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Chairman Campbell, distinguished colleagues who have been named. seminar participants,
fellow educators, ladies and gentlemen. The American Association of School Administrators
and the corriention planners honor me by inviting me to speak at this seminar session, fliy

was I chosen, I do not know. I possess no unique insights into the topic, and like most
state superintendents of public instruction, I haven't had an overabundance of state and
federal revenue to share with my local school districts in recent years.

Re that as may, I am pleased to have the op; ortunity of discussing with you this
morning some of my thoughts on the general tonic of "Special Revenue Sharing Funds" and the
more specific asrects of a "Delivery System" for such funds should they be duly appropriated.

Our chairman, Dr. Campbell, sent me a letter recently in which he introduced himself and
inquired as to my aedio-visual needs. if any, for this presentation. He also included in that
letter a copy of the charman's manual which had I-een sent to him by RASA convention officials,
One sectioe of that manual was entitled: "Oh. Yes, the Speakers!" Now, he didn't have this
section underlined or anything, but I did note that his cop;; machine rroduced a much more. legible
cony of that 7_articular rae than the others. I wasn't sure whether the machine or Dr. Caerbeil
was trying to tell me somethine. Anyway, that section contained the following statement:

The job of the sreaker is to state the issues sharply and concisely,
not exhaust the subject--and the audience with it. He should set forth the
principal issues and facts as provocatively as possible.

Please rest assured that I shall attempt to follow those admonitions to the letter. How
"provocative" I'll be.is questionable, but I'll try not to "exhaust" either the topic or the
audience.

The assined topic--"What Kind of 'Delivery System' for Special Revenue Sharing Funds?"- -
is very important sounding and somewhat broad, to say the least. I am reminded of the story
they tell concernin7 Yinston Chruchill. Chruchill was asked to address the Annual .73anouet
of the rational Tel-crance League of Groat Britain. If you know anything about Chruchillts
'prorersity forthe grarp," you would have questioned why such an invitation was issued to
Perhaps there was a method in their madness.

Anyway, the toastmaster, when introducing Mr.'Ohruchill, reported that an engineer had
once calculated that Chruchill, in his lifetime, had consumed enough liquor to fill the
banquet room up to his chin.

You can imagine the workings of his fertile mind as he came to the podium. He replied
thusly: "When I look from my chin to the ceiling of this room, I am deeply impressed by how
much more I have to do and so short a time in which to do it."
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BENTON, Page 2

I feel somewhat like that as I apIroach this topic.

Before getting into the main points of my presentation this morning, I would like to
acknowledge the assistance of my fellow chief state school officers. Upon receipt of the
invitation to Particirate in this seminar, I sent an appeal to each of my colleagues asking
for pertinent thoughts on this rather broad topic. Thirty-four of the state superintendents
and commissioners of education took time from their busy sched.eles to respond.

Many of the ideas and insights included in this address are the results of this generous
resronse. I will not be identifying the origin of specific ideas, because many of my colleagues
expressed similar thouehts on given issees. I must make it clear, however, that I do not purport
be the spokesman for my fellow superintendents and commissioners, nor do I necessarily rerresent
an official position of our national organization--the Council of Chief State School Officers.
My only point is that I have- sought and I have received a diversity of thoughts on this issue
from many of the people who have and will continue to have close involvement in any type of
federah funding programs in educaion.

We have heard much in recent years about the general subject of revenue sharing. The
Nixon Administration, which took office in January of 1969, particularly, has addressed itself
to this method of dispensing federa' dollars to state and local units of government. It is

true that previous administrations had used this method. For exemple, the Eisenhower adminis-
tration promoted and subsequently implemented the massive interstate highway building program
by using a form of revenue sharing. However, am sure Mr.Nixon will be credited by historians
with, among many other things, developing the concept to a higher degree.

Certainly, the passage of a general revenue sharing program in the .fall of 1972 which
channeled some 5.2 billions of dollars back to state and local units of government the first
year of operation was a historical precedent of some magnitude. This figure will grow 30.2
billions of dollars over the five-year duration of the program. The significance of this
historical percent may have i-een only exceeded by the political sagacity of the action. It

'should not :o unnoted that the date of this action was just prior to the general election of
1972, and the President was elected by landslide proportions. Even though actual dollars had
not flowed into the states and localities by that time, visions of what was to come danced in
every politicians eyes via interesting charts, graphs and computer printouts. I inquired and
found that the first &e.c: arried in the Iowa state comptroller's office on December 8, 1972,
thus, we can see that the time frame was interesting, to say the least.

Following the success of this initial effort, we began to hea- things about srecial revenue
sharing programs. High among these "specials" was the term "Educational Revenue Sharing."
I'll not attempt to analyze nor explain the perceptions that many of us in education had of these

prorosale. :n lir:ht -of whai, has happened since then, that is relatively unimportant. Suffice

it to say that some ce us protablm had visions similar to those of our politician friends
danteng hefore our -eyes as we centemplated this new thrust in federal involvement in ihe financing

of education. After all, didn't our new Secretary of Healt!) Education and i.jelfare, Mr.
Casper Weinbereer, describe this new methodology in glowing terms. To ullustrate, let me quote
from his formal statement before the General Education Sub-committee

. .

of the Education and Labor Committee of the United States House of Representatives

on ?'arch 19, 1973. In that statement he excerpted the following from President Nixon's 1973

State of the Union Message on Human Resources:
Rather than stifling initiative by trying to direct everything from
Washington, Federai efforts should encourage State and local governments
to make those decisions and supply those services for which their closeness
to the people best qualifies them.
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Secretary Weinberger than continued witn the following additional quotation from the
President's message:

1973 must be a year of decisive action to restructure Federal aid programs
for education. Our goal is to provide continued Federal financial support
for our schools while expanding State and local control over basic educational
decisions.

Then, Nr. Weinberger discussed the fact that revenue sharing as a concept is not new be-
cause it had been advocated in 1964 by both presidential candidates and by both political-
party platforms in 1')66. "What is new and revolutionary," he said, is that this ads inistra-
-tion has enunciated an overall strategy--embracing general. return of tax revenues to the States
and special revenue sharing in e number of areas of srecial national concern". He continued:
"In each of these rronosals, we evoke the srdrit and the substances of self- determination --
to preserve it where it exists, to strengthen it where it is yeak, and to create the conditions
for its reemereenee where it has disappeared". He concluded this portion of his statement
thusly: "Self-eetermination is the hallnark of revenue sharing." And than he proceeded to
.devote the major poreion of. the remaining seventeen pcges of this statement to the specific
provisions and rules and regulations of the Better Schools Act of 1973. The informed observer
could hardly tell the difference between this rather carefully worded niece of new legislation--
billed as a form of social revenue she ring--and many of the finely chiseled word descrinLions
contained in the federnl guidelines 9ed the rules and regulations Of the more than 100 categorical:
aid programs which have been in existence lo these many years. In all fairness, administration
officials euichly retreated from the "srecial educational revenue sharing" tag they had placed
on the Patter Schools Act and more accurately lebeled it a "grants consolidation" measure.
But, to meny of us, the term "nrccial education revenue sharing" had been compromised, and the
creditabiliey of the administration's first attempt at returning to the states and local govern-
mental units basic decision-making was a bit tarnished.

It.would be easy to dwell on this episode and many others, but that would be less than
nrodlIctive. Rathern let me attempt to do three things in the-time remaining to me. Firet
I shell attempt to suggest severee! reasons why revenue sharing is finally receivins so much
attention at this noint in time. Second I shall present several important ingredients or
components for what I would consider to be a reasonable "delivery system" ibr special revenue
sharing funds. And, finally, I shall try to summarize some of my concerns and reactions as to the
probable fate or directions that special revenue sharing proposals will take in the future.

Let me address myself now to those reasons that account for the unusual emphasis at this
point in time on revenue sharing in general and educational revenue sharing in particular. This

list is by no means complete, but several of the reasons make very good sense to me:

First it is a fact that the Federal government collects approximately two-thirds of all
revenue collected in this country. This ability and ease of the Federal Govornment to collect
taxes is bound to create a certain covetous gleam in the-eyes of state and local governmental
.officials.

Second, and this closely allied with the first reason, the federal tax structure is more
resnonsive to the economy than state and local tax structures. Property taxes, the bulwark of
most local governmental agencies, are notoriously slow to respond to changing economic conditions.i
Typical state taxes--the sales and excise taxes, licensing fees, and the like--are a bit more

responsive but they too tend to lag because of the noliticaL difficulties of getting changing
rates throush state legislatures. The involvement in recent years of many states in personal
and corporate income taxes has increased the responsiveness of state taxes to a marked degree.
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The federal incoe tnx, imporroct and frustratintl ns it mny he, is ourrvisingly resPonsive,
particularly, when one considwes the proportion of total federal. Lox revenues it produnon--
0%. (1:,divid). nl--!;3.(6 coruornt.0-16.)

Third, the groat increase in state ail'.: local tav:Is during the past t,i.ro decndes
created majew oppo.:Lten in many pinoes Le further inercases :n state and locn1 taxes. This
reason ahonid not bo tvl:en too In my opi:Aon. Who of us who have 'boon connected with a
local se'nool twaln'% for eam.ele, hnvo escaPod the wroth of loon]. 1-.%rop(Irty tcy.i.:nyors as they

have soul their tax rac.s nouhle, tr.:Late ani reaoublo clurinp' this portod? In Iowa, we
cuphemisliccily cnlied that oxe..wience "n preporty tnx 1ov62.t." l'm not snre what yon r,c;oplo
fro ot?:dr :Antos have called it, but the results have boon about tho name--a crowing r.-:sistonne
to any incruases in local taxos.

Fienlly, lot me scro in on a very practical reason for our ntteution to slocial oduccticrwl
revenue ahvrin..: or nn allornnUve. To put I. bluntly, mast of no nee fed up to our eyebrows
with the !riet m::thod of using fede:val fun!ls to f.inanco educational ryrornme. This method
is more (:0:'[:'e n1_'' oniTed caLogol.ical nid roirnhs. hnv..nOt made nn cocurate count j'Ast 'tntolY)

but 1 klmi 'Int et ono time tho 1:.3. Office or cl.tuation adtliniired over one hundred sneh
arfectin:.,., elementary and snoon.:z:ry education, vocational education 71n3 postocconory

oducatioa. I bM vino told th,it at leant tenty-vix other federal ogenelos adlinistor eiperificant
catoori-n1 I:, 17:rams arCectlng' the Schoos end coll oc.:s. rach urecrnm, of co,rse, ben its
re5:n1ntiees end c.ni.delines and a commonsurate =aunt of paNrwork im-esed by tho respective

federa tureonoracic.s.

I collie MW10 (1.) entire ;-reLvintntion on the fruf;trations and the roble.ns of catoriccl.

rcrorrar Anti, I would just ho scrctch-;.ng the snrfaco. I eon toll by thoeo knowinr! on

your Ffir.s that 1:e could all hove it tromc:eThusly enteltnt:ing playirP: or "Cn
You Ton :l'. ?:

:II if' we yere to 0:,:canco our e.s.tk:,:rienco;.:. Suffice it to say thet tho e,u'rent

hodgo-poo or fe.::era eatogorierA pro:,rams is T'orar,s ore.of the best reanons we can gi-:e

for ccr)rjdoT...:n io now method or distributing fecicll cduont,ioy'frol funds.

Lot no now turn Co those inredionts of that "delivory system" frr srcinl rev,:m:o nr

funds. could Irad °":Yr': this.prt of 1:17, ar.u.;1:YLt aevnncinr: ej7ele to :I. r,uro

pr.)nc revonne :::nrin. 71-.1s conco:t woyld ho to jev.).t of o er

7.-theritt:,:nA ly dc.ininfr that portion of the to xa.Nenues to be shored .Z.th a given co,:crn;.-

mentnl. unt, followed hy the pro,,lentation of a chocl: to that covermr,erltal unit aw-rong
that shre. 1-nil(voionily, then, the next stop is for that goveYmIonal unt to mathnily
Sheri:: yTroceeds therefrom v.:tit its componhnt p.,irts. All of thi, 'hnring ehonld halm "no
stria,7,s atteched" if wo ar.e to hove a philoaphically pure modal of rovonna shc,ring.

Sounds simple, doesn't it? Well, my friends, I orn1 toll. you its too siele. It isn't

Fbinf: Co bo dono thnL way, so I wonld bo wrsting your timo and mlne by en,.:110rinc- that method
any fmther. And, in the 4i. .£1._ analysis, Im not suro that educationnl miNel-tuntioc for

boys and girls wouli, be enhaneed monsurah.1 hy such a nimple am-Teach. .As desirable os simplicity

1.71 7.nny thrin in this caLn, there is a notioonble lon of accOuntnbilit ar.cl direcLion.

State an.: local sehrol cloncies are not totnlly innln either to the developnnit of bpreoeracjee

vo;:tod solf-intovost. Lnd, in my jur!e7:ent, it 15 too much to c;mect that such a major

S hift in direction Cro !') re than ono hundrel entr:porically-fundd erorrnms n..hr!istred by
so:ne twenty-ain covornntal aper!cir-s pl'.1s the u.n. 0::fice of Xdoction to a "w)-strinc:e-

att!,chc.P rhennellja;- of sovorni hillions of dollars 1.,ack to states and lor:nlities

place nlmo:.:t ovorn1rjlt. This jnet itntt edmin.ist,ratively or politically feasle. It i;.:11t

he highly denirable bat not vory feasible,
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Therefohe, please keep in mind that the "delivery system" that I will be presenting
is based more on what could and should be if' we had special educational revenue shering than
what is now or 15Aely will ben reality in the very near future. With those thoughts in mind,
let me now proceed to briefly present those ingredients.

First, I would suggest thot the formula which will be used to determine the amount of
each ste,als share b.e. a variable on This formula must take into account regional variances
in the cost of delivering cdecationsl services. Certainly, we have the data enthering and
analysis cerehility in this country to accurately determine a suitable factor for each skate.
These vnrieble factors have not been widely used, if at all, in current federal financing
prograes, and we can certeinly sec the inequities.

Ny teecond ineredient is cloeely related to the first. I would propose that a true equality
be an.imeortent coee-onent of tha distribution formula. All of us at the state level can cite
the wide ranees in eUlity Lo seeeort good education that we see among our local school districts.
A careful nnelesie of tha natJenel eicturo reveals similar inequities among the states. It
ought to he eoseible o deeiee on eqeality factor that would accurately reflect the fiecal
capabilities of the respective stetes.

The third ingredient is very sieelc-I propose that a concept or advanced funding be
incorporeted into Wit` y method of dieeLheting federal monies to edecation. If 1 could roint
to onn thine in the hest that hes created more waste nnd developed extremely high levels of
frustretioe, it ereeld be the inebilitv cr unwillingness of the Coneress and the adminietretion
to provie rederel. funde within n reesonnble time free°. How often have You find your school
district t.e stee'e ycur necks on the lino and stnrted rroerams tot knowing exectly how much money
you would hnee? You did this leeceuse kie:s needed tho proernms. Our experience this p 3G
year with Title I is a e fcc exemple of why advancod funding is highly deeirable. I MIS
plensed to he::r th Prosieent nedress himself to this issue in his recent educAionel :1:sscm
to the Coeenso. Hoeever, I have heard political rhetoric on this issue befoee, and Itil
believe it when I see it.

My fourth inferedient concerns the rroper ae4ency at the otate level through which federal
educntional fu ::(::: ohoue.d Lee c; 'm :. I would =peso the leeielntion be worded in such wev
thnt the. aeerce in each state desieeeted by state law as the aeency in char f e eepr-n

vision of irstruceion be the recieient of these funds and be cheeged with the prohnr adminis-

tration ane dishrihution thereof. This is a very iee.rortnnt Point, and I hove tried to word
it very carefully. :'.1clese note, I am not just naming state depertmente or educnelon carte
blanche nn thc. recieents, nor, nm snyiree it has to be .tho same aeency in each state, Tam
really n.:3efleene a unteeee' riets4 Position here. Let each stetels statutory end/or eensti-
tutionel stree.;ure eetereine noL only the aeoney but the method of distribntion. One view
of this concele; eees, in efeect, thet tho federe funes hecome state money whicheLhe seetes
could s:\end for nee- pereoec with the same diocretIon thete they reeend their own r.onov.
It would then be C eeleeted theoeezh the nor:7.1 stete legsletivo nrocess. itr, 1 said, ceelier,
this is a very ieeortant hcint, The Eetter Schools Act, and erectically nil other or.,eeiel revenue
sherine reerne.e that I heve eeeed discueeed noreelly hnve the governors oe the statee either
receiviee the fends cr given the authority to deeignnte tho state neencies to receive and
adminieter t:eem. I hovel nothine neeinst governors, end no doubt their involvement is desirable.
but I do ollject to the fc:rlorriL ,eovernment ienering nteLe statutory rxeccciencc in mettcre lEee
these. .:Ihy should governors or any other state organization be given powers by the federal.
governeent that thee have not been able to achieve through their own state's legislative
nrocessen: if the promoters of epecial revenue sharing really believe in "self determination"
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at the state level, it is incumbent upon them to "practice what they preach." To arbitrarily
designate the governors of the fiCty states to receive and to administer these funds is
blatantly political, to say the least.

The fifth ingredient that I would propose concerns needs assessement at the state level.
I realize this proposal smacks a bit of the voluminous state plans now required for most
categorical programs, but I must revert to my previous statement about accountability and

direction. I don't believe in spending money at any level of government without a proper
need being established and a suitable plan being advanced. The distinction I make here
is that the states should be charged with developing those plans and then acting. The reverse

has been true in the pant. Categorically funded programs have been characterized by federal
needs or priorities being identified an d then imposed upon the respective states. I guess I
wHnt the staaea to become the activists, not the reactors. If we truly believe the maxim--
education is a state function--then lets make it operative.

Closely allied to the "needs" concept in ingredientenumber five is my sixth component..
I believe it is vital that any delivery system for syecial educational revenue sharing provide
a mochaniem for strengthening the role of the public in determining educational needs. I'll not
expound at any great length on this iseue other than to asaume that the respective states are
capable of creating the most saitele mechanism or framework. I do think it extremely important
that we in education recognize the desire of people to be involved in the decision-making nrocess
and, hence, the desirability of such involvement.

Finally, I ccme to my seventh, and perhaps most controversial ingredient. I would. propose

that no srecial educational revenue sharing funds be channelled directly to local school districts.
Pefore you local schoo-1 district odministratora begin throwing things at me, let me hasten to

present my retionale for this ingredient. I go back to the "e.dueation is a state function''

concept. Ile taik a lot about local control of education, and I suPpart the concert to a marked

degree. The fact of te matter is though, that a local school district has only those local
powers and authorities granted to its governing board and administration by the ctate. Local
school diatrets ere creatures of state legislatures and as ouch serve a state function. When
i was a local superintendent; I aueeose my p7:rception was a bit different, hut since becoming
the state supTrintondent m .nersrctive has changed. considerably. I am frankly glad that we
have minimum state standards in educational programming in Iowa, as imnerfect an sometimea,

unreseonsive as those standards may be. If w didn't, some of our students would have a very.
sparse and unbalaneed'educational diet. And, who among ue would. argue against the desirability
of some tyre of financial equaliv.ation program at the state level, notwithstanding the Rodriqnez
decision. I guess the eoint l'm trying to M970 is that there is merit in ming °or limited
state and federal resources to promate the "general- welfare" of the penulation, at least educa-

tionally. This cannot be done if the pie is cut into too many pieces. There are only fifty
states, but there are thousands of local school districts,

ln summary, then, the seven ingredients of my proposed "delivery system" would be:
1. The distribution formula should allow for the variable costs of delivering educational

servicea in tho respective states.

2. The distribution formula should take into consideration the various capobilities
of the reepective state: to adequately finance educational services.

3. Advanced funding is n must if effective and efficient use of federal funds is to be
realized.

more
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4. The agency in each state designated by state law as the agency in charge of general
supervision of instruction should receive and administer special educational revenue
shae7ing funds.

5. Comprehensive needs assessment plans should be required of all states.
6. A mechanism should be developed by the respective states to actively involve the

Public in this needs assessment process.
7. especial educational revenue sharing funds, should not be channelled directly to

local school districts.

Let me close with several concerns I have a':out special education revenue sharing and some
of my reactions to the*probabae fate or direction I think this concept will take.

I have already alluded to a very basic concern I have when I discussed the "simple"
concept OIL revenue shnring. Remember, I said it was "too simple" and that "it isn't going
to be done that -eny". than how is it Foing to be done? I don't claim to be clair;coyant,
but I do think that .,cc :' e type of "grants consolidation" or "block grants" r-eosram is more
likely to pess the Oonsress than true revenue sharing legislation. And, this approach may be
the best for education, it lenst for the time being. SoMething just has to be done about the
hodge-podee of federal categorical aid programs currently in vogue.

You see, I have another concern that is closely related to this. In my opinion, we're
not ready for educational revenue sharing with no strings attached at the state level. In
Iowa, we certainly don't have the proper decision-maing mechanism in place that could resrond
adequately. I doubt if the other states do either. I am sure that we'd end up.distrite:ting
most of the funds to the identical categorical programs in an almost identical eroeortion now
in operation. '::hy? Because the powerful :Lobbies that have been oerating at the national
level to perretuete and exeand these categorical nroerams have their counterparts at the state
levels. At least in the beginning, this lobbying effort would prevail. That is why I streseed
so strongly the co cent of needs assessment end the public involvement in the needs assessment
process in saints five and six of my proposed "delivery system". My plea, then is: "Give us
time to develop the proner decision-making mechanism at the state level before redirecting the
federal financial involvement in education."

Let me close by using this story because it illustrates my overall feeling about the
whole (iron of federal funds for edecation and the proper "delivery system" of distributing
those funds.

When I was a young man, I was very typical. I liked girls. I had a lot of girl friends
and occationally I would bring the girl of the moment home to meet my family. Somehow, my
mother alirayo found oomething wren- with cacti of those girls. yOne was too skinny; one wore

too mach mok beup, one was "too mature". This really began to bother me, so I decided I waS
going to find a girl my mother would like. I looked and looked and finally I found just the
right girl. She looked like my mother. She acted like my mother. She dressed like my mother.
She talked like my mother. I took her home to meet the family, and my dad didn't like her.

I am afraid my new appreach to, the federal funding of education and the "delivery sestem"
devised. to distribute those funds will never completely satisfy anybody or everybody. 1- would

hope thoush, that we'll not let a lot of political and other petty considerations get in the
way of imrroving educational opportunities for the kids of this nation.

Thank you.
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