
UNITED STATES

"

• r

OF AMERICA

d
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92 CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

VOLUME 117-PART 4

FEBRUARY 26, 1971, TO MARCH 8, 1971

(PAGES 4083 TO 5460)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, 1971



March' 5, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE 5227
" STRENGTHENING THE FEDERAL SYSTEM

>111is . Special'· Revenue Sharing pro
gram is built. upon a fundamental faith
in. the inherent capacity of local govern
ments to govern; well-if they' are given
sufficient'resources and sufficient re"
sponsibility.

Some will argue against such a pro
gram by contending that a number of
State and local officials will prove to be
unresponsive or; irresponsible.. But this
is no reason to: reject revenue sharing.
Whenever one is dealing with thousands
of local officials, there is always a dan
ger that some will prove to be less
worthY of one's "confidence than others.
That is always the risk of moving toward
greater freedom-it "necessarily becomes
more difficult for any one authority to
guarantee how the many will behave.

The question is not whether revenue
sharing is a foolproof way to avoid bad
decisions. No system can do that. The
question is whether-on balance-reve
nue sharing is more likely or less likely
to produce good decisions than our pres..
ent system of grants-in-aid;

The question is not whether there are
risks in this program. Of course there
are. The question is whether the rewards
outweigh those risks.

I have already presented a number of
reasons why I believe the potential re
wards of revenue sharing are consid
erable. It· should also be emphasized,
however, that the risks are really very
small. The Model Cities program has both
demonstrated and enhanced the grOW
ing capacity of local leaders to deal
skillfully with developmental questions,
Moreover, tllose who talk about the risks
of revenue sharing often forget that
revenue sharing will itsell do a great deal
to .strengthen and improve state and
local government. That is why 1 so
strongly .believe that those. who are most
concerned abOut· the shortcomings 01
State and local governments ought to be.
most enthusiastic about a strong Fed
eral revenue sharing program.

In many fields todar; State and local
officials are often forced to function as
wards of the Federal Government. Often,
they are treated as children who are
given a meager allowance, told precisely
how to spend it, and then scolded for
not being self-reliant enough to handle
more responsibility. If we want State and
local government to survive, then we
must break into this vicious cycle.

The best way to develop greater re
sponsibility at the State and local level
is to give greater respOnsibility to State
and local leaders. Only then can we re
ward and strengthen the many leaders
who are effective and help the public to
identify and to replace the few who are
not. If we want to get more good people
into government, then we must give
them more opportunity to do good things.
To do othe~ise, to continue with pro
grams that assign to appointed Federal
bureaucrats· decisio1ls that should be
made by elected local leaders, w1ll only
serve to compound the danger of gOV
ernmental atrophy at·' the State and
10calleveI." .
A NEW PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

To strengthen State and local capac
ities even further, I am presenting a sec-

ond proposal today, one that would do
a great deal to help all of our revenue
sharing proposals work even better. I
am asking the Congress to authorize a
new program of Planning and Manage
ment Assistance to States, to areawide
agencies and to localities. Under this pro
gram, $100 million would be available
for .these purposes.

The.newprogram would involve more
money, .and would provide recipient gov
ernments with broader and more fiexible
support for building up their capacity to
govern effectively. It would be focused
primarily on the chief executives of State
and local general purpose governments
on Governors, mayors, and county ex
ecutives-to enhance their ability to
make well informed policy decisions to
lay intelligent long range plans, to aho
cate their bUdgetary resources wisely,
and to coordinate complex development
activities in many fields. It will place
new emphasis on the creation of a com
prehensive management process, one that
ties together planning and action not
just in the community development field,
but in fields such as transportation, edu
cation, law enforcement and all other
fields of local and areawide governmental
endeavor. Local officials would have a
great deal of discretion in determining
just how this planning and management
assistance would be utilized.

SpeciaLRevenue Sharing itself can do
a great deal to liberate local governments
so that their planning and their pro
grams can become more imaginative and
more effective. A new program of plan
ning and management assistance would
help States and local officials take full
advantage of this opportunity. It is a
significant companion proposal to all of
our revenue sharing initiatives.

CONCLUSION

For a variety of reasons, then, we can
be confident that the States and localities
will prove equal to their revenue sharing
responsibilities. But as we consider these
programs, we should also remember one
more thing. To choose the revenue shar
ing mechanism is not to choose anyone
level of government over another level of
government. In supporting revenue shar
ing we are not deciding against the Fed
eral Government, but tOT the Federal
system.

That system is one which has served
our country well for nearly two centuries,
allowing us to combine national unity
and regional diversity, to balance our
common ideals with our highly varied
ways of pursuing them, to solve the an
cient phllosophical challenge of recon
ciling the many and the one.

But the Federal system does not work
automatically. Like democracy itself, it
lives only because those who work within
it are committed to its success. It is now
for us to decide whether the Federal sys
tem will decay or fiourish in our time.

RICHARD NIXON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 5,1971.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under

the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the transaction of routine
morning business not to exceed 45 min-'

utes, with statements therein limited to
3 minutes.

The Senator from Kansas is recog
nized.

ANNOUNCEMENT ON VOTES
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, when

two rollcall votes were taken on March
I, I was necessarily absent. Had I been
present and voting, I would have voted
"yea". on legislative No. 9 and "nay" on
legislative No. 11.

I ask unanimous consent that the per
manent RECORD be changed to refiect
these two positions.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF
THE STANDING RULES OF THE
SENATE-CLOTURE MOTION
Mr. PEARSON; Mr. President, I send

to the desk, under the provisions of para
graph 2 of rule XXII of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, a motion signed by
myself and 40 other senators to bring to
a close debate on the motion to proceed
to the consideration of senate Resolution
9. I hereby reserve all constitutional and
procedural rights heretofore mentioned
in the filing of a cloture motion on the
prior requests in the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask that the clerk re
port the cloture motion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the cloture motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
cloture motion, as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, In accord
ance with the provisions of Rule xxn of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upon the mo
tion to proceed to the consideration of the
Resolution (S. Res. 9) amending Rule xxn
of the Standing Rules of the Senate with
respect to the limitation of debate.

HmAM L. FONG, JOSEPH M. MONTOYA,
HUGH SCOTT, RICHARD S. SCHWEIKEK,
JACOB K. JAVITS, FRANK E. MOSB, MIKE
MANSFIELD, WILLIAM PROXMmE. Bmca
BAYH, ROBERT TAFT, Jr•• EDMUND S.
MUSKIE, CHARLES H. PERCY, MARLOW
W. COOK, CLIFFORD P. CASE, QUENTIN
N. BURDICK, HUBERT H. HUMPHREY,
JOHN O. PASTORE, JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, CHARLES McC.
MATHIAS, Jr., STUART SYMINGTON,
THOMAS J. McINTYRE, J. GLENN BEALL,
Jr., JOHN V. TuNNEY, ROBERT P. GRIF
FIN, JAMES B. PEARSON, HARRISON A.
WILLIAMS, Jr.. VANCE HARTKE, CLINTON
P. ANDERSON. ALAN CRANSTON, ABRAHAM
RmICOFF, PHILIP A. HART, FRANK
CHURCH, PETER H. DOMINICK, MARK O.
HATFIELD, GORDON ALLOTT, CLAIBORNE
PELL, EDWARD M. KENNEDY, WALTER F.
MONDALE, LEE METCALF, GAYLORD
NELSON.

A NATIONAL PLAN FOR HEALTH
INSURANCE

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, throughout
the past few weeks, there has been a
great deal of heated and vociferous de
bate concerning the issue of a national
plan for providing health insurance for
all Americans. To date, three bills have
been introduced in the Senate, and the
President's proposal, the substance, of
which is already known, is expected soon.
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