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stricted dollar” would be less efficient than organization—we can develop a sense of com-
t “people problems”: em- munity through the state and a sense of
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much, if any, real community life. Indi- to any definite conclusion on this subject

constraints on the central Treasury; and (2) .
yidualism is distorted for it is not grounded Seen from the political perspective, it could

dividual and community rights. My col-

state and local revenue efforts—and the im- “directed dollars” & ‘Guali 4 neighborhood t g
portance of such governments—have atro- ployment, housing, income N sintenance or individualism and nelghbornos hrough the ¥ n community, but in money a i i lea,
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reformed or appreciably increased, greater “‘people problems” take precedence over the ment bhas destroyed community self-man- P cpective and expression of today’s institu- ight assume control of a variety of pro- -the responsibility for gi 'ens egtsiative form
eformed o7 apprecialy | ioressed, grcs ‘people prob) e .of o governc e ent a)_ld *tisen participation. We rr_n.}st s, T crading both parties. Our Party must %I;n;fb ;sh tlt;lr ability to do so develops. 1o the righﬁs of the G%X:In%_:ﬁ%lslatﬁ/e form ‘
et o s mosms TR S, ool somoinen o, nclnaing boh Bl O oty okt oo, 5 . The. o
The interesting conclusion 11;71(1 ::):g:;t beca,uS;e todayp“regieﬁue shajgring” really means and ginter—neighborhood cooperation. Hl«?;geTlﬁghctig&‘;ﬁngﬁg Im\;e 11_‘:owa.rd the fare, education, Sanita.tion?a‘poug:ri'tzo S“::l; " The aPprOpri.ate guidelines for legisla-
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) ovided to enable these ; nelghbor-

gorporation must stop looking at the econ- neighborhood governments to assume as hood autonomy and inter-neighborhood co-

dous amount of energy—both political and ' " wed as part of the deficit) it would today, and the Republican Party has a dis-
omy as a projection of the corporation’s self much of the financial burden as possible for operation is the goal, but the methods and

?’I??ﬂ;tr:‘::zﬁ;;ﬁ:gfgdtgg gzgf&ggé;:ﬁﬁé ve better for the states and localities to pool tinct opportunity to play a major role in it,
system. The federal legislative machin®ry their borrowing thenselves. O ot past ﬁ:f,id%eggrﬂﬁ’;%téfztﬁ; egh- |- omoge. These various perspectives represent thelr own programs. For inst programs would vary from community t |
there, as well as heref, migh;cfhave more Iim- Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, per- ing over various governmental services and ;ngtp::;s?éezhfnpilguer&'? 11_’>iclsfure which we credits could be prov.ided forln:ua{?g:{demz community and from state to state. chagter? |
ortant tasks to perform. revenue shar- i ! 5 33 ! " e irety if our institu- i i N ing neighb ‘
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could easily be “Of ing. The bill now before us is, in reality, tered from coast to coast, in poOOr neighbor-~ ot to individual i mit- the smaller the tax credits. a. First, the chartering authority
propriations battle would ensue over revenue 1 hoods, 1 tadle cl tohborhood: me. liberty through com- Initially, it ma should be presented with evidence th
D ores with mayors and governors spending a way to spend the taxpayers dollar oods, 1 oo class et o honeE D ity—that we Republicans differ most state and N o o for the overwhelming majority of the neighb s
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Washington rather than in their local location. The revenue-sharing bill cir- Y . L i hioel our programs are sorely in need of reshapi i ? rhoods boundaries sh nine ? :
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yo] : iy TUuS 0 legis ion make five proposals whic] e Republican lerly since the addition of young oters be- o e kept in mind that these two qualiﬂ’cati ons T e States. The
problem of a growing loss of POWEY y the mines the representative nature of our Party should include in its platform: toreen the ages of eighteen and twenty-one Iglelp ‘»Zhwoulci- be designed to help others to mentioned above Sa . or tchagtgrmg which I
-one, themselves, rather than to perpetuate e intended to be federal

central government to stabilize the economy 3 5 1. Development of state and federal leg- : : ]
(prices E,nd. employment) when large shares Repubhc and_erodes the quahty of to;lr islation allgwing for the creation of neigkgx- . 1 lentS upl the fact th'at both parties, but socially and economically unproducti d guidelines which determine the legitimacy
; ) tomaticall S Government. If grants are made to State : particularly ours, are viewed as having little ~penden ive de-  of these neighborh ntiti |
of its tax collections are automsa ically ear ts th hould i horhood governments. ' if anything to offer th : 1 ce. Such grants could attract busi- ghborhood entities. For the pur- !
marked to subordinate jurisdictions. and local governments they sho n- sminati i if any g e overwhelming major- ness, which would i pose of defining boundaries, vari iteri ‘
] < s 9. Elimination of the legal, political, and ity of people in have cbviously construc ] es, varicus criteria
Brazil clude the requirement that explicit Pro-  ooohomic obstacles 0 e vepment of nelgh- | y Pthgn . our country. If for no other tive spinoffs, and would be hade for spe. |hcluding the following, could be ubilized:
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O were often unpaid by the central gov- posal presented to the Senate has failed 4. Development of methods promoting eco- ' siates by the slimmest margin. g Thes e of neighborhoods in our cities. ot such city services as police and fire
ernmment or “tem orarily frozen.” When the 1o meet this criterion. nomie self-sufficiency of neighborhoods. : "he nced for community is insti ese boundaries should be drawn on non- pro u(:1,_101:1, recreation centers, and neighbor-
P y h : . A ! . v is instinctual, political bases. The hood city halls
system granted equal shares to each mumnic- What should be done? Of primary im- 5. Dgtermm.ation of standards and data F. Thwarting this instinct leads to the patho- historical munict ly 1;3 ould be based along Official designat .
. ipio (county), the result was a doubling of portance at the Federal level is to cut regarding neighborhood devgloprpent, { | 1ogical qualities encountered today, particu- annexation pOstaereaoun%_ary lines before | pic ihstitu%ioaﬁ ions by public or semi-
the number of counties. (The State of Wis- pack unnecessary and wasteful spending. The first proposal is that legislation should . laxly the sense of rootlessness. Unless indi- boundaries. The first af{dmll other "natural”  py Action Progr S 51;\?rh B e P,
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1iferation of subordinate government units.) hich will yield t ta An nelghporhoqd governments. Within this con- BE publicly for the well being of the commu- and was for th e late 18th Century .. t"s 4 g utnor.ltles, and Employ-
Later the federal government reduced rev- areas whlc. wil yield grea er re l‘d‘n. N {ext, incentives should be made to state and £ hity, the individual himself will be lo P A T e purpose of determining nt Service-funded neighborhood cutreach
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how the localities should spend the funds. tional security. A recent study by the 1ing financing arrﬁ_mgements in the mutual 4§ [ self-management. communigieselia’n fon and reconstruction of tgry Leljgh'oorhwd citizens organizations as
In the meantime the localities either lost Bureau of Labor Statistics suggests, fur- interests of the neighborhood, state, and fed- p  As I pointed out earlier, nelghborhood advocating A hu;g‘jnnﬁr of speaking, I am “f:.l; ieuéme et P
interest in reforming their own revenue thermore, that a dollar spent ori educa- eral governments. The gegleral thrust of all ) .government dates back to the beginning of of the Census. On thlzab;n_l Oi the Bureau by nel Silcbg Iii.eslgna.tlons by church parish, ;
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y e help of federal financing, Sub-areas of the cities contained within !

ability to spend the funds according to na- land. Tod
2 . Today, neighbo; i .
y ghborhoods are incorporat- thereby exemplifying a new type of coopera- artificial boundaries that have come to be

tional priorities (many Jocal units used the This would help the States reduce a ma- federal—to eliminate the political and eco- > ;
their budgets and free mnomic obstacles o neighborhood self-govern- _ing. They are taking over various services and tion of nation, state, and human communit; accepted, such as fr
’ 3 y. s reeways, railways, or other

«free money” for conspicuous street lighting jor portion of } providing for thel
or sports stadiums when half of the citizens them to spend these revenues in other ing capacity. The legal obstacles, 1et alone the ; ing for their own needs. Yet, their in- Fourth, T 1 v !
could neither read nor write). padly needed areas. While the source of political and economic obstacles to neighbor- formation within the present legal, political, methods of ﬁo;lld suggest that the various elements of urban design.
CONCLUSION v hood evolution and incorporation, are nu- [ and economic constraints is continually search f neighborhood financing be re- Sub-areas containing public and comrmer- !
welfare revenues would generate from the = " Without the strong s ort of ever § ihreatened and their development y arched with an eye toward building an eco- cial clusters of amenities that h !
The historical lessons of revenue sharing Federal Government, the administration  jeqel of golvemmem this xgnovgyglent will bf; E petuation are thwarted. It ispa tribu?;'?céop:ﬁ_ '?omlc base where it does not already exist Deen or are currently primary :,Zlilf;ﬁiﬁt{y
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; , _ : ) 3 . fo s media.
Tevenue sources tend to atrophy: New tax ©xampie, wou enefit more by this ap At the time of the Republican Party’s ot . and this includes man 2 . . .
T orms are mot enacted; in pthz’a US. sys- proach than by the revenue-sharing pro- founding, like today, the nation was in great 3 00'31:01111;1;01:;21 %reicedent for neighborhood ever, some do not have {h%o::srgzrx:ai g\ig' th?ilr tr?ee'l %ﬁal analysis, residents do define
temn one would expect less effort toward, posal under consideration—$76 million turmoil. It was & painful period of introspec-  fownship  and it;l tt?gw I?ta;les t!S the local of the numerous modes of neighbox"hood ﬂs_f some or r%msto zl}ofhds t}?rough_ the impact of
say, adopting income taxes in those. states through welfare reorganization in con- tion and groping for answers. From this ¥ neighborhood 4 eeting. Today, nancing and economic strengths cnd - Havi 1 above criteria.
S having any such taXes; (8 an ex- trast o $70 million through revenue turbulance, our Party was formed—too 1ate, s of ogd corporations and their assem- nesses of each should be undertak" tWeak . aving focused on the national implica-
traordinary amount of political energy IS sharing ° unfortunately, to stem the tide of our most Y out the Zgﬁnggfs Ca;ﬁlegriinglgg up through- a better understanding of this ;;Icl)sto Eﬁ;iari bfgzk%fdnﬁé%?fﬁm?g governments, it might
: _ + . . devastating war. These Republicans, men j ] ; . nia, io, New York, ma e states relate to this m
expended by local governments 100by/" 4 for Most urgently needed, however, 1S & such as Segnator Chatrles Surp;mer of Massa- ¥ Washington, D.C., Pennsylvania, Indiana Itter. The states have the basic consf,itut,ion8‘1t ter.
greater revenue shares; in the U.S. context major change in the trends of govern- husetts, S ror Sal Ch ¢ Ohio, Sen- k. and Kansas are a few stales in ;avhich thi : cannot stre:s,s too strongly that this is an sponsibility for the establish #ooal
This might mean more time spent by the chusetts, Sena or Salmon Chase O: io, S f ‘phenomenon has been occurri is approach for rich and poor, inner city and government -and 1 ment. 9f local
Ways and Means Committee on adjusting ment over the past 3 decades. These ator William Seward of New York, and Sena- | past decade urring over the suburban, urban and rural communities. It A reat deal of ocal citizen participation.
o6 shares than on other (‘more im- trends must be reversed. Testimony I for Benjamin Wade of Ohio, were among the i The finances of this new level of is ot a mew wWar on poverty or grandiose A groat deal of extensiye research, co-ordina-
portant”) issues: national health care, re- submitted to the Republican Platform l‘zgfrfzsogggssggwﬁgg’:ﬁ;Pg;tyﬁyghil;:;:egf . ment present a major problgfn OHegrzve?;- scheme ft% be implemented through some veloping state policyngov}vsa:d?qﬁggﬁbfoildc?t;.
structuring social security taxation (the most Committee in Miami in August of this . ' _ordinatio ) , co- massive federal and/or state bureaucracy. : 1ghborho
regressive tax in the federal system), and year discusses this ma.tterg in detail. slavery, they were cout;:he_d in a common be- levels is ?m%%r;é;se felgzimlll’b Stﬁt?)d and city primary responsibility rests with the pggp;{;h_e igsi‘;i;‘g;n fél; . F;;’: glsta.nce, state enabling leg-
taxation abt death (especially the taxation perefore, I ask unanimous consent that lief oftevlffgr individual’s right to freedom and E ments which are pl.'edon%inazfﬂ; mi%.(é‘ll:n:,_ w1;|1'1 the_private sector, not the public. and cities t% “get e;;'s,sz{l% z%l:%}gw C%mties
gfos%;%lr;ﬁ:é gsxl'gl;’rés laétﬁif)e'ata_)—vs]?alggi;aﬁogeetﬁ the testimony be printed in the RECORD. Opg'zl{‘: ‘the}y. as well as our nation’s first Re~- "'}L%)el.‘rljincome ng have no financial pl'Obf to glggel;n;;néﬁicll: nvg?btgi]r;ys; gléwaglggp;c;;ch grit‘i;alHqueStions must be answell:ezub:;gi‘tes-.
= ’ i secti fsd ) i . . The major i fonshi and:
Phe economy becomes more difficult for the There being no objection, the state-  publican e tent, Abraham Lincoln, resl®  the lower in]c omenaﬁl«la(izwlfbprﬁblems oceur In  between representatives and those representlz be consti?;gtggglvél elghborhood governments
federal government as a growing share of ment was ordered to be printed in the ized that the individual can only develop his various recent studiesgh orhoods. However, ed, but a new citizen participation and re- volved to this 1 hft authorities will be de-
its revenues are automatically siphoned off REecorp, as follows: full potential as a human being through £ oven in th ave indicated that sponsibility in the public matters of fi- is level? What standards of gov-
to subordinate jurisdicti community. This concept dates back to the o 6 ese poverty areas, there is more of nance, economy, ed : . ernmental performance will be used? What
o subordinate jurisdictions. . . ON NEIGHBORHOOD GOVERNMENT unity. > ioad E o fiscal base than has been assumed. F ’ y, education, zoning, police, Wwill be the new mechanisms of 5
It is often stated that revenue sharing is By S tor M O.1 twelve .tnbes of Israel. The anc1epts realize b instance, one study made in 1969 . For welfare, health care, courts, child care, gar- nelghborhood self-m: s O coordin.ating
merely a supplement to other federal pro- (By Senator Marx ©. ATFIELD) that without a sense of community and real - Shaw-Cardozo neighborhood of Wa hiOf the bage collection, and many others. All of the levels of government‘-’anagement to higher
grams. No economist could agree with this: Tt is clear today that the great experiment citizen participation In the public life .Of ; - D.C, concludes that more mont shington, major domestic issues of our time would re- A searching in wiry wi
cation has its “opportunity of our cities is a failure. We must return to community, the individual and the family b lected in taxes than was returgidw:: &?;; late ttilrec‘gy to these neighborhood govern- take place as to%heyrgig:)ifn :1?: htStta tei et
ments and would be settled by them for velo i i state in de-
ping neighborhood subunits, what com-

every federal allo

cost” or program foregone. The other possi- @ scale of government which is compre- structure deteriorates.

‘ i Neighborhood in visible publi i
tizens. By developing 2 Reflecting on the state of our society today, |- Welfare. Perhaps this is nl(’);l tl;gics’;{‘?gl‘esotai:; g?ii?lltsiilr‘ieas.ngigﬂin _aupurgiew O ent rignts
e civil and individual rights

munity organizations already exist, and how

ble use of federal funds would seem to have hensible to our ci AN

a much higher priority than unrestricted neighborhood government——not by flat but the place of the individual, and the streng f Poverty areas in o may th i N

funds to states and localities. Any ‘“unre- by an organic evolution from community of family unity, we find that we do not have % E Tesearch has as yet’ubr ee?légfgﬁci? tzngglrilé ass;.xred therein. As I stated earlier, this is neighboi'sl‘?ogg ggi‘}g‘;crinzlsltgheﬁqunidam%r; x
v . not a question of states’ rights, but of In- - This Investiga

! |
tion would most likely require meetings and
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agreements between various groups and in-
dividuals: community organizations a'nd
state personnel; state executive, legislative

and judicial officials and personnel; legisla-~

tors and their constituents; and the com-
munications media. The areas covered by
these discussions would include: the legal
development of neighborhood governments,
devolution of legal authority to these com-
munity-controlled institutions, standards of
responsible government performance, and
neighborhood co-ordination to higher levels
of government in a new system of state and
federal unity. .

We can foresee a number of things:

State Leagues of Neighborhood Govern-
ments;

Proposed state legislation instituting com-
munity or neighborhood subunits;

Development of a nonpolitical, nonpartisan
Community Government Training Center;

University and college course offerings in
the neighborhood and community govern-
ment areas;

State-wide neighborhood atlas develop-
ment;

Legal and economic studies of local self-
management;

Pilot projects on Neighborhood Welfare
Reform Corporations;

Community-controlled health care;

Pilot projects on different types of local
mechanisms which can relate to state gov-
ernment.

The political implications of neighborhood
government for the nation and for the Re-
publican Party are profound. The Demo-
_crats have successfully tapped the alienated

voter in the primaries, but there are signif-,

icant differences in strategy as to how to best
approach the alienated American. The word
“domestic” for the Democratic nominee
seems to mean “national.” For Republicans,
it should really mean “local.”’ This is what
the Republican Party should be talking
about. Neighborhood or community govern-
ment is a natural phenomenon for the GOP.

Crucial to this campaign is the fact that
people simply do not trust politicians. The
only way in which this trust can be en-
gendered, once again, is for the Party to
trust the people. We should support the peo-
ple’s interest in the self-management of
their community affairs. It is time for de-
mocracy to go to work again. These are
things Republicans should be saying.

By having served on the Platform Com-
mittee for the past three conventions, my
observation has been that virtually every
platform which we Republicans have pre-
sented has suggested a return of power to
the people and a debureaucratizing of gov-
ernment—both federal and state. I believe
that we should do what we have always
promised to do and implement a program
to accomplish these ends. What is needed is
a foundation, not of marble buildings in
Washington, D.C., but of homes and com-
munities throughout the country. These
building blocks would be cemented with a
revitalized sense of cooperation between
neighborhood governments, between regions,
between states, and ultimately between
nations.

The modern history of the Republican
Party has been against great plans and blue-
prints, New Deals, and the like. The Demo-
crats urge people to come home to a new
nationallsm; we Republicans should urge
them to come home to their neighborhoods
and community affairs. We have heard presi-
dent after president speak of the greatness
of our nation. I would like to hear the Re-
publican Party speak of the greatness of the
people and their human communities. We
should continue to be the Party that speaks
to the people. This is the thread that runs
through the most diverse areas of the Party.
Modern society and big government treat
people like numbers. Neighborhoods are the
anly place where you can have a name.
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During the Convention, demonstrations are
anticipated by various groups. One of their
most often-mouthed slogans is “power to the
people.” We should challenge them with this
program; challenge them with action, not
with rhetoric. If we do not face this chal-
lenge now and live up to our promises of the
past, when will we?

There is a great deal of talk these days of
the new Democratic coalition: the college
students, academicians, suburban liberals,
pacifist church groups, black power advo-
cates, women liberationists—the young,
minority groups, and the poor. Yet, what we
Republicans need to realize is that we have
an opportunity to put together an equally
healthy, new partnership; the middle class,
skilled workers, business and professional
people, housewives, farmers, working youth,
the new South, blue collar workers, and the
alienated voter. And, the allenated voter is
the key. I firmly believe that neighborhood
government can not only coalesce this new
partnership for the Republican Party, but
make significant inroads into the Democratic
coalition, particularly among the workers,
the minorities, and the students. The poten-
tial is there, and I strongly urge us to act in
our own interests, in the interests of the
nation, and in the interests of those we are
supposed to be representing by returning
government to the neighborhood and to the
people—this is our Party’s dream and the
American dream.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
I oppose the adoption of H.R. 14370, the
general revenue sharing bill. It would not
do the job it is intended to do and the
results could be most detrimental to the
federal system.

It is quite evident that our States and
local governments are in distress, but
in varying degree. .

It is also quite evident that the ex-
penditures at all levels of government in
the United States has increased from
about 21 percent of the gross national
product in 1950 to about 34 percent of the
GNP in 1972.

Thus the demands of government at
all levels are growing faster than the
national economy. If this trend continues
and government spending cannot be
reduced or restrained in relation to
growth then two courses are available to
us. They are: First, Increase taxes to a
greater share of the gross national
product, or second, increase the na-
tional debt by borrowing to meet our
so-called needs.

Neither of these alternatives is accept- .

able until we overhaul our present system
of grants-in-aid. With the Federal Gov-
ernment doling out about $40 billion per
year in these programs at a Federal ad-
ministrative cost of another $8 to $10
billion plus the State matching contribu-
tion of about $30 billion with perhaps a
further State administrative cost of $5
to $6 billion, we begin to see the dimen-
sion of the problem.

Especially is this true when we read
the testimony of Governors and mayors
to the effect that they are being coerced
into many low priority programs by the
lure of “free” money.

If the lure of “free” money is so en-
ticing on a matching program, what
might we expect when the whole pro-
gram is “free” money with no strings
attached?

No matter what kind of protective lan-
guage iIs written into the bill to prevent
the use of general revenue sharing funds
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as the seed money for matching categori-
cal grants-in-aid, I contend it cannof be
done. Money, like water, loses its iden-
tity when comingled with other money.

Before we discuss what is wrong with
general revenue sharing let us remember
two points:

First. Except for collection of duties on
imports—a .small  percentage of the
total—the Federal Government has no
source of revenue except to collect it
from the citizens and businesses in al]
of the States.

Second. 'There is no prohibition
against the States taxing the same
sources, except for duties.

I object to general revenue sharing be-
cause there is no money to share.

The Federal funds deficit for 1971 was
$30 billion; for 1972, $29 billion, and the
administration estimates that the deficit
for the current fiscal year will be at least
$38 billion.

This means that in three fiscal years
the Federal funds deficit will near or ex-
ceed $100 billion.

This means that more than 20 percent
of the total national debt will have been
incurred during this 3-year period.

General revenue sharing promotes un-
sound government because it separates
the responsibility for raising revenue
from that of spending, thus encouraging
reckless - spending and discouraging
thrift. Some restraint may be expected
when a governmental unit has to raise in
taxes at least a part of the money that
it spends. Let us look at the record.

During the past 25 years categorical
grants-in-aid have increased from §$1
billion to nearly $40 billion per year.
Many witnesses testified to the inad-
equacies of this approach.

Over the past 25 years the recognition
of a problem in American society has
mandated a Federal solution. Program
atop program has been added in Wash-
ington with the hope that if we throw
enough Federal dollars and Federal
bureaucracy at the problem, it will go
away.

But this generation of new programs
has not contributed as hoped to the
solution of our basic problems. Indeed it
may have exacerbated them and wors-
ened our ability to solve local problems
eflectively.

When the Federal Government puts
those categorical programs out there
with very attractive matching provisions
it virtually coerces the States and cities
to spend money in accordance with fed-
erally set priorities.

I think in many respects this drain on
States and localities has been one of the
factors responsible for the fiscal difficul-
ties in which they have found them-
selves. They have been forced into this
in order to, in effect, conform to the pat-
tern the Federal Government has im-
posed. .

We have put in place over 500 Federal
grant-in-aid programs which forms a
crazyquilt of partial solutions to partic-
ular local problems in the Nation. This
plethora of narrow programs has created
an enormous bureaucracy and forced our
State and local governments to compete
with cne another in their quest for Fed-
eral grants-in-aid.
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This maze of programs has signifi-
cantly reduced accountability at - the
State and local level because it has gen-
erated literally thousands of new. special
purpose districts that have been set up to
receive and spend these funds, but which
only infrequently answer to the voters.

In 1957 there were 14,000 special dis-
tricts in the United States, in 1972 there
are approximately 22,000,

In contrast the number of counties,
cities, and towns has remained rather
stable over this period while the number
of school districts has actually decreased.

This bewildering array of different
kinds of local units has confused, frus-
trated, and angered the public. It has
created in Washington a vast number
of uncoordinated and sometimes dupli-
cate efforts to solve the same or similar
problems. It is public confidence in gov-
ernment that suffers.

No attempt is made in this legislation
to correct the evils of the present grant-
in-aid system. General revenue sharing
is superimposed on all other programs.

States and local governments have di-
verse needs not met by a single formula
of distribution.

Each of the 50 States has a separate
and uniquely different system of taxa-
tion and pass-through formula for distri-
bution of State collected funds to local
governmental units of government.

. Why then do we assume that one single
formula for distribution will work best
for all 50 States and the 39,000 govern-~
mental units involved in this legislation?

To those who complain that the Fed-
eral Government has preempted sources
of income with a progressive income tax;
to those who are genuinely concerned
with making more money available to
State and local governments; to all who
truly believe in passing government back
to the people, I recommend that we pro-
ceed along these lines:

_First. Overhaul the present grant-in-
aids system by eliminatihg those pro-
grams of lowest priority and consolidat-
ing others into block grants thus pro-
viding States and local governments with
greater flexibility in programing these
governmental services to their particular
needs.

Second. Permit the States to use the
Federal income tax as a vehicle and the
Internal Revenue Service as the collector
to collect for the States, upon request by
each State legislature such percentage of
the amount of Federal income tax col-
lected in that State as the State legisla-
ture may request. This could be done by
adding one line to each tax return stat-
ing, “Collected for the State at the re-
quest of the State legislature a (stipu-
lated) percent of the amount collected
for Federal use.”

_Third. Permit the regular pass-through
distribution system which each State has
developed over a period of many years
of trial and error and compromise—no
single distribution formula can possibly
meet all the needs of all the States as
equitably as the ones presently in use.
In other words, no distribution formula
should be dictated by the Federal Gov-
e€Imment, i

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
Philosophical and political arguments on
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revenue - sharing—pro and
‘abundant. .

But the question now is not philosophy
or politics. It is monhey—the hard fact
that we cannot pay for revenue sharing,
and therefore we cannot afford it.

If we pass this bill today, we will be
instituting debt sharing, not revenue
sharing.

Whatever its value to beleaguered city
governments—whatever its merits as an
instrument for returning financial power
to States and localities—the benefits of
revenue sharing in our present economic
circumstance will be a costly illusion as
far as the average Americah wage earner
is concerned.

The money for revenue sharing will
not be mysteriously generated in Wash-
ington. One way or the other, it will come
out of the taxpayer’s pocket. And the
present reality is that unless the Amer-
ican people want higher Federal taxes,
they will pay a higher “inflation tax” as
we march them off down the road of ir-
responsible deficit spending.

In the past, I have voted on several
occasions to reduce proposed military
spending that I considered excessive.
Logic and conscience demand that the
same standards be applied to domestic
expenditures. We can afford no sacred

con—are

‘cows when it comes to getting value for

the taxpayers’ dollar.

If we could reform the Federal tax
structure so that the rich would ante up
their fair share, we might have the
money for revenue sharing, and I might
feel differently. But yesterday, the Sen-
ate rejected two amendments which
would have linked revenue sharing and
tax reform.

If there were a peace dividend—but
there is not, because all the savings for
winding down the war in Vietnc.m have
gone into winding up new and more
costly weapons systems.

If we were not in the grip of continu-
ing inflation—if we could risk a greater
stimulus to economic recovery from the
Nixon recession, I might feel differently.

But the budget deficits of the last 2
years have averaged $23 billion. For fiscal
year 1973, deficit estimates run between

" °$27 billion and $35 billion. About $22

billion of this deficit is needed to stim-
ulate economic recovery, but the rest is
pure inflation. It means inequitable eco-
nomic controls for a longer period.

And for Missouri voters in particular,
there is a hidden cost. Under the dis-
tribution formula in the bill, Missouri
will get back only 87 cents for every tax
dollar it sends to Washington.

It would be easy to vote “yes.” Virtual-
1y every mayor, every county official, and
every Governor in the country would ap-
plaud. And in the past I, myself, favored
revenue sharing provided that we had an
economic growth dividend or a peace
dividend to finance it.

But our choice on this vote is fiscal
restraint or fiscal irresponsibility, and in
the name of Missouri taxpayers, I will
vote for restraint.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I have
followed and participated in the debate
on revenue sharing with a great deal of
interest. President Nixon in his message
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to Congress in February 1971 stated
that—

Revenue sharing is an idea whose time has
clearly come.

I agree. Revenue sharing is a concept
that should be enacted at the present
time as a means of granting partial relief
to the ever increasing fiscal crisis which
has overtaken and engulied our State
and local governments. There are many
of us who continue to ask such questions
as how will our country pay for this
bill? And does the Federal Government

have any revenues to share? Perhaps the

most pertinent question and the question
which we fail to ask enough times dur-
ing consideration of revenue measures is:
Do the taxpayers of this country have
any additional revenues to share? Let us
remember as we deliberate the revenue-
sharing bill and all of those other bills
and well-intentioned proposals designed
to eradicate the social and economic
problems confronting our society that
the funds to pay for this legislation ori-
ginate with the taxpayer. The taxpayer
is too often the forgotten hero or goat of
our legislative process.

Under the Senate Finance Committee
version the bill would cost $29.5 billion
over a 5-year period, and the House-
passed version of revenue sharing would
cost $24.5 billion over the 5-year-life of
revenue sharing.

My State of Colorado would receive a
total of $71.8 million annually under the
Senate version of the revenue-sharing
bill. Under the House version, Colorado
would receive $59.4 million  annually.
Funds paid directly to local governments
under the House version would be re-
stricted to certain items involving pub-
lic safety, environmental protection, pub~
lic transportation, whereas, under the
Senate version no such strings will be
attached to the revenue-sharing funds.

The annual difference between the
House and the Senate versions is $1 bil-
lion and such an amount certainly re-
quires comment. The Senate Finance
Committee included the additional $1
billion for supplemental sharing grants
which would replace existing social serv-
ice grants except those for child welfare
and family planning. Under the present
law Federal matching for social service is
mandatory and open ended. Every dollar
a State spends for social services is
matched by three Federal dollars. The
Federal share for social services was
three-fourths of a billion dollars in fiscal
year 1971 and approximately $1% billion
in fiscal year 1972. Estimates have been
made that the Federal share would be
$4.7 billion for fiscal year 1973. Now is
the time to stop this ever-enlarging
spiral and an established limitation
would certainly be a step in that direc-
tion. The Senate bill contains such limi-
tation and although the amount will be
raised in conference it does establish the
proper precedent.

Evidence of the fiscal problems facing
State and local governments is over-
whelming. During the period 1946-70,
general expenditures for State and local
governments increased from $11 billion
annually to $130 billion annually. Nearly
three-fourths of the tax revenues for
State and local government come from




