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It is 2 grea.t pleasure to be here today. It was very kind
of you to invite me here to speak to our future creditors,

Sinr.:e the UrBan Mass Transportation Program does mnot
formally shift to the Department of Transportation until July 1,
I feel a iittie like the prospective father expounding the joys of
family life. But this gives me a privilege rarely enjoyed by a
public official -- which is to tell his constituency how things
could or should be without having to take the blame for the way
things are, N-o- doubt this is the last time I will be able to
address you in that enviable state.

It is appropriate, I think, that responsibility for the Urban
Mass ITran-sportation Program comes to us in the month of July,
the ﬁqn& which marks the Declaration of Independence for the

United States and the proclamation of the principles of freedom

which serve as the very basis for our national existence. These

i
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principles are quite relevant to the subject of urban
transportation,

For the foundation of freedom is the right to choose --
your politics, religion, ideas, job, and where and how you will
live. All the elaborate machinery of our democracy is grounded
on the idea that making choices is good for people -- that in the
exercise of choice we develop according to our own bent to our
fullest potential,

And it is choice which should govern the kinds of cities we
live in and the kinds of life we can lead there: the goals of those
cities, the quality of their environment, and the kinds of trans-
portation and other services they can provide, It is free choice
which should allow each city to develop according to its own bent
and to its fullest potential,

So, constitutionally, we are free to choose, But practically --
insofar as our cities and urban transportation systems go -- I
doubt that we have fully exercised that right.

For to choose means a conscious selection among possible
alternatives.

I question whether we have always had the political will even
to create real alternatives for our cities, And where there have
been alternatives, the consequences of choosing one or another of
them often have not been sufficiently illuminated for the people and
their political leaders,

We have created urban areas where the only choice is between
leaving and suffering. And many have voted with their feet.

It is said that the purchase of a new car is the exercise of a
transportation choice. It is certainly a choice among different kinds
of cars. But it is hardly a meaningful choice among different modes
of transportation, For many living in metropolitan areas there are
no real transportation alternatives to the car. And there is little
confidence among those who deeply feel the need for a real trans-
portation choice that their communities or political leaders will
provide those alternatives.



I do not believe that the private automobile is the last
outpost of individualism or self-expression, And the choice to
build highways to accommnodate the cars which have and will
come is not so much a choice as a necessary reaction.

But choices can be made -- if we have the will to make
them. There is a town down in Virginia where, sometime around
1900, the Norfolk and Western Railroad considered building its
shops. The people in the town decided that they didn't want the
people and the activity which the railroad would bring. They
decided that they liked their town as it was. So the railroad
moved to Roanoke, then about the same size. Today Roanoke
is twice the size of its meighbor.

During the Second World War this same town achieved what
was, by local standards, a distinction. It was ''the omnly town of
its size in Virginia which had neither war industry nor military
installations.!” For many towns this would be a Congressman's
nightmare, the despair of a Chamber of Commerce.

This town, however, knew what it wanted. The community
had made the choice and, whether you agree or disagree with the
choice which they made, it was theirs. And this is important,
They rejected economic expansion and instead chose the course
they believed would assure that their town would continue to be
the way they liked it.

This is, of course, a rare incident. But it illustrates the
thesis that choices can be made and that the main task ahead for
those of us in transportation is to create a favorable environment
for choice.

There are several levels and aspects of the choices I am
talking about, each linked to and dependent upon the other.

At the bottom -- and I say this with a melancholy deliberate-
ness -- is individual choice. A family agonizes over choosing a
home -- making sure that it is in a '"mnice' neighborhood. But I
doubt that that same family spends very much time making sure
‘that the city it lives in is pursuing a path which insures that there
will continue to be any '"nice' neighborhoods.
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The difference is that people know they are making a choice
when they pick a place to live, But in many cases they do not
know that they can help make choices to shape the city's future.
Instead, people often assume that they and their communities are
carried along by irresistible forces. In the transportation field,
for example, we often are told that the demand for a given type
of facility will be at a certain level twenty years from mnow, and
the clear implication is that we had better start now to build that
facility to meet the projected demand.

But the obvious fact is that the demand will depend on the
decisions we make now -- including the decision whether or not
to build that very facility.

The point is that projections are not yet reality, and trends
are not irreversible. The very existence of an Urban Mass
Transportation Administration is a commitment to that principle.

But prophesies can become self-fulfilling, and trends can
gather great momentum. The first step in reversing them is the
recognition that there are alternatives.

Across the Nation, commuters daily sit in traffic jams.
Silently, or not so silently, they protest what is happening "and
ponder whether there is another way. In a Nation as rich and
resourceful as ours, surely there are solutions to his problem.,
The commuter should know how much these solutions might cost.
He should know how possible alternatives might affect his property
taxes, He should know enough about the way the system works to
identify the steps which he as an individual, as a2 member of the
community, as a taxpayer, might take to make the alternatives not
just possible but available.

Most important, he should have the means for evaluating the
cost of not having an alternative in terms of pollution, accidents,
environmental quality and urban values. He needs to know what
the altermatives -- or the lack of alternatives -- might cost in
terms of the preservation of neighborhood unity within urban
diversity, He should be made aware of the possibilities which
real alternatives might offer -- possibilities like access to training
and jobs for ghetto dwellers, and access to community facilities for
the aged. the handicapped, and the poor.
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But who is asking our not-at-all-hypothetical commuter what
alternatives he wants to pursue? Who is illuminating the implica-
tions of each alternative? Who is meeting the argument of the
citizen who objects paying for a transit system which runs a few
blocks from his home because he thinks it is too remote to do
him any good? In many communities, I fear that no ome is,

I am now talking about the second level of choice -- community
choice. - Certainly among people who have devoted any thought to
the problem there is no serious debate that communities must have
and articulate goals. But who is to set them, and whose goals are
they to be? Perhaps most important, do we have the mechanisms
to set these goals through planning processes -- or if you will,
choice processes -- which involve the people and their political
leaders, as well as all the special interests, so that goals, if not
perfect, are at least realistic?

Lincoln told the story of a piano accompanist who remarked
after a particularly excruciating concert with an enthusiastic but
untutored female vocalist that he had heard them sing on the white
keys, and he had heard them sing on the black keys, but this was
the first time he had ever heard anyone sing in the cracks.

I think that in the setting of community goals and related
transportation objectives we have often been singing in the cracks.
The people and politicians are frequently not involved in the planning
processes. The necessary relationships between all the contiguous
communities and governmental agencies which must be involved in
sensible planning are often inadequate. Yet it is clear we have
long passed the point where the suburbs can say to the city -- as
one passenger in a rowboat was heard to remark to another --
"Say old man, your end of the boat is sinking''.

For suburbanites and city-dwellers are clearly in the same
boat. Suburbanites are intimately affected by diseases of the city,
as those of us in transportation know only too well, Suburban ears
are assulted by airport noise; suburban skies are polluted by the
same pollutants which have damaged city air; suburban countryside
and cityscape alike are increasingly given over to meet the demands
of imbalanced transportation systems.






Choices are constantly being made by the city, state, and
federal governments as to where their resources will be allocated.
The urban areas are well represented in Congress and in the state
legislatures; réapportionment should increase that representation.
Reapportionment will, 1 think, ultimately be séen as one of the
chief tools' of advafcing urban transportation causes -- if enough
people who care about urban trahsportation make sure that their
representatives are aware of the alternatives.

Choices 'are going to have to be made by my Department and
its Urban Mass Transportation Administration. We think those
choices should be made in accordance with criteria which assure
to the extent possible, the investment of federal transportation
resources in a way which will bring

-- maximum safety and efficiency

-~ maximum integration and coordination with other
elerments of the transportation system

-- maximum services to identified community goals and
environmental values, and

-- the development of creative and innovative approaches.

We cannot judge the entries, like a coupon contest, on clarity and
neatness.

The Department of Transportation stands ready to work with
you in searching for new ways of financing urban mass transporta-
tion needs. We know those needs exist and we will be receptive to
your ideas in trying to satisfy them,

When President Johnson asked all Americans to join him in
an attack on urban problems as a part of a program of building a
Great Society, he said:

""The solution to these problems does not rest on a massive
program in Washington, nor can it rely solely on the strained
resources of local authority. They require us to create new
concepts of cooperation, a creative federalism, between the
national capital and the leaders of local communities, "
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COMSAT, of Job Corps Centers run for profit by private corporations,
of hybrid public-private anti-poverty agencies operating locally with
funds from Washington. While the Urban Mass Transportation Act

of 1964 requires the '"maximum feasible participation' of private
industry, the Economic Opportunity Act of the same year calls for the
"maximum feasible participation'' of the poor themselves.

Our interest this afternoon, of course, centers on urban develop-
ment. Happily, during the last 15 years and especially in the last five,
urban development has again and again illustrated Fairlie's thesis.
Here the crucial themes have been urban planning and regionalism.
And the crucial events have been the enactment of federal legislation
sponsoring and stimulating each of these.

If 1954 and the Brown decision triggered the present revolution
in civil rights, the modern era in urban planning dates back to the same
year, Then Congress first volunteered to subsidize local planning,
stipulating at the same time that federal aid for housing would go only
to communities preparing a so-called '"'workable program'' and "compre-
hensive plan''. Later in the middle years of this decade, Congress
multiplied the incentives for planning, and dramatically ushered in the
metropolitan aspect. A cluster of innovating statutes promised federal
aid for a variety of urban purposes. But the grant money was to flow
only if the grant proposal had been reviewed by a regional planning unit,
or harmonized with an inclusive regional plan.

I want to take a closer look at the root assumptions embodied in
these enactments, for those assumptions are currently shaping our
responses to urban problems.

One was Congress's historic judgment that urban problems
were so momentous, and local resources so slight, that
massive federal aid should be forthcoming.

The second was that ambitious full-scale planning, if not
itself the answer to the urban question, was at least essential
to the search for answers.

Next, that the metropolitan area, rather than the city itself,
should be the stage on which urban problems are confronted,



Finally, that federal agencies, while they might review
plans submitted to them, would leave the actual job of
planning in local hands.

These propositions, now firmly embedded in our urban institutions,
are strong evidence of the '"revolutionary impulse' Mzr, Fairlie detected
at work, But as I now think back upon his conclusions I find myself
wondering about their buoyant optimism. True, our recent political
experimentation has been impressive. But shelves of our official reports
document in chilling detail that we are up against a crisis in our cities
the likes of which we have never known before. And there is some dis-
quieting evidence that aspirations central to our present urban policies
may not be wholly realistic,

Not realistic, first of all, in an intellectual sense. The kind of
planning these programs augured was comprehensive geographically,
embracing the entire metropolis. It is comprehensive in a subject-
matter sense, often including architecture, land use, water resources,
transportation and many other public concerns. And comprehensive in
a time sense, intended to account for developments till near the end of
this century. Yet our experience now suggests that such a planning
enterprise may be simply beyond the state of the planning art,

With respect to the time factor alone, I am disturbed by Professor
Banfield's dictum that given the incredible pace of social change in
America, five years is the longest term anyone can sanely plan for. In
any event, faced with the awesome planning responsibilities the laws
assign them, some cities have responded by developing a planning process
so unwieldy and slow that its early efforts may be obsolete before any
useful product has been turned out. Others have farmed out the planning
job to a few consulting firms, jeopardizing the virtues of localism and
diversity Congress was hoping to promote. The point is that we may
have bitten off too much -- that until the techniques and resources
available to planners are considerably more powerful than at present, we
might accomplish more by attempting less.

Unrealistic, too, in a political sense. Regional problem solving
has been a hallmark of federal urban policy. Yet, for all the federal
inducements in that direction, for all the conferences at which mstro
government has headed the agenda, its actual examples I can count on
one hand: Clearly, something there is in American political life that




doesn't love a regional government. I suspect we at the Federal level
have no choice but to adjust to this, and at least for the short run,
learn to live with the limitations: that most comprehensive planning
agencies, for the immediate future, will play an advisory role only,
And that regional administrations will be limited for the most part

to decisions in those few specific functions which most demand a
regional approach. These limitations accepted, we can more usefully
ponder the central questions: How can an advisory body advise most
persuasively? How can a single-function agency best carry out its
limited purposes?

Beyond realism, moreover, lie other matters troublesome to the
federal idea of area-wide planning -- matters which go to the heart of
the democratic process itself. I assume that democracy's inner
precept is that citizens, directly or through their representatives, have
the right to control those public decisions which determine the context
and quality of their lives,

City and metropolitan planning, however, can be seen as resting
on a different base. For running through the urban planning movement
in this country is an elitist, technocratic theme, a theme which assumes
that planning is merely the application of principled reasoning, technical
skills and rudimentary civic good sense by those specially trained in the
planning science, If this concept is valid, citizen approval is no more
relevant to a good urban plan that it is to an accurate engineering
formula, and citizen participation in the planning process is as inappro-
priate as in the laboratory.

I do not believe, though, that this simple view of planning has
weathered the endurance test of time and experience. Most of us
today would concede that every specific act of planning by its nature
rests on some matrix of value choices. This seems true whether or
not these choices are explicit, whether or not they are even conscious
on the part of the planner. The relative merits of city and suburban
residential arrangements, the right balance between humane aesthetics,
industrial growth, and economic cost: these are questions which appeal
to the human judgment and spirit, not the drawing board. This accepted,
how can we give the planner both the first and the final say?



There is an obvious analogy to jurisprudence. The view long pre-
vailed that legal cases are decided by a scientific process of mechanical
logic. While it prevailed, widespread judicial intrusion in the affairs
of state could not cogently be resisted. But finally, we recognized the
role the judge's own values and attitudes play in constitutional decisions.
Since then, the entire practice of judicial review has been keenly
problematical, The way out -- if we have found the way out -- would
seem to be in judges' exercising self-restraint, deferring more than
before to the political process in questions of competing values and
policies,

Similarly, planning must not be allowed to insulate itself from the
democratic process. But self-restraint is not the answer here. We
want our planners to be creative and bold., Indeed, how we arrange
for planning to respond to the political process is a vexing question,
and one which surely will challenge to the fullest that '"political genius''
in which Mr, Fairlie reposes such confidence,

One approach is for the city council or a politically appointed planning
board simply to vote yes or no on the document drafted by the professional
planning staff, But this won't do, For the choice would be between the
projected order of a particular plan and the anarchy of a planless future.
This, of course, is no choice at all. The advocacy of a particular plan
by the professional staff may not result in the adequate illumination of
alternatives for the decision-makers. One way out here would be by
arranging for what Paul Davidoff calls ""advocacy and pluralism in
planning. " That is, the framing and espousing of competing plans by
competing planners, competing interest groups, and competing political
parties. The risk in such an approach is of confusion and wasted time
and resources; the risk in not adopting such an approach is the increased
likelihood of accepting an ill-considered plan. '"Pluralism and advocacy"
always carry the risk of waste and inefficiency. We are willing to '
assume that risk in our political and judicial procedures presumably
because we believe that in reaching certain kinds of decisions, there are
values higher than efficiency.

However, even in the frame of plural planning, plan approval by the
city or county council might not alone suffice. New state constitutions,
or amendments, usually get submitted to the voters themselves. Like
a constitution, a full-scale urban plan serves to fix the fundamental
structure of an urban area for many years hence. It too might profit
from some form of direct citizen assent,
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This idea of citizen involvement is one with a great deal of
resonance nowadays, For many believe that democratic principles
are now undergoing something of a crisis here in America. Today
the citizen is surrounded by vast impersonal instiutions -- of govern-
ment, of business, even of education., These may seem unresponsive,
indifferent, even hostile to his humanneeds as he perceives them. In
a special plight are the poor, They lack effe ctive lobbies in the larger
structures. They have no political 'clout”,

Even at the local urban level, where it supposedly flourishes,
democracy in operation seems vexed with troubles. Evidence abounds.
I can evoke our memory of housewives blocking urban renewal bull-
dozers headed for their parks and homes, And more than once highway
planners have followed the line of least political resistance in routing
freeways through neighborhoods as alive and coherent as they are poor
and black. Jane Jacobs talked to an East Harlem man angered by a
sterile new public housing project, and what he said sums up much of
what I mean:

'"Nobody cared what we wanted when they build this
place. They threw our houses down and pushed us
here and pushed our friends somewhere else. We
don't have a place around here to get a cup of coffee

or a newspaper even, or borrow fifty cents. Nobody
cared what we need. But the big men come and look

at the grass and say, 'Isn't it wonderful! Now the poor
have everything! ' "

Many leaders of local government has special difficulty in understanding
the urban Negro community, with its special history, culture, and problems.
No task is more urgent than having local officials be persons whom Negro
citizens can believe are on their side. Yet creating truly regional
governrent here and now could have the side effect of subverting the
cities' powers at the very moment when Negroes and the poor in the
cities are becoming a significant political wvoice, I emphatically do not
accuse those espousing regionalism of insensitivity to the plight of the
Negroes or the poor., Still, regionalism would seem to rob these elements
in the community of political strength. And this conflict, I think, con-
tributes to regionalism being so perplexing a policy,
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In response to the apparent crisis in democratic practice, public
policy is moving in two allied directions. First, many are at least
discussing the assignment of major tasks to small, viable units of
government very close to the grass roots, Critics of the Federal
government have long held there are real practical limits on the jobs
which a distant government bureaucracy can carry out, But only
recently have we become aware that this truth equally applies to the
bureaucracy at City Hall., Arising from this new awareness are con-
crete proposals to break down city government into a federation of
neighborhoods.

In the other policy development, we have begun to allow for
immediate citizen involvement in the process of decision-making.
The Federal Model Cities Program, for example, requires that
affected residents be involved directly in planning and carrying out
each city's project. The poverty program had set an earlier precedent
in this respect. The idea of direct democracy has a rich pilgram and
populist heritage in this country. And this year it has become a
recurring theme of our presidential candidates.

With both of these developments I am in sympathy., Yet my
enthusiasm knows its limits. As for decentralization, the degree it
is possible depends on the nature and purposes of the program in
question. Though many vigorously dispute the Bundy proposal in
New York City, decentralizing education may work out well, But,
there are many areas of public responsibility -- including transportation --
where broader needs rule out the delegation of final decision-making to
neighborhoods or even cities.

As for citizen involvement, the key obstacle, of course, is prac-
ticality in the conduct of government. I do not dismiss that lightly.
Beyond that, I suspect that some of the appeal of direct citizen involve-
ment rests on the pleasant assumption that men are inherently fair-
minded and progressive. The obvious wrongs in society, the assump-
tion goes on, result only from the sway of flawed leaders and institu-
tions. But the evidence is hardly encouraging. Rather, it confirms
that individually and in groups citizens can be as blind to their own best
interests, 'and as cold to the rights of others, as any bureaucracy.

Despite these misgivings, on balance it seems to me that citizens
and neighborhoods should play a larger role in the planning process,
Right now, the citizen has two chances to pass oh an urban plan,



These come when he 1s asked to approve muanicipal bonds or re-elect
the mayor and city council. I am not convinced this is enough. These
procedures give the voter only a belated, clumsy, all-or-nothing option.
And the bond iss e question, by posing the matter so nakedly in terms
of cost, may evoke an unfortunately negative response.

But there is a remedy which stirs my hopes. It isto structure
meaningful consultation between the planners and the people while the
plan is in the works,

This consultation can proceed in formal hearings, conspicuously
publicized. In the hearings citizens and citizen groups can present
data, debate issues, and confront the planners, and each other, Our
experience further suggests the hearing is most meaningful when it
culminates months of other contacts between the planners and the
community. Typical should be the planners' attendance at meetings
of many neighborhood groups.

The payoff of all these efforts can, I think, be great. The planners
will be alerted to occasional factors they otherwise would have missed.
Planners can learn from citizens and neighborhoods what their values
and preferences really are. And the citizens will come to better
understand the planners' concern for regional development, for relevant
costs and feasible alternatives. The direct encounters should dramatize
and make vivid all the human and environmental elements at stake.
Finally, broad citizen acceptance of the final plan will surely be
fostered. Without this no plan can work.

Fortunately, I can report that slowly, by fits and starts, law and
practice have begun to move in this direction. In Dallas, the Twin
Cities, and Los Angeles, recent urban planning efforts have been
nourished by lively, thorough negotiations between the planners and
the people. The Court of Appeals in Washington recently halted the
building of two freeways, a highway, and a bridge because required
hearings had not been held. The Court called these hearings ""A check
and balance basic to our entire system of Government'', My own
Department is working on revisions of highway hearing procedures.
These would open the door to more effective citizen involvement in
decisions as to highway location and design.

These last two experiences, involving the courts and a Federal
department, hint at promise for the next few years. Of course courts
cannot build our highways, or tell us where they should be built, But



courts can insist that procedures be fashioned which give all of us
our chance to have our say, This same assurance can also come
from Federal agencies, through the guidelines governing its funding
of local projects. Mr. Fairlie specifically cited Federal guidelines,
by the way, in listing our new creative institutions.

At least when the planning issue is a narrow one -- where to build
a given bridge -- other possibilities come into view. In these cases,
courts, and guidelines, can insist that the planners' decisions be
supported by something like substantial evidence, further, that they
take into account all relevant factors, including those of the human
environment, Courts and guidelines can also require that the planners
publicly articulate their responses to citizens' arguments which run
counter to the planning decisions.

We should not portray the procedures we have been discussing as
utopian devices, They will, for example, consume time that could
have otherwise been spent in getting on with the urgent business at hand.
But inconvenience is a price this country has usually been willing to
pay when the success of the democratic process hangs in the balance,
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People have come to realize that America 1s an urban
society: In a few years, four out of every five of us will live in
cities and their suburbs. And the quality of our lives will, to no
small extent, be determined by the quality of our transportation,
For the ability to move is one of the cornerstones of freedom,

-- For the businessman, it is freedom to prosper.

-- For the worker, it is freedom to find a job anywhere
in the metropolitan area.

-~ For the housewife, it is freedom to seek out the
best goods and services at the best price,

-~ For the poor, it is freedom to seek education,
training and jobs,

-- For the elderly and the handicapped, it is freedom
to live a decent, normal life,

Yet this precious gift of mobility is denied to millions of urban
Americans, or is rationed out on unacceptable terms, Drivers sit
in rush-hour traffic jams which mock our investment in 60-mile-an-
hour freeways, Those who don't want to drive, and those who cannot --
the young, the old, the poor, the infirm -- must depend on public
transportation. Too often it is the carrier of last resort. And I
do not have to detail for you, the leaders of this industry, the inade-
quacies of public transportation in our cities,

As the quality of our mobility decreases, we lose some of our
personal freedom. Our choices narrow, and we cannot take full
advantage of the opportunities the city offers. As a result, the
city becomes a less attractive place to live or work in, a less
viable investment for the future.

And many others beside urban travellers share in the costs of
urban congestion, Shippers' goods sit in traffic on their way to
market, and the efficiencies of jet travel are dissipated on the
ground.



America suffers from the failures of her urban transportation
systems.

What has gone wrong?

How did we get where we are today? And how will we get to
where we must be tomorrow?

I think we got where we are now because our methods of making
public decisions about urban transportation have been inadequate.

Inadequate, first, because they did not sufficiently distinguish
between urban and rural conditions. Solutions to transportation
problems that were perfectly appropriate to the wide open spaces
have often been imposed upon cities and suburbs -- where space
is a precious commodity. Critics of urban highways point to
the percentage of our city land already given over to roads and
parking, The point is that any project which commandeers great
hunks of urban land must be carefully scrutinized. We are
beginning to correct our past errors., And Congress has recently
given statutory recognition to the distinctions between urban and
rural highways., At the very least, we can insist that future
transportation decisions give full consideration to spatial impact.

Our urban transportation decision process has been inadequate
too, because decision-making authority has commonly been frag-
mented among a crazy-quilt of commissions, agencies, authorities,
boards, officials and political jurisdictions.,

Highway commaissions built roads, planning commissions
made plans, zoning boards zoned -- often indifferent, and sometimes
hostile, to the goals of the others. It is small wonder that many
good ideas have perished in the maze.

But more fundamentally, our methods of making urban trans-
portation decisions have been inadequate because they have frequently
been based on what seems to me a false premise,

The traditional jumping-off place for making transportation
decisions has been an estimate of the so-called ''need' for additional
transportation facilities, Elaborate formulas have been developed
to forecast how many trips would ""desire'' to go from Point A to



Point B at some distant date, In the case of urban highways, the
projected ''desire trips'' that emerge from these formulas seem
always to justify the construction of additional facilities. And
today we have urban transportation systems increasingly centered
on the private automobile and decreasingly able to cope with the
demands on those systems.

I have two basic questions of this approach. First, I question
its effectiveness in solving urban transportation problems, And
second, I question its underlying philosophy,

As to its effectiveness, the story is all to familiar, As
cities and suburbs grew, and as affluence brought the car within
the reach of more and more Americans, we discovered that our
streets had become congested with automobile traffic. Projec-
tions of ''needs' for transportation facilities were undertaken,
Not surprisingly, a ''need' for new construction was found. New
roads were built. But the relief the new roads brought was short-
lived. People moved their homes, stores and factories rearranged
their travel patterns to take advantage of the new roads. But soon
our streets and highways were congested again. New projections
of "needs' were made and were said to require more highway con-
struction. Again the highways were built, And again, in response,
homes, businesses and travel patterns were changed. And today,
however often the cycle has been repeated, we still have congestion
in our urban areas and a clamor for more highways.

Henry Barnes, the ingenious and experienced Traffic Com-
missioner of New York City, resignedly made the point: 'No
matter how many steps you take to improve things'', he recently
said, '"it seems you can never fully satisfy all traffic needs, "

Mr. Barnes' remark suggests that the elimination of urban
traffic congestion simply by the construction of additional roadway
may be an impossible goal. Yet the orthodox tools for urban
transportation decision-making -- based upon projections of what
we have called ''needs' -- seem to demonstrate a ''need'' for
still more urban highways.



But I also question the philosophy of using projected traffic
"needs' as the sole basis for making urban transportation decisions.
The word ''meeds' itself is misleading. What we are really talking
about are the projected desires of potential future travellers. To
conclude that those projected private desires create an inexorable
public mandate to satisfy them is to confuse wishes with necessity,

What is needed now -- and I mean needed -- is a new dimen-
sion in urban transportation decision-making -- one that weighs
the projected desires of potential future travellers against other
pressing needs and important values: The need for clean, fresh
air. The need for parks and open spaces. The need for a real
estate tax base. The need to preserve neighborhoods., The need
to continue urban diversity. Indeed, the very need for a center
city itself,

It is time for us to begin making transportation decisions on
the basis of what the city itself wants to be. That means treating
the projected desires of travellers as only one part of the equation,
It means making our decisions on the basis of the total impact
upon the city.

It means making our decisions so that the city, after construc-
tion of a new transportation facility, will be a better place than
the city which would be produced by any other alternative,

And there are alternatives. One is improved mass transit,
bus or rail, perhaps combined with expanded fringe parking.
And techniques like computerized traffic control, bus preference,
exclusive bus lanes, metering of entering vehicles, and many
others can improve capacity on existing facilities without major
new construction,

The automobile and the highway have contributed enormously
to economic health and mobility in America. And private auto-
mobiles have and will continue to have an important role in our
cities. But we have come to know that the private automobile can
no longer be the dominant feature of the urban transportation
landscape.



The cornerstone of a new dimension to transportation decision-
making is the recognition that cities are not the pawn of irresistible
forces. Projections are not yet reality. And cities can choose
which desires they want to fulfill, and which they will subordinate
to other values for the common good.

Bold, creative leadership can use transportation as the sinew
to bind together the city of the future. Transportation cannot do
the job alone. But together with imaginative approaches to land
use control, public financing and the other tools of urban develop-
ment, it can help our cities become what they choose to become --
instead of going where the acceptance of unconstrained projected
'"meeds'' takes them.

I sense a new determination by our people- and their leaders
to take their future into their own hands. There is no more
important task for us in transportation than to get behind these
efforts.

This is an enterprise in which we can join with the most
powerful commercial interests and with our poorest citizens.
For the downtown businessman, the suburban dweller and the man
in the ghetto all have a stake in making our cities work.

There are some encouraging signs -- some glimmers of change
in our institutions of local decision-making,

Cities are coming to recognize that the success or urban
planning efforts depends upon the informed consent of the
community. And techniques of public hearings and liaison with
community groups are being refined and expanded.

At the same time, a number of State and local governments
are following the Federal example by establishing departments of
transportation or regional transportation authorities with juris-
diction over many modes. And new regional organizations are
making it possible for transportation and other public decisions
to be made on a coherent and integrated basis. :

But beyond improved decision-making institutions, one thing
that will be needed to revitalize urban transportation is more
money.



Funding for public transportation has been meager. If we are
to afford our cities a meaningful opportunity to decide their own
futures, there must be enough funds available for public trans-
portation to make it a real alternative, not an impossible dream.

States and localities are stepping forward to assume increas-
ing financial burdens for mass transportation. New York and the
Boston and San Francisco areas are exciting examples. But at
current levels of funding -- local, State and Federal -- not
enough money is available to meet the problems across the nation,

My Department intends to help remedy this. The Department
of Transportation is now exploring all the possibilities for a
legislative package to help provide funding needed to solve the
urban transportation crisis, We want to have it ready for the
next Congress. We will need your help.

I think this industry we are part of is a growth industry.

But like other growth industries, one key to the future of
urban transportation is imnaginative innovation, There must be
technological innovation, And Federal funds will continue to
share in these efforts.

But innovation in service may be just as important to the
future of public transportation as new technology. And each of
you must continue your search for new ways to serve the community
better,

There are many exciting ideas for the urban transportation
systems of the future. There are roles in those systems for rail
technology and for bus technology. There are roles for publicly
owned systems and privately owned systems. But we cannot afford
to think of ourselves as simply being in the bus business or the
rail transit business,

For the bus and rail systems you run today may not resemble
the urban transportation systems you run tomorrow, Whatever
those systems are, all of us must think of ourselves as being in



the transportation business. It is our job to move people. And
in moving them we should not limit ourselves to the traditional
solutions of the past.

But nothing is more important to a revitalization of urban
transportation than a sense of confidence that the job can and
will be done.

I have spent a great deal of time during the last few months
talking to people all across this country -- businessmen, political
leaders, journalists and the poor. I have never been more con-
fident that the wave of the future in our cities is public transpor-
tation,

This is so because it must be so, if our cities are to prosper
and, indeed, survive,

We here should not -- and America cannot -- sell public trans-
portation short.

The challenge is there. It is formidable. But the resources
will be there too. Because the challenge must be met. And as
important as the material resources of money and technology
are, the ability to meet the challenge will depend largely upon
our resources of spirit -- boldness, inventiveness and hope.
One of the greatest rewards of being at this ATA Convention is
the confidence it gives me that those resources are here in
abundance,
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Mr. Donnelly, thank you. You gentlemen who are involved with
industrial traffic and the Department of Transportation share many

concerns, and I welcome this opportunity to discuss some of them

with you,
The Department of Transportation -- it's just a year and a
half old -- was created at the crest of a new wave of cooperation

between business and government. Our nation has the only
privately owned and operated transportation system in the world.
None of us think it should be otherwise.

What, then, is the government's role? My Department believes
that the mobility of people and goods can best be improved, not
through extended government controls, but through extended coopera-
tion with industry.

We see an urgent need for increased planning, so that the trans-
portation system can expand efficiently to serve a growing economy.

And as we double the size of that transportation system in the next



two decades -- which we must -- we will have to pay serious attention
to its effect on man's environment.

Problems caused by hazardous materials are not new in our indus-
trial society. There are even instances where something not ordinarily
hazardous has caused a great deal of trouble when things went wrong.

Few people remember the Great Boston Molasses Flood. It
happened in 1919, There was an explosion in a molasses warehouse,
and an ocean of molasses swept -- or maybe oozed -- into the streets
of Boston. Some places, it is said, were three feet deep in molasses --
one of the messiest industrial accidents in history. A very proper
Bostonian, legend has it, got into trouble with his wife. He was late
getting home because of the flood. And when his wife asked where he
had been, he answered with what must be one of the greatest strayed
husband excuses in history: '"Why, dear, I was trapped in a flood of
molasses, "

Matters have become much more complicated since that simpler
time. American chemical research develops about 25 new products
each day. An enormous variety and quantity of explosives, exotic
fuels, nuclear materials, flammables, poisons, corrosives, and
other hazardous materials move about this country., Developing
them takes great industrial sophistication. So does transporting
them.

As you know, the basic law dealing with the transportation of
hazardous materials is the Transportation of Explosives Act.
Responsibility for administering it was transferred to the Department
of Transportation on April 1, 1967. In the year and a half since,
we have worked to provide uniform, workable regulations. Secretary
Alan Boyd has given high priority to this task.

Individual administrations within the Department are responsible
for their part of the regulations -- depending on whether hazardous
materials are moving by rail, highway, air, or water. Yet, obviously,
regulations have to be developed jointly.

So we have established the Office of Hazardous Materials, operating
under the Assistant Secretary for Research and Technology.

The Office of Hazardous Materials develops regulations, which
are then proposed to the proper administrators for adoption.
People in the Office of Hazardous Materials also provide technical
assistance to the administrators and make sure that regulations
are properly tested and evaluated.









""The Federal government is well aware that corporations
do, indeed, have an obligation to their stockholders. At the
same time, private industry has come to realize that obli-
gation is not necessarily in conflict with its obligation to
society. Indeed, the social obligation has proved to be
excellent economics in the long run." '

In this sense, then, it is as important to you as it is to the public
that there are adequate standards and safeguards when hazardous
materials are transported. The record so far has been adequate,
but we must seek perfection.

These standards cannot be written and imposed by the government
acting on its own, even if the government wanted to -- which, of course,
it does not.

Instead, we must work in close partnership with people such as you.
We need your technical resources and experience, We need first-hand
and continuous knowledge of your problems, To get these things, we
must consult with you constantly., Equally important, we must have
your considered comment on proposed regulations and the operation
of regulations already in effect.

We are counting on you, and I assure you we will listen,

Thank you,
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Thank you very much, Admiral Morrison. It is a pleasure
and an honor to be here today. I cannot tell you the pleasure it gives
a former private first class to have all this brass as a captive
audience.

It is also a great pleasure to be here just following the
Academy's football victor& last weekend. They tell me that these
events in recent years have heen about as frequent as total eclipses
of the sun.

I am reminded of my days in collegé when the great Tennessee
mountain raconteur, Herman Hickman, was head football coach.
After an excruciating string of lost games Herman was asked by the
press how his relations were with the alumni. ""Well, drawled
Herman, "I believe I've been able to keep them sullen but not
mutinous. "

Times are changing for our educational institutions. There

was the day when one chose between going to a co-educational college



or an educational one, And, of course, there is the story about
the rich woman who owned what she considered a very intelligent
horse. She wrote the President of the University of Norwich and
asked that a degree be conferred on the horse, adding that if this
were done she would contribute a million dollars to the college
endowment. After lengthy debate, the President and trustees of
the University of Norwich weakened and agreed to go ahead with
it. At the graduation ceremony the horse was decked out in cap
and gown like the rest of the senior class. In handing the degree
to the horse, the President of the University was constrained to
observe that it was the first time in the history of the University
that a degree was conferred on a whole horse.

But as I said, our educational institutions have changed and
it is change that I would like to talk to you about today.

If a generalization is possible about this year 1968, it probably
should be that nothing will come out of the year the same as it
went in. The generalization seems to apply no matter where you
look -~ from the St. Louis Cardinals, to the state of the theatre,
to the Catholic Church, to the operation of the democratic process.
It's a baffling, frustrating, but always exciting year. Those who
are perceptive have learned a great deal from it. Those inclined
to wring their hands have wrung them often. The optimists among
us are probably less optimistic this year, and tle pessimists more
pessimistic. I prefer to react in terms of Dickens -- "It was the
best of times and the worst of times. "

Perhaps we all need a breathing spell.

For almost two centuries, we have trusted the operation of our
democratic system in a free society, and it has served us well, I
believe we can go on trusting it, and it will go on serving us. Our
current frustration and nervousness tend to blind us to what a
remarkable society we are.

Last week, I was in Everett, Washington, just north of Seattle.
There, in a plant so huge it almost seems entitled to issue currency,
declare war and join the U, N., the Boeing Company is building
gargantuan jet airplanes that will carry 490 passengers long distances



at high speeds. It is an awesome display of technology and indus-
trial achievement. Even a few years ago, it would have been im-
possible.

Yet I did not come away from my encounter with the Boeing
747 feeling I had witnessed a technological coup d'etat. It was
predictable, almost inevitable, that we would design and build
such an airplane. And it is predictable, almost inevitable, that
we will design and build its successors. The technology in our
society has an open end. It literally can do anything we want it
to do. We are becoming technologically blase -- to the point
where, when we have sent three astronauts whirling around the
earth, we here at hearthside U. 8. A. worry about the two who
have colds, and whether the dehydrated beef stew on Apollo Seven
is tasty.

I don't mind living at the wide end of the cornucopia. Neither,
I am sure, do you. We have come to accept abundance, and the
technology that produces it, as our ancestors once accepted the
tide's ebb and flow. Abundance, and the opportunity for abundance,
are to us inevitable. We admit we must learn to smooth off the
rough edges -- which currently means spreading the opportunities
around a bit more so that everyone has a fair share.

But generally we have come to cast our life style as if it
were a traditional western. The hero -- us, collectively -- always
leads the posse, shoots the villain and gets the girl.

Is it really that ordered, pleasant and inevitable? Of course
it isn't. Paraphrasing a candidate in another year, in our hearts
we know it isn't. Even lotus blossoms, as a steady diet, can
leave a sour taste.

People worry much less about quantity in American life. If
you take the trouble to observe waistlines, suburban shopping centers
on Saturdays, and houses built around crammed closets and
refrigerators whose doors have shelves filled with food, you'll know
we have plenty of enough in America, or enough of plenty -- whichever
you prefer.



So here we sit, prosperous and powerful. Here we sit, eating
steak, smelling good, looking posh -- but chewing our fingernails
and eating our hearts out at the same time. Why?

I am not Plato, or Arnold Toynbee. But I would like to
suggest why. Unfortunately, answering the question points to a
tedious and difficult solution.

The answer can be put pompously -- something along the lines
of what profiteth a man if he gain the whole world yet lose his own
soul. Or it can be put much more simply. Do we still have the
capacity to choose what we want to be and then work to become it?

All the elaborate machinery of our democracy is grounded on
the idea that making choices is good for people -- that in the
exercise of choice we develop according to our own bent, to our
fullest human potential.

Yet increasingly, the opportunity to choose seems to elude
us. Traditionally, we have believed that individuals have the right
to decide how they will live their lives, and that there will be as little
restraint as possible on their decisions, Further, we have believed
that as citizens, we have the right to control directly, or through
our representatives, the public decisions which determine the con-
tent and quality of our lives.

Yet many of us believe that these basic, democratic principles
are undergoing something of a crisis. Today, individuals are
surrounded by vast, impersonal institutions -~ of government, of
business, even of education. Too often, these institutions, however
well conceived or intentioned, seem unresponsive, indifferent --
even lrostile to our human needs as we perceive them.

Naturally, this situation leaves us restless and frusirated.

The political disarray we have experienced this year, some-
times bordering on the incoherent, is one reaction. Excluding
violence and irresponsible anti-establishmentism, this is the way
we compete for power -- a not unexpected process in a democratic
society. In fact it is so expectable that the Constitution spells out
how it shall be done. But the current intensity of challenge to and
debate over our institutions and processes underscores the dimen-
sions of our national unease,



We are past the point, in our urbanized, industrial society of
a return to rugged agrarian individualism. But I think our institu-
tions are beginning to respond to the threat of a wholly depersonal-
ized society -- the threat most often identified as the cause for the
crisis in democratic practice,

First, there is much discussion and the beginning of action to
assign major tasks of government to small, viable units as close as
possible to the grass roots. Hopefully, diminishing the size of the
institution responsible for certain decisions will increase the
importance of the role of the individual in those decisions. For a
long time now, critics of the Federal Government -- and not just
ultra-conservative critics -- have argued that there are real,
practical limits on the tasks a distant government bureaucracy can
effectively carry out. '

Recently, we have begun to realize that "distant" in the govern-
mental sense does not always mean many miles away. The bureau-
cracy in a state capital or in City Hall can often be as distant from
the concerns and problems of its citizens as the bureaucracy in
Washington. So there are proposals to break down even city
government into federations of neighborhoods.

Second, a parallel policy development provides for and
encourages immediate citizen involvement in the process of decision-
making. The poverty program set an early precedent. Currently,
the Model Cities Program requires that residents who are affected
be directly involved in planning and carrying out each project. And
both statute and regulations governing programs administered by
my Department, notably the Federal Highway Program, make pro-
vision for the expression of citizen views in public hearings.

I sympathize with both these developments. But my enthusiasm
for them has its limits.

As for decentralization, the degree to which it is possible
depends upon the nature and purpose of the program. Although the
evidence is not all in, decentralizing the operation of schools may
work out well. But other areas of public responsibility -- such as
transportation -~ have a much broader base: so broad that neighbor-
hoods, cities, even states, cannot make final decisions.
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