
our country generally will benefit by
placing the accelerator in the Illinois
site. Of course, one of the major at-
tractions of this site is its easy accessi-
bility to users throughout our country
and, indeed, the world.

In my opinion, the issue of open hous-
ing legislation—as it applied to selec-
tion of a site for the 200 Bev accelera-
tor—has been blown up out of all pro-
portions, Congress is being urged to dis-
approve this facility simply because the
State of Illinois has not decided to pass
open housing legislation. If we were to
accede to this request, we would be set-
ting a precedent that would be most dan-
gerous and inappropriate.

July 12, 1967

My own State of Iowa has enacted an
open housing statute. I am not, therefore,
making my argument for parochial rea-
sons. However, it is significant to me
that—notwithstanding the size of the
AEC’s budget and the many important
construction projects it contains—not
one voice has been raised to our com-
mittee protesting the location of a fa-
cility in a State without open housing
legislation, except for the 200 Bev accel-
erator. I can assure you that not all the
States in which the AEC will be con-
structing projects authorized this year
currently have open housing legislation
on the books. Therefore, why should we
single out the State of Illinois for dis-
criminatory treatment? I say we cannot
do this, whatever may be our personal
predilections about the desirability of
that State passing open housing legis-
lation, particularly since the U.S. Con-
igress has not seen fit to pass such a
aw.

I do not want my words to be mis-
interpreted to mean that I am not con-
cerned with the climate of equal op-
portunity surrounding Federal installa-
tions. As a matter of fact, in consider-
ing the six sites recommended by the
National Academy of Sciences, the AEC
did announce that certain commitments
on equal opportunity would be expected
from the successful site. After the Illi-
nois site was picked, the AEC proceeded
to obtain these commitments, which cov-
ered a broad range of factors—such as
employment, housing, education, mu-
nicipal and community facilities, and
police-community relations.

I believe the AEC was adopting the
right approach in reviewing all of these
factors, rather than focusing all its at-
tention on just one item—the existence
or nonexistence of an open housing
statute. This was the approach recom-
mended by a variety of Federal agencies
which the AEC contacted on this mat-
ter. What is more important, however,
is the fact that the AEC never took the
position that the issue of equal oppor-
tunity or any of its aspects would be
given primary consideration over all
other matters in selecting the accelera-
tor's site. Certainly the Commission
never said that open housing legislation
was a condition precedent to selecting
a site. The Commission, and properly so,
considered a whole host of factors in
reaching its decision.

Finally, I think every Senator should
remember that this facility is not going
to be built in a day. It will take 7 years
for the 200 Bev to become operational
and it will function for many, many years
after that. Much can happen during that
time. Just a few days ago the city of
Wheaton, Ill., the county seat of Du
Page County—where the accelerator
would be located—passed an open hous-
ing ordinance. Wheaton is a city of ap-
proximately 27,000 people and it is lo-
cated about 6 miles from the 200 Bev
site. Yesterday, I understand, Joliet
passed an open housing ordinance. En-
actment of these ordinances will insure
that there will be a large housing market
legally available on an open housing
basis for employees of this installation.
It has been estimated that there are be-
tween 800 and 1,600 sales of homes an-
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nually in the Wheaton area. I have not
learned how many homes might be in-
volved in Joliet. Of course, other local
communities may well follow the lead of
these two communities.

Mr. President, when this bill was con-
sidered in the other body, every member
of the Joint Committee on the House
side supported the committee’s recom-
mendation to authorize $7,333,000 for
the 200 Bev accelerator at the Illinois
site. When a motion was made to delete
this project, only seven Members of the
other bhody voted “aye,” against 104
“noes.” I believe the House was correct
in defeating this motion; to have ap-
proved it would have set a precedent
that would haunt Congress every time
a project is to be authorized, regardless
of its purpose. I urge the Senate to ap-
prove HR. 10918 without amendment.

Mr. President, I would like to add a
point to my remarks relating to the 200
Bev accelerator. Within a radius of ap-
proximately 250 miles from the location
of this accelerator, which was consid-
ered to be the best location in the United
States for it, nearly 50 percent of the
Ph. D.’s are produced in the United States
each year. They go elsewhere simply be-
cause the east coast and the west coast
have succeeded, by some legerdemain,
in capturing these rather important in-
stallations—and sometimes, I may say,
not to the advantage of the scientific pro-
grams. But for some reason or other they
have succeeded in claiming those instal-
lations for their areas.

This installation is not located in my
State, and I am sorry it is not. We have,
in my State, two great scientific schools
that have turned out numerous gradu-
ates with physics and scientific degrees.
They are recognized all over the world.

But after about 3 years of careful anal-
yses of all of these Ilocations, the
Atomiec Energy Commission sifted the
possible locations to six. While I have not
always agreed with the Commission on
every particular—I have had my dis-
agreements with them—I think they are
honest; in fact, I know they are intel-
lectually honest, in their own minds, and
they have a high degree of competence.
After getting the best advice they could
possibly get in this country, and prob-
ably abroad, from foreign technicians,
the time came for sifting down. Finally,
they sifted down to six States, and they
chose the six, much to the discomfort of
some of us who would have liked to see
our own States included among those six.
Then they sifted the six down, and picked
this area in Illinois.

I do not think that any tool is more
essential for the advancement of science
and the projection of man’s knowledge
into the unknown than this accelerator.
This is to be the biggest, most powerful
accelerator in the world. It will unlock
secrets we do not even suspect now—at
least those of us who are laymen.

I have been a member of the Atomic
Energy Committee for about 21 years. I
have rather grown up with this prob-
lem—not of the accelerator program
alone, but I have grown up with the is-
sue from the time it was only, so to speak,
a gleam in its father’'s eye. I have seen
the accelerators built. I have seen some
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of the results that they have not only
anticipated, but have proved, and I
know some of the things that they feel
cerfain they can prove and establish, so
far as future progress is concerned, with
the tremendous accelerator that is pro-
posed to be located in Illinois.

To the Senator from Rhode Island, I
am sorry to say I believe this is the first
and only disagreement we have ever had
on the question of an atomic energy pro-
gram, after it has come out of the com-
mittee. We have had, perhaps, some
little disagreements in the committee;
but when it came to final voting, we have
always, some way, ended up on the same
side. We have ironed our differences out
and come to an agreement, and on the
final votes, have always agreed.

So I am sorry we have to disagree on
this. I know the Senator feels very deeply
about the problem, and I can see that
from his standpoint it is probably a so-
cial concern which touches him deeply.
We all know how deeply he feels about
the matter.

My own State has an open housing
law, so it is not a question that we are
not in sympathy, or beyond the pale, on
open housing. So far as the State of Illi-
nois is concerned, while that State does
not have an open housing law passed by
the legislature, there is open housing, I
am convinced, in abundance in the area
involved, and readily accessible from the
site where the project will be built. I am
quite convinced that, as they start the
structure, additional open housing areas
will be established and extended, and
probably will extend throughout the
State of Illinois. But within the imme-
diate area involved, there is open housing
available now.

I am frank to say that so far as I am
concerned, I believe in open housing. I
would support open housing. We have it
in our State. But whenever the Federal
Government comes into my State and
holds a club over my head, if I were a
member of the legislature, my tendency
would be to say, “Take your proposition
and go some place else, if you are going
to blackmail me into this with some kind
of an official club.” I do not think that
is the way to do business.

This project is located in perhaps not
the greatest, but one of the greatest, con-
centrations of scientific talent and abil-
ity that we have assembled in this coun-
try. It has been determined to be the
best location in the United States for
this great essential tool for unlocking
further secrets in the future. That is ex-
actly why I can support it with vigor. It
will be accessible to our scientists from
all over the country, and especially those
from areas immediately surrounding the
State of Illinois.

Yes, Illinois has had a lot. They have
had the Argonne Laboratory, and many
other things. We would have liked to
have had them in Iowa, because we do
not get anything in the State of Iowa.
The Federal Government has passed us
up quite consistently. Every time we
want anything, we just do not get it, that
is all. But we do want it to be located
with some proximity to where our peo-
ple can use it, and we in the Middle West
want to be of assistance to the great sei-
entific community of the world, that can
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make use of this facility for peaceful
purposes.

I do not feel, myself, because we did
not get it in the State of Iowa, like the
boy who left the baseball field with his
ball and glove and said, “If you don’t
play according to my rules, I will take my
ball and glove and go home, and take my
bat along with me.”

I want to see this great science ad-
vance, and I want to see it advanced by
the location of this great accelerator at
the place that competent people have
said is the best location of all, though 1
perhaps would be glad to see it located
in some other place—Iowa—if I had my
choice in the matter.

I emphasize again what has been em-
phasized two or three times before. With
regard to the claim that this has only
educational value, there is a great deal
to be said for the argument that it has
only educational value. But, what is ev-
erything in this program except educa-
tion? What has developed from the entire
atomic energy program except educa-
tion, using the tools that are at hand,
and learning more and more about the
laws of nature and about science.

That is exactly what this accelerator
will contribute to in the future.

This is speculating a great deal into
the future. I cannot look too far into the
future and I do not know that anybody
can, However, I think it is entirely pos-
sible that the whole destiny of this coun-
try, so far as the western civilization is
concerned, may well depend on what we
learn.

That is in the not too distant future.
It will depend on what we learn from
the research work of this 200 Bev accel-
erator. And we had better well be getting
at it and learning what secrets can be
unlocked by this accelerator.

Its objective is to learn more about the
basic facts concerning the forces of the
universe.

The early accelerators—our so-called
atom smashers—such as the cyclotron
at Berkeley in the thirties and forties
contributed a great deal. We cannot over-
estimate what they did for us in our
attainment of leadership in the nuclear

age.

The country’s first plutonium ecame
from an accelerator. Without the ability
to study the properties of this fissionable
material, the development of our first
nuclear weapon, which used plutonium
as the key ingredient, might well not have
occurred or may have been seriously
delayed.

It was the accelerator, the atom
smasher, that pointed the path to this
development. And this 200 Bev accelera-
tor is tremendously great in its ability
to unlock the secrets of nature than any-
thing we have now or anything that we
will have in the world for a long period
of time. It may be the one key that opens
the door to continued superiority of the
United States in this field.

We had better be getting on about our
business. Open housing will take care of
itself in this area of Illinois. It already
has started to take care of itself without
a State law. Ample open housing exists
in that area. And, believe me, when they
start building, open housing will take
care of itself.
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Downtown Chicago is only 30 miles
from this place. Joliet is 20 miles.
Wheaton is 6 miles. Glen Ellyn has de
facto open housing right now.

I am told that several of these towns,
possibly Aurora, which cannot be more
than 8 or 9 miles from this place has de
facto open housing. Several of these large
towns will without doubt pass their own
opening housing laws in the immediate
future.

There will be plenty of open housing
there. However, the point is that we will
be getting on with this work. We will be
starting work leading to the construction
of a plant with very little time to waste
in this race for continued scientific
superiority.

I have a letter here addressed to the
senior Senator from Rhode Island as
chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. It is signed by Robert
Rathbun Wilson, Director of the 200 Bev
project. I would like to have this letter
printed in the RECORD.

Mr, PASTORE. The Senator has my
permission. It is a very fine letter.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the REcorp a letter ad-
dressed to the senior Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorel, as chairman of
the Joint Commission on Atomic Energy.
The letter is signed by Dr. Robert Rath-
bun Wilson, who is director of the Na-
tional Accelerator Laboratory in charge
of the 200 Bev accelerator. I also ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp the enclosure
that was sent with this letter, a telegram
that Dr. Wilson sent to 16 key members
of the Illinois Legislature. It concerns
open housing. Dr. Wilson states that he
favors open housing and will work to-
ward its attainment but nevertheless
believes that this project should be es-
tablished and started at once as part of
our scientific program.

There being no objection, the letter
and telegram were ordered to be printed
in the REcorD, as follows:

NATIONAL ACCELERATOR LABORATORY,
Oakbrook, Ill., July 6, 1967.

Hon. Jorn O. PASTORE,

Chairman, Joint Commission on Atomic
Energy, The Congress of the United
States, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR PasTORE: I am writing this
letter as the Director of the National Ac-
celerator Laboratory at which we hope to
build the 200 BeV accelerator. That the
State of Illinois has not this year adopted
open housing is a deep disappointment to
me and to my colleagues who have come to
Ilinois to help build the machine. We be-
lieve that such legislation is essential to
diminish the injustices to Negroes and to
help overcome one of their severe problems.
For the National Accelerator to achieve its
full potential there must be an environ-
ment in which all races are treated fairly and
in which all people can work and live with
dignity. Thus I was delighted to learn that
the nearby city of Wheaton has passed local
legislation Iin this regard. We are en-
couraged to be hopeful that other local com-
munities will take similar positive actions.

Those of us who have become members
of the Laboratory have taken a strong stand
for open housing by such actions as sending
telegrams and letters to key state legislators
and to political leaders urging the need for
prompt action on such legislation. A copy
of one of our telegrams is enclosed. If the
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Laboratory is allowed to continue its ex-
istence, we intend to increase our advocacy
of open housing and of similar legislation
that is needed in Illinois as it is in many
other states. As you are probably aware, re-
markable progress has been made in the
Hyde Park area near the University of Chi-
cago in solving problems of achieving a truly
integrated neighborhood. We expect to draw
on the same people and on their experience
in solving our problems near Weston.

It will be my firm policy at the National
Accelerator Laboratory to adopt procedures
which will, insofar as possible, ensure
integration within the Laboratory and which
will encourage the adoption of nondis-
criminatory practices in the communities
immediately surrounding the new Labora-
tory. For example, in aiding employees in
their search for housing, the Laboratory will
provide a listing of avallable rentals and
purchases. This list will include only such
units as have been established to be avail-
able on a nondiscriminatory basis.

Scientists as individuals and as a group
tend to be strong proponents of Civil Rights
Legislation. We who came to Illinois on June
15 to begin to design and, hopefully, even-
tually to build the accelerator believe that
indeed it is urgent that the machine be built.
Our actions in resigning our positions at
Universities and Laboratories, and in moving
our families to this area, are indicative of
the strength of our interest and of our will-
ingness to get on with this job. We do feel
that a delay of even one year would be of
tragic significance for the project. We have
come here in spite of the recent uncertainty
injected by the open housing question in
order to save even a few months—months
that are especially valuable for us to be able
to come to you with adequate plans for full
authorization of construction in FY 69. We
are also trying desperately at this time to
reduce the time of construction from seven
to five years. The very fact that the project
has already been subject to unfortunate delay
makes prompt action especially urgent. We
also believe that maintaining the project will
aid rather than penalize the cause of Civil
Rights in Illinois.

I am greatly impressed by the way in which
scientists from all reglons of our country
have been willing to come to Illinois to help
us with the work of establishing a single
great accelerator. This is in spite of the im-
plication that a sacrifice must be made in
many cases of their own plans for additional
regional instruments. They have been work-
ing very hard and with full enthusiasm on
the new plans for the Illinois site. We are
making progress and I am now confident that
we will be successful in devising a plan for
an excellent facility. The recommendations
of the Joint Committee that we study the
possibilities of constructing the accelerator
with the option of later Increasing the energy
to 300 BeV or higher is proving to be partic-
ularly fruitful. We are also calculating costs
for various intensities in order to provide
the basis for a sound decision between vari-
ous alternatives.

I most sincerely hope, despite this disap-
pointment in the action on open housing,
that enough progress will have been made so
that you will be able to lend your support
to the National Accelerator Laboratory's pro-
gram through which all of us can continue
to contribute to this field of intellectual ac-
tivity—and activity which eventually will
take its place as an important part of the
American cultural heritage.

Respectfully yours,
ROBERT RATHBUN WILSON,
Director.
TELEGRAMS SENT TO 16 EEY MEMEERS OF THE
ILLINOIS LEGISLATURE

In our positions as directorate of the new
National Accelerator Laboratory at Weston
we are deeply concerned that those in the
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State Senate who oppose open occupancy
legislation may not fully understand the im-
pact of their actions on this important Na-
tional venture and on the State of Illinois,

This State, through its own far-sighted
and aggressive self-advocacy, has been se-
lected to be trustee of one of the world’s
most exciting scientific projects. We belleve
that Illinois fought for this new Laboratory
not for the fifty million dollars that may be
its annual operating budget. Rather we be-
lieve that the agents of the State foresaw the
potential of this basic research activity to
attract some of the npation’s outstanding
scientists.

The presence of men of this callbre can
greatly enhance the intellectual climate of
the region and can stimulate increased tech-
nological activity. However such men tend to
have strong feelings about the environment
in which they live. Already we are facing
serious recruitment problems resulting from
the antagonism that has been displayed to-
ward open housing legislation and from the
uncertainty and unpleasantness generated
by the conspicuously negative manner in
which the State Senate has treated this im-
portant problem.

We believe that the full success of this
project will be jeopardized if we are unable
to recruit the very best people. We further
believe that the State’'s goals in 1ts battle for
this laboratory are being seriously compro-
mised by recent Senate actions. Finally we
believe that even worse than not winning
the contest for the site for this Laboratory
would be the stigma of winning the site but
causing the project to fail or to fall short of
its goals. Surely such a failure would seri-
ously handicap any future attempt of the
State to win other projects of this kind.

NATIONAL ACCELERATOR
LABORATORY,
ROBERT RATHEUN WiLsON,

Laboratory Director.

. GGOLDWASSER,
Deputy Director.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
from the standpoint of costs, among
other things that were taken into ac-
count were labor costs, power costs, and
water problems. The overall reasons for
the selection of Weston were operating
costs, construction costs, and the prox-
imity to the fine universities of the Mid-
west. All of those matters have been
taken into account, evaluated, and
thrown into the hopper by a very high
level group, the National Academy of
Sciences. Out of that hopper has come
this evaluation which takes into account
all facets of this situation and comes up
with this answer.

Mr. President, I point out that of the
18 members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, only three members are
opposed to the report of the Joint Com-
mittee. And those three members have
signed the separate views of the report.

It is interesting to note that all three
members come from the eastern sea-
board which was very hopeful of getting
this plant located on the eastern sea-
board.

Mr. PASTORE. Senator Jackson is
from the west coast.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The west coast.
The Senator is right. The Senator is one-
third right, and I am two-thirds right.

But it is interesting to note that the
objections came from certain areas that
have been hopeful that they would get
this project. I do not blame them. I do
not criticize them at all. But I do not be-
lieve that the desire for a geographical

Epwin L
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location alone should override the con-
sidered judgment of the scientific frater-
nity of this country, engaged in the
atomic energy program.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr, PASTORE. The Senator from
Rhode Island has never taken that posi-
tion. I have always taken the position
that the Weston site should not be
changed, but that these irritating issues
should be settled. That is why I asked
for the delay. I find no fault with the
geographical location. I said that the
selection of the site was an administra-
tive function to be performed by the
executive department, and I would not
infringe or impinge upon it.

As far as the Senator from Rhode
Island is concerned, this is not a vendet-
ta; this is not a question of sour grapes.
Naturally, there is a little disappoint-
ment with some because the project did
not go to Brookhaven. I understand all
the reasons for it, and I am not seeking
to change the Weston site. It is only a
question of changing conditions that are
complex, irritating, and disturbing to
many people.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will say this
for the Senator from Rhode Island—I
think perhaps he has taken that position.
I certainly will take his word for that.
But if he has taken that position, it
would be characteristic of his fairness
of attitude with respect to the location
of atomic facilities in areas which will
best serve the atomic program. He has
always taken that position, and I am
not at all surprised that he takes that
position with regard to the location of
this project.

I will have to retreat, then, from my
other statement, that this becomes a
social argument in connection with cer-
tain requirements as prerequisites or in-
terpreted as prerequisites.

I believe the question of water and its
availability has been amply covered, the
question of power has been amply cov-
ered, and the other factors that go into
the selection here have been amply cov-
ered.

I have a great many notes, Mr. Presi-
dent, but I shall not burden the Senate
any longer. I hope that, in the interest
of the speedy advancement of this
science, and in the hope for continued
superiority of the United States in its
reaching for the great, new, and un-
known laws of nature, we will get on
with this matter as quickly as we can,
and that we will appropriate this money.

I have no doubt that open housing will
take care of itself and that the United
States, if it is given the chance, will
take care of itself in the atomic energy
program and in its future.

(At this point Mr. Sponc assumed the
chair.)

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Executive Order 11063 and title VI of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act require that
Federal agencies plan and execute all
programs in a manner offering maxi-
mum opportunity to all citizens. As the
President repeatedly has noted, the re-
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lationship of housing to job opportuni-
ties is clear, direct, and cruecial.

The Federal Government should not
condone racial diserimination by reward-
ing it with Federal grants. The State of
Illinois should not benefit from a multi-
million-dollar atomic power installation
when it is unwilling to open community
housing to Negro citizens who will live
and work there.

The exercise of the economic power of
the Federal Government is a perfect-
ly proper way to demonstrate our true
commitment to progress in guarantee-
ing equal rights and opportunities. The
Federal Government should put its
money where the prineiples and guaran-
tees of the Constitution and laws are
respected.

‘Mr. President, I am a great believer
in the value of our federal system. The
States should take the lead in assuring
that their citizens receive the full meas-
ure of their constitutional benefits. And
those States which have done so are to be
commended.

But delay by a State, or complete re-
fusal to act at all, should not compel
the Federal Government to continue to
abstain. When a State chooses not to in-
sure that its citizens will receive the
benefits guaranteed them by the U.S.
Constitution, this is the time at which
it is most imperative for the Govern-
ment of the United States to act.

I am aware of the fact that Weston,
the community which has been recom-
mended as the site for the facility in
question, has adopted its own open-
housing ordinance. I applaud this, and
I regret whatever economic or other
damage may be visited upon Weston be-
cause of the refusal of the remainder of
the State of Illinois to follow its ex-
ample. However, we must deal with this
problem in praectical terms. A project of
this nature will bring millions of dollars
to the Illinois economy. It will bring a
multitude of new Federal employees to
dwell within the State. Comparatively
few will reside in Weston. Weston will
reap a relatively small profit from this
project. People will seek to live in many
communities which do not guarantee
equality in housing opportunities, Many
cities and towns which do not promise
open housing will reap the benefits of
such a decision. The sound ordinances
of Weston will be of no effect in neigh-
boring communities which have failed
to adopt such ordinances. This is a sub-
ject which can only be handled by the
passage of State legislation and by the
strong enforcement of such laws. Illi-
nois has not only failed to act in the past
but has yet to take even the first steps
in this direction. It has in fact, only last
month, served notice of its continued re-
fusal to do so by defeat of a proposed
fair-housing law.

The State of Illinois had in fact been
warned that its refusal to act to imple-

ment the constitutional guarantees of

equality for all of its citizens could re-
sult in the loss of this very project. On
April 12 of this year, Chairman Seaborg
of the Atomic Energy Commission ap-
peared in the State of Illinois at the in-
vitation of Governor Kerner and made
the following comment:
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There is no guestion in our minds but that
the issue of housing discrimination will be
debated when the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion authorization bill goes to the floor of
Congress within the next few weeks. Those
offering and defending authorization of the
project will need all of the evidence of posi-
tive action to eliminate discrimination in
housing they can obtain. Frankly, at the
moment, the AEC has little to offer. The com-
mitments sought from communities in the
‘Weston area have failed to materialize ... You
may also ask if it is actually feasible to move
the site from the state of Illinois. Political
issues aside, it certainly is feasible to move
the site.

Thus, the Atfomic Energy Commis-
sion is clearly on record to the effect that
the failure to make progress toward the
goal of fair housing for all citizens could
well result in the loss of this project.
Despite this warning, Illinois still re-
fused to act.

Mr. President, it has been suggested
that passage of this amendment will lock
Congress into a policy of eternally re-
jecting the claims of States which have
yvet to adopt open-housing legislation.
This is simply not true. Each award of
a project should be examined on its
merits. The national interest in placing
a particular facility in a particular State
should be considered. The progress made
by a State in combating discrimination
should be one of the factors weighed in
the balance. In the case of Weston, I be-
lieve that the failure on the part of the
State of Illinois to act upon the oppor-
tunity to adopt fair-housing legislation
outweighs the positive reasons for crea-
tion of the facility in this area.

Mr. President, much has been made of
a resolution adopted by the board of
directors of the NAACP approximately
1 year ago, in which the directors de-
clared that they had no preference
among the six communities which were
receiving final consideration for the
award of the proton accelerator project.
This resolution was based upon a recog-
nition that racial discrimination existed
in each of the communities involved and
that a choice among them was little
more than a “choice of poverty.” Far
more recently, on June 16, 1967, Mr. Roy
Wilkins, executive director of the
NAACP, wrote to Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg,
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, as follows:

Since Illinois Senate today voted to kill
fair-housing bill, NAACP calls upon Atomic
Energy Commission to revoke award of
atomic installation to Weston, Illinois on
ground the state has no guarantee in law
against racial discrimination in the sale or
rental of homes. . ..

It is obvious that the year-old reso-
lution of the NAACP has been super-
seded in light of the recent refusal of
the Illinois Legislature to adopt fair-
housing legislation, and that the NAACP
is now strongly on record in opposition
to location of the facility in question in
Weston, I1l.

Mr. President, we have a chance fo
make a fresh start. In answer to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Tennes-
see, we are not trying to uproot a facility

.which has been operating. We are not

casting reflections upon previous de-
cisions. This is an opportunity to assure
that a new project will be constructed in
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accordance with the philosophy of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, not in opposi-
tion to that philosophy.

I am well aware that there are a large
number of projects already located in
States which have yet to adopt even the
most rudimentary kind of fair-housing
legislation. A few which are frequently
mentioned are Cape Eennedy in Florida,
the Redstone Arsenal in Alabama, and
the TVA projects in Tennessee, Alabama,
and EKentucky. Even the Pentagon in
Virginia falls into this category.

This is an unfortunate situation, but
adoption of the philosophy upon which
this amendment is based will in no way
interfere with the continued operation
of these facilities. I must add at this
point that these projects which are so
frequently mentioned were all con-
structed long before the statement in
the 1964 Civil Rights Act that the Fed-
eral Government would no longer toler-
ate discrimination in projects for which
it was responsible. We are not attempting
to correct past mistakes. We are at-
tempting to insure that these mistakes
will not be repeated in the future.

Mr. President, it is past time that the
Federal Government took the initiative
in the struggle to achieve equal rights
for all Americans. Today we have a
golden opportunity not to talk about
implementing our commitment to equal
opportunity for all Americans, but to
act. It is an opportunity for the Senate
to let business, industry, and the coun-
try know that fair housing is a sina qua
non for all future projects of the Federal
Government.

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

Mr. BROOKE. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois. \

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the Senator from Massachu-
setts for his forthright statement on the
position he takes. I share with him many
of the expressions he has made. I would
like to comment on one point.

‘The Illinois State Legislature has been
maligned in this Chamber today and has
been pointed out as having failed of its
duty. I think it would be unfortunate if
I did not make it perfectly clear that not
only has the Illinois State Legislature,
both in the house and in the senate,
worked in a number of committees to
present bills on the floor, but also the
House, under the Republican leadership,
overwhelmingly supported an open oc-
cupancy bill and reported it. The Senate
did consider on the floor, at least, open
occupancy legislation, but it was regret-
tably voted down.

When we in this body voted down and
did not make possible the passage of the
bill that was voted out of the House of
Representatives, and when we in 1967
have not brought forth from committee,
in either the House of Representatives
or the Senate, an open occupancy bill or
civil rights bill to redress many wrongs
that are apparent in our country today
through discrimination, and senseless
discrimination, we should point to the
fact that the Illinois State Legislature is
composed of human beings, as is any
other legislature.

This matter has been presented and
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debated in the Illinois Legislature and
the leadership, at least, has voted for
legislation to take care of the situation
loecally; they would like to do it on a
State level rather than a Federal level.
We have made great progress at the
community level, which is the level
closest to the State.

Mr. BROOKE. All that the Senator
has said is true. The Senator from
Massachusetts is well aware of the fact
that the Illinois House did report
open housing legislation and that it was
defeated by the senate in that State.
However, the fact remains that this is
a new project. We are not now dealing
with projects which were granted by the
Federal Government prior to the 1964
civil rights legislation and prior to the
policy which was adopted by the Federal
Government, that there be open housing
where Federal projects are concerned.

Illinois was well aware of this fact.
The State government knew at the time
it defeated open housing legislation that
Illinois was being considered for this
particular project. It further knew of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the sub-
sequent policy of the Federal Govern-
ment. In the face of this knowledge,
the Senate of the State of Illinois de-
feated open housing legislation. It would
seem that they were saying, in effect,
“We do not care if we do not get this par-
ticular project. It is more important to
us that we do not have open housing
in the State of Illinois.” This, of course,
does not apply to the house, but it does
apply to the senate, and as a result it
applies to the legislature because legis-
lation was not passed in June of this
year.

Therefore, they are, in effect, asking
the Federal Government to turn its back
on a change in American society which
has been coming for a long time, to turn
its back on the 1964 Civil Rights Act
and all that it has signified, and to re-
ward the State of Illinois for doing the
same.

We are not only talking about the
towns of Weston and Wheaton, for these
are relatively small towns. We know
they will not accommodate all of the
people who will have to go to live in
Illinois in order to participate in this
project.

Negroes living in ghettos in Chicago,
if they are able to obtain jobs in this
project, will have to travel the long road
to get them. Travel is expensive, and the
expense and inconvenience will deprive
many of them of the opportunity to get
these jobs. The vicious cycle is repeated
over and over again.

To argue that it might affect the TVA,
or projects in Florida, or other States,
where installations were developed be-
fore 1964 is an unfortunate and specious
argument, because we are talking about
new projects and a new policy that
should be in effect in this country.

I am very hopeful that the amend-
ment will be adopted. We have an op-
portunity, and we should avail our-
selves of it, to insure that Federal money
shall not be spent on projects which will
not give to all Americans an equal op-
portunity for the jobs created, and the
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equal opportunity to live in housing in
the vicinity of those jobs.

I am certainly sympathetic to the
other issues which have been raised by
the distinguished Senator from Illinois,
because I know how he feels about civil
rights legislation. I know how much this
project means to the State of Illinois.
But I think the principle here is such an
important one that we certainly should,
at this time, take the opportunity and
see that Federal money, from this day
forward, does not go into areas where
there are no open housing laws already
on the books.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. BROOKE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Does the Senator, then,
intend to introduce today an amend-
ment to the bill to take out the authori-
zations upon which we are to vote today
for Project 68-4—g, laboratory energy
storage facility, Los Alamos Scientific
Laboratory, New Mexico, for $8,500,000;
and for the Los Alamos Scientific Lab-
oratory, New Mexico and Nevada Test
Site, Nevada, for $2 million? Should we
then go through and take out Project
68-1-b, Replacement Storage Tanks,
Richland, Wash., for $2,500,000, if we are
to carry out the principle of the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
who said, “from this day forward,” that
we should approve no projects that do
not have open occupancy legislation?

Mr. BROOKE. All of the projects to
which the distinguished Senator has re-
ferred are in existence at the present
time. I am talking about new projects
which are to be started, such as the one
in Weston, I1l. As the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts interprets the legislation—
and I may be corrected by the distin-
guished chairman—it is my understand-
ing that these other projects are, or have
been, in existence for a period of time.
If T am in error, I should like fo be
corrected,

Mr. PERCY. I have just been advised
by my technical assistant that these
projects were not in existence, that they
do not differ in degree, then, from the
project in Weston. If the principle the
Senator from Massachusetts has enun-
ciated is to be carried out, then he
should be infroducing amendments at
this time for those projects.

Mr. BROOEKE. The Senator from Il-
linois mentioned Project 68—1-b, replace-
ment waste storage tanks, Richland,
‘Wash., $2,500,000. Certainly the replace-
ment of waste storage tanks must be
for a project already in existence.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Massachusetts yield at that
point?

Mr. BROOKE. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. The establishment is
there. This may be somewhat of an en-
largement to accommodate what is al-
ready there. Buf insofar as employment
is concerned, the people are already liv-
ing there. It may be a good or a bad
situation. I do not know. However, I
think the Senator from Massachusetis
made a very cogent distinetion, The
project at Weston will be brand new.
Therefore, we should be putting our best
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foot forward. Let us put it on firm ground
and do what needs to be done to carry
out the philosophy of the civil rights law
of 1964 when it was adopted.

Mr. BROOKE. I thought I made it
quite clear that I am not suggesting that
the Government not appropriate any
more money, say, to Cape Kennedy in
Florida, or that the Government not ap-
propriate more money for the TVA proj-
ect in Tennessee. I made that clear. I am
not suggesting that at all. I am merely
distinguishing the two, in saying that
this will be a new project in Weston, one
which has never been started, one on
which many States in this country placed
bids. I am saying that the awarding of
this project should not be made to any
section of the country, to any city or any
town, where there are no open housing
provisions.

Mr. PERCY. I think that one of the
factors we seem to be missing is the
prineipal argument of the Atomic
Energy Commission, the Site Selection
Committee, and certainly the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, in its over-
whelming vote, to support this project,
the point that they have continuously
made, that the project is in the national
interest and that we should select the
site where the project can be best car-
ried out.

One of the controlling reasons, one of
the concluding arguments, and certainly
the most important argument for plac-
ing it at Weston, is that it is readily
accessible to Argonne National Labora-
tories which has been long established,
and that it will be a complete intermix-
ture of these communities as to techni-
cal knowledge, libraries, computer facili-
ties, and access from one facility to the
other. That certainly was one of the
major factors which led us to the con-
clusion that Weston was unique in its
qualifications to carry forward this proj-
ect, and that since it was in the national
interest, that the project should be
located there.

Of course Illinois wants the project.
Of course we, along with every other
State in the Union, sought the project.
But, actually, the project sought the lo-
cation. We did not invent the idea of an
accelerator. That thought came from the
scientific community. The Atomic En-
ergy Commission announced that it was
about to find a site and they wanted to
find the best site possible. There is no
question, and no argument has been
made that could diminish the fact that
the combined resources of the communi-
ties in Illinois, in the Chicago area, offer
the best resources for this project to be
carried forward in the national interest.
I therefore believe that the pending
amendment should be defeated.

However, at the same time, I say that
with the defeat of this amendment and
approval of the project for Weston, we
will not cease our efforts to move for-
ward in offering opportunities for equal-
ity of opportunity in housing throughout
the State of Illinois.

Mr. BROOKE, Does the Senator in-
tend to convey the impression that Wes-
ton, Ill., is the only site which can ade-
quately do the job? i

Mr. PERCY. Not at all. I simply say
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that the evidence is overwhelming that
it is the best site. It is exactly what the
Commission set out to establish when it
began to investigate sites. Why should
we take a second best site, if Weston is
the best site for one of the most impor-
tant instruments ever to be developed
and built in this world?

Mr. BEROOKE. I am sure that the Sen-
ator is well aware that there was a site
committee and that the committee made
an exhaustive study—I think the study
lasted some 9 months—and that there
were several classifications. Finally, the
number of sites was narrowed down to
six. At the time the committee made its
final report on these six sites, of which
Weston was one, the committee was also
well aware of the policy of the Federal
Government as expressed in the 1964
Civil Rights Act, and well aware of the
policy of the Atomic Energy Commission
respecting open housing.

Now, it would appear that when the
committee made its report, open housing
legislation was then pending before the
Illinois Legislature. The committee had
reason to believe that this legislation
would be adopted by the State of Illi-
nois but, in fact, the legislation was de-
feated.

Does the Senator from Illinocis have
any evidence, any statements, any docu-
ments, which would indicate that since
the defeat of open housing legislation by
the Illinois Legislature the committee
has still held out that Weston is the
one and only unique location which it
must have for this particular project?

Mr. PERCY. I have talked to the
Atomie Energy Commission and I have
talked over a period of several years to
members of the Site Selection Commit-
tee. When they reached their final,
unanimous report, there was no indica-
tion of any kind that, in their judgment,
this was not the best site. Now it is true
that, on balance, the Commission, mem-
bers of the Site Selection Committee, and
members of the congressional commit-
tee, and so forth, would have preferred
that Illinois have an open occupancy law.
But, I think they very wisely——

Mr. BROOKE. Will the Senator from
Illinois yield?

Mr. PERCY. Ishould like to finish this
comment first.

Mr. BROOKE. Certainly.

Mr. PERCY. I think they very wisely
did not feel that the existence of the law
would insure or guarantee equality of
housing or lack of discrimination be-
cause, better than anyone, the Senator
from Massachusetts knows that in those
States where there are laws now—in 20
States—there still exists discrimination,
and there still exists inequality of hous-
ing. There is not a single site of the other
sites within the area where one could not
find discrimination in every town, in
every village, in every community sur-
rounding any one of those other sites.

In fact, in the State of New York open
occupancy legislation has been in effect
for vears. Yet when African delegations
came here to represent their countries
in New York, there was such widespread
discrimination that it was necessary for
Ambassador Stevenson to set up a spe-
cial committee, with representatives of
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the Governor, the mayor, and the United
Nations, to work not just within the
framework of the law—because the law
was not working—but to work, just as
we are working in Illinois, whether we
have a law or not, to remove every ves-
tige of diserimination. But there is dis-
crimination, as the Senator well knows
in many of these communities. For that
reason, the commission very wisely said
that one of the factors was that they
would have liked to have had a law. It
would have made it easier. It certainly
would have made it easier for the Sen-
ators from Illinois. There is discrimina-
tion every place, but there is no more
discrimination in Illinois without a law
than in other places with a law.

Mr. BROOKE. Is the Senator suggest-
ing that because there is discrimination
in the 20 States that have open housing
laws on their books, that this is a
reason for not enacting open housing
legislation?

Mr. PERCY. Not at all. I would hope to
see it in every one of the 50 States. I
would like to see it in every local com-
munity, because ordinances would be far
more effective and far more easily imple-
mented than legislation that comes from
& higher order of government, further
removed from the people of that com-
munity. But I say that, notwithstanding
the fact that there are States with open
housing legislation, there is not an iota
of evidence to prove those laws have re-
moved discrimination. In fact, an Illinois
commission appointed by a Demo-
cratic Governor studied discrimination
throughout the country and came to the
conclusion that the existence of such a
law did not of itself in any way remove
discrimination or other inequalities. It
will help, but it is only one of the many
steps that must be taken, and it is going
to be one of the steps we will take; but,
in the absence of it, the State of Illinois
is taking many, many other steps.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, one
final question. The Senator from Illinois
mentioned that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission had stated a preference that
there be open housing legislation in Illi-
nois. Does the Senator mean that the
Atomic Energy Commission did not in-
tend that it be mandatory that there
be open housing legislation in Illinois in
order for this project to be granted?

Mr. PERCY. To the best of my under-
standing, the Commission never took
that position. In a visit to Illinois, the
Chairman of the Commission indicated a
hope that there would be such legisla-
tion, but it was never a condition prece-
dent to the granting favorably of one lo-
cation over another. At no time did the
Commission ask for legislation.

Mr. BROOKE. Insofar as the Atomic
Energy Commission was concerned, was
it not its policy that there be open hous-
ing legislation in the State of Illinois as
a condition precedent to the granting of
this project?

Mr. PERCY. I do not believe so at all.

Mr. BROOKE. Would the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island state at this
time just what the policy of the Atomic
Energy Commission was insofar as open
housing legislation in the State of Illinois
was concerned?
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Mr. PASTORE. In the original criteria,
while they did not use the words “civil
rights,”” they did say ‘“‘adequate housing”
for the 2,000 employees that might be
there. Then, later on, the AEC specif-
ically made civil rights an issue in their
visits to the sites under consideration
starting in April 1966. They also reiter-
ated it again in 1967 in press releases.

One of the primary considerations was
electric power. Another was civil rights
and nondiscrimination. They clearly
made it a prerequisite in that respect.
In visiting Denver, Colo., that is one of
the questions the Commission asked. As
a matter of fact, I understand that is the
question they asked in every one of the
six sites. So I say again the Atomic
Energy Commission raised the issue.

Mr. BROOKE. And they raised the
question on every site?

Mr. PASTORE, On every site they
raised the guestion of housing.

Mr. BROOKE, They were trying to as-
sure themselves, then, that every one of
these sites would offer open housing, ade~
quate housing, and no discrimination in
housing or diserimination in job oppor-
tunities?

Mr. PASTORE. That is right, but they
did not talk about a law. But it is a re-
markable thing that the one State they
chose was the only one of the six States
that did not have an open housing law.

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator from Illi-
nois has suggested that because an ordi-
nance has been passed in Weston, this
would assure adequate housing or open
housing as far as this project is con-
cerned. Does the Senator have any in-
formation as to what enforcement pow-
ers are involved under the ordinance of
Weston?

Mr. PASTORE. As a matter of fact,
Weston disappears once this accelerator
is eonstructed. So there we have a moot
question. But as I indicated today——

Mr. BROOKE. So the ordinance, if the
Senator will yield, is of no real value?

Mr. PASTORE. Not insofar as Weston
is concerned. But we must go a step
further.

On June 29, the House passed the AEC
authorization bill. On July 3, Weston
passed what I and many other people
consider to be a reasonably good open
housing law. Only yesterday Joliet did a
similar thing.

The position I t.ook—-which is some-
what contrary to the position being taken
by the Senator from Massachusetts—was
that, while I did not go so far as to insist
upon a State statute, I did insist that the
vicinity around the project should be of
such a character that no one would have
any trouble at all in finding housing be-
cause of religion, race, or color.

Mr. BROOKE. How would the ordi-
nances pased by Wheaton and Joliet be
enforeed?

Mr. PASTORE. Like any other ordi-
nance would be enforced. I have the or-
dinances here. I have not studied them
in detail, but I understand from the
Joint Committee staff, who have read
the Wheaton ordinance, that it is sat-
isfactory. I do not know about Joliet.
Since it was pased only yesterday we
have not had time to study it.

I have a communication from Gov-
ernor Kerner, who, incidentally, has
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been very cooperative. At this time, I ask
unanimous consent that the ordinance
passed by the city of Joliet, Ill.,, and the
ordinance passed by the town of
Wheaton, Ill., be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the ordi-
nances were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF JoLiET, ILL.

An ordinance prohibiting certain practices
in diserimination in housing accommoda-
tions because of race, creed, color, na-
tional origin or ancestry by real estate
brokers
Be ordained by the Cily Council of the

City of Joliet, Illinois:

Section I: The Code of the City of Jollet
is hereby amended by adding hereto the
following Ordinance.

Seection 2: Discrimination of Policy: It is
hereby declared the policy of the City of
Joliet in the exercise of police powers for
the protection of the public health, public
morals, and its power to license and regulate
real estate brokers for the maintenance of
business and good government, and for the
promotion of the City trade, claims, and
manufacturing to insure equal opportunity
to all persons to live in decent housing fa-
cilities regardless of race, creed, color, na-
tional origin, or ancestry, and to prohibit
discrimination in housing by licensed or
unlicensed brokers, real estate salesmen, and
agents.

Section 3: Definitions: As used in this
Ordinance, unless a different meaning ap-
pears in the context, the following terms
shall have the meaning ascribed in this
section:

A, The term “unfair housing practice” in-
cluding any difference in treatment in the
sale, lease, rental, or financing of housing
accommoxdations because of race, color, creed,
national origin or ancestry.

B. The term "housing accommodation™
includes any building, structure or portion
thereof which is used or occupied or is main-
tained, alleged, or designed to be used or
occupied as a house, residence, or sleeping
place of ane or more human b

C. The term "real estate brokers" means
any person required to be licensed under
State law or any other person carrying on
the business or actions normally done by a
broker, salesman, or other employee.

Section 4: Prohibited Act: It shall be an
unfair housing practice and unlawful for
any real estate broker with regard to any
real estate within the corporate boundaries
of the City of Joliet:

A. To make any distinction, discrimina-
tion or restriction against any person in
price, terms, conditions or privileges of any
kind relating to the sale, rental, lease or
occupancy of any real estate used for resi-
dentlal purposes in the City of Joliet or in
the furnishings of any facilities or services
in connection therewith predicated by the
race, color, creed, national origin or ancestry
of the prospective buyer or temant thereof.

B. To publish, circulate, issue, or display
or cause to be published, circulated, or dis-
played any communications, notice, adver-
tisement, sign or other writing of any kind
relating to the sale, rental, or leasing of any
residential real property within the City of
Joliet which will indicate or express any re-
striction or discrimination in the sale, rental
or leasing of such residential real estate
predicated by the race, creed, color, religion,
national origin or ancestry of any prospec-
tive buyer, leasee, or renter of such property.

C. To refuse to sell, lease, or rent any real
estate for residential purposes within the
City of Jollet because of the raece, creed, re-
ligion, national origin or ancestry of the
proposed buyer or renter.

D. To discriminate or participate in the
discrimination in connection with the ber-
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rowing or lending of money, guaranteeing
loans, accepting mortgages, or otherwise ob-
talning or making avallable funds for the
purchase, acquisition, construction, reha-
bilitation, repair, or maintenance of any
residential housing unit or housing accom-
modation in the City of Joliet because of
race, color, creed, religion, national erigin,
or ancestry.

E. To cheat, exploit, or overcharge any
person for residential housing accommoda-
tions in the City of Joliet because of race,
color, creed, religion, national origin or an-
cestry.

F. To solicit orally or in writing for sale,

lease, leasing for sale or lease residential real
estate within the City of Joliet on the ground
of loss of value due to the present or pros-
pective eniry of any neighborhood of any
person or persons of any particular race,
color, creed, religion, national origin, or
ancestry.
G. To distribute or cause to be distributed
written material or statements designed to
induce any owner of residential real estate
in the city of Joliet to sell or lease his prop-
erty because of any present or prospective
change in the race, creed, color, religion,
national origin, or ancestry of persons In
the neighborhood.

H. To refuse examination of any lsting
of residential real estate within the City of
Joliet to any person because of race, color,
creed, religlon, national origin or ancestry.

Section 5: Duties of the Commission on
Human Relations. It shall be the duties of
the Commission on Human Relations to:

A. Initiate, receive, and investigate com-
plaints charging unlawful housing practices.

B. Seek conciliation of such complaints,
hold hearings, make of fact, issue
orders, and publish its findings of facts and
orders in accordance of the provision of this
Ordinance.

C. Render from time to time but not less
than once a year a written report of its ac-
tivitles and recommendations with respect
to fair housing practices to the Mayor and
City Councils.

D. Adopt such rules and regulations as may
be necessary to carry out the purposes and
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 6. Procedures: Any person aggrieved
in any manner by the viclation of the pro-
vision of this Ordinance shall file a written
complaint setting forth his grievance with
the Commission on Human Relations. Said
complalnant shall state the name and address
of the complainant and of the person against
whom the complainant is brought, and shall
also state the alleged facts surrounding the
alleged violation of this Ordinance, After
the filing of any complaint, the Commis-
sion shall make a prompt investigation there-
with, and if the Commission shall determine
after such Investigation that proper cause
exists for crediting the allegations of the
complainant, it shall immediately endeavor
to eliminate the unlawful diseriminatery
practices complained of by conference, con-
ciliation, and presentation. In case of fallure
to eliminate such practices or in advance
thereof, if in the judgment of the Commis~
slon, circumstances so warrant, it shall cause
to be issued and served in the name of the
Commission a written notice together with
coples of such complaint to all parties of
a full hearing of the complaint at a time
and place to be stated in such notice. The
real estate broker charged with having en-
gaged In or engaging in the unfair housing
practices shall have the right to answer the
complaint, to appear at the hearing in per-
son, to be represented by couneil, and to
submit testimony. The complainant shall
be allowed to present testimony in persen
and be represented by council.

Such hearings shall be conducted by the
Commission. The Commission shall not be
bound by the strict rules of evidence pre-
valling in courts of law and eguity. The Com-
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mission shall have full power to subpoena
witnesses and pertinent documents, which
power may be enforced by the Commission
by proper petition to the Circuit Court of
the 12th Judieclal Circult. The Commission
shall have power to administer oaths and
1o take sworn testimony. In the conclusion of
the hearings, the Commission shall render
a written report and recommendations which
shall be served by mail to the parties. No
report shall be delayed more than 60 days
after the date of the lssuance of notlce
for the commencement of the first hearing.

Section 7. Penalties

A. Any complainant or respondent shall
apply for and obtain judiclal review of any
order of the Commission issued pursuant to
Section 6 of this Ordinance including the
refusal to issue an order in accordance with
the provision of “administrative review act”
approved May 8, 1945, and all amendments
and modifications thereof; and in the event
the order is affirmed, the Commission may
obtain an order of the court for its enforce-
ment in the same proceeding.

B. Whenever the Commission shall be of
the opinlon that any person has violated or
is about to violate an order of the Commis-
sion issued pursuant to Sectlon 6 of this
Ordinance, the Commission shall commence
an action in the name of the people of the
City of Joliet in the Circuit Court of the
12th Judicial Circult by petition alleging
the violation, attaching a copy of the order
of the Commission and praying for appro-
priate relief. The Court which shall have
Jurisdiction of the proceeding and shall have
power to grant such temporary rellef or re-
str order, permanent restraining order,
and such other relief as may be deemed just
and proper. The provision of the Civil Prac-
tice Act including the provision for appeal
and/or existing and future amendments of
sald act and modifications thereof and the
rules now or hereafter adopted pursuant to
sald act shall apply to all proceedings here-
under except if otherwise provided in this
Ordinance.

The proceedings provided in Section 6
shall be commenced in the Circuit Court In
and for the county wherein the unfair hous-
ing practice, which is the subject of the
Commission's sald order, was granted.

C. The Commission shall be empowered at
the conclusion of such proceedings and as
part of its report to recommend to the Mayor
of the City of Jollet the suspension or revo-
cation of the broker's license of any broker
licensed by the City of Joliet who shall have
been a respondent to any proceeding thus
filed and found gullty of violation of any
applicable provision of this Ordinance. Any
broker whose license has been suspended or
revoked by the Mayor, or any complainant
aggrieved by the decision of the Mayor shall
have full right to appeal from such order of
suspension or revocation in accordance with
procedures specified in the Administrative
Review Act of Illinois. The order of the
Mayor shall be final and transmitted to the
Commission as part of its record, and it shall
serve a copy thereof on the Respondent and
any appeal may be taken thereafter.

D. In addition thereto, the Mayor may di-
rect the corporation council to file with the
Department of Registration and Education
with the State of Illinois a complaint against
any real estate broker found guilty of violat-
ing any provision of this Ordinance, seek-
ing suspension or revocation of the license
issued to such broker by the State of Illinois.

Section 8. Severability: If any section of
this subdivision, paragraph, sentence, or
clause of this Ordinance is for any reason
held to be invalid or unconstitutional, such
decision shall not effect any remaining por-
tion, section, or part thereof.

Section 8. All Ordinances or parts of ordl-
nances conflicting herewith are hereby re-
pealed.
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Section 10, This Ordinance shall take ef-
fect upon 1its passage, approval, recording,
and publication according to law.

ORDINANCE No. E-914, WHEATON, ILL.

An ordinance to license and regulate real
estate brokers and prohibit unfair real es-
tate practices
Be It ordained by the City Council of the

City of Wheaton, Illinois:

Section 1. The Code of the City of Wheat-
on, Illinois (1955) is hereby amended by
adding the following chapter thereto:

“CHAPTER 35—DISCRIMINATION IN REAL ESTATE
TRANSACTIONS

“Section 1. Declaration of policy

“It is hereby declared by the City Counecil
of the City of Wheaton to be in the best
interest of the health, safety and welfare of
the people of the City of Wheaton to license
and regulate real estate brokers and to as-
sure equal opportunity to all persons who
engage in real estate transactions regard-
less of race, color, religion, ancestry or na-
tional origin and to that end to prohibit
discrimination in real estate transactions.

“Section 2, Definitions

“As used in this Ordinance, unless the
context otherwise requires:

“(a) The term real estate broker means any
natural person, partnership, assoclation or
corporation, or agent thereof, who for a fee
or other valuable consideration sells, pur-
chases, exchanges, rents (or offers or nego-
tlates to do any of the foregoing) real
property of another, or holds himself out as
engaged In the business of doing any of the
foregoing, or manages and collects rental
from the real property of another.

“(b) The term real estate includes any
bullding, structure or portion thereof in the
City of Wheaton which is used or occupied,
or is maintained, arranged or designed to
be used or occupied as a home, residence,
gleeping place of one or more persons, place
of business or office, but such term shall not
include rooms for rental to one or two per-
sons in a single-family dwelling, the re-
mainder of which is occupied by (1) the own-
er or members of his immediate family, or
(2) a lessee of the entire dwelling or mem-
bers of his immediate family.

“Section 3. Licenses

“It shall be unlawful for any person to
act as a real estate broker in this City with-
out obtaining a license to do so. A license
may be issued to an assoclation, co-partner-
ship or corporation only if all members and
officers of such assoclation, co-partnership
or corporation who actively participate in
the brokerage business of such assoclation,
co-partnership or corporation are duly li-
censed as real estate brokers.

“Application for a license and a renewal
of license shali be filed with the Clerk
forms supplied by the Clerk and containing:
the name, residence address, business ad-
dress, date of birth, length of experience in
dealing in real estate, the date and number
of applicant’s current certificate of registra-
tion from the State, and such other pertinent
information as the Council shall require to
carry out the intent and purpose of this
Ordinance, and if the applicant is not regis-
tered with the State, the application shall
be accompanied with a statement by the
applicant, under oath, that the applicant is
not required to be registered by the State.

“All applications for licenses or renewals
thereof shall be referred to the Council. If
the Council finds that the applicant has
complied with all of the provisions of this
Ordinance, it shall approve the application
and a license or renewal thereof shall be
issued to the applicant. A license or the re-
newal thereof may be refused or an existing
license suspended or revoked by the Council
for any violation of this Ordinance or for any
causes set forth In IIl. Rev. Stat. Ch. 114 1/2
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Sec. 8 as the same now is or may hereafter
be amended.

“In the event any license or renewal of
license is refused and a hearing has not al-
ready been granted, the applicant may, by
filing a request with the Clerk within
twenty (20) days of the date of such refusal,
have the matter of such refusal heard by
the Council, or some board or commission
designated for such purpose by the Council.
If such hearing is before the Council it shall
make Its determination by adopting an ap-
propriate resolution. If such hearing is be-
fore a board or commission designated by
the Council, such board or commission shall
hear the testimony of sworn witnesses and
such other evidence as may be produced
and shall prepare findings of fact which shall
be submitted to the Council along with a
recommendation. The Council shall make its
determination by adopting an appropriate
resolution.

“Llcenses issued hereunder shall be for
the period February 1, through January 31,
and shall be renewable annually during the
month of January. The annual fee for any
license or renewal of license shall be for
$25.00 and shall accompany the applicatlon
for issuance or renewal of license,

“It shall be unlawful for any real estate
broker or real estate salesman to negotiate
the sale, purchase or exchange of any real
property either by proposal to purchase,
offer, option, agreement for deed, or any
other agreement without reciting in such
document a statement as to the zoning
classification of the property invelved in
such transaction under the Wheaton Zon-
ing Ordinance as the same is set forth in
the then current Zoning Map published by
the City.

“Section 4. Prohibited acts

“No owner of real estate, lessee, sublessee,
real estate broker or salesman, lender, inan-
cial institution, advertiser, or agent of any
of the foregoing, shall discriminate against
any other person because of the religion,
race, color or national origin of such other
person or because of the religion, race, eolor,
or national origin of the friends or associates
of such other person, in regard to the sale
or rental of, or dealings concerning real
estate. Any such discrimination ghall be con-
sidered an unfair real estate practice, With-
out limiting the foregoing, it shall also be an
unfair real estate practice and unlawful for
any real estate broker or other person to:

“(a) Publish, circulate, issue or display,
or cause to be pubushed circulated, issued
or displayed, any communication, notice, ad-
vertisement, sign, or other writing of any
kind relating to the sale, rental or leasing
of any real estate which will indicate or
express any such discrimination.

“{b) Exploit or overcharge any person for
real estate because of race, color, religion or
national origin.

“(c) Solicit for sale, lease, or listing for
sale or lease, of any real estate on the ground
of loss of value due to the present or pro-
spective entry into any neighborhood of
any person or persons of any particular race,
color, religion or national origin.

“(d) Make, distribute or cause to be made
or distributed any written material or state-
ments designed to induce any owner of real
estate to sell or lease his property because
of any present or prospective change in
the race, color, religion, or national origin
of persons in the neighborhood.

“(e) Refuse to sell, lease or rent, any real
estate because of the race, color, religion or
national origin of the proposed buyer or
tenant,

“(f) Refuse examination of coples of any
listing of real estate to any person because
of race, color, religion or national origin.

“(g) Enter into a listing agreement which
prohibits the sale or rental of real estate to
any person because of race, color, creed,
religlon or national origin,
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“{h) Act or undertake to act with respect
to any real estate, the disposition of which
is prohibited to any person because of race,
color, religion or national origin.

“Section 5. Limitations

“Nothing in this ordinance shall require
an owner to offer property to the public at
large before selling or renting it, nor shall
this ordinance be deemed to prohibit owners
from giving preference to prospective tenants
or buyers for any reason other than religion,
race, color or national origin.

“Nothing in this ordinance shall require an
owner to offer property for sale or lease to
any person if the owner has any reason to
Pbelieve that such person is not negotiating
for the purchase or lease of such property in

good faith.

“Section 6. Duties of Human Relations
Commission

“It shall be the duty of the Wheaton
Human Relations Commission (a) receive
and Investigate complaints charging unfair
real estate practices; and (b) seek concilia-
tion of such complaints, seek compliance by
violators, hold hearings, make findings of
fact, issue recommendations and publish its
findings of fact and recommendations in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this
Ordinance.

“Section 7. Procedures of Human Relations
Commission

“Any person aggrieved in any manner by
an unfair real estate practice may file a
written complaint setting forth his grievance
with the commission. Said complaint must
be filed within 30 days of the commission
of the alleged unfair real estate practice and
shall state the name and address of the com-
plainant and of the person or persons against
whom the complaint is brought and shall
also state the alleged facts surrounding the
alleged unfair real estate practice.

“After the filing of any complaint, the
Chairman of the Commission shall designate
three of the members to make a prompt
investigation in connection therewith; and
if such members determine after such in-
vestigation, that probable cause exists for
crediting the alleged unfair real estate prac-
tice, they shall immediately endeavor to elim-
inate the alleged practice by conference,
conciliation and persuasion. In case of fail-
ure to eliminate such practice or in advance
thereof, if in their judgment circumstances
so warrant, they shall send a copy of such
complaint, or a description of the alleged
practice in the event no complaint has been
filed, to all parties, and at the same time
notify them, of a full hearing of the alleged
practice, at a time and place to be specified
in such notice. Any real estate broker or
other person charged with the unfair real
estate practice shall have the right to file an
answer, and he and complainant may ap-
pear at the hearing in person or be rep-
resented by counsel, and submit testimony.

“Such hearing shall be conducted by the
Commission. The Commission shall not be
bound by the strict rules of evidence. The
Commission shall have power to administer
oaths and to take sworn testimony. At the
conclusion of the hearings, the Commission
shall render a written report and recom-
mendations which shall be served by mail
upon the parties. No report shall be delayed
more than sixty days after the date of the
issuance of notice for commencement of the
first hearing.

“Section 8. Sanctions for violations

“At the conclusion of the hearing pro-
vided for in section 7 the Commission may,
as part of its report, recommend to the City
Council:

‘“(a) the suspension or revocation of the
license of any real estate broker found to
have committed an unfair real estate prac-
tice; (b) the filing of a complaint with the
Department of Registration and Education
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of the State of Illinois, against any real
estate broker found to have commifted an
unfair real estate practice, seeking suspen-
sion or revocation of the license issued to
such broker by the State of Illinois; and (c)
the filing of proceedings against any person
found to have committed an unfair real
estate practice.
“Section 9. Penalty
“Any person committing an unfair real
estate practice shall, upon conviction there-
of, be subject to a fine of not less than One
Hundred Dollars ($100.00) or mor> than
Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00).

“Section 10. Severability

“If any subdivision, paragraph, sentence
or clause of this Ordinance is for any rea-
son held invalld or unconstitutional, such
decision shall not affect any remaining por-
tion, section or part thereof.”

Section 2. The City Clerk shall cause this
Ordinance to be published in pamphlet
form.,

Section 3. This Ordinance shall be in full
force and effect from and after its passage,
approval and publication pursuant to law.

Karn F. HEIMKE,

Mayor.
Attest.
HerLEn B. PERUSSE,
City Clerk.
Mr. PASTORE. Insofar as enforce-

ment is concerned, in the case of Joliet,
I understand that the brokers could lose
their licenses for violation of the ordi-
nance.

Mr. BROOKE. The brokers?

Mr. PASTORE. That is under the
Joliet ordinance. In the other case, in
the case of the Wheaton, I think it is a
little more severe. In that case, I under-
stand that not only brokers are prohib-
ited from discriminatory procedures,
but also the owner himself.

I must reiterate, in any event, that
those who have studied the ordinance
thought it was a step forward, and
rather satisfactory.

Mr. BROOKE. What would be the dis-
tance from this project to Chicago?

Mr. PASTORE. I would say about 30
miles or so. I have never measured the
distance. Perhaps others would know
better than I.

Mr. DIRKSEN. From Wheaton, which
is a town of 26,000, it is 6 miles.

Mr. PASTORE. He did not say that.
He said from Chicago.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Please let me finish,

From Joliet, a town of about 60,000, it
is 20 miles, and from Chicago, about 30
miles.

With respect to enforcement, I do not
know whether the Senator has ever
served on a city council, but in Illinois
we always use the corporation council to
take care of enforcement of any ordi-
nance. It is enforced according to its
terms.

Mr, PASTORE. Section 9 of the
Wheaton ordinance reads:

Any person committing an unfair real es-
tate practice shall, upon conviction thereof,
be sentenced to a fine of not less than $100
nor more than $500.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is the thing to be
enforced. But your corporation council
enforces it.

Mr. BROOKE. That is the enforce-
ment procedure for a city or a town.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is right.

Mr. BROOKE. There would be a dis-
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tance of 30 miles to Chicago from this
area where the project would be located,
or a round trip of 60 miles a day. Of
course, if anyone wanted to live in Chi-
cago and work at the project, he could
make this round trip, but it would be
quite expensive.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I can show the Senator
thousands upon thousands of people who
live where I live, 30 miles from Washing-
ton, who fairly congest the highways in
the Washington area in order to get to
work.

Mr. BROOKE. But they are not denied
the right to live in an area closer to their
job, are they?

Mr. DIRESEN. They can live wherever
they like.

Mr. BROOKE. That is exactly the
point I am trying to make. They can
live wherever they like; and if they vol-
untarily choose to go 30 miles to work,
that is perfectly all right.

But the policy of the AEC and of the
Federal Government, under the 1964
Civil Rights Act, as I interpret it, was
that all employees should have the op-
portunity to live wherever they like,
under the Constitution and laws of this
country.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Thirty miles away is
?tn opportunity in this country, as we see

Mr. BROOKE. Not if you wanted to
live next door to the plant where you
work.

Mr. DIRKSEN. How many people live
next door to the plant where they work
today?

Mr. BROOKE. The point is that a per-
son should be able to do so if he desires
to do so.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is exactly what
we are trying to do in this whole area.

Mr. BROOKE. That is what I am try-
ing to accomplish. That is why, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask that the amendment be
adopted.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I sup-
port enactment of HR. 10918. I believe
the committee has performed a credit-
able job in analyzing the AEC’s entire
budget, recommending reductions where
appropriate and providing policy guid-
ance to the executive branch in a num-
ber of important areas.

One of the AEC’s most significant pro-
grams pertains to the procurement of
uranium concentrates. This program has
resulted in the creation of a large domes-
tic uranium mining and milling industry
which has produced and delivered mate-
rial vital to our national defense, and
the foundation of our burgeoning nuclear
power program. My own State of Utah
has made important contributions to the
national effort to obtain an adequate
uranium supply, and we shall continue to
do so. That huge new reserves of ura-
nium must be discovered and developed
is obvious from the AEC's latest forecasts
of installed nuclear capaclty by 1980—
120,000 to 170,000 megawatts.

We on the committee regard the pri-
mary responsibility for satisfying com-
mercial uranium demands as lying with
private industry. However, the Govern-
ment also has certain responsibilities in
this area. For example, the AEC should
remain in a position to evaluate and pub-
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licize the extent of our total uranium
supplies, which involves compiling data
from private industry. This type of infor-
mation is intimately related to the pace
and scope of our country’s program for
developing the more advanced reactors.

It is also desirable for the AEC to con-
tinue its current program to investigate
means of enlarging our uranium re-
sources, although at a somewhat reduced
level than the AEC had proposed.

Turning to a related matter, the Joint
Committee’s Subcommittee on Research,
Development, and Radiation held 7 days
of hearings in May and June on the sub-
ject of radiation exposure of uranium
miners. During that time the subcom-
mittee explored this problem in great
depth. The record of these hearings un-
doubtedly constitutes the most compre-
hensive review ever undertaken of this
complex matter, and I commend it to the
attention of everyone interested in the
facts.

Unfortunately, many of the state-
ments appearing in the press and else-
where have been based upon serious
misunderstanding of the situation as it
exists today. There is a deplorable tend-
ency in some quarters to associate the
deaths which have occurred among
uranium miners, and which are expected
to occur over the next decade or so, with
conditions currently existing in the
uranium mines.

It is unquestionably true that these
conditions have very markedly improved
in recent years, as more became known
about potential hazards from exposure
in underground mines. We on the com-
mittee believe that more can and should
be done in the future. That is the reason
why we called these hearings.

With respect to the current budget re-
' gquest, it is the committee’s view that the

Commission should be permitted to use
raw materials program operating and
capital equipment funds to undertake
necessary programs during fiscal year
1968 related to the radiation exposure of
uranium miners, During the Joint Com-
mittee’s May 23, 1967, hearings on this
subject the AEC outlined proposed pro-
grams which would involve several agen-
cies in addition to the Commission. Al-
though the scope of work to be carried
out has been identified only in general
terms, the committee believes the AEC
should not be delayed because specific
plans were not included in the fiscal year
1968 budget submission.

The AEC also estimated that about
$350,000 would be spent in fiscal year
1968 under the Commission’s biology and
medicine program pertaining to this
subject. Our committee’s report noted
concern that techniques and instruments
for measuring radiation exposure of
uranium miners, and concentrations of
radioactivity in the air of mines, have
not been further developed. We recom-
mended that the Commission increase
its efforts in these fields, and in the de-
velopment of effective respirators for use
by uranium miners.

In summary, I believe H.R. 10918 is a
well-conceived piece of legislation, and
I urge its approval today.

SUPPORT FOR EREEDER REACTORS

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,

at the request of the junior Senator from
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Tennessee [Mr. Baker]l, who is neces-

sarily absent today, I have been asked

to make the following statement, which

he has prepared:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BAKER, READ BY SENA=
TOR HICKENLOOPER

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am in
full support of the AEC authorization
bill which, among other things, provides
$484,290,000 for the development of
various reactor systems. Included in this
amount is $71,350,000 for the develop-
ment of a group of reactors known as
breeders. These reactors are being de-
signed to accomplish the rather novel
effect of producing in the long run more
fuel than they consume in order to gen-
erate useful energy. This point was
dramatically illustrated by Dr. Glenn T.
Seaborg, Chairman of the U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission, when he pointed out
that the net fuel cost for the breeder
reactors of the future will be ‘““zero.”

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the table entitled
“Near Breeder and Breeder Reactors—
Projected Capital and Operating Costs,”
which Dr. Seaborg presented at the 1966
Annual Lecture of British Nuclear Ener-
gy Society in London, England, on Oc-
tober 24, 1966, and also Dr. Seaborg’s
speech of December 13, 1966, at the Na-
tional Conference on Air Pollution in
which he describes the potential for nu-
clear power.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be prinfed in the REec-
oRp, as follows:

Near breeder and breeder reactors projected
capital and operating costs
11,000 megawatts electrical stations]

Breeders
Near
breeders 1
Low gain | High gain
Projected capital
dollars per kilowatt:
T SR el 120 125 145
Fuel inventory 30-10 45 25
Heavy water inventory_ ) 2 NN, (PIRY o T
(o e 150 170 170
Projected operating cost,
mills per kilowatt hour:
Fuel (reflecting credit
for bred fissionable
material). .......... 0.7 0.5 0
Operation and
maintenance._ _ ... 3.4 .3 .3
o R AL L0111 .8 % |

Note.—Fuel costs based on $8 per Ib. Us0s, PU at 510 per
fissile “Frlm near breeder reaclors include HTGR/DRAGON
HWBLW/SGHWR/HWOCR.

NucLEAR POWER—POLICY AND PROSPECTS
(Remarks by Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chalr-

man, US. Atomic Energy Commission, at

the National Conference on Air Pollution,

Washington, D.C., December 13, 1966)

I am pleased to be sharing this platform
with my good friends Stew Udall, Lee White
and Phil Sporn in presenting a review of our
energy resources and some current thinking
on the conversion of these resources to use-
ful forms of heat and electric power.

In today's technologically orlented civili-
zation we have become very conscious of our
energy needs and resources. And this energy-
consciousness, this awareness that the wise
management of expendable energy is a major
factor in our current and future develop-
ment, comes to us none too soon. A few sta-
tistics and projections point this out quite
dramatically. Our current population in the
United States is approaching 200,000,000. It
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is conservatively estimated that by the end
of the century—only 33 years away—we will
have over 350,000,000 people in the U.S.
While this is not quite a doubling of our
population, a projection of our energy needs
during the same period indicates we may
expect a more than three-fold increase in
energy consumption.

Statistics and forecasts in energy resources
and consumption become all the more im-
portant and impressive when we realize (as
many of the general public do not) that, un-
like water, minerals and other natural mate-
rials which can be recycled and reused over
and over again, energy resources are not re-
usable. Once energy is expended it is lost to
us forever. And since we are bullding a world
in which our individual and collective well-
being will depend largely on energy, we must
plan and work toward making the most
appropriate use of all our energy resources.

Let me move on now to the specific form
of energy on which I would like to concen-
trate today—electricity, particularly elec~
tricity generated by nuclear power. While
our total energy requirement in the United
States is increasing at a rate of about 3%
per cent a year, our demand for electricity is
nearly doubling every ten years. The current
annual electric generating capacity in the
U.S. 1s about 250,000,000 kilowatts. By 1980 it
is expected to be 520,000,000 kilowatts, and
it should exceed 1,600,000,000 kilowatts by
the year 2000.

‘With all this as background I think we can
be grateful that, historically speaking, nu-
clear energy arrived on the scene when it
did. The nucleus of the atom offers great
promise as a major source of electric power
and that promise is rapidly being filled
today. Before discussing the growth of nu-
clear power, and the policy associated with
its growth, let me point out some of the fea-
tures which make that growth desirable.

With reference to the primary focus of this
conference—air pollution—nuclear power
plants offer decided advantages over fossil
fueled plants. The main advantage stems
from their control of waste. In a nuclear re-
actor the split atoms, or “fisslon products™
as they are called, remain within the fuel
cladding until such time as the reactor is
refueled. Then the used fuel elements are
removed, stored under water for a cooling
off period, after which they are safely
shipped to a reprocessing plant where unused
fuel and valuable radioisotopes are extracted
for future use. The remaining waste prod-
ucts are then safely disposed of in storage
tanks at underground burial sites. The ex-
tremely minute amount of radloactivity
produced auxiliary to the operations can be
held and released in such tiny amounts, and
under such favorable atmospheric condl-
tions, that it poses no health hazard what-
soever, Or it can be packaged for safe dis-
posal in other ways. In fact, a nuclear plant
can be built without any stack at all, and
such a plant is under construction today
in the Rochester, N.Y., area.

In contrast to this, the stacks of fossil
fueled plants must release to the atmosphere
effluents which contain amounts of CO, (car-
bon dioxide), which cannot be reduced, and
S50, (sulphur dioxide), for which no effective
removal system has yet been developed.

In addition to the direct reduction of the
rate of air pollution by the use of nuclear
plants, if nuclear generated electricity could
be used as the basis for a predominantly
electric-powered transportation system—
that is, electric rapid transit conveyances
and battery-powered automobiles—a sub-
stantial reduction in air pollution could be
eflected.

Nuclear power is relatively independent of
geography because of the extreme compact-
ness and long life of nuclear fuels, and there-
fore nuclear plants can be operated far from
their sources of raw fuel material—uranium
and thorilum ores—without significant eco-
nomic penalty.
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Finally, nuclear energy lends itself well to
use in large nuclear power stations gen-
erating large blocks of very economical
power. The current realization of this eco-
nomic factor is the primary cause for the
growth of nuclear power today and will in-
fluence the major role it will play in the
future.

‘What have been the developments in the
history and policy of nuclear power which
have led to its current status? What is that
current status? And where does nuclear
power go from here? Let me try to answer
these questions briefly.

I doubt if it is necessary to dwell much on
the origins or the heritage of nuclear power
before this audience. The arrival of basic
nuclear power technology in man’s fund of
knowledge was accelerated considerably by
the pressures of war, by efforts carried out
under a cloak of secrecy. The first public ex-
posures to the massive release of nuclear
power were strictly in terms of its awesome
destructive forces. This history naturally has
left lasting impressions—and many erronecus
impressions unfortunately detrimental to
many of the peaceful applications of nuclear
energy. But the latter are impressions which
education and time will erode.

While the assets in the development and
production capability of the wartime Man-
hattan Engineer District were transferred to
the civilian Atomic Energy Commission in
1946, the principal occupation of the Com-
mission for a number of years continued to
be related to military defense purposes. Of
course, the dream of peaceful uses of nuclear
energy flourished with the first realization
of the technical feasibility of the nuclear
fission chain reaction as early as 1942. While
some civilian nuclear energy development
projects, such as the Experimental Breeder
Reactor and the Aqueous Homogeneous Re-
actor Experiment, were initiated prior to the
passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1854, it
was not until that legislation permitted
broader declassification and broader partici-
pation by industry that serious efforts really
led to major expansion. Since that time the
transition from government monopoly to
industrial cooperation and completely pri-
vately owned plants has proceeded quickly
and, in my opinlon, very successfully.

The initial thrust of civillan nuclear
power has been in the development of plants
using light water cooled reactors. An impor-
tant contributor to the development of these
reactors has been the AEC's naval reactor
program. The ploneering of light water re-
actors—today the mainstay of the nuclear
industry—was performed in the develop-
ment of the nuclear powered submarine. A
further key development was the construc-
tion of the first large nuclear electric power
plant, using a pressurized-water reactor,
which began operating in 1957 at Shipping-
port, Pa,

‘Within more recent years a broad range of
technologies for civillan nuclear power pro-
duction has been developed. Projects have in-
cluded the design, construction, and opera-
tion of experimental and prototype reactors.
The operating experience of prototype reac-
tors on utility systems has been important to
our overall nuclear power development, Like-
wise the maximum assumption of finaneial
responsibility by industry has been, and con-
tinues to be, a valid element of providing in-
centives for the efficiencies and cost reduc-
tions essential to the achievement of econom-
ically competitive nuclear power. Through
this process the industry has now reached a
point where large capacity nuclear power
plants employing proven light water reactors
are being built, and it appears they will prove
to be economically attractive in comparison
with fossil fueled plants in many sections of
the country, including some areas where in-
expensive fossil fuels are readily available.

As civillan nuclear power grows it, quite
naturally, will be assuming greater respon-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sibilities in fulfilling our overall energy re-
guirements. And, as this happens, private in-
dustry’s role in nuclear power will grow at an
increasing rate. The Commission has been
proceeding for a number of years on a course
intended to permit the nuclear power indus-
try to flourish with minimum government
involvement.

One recent step taken in minimizing gov-
ernmental involvement with private industry
was the passage and implementation of legis-
lation regarding private ownership of special
nuclear materials. This legislation now per-
mits, and by the early 1970’s will require, pri-
vate companies to own the nuclear fuel in
their power stations. Previously it was re-
quired that this material be owned by the
government and leased for commercial use.
Another important phase of industry's par-
ticipation in nuclear power was initiated this
year—the operation of the first privately-
owned nuclear fuel reprocessing plant. As
things stand now, the sole remaining operat-
ing function for which private nuclear power
is dependent upon the government is the en-
richment of uranium conducted in our gov-
ernment-owned gaseous diffusion plants. And
we have reached the point where the future
possibility of private industry’s becoming in-
volved in this function is now coming under
serious study.

Nuclear power is beginning to pay some
returns for the investment of approximately
114 billlon dollars of tax money which has
been spent on its development. Based on
projected nuclear power growth rates and
reductions in cost of power production, the
returns will show the investment well justi-
fied. However, nuclear power also has certain
additional developments which must be pur-
sued if it is to play a major role in supplying
our country’s and the world’s future expand-
ing power requirements.

What are some of the current develop-
ments in nuclear power? In what direction is
the AEC moving to try to assure that nuclear
power fulfills its promises of abundant and
economic power?

To answer these questions it might be ap-
propriate to look back for a moment to the
Statement of Objectives in the AEC's 1962
Report to the President. Although we have
advanced technically since that time, those
objectives remain valid and are still serving
as a guide for our civillan nuclear power
program. The report stated that our overall
objective was ‘to foster and support the
growing use of nuclear energy’” and to guide
it in such directions '‘as to make possible the
exploitation of the vast energy resources
latent in the fertile materials, uranium-238
and thorium.” Specifically, it called for the
following:

1. The demonstration of economic nuclear
power by assuring the construction of plants
incorporating the presently most competi-
tive reactor types;

2. The early establishment of a self-suf-
ficient and growing nuclear power industry
that will assume an increasing share of the
development costs;

3. The development of improved converter
and, later, breeder reactors to convert the
fertile isotopes to fissionable ones, thus mak-
ing available the full potential of the nuclear
fuels; and

4, The maintenance of U.S. technological
leadership in the world by means of a
vigorous domestic nuclear power program
and appropriate cooperation with, and as-
sistance to, our friends abroad.

We believe that, with the excellent co-
operation we have had from the country’s
nuclear industries and electric utilities, we
have successfully carried out our commit-
ments to the first two objectives—leading to
the demonstration of economically competi-
tive nuclear power and helping to establish
a self-sufficlent nuclear power industry.

Our country now has in operation and
committed for operation the light water re-

July 12, 1967

actors which should help demonstrate that
nuclear power can safely, efficiently and eco-
nomically generate civilian electric power.

It is appropriate that the government now
concentrate on the next objective. Conse-
quently, there is a shifting of interest and
efforts toward developing reactors which will
be hest suited to “stretch out” the low cost
reserves of nuclear fuel, and eventually to
utilize the high cost nuclear fuel, through
a more efficient utilization of fuel. Of course,
no new system—no matter what its impor-
tance to the overall fuel economy—will be
widely adopted if in itself it is not economic.
Cost, therefore, remains an important fac-
tor in our reactor development thinking.

With all this in mind, our major efforts
now are being directed toward the third spe-
cific objective stated in our 1962 report—the
development of reactor types known as “ad-
vanced converters” and “breeders.”

To understand what these reactors can
mean in terms of the future development of
nuclear energy it is necessary to know some
basic facts of nuclear technology. I believe
I can convey them to you quickly and pain-
lessly.

When today’s light water reactors, fueled
with uranium, are operated at their eco-
nomic optimum, they use only a very small
fraction of the latent fission energy con-
tained in their uranium. That is the case
because they are using essentially the fis-
sionable isotope wuranium-235, of which
there is only a very small fraction in their
uranium fuel. Should we continue to use
only these types of reactors, it would not be
long (in view of projected power demands)
before even the large supply of economic
nuclear fuel resources known in the world
today would be exhausted. However, it is
possible to convert uranium-238 and the
other abundant nuclear source, thorium-232
(both of which we refer to as “fertile” ma-
terials), to fissionable fuels. This important
conversion can be accomplished by trans-
muting, within reactors, uranium-238 to
plutonium-239, and thorium-232 to wura-
nium-233. Plutonium-239 and uranium-233
are fissionable and can be used as reactor
fuel. The net eflect is to “burn” indirectly
the non-fissionable, very abundant, fertile
uranium-238 and thorium-232. Most reac-
tors accomplish this extremely productive
transmutation to varying degrees and do so
during the course of producing power but
water cooled reactors do so only to a small
extent. (Incidentally, of the new fuel pro-
duced some is “burned” in place and some is
later extracted and reprocessed for future
use.) Those improved converter reactor sys-
tems which produce almost as much new
fuel as they consume we refer to as “ad-
vanced converters” or “near breeders.”

It is also possible to develop—and work
has already begun on them—reactors that
through the conversion process produce
more fissionable material than they consume
while generating electricity. Here again the
net effect is to “burn" indirectly, but in
this case almost completely, the non-fission-
able uranium-238 and thorium-232. These
reactors are called “breeders.” The signifi-
cance of the breeder reactor to the future of
nuclear power lies in the fact that it is the
key to unlocking the tremendous energy
stores in the non-fissionable but extremely
abundant isotopes uranium-238 and tho-
rium-232, By allowing us to make the most
efficient use of our nuclear resources this
new technology gives us promise of a vast
supply of economic power.

The known worldwide reserves of uranium
and thorium are vast, and new reserves of
these ores will no doubt be discovered. But
it is only through breeder reactors that a
large fraction of the energy in these natural
resources can be utilized and that an ade-
quate source of energy can be assured for
centuries to come.

On a worldwide basis, a few statistics
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clearly indicate why this is so. If we make
conservative assumptions regarding these re-
sources—for example, assuming that we uti-
lize only the current types of light water re-
actors, provide for a 80-year fuel supply and
limit ourselves to natural uranium resources
costing less than $15 per pound—the reserves,
both known and estimated, would be suffi-
cient for about 500,000 megawatts of world-
wide nuclear power. This is a nuclear electric
capacity that will be reached by about 1985.
Using natural uranium resources costing less
than $30 per pound, the reserves are suffi-
clent for about 1,000,000 megawatts of nu-
clear electric power, which will be reached
by about 1990. However, if high gain breeder
reactors are available by this point in time—
and I think they will be—then the amount
of uranium available at $30 per pound or
less is sufficient to operate more than 50,000,-
000 megawatts of nuclear power for the 30-
year lifetime of the reactors. Most impor-
tantly, the use of high gain breeder reactors
will permit economic utilization of uranium
costing far more than $30 per pound, which
is avallable in vast quantities, and this will
provide a virtually unlimited source of
energy. And the use of thorium with effi-
cient breeder reactors gives rise to a potential
source of nuclear fuel sufficient to accom-
modate an additional nuclear electric capac-
ity comparable to that which will utilize
uranium.

Developing new breeder reactors, however,
is not a simple matter, There are many sci-
entific and technological hurdles which must
be crossed. There are important decisions to
be made concerning which reactor types de-
serve emphasis in our development programs.
And there are economic considerations to be
taken into account which have international
as well as national ramifications. Neverthe-
less, we have under way a program which we
believe will lead to the development of a
nuclear power economy based on near breeder
and breeder power reactors within the next
few decades. Among the reactor types under
development are the High Temperature Gas
Cooled Reactor, the Heavy Water Moderated
Organic Cooled Reactor, the Molten Salt Re-
actor, and the Light Water Breeder (Seed and
Blanket Reactor). The Fast Breeder Reactor
is, of course, of major importance, and we
have under way a major program to develop
this reactor concept.

In the past two years, sales of nuclear
power plants have shown remarkable growth.
Sales of nuclear plants, which amounted to a
combined generating capacity of 2,000,000
kilowatts in 19683-64, rose to over 5,000,000
kilowatts in 1965, and to date in 1966 nuclear
plant sales are approaching 20,000,000 kilo-
watts.

Today, as a result of the current light
water reactors being sold, competitive nu-
clear power is bringing down the cost of elec-
tricity in this country. The development of
large nuclear reactors and new associated
technologies is also making feasible the con-
struction of the large dual-purpose nuclear
plant for producing electricity and desalting
seawater. Such a plant, the first of its type,
is currently being planned to serve the Los
Angeles area. As I indlcated before, the sav-
ings being passed on to the consumer by
competitive nuclear power are paying him
back for his investment as a taxpayer in
developing nuclear technology. This process
should continue as new and more economic
nuclear plants are built. In the future the
procedure may go one step further in bring-
ing us benefits not even hoped for when
nuclear power was first introduced. I refer
here to the possibility that a very economic
and efficient breeder reactor economy could
bring the cost of electricity down to a level
where abundant, very cheap power would
have a major influence on our entire econ-
omy.

It is conceivable that the future will see
vast, automated industrial complexes bullt
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around large nuclear power plants. These
nuclear plants, in the multi-million kilowatt
range, would be producing electricity and
process heat so cheaply that they could be
used to separate and recycle enormous quan-
tities of waste of all kinds, reprocessing it
together with new raw materials into feed
materials to be fed to manufacturing plants
in the same complex. They could desalt sea-
water and recycle sewage to give us fresh
water for drinking and for agriculture. They
could extract minerals from the same sea-
water. They could supply the electricity to
produce steel by hydrogen reduction, make
large quantities of mitrogen and phosphate
for much needed fertilizer, and provide the
heat, electricity and radiation to process new
ceramics, metals, polymers and many new
substances. Furthermore, such a nuclear-
powered industrial complex would be quiet,
clean and compact. Underground arteries,
conveyor belts and pipelines might replace
the maze of roads and rails usually associ-
ated with such operations. Few if any chim-
neys would rise from this complex in which
all potential pollutants would be carefully
controlled,

Creating such a nuclear industrial com-
plex is not in our current plans or policy;
nevertheless, it can be among our goals for
the future,

I have concentrated today mainly on a dis-
cussion of nuclear power through nuclear
fission. There are two other sources of energy
on which I would like to touch briefly. They
are sources which are directly related. I am
speaking of solar energy and controlled
thermonuclear fusion. The fusion of nuclei
of hydrogen, of course, produces the energy
of the sum which supports all life on earth
so that, in a sense, this source of energy is
not new to us.

Many advances are being made today in
the direct harnessing of solar energy and this
form of energy has proved useful in our
space program. It is conceivable that in-
creased use will be made of this abundant
and low-cost energy source with the develop-
ment of even more efficient and less expensive
solar cells. While solar energy will never be
a source of large blocks of power because of
the low intensity of sunlight here on earth,
it may prove useful in many areas where
the energy demands are moderate.

The development of controlled fusion
would provide mankind with a virtually
limitless supply of energy, as it would mean
we could use as a fuel the heavy hydrogen
found in common seawater. It has been
estimated that the energy from the heavy
hydrogen nuclei in the oceans is equivalent
to the energy of 500 Pacific Oceans filled with
high-grade fuel oil. Such a potential fuel
resource cannot be ignored.

The Atomic Energy Commission, in its con~
trolled fusion research program, is attempt-
ing to determine whether it is possible to
release this energy steadily and under con-
trolled conditions in a new kind of reactor.
Our fusion research is concentrated in four
AE" laboratories—those at Princeton Univer-
sity in New Jersey; at the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory in Tennessee; at the Los Alamos
Sclentific Laboratory, in New Mexico; and
at the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at
Berkeley and Livermore, California. Two pri-
vate laboratories are also doing extensive
work in this fleld.

Controlled fusion presents many difficult
problems which may take decades to solve.
However, those involved in this difficult work
feel that these problems can eventually be
solved and it is our policy to support and
further their efforts.

My remarks today would be incomplete if
I did not recognize one potential advance in
conversion technology which mnow appears
feasible, that 1is, Magnetohydrodynamic
(MHD) conversion. The MHD generator
makes use of high-velocity electrically con-
ducting gases to produce electric power di-
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rectly—without the need of a turbogenerator.
If the full promises of this new approach
are realized, it can mean increased conversion
efficlencies, which will have a significant effect
upon our energy requirements. If we are more
efficient in conversion, then we will need
just that much less heat energy from what-
ever sources we are dependent upon. The
combined use of the heat of nuclear fission
and MHD conversion might produce spec-
tacular results some day.

I have spoken only briefly today of our
newest energy sources. I hope I have con-
veyed to you some of their progress and prom-
ise as well as some of our general policy
in working with them. The job of providing
our technological world with ample energy
in the decades and centuries to come will be
a major responsibility entrusted to those in
the fields of energy resources and power tech-
nology. We must all work together with fore-
sight and wisdom to make certain that we
fulfill this obligation and thereby help man
achieve new levels of human progress,

AUTHORIZATION OF FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the AEC
authorization bill for fiscal year 1968
contains a very important item for the
fast breeder reactor program. The fast
breeder program has as its goal the de-
velopment of power reactors which will
make more nuclear fuel than they use.
This is theoretically possible. Our chjee-
tive is to develop practical reactors of
this type—reactors which will be eco-
nomical and still breed at sufficiently
high rates to refuel themselves and other
reactors which we will need to meet our
increasing demands for energy. If we are
successful, we will have developed a lim-
itless source of energy. The importance
of this objective to an industrial society
such as ours is obvious.

One area which has been holding up
progress in the breeder reactor program
is the lack of facilities to test fuel ele-
ments and other components in the en-
vironment of fast neutron flux and high
temperature liquid metal. These are the
conditions under which the various parts
of a breeder reactor system must oper-
ate. It is very difficult to simulate the
temperature and radiation conditions re-
quired for performing tests of breeder
reactor components. The facilities re-
quired are very complex and, therefore,
expensive. They also take a long time fo
build. Realizing these facts and the im-
portance of having such a facility, the
joint committee has been calling for the
building of such a facility for a number
of years, Finally last year the AEC pro-
posed an authorization of $7,500,000 for
the start of the design of such a facility.
This bill contains the remainder of the
authorization for this facility which is
called the fast flux test facility or FFTF.

The bill before us adds $80,000,000 to
the authorization, giving a total of $87,-
500,000 for the vitally needed FFTF. The
facility will probably take about 5 years
to build. Since this is such an important
facility, it is unfortunate we did not start
its design and construction sooner as
called for by the Joint Committee. The
late start makes it all the more impor-
tant that the project be carried out as
efficiently and expeditiously as possible.

I am most pleased to note that the
AEC has seen fit to give the responsi-
bility for the management of this im-
portant project to the Pacific North-
west Laboratory at Richland, Wash. The
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AEC on January 23, 1967, also an-
nounced the selection of Richland,
Wash., as the site of the last flux test
facility. As the AEC stated in announc-
ing the selection, the location of the
FPTF at Richland will enhance the abil-
ity of the Pacific Northwest Laboratory
to manage the development, design, con-
struction, and test operation of the facil-
ity. The assignment of this responsibility
to the Pacific Northwest Laboratory in-
dicates the outstanding competence of
the scientists and engineers at this fa-
cility.

Since the AEC’s January 23 announce-
ment contains a number of important
points concerning the vital functions
which the FFTF perform, I ask unani-
mous consent to include it at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement was ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

AEC To LocatE Fast FLux TEST FACILITY AT
RicHLAND, WASH.

The Atomic Energy Commission has se-
lected Richland, Washington, as the site for
the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFIF). The
FFTF will be the AEC’s major fuels and ma-
terials test irradiation faecility in the Liquid
Metal Fast Breeder Reactor (LMFBR) pro-
gram, and will contribute as well to other
fast flux test programs.

The AEC already has an FFTF project man-
agement organization at its Pacific North-
west Laboratory at Richland, operated by
the Battelle Memorial Institute. Conceptual
design and development efforts for the facil-
ity have been proceeding under the direc-
tion of this organization.

The location of the test facility at Rich-
land will enhance the ability of the labora-
tory to manage the development, design,
construction and test operation. The labora-
tory has been using the talents and resources
of other AEC laboratories and industry in a
concerted effort to develop the best design
concept for the facllity.

Development of economic fast breeder re-
actor fuel elements iz an integral part of the
AEC's high priority objective of demonstrat-
ing the capability for economic operation of
commercial large size breeder power plants.
Such plants will assure the economic use of
the nation's nuclear resources for power pro-
duction. To accomplish this objective, facil-
itles will be needed for irradiation testing
under realistic fast reactor operating condi-
tions.

The test facility will provide an adequately
controlled and instrumented environment in
a fast neutron flux for testing instrumented
fuel specimens, fuel rods, fuel subassemblies,
fuel claddings and structural materials; and
for testing fuel up to and Including failure
in a dynamic (flowing) sodium coolant.

To carry out this program, the Commission
is considering a reactor of about 400 thermal
megawatts, with a very high intensity of neu-
trons (neutron flux of about 10" per square
centimeter per second) containing instru-
mented closed and open loops, and facilitles
for rapid insertion and removal of test speci-
mens, Facilities for interim fuel examination,
including disassembly, reassembly of speci-
mens and reinstrumentation, capsules and
rods, will also be provided.

The FFTF Is estimated to cost 87,600,000,
of which $7,5600,000 has been authorized by
the Congress for the fiscal year 1967.

Concurrent with the FFTF effort, an in-
tensive program is under way to upgrade and
improve the capability of the Experimental
Breeder Reactor No. 2 (EBR-2) at the AEC's
National Reactor Testing Station in Idaho,
the only U.S. fast flux irradiation facility
now available.
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The LMFBR program will utilize EBR-2
and other fast reactor facilities, including
the Zero Power Plutonium Reactor being
built in Idaho, as well as other facilities such
as those at the AEC's Argonne (Illinois) Na-
tional Laboratory, and the Southwest Ex-
perimental Fast Oxide Reactor under con-
struction in Arkansas. Most other reactors
now operate with thermal (slow) neutrons
rather than with fast neutrons. Thermal re-
actor environments cannot be reliably sub-
stituted for prototype fast reactor environ-
ments because of differences in conditions
imposed on the test specimens. However, the
thermal reactor test facilities at Idaho are
being used to the maximum extent to sup-
plement the use of the EBR-2.

Argonne, which is conducting LMFBR re-
search and development with facilities at Illi-
nois and at Idaho Falls, Idaho, and the Los
Alamos (New Mexico) Scientific Laboratory
are currently assisting in conceptual design
and development activities for the FFTF, In
addition, the LMFBR program office at Ar-
gonne is assisting AEC in the development of
overall and detailed plans for, and coordina-
tion of, the total LMFBR effort.

Major industrial firms participating di-
rectly in the FFTF program include Atomics
International, Canoga Park, Callfornia;
Atomic Power Development Associates, De-
troit; General Electric Co., San Jose, Califor-
nia; Idaho Nuclear Corporation, Idaho Falls,
Idaho; and Westinghouse Electric Corpora-
tion, Pittsburgh.

The continued use of Industrial contrac-
tors to perform for AEC facilities the func-
tions similar to those that will be required
for future LMFBR power reactors will
strengthen the base of national industrial
reactor capability. Continued maximum use
of these contractors plus other laboratories
and industrial organizations will be required
throughout the project. These capabilities
are being identified and organized to work
directly under the FFTF project manage-
ment organization at Pacific Northwest Lab-
oratory.

THE NAVAL NUCLEAR PROPULSION FPROGRAM

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the
Atomic Energy Commission authoriza-
tion request submitted to the Congress
for fiscal 1968 contained a request for
$106,700,000 for research and develop-
ment on advanced nuclear propulsion
plants for submarine and surface war-
ships of the Navy. The Joint Committee
has recommended authorization of the
full amount requested, which is about
10 percent more than was authorized last
year, I heartily endorse the committee’s
action in this regard.

The naval nuclear propulsion program,
under the able direction of Adm. H. G.
Rickover, has been one of this Nation’s
most successful research and develop-
ment efforts. It is exceedingly fortunate
that we have been so successful in a pro-
gram on which one of our first lines of
defense is now based. I refer, of course,
to the missile-launching Polaris subma-
rine fleet. Two aspeets of the Polaris sub-
marine—the nuclear propulsion plant
and the intercontinental ballistic missile
which can be fired underwater—are as
complex as any development program we
have ever undertaken, Nothing speaks
more fully for the degree of success we
have attained than the unprecedented
degree of reliability of this weapon sys-
tem.

No history of the naval nuclear.pro-
pulsion program can be compiled without
recognizing the leadership which the
Congress has provided. The record will
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show that the Congress played a critical
role in getting the Navy fo use nuclear
propulsion in submarines; and I am hap-
py to report, Congress’ efforts to get nu-
clear propulsion in aircraft carriers is
finally bearing fruit. More than 10 years
elapsed between the time the Enferprise,
our first nuclear-propelled aircraft car-
rier, was authorized, and the time when
the Department of Defense finally re-
quested authorization for the construc-
tion of a second nuclear carrier.

The Department of Defense request
this year for the advanced funding of a
third nuclear carrier would seem to in-
dicate that the Defense Department has
finally recognized—at least insofar as
aircraft carriers are concerned—the su-
periority of this incomparable energy
source. With respect to the last bastion
of the Defense Department opposition {o
nuclear power—regarding first line war-
ships which escort our ecarriers—Con-
gress again this year did what it has
been forced to do in the past; namely, to
eliminate some conventionally fueled
warships from the Department of De-
fense budget and to substitute nuclear-
powered ships therefor.

The fully documented record devel-
oped by the Congress, including the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and
the House and Senate Armed Services
and Appropriations Committees, clearly
shows that nuclear propulsion is a must
for any firstline warship. I am certain
that this fact will eventually be appre-
ciated by all of our leaders in the De-
partment of Defense, and that then all
of our warships will be fitted with
nuclear propulsion. Great effort has
been expended to overcome the inertia
which has prevented this inevitable step.

There should be no letting up on the
part of Congress now, however. We
should be satisfied with nothing less
than the most modern of equipment and
ships for the men of the U.S. Navy.
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the authorization of $106,700,000
contained in this bill for the develop-
ment of even more advanced nuclear
propulsion plants for submarines and
surface warships.

SOUTHERN INTERSTATE NUCLEAR BOARD SUFPPORT
OF ATOMIC ENERGY PROGRAM

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Southern Interstate Nuclear Board in its
annual meeting in April of this year
adopted a resolution commending the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the
Congress of the United States, and the
Atomic Energy Commission for their
support of and leadership in developing
the breeder reactor. The breeder reactor
is a nuclear reactor which, if successful,
would, while it is generating power, be
making enough nuclear fuel to refuel it-
self and, in addition, enough fuel to fuel
new reactors which will be required to
meet our growing needs for electricity.

This resolution was passed at the
sixth annual meeting of the Southern
Interstate Nuclear Board which was
held in Wheeling, W. Va. The resolution
recognizes the need for developing re-
actors which have the goal of making as
much nuclear fuel as they use. Such
reactors, which are commonly referred
to as breeder reactors, would provide
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what for all practical purposes will be an
infinite supply of energy.

As you know, Mr. President, the
Southern Interstate Nuclear Board is
the agency created to act for the South-
ern Nuclear Interstate Compact in deal-
ing with the Federal Government and
with the member States, either individ-
ually or collectively, on nuclear and
space matters. The compact membership
is comprised of the 17 States in the
Southern Governors’ Conference and
was set up in 1962 under Public Law
85-563.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of this resolution be in-
cluded in the Recorp, since the AEC
authorization bill now before us gives
special emphasis to the next phase of the
civilian nuclear power program, the de-
velopment of breeder reactors.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTHERN INTER-

STATE NUCLEAR BOARD

Whereas, breeder reactors produce more
fissionable material than they consume and
thus promise a highly improved source of
energy for generations to come;

Whereas, while we are now experiencing
the economic success of light water reac-
tors, the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board
recognizes that the long-term application
of nuclear power for the generation of elec-
tricity will require the development of
economic self-sustaining breeder reactors;

Whereas, current commercial types of
nuclear reactors are capable of utilizing only
about 1.5% of the fission energy contained
in uranium and this fraction can be vastly
increased, when breeder reactors are devel-
oped;

Whereas, such a potential improvement
in efficiency and cost constitutes a strong
incentive for research and development; and

Whereas, there are many scientific and
technological problems which must be solved
before the breeder reactor becomes a com-
mercial reality;

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the
Southern Interstate Nuclear Board assem-
bled at Wheeling, West Virginia, for its
Sixth Annual Meeting on April 27-28, 1967
commends the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, the Congress of the United States
and the Atomic Energy Commission for its
support of and leadership in developing the
breeder reactor program;

Be it further resolved that the Southern
Interstate Nuclear Board urges Congress to
continue to support this program in fiscal
1968 and subsequent years in the near term
future;

And, be it further resolved that this res-
olution be transmitted to the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and the Presi-
dent of the Senate and to the Atomic En-
ergy Commissioners.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island.
On this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. PROUTY (after having voted in
the affirmative). On this vote I have a
pair with the junior Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Baker]. If he were present
and voting, he would vote “nay.” If I
were at liberty te vote, I would vote “yea.”
I withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
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nounce that the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. AnpeErson], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BREwsTER], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl, the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAaND], the
Senator from Scuth Carolina [Mr. HoL-
riNGs]l, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Lauscrel, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. LoxNe], the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Mercarrl, and the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskie]l are necessarily ab-
sent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SparEMAN] is absent be-
cause of a death in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Burpick] and
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. T¥p-
mes] are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Doppl is paired with the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. HoL-
rines]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Connecticut would vote “yea”
and the Senator from South Carolina
would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Lavuscue]l, and the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. Lowc] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER] is
necessarily absent, and his pair has been
previously announced.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TrurMonD] is absent because of the
death of a friend.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL-
LorT], is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Arrorr] is paired with the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TuURMOND]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Colorado would vote “yea’
and the Senator from South Carolina
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 47, as follows:

[Wo. 183 Leg.]
YEAS—3T7
Alken Inouye Morse
Bayh Jackson Moss
Brooke Javits Nelson
Cannon Kennedy, Mass. Pastore
Case Kennedy, N.Y¥. Pell
Church Long, Mo. Proxmire
Clark Magnuson Randolph
Dominick McCarthy Ribicoff
Fong McGee Symington
Gruening McGovern Williams, N.J.
Harris Mondale Young, Ohio
Monroney
Hartke Montoya
NAYS—47
Bartlett Griffin Mundt
Bennett Hansen Murphy
Bible Hatfield Pearson
Boggs Hayden Percy
Byrd, Va. Hickenlooper Russell
Byrd, W. Va. Hill Scott
Carlson Holland Smathers
Cooper Hruska Smith
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Spong
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Dirksen EKuchel Talmadge
Ellender Mansfield Tower
Ervin McClellan Williams, Del.
Fannin MeIntyre Yarborough
Fulbright Miller Young, N. Dak.
Gore Morton
NOT VOTING—16
Allott Eastland Prouty
Anderson Hollings Sparkman
Baker Lausche Thurmond
Brewster Long, La. Tydings
Burdick Metcalf
Dodd Muskie
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So Mr. PasTore's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. MUNDT. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
for the third reading of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be no
further amendment to be proposed, the
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read the third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill hav-
ing been read the third time, the ques-
tion is, Shall it pass?

The bill (H.R. 10918) was passed.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill

was passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that S. 1963 be
indefinitely postponed.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
chairmanship of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy this year has again been
assigned to the senior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel. No individ-
ual could perform the task with more de-
votion, greater wisdom, or deeper under-
standing of the many intricate issues in-
volved in this Nation's atomic energy pro-
gram. So again Senator PAsToRE has ex-
hibited his immense ability as chairman
of this vitally important committee.
Again he has proven himself as an ouf-
standing leader of our vast atomic energy

program.

His flawless handling of the AEC au-
thorization measure just adopted by the
Senate showed once more his keen appre~
ciation of the program, his broad knowl-
edge of its application. Its passage was
marked with the same articulate -ad-
vocacy, the same clear and convincing
arguments that have characterized all of
his countless achievements. The success
of the measure may be attributed in large
measure to his long and hard efforts,
bringing to the Chamber the best meas-
ure possible and assuring its swift ac-
ceptance. The Senate is deeply grateful.

The ranking minority Senate member
of the committee, the distinguished
senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LoorEr], similarly is to be commended.
He supported this measure with such
strong advocacy—so characteristic—that
overwhelming Senate approval was as-
sured. The Senate always welcomes the
clear, thoughtful appraisals of Senator
HIcKENLOOPER, and appreciates his splen-
did cooperative efforts on all legislative
proposals which obtain his backing.

A most provocative issue was raised re-
garding that part of the authorization
which provides for the establishment of
the 200-Bevatron accelerator at Weston,
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Til. All Senators joining the discussion
are to be commended for the sincerity of
the views expressed, regardless of the
varying positions taken.

So the Senate appreciated the strong,
clear, and provocative views of the able
and articulate minority leader, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirxksen]. His wisdom and clarity of
thought add a great deal to any discus-
sion; today’s was no exception. We are
most grateful.

We are grateful also to the other Sen-
ators who joined the discussion. The
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Javits]l, the senior Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MaeNUson], the junior Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. PErcY], all are to
be praised for offering their thoughtful
and sharp analysis. The junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Dominickl, the
junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brooke], the Senators from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel and Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]
also deserve high praise.

To the Senate as a whole go the thanks
of the leadership for acting on this meas-
ure with dispatch, with efficiency, and
with consideration for the views of each
Senator. All of us may be proud of an-
other fine achievement.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading eclerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills of
the Senate, severally with an amend-
ment, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate:

8.650. An act for the relief of T. Sgt.
Anthony J. Corso, U.S. Air Force (retired);

B8.906. An act for the relief of Luis Tapia
Davila;

S.085. An act for the relief of Warren F.
Coleman, Jr.; and

S.1320. An act to provide for the acquisi-
tion of career status by certain temporary
employees of the Federal Government, and

for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 1537. An act for the relief of Thomas
M. Scanlon;

H.R. 1564. An act for the relief of Antonina
Rondinelli Asci;

H.R.1653. An act for the rellef of Omer
Penner;

H.R. 1820. An act for the rellef of Mrs,
Demetria Messana Barone;

H.R. 1894. An act for the relief of Our Lady
of Pillar Catholic Church in Santa Ana,
Calif.;

H.R.5967. An act for the relief of Albert
P. Morell;

H.R.6324. An act for the relief of John A.
Danisch;

H.R.6452. An act for the rellef of John
E. Coplin;

HR.6663. An act for the rellef of Jesse
W. Stutts, Jr.;

HR.6862. An act for the relief of Slator
C. Blackiston, Jr.;

H.R.7811. An act for the rellef of Richard
Alan White;

H.R. 8485. An act for the relief of Eddie
Garman;

H.R. 10414. An act for the relief of Victor
L. Ashley;

H.R.10482. An act to amend section 2733
of title 10, United States Code, to authorize
the application of local law in determining
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the effect of claimant’s contributory negli-
gence, and to clarify the procedure for appeal
from certain claims determinations;

H.R.10805. An act to extend the life of
the Civil Rights Commission; and

H.R.11089. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide additional group life
insurance and accidental death and dismem-
berment Insurance for Federal employees,
and to strengthen the financial condition of
the employees' life insurance fund.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

H.R. 1537. An act for the relief of Thomas
M. Scanlon;

H.R. 1564, An act for the relief of Antonina
Rondinelli Asci;

HR. 1653. An act for the relief of Omer
Penner;

H.R. 1820. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Demetria Messana Barone;

HR. 1894. An act for the relief of Our
Lady of Pillar Catholic Church in Santa Ana,
Calif.;

H.R. 5967. An act for the relief of Albert P.
Morell;

H.R. 6324. An act for the rellef of John A.
Danisch;

H.R. 6452. An act for the relief of John E.
Coplin;

H.R. 6663. An act for the relief of Jesse W.
Stutts, Jr.;

H.R. 6862. An act for the relief of Slator C.
Blackiston, Jr.;

H.R. 7811. An act for the relief of Richard
Alan White;

H.R. 8485. An act for the relief of Eddie
Garman;

H.R. 10414. An act for the relief of Victor
L. Ashley;

H.R. 10482. An act to amend section 2733
of title 10, United States Code, to authorize
the application of local law in determining
the effect of claimant's contributory negli-
gence, and to clarify the procedure for appeal
from certain claims determinations: and

H.R. 10805. An act to extend the life of the
Civil Rights Commission.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' LIFE
INSURANCE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
yvesterday, the Senate passed S. 271, the
wompanion bill of HR. 11089, which
passed the House yesterday. H.R. 11089
is presently at the desk, and I ask unan-
imous consent for its immediate con-
sideration, and that the text of S. 271 be
substituted therefor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The Chair lays before the Senate a
message from the House, and directs the
clerk to read it by title.

The AssSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (H.R. 11089) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide additional group
life insurance and accidental death and
dismemberment insurance for Federal
employees, and to strengthen the finan-
cial condition of the employees’ life
insurance fund, which was read twice by
its title.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Senate will proceed to the
consideration of H.R. 11089.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to- strike
out all after the enacting clause of H.R.
11089, and insert in lieu thereof the
text of S. 271 as passed by the Senate
yesterday.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on the engrossment of the amendment
and the third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read the
third time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the passage
of 8. 271 be reconsidered and that the
bill be indefinitely postponed.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED EILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

8.60. An act for the rellef of Dr. Oton
Socarraz;

S.67. An act for the relief of Dr. Juan
Ramon Diaz Zayas Bazan;

8. 118. An act for the relief of Dr. Amparo
Castro;

B.132. An act for the rellef of Dr. Alberto
Fernandez-Bravo y Amat;

S. 164, An act for the relief of Dr, Cesar A.
Mena;

8. 168. An act for the relief of Marla Jor-
dan Fernando;

8.327. An act for the rellef of Dr. Carlos
Victor De La Concepcion Garcla;

8.371. An act for the rellef of Mrs. Mary
T. Brooks;

S.462. An act for the rellef of Dr. Jesus L.
Lastra;

8.464, An act for the relief of Dr. Guil-
lermo N. Hernandez, Jr.;

8.465. An act for the relief of Dr. Marlo
Guillermo Martinez;

S.499. An act for the relief of Dr, Manuel
A. Zuniga;

S.652. An act for the relief of certain em-
ployees of the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard;

5.819. An act for the rellef of Charles H.
Thurston;

B.853. An act to extend the life of the
Commission of Political Activity of Govern-
ment Personnel;

S.904. An act for the relief of Doreen
Delmege Willis;

S.996. An act for the relief of Dr. Esther
Yolanda Luazardo;

S.1045, An act for the relief of Alton R.
Conner; and

S.1278. An act for the relief of Dr. Flori-
berto 8. Puente.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may have the attention of the Senate,
following the disposition of the agricul-
tural appropriation bill, it is anticipated
that on tomorrow or Friday we will take
up the Great Salt Lake National Monu-
ment bill, the Vienna Convention, and
possibly—though I cannot be sure—start
on the Virgin Islands bill.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1968

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
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to the consideration of Calendar 380,
H.R. 10509. Before it is laid before the
Senate, may I say to the Senate that it is
the intention tonight for the opening
statement to be made by the distin-
guished chairman of the committee, the
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLrLanDp], and
the ranking minority member, the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. Hrusgal, and
that is all that will be done on the bill
tonight.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be stated by title.

The AssisTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK., A
bill (H.R. 10509) making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1968, and for other pur-
poses.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection 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
Appropriations with amendments.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 AM. TOMORROW—ORDER FOR
RECOGNITION OF SENATOR JA-
VITS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand in
adjournment until 10 o’clock a.m. to-
morrow, instead of 11 o'clock a.m.; that
the period between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m. be
under the control of the distinguished
senior Senator from New York [Mr,
Javrrs].

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 10509) making appropri-
ations for the Department of Agriculture
and related agencles for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and for other pur-

poses.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr, President, I un-
derstand that there will be at least two
amendments to the agricultural appro-
priations bill. The motion I am about to
make is not intended to cut them off nor
to cut off any other amendments that
anybody wishes to offer. But in such a
complicated measure as this, I believe it
will be better practice I we adopt the
committee amendments en bloc with-
out prejudice, so that the bill as amended
be considered as original text, and that
no points of order shall be considered as
having been waived by this action. I
make that unanimous-consent request at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Srone in the chair). Is there objection
to the request of the Senator from Flor-
ida? The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

The amendments, agreed to en bloc,
are as follows:

On page 3, line 15, after “$100”, to strike
out “$185,587,500" and insert “$143,354,800";
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in line 19, after the word “which”, to strike
out “$2,800,000" and insert “$5,041,800"; in
line 25, after “(21 U.S.C. 113a)", to insert a
colon and “Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated in this Act shall be
used to formulate a budget estimate for
fiscal 1969 of more than $15,000,000 for re-
search to be financed by transfer from funds
avallable under section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935, and pursuant to Publlc Law
88-25;"; on page 4, line 12, after “(21 U.S.C.
114b—c) ", to strike out “$84,028,000” and in-
sert “$90,835,400'"; in line 20, after the word
“further”, to insert a colon and “That not to
exceed $1,150,000 shall remain available until
expended for construction of facilities with-
out regard to limitations contained herein:",

On page 6, line 5, after the word “ex-
pended”, to strike out “$7,500,000" and insert
“$15,400,000".

On page 6, line 21, after the word “ineclud-
ing”, to strike out *$54,465,000" and insert
"'$56,039,000"; on page T, line 5, after *“(7
U.S.C. 450b) ", to insert “of which $1,000,000
shall be for the speclal cotton research pro-
gram and $400,000 for soybean research”; in
line 7, after the amendment just above
stated, to strike out “$2,500,000" and insert
“$4,000,000”; in line 11, after the word “and”,
to strike out “$353,000"” and insert “$380,000;
and, in line 17, after the word “all”, to strike
out “$63,113,000" and insert “$66,214,000",

On page 8, line 2, after the word “Act”, to
strike out “$80,347,500" and insert "$82,347,-
500”; and, In line 5, after the word “all",
to strike out “$81917,600” and insert
*'$83,917,600”.

On page 9, line 7T, after “(7 U.B.C. 1621-
1627) ", to strike out "$1,204,000" and insert
“'$1,404,000",

On page 9, line 20, after the word "air-
craft”, to strike out “$113,053,000" and in-
sert “$113,995,000".

On page 11, line 1, after the word “ex-
pended”, to strike out “$6,377,000" and in-
sert “'$6,000,000"”; and, in line 8, after “5
U.S.C. 3109", to insert a colon and “Pro-
vided further, That no funds appropriated
in this Act shall be avallable to plan or
formulate a watershed planning program in
fiscal 1968 in excess of eighty new planning
starts.”

On page 12, line 4, after “5 U.S.C. 3109”,
to strike out “Provided further, That not to
exceed $5,000,000, together with the unob-
ligated balance of funds previously appro-
priated for loans and related expense, shall be
available for such p ** and Insert “Pro-
vided further, That £5,000,000 of the funds
in the direct loan account of the Farmers
Home Administration shall be available un-
til expended for loans: Provided jfurther,
That no funds appropriated in this Act shall
be avallable to plan or formulate a water-
shed protection program in fiscal 1968 in ex-
cess of eighty new construction starts.”

On page 13, line 1, after the word “pur-
poses”, to strike out “Provided, That not to
exceed $200,000, together with the unobli-
gated balance of funds previously appro-
priated for loans and related expense, shall be
available for such purposes” and insert “Pro-
vided, That $1,000,000 of funds in the direct
loan account of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration shall be avallable until expended for
loans.”

On page 13, line 13, after *(16 U.S.C.
590p) ", to strike out “$16,336,000" and in-
sert “$18,5604,300".

On page 13, line 21, after “(16 U.S.C. 500
a-f)"”, to strike out *“$6,000,000" and insert
“$7,629,000"; in line 23, after the word
“That”, to strike out “not to exceed $1,000,-
000 of such amount” and insert “$1,500,000
of the funds available in the direct loan ac-
count of the Farmers Home Administration”;
on page 14, at the beginning of line 1, to
strike out “and related expenses”; and, In
line 2, after the word “amended”, to insert
“to remain available until expended".

On page 14, line 25, after the word “prod-
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ucts”, to strike out “$12,421,000" and insert
“$13,021,000".

On page 15, line 21, after the word “laws”,
to strike out “'$13,821,750" and insert “$13,-
B864,000".

On page 16, at the beginning of line 19, to
strike out "“$89,010,000" and insert “$89,522,-
000",

On page 17, line 5, after “(7 U.S.C. 1623
(b))", to strike out *“$1,750,000" and insert
“$1,900,000".

On page 17, line 10, after “§104,000,000", to
strike out the comma and “to be transferred
from funds availlable under section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢)".

On page 17, line 17, after “(80 Stat. 885—
890) ", to strike out “$198,735,000" and insert
“$190,825,000, of which not less than
$14,325,000 shall be used for the purposes of
section 6 of the National School Lunch Act';

in line 20, after the word “including”,
to strike out “$5,000,000" and insert
“$8,000,000”; in line 21, after the word

“schools”, to strike out “$2,000,000" and in-
sert “$5,000,000"; in line 22, after the word
“program”, to strike out “$750,000" and in-
sert “$3,000,000"; and, in line 23, after the
word “program”, to insert a semicolon and
“and $1,250,000 for State Administrative
expenses:”,
On page 18, after line 7, to insert:

FOOD STAMF FROGRAM

For necessary expenses of the food stamp
program pursuant to the Food Stamp Act of
1964, as amended, $172,500,000, and in addi-
tion $22,500,000 appropriated under this head
in Public Law 89-566, approved September T,
1966, shall be merged with this appropriation.

On page 19, line 13, after “(7 U.8.C. 1766) ",
to strike out *“$21,441,500" and insert
“$22,612,000".

On page 20, line 20, after the word “Corpo-
ration”, to strike out “$137,935,400” and in-
sert “$144,285,400"; and, at the beginning of
line 22, to strike out *‘$64,728,600" and insert
*$58,608,600".

On page 21, at the beginning of line 18,
to strike out *$80,000,000" and insert
“$81,500,000™.

On page 24, line 24, after the word “Corpo-
ration”, to strike out *“$80,000,000” and in-
sert “$84,500,000"; and, In the same line, after
the amendment just above stated, to insert a
colon and “Provided, That agreements en-
tered into during the fiscal year 1968 shall
not require payments during the calendar
year 1068 exceeding $52,200,000.”.

On page 26, line 15, after "5 U.S.C. 3109",
to strike out *$11,693,000"” and insert “$11,-
983,000,

On page 26, line 20, after (58 Stat. 742) ",
to strike out "$2,669,300" and insert
*'$2,789,000".

On page 26, line 25, after the word “serv-
ice”, to strike out ““$4,325,000" and insert
“§4,625,000".

On page 28, line 4, after the word “Li-
brary"”, to strike out “$2,458,5600" and in-
sert “'$2,758,600".

On page 28, line 14, after the word “Agri-
culture”, to strike out “$2,667,000" and in-
sert “'$2,707,000".

On 28, line 22, after the word “‘ex-
ceed", to strike out “$5,000" and insert “§10,-
000”; and, In line 23, after “5 U.S.C. 3109",
to strike out *$4,457,000” and insert “$4,-
487,000,

On page 29, at the beginning of line 18, to
strike out “$314,000,000" and insert “$324,-
000,000°"; in the same line, after the amend-
ment just above stated, to strike out "of
which $50,000,000 shall be placed in reserve
to be borrowed under the same terms and
conditions to the extent that such amount
is required during the current fiscal year
under the then existing conditions for the
expeditious and orderly development of the
rural electrification program;"; at the be-
ginning of line 24, to strike out “$120,600,000"
and insert “$135,000,000"; and, in the same
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line, after the amendment just above stated,
to strike out “of which 25,000,000 shall be
placed In reserve to be borrowed under the
same terms and conditions to the extent that
such amount Is required during the current
fiscal year under the then existing condi-
tlons for the expeditious and orderly de-
velopment of the rural telephone program®.

On page 31, at the beginning of line 1, to
strike out “$800,000,000" and insert “$700,-
000,000".

On page 31, line 18, after the word *loans”,
where it appears the second time, to strike
out “$300,000,000” and insert “'$325,000,000".

On page 32, line 4, after (7 U.8.C. 1926) ",
to strike out '$30,000,000" and insert “$40,-
000,000".

On page 32, line 10, after “(7 U.S.C. 1010,
1011 (e) )", to strike out “$1,200,000" and in-
sert *'$2,000,000".

On page 32, at the beginning of line 16,
to strike out "$3,000,000" and insert “$4,-
000,000".

On page 32, line 25, after '"(40 U.S.C. 440
444)”, to strike out “$54,088,000" and in-
sert *“$56,988,000".

On page 34, line 5, after the word “ex-
penses”, to strike out “$8,883,000" and in-
sert ''$11,633,000".

On page 34, line 8, after the word “exceed”,

to strike out “$4,100,000" and insert
*'$1,600,000".
On page 34, line 15, after ‘(15 U.S.C.

713a~11, 713a-12)", to strike out *$1,400,-
000,000" and insert “$2,984,856,389"; and, in
line 23, after the word ‘“regime”, to strike
out the colon and “Provided further, That
$275,000 of this amount shall be transferred
to and merged with the appropriation “Agri-
cultural Research Service, salaries and ex-

, research” for research on short
staple cotton and mechanical classing meth-
ods for cotton”.

On page 36, at the beginning of line 9, to
strike out “surplus”; and, in line 14, after
the word “Act”, to strike out "$300,000,000"
and insert “$370,000,000".

On page 36, after line 15, to insert:
BARTERED MATERTALS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL
STOCKPILE

For the expenses during fiscal year 1968
and unrecovered prior years' costs related
to strategic and other materials acquired as
a result of barter or exchange of agricultural
commodities or products and transferred
to the supplemental stockplle pursuant to
the Act of May 2B, 19566, as amended (7
U.S.C. 1856), $24,000,000, to remaln avail-
able untll expended.

On page 37, line 19, after the word “and”,
to strike out “thirty-seven (537)" and in-
sert “sixty (560)".

Mr. HOLI.AND. Mr. President, my
understanding is that the majority leader
wishes me to simply complete my state-
ment—that is, so that it will be in the
Recorp—but that there will be no votes.
‘We have already adopted all committee
amendments, so that the original text
presented by those committee amend-
ments is subject to amendment.

My understanding is that the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wirriams] has an amendment and that
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Proxmire] has an amendment.
There may be other amendments of
which I have no knowledge. I am not
trying to shut out any amendments, but
I would like to continue my original
statement, except for yielding. If the dis-

ed ranking minority member of
the committee thinks that something
needs to be said to bolster some part of
the statement as we go along, I will be
glad to yield to him. Then we will have
my statement, to be followed by his
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statement in the Recorp, for the exami-
nation of all Senators, before we take up
the bill again at 11 o’clock tomorrow
morning, as I understand.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE MEETINGS

DURING SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Florida will yield, I
ask unanimous consent that all commit-
tees may meet until the conclusion of
the morning hour tomorrow.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. That Iis,
o’clock?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. We will have
speeches from 10 to 12, and then there
will be the morning hour.

Mr. HOLLAND, If the distinguished
majority leader will give me some indi-
cation as to when, under his plan, we
will be back on this bill, I shall appre-
ciate it, because I am sure I will have re-
quests from Senators who wish to be
heard. When does the majority leader
believe that we will get back on the bill
tomorrow?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would guess
somewhere between 12:15 and 12:30.

If the Senator will yield further, I ask
unanimous consent that there be 1 hour
on the amendment to be offered by the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Proxmirel, the time to be equally
divided between the Senator from Wis-
consin and the distinguished chairman
of the committee, the Senator from
Florida; that on the amendment to be
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLrniams] there be
a 2-hour limitation, the time to be
equally divided between the sponsor of
the amendment and the manager of the
bill; and that on all other amendments
there be a time limitation of 1 hour, the
time to be equally divided between the
manager of the bill and the sponsor of
the bill, and 1 hour on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection.

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

The unanimous-consent request, sub-
sequently reduced to writing, is as fol-
lows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That effective on Thursday, July
13, during the further consideration of the
bill (H.R. 10509), making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968, and for other purposes, debate on any
amendment except an amendment to be of-
fered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Proxmire] which shall be limited to 1 hour
to be equally divided and controlled by the
Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator
from Florlda [Mr, HorLrano], and an amend-
ment to be offered by the Senator from Del-
aware [Mr. Winriams] to be limited to 2
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the Senator from Delaware and the Sena-
tor from Florida, motion, or appeal, except a
motion to lay on the table, shall be limited
to 1 hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of any such amendment
or motion and the majority leader: Provided,
That in the event the majority leader is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
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time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the minority leader or some Senator des-
ignated by him,

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill debate shall
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the major-
ity and minority leaders: Provided, That the
sald leaders, or either of them, may, from
the time under their control on the passage
of the said bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any
amendment, motion, or appeal.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we now
have under consideration H.R. 10509, the
Department of Agriculture and related
agencies appropriation bill for 1968.
The amount of the bill, as recommended
by the committee, is $6,782,529,789, an
increase of $2,011,948,839 over the House
bill. The bill is $1,761,432,389 over the
budget estimates and $240,041,661 under
the appropriations for fiseal 1967.

The principal increase over the budget
estimates and the House bill is due to
one item—the reimbursement appropri-
ation for the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion for net realized losses incurred in
fiscal 1966. The committee has recom-
mended for this item an appropriation
of $2,984,856,389 to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for the full
amount of net realized losses incurred in -
fiscal 1966, in the conduct of mandatory
price support, export, supply, crop di-
version, and other authorized farm pro-
grams covered by existing legislation.
The budget request was in the amount
of $1,400,000,000 which was $1,584,856,-
389 below the actual realized losses for
fiscal 1966. The House-passed bill in-
cluded only the amount of the budget
estimate. I will deal with this item in
some detail later in my statement.

However, I did want it understood in
the beginning that the prineipal item
of apparent increase is due to the fact
that the Senate committee insists upon
standing by the requirement of the law,
and the committee recommendations
which have been adopted by the Senate
for some years. The committee is con-
tinuing to recommend full restoration of
the deficit for the preceding year as
shown by the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration in its annual report.

I emphasize that in no sense am I
blaming the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion because its report simply reflects the
outcome of administering activities im-
posed upon it by law; those which have
been passed by Congress and are on the
statute books. I am calling attention to
the fact that the committee report rec-
ommends that the Senate now follow
the policy it has been following for some
4 or 5 years and that we restore the full
amount of the deficit this year as we
have in previous years. Before recurring
to this matter I wish to discuss briefly
some items of general interest.

RESEARCH AND EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

The bill, as reported by the commit-
tee, recommends a total of $249,500,200
for the research and regulatory activities
administered by the Agricultural Re-
search Service. This is a net increase of
$36,426,800 over 1967, and represents an
increase of $11,355,200 over the budget
geﬂ{}uest and $22,474,200 over the House
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The largest increase over the House is
for the overseas agricultural research
program financed by foreign currencies
generated under title I of Public Law 480.
The committee recommer.ds the amount
requested in the budget for this purpose
of $15,400,000, an increase of $7,90¢,000
over the House bill.

Mr, President, I want it understood
that our committee feels the best pos-
sible use that can be made of the soft
currencies which are accruing to agri-
culture’s use under Public Law 480 is for
research in the countries affected on
problems which are also of great interest
to us. We feel it is useless and wasteful
to let a large amount of these soft cur-
rencies eontinue to accumulate without
being put to good use.

The committee has recommended the
full amount of the budget increase over
1967 to staff and equip new research lab-
oratories and research centers. The in-
crease over 1967 is $5,130,500, of which
$3,235,600 is for equipment. The House
had provided $4 million of the increase
requested.

There were several other items of in-
crease in the budget request for strength-
ening research. These items totaled
$5,786,600 and the committee has recom-
mended $4,948,600, an increase of
$1,190,000 over the House and $838,000
under the estimate.

The full details concerning every re-
search project and facility appear in
detail in the committee report beginning
on page 4.

The committee has endorsed the action
taken in the other body to provide $3
million over the estimates to meet urgent
research needs over the amounts re-
quested in the budget. The committee ac-
cepted the full list of projects shown on
pages 20 and 21 of the House committee
report.

The committee has recommended a
total increase of $4,230,000 by adding
$1,230,000 over the House bill for these
several projects. The complete listing ap-
pears on pages 13 to 17 of the committee
report.

The committee also acted on a num-
ber of additional projects not covered
in the House report. The detailed listing
appears on pages 19 to 21 of the report. A
total increase of $2,979,800 over the
House bill and the budget has been rec-
ommended for these several items. Of
this amount $2,184,800 is recommended
to complete the construction of previ-
ously authorized research facilities on
the scale planned to conduct the en-
larged research program when funds
were originally appropriated.

In summary, the committee recom-
mendations for research reflect a net
increase of $6,371,800 over the budget
estimate, $7,767,300 over the House bill
a:gd $7,357,300 over funds available for
1967.

BOIL AND WATER RESEARCH

For a number of years the committee
has generally adhered to acceleration of
soil and water research in accordance
with the priority listing furnished to
the committee by the Department sev-
eral years ago, pursuant to Senate Doc-
ument 59. In the pending bill the com-
mittee has recommended that planning
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funds for two additional stations be
provided. These are priority Nos. 26 and
27, as shown in the complete listing
printed in the committee hearings on
pages 227 to 237. Those listings reflect the
priority fixed by Senate Document No. 59.

The facilities and amounts referred to
are $45,000 recommended for planning
an addition to the faecility at Orono,
Maine, estimated to cost $450,000 and
$50,000 for planning an addition to the
facility at Riverside, Calif., estimated to
cost $500,000.

Each year the committee has been
petitioned by Members of the Senate and
by others to add funds for these various
facilities. In the absence of the budget
estimates from the Department to pro-
ceed with this program in a 1iore con-
certed fashion, the committee has seen
fit to add one or two projects each year
or so. I want to express my appre-
ciation to the Members who are
interested in these projects in their
patience in the procedure which the com-
mittee has been forced to follow in the
absence of a budget request to proceed in
an orderly fashion on this very impor-
tant type of research activity.

I might add there were three Senators
in particular who had very meritorious
projects which we would like to have
granted and which are ready for ad-
vanced planning or construction, but
they did not come within the top prior-
ities we are following. We will have to
reach them at a later date. The Senators
affected were gracious enough to under-
stand the situation and approve it.

PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR COOPERATIVE
RESEARCH AND EXTENSION

The committee has included the full
budget estimate of funds requested for
payments to States for cooperative re-
search under the Hatch Act formula, and
for the cooperative extension work under
the Smith-Lever formula.

The committee has recommended $56,-
039,000 for payments to States under the
Hatch Act, an increase of $1,101,000 over
the estimate for pay adjustment and
$4,926,000 over 1967.

An appropriation of $83,917,500 is rec-
ommended for payments to States for
cooperative extension work under the
Smith-Lever formula. This is an increase
of $2,000,000 over the House for pay com-~
parability adjustment and the estimate
and an increase of $5,265,000 over 1967.

I am pleased to note that the 1968
budget request did not repeat the efforts
of a year ago to reduce the amounts
available for these important cooperative
programs so vital to the welfare of our
Nation. For several years the committee
has been obliged to provide an increment
of increase over the budget and over the
amount provided in the other body to be
directed toward pay comparability ad-
justments for the Federal share of com-
pensation received by workers paid in the
past from Hatch funds and Smith-Lever
funds.

The committee believes that Federal
budgetary officials should recognize this
to be a Federal responsibility and include
in the budget estimate an increment for
pay comparability adjustments for these
two programs in the year following the
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enactment of pay inecreases for Federal
workers.

CONSUMER AND WELFARE PROGRAMS

I will now deal briefly with one seg-
ment of the bill which deals almost en-
tirely with consumer protective and wel-
fare programs administered by the
Consumer and Marketing Service. These
programs include the meat and poultry
inspection, the special milk program,
school lunch program, and the food
stamp program. The committee has
recommended the full budget estimate
for the consumer protective programs in
the amount of $89,522,000, an increase
of $512,000 over the House and $3,450,-
000 over 1967. The principal increase is
for accelerated work in connection with
meat and poultry inspection which is re-
quired by the increased size of both the
meat and poultry industries.

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

In dealing with the school lunch pro-
gram the committee has recommended a
total of $235,825,000 for 1968 and this
total does include $45,000,000 by trans-
fer from section 32 funds for the pur-
chase of foods pursuant to section 6 of
the School Lunch Act, as amended. The
Congress in recent years has authorized
modifications and additions to school
Iunch and feeding programs. For the
regular school lunch program the com-
mittee has recommended a total avail-
able of $218,575,000 for 1968. This in-
cludes an increase of $9,705,000 over
1967 for cash payments to States under
the regular formula and reinstates $12,-
440,000 denied in the House bill for com-
modity procurement for fruits and vege-
tables. The increase of $9,705,000 over
1967 continues an average Federal con-
tribution of 5 cents per lunch to meet
the estimated increase in lunches esti-
mated to be served next year. The coun-
try is fortunate in the fact that the num-
ber of schoolehildren increases each year
and we have to take that into account in
this important program.

The House bill provided $187,000,000,
which would have raised the Federal
contribution to an estimated 54 cents
per lunch. While the committee was
sympathetic to this objective, it felt also
it owed some responsibility to finance
the new school programs which had been
authorized in recent years as described in
detail in the Committee Report No. 395
on pages 38 and 39.

It should be noted that the recom-
mended total for these new programs is
$17,250,000, as compared to $7,750,000 in-
cluded in the House approved bill. This
represents an increase of $9,500,000 over
the House bill, but is still $7,550,000 un-
der the budget estimate for these new
special assistance feeding programs de-
signed to provide a breakfast and other
feeding assistance to children not now
reached in the regular school lunch pro-
gram.

The committee handling of the school
lunch programs is designed to maintain
the regular program and make a modest
start on the new special assistance feed-
ing programs, which are designed to take
care of the needs of children who do not
get adequate food at home.
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SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

The committee has recommended the
full budget estimate of $104,000,000 for
the payments under the special milk pro-
gram which is the amount carried in the
House bill. The committee has funded
this amount by direct appropriations
from the general revenue fund rather
than to derive the $104,000,000 from sec-
tion 32 permanent authorization. Au-
thorization for the special milk program
specifies that appropriations be from the
general revenue fund. The committee
action is taken for the purpose of curb-
ing what it considers to be a misuse of
section 32 funds which are designed pri-
marily for surplus removal, and with
special application to perishable com-
modities which are not price supported.

FOR THE FOOD STAMF PROGRAM

In this same connection, namely the
misuse of section 32 funds—and I call
particular attention to this—the budget
request proposed that $195,000,000 be
made available for fiscal 1968, all of
which was to be derived from section 32.
This program is clearly classified in the
authorizing legislation as a welfare pro-
gram and should be financed by regular
and direct appropriation from the gen-
eral revenue fund, rather than as pro-
posed in the budget from section 32.

As the bill came from the ofher body,
no funds were included for the food
stamp program. The House recommenda-
tion of $175,000,000 to be derived from
section 32 permanent authorization plus
$20,000,000 reappropriation was stricken
on a point of order.

The action recommended by the com-
mittee provides $172,500,000 by direct ap-
propriation and $22,500,000 by reappro-
priation, thus providing the budget esti-
mate of $195,000,000.

The two recommendations of the com-
mittee for the special milk program and
for the food stamp program provide ap-
propriated funds in lieu of transfers from
section 32 funds, and although they in-
crease the bill by $276,500,000 over the
estimate, this does not change at all the
rate of spending proposed in the budget
estimates.

In other words, the budget proposes
that these important needs be met out of
the special agricultural fund so that they
will not be reflected in the budget. The
committee feels that the special agricul-
tural fund should be used as provided
by the law creating it, and that the gen-
eral revenue fund should meet these very
important needs as required by legisla-
tion passed to authorize those programs.
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION REIMBURSE-

MENT APPROFPRIATIONS

As I stated earlier, the principal in-
crease over the estimates recommended
by the committee results from the rec-
ommendation to appropriate the full
amount of realized losses for the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for fiscal 1966,
Thus, the committee has recommended
a reimbursement appropriation of $2,-
984,856,389, an increase of $1,584,856,389
over the $1,400,000,000 requested in the
budget estimate and approved by the
House.

Senators will recall the efforts I have
made since becoming chairman of the
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subcommittee to bring up to date the
reimbursement appropriations for the
Commodity Credit Corporation as in-
tended by law going back to Public Law
312, approved March 20, 1954. This act,
which increased the borrowing authority
of the Corporation, also embodied the
so-called Williams amendment requiring
that the impaired capital structure of
the Corporation be restored in the future
by appropriations rather than through
cancellation of notes. This act was subse-
quently amended by Public Law 87-155,
approved April 17, 1961, which simply
provided for reimbursement of net
realized losses with appropriated funds
rather than through cancellation of
notes. It was an updating of Public Law
312,

After the handling of the supplemental
appropriation in fiscal 1965, I insisted
that every effort be made to restore the
capital structure of the Corporation on
a regular basis, as intended by the Wil-
liams amendment incorporated in Public
Law 312, as amended by Public Law
87-155.

Thus, in reporting the appropriations
bill for fiscal 1966 on my motion in the
committee, the full amount of the loss
for fiscal 1965 totaling $3,226,800,000
was included in the bill. This represented
an increase of $926,800,000 over the
budget estimate. While the bill was in
conference, a supplemental estimate was
received from the President in the
amount of $500 million and the con-
ference committee then agreed to the
revised estimate and appropriated $2,-
800 million in fiscal 1966 for the losses
of fiscal 1965.

Mr. President, later, I will show what
has happened each year following since
that time. We have made a little prog-
ress each year. We have put the Corpo-
ration on a sound and current fiscal
basis, provided the appropriation this
year can be passed covering the non-
reimbursed loss for 1966, with the ex-
ception of an unreimbursed item of
$1,057 million for the year 1961. We have
not reimbursed the CCC for that loss as
yet. It is the opinion of the vast ma-
jority of our committee that it is only
fair to the public that this item be
shown in full each year. There is no
blame to affix to the Commodity Credit
Corporation for having this large deficit.
It is simply carrying out the laws which
we have passed. Without restoration of
the borrowing power of the Commodity
Credit Corporation eaci year, we do not
have the full borrowing power available;
we do not have a clear statement of
what the deficit has been and what was
the full amount of business transacted
for the year before; and we do not fol-
low existing law. Our committee has felt
that it is fair to all concerned, especially
to the farming community, that exist-
ing law be fully carried out in this re-
gard.

The conference report No. 1186, dated
October 20, 1965, accompanying H.R.
8370, the Agricultural Appropriation Act
for 1966, on page 11, states as follows:

The conferees are of the opinion that fu-
ture budget estimates for reimbursement
appropriations for net realized losses of the
Commodity Credit Corporation should in-
clude the full amount of the realized losses
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for any fiscal year as reflected in the ac-
counts and shown in the report of the fi-
nancial condition of such corporation as of
the close of business of such fiscal year.

At that point, I thought that there
was general agreement in Congress and,
hopefully, with the executive branch,
that future budget estimates for this
important item would be submitied in
the full amount as intended by law and
as promptly after the end of the fiscal
year in which such losses were realized
as is possible under our Federal budget-
ing and appropriating process. A year
ago I was pleased to note that the budget
estimate for fiscal 1967 requesting the
large sum of $3,555,855,000 included the
full amount of the realized loss for fiscal
1965 in the amount of $3,048,020,744 plus
the balance of the 1964 loss in the
amount of $507,834,256. Thus, upon the
processing of the appropriations bill a
year ago, the arrears in the losses of the
corporation were all cleaned up except
for the balance of $1,057,000,000 of un-
reimbursed loss incurred during fiscal
1961. I was pleased to note this improved
situation a year ago when I presented
the committee’s recommendation to the
Senate as floor manager of the agricul-
tural appropriation bill for fiscal 1967.

I must say, that the Department of
Agriculture has sought to carry out its
agreement with us by recommending that
the full amount of the deficit for 1966
be included in the budget for fiscal year
1968. The responsibility for the reduc-
tion to $1.4 billion for this item, as shown
in the budget, is in no sense chargeable
to the Department of Agriculture but
reflects instead what I think is a mis-
taken effort on the part of the Budget
Bureau to make the budget look smaller
than it is. As a matter of fact, the resto-
rations of this loss for 1966 will not mean
the expenditure of a single nickel be-
cause the money has already been spent
in 1966. It is simply a restoration as re-
quired by law of the full amount of the
deficit shown for the last completed year.

‘When the Secretary of Agriculture ap-
peared before the committee at the be-
ginning of the hearings, I examined him
very closely on this and pointed out to
him that I was disappointed to find that
the appropriations request of the De-
partment had been cut by approximately
$2 billion in the budget submitted to
Congress, but the spending budget of the
Department was moving slightly upward
so the public could gain a false impres-
sion of the fiscal picture in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. During this hear-
ing, I elicited from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, Mr. Freeman, the fact that as
head of that executive department he
had requested the Bureau of the Budget
for authority to include in the budget
estimate for 1968 the full amount of the
1966 loss to which I have referred earlier,
as well as the balance of the 1961 loss of
$1,057,000,000. It is evident, therefore,
that the committee has received coopera-
tion from the Secretary of Agriculture
and officials of that Department in its
efforts to bring the reimbursement ap-
propriation for the Commodity Credit
Corporation to a current basis as in-
tended by law.

Now, Mr. President, there are other
things which we will be able to say to-
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morrow, but I want to yield now to my
distinguished friend the ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee, who,
I must say for the Recorp, has been of
enormous help on this bill, not only in
attending the hearings, which have been
long and exhaustive and are reflected by
the very comprehensive hearings, which
are on the desk of every Senator, but also
in the preliminaries to the markup in
subcommittee, in the markup in sub-
committee, and in the markup in full
committee he has been highly cooper-
ative. I want that statement to ap-
pear in the REecorp, and also this
statement: Since I have served on
this subcommittee, there has never been
any partisanship or politics in this par-
ticular subcommittee. I think there are
just as many friends of agriculture on
one side of the aisle in this committee as
there are on the other side, and we have
all worked together to see that the De-
partment of Agriculture was properly
funded.

There are many, many items in this
lengthy bill. The printed report is some
67 pages, which I commend to the ex-
amination of every Senator as to any
item which may be of special interest to
him. The hearings are over 2,000 pages
in length.

I just want it to appear in the REcorp
that both the chairman of the subcom-
mittee and the ranking minority member
of the subcommittee, and other mem-
bers of the subcommittee and full com-
mittee, will be glad to be interrogated
as to any item in the bill, because there
are matters in this bill affecting every
State in the Union and affecting not
only agriculture but many foreign activi-
ties, such as those covered by Public
Law 480, and many social and welfare
activities such as those I mentioned
earlier in my statement.

The bill is a very complex one. It is
easily understandable that many Mem-
bers of the Senate will want to have ex-
planations of certain portions of the bill,
and we stand ready and willing to pro-
vide them.

I am glad to relinquish the floor now
to the distinguished ranking minority
member of the subcommittee.

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. President, the Senator from Ne-
braska has been a member of the Ap-
propriations Committee and its Agri-
culture and Related Agencies Subcom-
mittee for approximately 9 years. I
thought, through those years, I had
achieved some familiarity with the
scope, complexity and extent of a bill
covering such a large part of our total
appropriations. But then, early this year,
for the first time I became ranking mi-
nority member on my side of the aisle
of this subcommittee. I tried to attend
as many meetings as I could and I at-
tended most of them, I believe. This
experience impressed me even more as
to the nature and coverage of the bill
and its tremendous importance to the
continued well-being of the United
States.

I was also impressed, all over again,
with the capability and the competence
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and the unfailing courtesy of the pres-
ent chairman of the subcommittee. I
know, from firsthand observation, of
his dedication and complete fairness in
serving the best interests of the Nation’s
farmers. Many times there are conflict-
ing claims as to priorities among differ-
ent geographical areas or as among
groups that have to do with one crop or
another or one activity or another in
this great field. Certainly the devotion
of the Senator from Florida to this dif-
ficult task of conducting such a compre-
hensive review and examination of the
administration’s budget requests is a tre-
mendous contribution to congressional
responsibility. I want to pay him a trib-
ute which I truly and sincerely feel.

The members of the subcommittee are
tremendous people to work with—all of
them—but I want to especially comment
on another member, the senior Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Youncl, who
for years was ranking minority member
of the subcommittee. He stepped down
earlier this year to assume the heavy re-
sponsibilities as ranking minority mem-
ber on the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee.

The bill now under consideration rep-
resents the product of this painstaking
review and it represents also the best
judgment of the chairman and other
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

The amount of the bill is $6,782,000,-
000, in round numbers. This is an in-
crease of a little over $2 billion over the
House-passed bill, and is $1,761,000,000
over the budget requests, but it is also
$240 million under the appropriations
for fiscal 1967.

Mr. President, I indicated a moment
ago that the action taken by the Senate
committee was responsible and that it
represented our best judgment. Notwith-
standing the fact that the budget from
this body will be a little over $2 billion
more than what the House had approved,
we are not budget busters. We have acted
responsibily in the face of mounting ex-
penditures brought about for a number
of reasons.

The principal item in the Senate in-
crease is $1,584,000,000, to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation fully for
its net realized losses, or the cost of the
Nation’s farm programs, for fiscal year
1966.

The actual losses were $2,984,000,000.
The budget request was $1,400,000,000
to apply on those 1966 losses. The other
body allowed that amount. The commit-
tee saw fit to add enough to the $1,400,-
000,000 to make up the entire amount of
the net realized losses. The actual losses
were $2,984,000,000.

It should be pointed out that whether
we allow the $1.4 billion or $2.984 billion
or nothing at all, it would not affect the
expenditures which have already been
incurred in this item. This is a bookkeep-
ing transfer from one account to another
for which we ask the addition of $1,585,-
000,000.

Not only does this item not represent
any actual expenditure—I refer to the
addition—but, more importantly, it is in
accordance with the clear provisions of
Public Law 87-155.

18549

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of that law be set
forth in the Recorp at this point for the
use of our colleagues.

There being no objection, Public Law
87-155 was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PusLic Law BT-155

An act to authorize annual appropriation to
reimburse Commodity Credit Corporation
for net realized losses sustained during
any fiscal year in lieu of annual appropria-
tions to restore capital impairment based
on annual Treasury appraisals, and for
other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tions 1 and 2 of the Act of March 8, 1038, as
amended (15 U.S.C. 713a-1, 2), are hereby
repealed.

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated annually for each fiscal year,
commencing with the fiscal year ending June
30, 1961, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, an amount suf-
ficient to reimburse Commodity Credit Cor=-
poration for its net realized loss incurred
during such fiscal year, as reflected in its ac-
counts and shown in its report of its finan-
cial condition as of the close of such fiscal
year. Reimbursement of net realized loss
shall be with appropriated funds, as pro=-
vided herein, rather than through the can-
cellation of notes.

Sec. 3. In the event the accounts of the
Commodity Credit Corporation reflect a net
realized gain for any such fiscal year, the
amount of such net realized gain shall be
deposited in the Treasury by the Commodity
Credit Corporation and shall be credited to
miscellaneous receipts.

Approved August 17, 1961.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, when we
debate the bill further tomorrow, we ex-
pect that an amendment will be pre-
sented, and it will be debated.

It is in compliance with the law, but
also in keeping with one of the steps the
Senate took when it passed yesterday, by
a vote of 92 to 0, a truth-in-lending bill.
It seems to us that we could call this a
truth-in-budgeting bill, by which we
could face the people of America and
say, “This is bad news, in a way, finan-
cially, but it is news to which you are
entitled, and it follows from a law which
was passed in 1961,” to which I referred
a while ago.

The chairman of the subcommittee,
and I discussed thoroughly the philoso-
phy of the so-called Williams amend-
ment. We went into the matter in depth,
from a historical point of view as well as
from the standpoint of proper budgeting
and appropriations procedures. We came
to the conclusion he has stated. He had
formed that conclusion in his mind, and
had acted upon it for the last 5 or 6
years, as a member of the subcommittee.
My recollection is that I have joined him
in every one of those conclusions in pre-
vious years. I certainly want to support
his position in that regard now.

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from Ne-
braska has, indeed, not only joined the
Senator from Florida, but joined the full
membership of the Appropriations Com-
mittee in previous years, as he has this
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year, in insisting, first, that the law be
obeyed; second, that fair and decent
budgeting be followed; third, that the
public be apprised of the actual amount
of the deficit, because that is informa-
tion to which it is entitled; and fourth,
that the capital structure of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation he restored,
so that it will be strong again, with full
borrowing power.

It receives its funds from the Treasury
by borrowing; and without restoration, it
does not have the same borrowing power.
The Senator from Florida has been
through three experiences in the past in
which we have had to increase the total
borrowing power of the Commodity
Credit Corporation, due largely to poor
bookkeeping and poor budgeting proce-
dure prior to that time. We are endeav-
oring to keep the corporation in good
financial shape and on a current basis.

Before I take my seat, I express my
very deep gratitude for the kind remarks
the Senator has made about me.

Mr. HRUSEKA. I ask the Senator from
Florida for verification of this fact:
When the $2,985 million is provided—if
it is provided, as I hope it will be—will
the slate then be clean, with the excep-
tion of the year 1961, when there were
net realized losses of $1,057 million?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is correct,
except in one small particular. There
were more net realized losses than that
amount in fiscal 1961, but the excess over
$1,057 million was restored.

Mr. HRUSKA. Oh, yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. And the balance, or
the deficit which was not restored, was
$1,057 million.

Mr. HRUSKA. There was a partial
restoration.

Mr. HOLLAND, If we pass this bill
as reported, the capital structure of the
Commodity Credit Corporation, which
under exist'ng law is $14,500 million,
will be fully restored, except for the
$1,057 million not yet restored out of the
1961 budget. The Senator is correct.

I also want to call attention, for the
record, so as to advise other Senators
to the fact that the complete accounting
covering the operations of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for 1966, and
showing the source of the deficits which
we are trying to restore in full, will ap-
pear on pages 676 and 677 of the printed
hearing record of our committee, so that
any Senator who is interested may ad-
vise himself there as to the source of
the deficit.

Mr. HRUSKA. That will be a valuable
reference. I thank the Senator for pro-
viding it.

The second increase of size made by
the committee has to do with the use of
the so-called section 32 funds. The
chairman has already referred to the
matter briefly, but for the sake of em-
phaisti:s, I wish to repeat the salient facts
on

For two programs, the special milk
and food stamp programs, we have rec-
ommended that the full amount of the
budget request—$104 million for the
milk and $195 million for the food
stamps—be provided by regular and di-
rect appropriations, except that in the
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case of food stamps, $22,500,000 is pro-
vided for by a reappropriation of previ-
ously appropriated funds which were
not expended by the Department.

In all, these increases added to the
bill $276,500,000 over the estimate, but
this does not change the rate of spend-
ing proposed in the budget by 1 cent.

The committee action merely indi-
cated that we do not condone the mis-
use of section 32 funds for activities
which Congress did not authorize. Re-
sort was had, of course, to general funds
for that purpose, as should properly be
done.

Mr. President, a substantial amount of
time is always taken in our subcommit-
tee on agricultural research. All of us
are convinced that it is essential this
vital research program have continuity
and that we follow it up with diligence.
We know future prospects are for a
world that will be short of food. All of
us are also aware that agricultural re-
search does not lend itself and is not
susceptible to being a crash program. We
cannot wait until the evil day arrives.
Mother Nature does not work like that.
We might be able to institute a crash
program to make missiles, projectiles, or
computers; but Mother Nature has a
very unrelenting timetable. So, therefore,
we have spent considerable time to see
that there is a proper allocation of the
funds within an acceptable total for
these research projects.

Wisely, years ago—and the present
chairman of the subcommittee was a
part of it—there was established a sort
of priority in many of these areas. Such
as soil and water research which we felt
was a good priority. That was under the
chairmanship, I believe, of the senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL]l. We
have adhered to that schedule, and it
has been well that we have had that
schedule to follow. It sometimes requires
the fortitude of a Horatio at the Bridge
for the chairman to stand guard and see
that it is held inviolate, but I must say
that while he is firm, he is always courte-
ous and fair. I do believe that policy has
paid tremendous dividends toward an
intelligent and logical pursual of this
agricultural research program, which is
many faceted and complicated.

In further pursuit of this objective of
truth in budgeting, Mr. President, I
should like to comment on a subject
which for years has been very close to
the heart and the declarations of our
esteemed fellow Senator, the senior Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. Youwecl.
Each year, he forcefully points out that
the farmer gets the dickens, sometimes
from the press, sometimes from others,
for having the benefit of these tremen-
dous agricultural appropriations. But
the facts are, and it should be widely
circulated, that there are many parts of
this appropriation which go to programs
other than for the farmer.

The subcommittee staff has prepared
an analysis of the expenditures which
are charged to the Department of Agri-
culture, but which clearly provide bene-
fits to commerce, to businessmen, and to
the general public. They total a tremen-
dous sum.

July 12, 1967

There are other programs which are
predominately for the stabilization of
farm income, but which also benefit
other purposes. The breakdown, which
I believe the highly competent clerk of
the subcommittee, Mr. Raymond Scha-
fer, prepared—and I must say it is very
well done—does enable an analysis of
the budget with the idea of ascertaining
just how many of these billions go to the
farmers and how many of these billions
go to other parts of the population and
other Government activities

I ask unanimous consent that this tab-
ulation be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, there is
one other item in which a reduction was
made by the committee. That has to do
with the authority extended to the De-
partment for the sale of participation
certificates.

The budget had provided for $800 mil-
lion as a top authorization. The other
body approved that sum.

I tried to get it reduced to $600 million,
but was not successful. However, we did
reduce the amount in committee to $700
million.

My interest in this matter stems from
the fact that when the enabling legisla-
tion, Public Law 89-429, was passed in
May of 1966, it was amended at my in-
sistence to require each department to
come to the Appropriations Committees
at least every 2 years to seek authoriza-
tion to participate in the program.

The first time this authority was
utilized was for fiscal year 1967. This is
the second time that the Department of
Agriculture has come to us saying: “We
want authority under this act to sell up
to $800 million worth of these certifi-
cates.”

Of course, any such authorization shall
remain available only for the fiscal year
for which it is granted and for the suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

There has been the necessity to come
back to the Appropriations Committee.

I did not vote for that act in the first
place. I do not think it is a proper act,
but it is a part of our statute law. It does
seem to me that if it were a part of our
statute law it should be brought as
clearly within our appropriation proce-
dures as possible so that Congress would
be authorizing the sale of these certifi-
cates.

I am pleased to report that that pro-
cedure is being followed, and while I
would have been more pleased if they
had lowered the amount still further, I
am grateful that, although it was not a
half a loaf, at least a slice of that bread
came my way.

Thus, the Senate Committee has au-
thorized a $700 million authorization for
these participation sales. This is $100
million less than the action of the other
body and the budget estimate, but $100
million more than was available and
subscribed in fiscal year 1967.

I again express my congratulations to
the chairman of the committee for an-
other job well done, and I hope as we
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proceed to the consideration and ap-
proval of the bill that we will listen well
to his wise counsel because every one of
the decisions made in the final text of
the pending bill is the result of his close
examination, careful discussion, and
sober judgment.

I yield the floor.

ExHIBIT 1

Budget expenditures for programs in Depart-

ment of Agriculture but which clearly

provide benefits to consumers, business-

men, and the general public

[In millions of dollars]
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Budget expenditures for programs in Depart-
ment of Agriculture but which clearly
provide benefits to consumers, business-
men, and the general public—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

1967 1568
1966 esti- esti-
mated | mated
Programs having foreign relations
and defense aspects: L
Sales of agriculturalcommadi-
ties for foreign currencies
(title I, Public Law 480)______ 1,138 984 906
Sales of agncultural commodi-
ties for dollars on credit
term (title |, Public Law
480).. 233 315 399
Commodities and other costs in
connection with donations
abroad (title 11, Public Law
48 . 413 410 494
Transfer of bartered materials
to supplemental stockpile. .. 26 33 27
Donations of dairy products o
armed services and others. ... i EESETE L
L Ve SR e 1,819 | 1,742 | 1,826
Food distribution programs
(domestic):
l:ommodltles distributed to the
needy and others.._ 5 233 328 365
Food stamp program.__ 69 138 193
School lunch program_ 2 197 213 243
Special milk program_.......... 97 104 104
Total..... ey el 596 783 905
REA and FHn repayable loans:
REA lo 361 440 508
Prn?osad Isg:slahnn for credit
receipts to programs and
for supplemental financing..|....___. =193 | =201
[ LT s 125 —66 -6
Sale of participation certificates
in FHA direct loans. _ .. .....|-coocoic —548 | —651
Salaries and expenses for above
ProgramS. .. .. oo.aeaifiad 60 65 77
Totaho s o e 546 | —302 | -—285
Long-range programs for the im-
provement of agricultural and
natural resources:
Fnrestr{ ...................... 351 401 338
Agricultural and forestry
221 253 274

researc! amsmne
Plant and animal disease and

pesteontrol_. ... ......... 73 80 85
Soil and water resource protec-

tion and development:

Agricultural conservation pro-
252 279 275
224 21 279

90 93 97

Inspection of commodities and

other marketing services__...- 79 91 84
[ T B e e R e 93 101 108
Ol et 1,383 | 1,575 1,585
bl e e 4,304 | 3,798 | 4,081

Other Programs Which Are Pre-
dominantly for Stabilization of
Farm Income, but Which Also

Benefit Others
CCC price-support and related
programs:
CCC loan, purchase, export,
and related programs.___..__ —1,157 |—1,660 | —705
Slo:aga handling, and trans-
tion expenses___. 398 213 114
Inleres! expense (net)__. 28 278 336 309
Acreage diversion payments:
Feed grains_______..__ 842 564 245
38 20 |ScEss
116 283 303
431 915 310
57 494 613
—160 274 31z

1967 | 1968
1966 esti- esti-
mated | mated
CCC price-support and related
programs—Continued
Colton e%‘ahzalion payments._.. 332 251 L e
National Wool Act program._____ 36 37 42
Totalo o iooiocoooooo]| L2101 | 1,508 1,543
Croplsnd adjuslmanl prngrarn
ettt 49 82
Cunsemtlon reserve program _____ 151 141 125
Sugar Act program._.._.._._._._.. 88 88 90
Salaries and expenses for above
Proprams .o _ooiilio il 155 167 176
Wotal. o piacls e s 1,605 | 1,953 | 2,016
Grand total____...... .. ..... 5,949 | 5,751 | 6,047

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I again
thank my distinguished friend, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. No one could have
been more helpful or cooperative, and
certainly no one could have been more
complimentary than he has just been.

He and I do not always agree on this
question of the sale of participation cer-
tificates.

I voted for that bill. I felt it would be
similar to the marshaling of assets by a
private business when it got in rough
going if the Government were to sell
some of its good paper, but always under
the direction and control of Congress.
We are certainly exercising that direc-
tion and control and, as my distinguished
friend has said, we are now dealing with
the law and not with the question of
whether the law should have been
passed.

We were very glad to arrive at an
agreeable sum of $700 million which
fixed the amount of sale of participation
certificates which the Department of
Agriculture could make in this fiscal year
1968.

I think there is no argument of any
sort about it.

Mr. President, I think the record will
reflect at least many of the items in the
bill that our colleagues will be interested
in

'Iyield the floor.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there is no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand adjourned until 10
o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 55 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday
July 13, 1967, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate July 12, 1967:
INTERIOR
David Statler Black, of Washington, to be

Under Secretary of the Interior, vice Charles
F. Luce.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JuLy 12, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Behold, the Lord our God has shown
us His glory and His greainess, and we
have heard His voice out of the midst
of the fire; we have seen this day that
God does talk with man and that He
lives—Deuteronomy 5: 24.

O God, our Father, we thank Thee
for the gift of a new day fresh from Thy
hand. Help us to use these hours to live
cleanly, to labor industriously, to love
wisely, and to keep our spirits elevated to
high levels of thought. May we have the
strength to overcome our difficulties and
the courage to carry our responsibilities
with honor and with uplifted hearts.

Sustain us in every effort to make a
better world and to bring good will to
all the children of men. In the midst of
this day's work assure us of Thy pres-
ence and let the light of Thy wisdom
fall upon our pathway. In Jesus' name
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

8.5. An act to assist in the promotion of
economic stabilization by requiring the dis-
closure of finance charges in connection with
extension of credit.

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU
FEDERATION

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, today,
July 12, is going to go down in the annals
of congressional history, for today for
the first time the House Committee on
Agriculture passed a resolution disas-
sociating itself from my remarks about
the American Farm Bureau Federation.

Mr. Speaker, you have been here many
years, and you know what an unprece-
dented action this is. Now, my charges
that I have made will be fully aired.
I do not want to take the time now to
discuss them, but I will in a special order
when this session is over. I would point
out at this time that this resolution was
passed, and the majority of the members
of that committee are members of the
American Farm Bureau Federation, so
the question which must be raised is:
Is this a committee of the House, or is
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