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(House, No. 5860 of 1970)

Ordered. That the Legislative Research Council is hereby di-
rected to study the subject matter of current House documents
numbered 3053, 3055, and 4587 relative to the feasibility of the
commonwealth assuming the total financing of the costs of local
elementary and secondary public school education within the state.
Said council shall report the results of its study by filing the same
with the Clerk of the House of Representatives not later than the
last Wednesday of February in the year nineteen hundred and
seventy-one.

Adopted:
By the House of Representatives, June 24. 1970
By the Senate, in concurrence, June 25, 1970.

(House, No. 5081 of June 1971)

Ordered, That the time be extended to the first Wednesday in
April of the current year wherein the Legislative Research Council
is required to report on its sutdies relative to (1) state assumption
of the costs of local education (see House, No. 5860 of 1970), and
(2) protection of the natural environment (see House, No. 6117 of
1970).

Adopted:
By the House of Representatives, February 22, 1971
By the Senate, in concurrence, February 23, 1971.
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

GENTLEMEN: The Legislative Research Council submits herewith a re-
port prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau relative to State Assumption
of Local Education Costs and Provision of Equal Educational Opportunity
(House, No. 5860 of 1970).

The Legislative Research Bureau is restricted by statute to statistical re-
search and fact-finding. Hence, this report contains no recommendations for
legislative action. It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the members
of the Council.

Respectfully submitted,

SEN. JOSEPH D. WARD of Worcester,
Chairman.

REP. JOSEPH B. WALSH of Boston,
House Chairman.

SEN. ANDREA F. NUCIFORO of Berkshire
SEN. JOHN F. PARKER of Bristol.
SEN. FRED I. LAMSON of Middlesex
REP. CHARLES F. FLAHERTY, JR., of Cambridge.
REP. ROBERT B. AMBLER of Weymouth.
REP. JOHN F. COFFEY of West Springfield.
REP. SIDNEY Q. CURTISS of Sheffield.
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council

GENTLEMEN: House Order, No. 5860 of 1970, directed the
Legislative Research Council to report on the subject matter of
three legislative proposals of 1970 (House, Nos. 3053, 3055, and
4587) relative to the feasibility of the Commonwealth assuming
the total financing of the costs of public elementary and secondary
schools in the state, and equalizing the educational opportunities
for all pupils in such schools.

The Legislative Research Bureau submits herewith a report in
accordance with the above order. Its scope and content are re-
stricted to statistical and fact-finding data, without recommenda-
tions.

The preparation of this report was the primary responsibility of
Robert D. Webb, Assistant Director of the Bureau.

Respectfully submitted.

DANIEL M. O’SULLIVAN,

fEfjc Commontuealtt) of iHlafiSacfnigettS

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL

Director, Legislative Research Bureau.
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Scope of Study

This report is concerned with (a) the feasibility of the Common-
wealth assuming a part or all of the financing of local public
elementary and secondary education within the state, and (b)
providing equal educational opportunity to all pupils enrolled in
such schools. It contains (1) a survey of the role of the state in
public education, including statutory controls and financial assis-
tance, (2) a review of the role of local government with attention
to the power of school committees and the claims that education
makes upon total local financial resources, (3) a review of the
state-aid program, criticisms thereof, and proposals for reform, (4)
the problem of equal educational opportunity, its chief legal issues,
recent judicial developments and a proposed measure to achieve
that elusive goal; and finally (5) a discussion of actual costs to the
state if local educational costs were assumed without any substan-
tial change of programs or policy.

The Role of the State

There is general language in the Constitution of the Common-
wealth that fixes upon the state government responsibility for the
education of children and there is a specific provision that limits
expenditure of public funds for only public supported education.
Although education is a basic state responsibility, the General
Court, from our earliest history, has delegated much of this respon-
sibility to local government and has thrust upon them, in large
measure, the financial responsibility of supporting local schools.
However, the role of the state in the field of education has grown

je Commontoealtt of iWagsadjugettsi
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considerably in recent years; it has reclaimed much of its policy-
making prerogatives and it has enlarged its program of financial
assistance.

Basic Organization
In 1965, as the result of a major study and recommendations by

the Harrington-Willis Commission, the state educational organiza-
tion was restructured and new powers were conferred upon the
hierarchy of state educational officials. The report discusses the
principal changes produced by legislation recommended by the
Harrington-Willis Commission. Its two major policy changes were in
the vast powers granted to the State Board of Education and in
the composition of that Board. In general, the State Board and a
State Commissioner of Education administer all state laws relative to
the operation of elementary and secondary schools. There is also
an Advisory Council on Education which studies, devises and
recommends education policies. A new Executive Office of Educa-
tional Affairs, headed by a (Cabinet) Secretary, with considerable
statutory powers, who will be appointed by the Governor is sched-
uled to take effect in the near future.

The general purposes of the Board of Education are “to support,
serve and plan general education in the public schools” and “to
administer and supervise . .

. vocational education programs. . .
.”

The Board has many specific powers set forth in the statute which
are enumerated in the report. Those powers permit the Board to
retain a very tight grip on educational policy and programs from
kindergarten through high school. For example, it is empowered to
appoint state educational officials in seven key areas of educational
activity: to establish various standards of uniform applicability
throughout the state; to regulate a variety of programs, and to
work with other federal, state and local governmental officials, in
promoting the interests of education.

The State Department of Education, headed by a Board ap-
pointed Commissioner, is the working arm of the Board. Numerous
statutory provisions direct the Department to undertake special
education programs for certain children, to administer vocational
programs and federal assistance programs, to assist in costs of
transportation, school lunches, and school facilities, to name a few.
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The Role of Local Government

The role of local government is to administer and provide
primary financial support for education. The basic unit of school
administration is the “regular” school district which for many
years has been the geographical lines of a city or town. A regional
school district is composed of two or more communities who
merge their resources to promote better administration and im-
proved educational opportunities.

All schools within a given school district are under the jurisdic-
tion of a locally elected school committee that serves without pay.
But it is not a local agency in the usual sense of the word; the
judiciary has described school committeemen as “public officers”
who are not local agents but whose decisions are the decisions of
the Commonwealth. Morse v. Ashley 193 Mass. 294 (1906). A
school committee, then, is a public body that administers state
laws independent of any control by the local government. School
committees, because of their fiscal independence (a local legislative
body cannot reduce its appropriation request), exercise a direct
ana substantial influence on the cost of local government. They
also appoint the superintendent of schools and other school admin-
istrative officials, all teachers, and certain other school department
employees. In general, they decide local education policy not
already predetermined by the state. They contract with profes-
sional personnel and thus decide whether applicants will gain
tenure; they set the salary schedule, subject to the state minimum;
and they decide on any local education plan over and above
mandatory state programs. Judicial review of the powers and duties
of school committees is treated in some detail in the report.

School construction, however, is not within the scope of powers
exercised by the school committee. The local legislative body
decides on matters of school building. Considerable state assistance,
ranging from a minimum of 40% to a maximum of 65% of cost is
available to local governments for school construction if state
guidelines and other related provisions are accepted and followed.
Substantial financial assistance also has been made available to
local and regional school districts for vocational education and
facilities, from both the state and federal governments.
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The School System Criticized

In recent years the public school system has come under in-
creasing criticism from almost every segment of society for a
variety of alleged failings. Although urban school systems are the
target of severest charges, suburban school operations are now
receiving their share of criticism, which in one sense is more
cutting because, percentagewise, suburbs are able to pour a greater
percentage of their local revenues into their school systems than
the cities can.

School committees are among those most sharply criticized inas-
much as they control the management of schools. Among their
failings, as some critics have pointed out, is the lack of members’
expertise in the field they regulate; their frequent use of the
position to advance political ambitions; and their preoccupation
with administrative details to the detriment of the real needs of
children. The reorganized State Board and Department of Educa-
tion in Massachusetts have also come under recent fire by one
critic who charges that the state organization has not exercised the
leadership nor utilized the powers and opportunities granted by the
General Court in the recent legislation reorganizing the educational
structure of the state. The state educational hierarchy is thus
indicted for failing to develop and promote equal educational
opportunity with a resultant adverse impact on the quality of
education. Aggressive and innovative use of their resources, it is
argued, is the first step that must be taken to realize the potential
vital force that was intended, by the Legislature.

Education Finance

The typical attitude toward control and financing of public
education throughout the nation has long been that control should
be close to the people; that education is best administered at the
local level; and that control is best assured by requiring substantial
local financial support. Thus, the pattern that has evolved is one in
which the state has assumed the role of providing a minimum
statewide program; equalizing the cost of that program; and per-
mitting local governments to spend in excess of the minimum
program at whatever levels they are willing and able.
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Financial pressures, constitutional challenges and philosophical
doubts have combined to make a continuation of this pattern
unlikely for much longer. The rapid rise in educational costs,
coupled with their superior claims on limited local tax sources
which are the major source of revenue support, signal the need for
a more equitable tax base to provide relief. States are spending
increasing sums on equalizing aid each year but even so, the
disparities on the receiving end are often so marked that in fre-
quent instances the well-to-do districts are recipients of greater aid
than the hard pressed poor districts. Consequently, lawsuits are
being fded challenging the constitutionality of state aid formulas.
Finally, there are growing doubts over the product of the educa-
tional enterprise itself; the inequities of the system appear to have
finally awakened a large segment of the public to inquire seriously
as to how the educational tax dollar has been invested and what it
is producing.

The noticeable trend resulting from these developments is that
there is a gradual shifting toward the concept of funding of
substantially all education from statewide tax resources. By 1969,
at least nine states were contributing 50% or more of the cost of
public elementary and secondary education: Hawaii. 84.8%; Dela-
ware, 72.7%; North Carolina, 67.3%; South Carolina, 63.6%;
Georgia, 63.2%; Louisiana, 62.8%; New Mexico, 61.8%; Washing-
ton, 60.8%; and Alabama, 60.0%. Among these same states the
local share varied from a low of 5.2% in Hawaii to a high of 32.5%
in Washington, while federal contributions ranged from 6.7% in
Washington to 15.9% in Alabama. A bill, which has just passed the
Maryland Legislature and is awaiting the Governor’s signature,
provides for state financing of all public school construction.

In line with this trend, the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations recently proposed that the states assume primary
responsibility for financing public elementary and secondary
schools. It underscores the severe strain on local fiscal ability to
meet a variety of services because of the educational claims against
the property tax. As a solution, the Commission urges more exten-
sive use by the states of personal income and sales taxes to provide
the revenue for full state funding. With such a development.it
believes that the property tax would be adequate to meet growing
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noneducational needs. Under its proposal, some local supplementa-
tion of a state program from local resources would still be per-
mitted but not in excess of 10%.

The Movement For a State Take-Over

The proposal that the state should assume the financial responsi-
bility for public elementary and secondary schools is not new.
Until recently, it generally met instantaneous rejection wherever it
was suggested. However, in the light of existing conditions and new
problems cited above, the proposal is beginning to receive the
thoughtful attention of more and more individuals and groups
concerned with the public school system.

Yet, there is, except in Hawaii, no general agreement as to what
degree the state should participate in the funding and operation of
the public schools. There are many avenues the state may employ
its resources in a school funding operation. At least three different
degrees of state participation can be cited.

Under the foundation program, which is the most commonly
used principle of public school financing, a minimum level of
school aid is established by the state and assured for each school
district. State funds supplement local revenues to provide a guaran-
teed level of support. However, local authority to supplement the
state basic program fosters inequities and defeats any effort to
produce equal educational opportunity on a statewide basis.

The second method involves total state support, which implies
elimination of authority to supplement the state program from
local revenues.

Finally, the third approach, state operation of schools, would
either eliminate local school committees or reduce them to a
liaison and advisory role. In this latter approach, equalization of
school tax burdens would be a necessary objective but to accom-
plish that in Massachusetts would require a major change in assess-
ment practices, among which would be the professionalization of
assessors.

State Aid For Schools

Basically, state aid for schools has developed into four
forms; (1) flat grants, (2) foundation plans, (3) percentage equal-
izing plans, and (4) combination plans.
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Briefly, the flat grant is the earliest and most simple of state
aids. It amounts to an absolute number of state dollars paid to
each school district per pupil or other unit. Under a foundation
plan, the state guarantees to a district that if the latter will tax
itself at a set minimum level, a specific sum per pupil (or other
unit) will be made available. The percentage equalizing plan em-
powers a school district to set its own budget and the state
supports it in inverse proportion to the relative wealth of the
district. Various states have adopted combinations of flat grants
and foundation plans. None of these plans are perfect and in
practice most of them have produced gross disparities in school aid
distributions. Failure of theoretically fair plans such as percentage
equalizing is mainly due to legislative “refinements” which emascu-
late the equalizing effects intended.

In Massachusetts an earlier foundation plan was abandoned in
1966 in favor of a percentage equalization formula. Under this

plan, described in detail in the text, the state shares local costs on
a percentage basis. The percentage varies according to local ability
to pay, ostensibly eliminating local wealth as a factor in providing
quality of education. However, the new formula was tied to sales
tax legislation and in the course of legislative debate, amendments
were added that sharply reduced the equalizing effect intended.
Referred to as the NESDEC formula, state aid was set at an
average of 35% of school operating costs but actual amounts to
each school district would vary on a sliding scale ranging from 15%
to 75% of each district’s school expenditures, according to local
financial ability. The latter, in turn, was measured by the amount
of taxable property per school child at “equalized valuations.”
with the school aid percentage resting on the relation of a particu-
lar district to all other communities in the state. As explained in
the text, the formula did not produce its intended results and it
has come under increased criticism for rewarding districts which
make little or no effort toward quality education, while penalizing
districts which make a substantial effort. There are numerous other
criticisms that go beyond the formula itself, focusing on the entire
system. Certain towns, for example, are able to support school
expenditures that are double and triple those of low spending
towns and accomplish this with tax rates as much as one-third
lower than the low spending towns. Another example is where one



1971 | No. 5447HOUSE 17

town, with the highest per pupil expenditure put only one-third of
its total tax revenue into schools while the lowest per pupil
spending town earmarked more than half of its revenue for
schools.

In an extended analysis of school-aid formulas in the six New
England States, an economist at the Federal Reserve Bank of
Boston described the Massachusetts allocation procedure as “a
grotesque example of a labyrinthian system that almost defies
comprehension, not to mention concise description.” In general,
his findings indicate clearly that large intrastate disparities exist in
local wealth, school tax effort and levels of school spending. Local
wealth is the single most important factor affecting expenditures
for education. There is also a consistent positive relationship be-
tween equalized valuation per pupil and current expenditures per
pupil, and a strong inverse correlation between equalized valuation
per pupil and “basic” tax rates.

An important observation is that generally, not only do the
highest tax rates fail to yield the highest level of spending for
education; no significant relationship exists between these mea-
sures. For example, two New Hampshire districts have the same
school tax rate but one provides three times the per pupil spending
at the other. In Massachusetts, two districts spend the same
amount per pupil, but one levies school taxes at seven times the
rate of the other. Formulas and their results in the six states are
evaluated and compared but the conclusion of the analyst is that
as long as the states resist assumption of a meaningful commitment
to equalizaion, expenditure levels will be primarily related to local
ability to raise revenue.

Reform Proposals

Many reform proposals have been advanced to achieve a more
effective and equitable allocation of public education resources.
The report includes a discussion of the more practical proposals
with arguments for and against their adoption.

In brief, these proposals include:
(1) Full State Funding, whereby the state would assume sub-

stantially all of the local public school costs but would exercise
only minimum control over the local schools. Localities would not
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be precluded from spending in excess of the state funded program.
(2) Full Equalization, whereby state aid is distributed to sup-

port a program so that the same tax effort in each district along
with the state aid will provide the total programs. The equalizing
formula, however, could not be corrupted by adjustments which
diminish or nullify the intended effects of equalization.

(3) Combined Equalization and Full Funding, whereby the state
would assume the full cost of some programs and the full equaliza-
tion of the remainder.

(4) A Modified NESDEC Formula, whereby the present Massa-
chusetts formula would be amended so as to eliminate the statu-
tory “ceiling” and “floor” on state aid; a “municipal overburden”
factor would be written into the formula; performance standards
would be adopted so as to strengthen accountability of local
spending; and a curved line scale would be substituted for the
present sliding scale method of determining aid.

(5) Statewide Property Tax, whereby a state property tax would
be levied at a uniform rate on each city or town based on its
equalized valuation. School aid would be a per pupil grant amount-
ing to 90% of the statewide average per pupil cost for the previous
year. Local governments could still spend in excess of per capita
state grants but such funds would have to come from a residual
property tax or other local revenue source.

(6) Proposals of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations. In one proposal, the ACIR recommends a more intensive
use of personal income and sales tax revenues to finance all
elementary and secondary education, permitting local supplements
not to exceed 10% of the state’s outlay for local schools. A second
proposal would establish a Metropolitan Educational Equalization
Authority in which a particular region or regions would be in-
volved rather than the entire state. This would require a regional
school tax levy, the proceeds therefrom being distributed to assist
districts with “municipal overburden” and “disadvantaged
students,” with the ultimate objective of producing equal educa-
tional opportunity.

The report contains a discussion of the experience in New
Mexico with full state funding. In that state, full funding evolved
from economic necessity in a piecemeal fashion rather than by
design. Among the consequences are local boards of education
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responsible to the state, rather than to the local electroate, and the
execution of a state program by local committeemen who cannot
answer to those who elect them. Moreover, the state legislature in
effect became the board of education and the focal point of a
power struggle for control of education. Finally, local interest in
education has become apathetic and the result is, in the words of a
New Mexico critic, a state program characterized by rigidity, bu-
reaucratic mediocrity, uniformity, high costs and lack of initiative
and innovation.

Equal Educational Opportunity

According to James S. Coleman, an authority on educational
opportunity, the use of the public school system in America to
secure educational opportunity has been a practice in deceit. He
indicts the system as an operation with more hyprocrisy than
honesty, more self-interest than social interest, and more show
than substance. The mobility of Americans, their economically-
based residential enclaves and local government financing powers
have combined to create a scandalous educational system where
equal educational opportunity as a goal is nonattainable. In short,
a child’s educational opportunities depend primarily on the eco-
nomic resources of the local community but more and more,
those resources reflect only his family’s resources, as residential
areas more and more represent economically homogeneous group-
ings.

To combat the disparities of public education, many legal minds
advocate use of the equal protection clause of the 14th Amend-
ment to the Federal Constitution. They argue that the state’s
obligation to provide an equal educational opportunity is satisfied
only if each child, regardless of his social background, has an equal
chance for an equal educational outcome, no matter what dispari-
ties in cost or effort the state must make to overcome such
differences.

By 1970, the issue of inequality in public education had been
brought before state and federal courts in California, Illinois,
Michigan, Texas, Virginia, and Wisconsin. All of these suits are
summarized in the report. In general, the basis of the complaints
by plaintiffs is that the state, having assumed the function of
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public education, is required by the equal protection clause to
provide a financing system which relates school expenditure to
educational offering instead of the accident of local wealth or
property, and which does not restrict children of the poor to an
inferior schooling.

Two of the cases discussed in the report reached the Supreme
Court of the United States, which affirmed lower court rulings
adverse to proponents of equal educational opportunity. District
courts had rejected allegations of arbitrary and invidious discrimi-
nation by the state and they also ruled the controversy nonjustici-
able. However, the proponents of judicial intervention do not feel
that the issue is foreclosed. They argue that the lower courts were
badly misinformed on the nature of the state financing systems
which formed the basis of adverse judgments. Thus, they stress
that future suits must educate the court to the realities of financial
discrimination and the mechanisms which create it. They concede
that unless a detailed understanding of how any state system
discriminates against poor districts is presented to the court, it is
unlikely that the court will show any interest in proposals for
reform.

It has long been accepted by the courts that the equal protec-
tion clause could not be applied literally to force all laws to have
equal and universal impact. Special burdens are often necessary for
general benefit. The judiciary has generally deferred to the legisla-
ture in discriminating between affected classes if a rational relation-
ship between a legitimate purpose and a classification scheme could
be shown. Courts have viewed such questions as political that is,
nonjusticiable. But in recent years, guarantees of the equal protec-
tion clause have been broadened, notably in areas involving finan-
cial inability to assert fundamental rights. Legislation has been
struck down where a monetary condition had been put upon the
exercise of a right. In short, poverty is no longer constitutionally
an irrelevance; in many cases, the state has been forced to act
affirmatively to overcome the effects of poverty.

Most of these cases involved criminal procedure and voting
rights. Now it is being argued that the right to an equal educa-
tional opportunity merits special judicial solicitude because educa-
tion shares with criminal process and suffrage the attributes of a
fundamental right. Proponents of educational reform emphasize
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that education bears directly on one’s effective participation in the
political process; that it is essential to the good of society and
crucial to life’s prospects for the individual. Moreover, it is con-
sidered most crucial to the poor because it can be the means of
liberation from the lower class and the road to social equality. Yet
under present state financing systems, the poor, as a class, have
suffered the worst schooling; they compete with the least moti-
vated classmates; generally use less modern facilities; are often
taught by less capable teachers, and too frequently are considered
by the system as incapable of doing any better.

In the light of this background, advocates of equal educational
opportunity strongly argue that the state alone is the vehicle by
which these inequities and discriminatory policies perpetuated by
local governments can be removed. Thus they seek positive action
by the state government that will produce not merely “equal”
schools but “equally effective” schools where every child is given
an equal chance to realize his or her potential. In their view, the
state is constitutionally obligated to provide that standard. The
alternative, they say, is eventual judicial intervention.

Although several reform proposals are in the discussion stage,
none of those examined in the course of this research appears to
match a proposal offered by one legal team which has researched
the problem in depth. They have described the bitter fruit of the
status quo in the following language: ‘The primary dependence of
public education upon the real property tax and the localization of
that tax’s administration and expenditure have combined to make
the public school into an educator for the educated rich and a
keeper for the uneducated poor. There exists no more powerful
force for rigidity of social class and the frustration of national
potential than the modem public school system with its systematic
discrimination against poor districts.”

Their basic position to remedy the status quo is quite simply
expressed: The quality of public education may not be a function
of wealth other than the wealth of the state as a whole. They style
this principle as “Proposition I” and they stress that it does not

4 Proposed New Test For State Educational
Finance Systems
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mean the surrender of local decision-making in education matters;
on the contrary, they are adamant in their position that decisions
relative to the scope of education provided and the financial
support thereof would remain with local governments. But they
insist that local education tied to local wealth must be eliminated.
How this is achieved is described in the text of this report which
requires several pages of discussion. The avowed object of “Propo-
sition I” is the individual educational needs of children; it is not
directed toward a preference for children of the poor, or of any
particular race, or ethnic background.

To force the state from the existing straight-jacket of wealth-
determined quality and thus force a basic legislative reexamination
of the system to the probable benefit of all education, the authors
of “Proposition I” suggest the commencement of a legal action for
a declaratory judgment where the state and local officials with
powers and duties over education finance would be named defen-
dants. The court could then examine the whole package of laws as
to their constitutional validity and if it found such system invalid,
it could wait for an appropriate legislative remedy, exercising its
own powers to impose a judicially created scheme if the political
system failed to act.

The “Proposition I” proposal has received generally favorable
comments by legal commentators although not enough time has
elapsed to permit a thorough examination by legal, fiscal, and
educational authorities so as to produce a consensus of any sort.
However, the report does contain some of the criticisms thus far
published.

Costs of Public Elementary and Secondary
Education In Massachusetts

Revenues and Expenditures

Approximately 1.1 million pupils are enrolled in more than
2,400 public schools in Massachusetts. (Another quarter million
children are in private schools mostly in parochial schools, many
of which are struggling for financial survival.)

The cost of the vast public elementary and secondary school
system came to SI. 15 billion in fiscal 1970. Of this total, 51.06
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billion was for regular or municipal school districts. $BO million for
regional school districts, and $2.6 million for county schools.

In terms of revenues, local sources accounted for $865 million
($790 million for municipal schools, $73.3 million for regional
schools, and $1.7 million for county schools). The state provided
nearly $227 million in various forms of assistance and the federal
government furnished $42.6 million.

If the state were to assume the costs of elementary and secon-
dary education, without any changes in programs or policies, it
would have to find a minimum of $865 million in new revenues
most of which now come from the local property tax. Put another
way, to assume the local financial share of the schools would
increase the state budget from $1.7 billion to more than $2.5
billion, or an average of 50%. (These figures presume the state
would simply take over the financing without any alteration of
controls or programs, a most unlikely step. Any financial take-over
would probably mean a higher educational dollar outlay in order
to upgrade the quality of education in many communities.)

In percentage terms, local revenues now account for 75% of the
support of local schools; state revenues, 21%, and federal revenues
4%. Annual adjustments account for the remainder.

Other Data

The report also contains several tabulations and statistical data
which reinforce the findings of other researchers that there is no
significant relationship between high tax rates and levels of
spending for education. Illustrations are provided that demonstrate
various incongruities in school tax rates and per pupil expenditures.
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Commontoealtl) of fflaasacfjugettK

House, No. 5860 of 1970, reprinted on the inside cover page to
this report, directed the Legislative Research Council to study and
report on the subject matter of three legislative proposals of 1970
relative to “the feasibility of the Commonwealth assuming the
total financing of the costs of local elementary and secondary
public school education within the state.”

The three proposals cited in the legislative directive were House,
No. 3053, which proposed the establishment of a special commis-
sion to study “financing by the Commonwealth of elementary and
secondary public school education”; House, No. 3055, which pro-
posed the establishment of a special commission to study “the
means by which the Commonwealth might relieve the financial
burden of the cost of education upon the cities and towns and
equalize the educational opportunities for all pupils;” and House,
No. 4587 which would have stricken from the Massachusetts Gen-
eral Laws the present, detailed Chapter 70 and substituted there-
fore a brief, two section statute reading as follows:

Section 1. The commonwealth shall reimburse each
city and town in full for any expenses incurred for the
support of the public schools, excluding therefrom any
debt and interest for the construction of schools.

STATE ASSUMPTION OF LOCAL EDUCATION COSTS

AND PROVISION OF EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

INTRODUCTION.

Subject of Study

STATE AID FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Chapter I.

Chapter 70.
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Section 2. The superintendent of schools shall annual-
ly on or before August first file with the commissioner
of education on detailed forms furnished by the depart-
ment of education, the amount of money raised by
taxation by the city or town during the school year last
preceding, including the wages of teachers, transportation
of children, repairs of schools, supervision, supplies,
school supplies and any other expenses listed on said
forms, excluding therefrom any gifts from the federal
government or from any other source except the re-
imbursements under this chapter.

The subject of this study, then, may be briefly stated as an
examination of the feasibility of the state assuming part or all of
the costs of public elementary and secondary education and the
providing of equal educational opportunities for all pupils attend-
ing such schools.

The range of the subject matter is so broad and so troublesome
in today’s public order that it has received wide attention in the
literature of such varied fields as public finance, education, law,
economics, political science and even journals of sociology and
mental health. Some of this material has been developed by various
authors in fine detail but unfortunately much of it is so pedantical
that it defies simplified description or condensation, and often
seems to be addressed to those who enjoy the mysteries of special-
ized didactics. Nevertheless, the major points developed in such
literature are covered in the body of this report. A bibliography
has been appended to this report for those who may prefer to
examine this matter at greater length.

The equal educational opportunity issue has been an irresistible
magnet for contributors to legal periodicals. The concept of equal
educational opportunity involves legal, sociological and economic
questions and an attempt is made in the following pages to present
the basic problem and its potential consequences. Again, for those
who wish to explore in more detail the arguments and analyses of
legal scholars, references are provided in the bibliography.

Recent Related Research of Subject Matter
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This report has been prepared primarily for the use of legisla-
tors. The approach to this study is designed to assist busy law-
makers who are either only superficially informed on the subject
matter because of preoccupation with other fields of interest, or
who, having some in-depth knowledge of parts of the critical
financial picture in education, desire a relatively intensive, but
brief, review of other essentially related facets of the problem. To
accomplish this objective the report opens with a survey of the
role of the state in public education, a summary review of statu-
tory controls and an initial peek at the state’s school aid program
which is developed in greater detail in a later portion of the report.
The role of local government is next examined and local programs,
practices and controls related to education are scanned with some
emphasis on certain factors of importance such as the power of
school committees, the independent school budget and the in-
creased burden on that cornerstone of local revenue the proper-
ty tax. Inasmuch as federal aid at this level of education is of
relatively minor importance, that aspect has received only brief
treatment within the report. Of greater importance is the spectre
of private school closings, a subject of other recent executive and
legislative reports. The financial dilemna of parochial schools and
the consequences on local finance if they close have been reported
in some detail by the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Educa-
tion. They are also the subject of a pending report of the Special
Commission to study financial assistance to non-public schools.

The most difficult part of this report, both in terms of prepara-
tion and interpretation, is the review of the present school aid
program and analysis of proposed reforms. The complexity of the
program does not lend itself to translation in the style of a primer
or hornbook to facilitate understanding. Complicated formulae
continually make a clarified presentation most difficult. Thus, the
approach here has been to discuss only the objective of these
formulae and the results achieved, rather than the detailed mechan-
ics of formulae. For those who want to struggle with the business
of factors, exponents, equations and other mathematical tools,
selected references are listed in the bibliography.

A separate report could easily be devoted to the equal educa-

Approach to Study
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tional opportunity aspect of this study. To hold the length of this
report within reasonable bounds, it has been necessary to limit
treatment to a statement of the problem of equal educational
opportunity, the chief legal issues, developments thus far in terms
of legislative and judicial action, and an intriguing proposal to
achieve this goal while retaining local control of schools.

Finally, the heart of the matter, the consequences of a state
take-over of elementary and secondary public school costs in terms
of dollars and cents, are discussed. The report considers total state
assumption of operational costs. These are separated from debt
retirement and school construction costs, although the cost of debt
retirement and debt service is included in the tabulation of total
public school funds applied in fiscal 1970.

Only one state, Hawaii, has assumed total assumption of school
costs and it controls all elementary and secondary education. Since
Hawaii’s experience has not been one of conversion from local
control, having assumed financial responsibility from the beginning
of statehood, its experience has limited value to the problem of
converting from local responsibility. Historical, political and geo-
graphical factors also make the Hawaiian experience unique. A few
other states have gradually assumed a large share of financial
responsibility for local education but public education in each of
these states is also cut from a different pattern than that of the
New England states. We deal, in Massachusetts, with a very strong
tradition of local fiscal responsibility and local control of educa-
tion of our children, and with a traditionally weak state education
agency. We also deal with a long history of inequities in property
tax assessments, politically oriented assessors, and a local wealth
base that has spawned and perpetuated gross disparities in the
quality of education offered to our children. For the state to move
into this political, financial and educational morass is a step that
should be decided only after a thorough examination and analysis
of all the facts that are available. This report is by no means a
definitive review of the problem but it should start legislators
thinking about filling in the information gap before making a
commitment of the kind proposed, and if so, specifically in what
manner and to what degree.
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PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
IN MASSACHUSETTS.

The Role of the State

Massachusetts has long had an interest in public elementary and
secondary schools. From the very beginnings of our colonial society
the state has recognized its responsibility for the educational needs
of its young. Thus, the first free public school in America was
founded in Boston, in 1635 what is now the Boston Public
Latin School. The General Court’s deep interest in education today
is a continuation of legislative attention to education from the
earliest days of that body. For example, the General Court of
1642 enacted the first educational law in the British colonies,
charging every town with the responsibility of providing for the
education of children. In 1647, the General Court passed the first
specific law directing towns to establish schools at public expense. 1

Yet, for most of our early history, both in the colonial era and
into the Nineteenth Century, for those who could afford it the
preferred means of educating the young was the private school.

By the end f the first quarter of the Nineteenth Century,
however, the i iwth of many small public schools within split
districts of the various towns and under separate control and
direction led to a major decision of the Legislature: school manage-
ment should be reorganized to achieve a wiser and more efficient
use of public education. Thus, in 1827, the General Court enacted
the first law requiring towns to consolidate management of all
schools within their boundaries in a specially elected school com-
mittee. 2 The multiple, competing school districts within towns
were phased out gradually and by 1882 municipal boundaries alone
determined the lines of school districts. For practical reasons,
where towns were too small to support a school, or to justify the
construction of a high school, pupils could be transported to
another town for that purpose. A modem development, with the
same general purpose, has been the state legislation authorizing the
creation of regional school districts. 3 This legislation permits cities
and towns to pool their resources to serve the educational needs of

Historical Development

Chapter 11.
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their young more economically and efficiently, offering greater
educational opportunities, and yet retain some voice in educational
policy.

Another pioneering step was taken by the state in 1906 when
the General Court enacted the first law authorizing localities to set
up vocational schools and to receive state financial assistance for
their maintenance. 4 These schools are separate educational facilities
even though some of them may be under the same roof as the city
or town high school. In recent years, regional vocational schools
have been authorized and several are now in operation.5

As the state’s population grew and as the Commonwealth was
transformed from agrarian pursuits to an industrial and technolog-
ical society, the role of the state widened and thus gradually a
much broader educational structure on the state level evolved.
Because the transition was over many years, in piecemeal fashion,
and not always in response to a well ordered plan, many defects
and gaps in the educational structure developed. Thus, in 1962 the
Legislature created a special commission to study the entire educa-
tional system in the state from primary grades through college and
to submit recommendations for possible programs and goals.6

After an exhaustive study, that commission, better known as the
Harrington-Willis Commission, 7 dramatically illustrated in its
findings the needs for reorganizing, improving and extending educa-
tional facilities in Massachusetts. 8 In its major reports, the Com-
mission identified the basic ills of the system and submitted several
proposed remedies, some of which have been adopted. Among its
major recommendations was a reordering of the state educational
system. That reorganization, discussed below, was accomplished
with passage of the landmark act of 1965: Chapter 572. Since
then, another important piece of legislation, enacted in 1969,
created a Governor’s Cabinet, with an Executive Office of Educa-
tional Affairs headed by a Secretary, which is designed to provide
a strong voice and direction in all areas and levels of education. 9

Constitutional Directives in Education

The state’s education law originated from the prescripts of the
State Constitution. The Federal Constitution is silent on the sub-
ject.

In the language ol the State Constitution, wisdom, knowledge
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and virtue are necessary for the preservation of rights and liber-
ties. 10 These, in turn, depend on “spreading the opportunities and
advantages of education in the various parts of the country, and
among the different orders of the people. . . 1 Therefore, “.

.. it
shaT be the duty of legislatures and magistrates, in all future
periods of this Commonwealth, to cherish the intersts of literature
and the sciences, and all seminaries of them; especially the univer-
sity at Cambridge, public schools and grammar schools in the
towns. . . .”* 2

The Constitution also, in Article 46 of the Amendments, re-
stricts the use of public funds for educational purposes. Thus, “All
moneys raised by taxation in the towns and cities for the support
of public schools, and all moneys which may be appropriated by
the Commonwealth for the support of common schools shall be
applied to, and expended on, no other schools than those which
are conducted according to law, under the order and superinten-
dence of the authorities of the town or city in which money is
expended;...” 13

Statutory Directives

There is a considerable body of statutory law relating to public
elementary and secondary education in the Commonwealth. It is
spread throughout various chapters of the General Laws and is
continuously being amended to meet the changing needs and
demands that shape our educational policy and structure. 14 It is
not necessary to touch upon all of these statutes but the content
of several of them are mentioned to demonstrate the broad regula-
tory power of the state in this field, and its ever reaching arm as a
policymaker in local education. If no other purpose is served, it
should destroy the myth, still clung to by many persons that
educational standards and quality are solely the province and
product of local school committees.

The Hierarchy of State Controls. An understanding of the
organization and administration of all publicly financed education
in Massachusetts has to begin with the major policy changes ef-
fected by the General Court in 1965. Acting on the recommenda-
tions of the Harrington-Willis Commission, the General Court
created a new state educational organization. Its two major policy
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changes were in the vast powers granted to the State Board of
Education and in the composition of that Board. The statute
precluded any professional educator or any member of a board of
education or school committee from sitting as members of the
State Board, other than in an ex officio capacity.

The Board and the State Commissioner of Education administer
all state laws relative to the operation of elementary and secondary
schools. A separate Board of Higher Education coordinates activi-
ties of several independent agencies concerned with college and
university education. Over these officials is a new nine-member
Advisory Council on Education, charged with the responsibility of
studying, devising and recommending policies to improve public
education in the Commonwealth. It is, as its title indicates, an
advisory body only, but it also exercises a research and service
function as illustrated by its 1969 report on the projected costs of
absorbing the parochial school population into the public school
system. 15

At the top of the pyramid is the new Executive Office of
Educational Affairs. Under recently enacted legislation, 1 6 a Gover-
nor’s Cabinet was authorized, setting up nine cabinet posts, among
them a Secretary of Educational Affairs, who will head the new
office cited above. Within this office are the Department of Educa-
tion and all of its internal agencies, and several agencies enumer-
ated in the statute.

The Cabinet Act empowers the Secretary to conduct comprehen-
sive planning with respect to the functions of his office and to
coordinate the activities and programs of the state agencies within
his office. He is further directed to study agency operations for the
purpose of improving administrative organization, procedures and
practices and promoting economy and efficiency. Periodically, the
Secretary must recommend to the Governor such changes he deems
necessary to achieve the statutory objectives. He is also empowered
to act upon budgetary and financial matters concerning educational
agencies under his jurisdiction.

This latter power should not go unnoticed. Under G.L. c. 29,
the Secretary is given power to approve any application or reappli-
cation for federal grants (s. 2C); he is also empowered to add,
delete or modify budget requests of educational agencies (s. 3); he
has similar amendatory powers over budget requests submitted to
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the legislative committees on Ways and Means (s. 3A); he may
exercise similar powers over requests for bond issues (s. 4), and
subsidiary account interchanges require his prior approval (s. 29).

The New State Look. The immediate product of the Harrington-
Willis Commission was the landmark reorganization act of 1965.17

As already indicated, one of the principal policy changes was the
creation of a new State Board of Education “to support, serve and
plan” general education in the public schools. Its powers are
spelled out below. The act also established the position of Commis-
sioner of Education as the chief state school officer for elementary
and secondary eduction, provided for the positions of Deputy
Commissioner, Associate Commissioner and Assistant Commis-
sioner, and subdivided the Department into five divisions, (now
seven) described below. Also established by the law was the Ad-
visory Council on Education, already mentioned above.

That same year saw the passage of the “racial imbalance act,” 1 8

believed to be the first of its kind in the nation. This law declared
it to be official state policy to encourage all school committees to
adopt as educational objectives, the promotion of racial balance in
the schools. Such policy was to control all decisions involving the
drawing or altering of school attendance lines and the selection of
new school sites. Racial imbalance would be deemed to exist when
the percentage of nonwhite students in any public school was in
excess of fifty percent of the total enrollment of the school. The
law spells out requirements that school committees must meet to
achieve a racial balance. Such plans are subject to other considera-
tions that include the safety of the children being transported to
and from school, voluntary cooperation by other communities, and
parental objection to transportation to other than a neighborhood
school.

Both the Commissioner of Education and the School Building
Assistance Bureau are empowered to deny state aid to a commu-
nity that does not comply with the act within a reasonable time
period. Conversely, when the State Board of Education is satisfied
that school construction is for the purpose of correcting racial
imbalance, state grants may be increased from 40% to 65% of the
approved cost.

The State Board of Education . 19 The 1965 reorganization act
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provides for a State Department of Education under the super-
vision and control of a State Board of Education. The Board has
13 members and is empowered to appoint (and remove) a State

Commissioner of Education who, as noted, shall be the chief state
school officer for elementary and secondary education. In addition,
the Board appoints a Deputy Commissioner and is authorized to
establish the following seven divisions: (1) Curriculum and Instruc-
tion, (2) Administration and Personnel, (3) Research and Develop-
ment, (4) School Facilities and Related Services, (5) State and
Federal Assistance, (6) Occupational Education and (7) Special
Education. These divisions are headed by either an Associate Com-
missioner or an Assistant Commissioner, who are appointed by the
Board from a list of experienced candidates submitted by the
Commissioner. Divisions are further divided into appropriate staff
groupings. Through the Division of Occupational Education, the
Board is the state agency responsible for the administration and
supervision of all vocational education on this level.

The Board also has authority to establish job training and job
training centers, audio-visual services, day-care services and non-
collegiate adult education facilities.

In general, the purposes of the Board are “to support, serve and
plan general education in the public schools” and “to administer
and supervise the administration of vocational education pro-
grams. . .” Among its specific services are acting as a communica-
tion and information center for all public schools; providing neces-
sary services to public schools which are beyond their capacity to
support separately; providing centralized, statewide, long-range
planning for public schools; and acting as a common center for
developing, evaluating, and adapting educational innovations for
public schools. In this connection, it can establish up to three
experimental school projects subject to guidelines laid down in the
statute.

Some other powers of the Board set forth in the statute are:
(a) to establish a minimum length for a school day and a

minimum number of days for a school year;
(b) to approve educational standards for appointments for

professional personnel in the public schools;
(c) to establish maximum pupil-teacher ratios for classes;
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(d) to establish the permissible and mandatory ages for school
attendance;

(e) to establish minimum educational standards for all re-
quired courses;

(0 to establish minimum nutritional standards for all school
food services and to require that certain schools make
lunches available to students;

(g) to establish minimum standards for all public school build-
ings, subject to other provisions of law;

(h) to evaluate annually efficacy of the school aid formula and
to recommend such changes as are necessary;

(i) to withhold state and federal funds from school commit-
tees which fail to comply with school law provisions;

(j) to develop plans to meet state needs and to plan and
approve any federal program undertaken in Massachusetts
public schools;

(k) to refer appropriate cases of noncompliance with school
law to the Attorney-General;

(1) to appoint advisory committees for various programs and
areas;

(m) to collect relevant information;
(n) to receive and distribute funds from the state or federal

agencies;
(o) to administer grants from private or public sources; and
(p) to employ consultants for matters of specific concern.

The Board is the authority which grants certificates to teachers,
principals, supervisors, directors, school librarians, audio-visual
media specialists, superintendents and assistant superintendents of
schools. Such applicants must meet specific statutory requirements
and each professional requirement which the Board may determine.

The Board is also directed by statute to assist in the formation
and execution of plans to eliminate racial imbalance in the public
schools. 20

The State Department of Education . 21 The Department of
Education is headed by a Commissioner who has supervision of all
educational work supported in whole or in part by the Common-
wealth. Chapter 69 of the General Laws contains the general
provisions regarding the powers and duties of the Department.
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Only those of interest with reference to elementary and secondary
education are mentioned below.

The Department has authority to act as liaison between appli-
cants for teaching positions and the various school committees
seeking such services. Application forms are provided by the De-
partment and such information is communicated to interested
school committees.

The Department is authorized to provide for the education of
children with particular handicaps who cannot be educated within
the normal educational process. Thus, pupils who are deaf, blind,
or aphasic or with multiple handicaps are educated under special
provisions of law under the Department’s supervision. Children
with severe handicaps may be sent to special schools for their
education or, in less severe cases, may be educated in special
classes established in local schools. The cost of such special educa-
tional programs is assumed in whole or in part by the state,
depending upon the nature and severity of the handicap. The
Division of Special Education directs and supervises all such special
education. It may approve the acquisition of, or provide, special
equipment necessary to educate such children. Local and regional
school districts are reimbursed for half of the expenses of such
education where it is undertaken by such districts.

The Department is also authorized to cooperate with cities and
towns which establish recreation programs for physically handi-
capped and mentally retarded pupils. The state pays for half the
cost of these programs.

Salaries and Tenure. The General Court has established a mini-
mum annual salary for teachers in all public schools, presently
$5,750 and thus directly influences the cost of education in-every
community. Except for the Superintendent of Schools in Boston
and union superintendents, all teachers and superintendents who
are employed by a school committee for more than three consecu-
tive school years shall receive “tenure”. In statutory language they
are employed at the “discretion” of the committee which has been
judicially interpreted to mean they cannot be dismissed other than
for specific causes stated in the law (C. 71, s. 42) and must be
accorded protections guaranteed by such law in any dismissal
proceeding.
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Facilities and Transportation. State law requires every town to
provide and maintain a sufficient number of schoolhouses, properly
furnished and conveniently situated to accommodate all public
school children. The law also directs the town to furnish trans-
portation to and from school for certain pupils, depending on the
location of their residence and the location of the school or regular
bus stop.

School Finance. School financing and state aid programs are
developed at length in Chapter 111. It suffices to point out here
that no state agency is empowered to compel a local school district
to spend specific sums for particular purposes. The size of the
school budget is still a local power and responsibility. But the
standards set by the State Board of Education and other state laws
may very well require increased amounts of expenditures at the
local level. However, the state does aid cities and towns in fi-
nancing schools. As will be discussed in Chapter 111 this aid is
based on a variety of factors which are utilized to achieve the
statutory goal of promoting the equalization of educational oppor-
tunity and the equalization of the financial burdens.

There are, in addition, separate state programs for aiding in the
construction of school buildings, in the cost of school transporta-
tion, and in the cost of school lunches.

Miscellaneous Provisions. Under other provisions of state law,
school adjustment counsellors may be employed for the purpose of
helping to curb potential juvenile delinquents and to assist in their
readjustment. Such counsellor appointments must be approved by
the Commissioner of Education and the Commissioner of Youth
Services. Expenses incurred for these purposes are reimbursable by
the state. The state also provides for special education for emotion-
ally disturbed children, either in a local district or at a state
institution. Pupils with perceptual motor handicaps, including
visual perception and integration and congenital dyslexia, are also
assisted by the state. Another statute directs the Commissioner of
Education to investigate and promote distributive occupations, in-
dustrial, agricultural, household arts education and practical nurse
training, and to initiate and superintend the establishment and
maintenance of schools for such forms of education.
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As has been indicated, education is a primary responsibility of
the state. Historically, on the elementary and secondary level, that
responsibility has been delegated to the local governments in all
states, except Hawaii. Gradually, the pendulum has been swinging
toward greater state participation and control. Nonetheless, local
government still lias much to say. This section will explore its role
in formulating and executing policy.

School Districts

Educational policy is administered by way of school districts. In
Massachusetts, the basic unit for school administration (i.e. the
school district) is the city or town. Where necessary, towns may
join together to form a regional school district which in turn may
operate a high school, or a vocational school, or even an entire
school system from kindergarten through secondary school. Local-
ly, the school administrative structure begins with the school com-
mittee (discussed below) which is required in every city and town.

In addition, every town must provide elementary schools unless
the State Department of Education exempts a locality generally
for reasons of size and support ability. And every town has to
maintain a high school or provide for secondary level education in
other towns. The principal administrative officer of a local school
system is the superintendent whose responsibilities and duties are
in proportion to the size of the school population. However, many
small towns can neither afford a superintendent nor justify the
hiring of one where school population is relatively low. In such
cases, superintendency unions exist wherein one superintendent
serves the needs of two or more communities.

The school committee is the locally elected body that has charge
of all public schools within its jurisdiction. This power, as well as
all of its other powers and duties, are conferred by the state under
provisions of the General Laws. 22 It is a public body that is
somewhat unique. Although elected by local voters to serve a
particular district, it is not a local agency in the usual sense of the

The Role of Local Government

School Committee
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word. The courts have termed its members “public officers” who
are not agents of the municipality. They derive their powers from
the electorate subject to any reasonable check by the Legislature in
the exercise of those powers. Thus, a school committee is a public
agency that administers state laws independent of any control by
the local government. It exercises far broader powers than any
other local board or committee and with its independence in
school matters, it has a direct and substantial influence on the cost
of local government. It appoints the superintendent of schools, all
teachers, and certain other school department employees. Beyond
the course material required by statute, it may provide for other
instruction, programs and activities. The reorganization act of
1965, however, makes school committees subject to standards set

by the State Board of Education. Committees may range in mem-
bership from three to nine and the term of office varies from one
community to another. Members serve without pay, except for a
nominal payment in towns that belong to superintendency unions.

In a regional school district, a regional school committee, elected
separately from the local committee, functions either indepen-
dently or in cooperation with the latter committee, depending
upon the local arrangement. A special joint committee operates in
superintendency unions with membership drawn from member
towns. Its powers are limited to the selection of a union super-
intendent and a few other nonteaching positions.

In general, a school committee decides such local policy ques-
tions that are not predetermined by the state. It alone has the
power, for example, of renewing contracts and thus determining
whether a superintendent or teacher will gain the coveted tenure.
It also sets the salary schedule (subject to the state minimum) of
all school personnel in its jurisdiction and it decides on the local
educational plan for elementary and secondary schools. Under
G.L., c. 149, s. 1781, a school committee shall act as the bargain-
ing agent for the municipality in all collective bargaining negotia-
tions with school employees, including “professional" employees.
(Professional employees may, by majority vote, choose to bargain
separately from nonprofessional school employees.) It may leave all
administrative details to the office of the superintendent or it may
involve itself with a rather close surveillance of that office. Except
for a few communities, the committee also has control of the
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operation and maintenance of the school plant facilities. However,
it has practically no control over school building construction.

Its most important role, from the taxpayer’s viewpoint, is its
power to pass upon the school budget, exclusive of funds for
capital improvements. How much money shall be spent for the
operation of the schools and the manner in which it shall be spent
is a local prerogative. While the state can dictate certain standards
and thereby compel certain spending, it cannot require any definite
amount of funds to be spent for any specific educational purpose.
Thus, school committees can choose to be models of austerity or
be munificently lavish with the taxpayers’ dollar. Most committees
are prone to act somewhere between such extremes but they have
the advantage of acting on a budget they know cannot be pared by
the local appropriation body. The law states that the figure set by
the school committee as necessary for the operation of the schools
must be appropriated. Thus, as every local executive and legislator
painfully leams, when the school budget foretells a substantial tax
increase, the stage is set for hard discussions because the onus of
any tax increase rarely falls upon the members of the school
committee.
School Building

While the school committee sets policy and the superintendent
administers policy, neither has any control over decisions regarding
the construction of schools. That responsibility is vested in the
local legislative body. If and when a city council or town meeting
decide new construction is needed, the responsibility for planning
and construction may be vested in an ad hoc building committee.
Generally, the practice has been to appoint one committee to
obtain preliminary plans and estimates and then to reconstitute
that group or create a new group as a supervisory committee to
implement the plans, when approved. School committees may find
themselves as just one of many competing interest groups in the
decision making process. Their members may be sought after for
advice or may be totally ignored. A rather detailed analysis of
school building construction procedures was published by the
Legislative Research Council in 1958.23

A School Building Assistance Bureau under the State Board of
Education provides guidance for any city or town contemplating
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school construction. If it accepts the agency's guidelines and other
provisions related to planning, design and construction, the com-
munity can obtain substantial state financial assistance in the total
project cost.

Vocational Education

A separate pattern of vocational education has developed in
Massachusetts. Originally, vocational education courses were intro-
duced as part of the regular public school curriculum. In 1906, the
Legislature enacted enabling legislation to establish vocational
schools and provided state financial assistance for their mainte-
nance. These schools are under the jurisdiction of the local school
committee but are operated as separate schools with their own
headmasters and facilities. The vocational program comes under the
guidance of a Division of Occupational Education in the State
Department of Education. Greater state control is exercised by this
Division than by others because substantial federal grants for voca-
tional education programs are funnelled through this agency. For
example, more than six millions of dollars in federal aid flowed
into Massachusetts cities and towns for vocational schools in 1968,
distributed by the Division of Occupational Education.

The bulk of local school financing is drawn from local revenues.
In turn the bulk of local revenues is drawn from property tax
proceeds. While taxpayers are familiar with the annual property tax
bill which states the assessed valuation of their property, the tax
rate, and the total tax payment due, many do not familiarize
themselves with the separate figures on the bill that indicate what
portion of the total tax is for general local services and what
portion is for school purposes. No attempt will be made at this
point to explain the intricacies of school financing which is the
subject of Chapter 111. However, it should be pointed out that the
school tax rate approximates the tax rate which would be neces-
sary if school taxes were assessed and collected separately. It deals
only with school appropriations and revenues. The local assessors
calculate the rate in the same manner as the total tax rate is
determined. All of the school appropriations are added and from

Local Financing
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that sum they subtract all school revenue. The difference is then
divided by the amount which a tax rate of one dollar would yield.
A hypothetical computation would be as follows:

Appropriations Revenues

1. School operations $4,000,000 1. School receipts $ 25,000
200,000 2. State aid 600,0002. Debt, principal and interest

3. Construction planning
Total

Difference

Town valuation
Tax rate of$l. =

General Powers
Under G.L. c. 71, s. 37 the school committee has general charge

of all the public schools. Originally enacted in 1837. this statute is
the basis of many of the powers wielded by school committees. By
it the Legislature made a general grant of power by placing the
charge of all the public schools in the hands of the local school
board. As early as 1849, the court interpreted the original statute
as vesting in the school committee the power to regulate the
system of distribution and classification of pupils and when that
power is “reasonably exercised, without being abused or perverted
by colorable pretenses, the decision of the committee must be
deemed conclusive.’’ Roberts r. City of Boston. 5 Cush. 198
(1849).

A school committee has the power to make all reasonable rules
and regulations for the discipline, government and management of
the schools. Ordinarily, the court will not interfere with decisions
ot a school committee in matters pertaining to the operation and
management of the public schools, if they are exercised in good
faith. Hodgkins i Rockport 105 Mass. 475 (1870). The latter
holding was amplified in Barnard r. Shelburne 316 Mass. 19 (1913)
with respect to a school committee's power to promote or demote

Judicial Interpretation of a School
Committee’s Powers
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pupils; so long as the committee acted in good faith, no other
tribunal may review their conduct.

Superintendent of Schools. Under provision of G.L. c. 71, the
Legislature has placed final powers as to management of schools in
the school committee. While it may seek the superintendent’s
advice at all times and in some instances must have it, there is
nothing in law or custom that requires the action of the committee
to be controlled by the opinion of the superintendent. His duties
do not override the authority of the school committee. “It may
act on its own sound judgment as to what is required by the
public welfare, and contrary to advice from any source, even from
the superintendent of schools. It is still the master and not the
servent.” Russell v. Gannon 281 Mass. 398 (1933).

Local Legislative Body. It is fundamental doctrine that a school
committee is free from control by the governing authorities of a
city or town. Thus, in a landmark decision, Morse v. Ashley 193
Mass. 294 (1906), the Court stated that in the performance of its
statutory duty to have general charge and superintendence of all
public schools, “the committee acts not as the agents of the town,
but as public officers entrusted with certain powers and charged
with corresponding duties. * * * While they may and should take
into careful consideration any wish of the inhabitants of the town,
whether expressed in a formal vote or otherwise, still in the end
their own decision when reached is the decision of the Common-
wealth, and is to control.” (emphasis added)

Parents. If a town meeting or a city council cannot interfere
with decisions of a school committee, neither can parents dictate
policy. In Wulff v. Wakefield 221 Mass. *427 (1915) the Court
rejected the proposition thac a parent had a right to say which
method of teaching shall be pursued, and reaffirmed its position
that the Court shall not interfere with the sound judgment of the
school committee.24

Pupils. It is clear enough that a school committee may regulate
pupil activities within a school. Whether a school committee could
regulate pupil activities which occur outside the school and not
during regular school hours was at issue in 1 dell v. Stokes 287

Relations With Other Parties
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Mass. 103 (1934). It was argued that such activities (in this case,
secret organizations composed of high school pupils) are reserved
to the domain of home and family. The school committee barred
membership in such organizations that were not approved by
school authorities and penalized violators with explosion from
school. The Court upheld the school committee under authority
given in G.L. c. 71, s. 47 empowering a committee to control all
organizations composed of public school pupils and bearing the
school name or organized in connection therewith.

A school committee is empowered to exclude a pupil for good
and sufficient cause; the right of the student to attend school is
not absolute and unqualified but one to be enjoyed by all under
reasonable conditions. Sherman v. Charlestown 8 Cush. 160
(1851). More recently the Court (a) clothed school committees
with power to make rules governing the personal appearance of
students, (b) indicated that courts would not invalidate a school
regulation unless it was unreasonable, and (c) sustained the right of
a school principal to suspend pupils without prior authority from
the school committee. These holdings are from issues developed in
Leonard v. School Committee of Attleboro 349 Mass. 704 (1965).

Teachers. The school committee has the exclusive right to estab-
lish the salaries of teachers. Batchelder v. Salem 4 Cush. 599
(1849). In addition to salaries, the school committee is empowered
to grant certain fringe benefits as a subsidiary power of its general
power to make reasonable rules and regulations governing the
schools. Averell v. Newbwyport 241 Mass. 333 (1922). A school
committee, however, walks a tight rope when it elects to com-
pensate teachers for hardships suffered because of economic and
social factors. In Cotter v. Chelsea 329 Mass. 314 (1952) the Court
upheld dependency allowances for married teachers, taking judicial
notice of teacher salary scales in general, the status of the econ-
omy and the threat to the school system if older, married and
experienced teachers were forced to leave the profession because of
low pay scales. The Court was plainly unhapy with the commit-
tee’s action and warned that the committee was treading on dan-
gerous ground.

Under G.L. c. 149, s. 178L, the municipal employer is pro-
hibited from interfering with, restraining, or coercing employees in
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the exercise of the rights guaranteed in s. 178H. One of these
rights is that no unit shall include both professional and nonprofes-
sional employees unless a majority of such professional employees
vote for inclusion in such unit [s. 178 H (4)]. Worcester Industrial
Technical Institute Instructors Assoc., Inc. v. Labor relations Com-
mission 1970 Mass. Adv. Sh., p. 349. Thus, professionals, i.e.,
teachers, may by majority vote, elect to bargain separately.

Once a teacher has been appointed to serve a fourth consecutive
year in a given city or town public school system, he or she
acquires “tenure” and may not be discharged except for cause. A
teacher who is not on tenure has no rights in this respect and may
be dismissed during the school year without cause, Knowles v.
Boston 12 Gray 339 (1859). But a “tenure” teacher may be
dismissed for inefficiency, incapacity, conduct unbecoming a
teacher or other good cause. The phrase “other good cause” is
broadly interpreted in favor of the school committee. It includes
any ground which is put forward by the committee in good faith
and which is not arbitrary, irrational, unreasonable, or irrelevent. If
the cause assigned is at least fairly debatable and is asserted
honestly, and not as a subterfuge, that is enough. Rinaldi v. School
Committee of Revere 294 Mass. 167 (1936).

Fiscal Autonorm

Although the Court ruled more than a century ago that tax-
payers had to support high schools established by towns, 25 even
though state law then required towns to provide and maintain only
common schools at the elementary level, it was not until 1922 that
the fiscal independence of the school committee was proclaimed
by the Court. In Leonard v. School Committee of Springfield 241
Mass. 325 (1922) city officials and others sought to block a
transfer of school funds by the school committee from one budget
item to another item, specifically, an increase in teacher salaries.
The Court found in favor of the committee, stating;

The policy of the Commonwealth from early times has
been to establish a board elected directly by the people
separate from other governing boards of the several
municipalities and to place the control of the public
schools within the jurisdiction of that body unhampered
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as to details of administration and not subject to review
by any other board or tribunal as to acts performed in
good faith.

The school committee is an independent body, en-
trusted by law with broad powers, important duties and
large discretion. The obligation to select and to contract
with teachers implies examination as to their fitness and
of necessity carries with it the authority to fix the
compensation to be paid.

...
In the exercise of their

honest judgment on the question of salaries for teachers,
the school committee is not restricted to the amounts
appropriated. For the time during which schools must be
kept by law the municipalities must pay such salaries as
may be fixed by the school committee.

In short, once a city or town has made an appropriation for
school purposes, the school committee can spend the money ac-
cording to its own judgment without adhering to specific items in
the budget. Thus, the committee could transfer funds within the
total budget but could not spend more than the total sum appro-
priated.

Just three years later, the Court decided the issue of whether
the town meeting or city council were required to levy taxes at a
rate necessary to raise the full amount asked by the school com-
mittee to maintain the public schools. In Decatur v. Peabody 25 1
Mass. 82 (1925) the Court held that the appropriating bodies of
cities and towns are bound to include in the annual budget appro-
priations the amount required to support the schools as requested
by the school committee. The issue arose over an apparent conflict
between the municipal finance law and the school law. The Court
made plain that with reference to public schools there is both the
power in the school committee and the express legislative mandate
to the municipality to “raise by taxation” the necessary money.

Every city and town (except Boston) is required to appropriate
a sufficient amount of money for the support of the public schools
as requested by the school committee. On the other hand, the
local legislative body may delete any item in the school budget if
the money is not to be used for a purpose required by G.L., c. 71,
relative to public schools.
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The matter of “nonrequired” budgetary items was litigated as
the result of action by the city council in Woburn which deleted
from the school budget an item relating to payment of janitorial
services. Ring vs. Woburn 311 Mass. 679 (1942). The law (G.L. c.
71) contained no express provision to hire janitors but the Court
simply applied the language of c. 71, s. 68 which requires the
school committee to keep the schools in good order. It went on to
explain that a general power implies every particular power neces-
sary to the exercise of that power. Thus, any budget item needed
to carry out a general power is a required item regardless of
whether there is an express authorization for it.

Status re Cities and Towns

In certain circumstances the Court has ruled that a school
committee is a department of a city or town. In Eastern Mass. St.
Ry. Co. v. Fall River 308 Mass. 232 (1941) the Court so stated
with reference to a contract entered into by the school committee
without the prior approval of the mayor. But the Court expressly
limited its holdings to the facts of that case which involved a
contract for transportation in a city government operating under
one of the standard forms of charter set forth in G.L., c. 43, s. 29.
In a later case, School Committee of Salem v. Gavin 333 Mass. 632
(1956), the same law was not applicable to a different set of facts.
The Salem case involved a contract for the services of Gavin as an
athletic coach. The mayor withheld his approval but the Court
stated the contract was executed nevertheless, for the school com-
mittee’s power over athletics would be seriously thwarted if the
mayor’s approval was required.

Thus, whether or not a school committee can be considered a
department of a city or town is contingent on the facts of each
case.

Miscellaneous

In several other decisions, the Supreme Judicial Court has deter-
mined the scope of a school committee’s powers. Thus, school
committees may not make rules which are inconsistent with or
repugnant to a statute. Kane v. School Committee of Woburn 317
Mass. 436 (1944). They may at a legal meeting ratify any action
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which otherwise may be unlawful, Russell v. Lynnfield 116 Mass.
365 (1874). A member of a school committee cannot accept a
salaried post in the school system without creating a conflict of
interest. Barrett v. Medford 254 Mass. 384 (1926). Unless a per-
son’s legal rights are violated, a school committee’s actions cannot
be challenged on the ground that it acted in bad faith even though
the bad faith is patently evident. Kelley v. School Committee of
Watertown 330 Mass. 150 (1953).

Indictment of the Public School System

From almost every segment of society, the public school system
is denounced for philosophical failings, organizational chaos, ad-
ministrative myopia, educational inequalities, political interference,
lack of imagaination, want of leadership, curriculum boredom, and
over-permissiveness, among other charges. Perhaps the most biting
charge is that it fails in its basic function, it does not educate.
Severest criticism is reserved for the urban schools which have been
described as disaster areas, where diplomas awarded those who
survive the system are often worthless tokens that symbolize only
the students’ staying power and the system’s condescension.

Even the most lily-white suburban schools have not escaped
these charges. One of the most paradoxical reports on urban vs.
suburban schools recently contrasted conditions and values in two
high schools only ten miles apart, one being a nearly all black,
urban high school in the District of Columbia, the other a plush
white high school in Bethesda, Maryland.26 Resources at the sub-
urban high school are infinitely superior to the urban school, the
curriculum is broad and changing, equipment is varied and first-
rate, the teachers were trained some very good. The urban
school is old and poorly equipped, teachers are ineffective or
poorly trained and the environment one of tension and rigid
discipline. These were not only observations of the reporter but of
more than two dozen students from each school who participated
in an experiment in metropolitan living where each group changed
places for a week, attending classes at the other school and living
as guests in private homes of their “partners.” The most surprising
findings were that the suburban, upper-middle class students were
“turned off,” as they put it, by the affluence of home and school.
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They thought little of their school and community, rejected many
parental values, and dressed in the uniform of the rebel. There was
no school spirit, they were divided into factions which seemed to
further fragment them into unfriendly groups. Most important,
none of them had a clear idea of what they wanted to do in life,
beyond going to college. On the other hand, the urban students,
mostly from the ghettos, had clearly identifiable goals: getting
decent jobs, making careers, earning money, marriage and home
life. They were unified and had an exceptional school spirit, were
confident and reasonably happy. Ironically, they accepted many of
the values of the parents of the suburban children, and they were
dressed in expensive clothes and groomed immaculately. Tragically,
however, they were not receiving as good an education as the
suburban student.

All of these external trappings were symbolic of a world turned
upside down. With all of the money poured into the suburban
education system and the obvious disadvantages of the ghetto
school, the product of each school presents a puzzle in attitudes,
beliefs, ambitions and feelings. As the reporter observed, the
ironies are exquisite.

Why this is so is not the principal subject of this report but
some recently published comments critical of the Massachusetts
school system that relate to equal opportunity are interesting
enough to examine briefly. 27

School Committeemen

School committee members are usually unpaid and are often
criticized for having little more than a political interest in the
office to which they have been elected. Those school committee-
men who are interested generally lack the time and expertise to
provide the educational leadership that each urban area so des-
perately needs. In fact, as one critic argues,* the school com-
mittees delegate most of their authority to school officials, who
are so overwhelmed with the details of administering the school
system as to be incapable of providing innovative leadership.28

Thus, doubts have arisen that an educational agency such as a

* Lawrence Kotin “Equal Educational Opportunity: The Emerging Role of the State Board
of Education.” 50 B.U. Law Review 211 (1970).
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school committee can ever adequately understand or meet the
varied needs of the many diverse racial and economic population
groups within the larger American cities. School committees have
been “the most neglected agencies in terms of help received from
the state 29

..

.” This neglect has resulted in a large gap between
the vast “legal and fiscal responsibilities” given to school committees
and their ability “to discharge those responsibilities.” 30

The Harrington Report agreed that the quality of education,
particularly in urban areas, was rapidly declining31 and that the
cities were performing poorly when measured by variously named
objective criteria. 32 It found an absence of strong and innovative
leadership among the educational officials, on the state and local
level, who are responsible for governing cities’ schools. 33 Conse-
quently, it recommended a general overhaul of the structure of
education in the state. As already indicated, the General Court
responded with major legislative changes in 1965 but Kotin* argues
they did not achieve their intended effect. 34

Kotin’s article discusses some of the more important grants of
authority given by the Legislature in order to provide innovative
leadership, how this increased power could be used to take full
advantage of federal legislation, and the Department’s actual
response to this grant of power. In general, his criticism of the
State Department of Education is quite harsh. He considers the
Department timid and unwilling to exercise more than a minimum
interference with local educational authorities even though it
possesses broad statutory powers for formulating policy. According
to Kotin, the Board of Education seems to rarely oppose the
wishes of the Commissioner it has appointed and Kotin subse-
quently, in his article, refers to each synonomously.

Historically the Department has been ill-equipped to carry out
the leadership role increasingly expected of it by state and federal
legislation. Prior to the reorganization act of 1965, the Harrington
Commission noted a total impression of disorder, 35 aggravated by
a fragmentation of the structure resulting from state and federal
legislation aimed at specific problems that added new subdivisions
to an already sprawling and incoordinated Department. Although

* Lawrence Kotin, see note, preceding page
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somewhat gentle in its criticism of the Department, the Commis-
sion made plain its intent to strengthen the Department’s leader-
ship capabilities. 36

The Board and the Commissioner Under the New Law
The reorganization of 1965 was the direct result of the findings

and recommendations of the Harrington Commission. The Commis-
sion intended to provide a means to reverse the rapid decline of
the status of the Department of Education and to establish firmly
that Department in a leadership position. 37 If this was the inferred
intent, it follows that laws enacted pursuant to that purpose,
should be construed so as to achieve their ends. With this back-
ground, Kotin argues that the Board and Commissioner “should
have substantial assurance that the Supreme Judicial Court will
sustain exercises of statutory authority that have the effect of
making the Board and the Commissioner vital and effective forces
in providing innovative educational leadership to the school sys-
tems of the Commonwealth.”38

However, Kotin asserts, revitalization of the Department has
failed to materialize as envisioned by the Commission and the
Legislature. Kotin says the reasons are complex but he cites such
factors as “lack of adequate funding by the Legislature and tradi-
tional resistance at the local level to state interference.”39

But Kotin states that a major and perhaps controlling reason is
that for structural reforms to be implemented, attitudes of the
leadership and personnel of the agency must change to conform to
the spirit of the statutes. For the Department, “this would have
meant a change from a traditionally passive, uninvolved, narrowly
construed role focused primarily upon rural and suburban areas, to
an active, involved and innovative position in the educational
hierachy, with its primary energies directed toward the cities’
problems.”40

Evaluation of the Board's Current Authority

Kotin argues that the Board and Commissioner have failed to
collect vital data from school committees an ability he considers
critically important to the proper functioning of the two key
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offices for without such information, they cannot make an in-
formed judgment regarding the operation and performance of a
school nor can they hold school committees accountable for their
actions. “The present lack of such information is the most perva-
sive and frustrating problem confronting anyone seeking to study
and evaluate educational programs.”41 “...there is widespread
lack of information on scholastic performance.”42

He also cites comments in the Harrington Report that were critical
of the Department 43 focusing on data gathering functions of the
Department and the failure of the Commissioner to act as a
clearinghouse for educational information and to expand the
Department’s role in this area. These provisions are found inG.L.C.
15, s. 1G.44 To deal with tactics of recalcitrant local officials, the

Legislature wrote strong sanctions within the same sections of the
law, 45 although, Kotin states, these sanctions have never been
employed.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile Kotin’s allegations
with fact. Possibly in one or two areas of research there is a need for
more data but on the whole the databank of the Research and
Development Bureau is an untapped mine of wealth in educational
data. Perhaps Kotin never ventured beyond the initial lode. The mass
of statistical data found in the following pages of this report, along
with vital data drawn from documents prepared and published by
specialists who are quoted in this report are mere tips of an iceberg
of computer-stored information and publications of the Department
in wide circulation. No important research report on education in
Massachusetts, private or public, could possibly be prepared without
access to the Department’s databank which is open to any reasonable
request.

Powers in Directing Construction
Illustrative of the Board’s new powers is the area of state aid for

school construction, now under the jurisdiction of the Board’s
Division of School Facilities and Related Services, which replaced
the semi-autonomous School Building Assistance Commission as
part of the 1965 reorganization. 46 The lack of an equitable distri-
bution of new school facilities between lower and higher economic
income groups and between various ethnic groups in a school
district’s population is a difficult and pervasive problem.



HOUSE - No. 5447 [Apr.52

Traditionally, the role of the Department of Education has been
limited to reviewing physical factors such as the site selection; it
has allegedly acted passively in the application process, and regular-
ly approved applications. Sociological information concerning
population movement, age of existing buildings, concentration of
low income and disadvantaged minority groups in a school district,
according to Kotin, has been either virtually ignored or not re-
quested from local authorities.

Under the reorganization statute, the Board has the power to
accept or reject school construction aid applications from school
committees. Further, the Board’s power to determine, under statu-
tory criteria, whether the best interests of a community would be
served by a selected site would “clearly encompass the power to
require a sociological as well as a physical justification for the
selection of that site by a local community.” 47 Kotin argues “by
exercising its authority in this area, the Board could equalize the lack
of bargaining power of low-income and politically excluded minority
groups.” Again, Kotin’s allegations appear hypercritical. Much of the
information he alleges is ignored or non-existent is in the Department
files. What is lacking is the funding and the staff to implement many
of the Harrington Report recommendations.

Kotin concludes with the prediction that it seems unlikely that
the position of the Board and the Commissioner in the educational
hierarchy will improve, with the consequential rise in the quality
of urban education, unless they make aggressive and innovative use
of their resources. Yet it is difficult to be aggressive and innovative
when limited funding precludes the recruitment of professional
personnel to achieve accepted goals.
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at the local level; and that control is best assured by requiring
substantial local financial support. Thus the pattern that has
evolved is one in which the State has assumed the role of providing
a minimum statewide program; equalizing the cost of that program:
and permitting local governments to spend in excess of the mini-
mum program at whatever levels they are willing and able.

Financial pressures, constitutional challenges and philosophical
doubts have combined to make a continuation of this pattern
unlikely for much longer. The rapid rise in educational costs,
coupled with their superior claims on limited local tax sources
which are the major source of revenue support, signal the need for
a more equitable tax base to provide relief. States arc spending
increasing sums on equalizing aid each year but even so, the
disparities on the receiving end are often so marked that in fre-
quent instances the well-to-do districts are recipients of greater aid
than the hard pressed poor districts. Consequently, law suits are
being filed challenging the constitutionality of state aid formulas.
Finally, there are growing doubts over the product of the educa-
tional enterprise itself; the inequities of the system appear to have
finally awakened a large segment of the public to inquire seriously
as to how the educational tax dollar has been invested and what it
is producing.

The noticeable trend resulting from these developments is that
there is a gradual shifting toward the concept of funding of
substantially all education from statewide tax resources. By 1969,
at least nine states were contributing 50% or more of the cost of
public elementary and secondary education; Hawaii, 84.8%; Dela-
ware 72.7%; North Carolina, 67.3%; South Carolina, 63.6%;
Georgia, 63.2%; Louisiana, 62.8%; New Mexico, 61.8%; Washing-
ton, 60.8%; and Alabama, 60.0%. Among these same states the
local share varied from a low of 5.2% in Hawaii to a high of 32.5%
in Washington, while federal contributions ranged from 6.7% in
Washington to 15.9% in Alabama. 1 A bill, which has just passed
the Maryland Legislature and is awaiting the Governor’s signature,
provides for state financing of all public school construction. A
State Board of Public Works would exercise broad authority over
all aspects of school construction.

In line with this trend, the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations recently proposed that the states assume primary



HOUSE - No. 5447 I Apr.56

responsibility for financing public elementary and secondary
schools. In brief, the Commission argues that as long as local
school districts draw their financial support from widely varying
taxation levels, there will continue to be wide gaps in levels of
education. It underscores the severe strain on local fiscal ability to
meet a variety of services because of the educational claims against
the property tax. It believes that the property tax would be
adequate to meet growing noneducational needs. Under its pro-
posal, some local supplementation of a state program from local
resources would still be permitted but not in excess of 10%.

The Movement For a Slate Take-over
The proposal that the state should assume the financial responsi-

bility for public elementary and secondary schools is not new.
Until recently, it generally met instantaneous rejection wherever it
was suggested. However, in the light of existing conditions and new
problems cited above, the proposal is beginning to receive the
thoughtful attention of more and more individuals and groups
concerned with the public school system.

Whether this is an idea whose time has come is not yet certain
but there is mounting evidence that it is being used to convince
legislators that now is the time. The argument cited by advocates
of a state take-over is the half-century effort that has been made
toward equalizing educational opportunity and school tax burdens
through a variety of plans and programs for distributing state
assistance to local school districts. That effort has generated far
more controversy than equalization. One reason for this is that the
quality of local leadership provided by local school boards and
committees, coupled with the loyalty of citizens to the schools,
differs sharply among the various communities, making inevitable
inequalities among local school programs.

In the face of these conditions, and the increasing pressures for
equal educational opportunity, a state take-over of the operation
and control of the schools or at least its assuming the responsi-
bility of financing them is a more frequently recurring theme.

Degrees of State Participation
Yet, there is, except in Hawaii, no general agreement as to what

degree the state should participate in the funding and operation of
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the public schools. There are many avenues the state may employ
its resources in a school funding operation. At least three different
degrees of state participation can be cited:

1. The Foundation Program. This method has been the most
commonly used principle of public school finance among the states
for more than a half century. A minimum level of school aid is
established by the state and assured for each local school district.
State funds are added to revenues produced by a prescribed local
school tax rate so that the sum of these amounts produces the
level of school support guaranteed by the state. Under ideal condi-
tions, this method should result in equal support for the minimum
programs in all school districts in the state but it requires a
uniform local property tax rate.

However, authority to supplement the state basic program from
local tax sources produces inequalities in school operating funds,
reflecting a willingness of school districts to levy additional taxes
for school purposes and differences in the value of taxable prop-
erty per student. In short, while the foundation approach seeks to
establish an equal basic program, it permits unequal supplemen-
tation of the program by the local school districts.

2. Total State Support. Under this approach the state mini-
mum program would be increased to an adequate level and the
local school committee would have to operate schools within its
allotment of state funds. Complete state support implies elimina-
tion of authority to supplement the state program from local tax
sources.

This plan would supposedly wash out the inequalities in school
programs that are due to differences in the school property tax
base and to the willingness of local districts to levy higher taxes
for school purposes. But inequalities resulting from other causes
would not be affected by this plan.

3. State Operation of Schools. This approach would substan-
tially reduce the operational responsibilities of local school com-
mittees. Presumably, it would require a larger State Department of
Education which would hire the teachers, assign them to schools,
purchase and distribute supplies and so forth. School committees
could be abolished, for their powers and responsibilities would
disappear, unless it was desired to retain them in an advisory
capacity as a liaison between the state and local district.
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With state operation, school tax rates would be fully equalized
and the school program would be less prone to sharp inequalities.
Complete equality in programming is unlikely because of natural
differences in talents of administrators and teachers but the
severest forms of inequality'would be blunted.

Obviously, there are numerous differences between this plan and
the total state support plan but what they do have in common is
the elimination of the local school property tax and the equal-
ization of school tax rates.

It has been argued that an obvious result of total state support
or of state operation of schools would be the equalization of
school tax burdens. However, if the Massachusetts Legislature
chose to continue property taxes for the support of schools, there
would have to be a revolution in assessment practices so as to
produce a uniform assessing system and a uniform statewide school
property tax rate. Proceeds from that tax, combined with other
state tax revenues, it is argued, should provide sufficient funds to
operate all schools in the state. Most important, it is argued, since
no supplementary funds could be raised from local sources, all
taxpayers in the state would contribute to the support of schools
on the same basis. But it must be repeated, to attempt this
without a major overhaul of current assessment practices and the
professionalization of assessors, is to try and cure a malady by
spreading the infection over an already sick system.

Whether, as it has been contended, equalization of school tax
burdens can be achieved simply by placing all school monies in a
state fund and eliminating the local property tax as a basis of
school support, is also a debatable point over which the public
finance experts are still struggling. But it is readily admitted by
most everyone familiar with the public school system that the task
of equalizing educational opportunity is a much more difficult
problem. Even defining the meaning of the phrase is a formidable
task. Several definitions are in use and none, perhaps, is universally
accepted. The preferred definition, in the judgment of one critic,2

School Tax Rate Equalization

Equalizing Educational Opportunity
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is that equal educational opportunity is achieved if all students
have equal access to educational programs suited to their needs and
talents.

In light of the foregoing, it is asked, would the elimination of
the local property tax as a supplementary source of school funds
facilitate or hinder the pursuit of equal educational opportunity
for all? 3 In connection with the preferred definition, elimination
of the property tax would hinder its implementation, for without
local tax revenues to supplement state or federal programs, local
program adaptation would be dangerously curtailed. Experimenta-
tion and innovation would be drastically limited if they were
always dependent on state or federal appropriation.

This educator* advocates a basic school program financed entirely
from federal and state revenues but with the option of local
adaptations financed from local revenues.

Massachusetts Fiscal Plight

On January 22, 1971, the Massachusetts Master Tax Plan Com-
mission transmitted its second interim report to the Governor and
the General Court, containing proposals for an interim or “stop-
gap” program to obtain urgently needed revenues to meet current
pressing fiscal problems.4

The Commission observed that both the state and local govern-
ments are in need of significant amounts of revenue if they are to
continue to (1) provide solutions to the myriad of problems facing
them, and (2) provide a level of services required or demanded by
the citizenry. Tied to the state and local fiscal picture are the
effects produced by the national economy. Thus, inflation has
added considerably to the costs of goods and services furnished
under existing programs, not to mention proposed new programs.
A business slowdown has affected corporate and personal income
with a direct effect on anticipated tax revenues. The rise in
unemployment and shortened work weeks among the labor force
have added to the services of the very governments feeling the
financial pinch. 5

Three points were stressed by the Commission: 6

See footnote 2
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(1) Unless there is a significant reduction in the demands on,
and the costs of, government or unless there is a substantial
infusion of additional revenues from the federal government, there
cannot be a reduction in property taxes or even in the percentage
of all state and local revenues which come from property taxes
unless other taxes are increased.

(2) Increasing other taxes in any one year and applying the
proceeds of such increase solely to the reduction of property taxes
might reduce or stabilize property taxes for that year, but without
a new administrative mechanism to maintain proper proportions
from all revenue sources, “the property tax, as the residual, open-
ended tax will simply increase to its previous level.”

(3) Every citizen of Massachusetts should know what taxes are
levied to finance present levels of services and what taxes would be
required to finance any additional services on any level of govern-
ment.

The Commission noted that with respect to estimated percent-
ages from each of the major sources of all state and local revenues
for fiscal 1972, including local property taxes and other local
revenues for calendar 1971, property taxes constituted nearly 53%
of the total.

The over-reliance in Massachusetts on the property tax, the
Commission declared, with its regressive effect on lower income
groups and those living on fixed income, whether homeowners or
rentpayers, must be substantially reduced. 7 Inequities existing in
the taxation of property must be corrected, it added. But most
important, it might be said, the Commission further declared that
“The fiscal imbalance between the state and local governments
must be corrected and responsibility assumed by the governments
which not only have the resources but which have control over the
solutions to the problems. ”8 (emphasis added)

Public education finds itself caught in the midst of this fiscal
muddle. While inflation has sent both operating and building costs
to record levels, 9 while teachers have been developing more mili-
tant and hardened positions in the collective bargaining process,
while more and more parochial schools collapse under the same
financial pressures, while criticism of the failings of public educa-
tion mount steadily, discontented taxpayers are beginning to re-
examine the system and its philosophy. In doing so, they are, in
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many communities, putting a brake to building one of the few
areas where they can directly control expenditures. In other cases,
they are questioning the argument that more money, more equip-
ment, more staffing mean better educated children. 10 They look
about them and find problems that never existed before, and they
are beginning to listen more attentively to the cries of those who
insist that educators be held to a systematized accountability for
the educational dollar. As one critic has put it:

“Public education over the years has become a bureau-
cratic, centralized operation, characterized by lofty,
pious, but unfulfilled claims. Moreover, it is almost
totally insulated from the parents and taxpayers who are
paying the bill. The tragedy of public education is not
what it is doing but what it is not. It is a disjointed,
fragmented group of frills and gimmicks, with no depth,
no cohesiveness, no organizing principle, little substance,
and no continuity. Yet year after year we have poured
billions of dollars into an enterprise with almost no
system of accountability.

“But this day is no more. The taxpayers and the
legislators of the future are going to require more ac-
countability for the educational dollar.” 11

Moreover, taxpayers’ discontent has been translated into de-
mands for action on the legislative front. Legislators now are
besieged with pressures for increased state appropriations for edu-
cation or for a reshuffling of state funds to balance inequities of
state aid, or for a complete take-over of financial support of public
schools. However, many lawmakers seriously doubt whether more
state money is the answer to this fiscal condition.

To provide local government control over the operating budgets
of school departments, the traditional fiscal autonomy of school
committees has been challenged. However, as in the past such an
effort failed in the current legislative session. Finally, some legisla-
tors have settled on an extreme proposal the abolition of school
committees as a solution to the problem (House, No. 362 of
1971).

General State Aid and Reimbursement Programs 1 2

Beginning early in this century, with the use of state funds to
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build and maintain roads, state aided programs carried out at the
local level have grown to a considerable size. By 1965, there were
programs for school transportation, school lunch programs, school
building assistance, vocational education, special classes, school
counselors, youth service, and libraries. In the fields of public
welfare, public health, mental health, natural resources, and re-
creation state financial assistance has been provided in recent years
at expanding levels. The state assumed all welfare costs in 1968.

These programs were divided into two general types: (1) those
for which the state paid a portion of the cost as an incentive for
the locality to adopt the program, primarily in education, and
(2) those for which the state underwrote a portion of the cost of
a state imposed but locally administered program, primarily public
assistance. Only one, school building assistance, took into consid-
eration the community’s need or ability to pay. The local receipts
from these state aid programs appeared on the “Cherry Sheet”
as estimated figures for purposes of reducing local taxation.

Also, there were a few programs for locally-related costs, such as
retired teachers, housing for the elderly, and housing for veterans,
under which the state appropriated funds to be paid on behalf of
the cities and towns.

The Local Aid Fund, established in 1966 and discontinued in
1969, was divided into two major parts. The first part was made

up of (1) the entire receipts from the personal income tax, less
administrative costs, with minor exceptions; (2) 40% of the re-
ceipts from the corporation excise; (3) one-third of the receipts
from the meals excise; and (4) 20% of the net receipts from the
sales and use tax. The remaining 80% of net sales and use tax
receipts, plus the annual income of the Massachusetts School Fund,
constituted the source of moneys for the remainder of . the fund.
This part was used, first, for certain special education programs for
handicapped pupils and, secondly, for the distribution of reimburs-
able school expenditures to the cities and towns in accordance
with the school aid percentage. Any balance was to be distributed
to the cities and towns in accordance with the school aid per-
centage. However, available funds were always short of the total
school entitlements under the formula.

In 1969, legislation abolishing the Local Aid Fund allowed its
tax sources to be credited to the General Fund and provided for
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payment for the appropriated reimbursement programs to cities
and towns from the General Fund (c.546). In addition, the legisla-
tion established a total guaranteed amount of $239.6 million for
the four distribution programs machinery basis, physically handi-
capped and mentally retarded programs, school aid, and the valua-
tion, or state tax apportionment, basis. The total of guaranteed
distributions increases by an amount equal to the percentage in-
crease in the sales tax. 13 The effects are a fully funded school aid
formula and a large reduction in the out-dated valuation basis
distribution. All of the above items continue to be the major items
of the “Cherry Sheet” estimates.

Appropriated Reimbursements. With some exceptions, re-
imbursement of property taxes lost to the cities and towns through
exemptions or abatements is made by appropriated reimbursements
from the General Fund. The other appropriated reimbursements of
general interest are (1) veterans’ benefits, (2) welfare not assumed
by the state, (3) conservation, (4) public libraries, (5) urban
renewal, (6) education (transportation, deaf or blind pupils, school
lunches, school construction, and retirement pensions).

School Aid and Other Distributions. The other local aid distri-
butions from the General Fund under the system which replaced
the Local Aid Fund as of July 1, 1969 are summarized as follows:

TABLE 1. Local Aid Distributions from General Fund 14
(G. L. c. 58, s. 18A, effective July 1, 1969)

(a) Amount to be distributed. (b) Payments to cities, towns, and region-
al school districts, to extent of
available funds, in order of priority:

$239,600,000, increased by the percent (1) $6,35 1,4 15 .34 distributed to
of growth since 1969 of revenue from cities and towns in proportion to
3% sales and use tax. 1935 local taxes paid on machine-

ry by manufacturing corporations.
(2) $2,654,876.54 distributed to

cities and towns in proportion to
1935 valuations of machinery of
manufacturing corporations.

(3) Reimbursements for special edu-
cation programs under cc. 69 and
71 (physically handicapped or
mentally retarded).*

For calendar 1969, distributions under (3) and (4) are limited to 80% of calendar
1969 receipts from sales and use taxes.
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TABLE 1. Local Aid Distributions from GeneralFund (Cant’d)

(4) Distribution to cities and towns
of a proportion of reimbursable
school expenditures based on
school aid percentage under c. 70.

(5) Balance remaining, in proportion
to equalized valuations established
by the General Court for appor-
tionment of state and county
taxes (Acts of 1963, c. 660).

The distributions based on 1935 local taxes and valuations
attributable to machinery of manufacturing corporations are in-
tended to compensate the cities and towns for the revenue lost
through the exemption of such machinery from local taxation.

School aid to which a community is entitled in the calendar
year is determined by multiplying its reimbursable expenditures for
the preceding fiscal year by its school aid percentage for the
calendar year during which the fiscal year began. The formula
takes into account both need, which is related directly to number
of school children and inversely to valuation, and effort, repre-
sented by actual expenditures. The formula is explained in detail in
another section of this report. It should be noted, however, that
the formula for the distribution of school aid is not based on
funds available for this purpose, but on expenditures decided upon
by the cities and towns. If the amount to be distributed is
insufficient to make the full distributions required, the amounts
available are distributed to the cities and towns in the proportions
in which they would otherwise be due (G.L., c. 58, s. 18A (b)).

Typical Forms of State Aid for Schools 15

Basically, state aid for schools has developed into four
forms: flat grants, foundation plans, percentage equalizing plans,
and combination plans.

The Flat Grant. This is the earliest and most simple of state
aids. It amounts to an absolute number of state dollars paid to
each district per pupil or other unit. It continues to exist in some
form in most states and may constitute a large share of the total
state aid program. Generally, its probable effect is non-equalizing,
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for rich and poor districts alike receive per pupil grants. While it
may raise the average district offering, it fails to narrow the gap
between the rich and poor districts. However, the source of the
state aid might produce some equalizing effect. For example, if
state funds were raised from a progressive tax such as a graduated
personal income tax, a mild equalizing effect might result in the
case where high-income individuals congregate in wealthier districts.
Conversely, where state funds are drawn from a regressive tax such
as a sales tax, an anti-equalizing effect would result.

If the flat grant were a very large one, it could result in
producing something akin to a centralized system of finance with
near uniformity statewide and thus approach an equalizing effect.
But such a situation does not exist among the states.

When a Oat grant is given on the basis of a revenue-unit formula
(e.g., number of teachers in a district) it can produce an anti-
equalizing effect. For example, a wealthy district obviously is able
to hire more teachers and any grant tied to such a formula, in
effect, is actually an award for being well off. In some instances,
flat grants can have a similar effect when coupled with foundation
grants.

The Foundation Plan. In essence, this is a state guaranty to a
district that if the latter will tax itself at a particular minimum
level, a specific sum per pupil (or other measurable object) will be
made available. To illustrate, assume the state guarantees $5OO per
pupil if a district makes a one percent effort. A poor district with
an assessed valuation per pupil (avpp.) of $lO,OOO, and a wealthy
district with a $lOO,OOO avpp., each taxes at the minimum 1% to
qualify for aid. The poor district will raise $lOO per pupil and will
receive a subsidy of $4OO from the state to produce the minimum
guaranty. But since the wealthy district will raise $l,OOO per pupil
with the same 1% tax effort it receives no aid. In this hypothetical
case, the $4OO subsidy to the poor district has an equalizing
effect - reducing, although not erasing, the effect of wealth dis-
parity.

However, the equalizing effect is modified if, in the same dis-
tricts, the foundation plan called for a qualifying effort of only 4
mills (0.4%). In such case, the poor district would have to raise
only $4O and would be subsidized $460 by the state. The wealthy
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district would raise $4OO and be eligible to receive $lOO. Here, the
first $360 received by the poor district is clearly an equalizing
effect, for it is given because of the poverty of the poor district
and it is not given to the wealthy district. But beyond the $4OO
mark even the wealthy district receives aid so it is at that point
that the system becomes indifferent to wealth and the $lOO
awarded each district is thus non-equalizing. The total effect then
is that of a $4OO foundation plan with an added $lOO flat grant.

Moreover, even where all the state aid is equalizing in its effect,
foundation plans cannot achieve full equalization, for once the
guaranteed foundation level is exceeded by individual local efforts,
varied increments are produced that are keyed to the wealth of the
district. To illustrate, the wealthy district is willing to offer a
$2,000 education in a foundation system that guarantees $5OO and
requires a 1% effort. Since the wealthy district has an avpp. of
$lOO,OOO, it must make a 2% effort. But a 2% effort in the poor
district ($lO,OOO avpp.) would produce only $6OO including the
$4OO state aid. To match the wealthy district’s offering, the poor
district would have to make a 15% effort (which Coons et al* term
“an absurdity” even if it were permitted by the statutes, which
ordinarily is not the case).

Percentage Equalizing. In theory, this plan empowers a district
to set its own budget and the state must support it in inverse
proportion to the relative wealth of the district. Thus, where the
poorest district is only 1/10th as wealthy as the richest, the state
would subsidize 90% of the poorest district’s budget and none of
the richest district’s budget. It is a fully equalizing system but in
practice none exists. Coons et al point to New York as an example
of a state which, having adopted the theory, then proceeded to
adorn it with “devastating refinements.” 16 It first placed an
absolute dollar limit on state aid which, for poor districts, left
them little better off than under a foundation plan. Then it
guaranteed all districts a specific state contribution of $238 per
pupil, the equivalent to an enormous anti-equalizing flat grant.
With other added “subtler anti-equalizing features . .

. the New York
structure is a labyrinth of false promises.” 17 They assert that its
“deceptive character” is matched only by Rhode Island which has
guaranteed under its percentage equalizing system that each district
* See first source cited under books in bibliography (Appendix A)
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will receive at least 30 percent of its budget from the state. Aside
from emasculating the equalizing effects otherwise created, the
state guaranty is doubly anti-equalizing in that wealthy districts are
better able to spend more local sums upon which the 30% subsidy
can be applied.

Coons et al criticize the above described systems on the grounds
that while poorer districts in general tend to make a greater tax
effort for education than the wealthier districts their resultant
educational offerings are significantly lower than the latter.

Combination Plans. Many states have adopted a combination of
foundation and flat aid plans in different relations. One type
simply adds the flat grant on top of whatever foundation subsidy
is due. 18 Another formula includes the flat grant as part of the
local collection to determine the amount due under the foundation
plan. 19 In this latter combination the effect on poor districts is
that they receive the same amount of state aid through the founda-
tion plan if no flat grant existed. But districts wealthy enough to
receive no foundation aid qualify for the full amount of the flat
grant. Hence, the grant subsidizes only the rich and is inordinately
anti-equalizing. Coons et al label this combination a “grotesque
policy” and cite systems in California and Illinois as examples.20

The Massachusetts Approach to State Aid for Public Schools

Massachusetts Foundation Plan

In Massachusetts, local school districts have received state aid for
most of this century. Up to 1970 this aid has never exceeded 27%
of the cost, a smaller percentage than in most other states. School
support has thus relied on local property tax revenues but with
inflationary conditions, school support has become an increasingly
heavy burden on that source of revenue. Schools looked to the
state both for general financial assistance and for equalizing aid to
cure the growing disparities in educational opportunity.

A foundation program of state aid was enacted in 1948 which
substantially increased state school assistance and which accounted
for about 14% of operating costs in 1949. The basis of this
program was that per pupil costs for a good education should
require a certain level of spending. Localities were to set a certain
uniform tax rate to make a fair contribution and the state grant
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would be the difference between the target level and the local
contribution.

The local school cost was set at $l3O per pupil 21 and the local
tax effort was $6 per $l,OOO equalized valuation. Inasmuch as the
program was not fully funded, state aid was established as only
half the difference between the local effort and the expenditure
level. In the course of time, the formula became outdated as
school costs increased both in total expenditures and as a share of
total claims on local revenues. Legislative proposals to correct the
formula were unsuccessful. By 1964 the state aid had dropped to
below 9% of operating costs while total school assistance, including
categorical aids enacted separately, was less than 15%.22

In 1962, a new state aid program was proposed based on a
percentage equalization formula. This plan discards the practice of
granting so much per child, or per classroom; the state, instead,
shares local school costs on a percentage basis. This percentage will
vary according to local ability to pay thus ostensibly eliminating
local wealth as a factor in providing quality of education. The
incentive to local effort is that the percentage share is constant
with increasing costs. The proposal was finally enacted in 1966 but
not in its pure form. Tied to sales tax legislation, it was crippled
by a series of amendments which have been described as sharply
reducing the equalized effect.23

The percentage equalization program is based on a formula
which provides a continuing and constant percentage share of local
school operating costs. The percentage itself rests on local financial
ability, precluding the need of any particular updating. Referred to
as the NESDEC formula, 24 the program set state assistance at an
average of 35% of school operating costs. Actual amounts to each
school district would vary on a sliding scale ranging from 15% to
75% of each locale’s school expenditures according to local fi-
nancial ability. 'Local ability, in turn, was measured by the amount
of taxable property per school child at equalized valuations, with
the school aid percentage fixed according to the relation of a
particular locale to all other communities in the state. Theoreti-
cally, the equalizing effect of the plan materializes in enabling all

Percentage Equalization Plan
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locales to support equivalent school programs at the same school
tax rate. In addition an incentive was offered: the state would
share in program improvement at the same percentage.

In practice, however, the formula could not produce its intended
effects, for legislative amendments restricted expenditures to which
the percentage aid could be applied. Moreover, available funds were
restricted to 80% of the yield from the state’s sales tax, further
reducing the equalizing effect and cutting the scale of the program
nearly in half. By 1969 state aid was just shy of 18% of 1967-68
school costs; categorical aids boosted the total state share to about
22.4%. However, some improvement was anticipated for 1970 by
legislative authorization for full funding of Chapter 70 aid.

The State Aid Formula
According to one expert on Massachusetts school law,25 an ideal

formula and program should have at least these characteristics: 26
1. The formula should be easily and clearly understood by all

concerned with it educators, finance officials and legislators so
that everyone knows exactly what the program and formula ac-
complish.

2. The formula should fulfill the purpose for which it was
intended, viz., to provide adequate state support for local educa-
tion.

3. The formula should encourage effort on the part of cities and
towns to provide the best possible education.

4. The formula should allow for the fact that not all towns have
the same ability to pay.

Except for the last named requisite, the Massachusetts school aid
formula is sharply criticized as lacking these basic characteristics. 27

“It is a fact . .
. that less than a handful of persons fully under-

stand the .
. . formula. It is a tangled skein of legalese, educational

jargon, incongruities, inconsistencies, and improprieties, with some
plain nonsense sprinkled in for good measure.” 28 The formula,
contained in Chapter 70 of the General Laws (hereafter cited as
Chapter 70 formula or aid) has also been criticized for being
glaringly defective in that some of the purported aid was a mere
fiction. In 1969, because the aid program was not fully funded,
cities and towns received less than two-thirds of the amount called
for by the formula. 29 A third criticism has been that rather than
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providing the best possible education, Chapter 70 penalizes munici-
palities which spend large sums to provide adequate programs while
rewarding those that are remiss in that regard.

Chapter 70 aid was intended to be a general grant for educa-
tional purposes to each city and town of the Commonwealth. 30

Each community was to receive from the state a certain sum for
support of local schools. Chapter 70 aid does not include other,
special grants for specific categories such as transportation of
pupils, handicapped children, school lunches, vocational schools or
school construction. Such grants are provided by other statutes.
The formula states that each city and town is entitled to receive as
state aid an amount equal to its reimbursable expenditures multi-
plied by its school aid percentage.

School Aid Percentage. A local government’s school age per-
centage is determined by comparing its wealth per pupil with the
average wealth per pupil of the state. The state average wealth per
pupil is determined by adding all the taxable realty in the cities
and towns of the Commonwealth and dividing that sum by the
total number of pupils residing in the state. Total taxable realty is
determined by the State Tax Commission (in 1970, e.g., $3l
billion as reported in House, No. 4935 of 1971). Dividing that sum
by the total number of residents pupils (1.38 million) produces a
quotient of $22,460, i.e., the average wealth per pupil in the state,
or as otherwise expressed, the valuation per pupil in the Common-
wealth.

To obtain the percentage to which a community is entitled, one
must compare its valuation per pupil with the state average. Thus,
if a town’s valuation is $l5 million and 800 pupils are resident
therein, the valuation divided by the number of pupils produces a
quotient of $18,750 - or a valuation per pupil that is less than the
state average. Or, if a town’s valuation is $l5 million but only 500
pupils are resident therein, the valuation per pupil is $30,000,
considerably more than the state average. How will these towns
fare in terms of aid? The law provides that if the town’s valuation
per pupil is the same as the state average, it will receive as state aid
35% of the amount it spent for public school support the previous
year. If the valuation per pupil is less than the state average (as in
the $18,750 example) the town will receive more than 35%. If the
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valuation per pupil is more than the state average (as in the
$30,000 example) the town will receive less than 35%.

To ascertain what sum will be received more computation is
required. Thus, for every 10% that a town’s valuation per pupil
exceeds the state average, the town will get 6.5% less than the
35%. But no town will receive less than 15% of the amount it
expends for the support of its public schools, regardless of the
amount its per pupil valuation exceeds the state average.

For those towns having a per pupil valuation less than the state
average, the formula works in reverse. That is, for every 10% that a
town’s per pupil valuation is less than the state’s average, it will get
6.5% more than the 35%. The maximum percentage a town may
receive is fixed at 75%.

In short, as valuation per pupil for a town varies from the state’s
average valuation per pupil by 10%, the percentage to which a
town is entitled, i.e., its school aid percentage, will increase or
decrease by 6.5%. Both the 6.5% and 35% base measurements used
in the statute are more or less arbitrary determinations; there
seems to be no particular reason for selecting those precise per-
centiles. The 10% yardstick, however, is used here for illustrative
purposes only. If a town's valuation per pupil varied from the
state’s by only 5%, the town’s school aid percentage would in-
crease or decrease by 3.25% instead of 6.5%, and so on, according
to the proportion of variance. Town (and city) valuations per pupil
will vary annually but if both the town and state valuations per
pupil are known for any particular year, computation becomes a
simple arithmetic process. 31

Equalized Valuation. A town’s valuation is supposedly the total
dollar value of all real estate (and some personal property) that is
on the assessor’s tax rolls and subject to local taxation. Although
the law requires that real estate be assessed at approximately its
fair cash value, this law is widely disregarded. Assessors in most
communities assess property at various fractions of real market
value. Thus, the assessors’ valuation is not used in the Chapter 70
formula because such varying assessment practices would produce
unjust results. Instead, the State Tax Commission has developed a
procedure which strives to determine the fair cash valuation of
local taxable property. By law, the Commission must collect and
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tabulate information relative to assessments and sale prices of both
residential and commercial property. 32 The Commission then
attempts to arrive at a figure reflecting the approximate assess-
ments of such properties in relation to their true value. In other
words, it tries to determine what towns are assessing at full value,
and what towns are assessing at various percentages of true value.
In the latter case, with this information, the Commission tries to
determine what the full valuation of a town should be, and
establishes a “fair cash value” for each city and town in the state.
The system is referred to as “equalization of valuations” and these
valuations are used in the Chapter 70 formula.*

It is now evident that the phrase “valuation per pupil of a
town” is not to be taken literally. “Valuation” means “equalized
valuation” as defined above. Furthermore, the phrase “pupil of a
town” does not necessarily mean resident pupils of a town attend-
ing a local public school in that town. It means a child residing in
that town who attends any school, public or private, anywhere in
the town, outside the town, in or out of Massachusetts, from
kindergarten through grade 12. This definition has direct conse-
quences on the amount of school aid a town will receive. Thus,
where a town’s equalized valuation per pupil is the quotient of the
town’s equalized valuation divided by its number of school attend-
ing children, the greater the denominator (number of pupils), the
smaller the quotient; hence, a lower valuation per pupil. Therefore,
the town that has a larger share of its resident pupils enrolled in
nonpublic schools than the average for a whole state is considered
to be less wealthy and thus is entitled to a larger school aid
percentage. And the town with the smaller proportion of non-
public school pupils receives a smaller school aid percentage.

This provision of the statute is criticized on the ground that it
allows for the destruction of the equalization factor by including
pupils who are educated at private expense.

Reimbursable Expenditures. The second constituent of the for-
mula revolves around “reimbursable expenditures.” The law
provides that a town’s expenditures consist of all funds expended

The equalized valuations must be determined on or before April first of every even
numbered year, subject to local appeal to the Appellate Tax Board. Pinal equalized
valuations are established by Dec. 31 of each even numbered year and are reported to
the Legislature. These figures are used to compute a town’s school aid percentage for
the next two calendar years. Tire number of school attending children is based on
annual counts made 15 months prior to the beginning of a calendar year.
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by a town to support its public schools in the course of the prior
year. The scope of the term “reimbursable expenditures” includes
not only items in the school budget but other support items listed
in other departmental budgets such as library services, school
custodial services, the cost of traffic supervision at school cross-
walks, etc. Certain other items are excluded to preclude double
reimbursement, e.g., costs related to vocational education, 33 ex-
ceptional children, 34 transportation,3 5 school lunches 36 and
capital outlay.37

In addition to these exclusions from reimbursable expenditures,
any receipts for tuition, or federal grants, or proceeds of invested
funds, or “grants, gifts and receipts from any other source,”
(emphasis added) must be deducted to the extent that they are
applicable to such expenditures. The quoted phraseology, taken
from G.L. c. 70, s. 2(c), has produced some unanticipated deduc-
tions. It has been literally interpreted to require deduction of a
previous state payment for educational aid. For example, assume
Town A has reimbursable expenditures of one million dollars in a
given calendar year. Assume further, that its school aid percentage
is 25%. Normally it would be entitled to receive from the state
25% of one million dollars, or $250,000. But if Town A had
received similar aid the previous year ($250,000) its entitlement in
the current calendar year would be 25% of $750,000, rather than
one million dollars, for the previous Chapter 70 aid constitutes
“receipts from any other source” and is therefore excluded from
total reimbursable expenditures. The quoted language and its effect
(referred to as the “yo-yo” effect) are sharply criticized as being
contradictory to the stated intention of the formula and as a
unique discrimination not applied in other forms of state aid.

In addition to the above considerations, certain qualifying
factors have been inserted in the formula which compound the
problem of understanding the term “reimbursable expenditures.”
The effect of these provisos is to render an ambiguous sense to the
term, for in addition to its statutory definition in section 2 of
chapter 70, it is given two other meanings: (a) under certain
conditions a ceiling is imposed on such expenditures; and
(b) under other conditions, a floor is set on such expenditures.
The statutory language (c. 70, s. 4) is too tortuous a passage to
quote here but its intent can be explained by an illustration:38

Town A has actual school expenditures in a given year of
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$6,248,737. Its “net average membership” 39 for that year is
6,782. Dividing $6.24 million by 6,782 gives a per pupil cost of
educating a child in Town A of $921. The law provides that Town
A’s expenditures, to receive state aid, must not exceed the amount
it would have spent if it educated its children at 110% of the
average cost of educating a child in the state. The latter average
cost that year was $463. and thus, 110% of the $463 average state
cost is $509.30. But Town A’s expenditures must not exceed the
product of $509.30 multiplied by 6,782 pupils, or $3,454,073.
Town A’s expenditures of $6.24 million is therefore not used in
computing its state aid. Instead, Town A, whose school aid per-
centage is 15%, will receive as aid 15% of $3,454,073.

The floor on state aid is computed in similar fashion. Town B’s
school expenditures are $80,179. Its net average membership is
302, producing a per pupil cost of educating a child in Town B of
$265. However, the law provides that Town B’s expenditures, to
receive state aid, must not be less than the amount it would have
spent if it had educated its children at 80% of the average cost of
educating a child in the state. Using the same average cost of $463,
80% of that cost is $370.40. Town B’s expenditures must not be
less than $370.40 multiplied by its 302 pupils, or $111,861. To
receive state aid. Town B’s expenditures are increased from
$80,179 to $111,861. Since its school aid percentage is 37.3%, it
will get 37.3% of $111,861.

In any one year, there are several cities and towns whose actual
expenditures are reduced because of the formula’s ceiling while
numbers of other towns have their expenditures increased by
reason of the statutory floor. Together they may account for more
than half of the municipalities in the state; the remainder are
unaffected by statutory limitations. This aspect of the formula is
criticized because it penalizes towns which try to provide a
superior education while rewarding towns which make no ap-
preciable effort toward such a goal.

Federally Impacted Areas. A few communities in Massachusetts
are so-called “federally impacted areas,” a term describing a muni-
cipality that has a substantial portion of its working force em-
ployed at federal facilities. Such municipalities are eligible for
federal grants because they must educate children of federal
employees.4o Fearing a heavy windfall to such communities from
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combined federal and state grants, it was decided to place a
limitation on Chapter 70 aid. The result is that the amount of the
state grant when added to any applicable federal grant must not
exceed 75% of the municipality’s reimbursable expenditures for
education.

Grandfather Clause. When the state aid law was recast in 1966,
a grandfather clause was inserted which guarantees that each city
and town is entitled to receive at least 1 15% of the amount it was
paid in 1965 plus other grants and reimbursements paid in 1965
but thereafter ended by the new law. About 7% of the towns were
beneficiaries of this guaranty.

TABLE 2. Massachusetts Standing re Aid to Local Education*
1969-70Est. Mass. Rank Natl. Av. Highest and Lowest States

Public school $960. 15 $907. N.Y. $1,430 - $524. Alabama
revenue per
pupil in ADA**

%from local 74.0% 3 52.5% N.H. 87.2% - 3.9% Hawaii
sources

%from state 20.0% 47 40.8% .Hawaii 87.0% - 8.5% N.H.
sources

% from federal 6.0% 30 6.7% Alaska 25.7% - 3.2% Wis.
sources

Current expendi- $705. 25 $717. N.Y. $1,134 - $419. Alabama
ture per pupil
enrolled

1968-69 current 3.9% 50 5.2% Alaska 8.3% - 3.9% Mass,
expend.as %

of 1968 personal
income

Source: Rankings of the States 1970. NEA Research Report 1970-R1
Definitions: School revenues are all revenue receipts from any source available for
current expenditures, capital outlay, and debt service for public schools, per pupil in
average daily attendance. Current expenditures are all amounts spent at all levels of
administration for public elementary and secondary day schools, for administration, all
services, operation and maintenance, including state departments of education and retire-
ment contributions.

The table includes as state aid Chapter 70 aid, categorical aids; and other programs
such as school building assistance, retirement, and support of the State Department of
Education. General municipal aid is excluded - this would, if added, raise the state’s
ranking slightly. But it would not affect the disparities in fiscal ability of cities and
towns. See Ryan, footnote 22 supra, pp. 3-4.

**Averase Daily Attendar
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In terms of state effort, one critic argues that Massachusetts
spends substantially less for public school support, in relation to
other states, than is warranted by its relatively high level of
resources. 41 As indicated by Table 2, Massachusetts Standing re
Aid to Local Education above, the state’s total support of public
schools ranks above average among the 50 states in terms of dollars
per pupil; however, it is at the bottom of the list in the ratio of
expenditure to income.

It is also noted that distribution of school support between state
and local sources in Massachusetts is markedly unbalanced when
compared with the national average.

Attention is also directed to the past effect of general municipal
aid, known as the “valuation distribution” because it is distributed-
in direct proportion to the amount of taxable property in each
community. Until 1970, it not only held priority over the equal-
izing general school aid, it was also larger than that aid and thus
effectively cancelled the school aid’s equalizing effect on local
fiscal ability. But the law was amended so as to reverse those
priorities and last year, school aid, which is distributed according
to need, took precedence over the municipal distribution. However,
it is argued that until new tax programs are enacted, school aid is
unlikely to be increased to the proportion of school costs war-
ranted by the high level of state resources shown on the above
table.

Other Observations. Other factors which indicate a capability
for increased expenditures in Massachusetts in behalf of education
are reflected in the following table:

TABLE 3. Massachusetts Ranking re Selected Economic Factors
(Year 1968)

The Inadequacy of Massachusetts Fiscal Aid Effort

National
1968 Mass. Rank Average Highest and Lowest States

Per capita $3,835 8 $3,421 Conn. $4,256 - $2,081 Miss,
personal
income

% of 10-year 67.7% 20 65.4% S.C. 89% - 42.9% Mont,
increase
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TABLE 3. Massachusetts Ranking re Selected Economic Factors (Cant’d)

Personal income $15,525 5 $13,080 N.Y. $17,233 - $7,195 Miss,
per school-age
child

Effective $10,545 10 $9,592 Hawaii $11,846* - $6,707 Ark.
buying in-
come per
household

Source: Ranking of the States 1970. NEA.

Excluding Alaska, $13,160, where all cost and expenditure figures are rated as inflated
by about 25 percent.

Although Massachusetts stands first among the states in fire
protection expenditures on a per capita basis, sth in welfare, sth
in health and hospitals, and 10th in police protection, the Com-
monwealth ranks 25th in school expenditures per pupil.

Property taxes in Massachusetts are among the highest in the
country. They amount on the average to paying a five percent sales
tax on one’s property every year.42

The property tax as a basis of school support has been assailed
as follows:

While the property tax has a great deal of stability,
assessments differ widely in relation to market values, are
not progressive in the sense of increasing rates with
higher valuations, and are indeed regressive in that prop-
erty taxes tend to take a higher proportion of lower
incomes. The greater the reliance on a regressive and
inequitable tax method, the more burdensome the tax
and the more reluctant is the acceptance of an even
greater burden. It is not surprising, therefore, that Mas-
sachusetts ranks 19th in total tax effort and 50th in
school support effort (Table 2), even though it is well
within the top ten states in wealth.43

Furthermore, the wide disparity among Massachusetts com-
munities in the amount of taxable property perpetuates serious
inequities in school support. Certain towns in the Commonwealth
are able to support expenditures that are double and triple those
of low spending towns and accomplish this with tax rates as
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much as one-third lower than the low spending towns. This is
accomplished by reason of the fact that there is a vast gulf
between these towns in available taxable property - e.g., in one
population grouping, the highest spending town in the 1968-69
school year had 3-1/2 times as much in taxable property backing
each school child than its counterpart lowest spending town. Para-
doxically, the highest spending town put only 33% of its total tax
revenue into schools while the lowest spending town earmarked
more than half of its revenues for schools. Other towns spent
larger percentages of their tax revenues for schools. For example,
the range among all cities and towns for taxes spent in education
for the above year was from 18% to 88% with a median of 55%.
In general, cities, with dense populations, must spend a greater
percentage of tax revenues for non-school purposes because of the
higher demands and costs of police and fire protection and other
public service needs.

Formula Weaknesses
Various changes in the NESDEC formula diminished its capa-

bility to eliminate wealth differences between school districts. If
the formula had been enacted without modification, some well-
to-do towns would have to pay money to the state instead of
receiving aid. But residents of these towns pay a larger proportion
of state taxes from which such aid is distributed and political
realities precluded any “pure” form enactment. The formula was
amended to include a minimum aid of 15%. On the other hand,
the argument went, no town should get a free ride even the
poorest town should contribute some effort toward school support,
thus a maximum of 75% aid was set. Another political concession
was that no town should suffer loss of state aid by the new
formula, thus a grandfather clause was inserted which allows
certain towns to receive 115% of the aid received in 1965.

In 1971 aid to vocational education jumped about 25% over the
$l4 million in 1970. Also described as damaging to equalization,
were legislative enactments that increased categorical aids and re-
enactment of legislation providing incentive aid to regional districts
in such form as to apply a 15% premium to the total reimburse-
ment going to a school district if any part of their total student
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members attended a regional school. Previously the grants were
based on actual numbers in regional schools. Consequently, cities
can now claim and receive the 15% premium on their entitlements
by joining a regional vocational school district.

Non-equalizing aids came to more than $35 million for 1970,
substantially offsetting the equalizing effect of $2OO million in
general aid distributed in 1970. Also criticized are the non-
equalizing bases of transportation aid which was expected to reach
the $lB million level for 1971.

Analysis of School Aid Programs in New England States

In another recent analysis of school aid formulas, Steven J.
Weiss, an economist of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston,
studied the existing disparities in the public school finance systems
of the six New England States.44 His analysis includes data for
1,384 New England communities to measure (I) local ability to
support schools, (2) the effort exerted locally to support schools,
and (3) the resultant quality of education provided by the local
school system.

Weiss’s data reveal clearly that large intrastate disparities exist in
local wealth, school tax effort and levels of school spending. The
most extreme variation appears in equalized valuation per
pupil - the measure of local ability to pay for schools. Variation in
tax rates is also quite high, and it is at least severe in spending
levels.

Evidence from Weiss’s study supports the conclusion that local
wealth is the most importan' single factor affecting expenditures
for education. There is a cr. sistent positive relationship between
equalized valuation per pupil and current expenditures per pupil,
and a strong inverse correlation between equalized valuation per
pupil and “basic” tax rates. The disparities in local school tax
effort and spending levels are largely attributable to the heavy
reliance on the local property tax in those states.

Weiss in his study observes that: “In general, the highest tax
rates do not yield the highest levels of spending for education. In
fact, no significant relationship exists between these measures.”4 5

In contrast to this situation, an equitable system of public
school finance would reward a community in proportion to its
own effort to provide good schools, thus breaking the tie between
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local wealth and educational offering, the tie by which the present
system binds some communities to inferior schools while capri-
ciously rewarding others with educational excellence relatively
painlessly achieved.

Weiss cites two extreme examples from his data to dramatize
this point: two New Hampshire districts have the same school tax
rate but one provides three times the per pupil spending as the
other; two Massachusetts districts spend the same amount per
pupil, but one levies school taxes at seven times the rate of the
other.

Weiss’s data indicates that in none of the six states has state aid
eliminated the inequitable dependence of school spending levels on
local wealth. The results for the six states are fairly similar despite
considerable variety in the state aid systems.

Every state but Connecticut makes some attempt to achieve
equalizing effects in its method of allocating funds for support of
the basic program of current expenditures. Connecticut has a flat
grant program which allocates essentially on a per pupil basis, with
the equalizing effects.46

Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont have variations of the
foundation plan. Support level is quite low in New Hampshire
($3OO per high school pupil as compared with $406 in Maine and
$743 in Vermont). 47

Aid programs in both Massachusetts and Rhode Island command
particular interest because they are adapted from the “preferred”
percentage equalization model. Weiss evaluates the Massachusetts
allocation procedure as “a grotesque example of a labyrinthian
system that almost defies comprehension, not to mention concise
description.” He points out that the program is laden with many
of the defects described above “that can reduce the equalization
effects of an otherwise excellent model as a result of the political
process.” For example, the equalizing potential is reduced at the
outset because only a limited portion of expenditures from local
revenues are eligible for reimbursement. Several additional adjust-
ments are made on “reimbursable expenditures,” and a minimum
state aid ratio of 15% is guaranteed to all districts. The resulting

Intention v. Effect in New England
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entitlement is subject to two more modifications and the final
figure is ultimately prorated in line with budgetary curbs.

Rhode Island’s formula is nowhere near as complex but it, too,
suffers from “impurities.” There is no ceiling on the amount of
spending that the state will aid but the equalizing effect of state
aid is substantially diluted by a guarantee that the state will pick
up 30% of a district’s costs.

In short, the pure form of the percentage equalization plan
implies (1) no relation between effort and spending, and (2) a
strong, positive relation between effort and spending. But in both
Rhode Island and Massachusetts where school aid is distributed on
the basis of modified percentage equalization formulas, neither of
these relationships appears. Instead, spending is closely related to
local property values per pupil, and the greater the effort generally
does not result in higher spending levels.

A significantly equalizing state system would produce a strong
inverse correlation between equalized valuation per pupil and state
aid per pupil in support of current expenditures. By this test,
Connecticut’s flat grant system yields no equalizing effects; Rhode
Island has some very weak equalizing effects and Massachusetts
prior to 1970 actually had “a slight tendency to yield perverse
results - a positive relationship between ability and state aid per
pupil.”48 Equalizing effects appear strongest in Vermont and New
Hampshire. Only a small state aid fund is distributed in New
Hampshire, but by a strongly equalizing method; full funding
might produce significant results.

The true test is in the final relationships among wealth, effort
and spending levels. Among the New England states, Vermont’s
program, with a relatively high state contribution focused primarily
on a foundation plan with high support levels, does about the best
job, according to Weiss, in reducing the dependence of spending on
local wealth. However, effort is still closely tied to local wealth,
and increased local effort does not bring significant positive returns
in higher spending levels.

A new program contemplated for Maine has the promise of
greater equalizing effects than any existing New England plan.
Basic program aid will vary from $4 to $4ll per pupil in inverse
relation to equalized valuation per pupil. Supplementing state aid
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for special needs will be provided also on a strongly equalizing
basis, with the state share ranging from 13% to 97%.49

Weiss concludes that as long as the states resist assumption of a
meaningful commitment to equalization, expenditure levels will be
primarily related to local ability to raise revenues.

Reform Proposals

To achieve a more effective and equitable allocation of public
education resources, many reform proposals have been advanced
over recent years. Some of these proposed solutions have merit
while others are simply not feasible within the limitations of
taxation burdens the public may be willing to accept. A brief
discussion of the more practical proposals follows with the prin-
cipal arguments for and against their adoption.

This terminology is slightly misleading because ordinarily the
concept of full state funding means substantially all of the public
elementary and secondary school costs are assumed by the state. In
this sense, “full” means less than 100%, generally around 90%.
While the state would lay down the standards and guidelines,
provide leadership and guidance, and approve the appropriations, it
would exercise only minimum control over the local scene. The
local education authority would retain primary administrative
controls and would be permitted to spend in excess of the state
funded program but within prescribed limits such as a percentage
of the cost of the program, or tax rate limit.

Pro-State Funding. Advocates of this concept argue that it is the
sole feasible method whereby a state can meet its obligation to
utilize all of its resources in order to assure each child an equal
educational opportunity or an education that is sufficient for each
child’s needs. The costs of education have become too great a
burden for most cities and towns, even with state aid. They are an
intolerable burden on local government resources. With other
governmental costs also constantly rising, a shift of education
financial responsibility to the state would allow the property tax
to function within acceptable limits. Moreover, since education is
primarily a state responsibility the burden of any increase in taxes

Full State Funding



HOUSE - No. 54471971| 83

should be borne by more equitable and productive sources, i.e., the
taxing domain of the state.

Finally, supporters of the total state subsidy scheme stress that
troublesome local matters such as teachers’ collective bargaining,
taxpayers’ protest, obsolete school plant and the like could be
resolved more satisfactorily, or be totally eliminated, with state
fiscal control.

Anti-State Funding. It is naive to suggest that full state funding
will not affect local control of education. The bitter truth is that
he who provides the funds inevitably holds the reins of control.
Full state funding will mean the demise and death of local control.
Once in control the state will impose uniform programs and
spending in all areas, thus erasing the hope of a truly equitable
program of spending according to the varying needs of different
children in different areas.

Any state program will almost certainly cost more than the
present system without any promise of achieving an improvement.
It is a deceit upon the taxpayers to allege that the state can absorb
the cost of public elementary and secondary education. The
proposal should not even be given an ear until hard, cold, and
detailed financial statistics, not only of the cost of full state
funding are available, but also specific details of required adjust-
ments of revenue sources between the state and local governments.
Inasmuch as educational costs are growing annually, the taxpayers
are entitled to know to what extent their income and sales tax
payments would increase. An educational expenditure program that
grows at a rate of 10% or 15% annually must be matched with a
revenue source of equal growth or the fiscal crisis is merely shifted
from the property tax base to another revenue source. Full state
funding by itself is no guarantee of equal educational opportunity,
or even adequate educational opportunity, or of the related
problem of fiscal balance.

Lastly, complete state support drastically curtails participation
and involvement by the local citizenry in the affairs of the public
school districts. The give and take within a school district in-
forming, enlightening and selling the needs of education to the
electorate has been a healthy and productive long term effort for
all concerned. To substitute a state agency or the Legislature itself
would be to give to those who have no immediate knowledge and
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concern of the local school district the task of identifying and
solving local needs and problems.

By this method, the same result as full state funding would,
hopefully, be obtained, i.e., all of the state’s resources would be
employed to educate children. Equalization means that state aid is
distributed to support an educational program so that the same tax
effort in each city or town along with the state aid received will
provide the program. The extent of state support can, of course,
vary from less than half to practically 100%. Full equalization
simply means that the equalizing formula is not corrupted by
adjustments which diminish or nullify the intended effects of
equalization, such as in the case of a minimum guarantee. It also
carries the implication of full support (or substantially so) of the
cost of education.

Pro-Full Equalization. Supporters of full equalization argue that
it achieves the same result as full state funding but retains sub-
stantial local responsibility for funding, thus preserving local
control. Further, since it preserves an already accepted means of
sharing costs and control of education it is the most desirable and
practical method. Both the level of state aid and the program can
be periodically adjusted to meet education needs or financial
conditions. Moreover, the state is able to control the cost of its
participating effort and thus remain within its own fiscal capacity.

Anti-Full Equalization. A minimum acceptable level of overall
state support under this approach would probably be in the area of
50% or more and even that would not cure the problems of some
cities and towns. Rather than equalize at a higher level, it would
be just as well to adopt full state funding. There is some doubt
that any state would ever assume its obligation to guarantee equal
opportunity under this method.

Under this approach the state would assume the full cost of
some additional education programs and the full equalization of
the remainder. Possibilities range from assuming cost of all
teachers’ salaries, to debt service, to construction costs.

Full Equalization

Combining Equalization and Full Funding
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Pro-combination. The state now pays the full cost of a number
of social services and many special educational programs. It would
be a logical extension of such policies to include additional educa-
tional programs, particularly since education is its basic responsi-
bility. Taxpayer resistance on school bond issues is resulting in
deprivation of adequate physical facilities for many school
children, requiring overcrowded classrooms or double sessions in
many areas which hinders both the teaching and learning process.
If the state were to assume debt service and construction costs it
would end the uneven, often inequitable per pupil expenditures for
basic facilities.

Anti-combination. To assume all costs of some items and only
fractions of others will open up new problems of priorities and
special interest pressures. All educational items have an essential
role in the total program and equity would be best served by
aiding all under one formula. Further, the combination approach is
merely one step in the doorway to a complete state takeover and
the complete surrender of local control. Taking over the costs of
one part of the educational framework, such as debt service, does
not assure the expenditure of the tax dollar where it is most
critically needed.

Among locally suggested reforms are amendments to G.L. c. 70
providing for removal of limitations under the NESDEC formula
(i.e., the statutory “ceiling” and “floor” of state aid); an amend-
ment which would include in the formula a factor that takes into
account other municipal costs (sometimes referred to as municipal
overburden); an amendment that would require accountability on
the local level; and an amendment that would substitute a curved
line scale for the present sliding scale method of determining aid.

Pro-Modification. Such amendments would produce a number of
satisfactory results. Removing a ceiling would allow the incentive
principle to operate freely and removing the floor would end the
practice of providing funds for educational purposes which in fact
are not used for such purposes. Moreover the wealthier towns
would not receive moneys under the minimum aid feature that
could be used more effectively in other districts. The municipal

Modified NESDEC Formula*

Material in this section is drawn from a more definitive discussion in State Aid to Cities
and Towns in Massachusetts, published by the League of Women Voters of Massachu-
setts in 1970. The reader is urged to consult the League report for a more detailed ex-
planation.
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overburden factor is a means of recognizing the inequities of the
present formula that does not consider the extra municipal services
that certain cities must provide at the expense of a lesser effort
toward education.. Accountability through the adoption of per-
formance standards with the forfeiture of state aid as a penalty for
noncompliance would ensure that state aid funds are being utilized
for their intended purposes and would elevate the quality of
education services. A curved line scale of determining aid would
give more weighting to low valuations, and thus would contribute
to a better equalizing result than is possible under the present
formula and could eliminate the arbitrary limitations in Chapter
70.

Anti-Modification. To remove the ceiling would allow the more
affluent communities to outspend the state’s average and still
receive state aid. regardless of needs. Removal of the floor require-
ment woidd harm cities and towns of limited fiscal means who
desperately need the state aid funds for general purposes. Besides it
would be politically unrealistic to expect that some state aid for all
communities would or should be withdrawn. With respect to the
municipal overburden factor while it is a noble concept, it remains
to be proved that a workable factor can be developed. Account-
ability is a bogey-word and the only results from required per-
formance standards would be to overcentralize educational policy
and make difficult or impossible the use of innovative methods and
programs in districts that are willing to provide initiative. A curved
line scale might have undesired effects; in some instances, com-
munities would receive more than 100% reimbursements or in
effect, 100% state subsidies.
Statewide Property Tax

A state property tax has been proposed by many advocates of
reforms although the approach has as many varieties as proponents.
One of the more pertinent proposals is that suggested by former
Commissioner of Taxation Robert T. Capeless.50 The aim of the
Capeless plan* is to reduce the percentile now borne by the local
property tax in total state and local financing. A state property tax
would be levied at a uniform rate on each city and town based on
its equalized valuation. Revenues would go into the General Fund
and would be employed for state and local purposes. Each year the

Also referred to in our Master Tax Plan Conversion Proposal
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state would transfer an amount equal to 80% of all local govern-
ment expenditures the previous year to a Local Aid Fund. These
funds would then be distributed to localities on a school aid basis
and a general government basis. School aid would be a per pupil
grant amounting to 90% of the statewide average per pupil cost for
the previous year. Categorical aid programs would be merged with
other funds for local distribution. A revenue policy commission
composed of state and local interests would annually adjust all tax
rates to assure the maintenance of preestablished proportions.

The plan permits local government to spend in excess of per
capita state grants, but such funds would be drawn from a residual
property tax and other local revenue sources.

Pro-State Property Tax. This plan would eliminate the inequities
that arise from tax exempt property making it especially beneficial
to a community with a large portion of its real property in a tax
exempt status. The tax effort of local governments would be
equalized except where they employ a residual property tax. With
the elimination of the open-ended property tax, the total amount
required to be raised from the property tax could be relieved.
Substantial state funding on the magnitude suggested would be a
giant step toward equalizing all local services and the proposed
state aid for education would raise educational quality in all of the
low-spending localities.

Anti-State Property Tax. Opponents criticize the Capeless plan
on the grounds that it erases local incentive to spend beyond the
level of state grants per pupil. State aid on the level proposed (90%
of the previous year’s average per pupil) will obviously lead to
more state regulation and control and further silence the local
voice in education policy. Further, if all local spending, education
and other services, will be reimbursed on the scale of 80% it stands
to reason that local governments will naturally spend more for
both existing and new programs. Somebody has to pay for these
increases.

Proposals of Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
Two recent proposals of the Advisory Commission on Inter-

governmental Relations bear brief mention. One deals with state
financing of public elementary and secondary schools; the other
realtes to a Metropolitan Equalization Authority.

Also referred to as the Master Tax Plan Commission proposal.
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State Financing of Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools. 51 In the words of the Commission, this stands out as one
practical way to achieve substantial parity of resources behind each
pupil. The Commission asserts that its suggested legislation would
relieve local property taxpayers of substantially all of the burden
of underwriting the cost of education. Budgetary considerations
may dictate a somewhat gradual rather than an immediate sub-
stitution of state tax dollars for local property tax receipts. How-
ever, it argues that evidence suggests that as many as 20 or more
states could assume responsibility for practically all public school
financing if they made intensive use of personal income and sales
taxes as the “heavy-user states” now make on the average. When
viewed alongside the potential decrease in the local property tax,
state assumption of financial responsibility loses its idealistic cast
and takes on the appearance of a realistic and equitable readjust-
ment of the total tax burden.

The proposed legislation, which appears as Appendix B of this
document, restricts the amount of local supplementation to not
more than 10% of the state outlay for local schools. Failure to do
this, in the Commission’s opinion, would undermine the objectives
of creating a fiscal environment more conducive to equal educa-
tional opportunity and of making more of the property tax base
available to finance the general functions of local government.

Metropolitan Educational Equalization Authority 52 The Com-
mission believes that shortcomings in educational programs resulting
from the unequal distribution of tax resources and the unequal
costs of educating children can be tackled by marshalling resources
within a region rather than the entire state. If a state does not
provide a fully effective statewide program for equalizing oppor-
tunity, a limited or metropolitan approach offers a method for
supplementing a deficient state aid program. Its metropolitan edu-
cational finance measure is designed to deal with one of the most
pressing social problems of our time the need to design a system
for financing education that enables all school districts within the
metropolitan area to implement the concept of equal educational
opportunity. While the disparities between central city and suburbs
claim most public attention, anyone familiar with the fiscal land-
scape of suburbia is keenly aware of the fact that it does not
present a uniform picture of affluence. On the contrary, suburbia
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fairly bristles with contrasts between rich, poor, and middle
income jurisdictions.

To create a financial environment that contributes substantially
to equality of educational opportunity, the Commission re-
commends that four remedial financial steps be taken:

1. To eliminate the accidents of local property tax geography,
all taxable property within the metropolitan area would be subject
to a basic school levy and thereby largely remove the possibility
that industrial enclaves and local fiscal zoning will shield certain
property from the legitimate burdens borne by the wider com-
munity for public schools.

2. To provide special assistance to those school districts con-
fronted with the task of educating a disproportionately large
number of “high cost” students (the educational over-burden
problem), the formula for distributing the proceeds of the areawide
tax would recognize and compensate for the unequal distribution
of socially and culturally deprived students among the school
districts within the metropolitan area.

3. To provide special assistance to those school districts
hampered in their efforts to finance an acceptable level of educa-
tion due to extraordinary tax demands for their municipal-type
functions such as public safety, public welfare, and other public
services and facilities (the municipal over-burden problem), the
formula for distributing the proceeds of the areawide tax would
give due weight to the overall local tax burden (school and non-
school) borne by taxpayers in each local school district.

4. To assure that state aid to local school districts within the
metropolitan area reinforces this compensatory approach, the head
of the State education department is required to channel all
general state aid compensatory funds for local school districts
within the metropolitan region through the regional financing au-
thority. These state aid funds could then be distributed in the
same equalizing fashion as the locally derived funds are distributed
among local school districts..

The Commission’s proposal, which is reprinted as Appendix C of
this report, would increase fiscal support of the schools in greatest
need while keeping school policy and school administration in the
hands of the area’s individual school districts. The Commission
stresses that it will not interfere with the right of each local school
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district to (a) select its own superintendent, (b) to chart its own
educational policy consistent with state law and (c) to impose a
supplemental rate if it wants to underwrite a program above the
areawide standard.

In order to match resources with educational needs, the pro-
posed legislation directs the Governor to create a metropolitan
educational equalization authority if the chief educational officer
of the State finds significant disparities between resources and educa-
tional needs.

In addition, equalization guidelines are provided for the
members of the metropolitan equalization authority to follow in
drawing up a specific formula for distributing the proceeds of the
areawide tax among the constituent school districts. The guidelines
place heavy emphasis on the need to compensate for both educa-
tional and municipal over-burden factors.

To insure that a substantial degree of equalization is effected,
the draft legislation sets forth a “standby” distribution formula
that becomes operative unless representatives of the local school
boards representing at least 80 percent of the school children
within the metropolitan area concur in their own formula for
interdistrict equalization. As an additional incentive to encourage
agreement on a local formula, the draft bill provides that state aid
be channeled to local districts in accordance with a local formula
approved with the concurrence of representatives of school districts
containing a large proportion of the combined pupil enrollment.

In some states, a constitutional amendment may be necessary
prior to the enactment of this legislation.

An Experience in Full State Funding 5 3

New Mexico has had full state funding since 1933. All non-
federal resources available to the public schools come through state
resources. There are no voluntary options and no local initiative.
Local revenues do exist but they are determined by constitutional
limitations and are automatic. Local revenues mostly from prop-
erty taxes, are channeled into the state and redistributed as state
resources. Local school budgets must have the approval of the
State Chief of Public School Finance and they are also checked
by state legislative committees.*

For a detailed explanation of revenue sources see “Public School Finance Programs,
1968-1969” Ed. T. L. Johns, U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office 1969.
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Before 1933, there was near total local control because total
financial support came from the local property tax. But because
the local property tax in 1933 could not meet financial obligations
of the local school districts, the Legislature enacted a “temporary”
state school tax that has persisted ever since. The tax was on sales;
and revenue thereform was earmarked for the schools. This form
of fiscal support worked satisfactorily until 1959 when increasing
costs of education made the earmarked funding approach in-
adequate. In 1962 the Legislature altered the support system by
putting all revenues into the general fund and appropriating school
funds from that source. From then on, the Legislature had com-
plete control of the public schools. Thus, full state funding evolved
in New Mexico, not by design, but by necessity and with no
specific planning. The result is that there is “a hodge-podge of
statutes and overlapping agencies which determine the course of
education in the state.”54

More important, local control in New Mexico is a myth. “By
tradition and in the public mind, the local board has control over
the local school system, but any power it enjoys is by sufferance
of the Legislature.” ss And these powers are annually constricted
by new laws.

Perhaps the most poignant commentary is the following

“The local board of education is more responsible to
the legislature and the state board of education than it is
to the local citizens who elect it. In essence, there is no
local school program but rather a state school program
being carried out by local citizen board members who
stand for election by people to whom they cannot be
responsible.”5 6

Notwithstanding this candid admission of surrender of local
control, the New Mexico school official does not view the situation
as entirely bleak. He believes, for example, that some local auton-
omy and self-determination is possible under full state funding but
only if all concerned (legislators, educators and school com-
mitteemen) are willing to work as a team for the good of all
children in the state rather than selfishly looking at the needs of a
particular district. Proper planning, proper organizational structure
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developed at the state level and a delineation of areas of authority
and responsibility will, he feels, make full state funding a workable
and successful program. But local school districts and local school
boards must be aware that to do this they will have to give up a
certain amount of controls they now enjoy.

A specific warning is in order as the result of the New Mexico
experience with full state funding. When authority is vested in a
single politically oriented group like a legislature, inevitably there
will emerge the pressures of power politics with everyone vying for
the dollar. Consequently, in New Mexico the Legislature became
the focal point of a power struggle for control of education. It
acted as a 112-man board of education because in it was vested
total authority for funding, raising taxes, and appropriating dollars
for public schools. Legislators gave a no confidence vote to educa-
tors and in the course of time completely neutralized the state
department of education. In full state funding, it is argued, a
strong state department of education is a necessity.

But local boards of education in New Mexico have no authority
to raise funds to operate the schools, they are merely spenders.
This fragmentation, in New Mexico, encouraged a bureaucratic
power struggle and local school districts, instead of basing their
budgets on needs, based them on available funds.

Another problem generated by the New Mexico experience is
local apathy. Without local power or responsibility, public interest
in local schools has waned. Local initiative and local options, it is
felt, are necessary to restore public interest. Thus an additional
warning from the New Mexico experience is that if a state goes
into the full funding concept without planning, the local board
becomes a mere agent of the state which eventually leads to
program rigidity, bureaucratic mediocrity, uniformity, high costs
and the deterrence of initiative and innovation.

Above all, the New Mexico system is blunt evidence that long-
range planning toward all state funding is necessary. Education is
big business, generally, the largest business in any one community.
On this point of planning for any state take-over of financial
responsibility, the words of a Maryland Commission to study state
assumption of school costs are worth noting:

The deliberations of the Commission have, . . . clearly
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shown that one year of study is inadequate to develop
recommendations on “the question of full assumption by
the State of the funding of public primary and secondary
education, with an accompanying re-allocation of taxing
powers and revenue distributions.” Full funding involves
a shift in burden to the state of an estimated $5OO
million, or more, necessarily involving a realignment of
the fiscal relationships between the State and its sub-
divisions. Furthermore, the sensitive areas of budgetary
and administrative control must be explored in depth for
modifications which would appear to be inevitable. Ex-
perience has shown that programs of this magnitude and
complexity often require several years of study, hearings,
and deliberations prior to final recommendations and
specific legislation.5 7

Massachusetts Implementation

Whether or not it is feasible for the state to assume primary
responsibility for financing education would largely depend upon
the magnitude of the shift of the fiscal load from cities and towns
to the state. State aid to local education for fiscal 1970 totaled
$239 million while local contributions were $865 million. If the
state were to take over total financial responsibility, without any
change in programs, and without any rise in costs, it would have to
raise the additional $865 million from increased present taxes, or
from new taxes.

However, it is inconceivable that if the state were to take over
total costs that it would, without changes, accept the responsibility
of the present educational system with its obvious flagrant dis-
parities in per pupil spending, described in Chapter V. If any
changes are made, moreover, it is almost certain that the state
would adopt a program reflecting higher costs; for to limit state
spending to the level of the lower ranked communities would
destroy the quality of education now offered in higher ranked
communities. It would have to consider a statewide uniform salary
schedule for teachers, which would undoubtedly mean higher ex-
penditures (not to mention the problems of a statewide teachers’
strike if wage demands became the focal point of controversy).
Unless the state chose a reasonably high salary schedule, it would
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invite major problems in communities that have traditionally paid
the highest salary levels. Moreover, once it decided on a high or
the highest ranked community for establishing salary levels, the
precedent could be set so that all other educational programs
would be based on existing programs in a high expenditure com-
munity. Of course, the state could set a maximum expenditure
level for each community and then let each city or town spend in
excess of that figure to some specified percentage, e.g., 5%, 10% or
20%, with the extra costs financed from local tax resources. But
this would still run head on into the problem of providing equal
educational opportunity; as long as any portion of a state educa-
tional program is tied to local wealth there may be a basis of
attacking it on constitutional grounds, as will be discussed in the
next chapter.

Thus certain questions need to be answered before it is possible
to decide whether or not a state assumption of public education
costs is feasible;

l.What kind of a program would the state support, and
would it lead to complete state control?

2. Should a state be a single school district for the purpose of
raising revenue?

3. How will it affect existing educational authority viz., the
school committees, the local administrative machinery, the
State Board of Education and the State Department of
Education?

4. Could a local school committee, fiscally dependent, be
educationally independent?

5. Would such a program destroy local interest and effort
toward excellence in education?

6. Would such a program preclude local experimentation or
innovation, or would it allow some leeway for local ex-
penditure beyond the state effort?

7. How would such a program deal with varying costs and
conditions in different parts of the state e.g., teachers’
salaries or special learning programs in an urban ghetto
school, a quiet suburban school, and a rural Berkshire
community?

8. Could it really achieve equalization of educational oppor-
tunity?
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would other local spending rush to fill the void?
10. Would it mean a uniform statewide salary schedule and

collective bargaining headaches for the Legislature?
Such problems are not magnified or insoluble when a state is

setting only the minimum standards or pay scales and with local
school districts free to tack on such additions or increases as they
are able and willing to support. But when the state is dictating the
maximum program new problems are evident: needs of every child
in the state have to be determined, a variety of programs to meet
different needs of different children must be offered and a means
of reaching each child with the appropriate program devised. The
total costs of all programs and an allocation of funds to execute
them must be considered.

Eventually a decision must be made on administration of the
program whether through an enlarged state bureaucracy, or
through a take-over of local administrative machinery, or dele-
gation of ministerial duties to local school committees under state
guidelines. Another approach would be to have the local au-
thorities establish their needs and submit their budgets either to
the State Board of Education or a division within the State
Department of Education for approval and then transmitted to the
Legislature as part of the state budget proposal.

Some of the objections raised to this proposal include doubts
about the wisdom of placing so much responsibility in the hands
of one individual or a single agency; whether the Legislature can
give adequate consideration to such a complex and huge appro-
priation request; and whether the school appropriation request will
become a political chipping block.
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As James S. Coleman, an authority on equal educational oppor-
tunity 1 has put it, education in this country is marked by two
conflicting drives of our people: As a society, we want educational
opportunity for all children but as individual families we want to
provide the best education we can afford for our own children. 2 If
our goal as a society is to be achieved, then education must not
depend on a family’s economic resources. Yet, if our goal as a
family is to be realized, the family must be able to use its
resources to do so. Unlike Europe, which developed two class-
oriented sets qf public schools, one for the masses, one for the
elite, no comparable dual public school system evolved in this
country. We have, instead, a single, comprehensive “common” or
public school system that includes the vast majority of school age
children. Thus, though families may want the very best education
for their children that they can afford, the majority of Americans

Introduction

CHAPTER IV

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
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have chosen to pursue this goal by way of a public school system.
Yet, as the Coleman findings indicate, the use of the public

school to secure equal educational opportunity has, in fact, been a
practice in deceit. Americans do not practice what they preach, at
least, an examination of the public school system as it operates in
nearly every state has confirmed that there is more hypocrisy than
honesty, more self-interest than social interest, and more show
than substance. When put to microscopic analysis, the truth is that
our educational tax dollars are not being used to promote equal
educational opportunity. Persons with financial resources can use
them to their own children’s benefit without spreading them thin
to accommodate everyone else’s children as well. According to
critics of the present school financing patterns, this is accomplished
by mobility, residence and local government. America is a mobile
society. Individuals can move about with relative ease because of
the automobile and road system. By using this power, coupled
with residence and local financing powers, they have created build-
ing patterns which separate residential areas by levels of economic
resources. Residential areas reflect an economic homogeneity and
when this coincides with school district boundaries, the wealthy
are relieved of the responsibility of sharing school costs with the
less well-to-do, or the poor. The more affluent are able to provide
what their resources allow them, and in education, their children
will always ride first class.

On the other hand, the poor, or those with sharply limited
resources, are able to give their children only a comparatively
poorly financed education. And most of the poor as well as many
who are barely meeting a minimum standard of living reside in the
congested urban areas where the school tax dollar must compete
with other urban demands and needs that are not experienced in
the quiet tree shaded, open spaced suburbs.

Under this system, critics contend, equal educational opportun-
ity as a goal is nonattainable, for the child’s educational oppor-
tunities depend primarily on the economic resources of the local
community. But more and more, those resources reflect only his
family’s resources, as residential areas are more and more divided
according to economically homogeneous groupings.

Education is a state responsibility, even though, with the excep-
tion of Hawaii, all states have delegated this responsibility to local
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subdivisions. In such delegation of power lie the roots of gross
inequality in school financing. True, states have recognized the
illness and by supplementing local financing with state aid based
on various formulas, they have tried to remedy the damage pro-
duced by such inequities. Even so, say the critics, none of them
eliminate the wrongs created by differing wealth per child in
different localities. And some fail to even reduce the inequities.

Application of the Equal Protection Clause
The basic constitutional issue of public educational inequality

has avoided judicial attention throughout decades of adings on
narrower questions of school segregation and education issues in
such areas as teacher loyalty and religion in public schooling.

To bring the disparities of public education to the forefront,
many legal minds urge resort to the equal protection clause of the
14th Amendment:

No state shall . . . deny to any person within its jurisdic-
tion the equal protection of the laws.

On the basis of this constitutional provision, it is strongly argued
that the state owes a vastly greater responsibility to all of its
school children than it presently accepts. “It is constitutionally
obliged, not merely to open its doors to all comers, but to provide
effective equality to all.” 3 And in the light of recent and substan-
tial research, notably the Coleman Report, it is argued that the
state’s obligation to provide an equal educational opportunity is
satisfied only if each child, no matter what his social background,
has an equal chance for an equal educational outcome, regardless
of disparities in cost or effort that the state is obliged to make to
overcome such differences.

Although public education in most states offers a picture of
fourfold inequality, viz., (1) gross malapportionment of school
districts with respect to their resources for school finance, (2) great
disparities in per pupil annual expenditures between the wealthier
and poorer school districts within a state, (3) vast inequities in the
public education provided in the various school districts and (4)
systematically inferior public education for the children of the
poor, it is this last cited inequity that has, perhaps, triggered the
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most active effort to force a legal confrontation on the constitu-
tionality of state controlled school programs.

By 1970, the issue of inequality in public education had been
brought before state and federal courts in California, Illinois,
Michigan, Texas, Virginia and Wisconsin. The basis of the com-
plaints by plaintiffs is that the state has failed to meet public
education equality requirements under the provisions of the state
and federal constitutions. It is generally asserted that the state,
having assumed the function of public education, is required by
the equal protection clause to provide a financing system which
relates school expenditure to educational offering instead of the
accident of local wealth or property, and which does not chain
poor children to inferior schooling. The following cases illustrate
strategy and tactics.

Board of Education v. Michigan 4 The Detroit School Board,
Detroit students, and their parents allege that the state’s school
finance system creates interdistrict disparities in funding and offer-
ing, making it impossible for Detroit schools to offer educational
resources and opportunities substantially equal to those of other
districts. They further allege that the state’s allocation of school
funds is not predicated on variations in expenditure needs, rather it
flows from unrelated factors such as variations in pupil popula-
tions, facilities and cost levels of school construction and teacher
salaries.

Mclnnis v. Shapiro. 5 In this case, brought in the federal district
court, students in Cook County, Illinois alleged that the state acted
unconstitutionally in creating a finance system which resulted in
their school districts being funded far below other Illinois districts.
They charged that disparities in programs, facilities, services and in
the levels of educational achievement resulted. The court was asked
to declare unconstitutional the Illinois laws which authorized dis-
tribution of public school funds not based upon educational needs
of children and which resulted in unequal per pupil expenditures.

The three-judge court, however, dismissed the complaint. It
conceded the wide variations in available funds on both per pupil
and absolute bases and presumed that students in districts receiving
substantially larger proportions of aid were better educated. Still, it
held that the Illinois laws were neither arbitrary nor invidiously
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discriminatory. It further held that the system was based on a
rational justification of such disparities and cited the minimum
$4OO expenditure the state guaranteed for every student. 6 In any
event, the court added, equal educational opportunity is not a
constitutional requisite.

Furthermore, the court ruled the controversy nonjusticiable,
finding that pupils’ educational needs could not be judicially
measured. It said the only other possible standard is equal school
expenditures per student but it held expenses are not the exclusive
yardstick of educational needs. The U.S. Supreme Court, in 1969,
affirmed the district court without argument or opinion. Mclnnis v.
Ogilvie

, 394 U.S. 332.
Serrano v. Priest. 1 The lower court in California dismissed this

complaint filed in Los Angeles on the basis of Mclnnis but it was
appealed to an intermediate state court. Serrano and another suit,
Silva v. Atascadero Unified School Dist . 8 filed in San Francisco,
differ from the Michigan and Illinois actions by placing stress on
the fact that public education offering in California depends upon
the wealth or poverty of the given school district. As taxpayers in
poorer districts, plaintiffs object to the higher property tax rates
assessed upon them to provide education which is still inferior to
that available in wealthier districts. They ask that defendants be
ordered to reallocate the public school funds available, including
property taxes, so as to conform with the 14th Amendment, or
that the court directly regulate collection and apportionment.

Burruss v. Wilkerson. 9 In this Virginia case, students and tax-
payers of Bath County requested an end to educational discrimina-
tion related to their poverty (46% of the residents earned less than
$3,000 per year). They alleged that even when their tax rates were
set at the legal ceiling, the system prevented them from raising
revenues necessary to provide a minimal education. Further, they
charged that state aid supplements to local tax revenues were so
structured as to discriminate against them by increasing the total edu-
cation resource disparities between districts, and that the state’s
failure to act to provide necessary funds to equalize educational
opportunities was unconstitutional. The District Court judge who
heard the complaint overruled a motion to dismiss, citing the
classic Brown v. Board of Education. 347 U.S. 483 (1954) which
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recognized the right to an equal educational opportunity (not to
be denied on basis of race) and more recent case of Hobson v.
Hansen 269 F. Supp. 401 (D.D.C. 1967), which suggests that
individuals are protected not only from discrimination on the basis
of race, but also on the basis of poverty. The Burruss court stated:

Poverty does appear to be a factor contributing to the
conditions which give rise to the plaintiffs’ complaint. It
is clear beyond question that discrimination based on
poverty is no more permissible than racial discrimination,
and that the discrimination on the part of state officials
need not be intentional to be condemned under the
equal protection clause.

The court then cited several decisions wherein the rationale ap-
peared to be that state policies imposing conditions on the exercise
of basic rights which operated harshly upon the poor must be
clearly justified in order to be constitutionally permissible. 10

Nevertheless, the complaint in Burruss was dismissed by a sub-
sequently convened three-judge court which noted that the facts
were hardly distinguishable from the Mclnnis case in Illionis and
that the inequalities flowed only from the absence of taxable
values in Bath County sufficient to produce needed revenues. The
court found no deliberate discrimination by the state; that the
districts were recipients of state funds under a uniform and con-
sistent plan; and that “the courts have neither the knowledge, nor
the means, nor the power to tailor the public moneys to fit the
varying needs of these students throughout the state ...” Last
year the Supreme Court of the United States summarily affirmed
the decision of the three-judge court Burruss v. Wilkerson 90 S. Ct.
812 (1970). (Justices Douglas and White favored noting probable
jurisdiction).

Rodriguez v. San Antonio School District. 11 As in other cases,
plaintiffs in this Texas suit claimed that the state financing system
discriminates against them by offering fewer education resources
and lower quality of education. They also charged that the unequal
financing system fosters racial discrimination, alleging 95% of the
children in their school district are of Mexican descent, conforming
to a pattern of discrimination against Mexican-Americans in the
Southwest United States.
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Bellow v. Wisconsin. 12 This action rested on allegations of
substantial disparities in the quality and extent of public education
as the result of the state’s finance system. The plaintiffs charged
that the state aid system serves only to perpetuate school fund
inequalities arising from differences in the tax capabilities of school
districts, and that it fails to recognize the varying conditions and
costs among different districts. They asked that the court order
reapportionment of school districts.

Strategy employed by plaintiffs in some of these suits has
received sharp criticism, among the most incisive being that of a
legal team which has written extensively on the subject.*

Detroit’s tax effort, it is pointed out, is mediocre and the
district is not poor by the test of per pupil assessed valuation. The
plaintiffs adopted a standard of state responsibility keyed to char-
acteristics of children rather than of the system. They asserted that
they needed more expensive education than the average child and
that such need is the constitutional criterion of equality, - an
approach Coons et al 13 consider objectionable.

The Detroit suit seeks a peculiar remedy: it asks that legislation
establishing the state equalization fund be declared void and its
administration be enjoined. It suggests the Legislature then be
given time to reapportion the state contribution and if it fails to
act, or acts improperly, the court should itself reapportion the
state funds.

In Mclnnis v. Shapiro, involving Chicago and some Cook County
suburbs, Chicago’s school district is about average in assessed valua-
tion per pupil, another unfortunate choice. Stress was on an effort
to achieve compensatory education for the inner city, an impres-
sion amplified by the emphasis on “needs” in the complaint and
by the failure to articulate a clear standard. The complaint chal-
lenged the whole structure of state school finance, not merely the
equalization fund, and asked for a declaratory judgment finding
the complete package invalid. In its prayer for a remedy it sought

Criticism of Recent Litigation

John E. Coons, William H. Clune, 111, and Stephen D. Sugarman. See Bibliography for
cited works.
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an injunction against enforcement of the financing statutes and
asked for the submission of a plan by the state official named as
defendent.

The use of a plan is familiar to courts having jurisdiction ovei

school desegregation cases; - the court retains jurisdiction but the
burden of selecting alternatives is placed upon the state authorities.

The parallel on the basis of limited powers of the defendants is
criticized. While school boards are empowered to adopt plans for
students’ reassignment, none of the Illinois defendants had power
to redesign the distribution of state funds, either the level of
spending or the recipients. Only the Illinois Legislature can autho-
rize a plan which would resemble a guarantee. “In school finance
cases no plan from a few bureaucrats however highly placed could
in any sense substitute for the judgment of the Legislature. What is
necessary is not a plan but a statute.” 14 Taken literally, the
plaintiff's prayer to the court required closing of the schools.

Also criticized are the two California suits which depart basically
from the Detroit model. Each suit involved plaintiffs from districts
with high tax and low wealth and each complaint objects to the
determination of quality by wealth. One suit contrasts the wealth
and tax rates of the plaintiffs’ districts with those of the wealthier
districts of the state. However, each suffers from the invocation of
a constitutional standard of individual need.

The critics predicted that, unless amended, those complaints can
expect short shrift for, like Mclnnis, they fail to clarify the wealth
discrimination issue. At least this much seems clear to the critics:
the Supreme Court of the United States will insist upon a detailed
understanding of how the system of any state discriminates against
poor districts, and it will not be interested in vague exhortations to
reform education. Coons et al favor a fresh start featuring plain-
tiffs from districts with the lowest wealth and the highest tax
rates, asserting the single simple principle that wealth shall not
determine quality.

Nevertheless these cases, along with others subsequently filed in
other jurisdictions on which information is sparse, clearly indicate
that educational finance systems in all states may be in for a
stormy period once the issues have been more clearly defined and
the plaintiffs’ arguments more forcefully organized. For example,
whether constitutional issues which the court will consider have
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yet been raised remains unresolved. There is no question that vast
inequalities in education exist and these are acknowledged by the
courts. But whether these inequalities amount to a “justiciable
question” that can be remedied by judicial orders is not yet
certain. Proponents of the constitutional objection must overcome
formidable obstacles on each of three salient issues: the merits, the
justiciability, and the remediability of public education inequalities.

The question whether intrastate inequalities in public education
violate the equal protection guarantee is less one of fact than of
law, for the basic facts are conceded by both sides. Defendants
cannot deny flagrant disparities in intrastate expenditure differen-
tials that favor wealthy districts. Still, proponents of the constitu-
tional objection, are aware that such inequalities are the product of
historical accident rather than intentional discrimination.

Therefore, the controlling question as to the merits of the
argument is whether these inequalities, regardless of source, violate
the constitutional guarantee. In one recent article on the subject it
was suggested that recent Supreme Court opinions would indicate
an affirmative answer. 15 “It is increasingly plain that in the areas
of human rights, the Court places the burden of justifying inequal-
ity upon the state and that in such cases the usual presumption of
the constitutionality of state legislation will not apply.” 16 The
authors point to rulings in the recent series of voting cases, under
which the state is required to show a compelling interest to justify
curtailment of such fundamental rights as the franchise. In their
opinion, “The Court which decided that the state cannot give one
citizen a full vote and another a partial vote is likely also to decide
that the state must show a compelling interest to justify giving a
whole education to some while only a partial and inferior educa-
tion to others of its public school children. The court might well
conclude that, like voting or privacy of assocation, education is
among the implicit but fundamental constitutional rights requiring
special protection.” 17

Education is likened to the franchise as an equally fundamental
right. The Court has described the franchise in terms of the very

The Merits of the Argument
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foundations of our representative society related to the preserva-
tion of other basic civil and political rights. It is thus observed that
the educated exercise of the ballot is no less vital to that founda-
tion than its equal exercise. Only education, it is added, can give
meaning to the basic freedoms of speech, press and assembly.

In support of their observations relative to the applicability of
the equal protection clause to the issue of unequal educational
opportunity, Silard and White stress the Supreme Court pronounce-
ments on the “one man one vote” principle that legislators
represent people, not trees or acres of land. They allege that school
districts are created to teach children, not towns or taxable prop-
erty, and that gross malapportionment of school districts in their
ability to finance public schooling disserves the very function for
which the school districts are created. 18

They underscore the passage from Brown v. Board of Education
with respect to the opportunity of an education wherein the Court
reiterated that “(s)uch an opportunity, where the state has under-
taken to provide it, is a right which must be made available to all
on equal terms.” 19

If there is a right to equality in education which a malappor-
tioned funding scheme defeats, other constitutional questions arise
when state funding programs systematically disadvantage the chil-
dren of the poor.

In Harper v. Virginia Board of Elections 388 U.S. 633 (1966)
the Court, in striking down the Virginia poll tax, stated: “Lines
drawn on the basis of wealth or property ... are traditionally
disfavored.” (p. 668). Applying this rationale to school district
funding, to deny children equality of public education merely
because of the poverty of their school district is to go beyond the
bounds of the 14th Amendment, it is argued.

The strongest argument of the state defendants in cases thus far
argued is that the entire controversy over inequality in public
education is nonjusticiable i.e., the equal protection guarantee is
not applicable to the area of state and local expenditures for
public services and the general welfare. Tradition rather than judi-
cial rulings is cited to support this argument. Defendants say to

Justiciability
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grant the justiciability of the issue would be to open a pandora’s
box requiring judicial intervention for equalization in all areas of
state and local expenditure.

But it is not an unfamiliar characteristic of constitutional law
development for the novel to be described as nonjusticiable. For
years opponents of judicial review of the voting inequalities used
the political question doctrine as a successful repulse. If anything,
the energy exerted in favor of the nonjusticiable argument may
signal the strength of the claims for judicial intervention. When the
merits of a constitutional case are strong, tactics often call for
asserting the nonjusticiability of the subject; otherwise the objec-
tions would be answered on the merits.

Silard and White cite three ingredients to the nonjusticiability
argument that require separate analysis:

1. The claim that public service and welfare systems
are outside the ambit of constitutional limitations.

2. The argument that the state is not answerable
under the 14th Amendment for inequalities
stemming from differing levels of local taxable
wealth.

question which courts should avoid.
As to the claim of constitutional immunity for public service

and welfare programs, they cite two recent decisions which rebut
such claims, Shapiro v. Thompson 394 U.S. 618 (1969) and Flast
v. Cohen 392 U.S. 83 (1968). Shapiro dealt with state welfare
programs which withheld immediate benefits to new residents;
Flast dealt with taxpayers’ suits raising objections to government
disbursements. In both cases the rulings deaU a seeming death blow
to previous “nonjusticiability” defenses.

With respect to the second claim, Reynolds v. Sims20 is cited to
refute the state’s claim that it is not responsible for the inequal-
ities. Reynolds made it clear that when a state is enjoined to
provide equal protection, it includes not only the highest polity
but every subdivision and political organ in the state: “Political
subdivisions of states - counties, cities, or whatever - . . . have been
traditionally regarded as subordinate governmental instrumentalities
created by the state to assist in the carrying out of state govern-
mental functions.” (p. 575).

3. The claim that the controversy presents a political
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It seems clear that if the public school districts in a state are
malapportioned in their ability to support public education, it is
the state which bears responsibility.

Moreover, the states themselves concede their public education
obligations either in their constitutions or in their statutes. Their
deep involvement in funding, regulating and directing education is
blunt testimony of their acknowledged responsibility.

As to the “political” question doctrine, it is argued that school
inequality is “political” only in the sense that courts are asked to
remedy a constitutional wrong perpetuated or tolerated by the
Legislature. The answer to the “political” question objection, it is
urged, is the same answer which the Court gave in the malappor-
tionment cases, namely, that judicial standards under the equal
protection clause are well developed and familiar and that the
courts may decide, on particular facts, whether a given state policy
is discriminatory, or whether it is no policy at all but merely
arbitrary and capricious.

In any event, it is argued that judicial abstention is not the
answer, rather judicial moderation and flexibility in the exercise of
its constitutional function is preferred and there is ample oppor-
tunity for judicial flexibility in meeting the problem in view of the
wide range of available remedies.

Remediability

The question of judicial power to implement remedies for public
education inequalities involves, first of all, a definition of the
constitutional right to be secured.

It is easier to state what does not constitute equal protection of
the law in public schooling than what does.

It would appear clear that no constitutional justification exists
for the financing of public education in a manner that makes the
available amount of funds, and thus of education, depend on the
taxable property values of the neighborhood.

When the ultimate issue is considered several definitions of the
right to educational equality may be offered. One might be “a
right to equal public school expenditure for every child.” While
this is a definitive formulation, such a dollar equivalence standard
would in fact validate inequality in education inasmuch as costs of
providing equivalent schooling vary greatly among schools and
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districts due to a variety of factors - salaries, maintenance, trans-
portation, to name a few.

Another possible definition is “a right to equal educational
achievement for every child.” The goal would be an established
achievement norm, providing more resources to students of lesser
learning capacity. Aside from its utopian quality, it presents the
difficult proposition that the gifted child should receive inferior
educational assistance, thus penalizing him for his talents rather
than encouraging them.

Yet another possible definition is “a right to equal education
resources for every child.” This avoids the deficiencies of the
foregoing propositions and aims at affording equal resources on a
statewide basis. However, its shortcoming is that it lacks flexibility
in dealing with children who need compensatory services to offset
various physical, mental or cultural learning disabilities. Without
such consideration, this definition has more the appearance of
equality than the fact of equality.

Silard and White thus reject all of these formulations in favor of
a standard that is predicated on “a right to equal learning oppor-
tunity.” They contend that this definition would offer substan-
tially equal educational opportunities to all children in the state,
yet provide sufficient flexibility to encompass measurable over-
burdens in educating certain school populations. Admittedly, the
overburdens which are the focus of the greatest current attention
are those which arise in inner city schools. “It appears from recent
studies that they flow from visible and quantifiable factors: learn-
ing impediments measurable even at the first grade level which
result chiefly from cultural deprivation; school plant obsolescence;
higher teacher salary costs; greater turnover in student population
with its attendant administrative costs; and major truancy and
delinquency expenditures. If the constitution affords all school
children the right to an equal education, all of these factors are
relevant, not only those attributable to large overhead, but also
those reflecting special learning disabilities of inner city school
children.” 21

It has long been accepted by the courts that the equal protec-
tion clause could not be interpreted literally to force all laws to

Background to Equal Protection Clause
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have equal and universal impact. “Special burdens are often neces-
sary for general benefits”. 22 The judiciary has generally deferred
to the legislature in discriminating between affected classes, ac-
cepting such classifying if a rational relationship between a legiti-
mate purpose and a classification scheme could be shown. Courts
have viewed such questions as political and thus nonjusticiable
or inappropriate for judicial review.

Occasionally, laws have run head on into the equal protection
clause, where classification, for example, is patently apparent, or
even disguisedly capricious or where no rational classification con-
nects the law to the affected persons. In such cases, “(t)he equal
protection clause prevents States from arbitrarily treating people
differently under their laws.” 23 When a legislative classification
affects a vital personal right of an individual, that legislation is
subjected to close judicial scrutiny for reasonableness.

In recent years the U.S. Supreme Court has broadened the
guarantees of the equal protection clause, most notably in areas
involving financial inability to assert fundamental rights. Thus in
Griffin v. Illinois 351 U.S. 12 (1956), the Court found a denial of
equal protection in the state’s refusal to provide all indigent de-
fendants with free transcripts, and in Douglas v. California 372
U.S. 353 (1963) it overturned a lower court’s decision that the
state, in its discretion, could deny free counsel to convicted per-
sons seeking appellate review but who could not afford legal costs.
In Harper v. Virginia Board of Elections 383 U.S. 663 (1966) the
state poll tax was found to violate the equal protection clause.

Kirp 24 observes that these decisions were related in several
ways: “the legislation struck down by the Court had put a mone-
tary condition upon the exercise of a right; those adversely af-
fected were too poor to be able to make the demanded payment,
and thus were effectively foreclosed from exercising the right.”
Equal protection was carried a mark beyond previous holdings, by
compelling the mitigation, if not the elimination, of the impact of
poverty in certain contexts. “Seen in this light, poverty was no
longer ‘constitutionally an irrelevance.’ The state was obliged to
take affirmative action to overcome the effects of poverty”. 25 In
other words, the state may not condition the exercise of certain
rights on an individual’s ability to assume the bill incurred in that
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exercise. The dissenting view of Justice Harlan that the state need
not make unequal efforts to compensate for differences in eco-
nomic circumstances was swept aside by Justice Black’s view that
there can be no equal justice where a man’s fate may depend on
how much money he has. Justice Fortas commented shortly after
these decisions that “they stand for the proposition that the state
may be obliged in some situations to bridge the gaps which
indigency has. created between a person and his constitutional
rights.” 26 In both areas, criminal procedure and voting rights, the
Court has abandoned its typical attitude of deference to the
legislature and has engaged in a balancing of personal and public
interest. The patterns of the past need not be imposed upon the
future; “local customs, though hardened by time are not decreed
in heaven”. 27

Kirp lists certain values which merit expansive equal protection
treatment;

1. Does the right bear directly on the individual’s
effective participation in the political process?

2. Is the preservation of the right essential to the
maintenance of the values of the society?

3. Is the right generally considered essential for the
individual’s satisfactory life prospects?

Taken together, these measures should not be applied mechan-
ically. Nor are they static. What is fundamental will vary with the
varying expectations of the society. Notions of what constitutes
equal treatment for purposes of the equal protection clause do
change. But such measures are useful in suggesting a rule of reason
that can be applied to determine what state services are in fact
rights, equal access to which is assured to all.

“The state ‘discriminates’ in offering fundamental goods and
services if the way in which they are offered leave some people
unable to afford them. Put another way: the pertinent question for
the Court is whether everyone has an equal share of the goods,
measured according to need.” 28

“The right to an equal educational opportunity merits special
judicial solicitude because education shares with criminal process
and suffrage the attributes of a fundamental right. Education bears
directly on the individual’s effective participation in the political
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process; it is essential to the maintenance of the society’s values; it
is crucial for the individual’s satisfactory life prospects.” 29

In short, the quality of education provided to communities or
social classes within the society necessarily affects the entire soci
ety. Moreover, education has so typically been regarded a vital
public service as to be compulsory throughout the nation and it
may have a direct impact on the effectiveness of participation in a
political system which makes priority choices among other public
services for the future.

Education is considered most crucial to the poor because it can
operate as a social equalizer. To fail in education is a personal
tragedy for the poor for it forecloses the American dream of
breaking free of the restrictive confines of the lower class.

Paradoxically, the poor, however, have not been able to use the
schools as social equalizers. Generally speaking, as a class they have
suffered the worst schooling; they go to the most outmoded
schools with the least motivated fellow classmates, they use the
shabbiest facilities and are taught by the least capable teachers;
they do the worst and may be looked upon by the system as
capable of doing no better.

In sum, while society values education highly, both for its
importance to the individual and its importance to the society
itself, it has acted in a manner that puts the poor to a disadvan-
tage, by providing them with measurably less than an equal educa-
tion.

But as Kirp and others have noted, once the state undertakes to
provide education, the right must be available to all on equal
terms. Brown v. Board of Education 347 U.S. 483, 493 (1954).
“That an ostensibly equal offering operates in fact to injure a
particular class is sufficient to condemn the arrangement without
any further showing”. 30

Kirp cites the Coleman Report which stresses that equalization
of human resources, rather than school facilities, is more important
in achieving equality of opportunity, for the former resources are
most critical in determining the fate of the student. Though racial
composition does influence school achievement, the Coleman
Study found that social class composition has the most significant
effect, and is an essential measure of equality of human resources.



HOUSE - No. 5447 [Apr.114

A similar finding was reported in a California study. 31 In short, to
quote Coleman, “The schools are successful only insofar as they
reduce the dependence of a child’s opportunities upon his social
origins . . . Thus equality of educational opportunity implies, not
merely ‘equal’ schools, but equally effective schools, whose in-
fluences will overcome the differences in starting point of children
from different social groups.” Granting that students vary in intelli-
gence, aptitude and ability, such a fact does not suggest that a
school is excused from exerting its energies in overcoming basic
differences that have their roots in variations in home life and
community. As one writer has expressed it, “Our current concern
with ‘equality of opportunity’ seems to be introducing a higher
type of morality that says that when soup is being served, those
initially equipped with forks (or with no utensil at all) should be
provided with spoons.” 313

Kirp cites Hobson v. Hansen 269 F. Supp. 401 (DDC, 1967)
which held that when the rights of a disadvantaged minority,
however defined, are adversely affected, the school system is
obliged to justify its policies and show that the justification out-
weighs the harm.

But the state, not the municipality, has the capacity to provide
meaningful relief for inequalities of educational opportunity, and
thus it is argued the state is the more logical governmental unit to
turn to for relief. Constitutional and statutory provisions, judicial
decisions, and long-standing custom all bear witness to the state’s
responsibility for public education.

Of particular interest is the language in Hall v. St. Helene Parish
School Board 197 F. Supp. 649, 658 (1961):

“The equal protection clause speaks to the state. ***At least in
the area of constitutional rights, and specifically with respect to
education, the state can no more delegate a power to discriminate
than it can itself directly establish inequalities. ”

The reapportionment cases offer the most tempting analogy. But
the situations are not identical. The reapportionment cases com-
pelled redistricting because no other remedy could overcome the
effect of disparities between districts or could overturn the rural
dominance of the state legislature. In education, the availability of
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other, more traditional remedies, notably, increased financial sup-
port, may make the Court reluctant to insist on redrawing school
district lines.

Still, the Court, in the reapportionment cases, viewed equal
protection as requiring an equally effective vote. It is the “equally
effective” standard that may evolve as the main support for even-
tual school redistricting. Only if children in poorer districts, it is
argued, can break away from their environment, will they have an
equal chance to compete effectively. If the political thicket can be
penetrated to remedy the voting malady it can likewise be entered
to protect the education of children.

A second approach is to challenge the equity of state aid to
education formulas. Whatever purposes state aid formulas are
meant to achieve, their effect has not been to equalize resources or
capabilities. In some states they actually effect a contribution that
is greater per pupil in suburban schools than in the cities and are
actually serving to widen the gap that divides the rich and poor
districts.

One proposition advanced is to require that equal facilities be
available to each school district. While beneficial to those districts
with an inadequate tax base, this proposal suffers serious draw-
backs. A low-level equalization, for example, would restrict school
districts willing to make more than the minimal effort while
producing no significant improvement of the problem. Yet to
demand facilities in each district comparable to those provided by
the wealthiest and most education-prone community would be a
harsh burden to impose on the other districts.

Rather, it is suggested that the focus be on effective equaliza-
tion an equal chance for equal achievement where the state
makes a greater financial effort in those districts whose needs are
greater because their school children are less well-prepared for
school.

Kirp asserts, “The state has a constitutional obligation to de-
velop schools which will compensate as fully as possible for in-
equalities of prior training and background. The cost of such an
effort, seriously undertaken, will be immense; the result will be
worth the cost.” 32
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Thus the state aid formula attacked in a law suit in Michigan is
based on the allegation that the formula in no way relates to the
needs of the different districts and fails to consider differences
among the districts. Further, it ignores the differences in quality of
facilities, and in the cost of providing the same facilities in dif-
ferent regions of the state and the cost of adequately educating
disadvantaged children. The theory of the suit, in short, is that
even equal expenditures in all districts would be insufficient; that
equally effective education should be the goal; and that the burden
of financing an adequate public education system should ultimately
rest with the state.

Kirp regretfully concludes, “Were one somehow free to select
the branch of government best suited to resolve the problems of
educational opportunity, the judiciary would not be the branch
picked. Massive inaction of the other two branches, however,
makes the judiciary the instrument of last resort for the assertion
of fundamental constitutional rights”. 33

In fact, “community control and social class integration may
well be incompatible goals”. 34 This incompatibility and the effects
upon school children’s chances for an equally effective education,
asserts Kirp, requires careful assessment before the rush to make
major changes in the structure and operation of a school system
receives judicial blessing.

Finally, the judiciary should not intervene unduly in the opera-
tion of the schools lest it drive away the very able people who
ought to be finding imaginative ways to make equal opportunity
work. Yet school administrators cannot be permitted to erect
pedalogical expertise as a barrier to any judicial action.

If the inequalities of the school finance question are going to be
solved short of judicial intervention, some effort must be made to
understand the very complex existing structure of public education
finance, and the possible distributional systems that could replace
it in the future. Although there is an abundance of reform pro-
posals in the discussion stage, some of which have been referred to
briefly in this report, none of the literature examined appears to
match the sophistication, care and thought-provoking analysis of

A Proposed New Test for State Educational Finance Structures
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the subject produced by Coons, Clune and Sugarman, a trio of
lawyers. 35 Their approach, while not free of criticism, at least
offers some new ideas for educators, lawyers and fiscal officers to
consider. At the outset it should be noted that they do not spare
educators, legislators or the fiscal experts in their criticism of the
status quo. They are unhappy with the failure of the system, with
those responsible for its creation, and with those responsible for its
perpetuation. They feel that all citizens should be outraged by the
magnitude of differentials in per pupil expenditure within the same
state. But as they point out, the worst victims of the existing
structure are those who are politically impotent, not .because of
numbers, but because of the districting structure and other factors
organic to the system. They believe that education shares with
voting the qualities of being logically and practically anterior to all
other values in a democratic society. More important and quite
independent of other rationales for equality in public education,
they assert that education is the prime mover in the modern labor
market. Thus, in our free enterprise system, for public schools to
be the very basis of differentials in preparing children to compete
in that market, means that certain participants in the race for
economic success are hobbled at the gate, and what is worse, they
are hobbled by the public handicapper. They indict the public
school system in the following passage from the Preface of their
recent publication:

The plain fact is that our state governments have
embraced the philosophy that, as a aile, the quality of
public education should be in direct proportion to the
wealth of the school district; in general this also means
that the quality will be in inverse proportion to the
needs of the children. The primary dependence of public
education upon the real property tax and the localization
of that tax’s administration and expenditure have com-
bined to make the public school into an educator for the
educated rich and a keeper for the uneducated poor.
There exists no more powerful force for rigidity of social
class and the frustration of national potential than the
modern public school system with its systematic discrim-
ination against poor districts.”
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The remedy is not obvious. Even ignoring political forces that
support the status quo, “educational systems themselves are so
structured as to be naturally protected from legislative drift toward
an egalitarian form.”

They go on to note that districts favored by a superior tax base
would likely oppose change on all grounds; that districts of average
influence are apathetic but would also likely oppose change, fearful
of potential loss of control; and that poor districts alone have a
clear stake in the changes but their case is supported only by
justice. Little can be expected from the political process, they say,
“in its legislative mode.”

General Features. As Coleman points out, the authors would not
sacrifice local decision-making about education so as to make the
level of educational expenditures in a child’s education indepen-
dent of his parent’s economic resources. The decisions relative to
the scope of education provided and the financial support thereof
would remain with local governments. On the other hand, they
advocate that the resulting level of expenditures be free from the
widely varying abilities to pay. To do this they have introduced
three concepts;

1. Educational offering, roughly, the amount spent per child
in education

2. Educational wealth, roughly, the wealth of the community
per child in school

3. Educational effort, the rate at which wealth is taxed for
education (i.e., real wealth, taxed through the property tax)

It is argued that if a locality is purely self-financing in educa-
tion, then the offering to the children in that locality equals
locality wealth times locality effort . But the more that different
school districts differ in wealth, the closer to private education
(where each child’s education depends on his own family’s ex-
penditures education) does the public system become.

If financing of education is to be carried out equally within the
Commonwealth, the same equation must hold: offering equals
wealth times effort, but at the state level. This equation will
equalize educational expenditures throughout the state, but at the
cost of local decision-making.

However, as noted, the authors want to preserve local decision-
making, yet equalize the power that different localities have to
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realize their ends. In their view, this can be achieved by “power
equalizing.”

In essence, they argue that, while the offering should depend on
the locality’s effort, it should depend also on the wealth of the
state as a whole rather than the locality’s own wealth. In other
words, school districts within a state should have equal power to
realize their educational interests.

The status quo, on the other hand, is that educational offering is
dependent principally on the wealth of the school district, rather
than on its educational effort. This creates (1) an incentive for all
to live in wealthy districts with few children, and (2) an incentive
in those districts to exclude families with many children or low
income or both. Moreoever, it tends to drive those with high
wealth living in low wealth districts (e.g. central cities) either out
of those districts (if taxes become high enough to allow educa-
tional expenditures that are competitive with high wealth districts)
or, to private schools (if they do not).

In short, the status quo creates incentives to homogenize resi-
dential areas even further and thus further intensify the inequalities
of educational expenditures due to wealth.

In the view of the authors, the crucial policy and legal problem
is the “systematic state-created discrimination by wealth. Such
discrimination is the principal vice of present legislative systems.”
It is the target of the authors’ constitutional proposal to end a
local-wealth oriented education system. Their basic position is
quite simply expressed: The quality of public education may not
be a function of wealth other than the wealth of the state as a
whole.

They style this principle as “Proposition I.” and sometimes refer
to it as the “no-wealth” principle. Finance systems that satisfy the
principle are identified as “wealth-free.” They stress that local
choice is not jeopardized under the Proposition I standard.

Except for Hawaii, the systems depend, in varying degrees, for
fiscal support upon taxes approved, levied and collected within the
several school districts. Most often the source is local real estate. If
local collections were the sole support for public education, the

Wealth and Offering Under Present School Finance Systems
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offering per pupil would be simple to calculate; O = WxE, where O
is Offering, W is Wealth and E is Effort. But local wealth varies
and if the effort were equal in various districts, quality would vary
accordingly. Though such a pur; local system does not exist, it is
approached in some states. 36 What does exist everywhere but in
Hawaii is a system of local collections with a second system in the
form of state subsidies superimposed. Thus offering is actually
determined by the form and amount of state aid, or as .the
authors’ formulate: O = WxE + state aid. The proportionate share
of state contributions vary widely among the states and thus
produce a variety of effects. Such effects upon the relation be-
tween wealth and offering is the principal interest of the authors.

The Value System. The authors introduce a term, “subsidiarity”
to describe the American value which emphasizes low level
decision-making i.e., one applicable to intermediate groups of all
descriptions including families, local governments and private asso-
ciations, as a few examples. Systems informed by subsidiarity tend
to produce variety, competition, experimentation, and citizen par-
ticipation in greater degree than systems which emphasize centrali-
zation. The latter tend to be characterized by the kind of equality
guaranteed by any system of uniformity.

The other competing value that is found in American public
education is that of equality normally experienced as the equiva-
lence of opportunity, or more commonly, equality of education
opportunity. There appears to be a common belief that equality of
opportunity and subsidiarity cannot be accommodated in a single
system. 37 Because states have emphasized local government in
educational financing and gross inequities have been the result,
many students of school financing have concluded that equality of
opportunity will require centralization and uniformity.

But the authors defend subsidiarity as an important element in
the mix of institutions that promote an open society. It is their
position that the scandalous discriminations now tolerated in
public education are a consequence not of too much but of too
little local control:

“The existing financing mechanisms are not truly sys-
tems of local control; rather they are a system of naked
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privilege for those localities which are created by the
state with superior power.” 38

Local control in the sense of entities with parity of power to
perform their assigned task of education, they say, has never
existed. They reject the argument that there must be a choice
between centralization and subsidiarity.

Alternative Choices to Achieve Subsidiarity and Equal Oppor-
tunity. The authors contend that either of two types of decentral-
ized systems can be employed to eliminate the effects of wealth
variations and create true local fiscal control. Each depends on the
principle of “power equalizing,” i.e., for purposes of public educa-
tion, the economic power of collectivities intermediate to the
individual and the state. One style is “District Power Equalizing,”
the other is “Family Power Equalizing.”

District Power Equalizing. Essentially, this system eliminates
wealth from the formula that determines a school district offering.
Thus, instead of offering being a function of wealth and effort, it
is solely a function of effort. Such a system requires a ceiling on
permissible per pupil expenditures for each level of locally chosen
tax effort. For example, localities would be required to establish a
minimum tax rate (e.g. 10 mills) but could not exceed a maximum
rate (e.g. 30 mills). The per pupil expenditures permitted at the
minimum rate might be S5OO and at the maximum rate $1,500.
Regardless of the amount of local collections, a district could
spend only that amount per pupil fixed by statute for the tax rate
the locality has chosen. Thus both poor districts and wealthy
districts taxing at 15 mills would provide a $750 education. Both
taxing at 20 mills would provide a $l,OOO education, and so on.
An obvious result of this style is that local collections would be
excessive in some districts and insufficient in others. Poor districts
would have to have some support and excess collections in wealth-
ier districts could be redistributed. The details would hinge on the
degree of financial support which the state is willing to assume and
the extent to which the state wants to stimulate local effort. The
system provides flexibility in meeting problems such as municipal
overburden, 39 transportation costs, and variations in personnel
costs among different areas.
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The effect is to put all districts on an equal basis in their power
to raise sums for education. Any variations among districts in
moneys spent per pupil would be no more than a reflection of local
interest in education. Power equalizing thus does not guarantee
equal dollars per pupil, 0 it merely makes the school taxing pro-
cess a fair one and stimulates a maximum incentive at the local
level.

Family Power Equalizing. This is an application of the same
power equalizing principle - but to a different unit. Instead of the
school district, the family would make the decision as to its level
of sacrifice or effort for education. The wealth against which the
tax effort would be made is the family income per child. A
specific level of spending would be permitted the family for each
level of effort. Education would be purchased by some form of
scrip and the state would decide how schools would be provided,
possibly including private schools as part of the available market.
In this way, allowing for adjustments where necessary (e.g. cost of
living) equal tax efforts would give families of varying wealth
access to schools of equal offering.

The proposal differs from the so-called Friedman plan 41 wherein
the state pays a flat and equal amount to each child whose parents
then choose the school in which to spend the grant, free to
supplement it as they are willing and able. That approach only
permits the wealthy a magnified advantage over the poor, for the
poor could not afford to supplement the state stipend and would
be restricted to choosing schools that charged only the stipend
amount, whereas the wealthy could use the stipend as a base upon
which to create superior schools. In sum, family power equalizing
is another alternative to existing schemes, not necessarily the best,
but one which encourages subsidiarity and maximizes freedom of
choice.

Judicial Intervention. It would appear that if the gross inequal-
ities and discrimination in public school financing are not solved
by the political process, then, inevitably, the judiciary will be
forced, however reluctantly, to resolve it. There seems to be no
question that the United States Supreme Court has jurisdiction of
the subject matter.42 But this is not to say that the Court should
have to face the school finance issue, or if it does, that it can
dispose of it effectively. Judicial review of the issue could take
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many forms and not all of them beneficial. Whether the Supreme
Court should act, as well as how it would act, depends largely
upon three basic, interrelated aspects of judicial review; standards,
preemption and enforceability.

As for standards, the problem is one of achieving intelligibility.
In the reapportionment cases the Court was successful because the
“one-man, one vote’ principle was an incredibly simple and intelli-
gible measure of equal protection. In contrast, the Court has
seemingly failed to articulate intelligible standards in the obscenity
cases. And it was the inability of the plaintiffs in the 1968 school
finance case, Mclnnis v. Shapiro, to suggest an intelligible standard
that dissuaded a federal district court from interfering with the
existing Illinois system and perhaps influenced the Supreme Court
to dispose of the appeal summarily.

Preemption of the school finance question raises serious ques-
tions as to the wisdom of judicial intervention. The first effect is
to narrow alternatives available to a state legislature. As to the
sapping of legislative power, it is argued that those who are victims
of school finance discrimination are politically impotent. The
primary victims, children, have no franchise. And in the cases
where injury is most severe, their political surrogates, the parents,
live in below average wealth districts making it improbable that
they could achieve sufficient political muscle to overthrow a sys-
tem that favors all wealthier districts and which is indifferent to
districts of near average wealth areas whose political support
would be vital to effect change. On this score, Coons and his
associates anticipate little, if any, success:

“Further, the testimony of seventy years of frustration
of legislative reform strongly suggests the futility of
political commotion at the state level where to invoke
the democratic process is to ask privileged society to
surrender the advantage that as much as any other is the
keystone of this privilege. Change if it is to come

is not likely to commence with political puis-
59 43sance.

The authors argue that “the principle of Rich District-Poor
District” must perish. However, the worst service the Court could
render would be to enunciate a principle that would leave the state
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no flexibility in choosing a financial structure for education. It
could effectively foreclose legislative examination of a host of
alternative choices. The authors believe that Proposition I permits
the Court to confine itself to minimal proscriptions.

Finally the authors feel that the best service the Court can
perform is fourfold;

1. To break the logjam of the status quo and thus free the state
from a politically immovable system.

2. To give the state wide latitude in its reexamination of the
finance problem.

3. To speak with clarity in a standard capable of intelligent
interpretation.

4. To remain keenly sensitive to likely legislative and popular
responses to the various forms its decisions and orders might
take.

Proposition I
Coons and his colleagues base their formula for a reform of the

school finance question (Proposition I) on the following premise:
The quality of public education may not be a function of wealth
other than the wealth of the state as a whole.

Proposition 1 is not a logical extension of any existing doctrine.
The authors’ argument for it is dictated more by purely policy
considerations than an exercise in formal logic. Among policy
persuasions are the following:

1. A factual showing of gross discrimination by wealth.
2. The practical unavailability of legislative relief.
3. The fundamental significance of the interest at stake.
4. Legal precedent rendering wealth suspect as a classifying fact

when used to affect fundamental interests.
5. A class of defenseless victims similar in interest and suffering

serious injury.
6. Available practical alternatives which satisfy legitimate state

goals without continuing the existing discrimination.
7. An intelligible and limited standard leaving legislative discre-

tion.
The authors’ contend that their Proposition has the indispens-

able political quality of flexibility and that its adoption would



HOUSE - No. 54471971] 125

validate most of the existing structure, including the use of school
districts as a locus of decision concerning the quality of education.
The Legislature may choose the principle of subsidiarity, and
equality can be achieved through power equalizing, or if it prefers
to stress equality in the form of uniformity, it can obtain that by
way of a centralized system. The only choice foreclosed to the
Legislature would be the linking of quality and wealth.

Several options remain open including spending according to
need and/or promise, and the use of optional systems at different
levels of education, e.g., full equality of spending from kinder-
garten through the grade two and thereafter spending would be on
the basis of pupil need or potential. Or just the reverse order could
be chosen if the Legislature so decided. The point made by the
authors is that a state system would be free to adjust to a new
equilibrium determined by its own unique conditions and interests.
From their point of view, Proposition I is a liberating, not a
restrictive, political principle.

Further, they argue, it has a simplicity in its application to
existing systems. An examination of assessed valuations, tax rates
and sources and amounts of local tax revenue will ordinarily reveal
whether the state permits offering to vary by assessed wealth of its
districts. If it does, the principle is obviously offended.

However, if the existing system were replaced by one which (a)
totally centralizes school funding, or (b) where school district
tax-raising power per pupil is equalized in the sense that a given
local school rate results everywhere in the same number of spend-
able dollars per pupil, two questions regarding a wealth-free system
might arise.

1. What about differences in the cost of the same educational
services from district to district?

Perhaps an adjustment for objective cost differences should be
mandatory. The authors are primarily concerned, however.
with measurable economic disadvantages the state itself has
created in its use of particular financing devices.

2. What of the problem of “municipal overburden,” i.e. the
effort of urban programs on the city dwellers’ tax dollar?
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If the state were to adopt a power equalized district system,
without accounting for the extra, competing demands within
urban school districts it would reduce the ability of the
taxpayer and school district to make a proportional educa-
tional effort.

In their publications, the authors say that when Proposition I
refers to “wealth”, it refers to assessed valuation per pupil for it is
this kind of wealth that has been the basis of state programs that
produce inequitable results. However, though an area may be “city
poor”, a condition that will affect school spending, the cause is by
definition outside the system of school finance. Municipal over-
burden, argue the authors, is merely a special case of the general
problem of marginal utilities, the effect of spending fixed
amounts from varying incomes. Any expenditure, when made
against varying incomes, may selectively reduce capacity and
willingness to spend elsewhere. But to eliminate completely the
source of all marginal utility effects on school spending would
require redistributing of all costs and equalization of all wealth.
Proposition I, they contend, seeks the redistribution of economic
power only for the support of public education.

The authors assert a strong preference for a powerful legislative
program of compensation and experimentation from the state and
federal government if the no-wealth standard were adopted. But
they express certain opinions and facts to put the question of
compensatory spending in perspective:

1. It is absurd to speak of “compensatory” education while its
alleged beneficiaries lack equality.

2. Current state and federal programs will remain a hodge-podge
until each state has an underlying system based on fiscal
equity.

3. Existing federal programs “are probably worse than nothing;
at best they merely reduce the pressure upon the states to put
their own houses in order, and, at worst, actually increase the
disparities arising from variation in wealth.” 44

Proposition I and Compensatory Education
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Geographical Basis. The reapportionment (place) cases held in-
valid a policy that resulted in weighting votes by residence. The
authors stress that the rationale behind these decisions can be
applied to discrimination in school finance. “If a man's address
ought not determine the weight of his vote, should it not also be
impermissible that his address dilute the quality of public educa-
tion available to him?” In fact, the case is more forceful for no
one is compelled to vote but the child must attend school. Fur-
ther, in a democratic society education is of equal importance as
voting, even more so if one is to vote intelligently, thus geographi-
cal discrimination is at least as harmful as dilution of the franchise.

Reapportionment holdings do not nullify the use of geographical
classification; they do insist that it be used properly. It was not
geography that bothered the Court; it was the fact of differential
weighting. The Court turned to an utterly simple solution the
principle of “one-man, one vote”. It has been argued by some
reformers the solution is applicable to the school finance issue, a
sort of “one kid, one buck” levelism as described by the authors.
But if equating one man’s vote with another’s is both natural and
easy to do, to equate one man’s education with another’s requires
considerable rationalization. Any distribution of education requires
an offering diversified according to differences of age, grade, and a
dozen other factors. The misuse of geographical districting is best
viewed as merely a medium of discrimination by wealth. But in
addition to its invalidity, the argument from geography is risky for
it inclines toward a standard of uniformity.

Proposition I leaves ample room for variety from district to
district if the state chooses, so long as the criterion of difference is
not wealth.

The Irrelevance of the Race Cases. While Coons and his co-
authors readily concede that there is much evidence of financial
discrimination in racially segregated districts, they insist their plan

4. The proper federal role is an ancillary one to encourage
experimentation and to help where local effort and need are
greatest.

Proposition I and the Constitution: The Place and Race Cases



HOUSE No. 5447 [Apr.128

is not an accommodation for victims of the racially imbalanced
school:

“The fact is otherwise. There is no reason to suppose
that the system of district based school finance embodies
a racial bias. There well may be very significant racial/
dollar discrimination within districts but that is another
problem. No doubt there are poor districts which are
basically negro, but it is clear . . . that there is a vast
preponderance of such districts which are white.

. . . (H)owever it may be defined, the injured class is
not racial either black or white. If there were no black
people in America the inequality in the system in no
way would be diminished.”

The authors warn that for critics of the existing system to turn
it into a racial case, could very well paralyze efforts to reform it.

While racial discrimination is a clear constitutional benchmark,
discrimination against the children of poor districts is not the same
thing.

Education as a Favored Interest

According to the authors, only when equality of opportunity for
public education exists can freedom for every group be increased
through education. For in a system marked by preference, only
those groups which are preferred by the state will enjoy the
liberating effect of public education (i.e. the increase in practical
choices available to an individual) and their gain is offset by the
relative restricted freedom of the disfavored.

Ideally, public education has its liberating effect for all groups
only if it is dispensed without state engineered inequality. The
state can prefer no entity in this relationship without distroying
the freedom of another.

In the authors’ eyes, “there is in fact no graver threat to the
capitalist system than the present cylical replacement of the
‘fittest’ of one generation by their artificially advantaged offspring.
Further, where that advantage is preferred to the children of the
successful by the state, we may be sure that free enterprise has
sold its birthright”. “The state has no business giving differential
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pushes upon an arbitrary basis ... In the name of all the values of
free enterprise the existing system of public school finance is a
gross scandal.”

In support of the above observations, Coons et al recount
certain factors which distinguish education from other state bene-
fits:

1. Public Education as the Stabilizer of a “Free
Enterprise Society. ” No other governmental service
can make such a claim. Man as competitor is first
and foremost an educated man. We neither expect
him nor permit him to compete until he has been
educated.

2. The Compulsory Character of Education. In addi-
tion to state statutes mandating school attendance
to a specified age, a system’s administrative policy
dictates assignment to a particular district, then to
a particular school. For the poor, this combination
of compulsion is confining, at least when com-
pared to the freedom of the more affluent to
select among private educations. A child of the
poor assigned arbitrarily to an inferior state school
takes the complexion of a prisoner, complete with
a minimum sentence of 12 years.

4. The Continuing Process of Education. It represents
the only planned, continuing and universal relation
of the individual with the state. Of all the state’s
benefits, it represents both the largest opportunity
for, and the most significant danger to, the in-
dividual caught in its maternal embrace.

5. The Impressionability Feature. It is that service
through which the state deals with every man as
man. Public education shapes our children’s devel-
opment in a manner chosen not by the child or his
parents, but by the state. When the state educates,
it stamps its mold on the personality of the child.

3. Universality. Unlike other state services it applies
to all; even if it weren’t compulsory, most would
seek it.
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Often it does so explicitly; always it does so im-
plicitly. The inevitable impact on the child’s per-
sonality by way of comprehensive state norms for
educational content is frightening to many and
they would prefer to abolish the public school. Of
course, the Pierce decision preserves the right to
choose private education for those who can
afford it. “For those who cannot, the state’s in-
fluence upon personality is inescapable. It is this
that . . . makes discrimination in public education
distasteful and which distinguishes education from
all other public services.”45

Should Proposition I be neutral? Would it be improper to enact
a statute which directs per pupil expenditure by district in inverse
proportion to the relative wealth of the district, one that prefers
children of the poor, as such? Clearly, the authors concede, such a
statute would offend Proposition I for quality is made a function
of wealth:

“Proposition I probably should operate with neutral-
ity

..
. The state ought not discriminate among children

upon the basis of a characteristic of any persons other
than the children themselves . . . Poverty . . . should not
be conceived as the direct object of legislation designed
to improve our schools. Its object rather is the individual
educational needs of children who are not properly dis-
tinguishable from each other as either rich or poor.” 46

In general, two important state interests are served by the
existing decentralized responsibility for education; (1) subsidiarity
in school administration and (2) subsidiarity in decision-making as
to the level of sacrifice for the competition between educational
and other needs. Coons and his colleagues outline various ways
these interests can be served while avoiding existing inequities.

Twelve examples are given of wealth-free systems which are
compatible with local administration. Under a system of total state

Neutrality of Proposal

Alternatives for Financing Public Education
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financing, they cite three alternatives which are based on equality
of allocation to districts on a per pupil basis: (1) where a district is
free to allocate to all reasonable uses; (2) where a district must
spend on an equality per pupil basis; and (3) where a district must
allocate to various categorical uses (compensatory educations, ex-
perimental programs, etc.).

Two other alternatives are based on allocation to districts on a
reasonable basis other than per pupil; (4) categorical special aid for
the blind, talented disadvantaged, etc.; and (5) categorical special
aid for curricular specializations to be chosen by the school district
(science, art, experimental, etc.).

A sixth alternative is based on direct aid to students, with either
all or some of the state budget for education. This approach
implies freedom to spend in private schools.

Another six alternatives would be to apply the aforecited six
administrative examples, only under partial local financing. They
would, however, require “power equalizing” to be constitutionally
valid if Proposition I were accepted.

All twelve systems, argue the authors, would be less onerous
alternatives insofar as they would remove the effect of poverty
upon quality without sacrificing subsidiarity in administration. On
the contrary, subsidiarity would be augmented by any form of
power equalizing.

Local Fiscal Control

The state’s interest in retaining a substantial local fiscal control
could be satisfied by a slightly smaller number of alternative
programs. All of them would involve some aspect of power equal-
izing, - either through the district, the family, or both.

Alternatives and Solutions

To force the state from the existing straitjacket of wealth-
determined quality and thus force a basic legislative reexamination
of the system to the probable benefit of all education, the authors
suggest five strategies which would seek the following ends:

1. To prevent the richer districts from receiving an unfair per-
centage of the general resource for education.
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2. To obtain a fair amount of money for the pupil’s education
in his own district.

budget per child.
4. To excuse the child from attendance so long as less than a

fair sum is available in his own district
5. To obtain a fair sum for the child to purchase education

elsewhere.
Moreover, statutes with such provisions would provide the

setting for a judicial review of the structure of education finance.
Viewing the above five strategies separately, the authors evaluate

their worth.
Thus, No. 1 above is recast as follows: “Rich district students

deserve no more than I get.” Under this approach, the strategy
would be to ask the court to block access of the rich to their
over-adequate tax base, and to enjoin the operation of any part of
the state system exploiting a wealth advantage over the complain-
ing party’s district. State officials would be prevented from dis-
tributing flat grants and equalization for relatively rich districts and
the more wealthy districts would be prevented from spending more
per child than their tax rate would raise in the plaintiffs district.
The authors’ label this system a “dog-in-the-manager approach”
and while it raises clear emotional objections it has distinct ad-
vantages in that it need raise no money. They suggest that sur-
pluses would accumulate from unspent state and local funds which
could be distributed to poorer districts in a judicially created
power-equalizing scheme using the average district as key. Since it
aims point blank at the rich districts those politically least
sympathetic to equality and would make beneficiaries of the
poor districts, self-interest would force wealthy districts to seek
solutions involving the least surrender of local control. But since
the plaintiff gets no direct immediate advantage from victory

only fair competition there is a possible question of legal
standing to sue.

No. 2 above may be restated as follows; “I deserve to get in my
district at least what Jones gets in his.” In short, the student is
demanding more money for his district, comparing its wealth and
effort with that of richer districts. The problem here is that to

3. To gain admission for the student to a district with a fair
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achieve the ends sought, some level of tax and in a form accept-
able to the court would have to be established. For example, if the
court were to permit the richest district to continue to spend at
current levels, all the districts taxing at the rate levied in that
district would have to be raised to match it. The economic con-
sequences can only be guessed at. 47 If the rate were pegged to any
district but the richest, the court would have to restrain spending
in all districts richer than the level chosen and to that extent it
would depress the quality of education.

No. 3 above in substance says: “If 1 am unable to get what I
deserve in my district, I should be able to go to another district.”
Many procedural pitfalls are pointed out by the authors and some
districting policy questions are raised. But the scheme is impracti-
cal in that if numbers of children are transferred from poor to rich
districts, the districts would tend to draw together in educational
wealth. Eventually, formerly rich districts would become “sending”
schools and worse, inasmuch as districts are poor or rich only in
relation to each other, a district would be a “sending” school as to
some districts and a “receiving” school as to others, creating
hopeless confusion and multiple litigation.

No. 4 is recast as follows: “If 1 am unable to get what I deserve
in my district considering our tax rate, I should not have to go to
school.” But nobody really wants the children out of school and in
any event this approach is directed at a target which is not the
crux of the discrimination. Thus it may not only cloud the issue
but may also render the judiciary unsympathetic.

No. 5 above is recast as follows: “If I am unable to get what 1
deserve in my district, I should get as much money to spend on
education elsewhere as is spent per pupil in a rich district.” In
substance, where the plaintiffs district is spending, for example,
$5OO per pupil and the rich district is spending $l,OOO per pupil,
the state should pay the difference so that it may be spent in
either a private or public school. The initial allure fades when the
effect of large numbers of children using it is considered. Thus, the
poor district becomes rich as large numbers leave it and thus the
injury to the remaining children is reduced. If large numbers do
depart from poor districts, it places a burden on other public or
private schools to serve them. Moreover private school children in
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poor districts could enroll in public school to qualify for their
stipend and then transfer back to private schools. Among other
shortcomings of this scheme a parent could supplement the
stipend, thereby perpetuating the wealth discrimination sought to
be ended.

The authors suggest an “eclectic approach” wherein all of the
aforementioned disadvantages may be diminished without giving up
any advantages. For what the child really seeks is a fair hearing on
the merits of the constitutional issue, plus a declaration of princi-
ple and judicial flexibility to coax and impel a relevant legislative
response. Thus, they believe the best route is by way of an action
for a declaratory judgment where the state and local officials with
powers and duties over education finance would be named de-
fendants. The court could then examine the whole package of laws
as to their constitutional validity and if it declared such system
invalid, it could wait for an appropriate legislative remedy which
would bring into play all the political forces to remodel the
system. If the state did not respond, the court could, by stages,
exercise its own powers to impose a judicially created scheme.

Judicial Action. Unfortunately for the Coons team, its proposal
appeared at a most unpropitious time which will probably affect
their case and its potential for influencing legal thinking. The
obstacle is the Mclnnis suit in Illinois. As already noted, the three
judge federal district court granted the state’s motion to dismiss,
thereby rejecting the equal protection argument of the plaintiffs.
Notwithstanding the court’s finding that the inequalities of the
Illinois arrangement were readily apparent, it concluded that the
system was not entirely irrational. The statutes permitted local
communities to control local schools, to experiment in educational
financing and to determine their own tax burden in terms of the
importance they placed on education. The court felt that this gave
the system sufficient legislative justification to uphold its constitu-
tionality. But more to the point, the court found that the judiciary
was poorly equipped to order funds allocated on the basis of so

The Preferable Choice

Critical Response to Power Equalizing
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vague a concept as educational need, as plaintiffs had urged. In a
per curiam decision the Supreme Court affirmed the district court,
Mclnnis v. Ogilvie, 394 U.S. 322 (1969). (See footnote 6, this
chapter, for a sharp criticism of the court’s decision.)

It is now apparent that when the Mclnnis case reached the
Supreme Court the basic problem it presented had not been suf-
ficiently analyzed. For one thing, the Court was being asked to
drastically upend the means of financing public education common
to all states except Hawaii. Moreover, the Court was asked to deal
with the cloudy concept of equality in education. The Court,
however, was unwilling to bend its ear to plaintiffs arguments, at
least, on the basis of that case and at that point in time. The
immediate effect of the Mclnnis decision was a blow to educa-
tional finance reform, for the Court not only rejected the broad
arguments made by plaintiffs but also held against them on the
narrow issue of wealth discrimination.

Further, the Court seems to have cemented its position on the
more narrow issue of wealth discrimination in its per curiam
affirmation of the district court in the Burruss v. Wilkerson case,
397 U.S. 44 (1970), affirming 301 F. Supp. 1237 (W.D. Va.
1968). Obviously the Mclnnis and Burruss decisions are of no help
to those who seek to upset the status quo in educational finance.

Because the power equalizing approach of Coons, Clune and
Sugarman is a fairly recent proposal, it has not yet been studied
thoroughly by a sufficient number of experts in school finance to
elicit a consensus of approval or disapproval. The few critical
comments thus far published are generally favorable but some
doubts have been raised on certain aspects of the proposal which
merit mention.

Shanks' Views. For example, the district power equalizing for-
mula is criticized by Hershel Shanks 48 as presenting numerous
difficulties from a political viewpoint. If the state chose a formula
pegging state aid to the district with the best schools, so that any
district willing to impose on itself the same tax rate as the district
with the best schools will receive the same dollar per pupil as the
latter district, the state will have to increase very substantially its
total contribution to local districts. That this would be a prohibi-
tive cost to the state seems certain.



HOUSE [Apr.No. 5447136

On the other hand, if the state chose a formula which pegged
the state contribution at a much lower level, e.g., the state average
per pupil expenditure, wealthier districts would have to increase
their tax rates to, get the same number of dollars per pupil they
now receive. For these reasons, Shanks considers legislative adop-
tion of district power equalizing quite improbable. If it is to be
accomplished, it would have to be through the courts, employing
the argument that district power equalizing is constitutionally re-
quired.

The Proposition I position The quality of public education
may not be a function of wealth other than the total wealth of the
state - is considered in a favorable light for all any court can do is
forbid particular inequalities and any enjoining of state discrimina-
tions based on wealth would be a major victory.

Possibly the only major deficiency in the legal position adopted
by Coons ef al, according to Shanks, is their failure to recognize
that their case involves a discrimination based not on wealth, but
on ability to pay. 49 To develop a principled and generalized
theory of equal protection that defines the circumstances in which
a state is forbidden to discriminate on the basis of ability to pay
is, in Shank’s judgment, the great challenge to those who seek to
use the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of equal protection to
protect the poor. The criticism from Shanks is that Coons et al do
not meet that challenge.

Coleman’s Criticisms. James S. Coleman, an eminent authority
on education finance, sees both good and bad in the power
equalizing proposal. 50 Beneficially, it destroys the incentive to
move, at least on educational finance grounds, out of the poor
areas and into the wealthy ones, because it frees available educa-
tional resources from the community’s wealth. One factor that
contributes to the educational merry-go-round is thereby removed.
Yet, this does not appear to be the answer because parents are
perhaps influenced more by other factors than a school's financial
resources in deciding in what school district to live, e.g., what kind
of children are to be found in the school district?

A less beneficial, but more likely effect, is the incentive for an
affluent family to transfer its children from a public school to a
private school (even high school taxes in a wealthy community
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would bring relatively low benefits) and to move to an area with
low educational taxes. In other words, in Coleman’s language, the
likelihood is strong that “if upper middle class suburbs cease to be
a semiprivate school refuge for families with money, they will
resort to a final strategy - moving their children to a private
school” 51

Thus, it is argued, any proposal to establish equality of financial
resources for education within the context of family income in-
equalities must have some provision by which the higher income
families can aid their children’s education; otherwise they will
spend their resources outside the public school system. Coons et al
have devised such a means, staying within the framework of equal-
ity of financial resources for education. Its success depends, how-
ever, on certain factors, specifically, whether the power of the tax
dollar in the wealthy locality would remain sufficiently high that
the taxpayer would prefer public education and high taxes to
private education and low taxes.

Coleman, the authors’ efforts notwithstanding, indicates that
there is only one method of educational financing that can gener-
ate approximate equality of educational resources without the
negative effects of the strategies described, and still retain local
decision-making. He advocates the tuition voucher system, giving
each family equal potential for obtaining the child’s education on
an open market. His arguments are: (1) the state is freed from the
responsibility and necessity of dictating to the child the school he
must attend, and (2) such power often precludes the exposure of
the child to children of other educational backgrounds, an im-
portant component of total educational resources in Coleman’s
view. Denying that exposure is to unequally distribute the total
educational resources, however equally financial resources may be
distributed.

The ultimate terminus of the power equalizing principle is
“family power equalizing in education”. It is argued by the authors
that education is a special item of consumption - because it fixes
the child’s chances to compete as an adult. Therefore, to equalize
family power in education is not really an equalizing of adult’s
resources, but only those of the next generation. Coleman thus
thinks the greatest contribution of the authors is that they may
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influence educational policies away from the direction of central
ized control and toward a vesting of control in the family.

Coleman sees a broader definition of the term “equality of
educational opportunity.” Rather than limit it to financial aspects,
he would expand it to include “a// the effective resource input into
education, not merely the financial ones.” 52 He is, of course,
talking about a redistribution of racial and social resources as well
as financial resources. And thus he raises the more fundamental
question of how far should the state go in redistributing educa-
tional resources to provide equal protection to the young in the
form of equal educational opportunity. The authors do not raise
that question.

Other Criterion. In the opinion of Silard and White, 53 “power
equalizing” seeks to leave the rate of taxation in local hands, but to
shift to other districts so much of a wealthy district’s revenue as is
attributable to its above average aggregate property values.

However, they criticize this scheme because “like school district
realignment, power equalizing at best creates dollar equivalency
rather than education or learning opportunity equality.” 54 A
probable result, they assert, would be continued gross school
inequalities in districts having major education overburdens or
citizens disinclined to vote heavy school tax rates. Local option to
assume added tax loads for better local schools, they argue, all too
often means educational deprivation for students in localities where
the majority of taxpayers are unwilling to support good schools
because their children are past school age or attend private or
parochial schools.

Other Suggested Approaches

As an alternative, public education might be financed through a
state property tax, an approach advocated by Governor Milliken
of Michigan. The elimination of local property taxes as the source
of school support would alleviate the problem of limited resources
in poorer districts. At the same time, it would not necessarily
preclude local governments from enacting a surtax to aid educa-
tion.

Other proposals are to substitute on a more intensive scale sales
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or income taxes to fund education. The Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations has favored this method.

Footnotes

I. Author of the “Coleman Report”: Equality of Educational Opportunity, U.S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, 1966.

2. Coleman, in Foreword to Private Wealth and Public Education, Coons, Clune and
Sugarman, Harvard University Press, 1970.

3, David Kirp, “The Poor, the Schools, and Equal Protection.” 38 Harvard Educational
Review 635, 636 (1968).

4. Gen. Civil Action, No. 103342, Cir. Ct., Wayne County, Michigan, filed Feb. 2, 1968

5. 293 F. Supp. 327 (N.D, Illinois, 1968)

6. Coons, Clune & Sugarman are sharply critical of the federal court description of the
Illinois system wherein the court portrayed that system as one “designed to allow
individual localities to determine their own tax burden according to the importance
which they place upon public schools,” and that “the equalization grant effectively
tempers variations in assessed value.” Coons et al label the first quote a “gross misstate-
ment” in that in order to enjoy the same quality of education, Illinois districts of
varying wealth must have widely differing tax burdens and that die poorer districts
must care more than the rich. In rebutting the second quote, they state that it is a fact
that, at the same tax rate, Illinois districts vary several hundred percent in offering. The
point is, the federal court was badly misinformed on the nature of the system which
formed the basis of its judgment, a judgment adverse to proponents of a more equita-
ble system. They stress that future suits must educate the court to the realities of
financial discrimination and the mechanisms which create it. See Mclnnis v. Shapiro,
293 F. Supp. 327, 333 (1968) and Coons et al, 57 California Law Review 305,317 and
note 32.

7. No. 93854 Super. Ct. Los Angeles County, Calif., dismissed January 8, 1969

8. Super Ct., San Francisco County, California, filed Sept, 26, 1968

9. No. 68-c - 13-H(W.D. Virginia, May 23, 1969)

10. See Burruss, pp. 1239-40,

11. Civil No. 68-175-SA, (W.D. Texas, filed July 30, 1968),

12. No. 127060 (Cir. Ct., Dane County, Wisconsin filed January 24, 1969)

13. John E. Coons, William H. Clune 111, and Stephen D. Sugarman. See Bibliography for
cited works.

14. Coons et al. 57 CaliforniaLaw Review 305,412



HOUSE No. 5447 [Apr.140

15. Silard and White, “Intrastate Inequalities in Public Education The Case for Judicial
Relief Under the Equal Protection Clause.” 1970 Wisconsin Law Review, pp. 7-34

16. Op. cit., p. 16

17. Op. cit., p. 18.

18. Op. cit., p. 19

19. 347 U.S. 483, 493 (1955),

20. 377 U.S. 533 (1964).

21. Silard and White, supra, pp. 26-27

22. Barbier v. Connolly 113 U.S. 27, 31 (1885).

23. Harper r. Virginia Board of Elections 383 U.S. 663 (1966)

24. David Kirp, footnote 3, supra, at p. 638

25. Kirp, p.639
26. 42 New York University Law Review 410 (1967)

27. Cooper v. Aaron 358 U.S. 1, 25 (1958)

28. Kirp, supra, p. 642

29. Ibid.

30. Kirp, op. cit. p. 646

31. Op. cit., p. 650, note 63

31a. Op. cit., p. 652, note 71

32. Op. cit., p. 665

33. Op. cit., p. 666

34. Op. cit., p. 667

Press, 1970:35. See Private Wealth and Public Education. Harvard University also their
article in 57 California Law Review 305-421 (1969)

36. According to the U.S. Office of Education, lowa, Nebraska, New Hampshire and South
Dakota are examples.

37. This argument is propounded by Professor Phillip Kurland and others. See his article in
35 University ofChicago Law Review, 583 (1968).

38. Coons et al, California Law Review, supra, p. 319



1971] HOUSE - No. 5447 141

39. In central core cities the per capita costs of government are higher than in satellite
communities because of greater demands on all public services. Consequently, a smaller
percentage of available tax dollars can be devoted to education.

40. Coons and his colleagues consider equal dollars per pupil to be a “fatuous and counter-
productive” goal. p. 321 supra.

41. Milton Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1962.

42. SeeMclnnis v. Shapiro. 293 F. Supp. 327 (N.D. 111., 1968).

43. Coons et al, supra, pp. 324-325.

44. The authors cite A. Thomas, School Finance and Educational Opportunity in Michi-
gan. Lansing, Michigan Department of Education, 1968 (p. 204) as a confirming
source.

45. Coons et al, supra, p. 389.

46. Coons et al, supra, p. 394.

47. On a national scale, the authors estimate the total effect would be from $l5 to $2O
billion per year.

48. Hershel Shanks, 84 Harvard Law Review 258 (1970).

49. Shanks, op. cit., p. 261

50. In his Foreword to Private Wealth and Public Education, supra, footnote 2

51. Op. cit., p. xiii

52. Op. cit., p. xi

53. Silard and White, note 15 supra.

54. Op. cit., p. 29

COSTS OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

IN MASSACHUSETTS

General
More than 1.1 million pupils are enrolled in more than 2,400

public schools in Massachusetts. (Another quarter million pupils

Chapter V
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attend private schools within the Commonwealth). Total enroll-
ments are increasing at a rate of about 3% per year with substan-
tial increases on the kindergarten level because of recent state
legislation related to kindergarten programs. New emphasis on
vocational programs is also expected to swell the total numbers in
the 11th and 12th grades the grades at which most dropouts
have traditionally occurred. The numbers of public schools and the
pupil enrollment in those schools are distributed as follows:

TABLE 4. Massachusetts Public SchoolEnrollments - October 1969

Grade Distributions

Grade Pupils
Post Graduate 3,042
12 67,658

1,832 11 74,833
10 84,651
9 88,997
8 87,466
7 92,696
6 91,224

538 5 91,820
4 91,850
3 92,782

2,415 2 93,033
1 100,930

K 66,209
UN 20,368

Schools

K-6 or any combination 1,571
K-8 150
Intermediate or Middle 111

Total Elementary

Junior High Schools 226
Senior High Schools 198
Junior-Senior H.S. (6 years) 54
Vocational Schools 60

Total Secondary Schools
Ungraded Schools 45

Grand Total

Total 1,147,559

When the proposition is advanced that the state take over the
financing of public education at these levels, it becomes quickly
obvious that the state is being asked to step into a financial maze.
Not only is the state asked to assume financial responsibility in
such a venture, it is also expected to somehow assimilate educa-
tional costs without depriving local school districts of their tradi-
tional right to control their educational programs. It has been
shown that the exercise of that right has produced gross inequal-
ities in educational opportunity; this chapter will focus more
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sharply on the financial aspects of some of those disparities. For if
the Legislature decides the time has come for the state to assume
the costs of local education, it must also come to grips with the
related issues of equal educational opportunity, fiscal autonomy in
education, assistance to nonpublic schools (if the U.S. Supreme
Court upholds such legislation on appeal from other states and if
the voters of this Commonwealth ratify a proposed amendment to
the State Constitution that would remove present roadblocks to
such aid) and finally, the issue of whether or not a state take-over
of local educational costs would also dictate an even more uniform
program of education that that which now exists under provisions
of the state education law.

The state budget document. House, No. I of 1971, indicates
that total state expenditures in fiscal 1970 were more than $1.7
billion. As indicated below, local educational expenditures in 1970
were more than $1.06 billion, of which more than $865 million
came from local revenue sources. To add that latter figure to the
state budget (without any consideration that a state take-over will
almost certaining mean higher education expenses) would put the
state budget above the $2.5 billion mark immediately (an increase
of 50%).

Funds to support the vast public school system are now derived
principally from the local school district and the state and the
federal governments. The following table and sections present
financial data on resources and expenditures in various categories
and forms.

TABLE 5. Public School Expenditures and Sources ofFunding,
Fiscal Year 1970 (in millionsf

Sources of Revenue
Expenditures Local State Federal

School
District Amount AmountAmount Amount

Municipal $1,066.0 92.8 $790.0 91.4 $227.0 94.9 $42.6 93.6
Regional 80.0 7.0 73.3 8.4 11.4 4.8 2.8 6.211.4 4.8 2.8 6.2
County 2.6 0.2 1.7 0.2 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.2

Total $1,149.0 100.0 $865.0 100.0 $239.0 100.0 $45.6 100,0

'Columns may not add exactly due to rounding.
Source: Massachusetts Department of Education
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Municipal School Districts
Excluding the regional and county schools, nearly $1.07 billion

of public funds were spent for elementary and secondary education
in Massachusetts in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970.

Revenue Sources. Almost 71% of total revenues were drawn
from the local property tax ($755 million). With other local
sources ($34.89 million) all local revenues accounted for 74% of
the total. The'state provided 21% of total revenues ($277 million).
Chapter 70 aid ($159 million) amounted to less than 15% of the
total revenue sources although it represented 70% of the state’s
total contribution. Other significant state aid was provided for
school building assistance ($22 million), transportation ($14.6
million) and special education ($l2 million). Federal aid ($42.67
million) furnished only 4% of the total revenue received.
Expenditures.

School committees spent $BO3 million or 75% of the total
expenditures. Instruction ($623 million), largely teachers’ sal-
aries, accounted for 58% of all spending and 77% of the school
committees’ expenditures. The other major items for school com-
mittees expenditures were plant operation and maintenance ($B9
million), pupil transportation ($2B million) and school administra-
tion ($2l million). Regional school assessments added up to $61.4
million or less than 6% of the total expenditures while debt
retirement and debt service ($84.2 million) represented almost 8%
of total expenses.

A summary of statewide figures, prepared by the Research and
Development Bureau of the State Department of Education, is
presented in Table 6.

Regional Schools
The Department of Education has computed revenue sources

and expenditures for some 69 regional schools separately from the
public schools in individual cities and towns totalled in Table 6.
Thus, in addition to the $1.07 billion spent for the school districts
already cited, another $80.3 million was spent for regional schools.
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TABLE 6. Source and Application ofPublicSchool Funds, Fiscal Year 1970

SOURCE APPLICATION
Revenues: Expenditures:
1. Local Sources: 1. School Committees:

Local Tax Revenues $755,155,499 Administration $ 20,952,071
Revolving Acct. Revenues 31,217,573 Instruction 623,030,693
Tuition from Individuals 2,231,206 Other School Services:
Rent ofSchool Facilities 277,282 Attendance 2.392.717
Other Local Revenues 1.162,220 Health Services 6.331,795

Pupil Transportation 28,286.217
Sub-Total $790,043,780 Food Services 5.198.670

Athletics 5,431,690
Other Student Activities 592.904

2. Commonwealth: Operation-MaintenancePlant 88.815.865
State Aid Fund (G.L.c. 70) 159,229,316 Fixed Charges 4,767.616
Regional School Aid (c. 71) 5,619,577 Community Services 2,776.689
Pupil Transportation (c. 71) 14,604,294 Acquisition ofFixed Assets 8,508.434
Tuition& Transportation Program with Other Districts:
of State Wards 1.383,106 In Massachusetts 5,687,393

Vocational Education 6,688,478 Outside Massachusetts 82,253
Special Education 12,157,553 In Nonpublic Schools 102.058
SchoolLunch Program 4,445,834
School Building Assistance 22,045,173 Sub-Total $802,957,065
Other Revenues 684,105 .

2. Regional School Assessments;
Sub-Total $226,857,536 Regular Regional Schools 53,351,044

■ Vocational Regional Schools 8,088,842
3. Federal Government:

Aid to Impacted Areas (PL 874) 12,387,814 Sub-Total $61,439,886
Natl. Defense Ed. Act (PL 864) 1,731,492 ■
Elementary & Secondary 3. Services Provided by Other

Ed. Act (PL 89: 10) 18.100,975 Municipal Agencies:
Vocational Education 2,739,925 Operating Expenditures 47,684,586
SchoolLunch Program 5,675,605 Acquisition of Fixed Assets 4,956,385
Other Revenue 2,030,570 Debt Retirement & Debt

Service 84,193,985
Sub-Tota! $42,666,381

===== Sub-Total $136,834.956
4. Other Districts:

In Massachusetts 4,352,176 4. Contractual Federal Funds $22,682,991
Outside Massachusetts 106,013

5. Revolving Funds $42,215,626
Sub-Total $4,458,189

5. Adjustment for Beginning
& Ending Balances $2,104,638

TOTAL, Public School $1,066,130,524 TOTAL, Public School $1,066,130,524
Funds Provided: Funds Applied
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Revenue Sources. Most of the $87.6 million in revenues was
drawn from assessments in member communities ($61.6 million or
about 70%). Other local sources accounted for $11.7 million (13%)
and state aid amounted to $11.4 million (also 13%). Federal aid
contributed $2.8 million or 3%. (A $7.3 million adjustment on
balances resulted in an actual total of $80.3 million being pro-
vided.)

Expenditures. Of the $80.3 million actually applied, nearly $75
million (93%) were spent by regional school committees. Instruc-
tional purposes ($42.4 million) accounted for 53% of all regional
school spending and almost 57% of school committee expenditures.
Other major spending items under school committees’ jurisdiction
were pupil transportation, $4.5 million; plant operation and main-
tenance, $6 million, and debt retirement and services, $12.8
million.

A summary of statewide figures is listed in Table 7.

TABLE 7. Source and Application ofRegionalSchool Funds, Fiscal Year 1970

SOURCE APPLICATION
Revenues: Expenditures;
1. Local Sources: 1. School Committees:

Revolving Acct. Revenues $3,411,105 Administration $ 2.508,830
Tuition from Individuals 324,250 Instruction 42,384,008
Rent of School Facilities 46,526 Other School Services;
Other Local Revenues 7,959,752 Attendance 41,968

Health Services 441,533
Sub-Total $11,741,633 Pupil Transportation 4,499,133

' Food Services 329,765
2. Commonwealth; Athletics 897,912

Pupil Transportation (c. 71) 3,399,189 Other Student Activities 135,561
Tuition & Transportation, Operation-Maintenance ofPlant 6,049,256

State Wards 31,378 Fixed Charges 2,027,062
Vocational Education 1,805,212 Community Services 39,729
Special Education 298,331 Acquisition of Fixed Assets 2,755,745
School Lunch Program 417,909 Debt Retirement & Debt
School Building Assistance 5,149,101 Service 12,808,002
Other Revenues 31,505 Program with Other

Districts:
Sub-Total $11,433,310 In Massachusetts 89,369
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TABLE 7. Sourceand Application ofRegionalSchool Funds, Fiscal Year 1970 (Cont’d)

SOURCE (Cont’d) APPLICATION (Cont’d)
Revenues: (cont’d) Expenditures: (cont’d)

In Nonpublic Schools 71
3. Federal Government:

Aid to Impacted Areas (PL 874) 517,021 Sub-Total $74,968,215
Natl. Defense Ed. Act (PL 864) 109,434 =zz
Elementary & Secondary 2. Contractual Federal Funds 1,706,730

Ed. Act (PL 89-10) 389,174
Vocational Education 1,302,081 3. Revolving Funds 3,650,138
School Lunch Program 351,224
Other Revenue 153,460

Sub-Total $2,822394

4. Other Districts:
In Massachusetts 309,780
Outside Massachusetts 3,580

Sub-Total $313,360

5. Member Town Assessments 61 ,636,339
TOTAL - Available Funds 87,646,351

6. Adjustment for Beginning
and Ending Balances 7,321,268

TOTAL, Regional School Funds TOTAL Regional School Funds
Provided: $80,325,083 Funds Applied: $80,325,083

County schools are operated in Bristol, Essex and Norfolk
counties for which a total of $2.65 million were applied in 1970.

Revenue Sources. Local sources made up $l.B million (68%) of
total county school funds provided (with county tax revenues
providing the bulk $1.6 million). State aid amounted to
$716,000 (27%) and federal assistance accounted for $101,710
(almost 4%) while revenues from other districts came to $83,834.

Expenditures. All but $33,036 of the $2.65 million in expendi-
tures were spent by school committees. The major expense item
was for instruction ($1.57 million, or 59%). More than a half

County Schools
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million dollars were spent on plant operation and maintenance
($531,897 or 20%). Administrative expenses ($238,302) made up
9% of the total.

The principal source of state aid to local cities and towns is
funding authorized by G.L. c. 70. In Chapter 111, the “Chapter 70”
school aid formula was discussed in some detail, although probably
no discussion, general or specific, is considered adequate to explain
the intricacies of that formula. However, it was pointed out that
one of the determinants in deciding how much aid eventually is
parceled out to a city or town is the community’s school aid
percentages. The higher the school aid percentage figure, the
greater share of state aid for the community. In Appendix D all of
the cities and towns are ranked by school aid percentage (in 1970)
in descending order, from the state aid formula maximum of 75%
(Ayer and Florida) to the formula minimum of 15% (85 com-
munities). The tabulation also lists the valuation aid percentage and
the actual amount of state aid funds received.

Below are selected extracts of information from the data in the
Appendix to illustrate variations in the school aid percentage and
in sums received.

Variations in School Aid Percentage

No. of Communities Percentage Range Percent of Communities

2 75% (Maximum) 0.6
0 70%-74.9% .0

16 60%-69.9% 4.5
68 50%-59.9% 19.4
73 40%-49.9% 20.8
54 30%-39.9% 15.4
41 20%-29.9% 11.7
12 15.1% 19.9% 3.4
85 15% (Minimum) 24.2

351 100.0

Chapter 70 Distributions
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Variations in State Funds Received

No. of Percent of
Amount Communities Communities

Less than $ 100,000 98 28
$lOO,OOO to $499,999 129 37
$500,000 to $999,999 76 22
$1,000,000 to $1,499,999 19 5
$1,500,000 to $1,999,999 14 4
More than $2,000,000 15 4

351 100

Total Tax Rates and Per Capita Taxes

The following tabulations list the total official tax rates, the
total equalized tax rates, and the total per capita taxes in the five
highest and five lowest ranking communities in each of nine group-
ings based on the size of pupil enrollments.

Among interesting comparisons to be found in the data is the
frequent irrelevancy of the official tax rate of a community as a
measure of its comparative financial resources and as a measure of
the comparative burden on the individual taxpayers. (This was
pointed out in data on New England discussed in Chapter III).
Thus, in Group ES-2, Lynn, which has the highest official tax rate
($200), actually ranks 18th in the equalized tax rate column
($60.00) and 24th in per capita tax burden ($309). On the other
hand, Brookline, with the highest per capita tax burden in this
group ($489), ranks 38th in the official tax rate ($59.00) and 31st
in the total equalized tax rate ($52.51).

Similarly, Tyngsboro, with an official tax rate of $299 in Group
ES-4 ranks second in the equalized tax rate column but drops to
11th in per capita tax burden. In the same Group ES-4, Sandwich,

which has the lowest official tax rate ($l4) and the lowest equal-
ized tax rate ($l4), has the highest per capita tax burden ($571).
These comparative figures show that tax rates, because of assess-
ment procedures and local wealth resources, are totalling deceiving
in measuring individual tax burdens. Following these tabulations,
the report compares school tax rates to total tax rates.
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With soaring tax rates in many communities, the charge is often
heard that school costs are completely out of hand and if these
costs were assumed by the state, local fiscal problems would be
solved. In some cases this is true but it is certainly not universal.
To understand the claims that schools have on local fiscal resources
one must have available a variety of local financial data (most of
which is published in detailed tabulation by the Massachusetts
Department of Education).

School tax rates alone do not tell the whole picture because
some communities assess property at full value, some at partial
value and local assessors themselves have different concepts of
property values. Nor does it follow that communities with the
highest school tax rates are making the greatest effort in providing
educational services. The school tax rate means that in terms of
available local financial resources, the local government is required
to devote a certain percentage of those resources for education.
Nor do equalized school tax rates reflect more than part of the
school tax picture.

Another form of measurement is the percentage of local taxes
that is marked for support of schools. But this can be misleading
because it is not apparent what the local wealth base may be; thus
a wealthy community can be devoting a smaller percentage of its
local resources to education than a poor community yet provide a
substantially superiqr quality of education for its pupils. For
example, of 52 communities with school enrollments of 6,200
pupils or more, Brookline ranks 50th among the 52 communities
in the school tax rate figure ($19.50). It ranks 49th in the
equalized school tax rate list and 44th in terms of the percentage
of taxes marked for school purposes (33%). On the other hand,
Dedham which leads the latter list (63% of its taxes go for school
purposes) is 49th ranking among communities in this enrollment
group in the school tax rate list and 41st in the equalized list. Yet,
when both communities are compared in terms of per pupil ex-
penditures, Dedham spends only $721 to Brookline’s $1,281.

Most of the communities with a relatively low school tax rate
percentage of the total tax rate are urban communities which must
divert a greater proportion of their tax dollars to provide various
municipal services that suburban and rural communities are spared.
These extra demands are called the “municipal overburden” factor

School Tax Rates and Percentage of Taxes for Public Schools
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by those who seek reform of school aid formulas which generally
do not allow for such extra loads in the distribution of aid funds.

For a broader illustration of the relationships of school tax
rates, and percentage of taxes for school purposes the following
Table 9 lists the official school tax rates, the equalized school tax
rates and the percentage of taxes for public schools in the five
highest and five lowest communities in each of nine separate pupil
enrollment groupings. l

The first grouping lists ten of the 52 cities and towns which
have pupil enrollments of 6,200 or more. The five highest and five
lowest are listed in the three categories cited: (1) the official tax
rate (Chelmsford is highest, Leominster is lowest), (2) the equal-
ized tax rate (Billerica is highest, Everett is lowest) and (3) the
percentage of taxes for public schools (Dedham and Chelmsford
are highest, Boston is lowest).

Thus, it is no surprise to find the Commonwealth’s largest city
at the bottom of the list in Group ES-1. Some of the outlying
towns in eastern Massachusetts rank quite high in Group ES-1 but
not necessarily for the same reasons. In some cases, a high ranking
may reflect an educationally-oriented community, willing to devote
a substantial part of its resources for education. In other cases, it
may indicate that population has grown at a rate requiring a heavy
concentration of tax dollars for education, or it may simply mean
that the town has in the past postponed educational spending and
is suddenly forced to play a “catch-up” game.

It is not unusual to find some communities with the highest
official school tax rates missing from the list of those with the
highest equalized tax rates. There is a wide gulf between the
highest and lowest ranked communities in terms of percentage of
taxes marked for public schools, which, as explained above, does
not necessarily reflect local effort or interest in public education.
Thus, in Group ES-I. Dedham and Chelmsford are listed at 63%,
Boston at only 17$ but Boston spent $llO more per pupil than
either Dedham or Chelmsford. In Group ES-2, Dartmouth is high,
at 69%, with Chelsea lowest, at 12%, although the latter com-
munity spent slightly more per pupil than did Dartmouth. In
Group ES-3, Southwick, at 77% was far above Clinton at 28% but
here, again, Clinton outspent Southwick in per pupil expenditures.
The same is true of the other groups with the exception of Group
E-l and E-3.

1 Data for all the school districts within the state are available at the Legislative Research
Bureau for examination by legislators and other interested parties.
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Per Pupil Costs, Fiscal 1970
Appendix E is a tabulation of current operating costs per pupil

in average membership for (a) Regular Day and Special Education
Programs, and (b) for Integrated Programs for the year ending June
30, 1970.

The average cost per pupil in Massachusetts cities and towns for
1970 was $756 (about $156 more than the 1969 per pupil cost, an
increase of 26%). The average cost per pupil for the integrated
program (which includes vocational education) in 1970 was $772.

For regional school districts, the average cost per pupil in 1970
was $917 ($147 more than in 1969, a rise of 19%).

On an educational level breakdown, the state average cost per
pupil was as follows:

Average Per Pupil Costs in Massachusetts
Regular Day and Special Education Integrated

(includes vocational)
Regular Regional

Elementary $673 $648 $668
Junior High 822 823 811
Senior High 943 982 984

Vocational Day

Senior High $1,275 $1,519
Teachers’ Salaries 1970-1971

As an indication of the wide variety in teacher compensation
plans, the following Table 10 lists, alphabetically, selected cities
and towns with (a) the number of teacljers employed, (b) the
minimum and maximum salary for holders of bachelor degrees, (c)
similar data for holders of master’s degrees and (d) the number of
annual steps to achieve the maximum salary. Similar information is
available in the Legislative Research Bureau office for the 39 cities
and 312 towns of the Commonwealth. Also on file are salary levels
of teachers in the many regional school districts, in addition to the
compensation schedules effective in the limited number of voca-
tional schools. Since this data, because of the wide diversity of
factors involved, would have only limited value in the form of a
tabulated analysis, this report omits any presentation of that type.
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n

TABLE 10. Variations in Teachers’ Salaries
Selected Cities 1 and Towns, 1970-71

(in Thousands ofDollars)

Steps to
No. of Bachelor Degree Master Degree Maximurr

City or Town Teachers Min. Max. Min. Max. B M

$ll.O $7.5 $12.0 11
10.0 7.3 11.14 11 13
9.7 7.25 10.25 11 12

11.85 7.9 12.85 1 1
11.67 7.88 13.0 13 14
10.24 7.04 11.26 10
12.9 8.2 13.7 9
11.0 7.7 12.7 10 11
12.75 8.03 13.88 13 14
9.73 7.95 12.28 8 11

12.8 8.4 13.6 11
10.3 7.6 10.9 11
10.13 7.23 10.89 10 11
10.8 7.4 11.9 12
11.02 7.89 11.67 9
10.5 7.4 11.1 11
11.25 7.55 1 1.75 11
11.9 8.1 13.1 11
10.05 7.25 10.59 10
10.5 7.7 11.2 11

11.68 8.0 13.25 12 13
10.2 7.5 11.0 11 12
10.93 7.5 11.99 11 12
11.9 7.9 13.2 13
10.0 7.5 10.5 9
10.25 7.8 11.05 11
11.04 7.9 13.08 13 15
11.3 7.8 12.0 11
1 1.9 7.8 12.73 12
10.5 7.9 11.4 11

12.53 8.1 13.58 13
10.1 7.6 11.2 11 12
10.8 7.6 12.0 10
11.69 7.84 12.9 10 II

Abington
Agawam
Amesbury
Arlington
Belmont
BEVERLY
BOSTON
BROCKTON
Brookline

142 $7.0
234 6.9
115 7.0
536 7.3
262 7.35
390 6.4

5,224 7.6
877 7.3
512 7.5
404 7.1Burlington

CAMBRIDGE
CHELSEA

710 7.6
238 7.0
666 6.7
314 7.0
364 7.24
739 6.8
308 7.05
806 7.45
141 6.7
454 7.0

CHICOPEE
Dedham
EVERETT
FALL RIVER
FITCHBURG
Framingham
GARDNER
HAVERHILL

Hingham 302 7.35
405 7.0
289 7.05
618 7.4
669 7.0
718 7.0
235 7.2
520 7.1
421 7.3
735 7.0

HOLYOKE
LEOMINSTER
Lexington
LOWELL
LYNN
Marblehead
MEDFORD
Needham
NEW BEDFORD

1,224 7.45NEWTON
PEABODY
Plymouth
QUINCY

485 7.0
119 7.1

1,072 7.13
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TABLE 10. Variations in Teachers’ Salaries Selected
and Towns, 1970-71 (in Thousands ofDollars) (Cant’d)

Steps to
No. of Bachelor Degree Master Degree Maximum

City or Town Teachers Min. Max. Min. Max. B M

SALEM 394 $7.36 $10.68 $8.07 $11.34 11 10
Sharon 220 7.1 1 1.6 7.8 13.0 11
SOMERVILLE 669 7.1 11.3 7.7 11.9 9
Sudbury 160 7.2 11.6 7.7 12.9 12 14
Swampscott 175 7.45 10.65 8.2 13.04 10 13
TAUNTON 332 6.9 10.2 7.4 11.4 10 12

Tewksbury 268 7.1 11.1 7.7 11.7 12
Wakefield 330 7.15 11.48 7.69 12.34 12
WALTHAM 614 7.2 11.78 7,75 12.58 10
Wayland 251 7.2 1 1.54 7.8 13.14 12 14
WESTFIELD 358 6.75 10.63 7.39 11.29 12
Weston 191 7.4 11.8 8,1 13.9 12
West Springfield 307 6.74 10.3 7.23 11.52 11
Winchester 289 7.4 11.32 7.93 13.24 12 14

1 T;e cities of Worcester and Springfield, the state’s second and third largest cities in
population, are omitted because of incomplete data

2 Cities appear in capital letters.

One of the problems of a state take-over of local school fi-
nancing will be that of dealing with the lack of uniformity on pay
scales, step rate increases, and other related benefits such as sick
leave. Not reported, but available in the Legislative Research
Bureau files, are additional pay scale differentials that are con-
tingent on graduate study credits earned toward higher degrees
(Masters and Doctoral) and salary scales for holders of a doctorate.
Presumably, any state take-over must consider these differentials as
well. In addition, cumulative tabulations of teacher salary schedules
over the past three or four years indicate an increase, on the
average, of 8% in regular school districts and slightly more in
regional schools. It is unlikely that this trend will ebb in the light
of increased teacher militancy.

Another factor worthy of mention is that under the status quo,
once a teacher acquires a few years experience in lower paying
communities, he or she is prone to seek a position in a higher
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paying community while looking toward tenure rights. The con-
sequence is that children in the lower paying cities and towns are
more often the victims of a system that serves as a training ground
for new teachers.

Variations in Teacher-Pupil Ratios
It has long been argued., both by educators and noneducators,

that the smaller the size of a class, the more effective the teaching.
This viewpoint is not unanimous but it is often advanced to
promote lighter teaching loads and consequently, whether or not
intended, increased teaching staffs. Unquestionably, there are situa-
tions where smaller classes make for more effective teaching but as
pointed out in a Department of Education research bulletin, while
it may be a justifiable assumption, there is no clear proof that it is
so. Much depends upon the teacher’s ability to capture and sustain
the interest of the pupils, to establish and maintain order and
discipline and to organize and utilize teaching aids (or aides)
skillfully so as to minimize potential problems that are inherent in
a very large class.

Nevertheless, it is probably safe to say that teachers who can
cope successfully with large classes are in the minority and thus
with the smaller size class, more educational opportunity is af-
forded the pupil. With this in mind, the following Table 1 1
illustrates variations in teacher-pupil ratios in Massachusetts school
districts. It might be added that experienced teachers, knowledge-
able about teaching loads in various cities and towns, may well
weigh this as a decisive factor in choosing where to accept employ-
ment, a factor that does not show up in statistical computations.
Thus, where two school districts seeking an experienced teacher
offer equal pay and other benefits, but where one has nearly
double the teaching load of the other, the teaching applicant will
likely choose the district with the lower teacher-pupil ratio.

In the event of a state take-over of local school financing,
teacher-pupil ratios could well be a stronger bargaining point in
salary negotiations and the state might be confronted with de-
mands for equal teaching loads or salary differentials to offset high
teacher-pupil ratios. Whatever the result the promise is one of
higher costs.
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TABLE 11. Variations in Teacher-Pupil Ratios, Selected Cities & Towns, 1969-70

Elementary Secondary Elementary Secondary

State Average 23.29 18.16

BOSTON 20.9 17.4 LOWELL 30.8 21.6
BROCKTON 27.4 18.4 MEDFORD 28.6 19.5
Brookline 15.7 15.0 Nantucket 35.8
CAMBRIDGE 16.0 15.8 PEABODY 28.7 18.6
Dover 16.1 Raynham 20.9 30.4
Easthampton 31.0 19.1 SALEM 16.5 16.6
GARDNER 27.6 23.7 Sherborn 15.8
HOLYOKE 25.0 23.7 Wellesley 19.3 16.7
Lincoln 31.0 Weymouth 27.7 26.8

Transportation Costs
Apart from Chapter 70 aid, the Commonwealth provides other

state aid for a variety of special education programs and services
related to education. Among these related services is pupil trans-
portation, funded primarily under G.L. c. 71.

Normal population growth, migration to the suburbs, expansion
of the regional school programs, special educational programs and
activities, all combine to place increased demands on pupil trans-
portation services and consequently increased costs.

According to data compiled by the Massachusetts Department of
Education, in 1968-69, more than 480.000 of 1.1 million pupils in
net average membership were serviced by school transportation at a
cost of more than $29 million. State aid payments for pupil
transportation in fiscal 1969 amounted to nearly $19.8 million, or
67.5% of local transportation costs for pupils attending public and
nonpublic schools.

Chapter 71 Aid. Section 7A of Chapter 71 provides for state
reimbursements for pupil transportation costs to and from school
within the town or in another town, in excess of five dollars per
year per pupil in the town’s net average membership. State assis-
tance may not be sought in behalf of any pupil who lives within
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1-1/2 miles of the school he or she attends. For 1969, state
reimbursements under this statute totalled $12.7 million.

The state reimburses regional school districts for pupil transpor-
tation costs under section 16C, “to the full extent of the amounts
expended,” excluding pupils who reside less than 1-1/2 miles from
the school. These reimbursements for the same school year were
just under $3.4 million.

In addition, section 7B provides for state reimbursement of part
of the cost not reimbursable under section 7A incurred directly by a
school department or indirectly by a city or town on account of an
assessment made to meet the cost of maintaining a public transporta-
tion system. In 1969, state reimbursements totaled $l.B million.

The following Table 12 summarizes comparative expenditures
for pupil transportation for the 1967-1968 and 1968-1969 school
years:

TABLE 12. School Transportation Expenditures

Educational Programs Increase Over 1967-68

Programs 1967-1968 1968-1969 Amount Percent

Regular Day School $20,473,600. $23,534,061. $3,060,461. 14.9
Special Education 2,021,297. 2,618,990. 597,693. 29.6
Vocation School 20,520. 27,009. 6,489. 31.6
Vocational Day School 878,228. 1,018,118. 139,890. 15.9
Vocational Evening School 190. 1,176. 986. 192.6
Other School 6,150. 6,422. 272. 4.4
Nonpublic School 1,763,989. 2,108,340. 344,351. 19.5

Total $25,163,974. $29,314,116. $4,150,142. 16.5

The table indicates that the two most substantial increases oc-
curred in transportation for regular day and vocational day pro-
grams (up about 15%). Data furnished by the State Department of
Education indicate that in 1960 transportation costs were only
$10.16 million. Thus, in the decade of the sixties, pupil transporta-
tion costs in the Commonwealth have nearly tripled.
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Other Statutory Provisions. Under G.L. c. 69 and c. 71, s. 46,
further aid is provided to cities and towns because of expenses
incurred for transportation of certain handicapped children to
special schools. Aid to localities in these categories ranges from
50% to 100% reimbursements; for 1969, the estimated total was
$ 1.56 million.

Under G.L. c. 74, s. BA, a city or town with expenditures
incurred for transporting vocational pupils to a vocational school
located in another city or town is reimbursed 50%. State reim-
bursements totalled $291,283 in 1968-1969 for this category.

Pupils Transported. In 1960, 273,559 pupils in Massachusetts
were transported to schools at public expense. By 1969 this total
had increased by 76% to 480,395. Over that ten year span, the
proportion of public to nonpublic pupils who were bussed to
schools remained about the same. In 1960, 89.9% of bus pupils
were in public schools and 10.1% in private schools. In 1969, the
ratio was 90.9% and 9.1%, respectively.
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Constitution ot the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
Part the Second, C. V, S. I, Art. 1; C. V, S. II; Amendments,
Article XLVI.

General Laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, C. 15, C
39, C. 41, C. 69, C. 70. C. 71, C. 72, C. 74, C. 76, C. 77, C
149.

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, The Charters and General Laws
of the Colony and Province of Massachusetts Bay, Boston, Mass.,
T.B. Wart & Co.. 1814, c. 88, ss. 1-2.

A Bibliographical Sketch of the Laws of the Massachusetts Colony
from 1630 to 1686, William H. Whitmore, Boston. Rockwell and
Churchill, City Printers. 1890. pp. 95-96.

1. Statement of Source and Application of Public School
Funds for the Year Ended June 30, 1970. Advance copy,
computer printout. March 22, 1971

2. Per Pupil Expenditures 1969-1970 (46 pp. computer tabula-
tion)

3. Salary Schedules 1970-1971. Superintendents and Principals
(20 pp. computer tabulation). Published jointly with Massa-
chusetts Association of School Committees, Inc

4. Salary Schedules 1970-1971. Secretarial Personnel (50 pp.
computer tabulation). Published jointly with Massachusetts
Association of School Committee Inc.

APPENDIX A

Bibliography of Selected References

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION:

5. Salary Schedules 1970-1971. Custodial Personnel (44 pp
computer tabulation). Published jointly with Massachusetts
Association of School Committees, Inc

6. Salary Schedules 1970-1971. Classroom Teachers (24 pp.
computer tabulation). Published jointly with Massachusetts
Association of School Committees, Inc
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7. Chapter 70 Distribution, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971 (com-
puter tabulation).

8. School Bus News, 1968-1969. Pupil Transportation Data in
Massachusetts (36 pp. text and computer tabulations).

9. Public School Directory, 1969-1970 (computer data) 1970.

12. Facts About Education in Massachusetts. February, 1970.
13. Federal Aid to Education in Massachusetts, 1969 and 1970.

MASSACHUSETTS TEACHERS ASSOCIATION
Research Bulletins:

No. 701-30 Cost Per Pupil for Teacher’s Salary (1969 &

1970)

No. 701-8 School Tax Rates and Total Tax Rates. 1970.
No. 701-40 Per Pupil Cost Year Ending June 30, 1970 Re-

vised.
No. 701-9 1970 Background Data and Profile Sheets for

Comparing School Districts in Respect to Pay-
ment of Adequate Salaries to Teachers. Part I.

(1) The State Dollar And the Schools. A Discussion of State
Aid Programs in Massachusetts And Promising Reforms.
Charlotte Ryan. 1970 (24 pp. processed).

(2) Cost-Benefit Analysis of General Purpose State School-Aid
Formulas in Massachusetts. Andre Daniere. 1969 (133 pp.
& Appendices, Processed).

(3) The Measurement of Alternative Costs of Educating Catho-
lic School Children in Public Schools, March, 1969.

SPECIAL COMMISSION TO DEVELOP A MASTER TAX PLAN
(Resolves of 1967, C. 162, as amended);

First Report (Sept. 1969). Constitutional Limits on the Tax

10. Accounting and Budgetary Procedures Pertaining to Educa-
tional Costs (35 pp. mimeo.).

11. Guidelines to School Transportation Services in Massachu-
setts, 1969.

MASSACHUSETTS ADVISORY COUNCIL ON EDUCATION:
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Power, Senate, No. 126 of 1970.
Second Report (Jan. 1971). The Massachusetts Revenue

Structure, Senate, No. 1281 of 1971.
First Interim Report (Feb. 1971). Tentative Proposals for A

Master Tax Plan for the Commonwealth. Senate, No. 1298
of 1971.

Second Interim Report (Feb. 1971). Interim Revenue Program
for the Commonwealth. (Senate, No. 1299 of 1971.

Third Interim Report (Feb. 1971). Proposed Legislation for
An Interim Revenue Program for the Commonwealth, Sen-
ate, No. 1300 of 1971.

Reports of the Special Commission Established to Make An Investi-
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tional Facilities in the Commonwealth. (The Harrington-Willis
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House, No. 3300 of 1965; House, No. 3301 of 1965 and
House, No. 4300 of 1965.

I. Series on Powers and Duties of School Committees (14 Parts).
Part 11: Questions and Answers on Massachusetts School

Law.
Part 12: Questions and Answers on Massachusetts School Law

(Teachers).
Part 13: Selected Decisions of the Supreme Judicial Court of

Massachusetts. School Law.
Part 14: An Explanation and Analysis of the State Aid For-

mula for Education.

2. Massachusetts School Law. General Laws of Education Re-
lating to School Committees as of January 1, 1970. Joseph
Robinson, Esq., February 1970. 152 pp. Also, 1970 Supple-
ment, 22 pp. October, 1970

The Need for Change in State Public School Finance Systems.
Steven J. Weiss. New England Economic Review January/
February 1970. pp. 3-22.

MASSACHUSETTS ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL COMMITTEES,
INC.:

FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF BOSTON
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Existing Disparities in Public School Finance and Proposals for
Reform. Steven J. Weiss. Research Report to the Federal
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processed.

1970 Tax Rates, Actual and Full Value. Massachusetts Taxpayers
Foundation. 1970.

Financial Statistics of Massachusetts. 62nd Edition, Boston Safe
Deposit and Trust Co., Boston, January 1970.

Massachusetts Financial Report, Fiscal Year 1969. Public Docu
ment No. 140.

1969 Annual Report, Massachusetts Department of Corporations
and Taxation.

EXECUTIVE BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS OF HIS EXCEL-
LENCY FRANCIS W. SARGENT, GOVERNOR, to the General
Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for the Fiscal
Year 1972 (January 27, 1971) House, No. 1 of 1971.

State Aid to Cities and Towns in Massachusetts. League of Women
Voters of Massachusetts. August 1970. 37 pp. & 14 pp. appen-
dices.

This is your Massachusetts Government. (Sixth Edition) Elwyn
Mariner. Mariner Books, Arlington, Mass. 1970.

Massachusetts State Government. (Second Edition) League of
Women Voters. Harvard University Press. Cambridge. 1970.

EDUCATION. An Obligation An Opportunity. Proceedings of
the Governor’s Conference on Education. 1966. Jameison S. Reid,
Editor. Bureau of Government Research, University of Massachu-
setts, Amherst. 1967 (61 pp. mimeo).

PUBLIC EDUCATION IN MASSACHUSETTS. Problems and Chal-
lenges. Bradbury Seasholes, Editor. The Lincoln Filene Center
for Citizenship and Public Affairs. Tufts University. Medford,
Mass. 1965.

EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES. (Denver, Colo.):

“State Financial Takeover Called For” John V. Lindsay, Com-
pact, April, 1970. p. 34.
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Accountability in Elementary and Secondary Education.’
Governor Russell W. Peterson, Ewald B. Nyquist, Compact,
October, 1970, p. 19.

"Directions to Full State Funding” Bryce Baggett, Lawrence
Harris, Compact, October 1970, p. 58.

Full State Funding of Schools. J. Alan Thomas, Robert Jewell',
Arthur E. Wise. University of Chicago, March 11, 1970. Pre-
pared for Education Commission of the States. (37 pp.
mimeo).

'The Politics of Elementary Secondary and Higher Educa
tion,” Michael Usdan, David Minar and Emanuel Hurwitz, Jr
Report No. 11, November, 1968.

“Education And The New Federalism,” Farris Bryant, Chairman,
ACIR, Address to ECS, Denver, Colorado, July 8, 1969.

New Proposals for 1970. ACIR Legislative Program. Washington,
D.C. Publication M-45, s. 16-12-00. July, 1969.

Fiscal Balance in the American Federal System. Vol. 11. Metro-
politan Fiscal Disparities. Publication A-31. Washington, D.C.
October. 1967.

State And Local Finances. Significant Features 1967 to 1970
Washington, D.C. Publication M-50. November, 1969.

State Aid to Local Government. Publication A-34, Washington,
D.C. April 1969.

“Equalizing Educational Opportunity - The State and Federal
Roles.” Statement by John Shannon, Assistant Director,
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Opportunity. October 16, 1970.

“Total State Funding For Education.” Address by John Shan-
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the Support of the Public Schools. Washington, D.C.. March
24, 1970.

ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA-
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Financial Status of the Public Schools. 1970. Committee on

Educational Finance. (54 pp.).

“100% State Support: Boon or Bane.” Duane J. Mattheis,
Address before NEA Committee on Educational Finance,
April 6, 1970.

100% State Support: Boon or Bane.” Stanley Hecker. Address
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Areas. James B. Conant. McGraw Hill. New York, 1961. 147 pp.

The Politics of Schools. A Crisis in Self-Government. Robert
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NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL ASSOCIATION.
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ment.” 81 Harvard Law Review 435 (1968).

O’Hare, Robert J. M. “School Committees and Municipal Finance
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Sager, L. G. “Tight Little Islands; Exclusionary Zoning, Equal
Protection, and the Indigent.” 21 Stanford Law Review 767
(1969).

Silard, John, and White, Sharon. “Intrastate Inequalities in Public
Education: The Case For Judicial Relief Under the Equal Protec-
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Public Administration Review Vol. XXX, No. 4 July-August,
1970.

Equality of Educational Opportunity. Coleman, J.S. et al, Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1966.

Impact of the Property Tax: Its Economic Implications for Urban
Problems. Joint Economic Committee. Congress of the United
States, 90th Congress, 2d Session, 1968.

Public School Finance Programs, 1968-69, U.S. Department of
Health, Education and Welfare. T, L. Johns, Ed. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969.

Financing Public Education in Rhode Island. Part I, 1947-1966.
Rhode Island Special Commission to Study the Entire Field of
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ment No. 20. Richmond. 1970.

School Finance in Washington: The Interfund Loan Problem. A
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Council. Springfield. 1969.

Hawaii Constitutional Convention Studies. Article IX: Education
Bureau, University of Hawaii.Vol. 1. Legislative Reference
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An Act to provide for the financial support of public

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS.

Section 1. Purpose. The purposes of this act are: to achieve
high quality elementary and secondary educational programs for all-
children in this state; to assure substantial parity in the financial
support of public elementary and secondary schools, while taking
due account of the differences among pupils in their educational
needs; and to relieve the local property tax base of substantially all
of the financial burden of elementary and secondary education,
thereby releasing local property tax resources for the support of
other local public services. To accomplish these purposes the legis-
lature declares it to be a responsibility of the state to provide
substantially all the financial support for public elementary and
secondary schools, with appropriate educational policy-making au-
thority to be exercised by local school (districts) as provided by
law.

Section 2. State School Support Plan, (a) The (chief state
school officer) shall prepare a State School Support Plan for in-
clusion in the (annual) budget submitted by the Governor to the
Legislature. The State School Support Plan shall include:

(1) Information required to determine an adequate level of
State financial support for public elementary and secondary educa-
tion for each local school (district); and

12) Amounts of State funds recommended to be allocated to
each public school (district) to implement an elementary and
secondary educational program that meets all requirements of State
law.

(b) In developing the State School Support Plan, the (chief state
school officer) shall identify and estimate for each public school
(district) (1) the cost of providing elementary and secondary ed-
ucational services and facilities, including special educational
services and facilities and the number and kinds of instructional
and other personnel; and (2) the cost of acquiring and maintaining

APPENDIX B

(Proposal of Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations)
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land, buildings and equipment, including transportation equipment.
In determining the cost of special educational services, the (chief
state school officer) shall take into consideration such factors as:

(1) The number of pupils falling below minimum educational
competence as established by standardized tests;

(2) The number of children under (19) not attending school
who have not completed twelve grades; and

(3) The number of children 1 counted in determining a grant
from the Federal government under Title 1 of Public Law 89-10,
20 U.S.C.A. 241c, as amended.

Section 3. School (Districts) to Provide Information. Upon
request of the (chief state school officer), the (superintendent) of
each public elementary and secondary school (district) shall
provide any information, including financial records, which the
(chief state school officer) requires for the development of the
State School Support Plan.

Section 4. Payments to School (Districts). The funds provided
by the state for the support of public elementary and secondary
education shall be allocated by the (chief state school officer) to
the several public elementary and secondary school (districts) of
the state in a manner that will carry out as nearly as may be the
State School Support Plan. The (chief state school officer) shall
notify the (state disbursing officer) of the amounts allocated to
each local (district) and shall notify the (superintendent) of each
local district of the amount allocated to it. The (state disbursing
officer) shall make (quarterly) payments to the (districts) of the
amounts so allocated.

Section 5. Local Levies for School Purposes. In addition to the
amount allocated pursuant to section 4, any public elementary and
secondary school (district) may spend for school purposes, from
the levy and collection of taxes and charges authorized by law to
be imposed in the jurisdiction, an amount not to exceed (10)
percent of the amount so allocated.

Section 6. Repeal of Conflicting Acts of Sections of
Acts. (Insert repealing clause).

Section 7, Separability. (Insert separability provision)
Section 8. Effective date. (Insert effective date).

1 From low income families and from families receiving payments under the state
program of aid to families with dependent children.
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An Act to authorize metropolitan educational equal-
ization AUTHORITIES.

Section 1. Purpose. The purpose of this act is to lessen fiscal
disparities among the various school districts within the same
metropolitan area and thereby more nearly equalize educational
opportunity for all public school students residing in that area.

Section 2. Urban Metropolitan School Districts. Within each
Standard 1 Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), as defined by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census, that lies wholly or partly in this state,
the (chief state school officer) shall designate as an urban-
metropolitan school district any local school district in which (50)
percent or more of the student body reside in the urbanized area
of the SMSA.

Section 3. Determination of Resources and Needs. The (chief
state school officer) shall determine and report to the governor the
percentage by which each urban-metropolitan district deviates
from the average of all urban-metropolitan districts within a Stan-
dard Metropolitan Statistical Area with respect to the following
indicators of resources and needs:

(1) equalized property tax value per pupil;
(2) current operating expenditures per pupil;
(3) proportion of students who fall below minimum educa-

tional competence as determined on the basis of standard-
ized tests authorized for use by the (chief state school
officer);

(4) proportion of school age population not attending school;
(5) proportion of educationally deprived students as defined

under Title I of Public Law 89-10, 20 U.S.C.A. 241c
Section 4. Metropolitan Educational Financing Districts. When-

ever, pursuant to section 3, an urban-metropolitan school district is
reported to fall at least (25) percent below the average of all

APPENDIX C

(Proposal of Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations)

1 States may wish to establish the definition of an urbanized area in accordance with
their own demographic, economic, and jurisdictional criteria.
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urban-metropolitan school districts within a SMSA with respect to
any of the indicators of resources and needs contained in sub-
division (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of section 3, the governor shall
establish a metropolitan educational financing district embracing all
urban-metropolitan school districts within the SMSA.

Section 5. Metropolitan Educational Equalization Authority.
The governor shall create, for each metropolitan educational fi-
nancing district, a metropolitan educational equalization authority
that shall be comprised of (at least one) 1 school board member
appointed by the school board of each urban-metropolitan school
district in the metropolitan educational financing district. The
authority shall convene for purposes of carrying out the provision
of this act upon notification by the governor that a metropolitan
educational equalization authority has been created.

The authority shall meet at least once each year at the time and
in the place its members may determine and may meet at other
times at the call of the chairman. The members of the authority
shall elect a chairman and may make and alter by-laws for its
organization and the conduct of its affairs. A majority of the
members from the urban-metropolitan school districts represented
in the authority constitutes a quorum for the transaction of the
business and the exercise of the power of the authority.

Section 6. Determination of Levy Rate. A metropolitan educa-
tional equalization authority shall levy a tax rate which when
applied to the equalized assessed value of taxable property in the
metropolitan educational financing district will produce an amount
equivalent to the combined amount required by (cite appropriate
state school aid statutes) to be raised from local revenue sources in
each urban-metropolitan school district.

Section 7. Distribution Formula, (a) Adoption of Formula.
The metropolitan educational equalization authority shall distribute
the proceeds of the levy to each urban-metropolitan school district
in accordance with a formula adopted by the authority. The
formula shall equalize, as nearly as possible, educational opportu-
nity by taking into account educational cost and tax burden
differentials among local school districts within the metropolitan
area.

1 Representation should be consistent with constitutional and statutory requirements
regarding representation on elected local governing bodies.
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(b) Consideration of High Cost Students. In order to com-
pensate the urban-metropolitan school districts which have a dis-
proportionately large number of high cost students, the dis-
tribution formula shall give due weight to the relative proportion
of school age children in each district that: (a) fall below mini-
mum educational competence, (b) fail to complete twelve grades
prior to reaching age (19) and (c) are counted as educationally
deprived children for purposes of determining the grant from the
Federal government under Title I of Public Law 89-10, 20U.5.C.A.,
241c.

(c) Consideration of Local Tax Burdens. In order to com-
pensate the urban metropolitan school districts hampered in the
competition for tax dollars by demand for expenditures on public
safety, public health, public welfare, and other municipal-type
services and facilities, the distribution formula shall also give due
weight to the overall local tax burden in each urban-metropolitan
district.

(d) Lack of Concurrence on a Formula. Unless the representa-
tives of the urban-metropolitan school districts containing at least
(80) percent of the combined pupil enrollment of a metropolitan
educational financing district concur in a formula, the proceeds of
the levy provided for in section 6 shall be distributed among
urban-metropolitan school districts as follows;

(i) (50) percent of the proceeds in the proportion that the
school age population in each component school district bears to
the total school age population in the metropolitan educational
financing district, and

(ii) (50) percent of the proceeds in the proportion that each
component district shares in the funds for educationally deprived
children provided to all component districts comprising the metro-
politan educational financing district under Title I of Public Law
89-10, 20 U.S.C.A. 241c.

(e) State Educational Aid Funds. If a metropolitan educational
equalization authority approves a formula with the concurrence of
representatives of urban-metropolitan school districts containing
more than (80) percent of the combined pupil enrollment, the
(chief state school officer) shall disburse any state educational aid
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entitlement of an urban-metropolitan school district to the metro-
politan educational equalization authority for distribution in ac-
cordance with the approved formula.

Section 8. Responsibilities of the (chief state school
officer). The (chief state school officer) shall collect, compile, and
make available to a metropolitan educational equalization au-
thority, all records necessary to determine an equitable distribution
formula. The records shall include, for each local school dis-
trict: (1) the number of pupils falling below minimum educational
competence as established by standardized tests, (2) the number of
children under (19) not attending school who have not completed
twelve grades, (3) the number of children counted in determining
a grant from the Federal government under Title I of Public Law
89-10, 20 U .S.C.A. 241c, and (4) the relative local tax burden for
education and non-educational purposes.

Section 9. Tax Collections. The taxes levied pursuant to this act
shall be assessed and collected in the same manner as other taxes
and the proceeds shall be deposited to the credit of the metro-
politan educational equalization authority.

Section 10. Permission to Levy Additional Taxes. Nothing in
this act shall preclude any individual school district or municipality
within a metropolitan educational financing district established by
this act from levying additional taxes for the support of its own
school program.

Section 11. Separability. (Insert separability clause).
Section 12. Effective date (Insert effective date).
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
School Aid Valuation Aid
Percentage Percentage

Ayer $ 544.575.0% 36.8%
Florida
Oxford

54.275.0 37.3
898.567.5 49.9

Templeton
Bellingham

63.9 55.6 387.4
779.963.6 56.0

Phillipston
Tewksbtiry
Merrimac
Orange

61.663.6 55.9
1,548.963.6 56.0

318.063.2 56.5
407.162.9 57.1

Millville 100.6
416.8

62.8 57.2
Winchendon
FALL RIVER
New Braintree
CHICOPEE

62.5 57.6
3,804.162.3 57.9

37.162.1 58.3
2,615.0
1,096.3
1,192.2

61.3 59.6
Rockland
Dracut

60.7 60.3
60.5 60.7

Hanson 539.560.3 61.0
CHELSEA
Groveland
Granby

1,295.860.0 61.5
393.658.8 63.3
438.458.0 64.6

Leyden
LOWELL

29.758.0 64.5
3,803.857.7 65.1

No. Brookfield
Billerica

187.157.7 65.0
2,149.557.2 65.8

Blackstone 341.557.0 66.1
Shirley 129.357.0 66.1
Clarksburg
Hudson
Montgomery
BOSTON

101.756.7 66.6
819.256.4 67.1

36.955.9 67.9
28,360.055.8 67.9

NEW BEDFORD
Huntington

55.6 68.3 3,839.3
55.4 68.5 118.5

128.6Berkley 55.3 68.8
Princeton
Abington
Medway
Upton

55.2 68.9 120.4
54.9 69.4 651.2
54.6 69.8 622.7
54.6 69.9 202.9

APPENDIX D

Chapter 70 Aid Distributions Ranked
By School Aid Percentage Entitlement



HOUSE - No. 5447 [Apr.194

School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
Valuation Aid

Percentage
School Aid
Percentage

70.0 % $ 372.3Pepperell
Randolph
Amesbury
Leicester
Newbury

54.5 %

54.5 69.9 1,682.2
70.054.4 553.2
70.154.4 517.3

54.3 70.3 300.4
SPRINGFIELD
Sutton

54.3 7,394.270.3
242.254.1 70.6

Royalston
TAUNTON
Whitman

54.0 52.670.7
70.854.0 1,556.4

53.5 71.5 884.2
Raynham 53.4 438.571.7
BROCKTON
New Salem

53.3 4,291.271.9
53.3 71.8 36.4

Williamsburg
Bridgewater
MARLBOROUGH
SOMERVILLE

53.3 154.871.8
684.3

1,344.9
3,213.0

71.953.2
72.353.0
72.652.8

Hubbardston 52.7 72.7 113.8
Stoughton
Norton

52.6 72.9 1,420.7
52.5 73.1 441.7

Cheshire
Millbury
Montague
Ludlow

176.152.4 73.1
52.4
52.4

73.1 577.1
73.2 476.0

52.2 952.873.5
Richmond
Easton

52.2 85.073.5
793.852.1 73.7

Mansfield
Plainville

52.0 73.8 635.8
52.0 332.373.8

Athol 550.451.9 74.0
Clinton
Wales

51.9 483.773.9
51.8 74.0 70.8

WORCESTER
Acushnet

74.1 8,945.551.8
51.7 264.774.3

Uxbridge
Barre

51.7 354.874.3
51.6 240.974.4

Franklin 51.2 1,059.875.1
Middleborough
Northborough

51.2 686.675.0
594.150.8 75.6

E. Bridgewater
N. Attleborough
Holbrook

559.550.6 76.0
76.150.5 832.0
76.450.3 603.6

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
School Aid Valuation Aid
Percentage Percentage

$ 253.2Charlton 50.2% 76.5%
NO. ADAMS 873.850.2 76.5
Chelmsford
Georgetown
Hull

1,848.5
407.2

50.1 76.8
50.1 76.7

782.750.1 76.7
286.950.0 76.9Middleton
247.450.0 76.9Tyngsborough

Westford
Berlin

50.0 76.8 666.7
49.9 77.1 144.7
49.7 77.4Bemardston

LAWRENCE
Pembroke

101.5
49.6 77.5 2,060.0
49.4 77.8 657.2
49.3 78.0Brimfield

Methuen
Ashby

146.9
49.2 78.2 1,179.1
49.1 78.2 126.3

Spencer 49.1 78.3 453.5
259.9Townsend 49.0 78.4

Deerfield 48.9 78.6 218.3
Lanesborough
Holliston

48.9 78.6 197.1
918.048.7 78.9

MALDEN
Gill

48.7 78.9 2,134.5
48.6 79.1 63.5

So. Hadley
WESTFIELD
Wendell

48.6 79.0 843.8
1,443.448.6 79.1

48.1 79.9 17.8
Boylston 47.8 80.2 193.4
E. Brookfield 47.8 80.3 98.5
Southampton
Adams

47.7 80.4 157.3
47.1 81.4 438.2

Hanover 47.1 81.3 683.1
Belchertown
Grafton

238.547.0 81.4
46.5 82.3 554.7

HOLYOKE
Millis

1,763.846.4 82.4
46.4 82.5 377.9

Buckland
Mendon
Hancock
Southwick

147.7
133.1

46.2 82.6
46.0 83.1
45.9 83.2 33.2
45.9 83.2 383.8
45.9 83.2W. Bridgewater

W. Newbury
Lancaster

414.9
45.8 83.3 143.4
45.6 83.6 226.1
45.6 83.6Northbridge 470,9

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
School Aid Valuation Aid
Percentage Percentage

Warren 45.5% 83.7% $ 173.0
GARDNER
HAVERHILL
Brookfield

45.4 84.0 604.9
45.4 84.0 1,757.2
45.1 84.4 119.6

Dalton 45.1 84.5 433.6
44.9 84.7Ashland 522.2
44.7 85.0 736.1No. Reading

Winthrop
Dudley

44.6 85.2 746.4
311.844.5 85.4

44.2 85.8Monson 303.3
305.244.1 85.9Avon

44.1 85.9Hardwick
Kingston
Halifax

120.2
44.1 85.9 261.1
43.8 86.3 214.8

Hawley 43.8 86.4 15.4
Rehoboth
Bourne

43.8 86.4 321.7
43.7 86.6 764.3
43.6 86.7 58.3

Southbridge
Ashburnham

43.6 86.8 504.8
43.3 87.2 193.4
43.3 87.2Oakham

Groton
Hinsdale

37.1
43.2 87.3 305.5
43.1 87.5 93.4

LEOMINSTER
Sterling

1,183.442.7 88.2
42.6 88.3 266.0

ATTLEBORO
Norfolk

42.4 88.6 1,451.1
42.1 89.0 203.1

Douglas
Acton

42.0 89.3 117.2
888.141.8 89.6

Fairhaven 41.8 89.6 622.1
Hampden 41.8 89.4 236.9
Shrewsbury
W. Boylston
Washington
Heath

41.8 89.6 967.0
395.541.7 89.6

16.841.6 89.8
18.541.0 90.7

FITCHBURG
Topsfield

1,340.940.8 91.0
431.240.7 91.1

40.5 91.4Scituate 1,160.5
40.0 92.3 337.8Wrentham

Westminster 39.8 92.6 203.3

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)

Chester



1971] No. 5447HOUSE 197

School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
$ 944.3

School Aid Valuation Aid
Percentage Percentage

Marshfield
Petersham
Medfield
Lakeville
Boxford

39.6 % 92.8%
39.5 93.1 51.1
39.2 93.5 549.2
39.2 93.5 198.1

307.139.0 93.8
38.8 94.0Littleton

Rutland
434.8

38.8 94.1 135.3
72.538.8 94.1W. Stockbridge

Dunstable 38.4 94.8 63.3
766.138.2 95.0Auburn
511.7Milford

Leverett
Conway

38.2 95.1
37.7 95.8 54.0

51.937.5 96.1
2,367.2
1,467.0

37.5 96.1PITTSFIELD
Norwood 37.4 96.3
Ashfield 37.3 96.3 66.2
WOBURN
MEDFORD
Foxborough
Ipswich

37.3 96.4 1,760.5
36.9 97.1 1,930.2
36.8 97.2 730.0
36.4 97.7 569.9

Lunenburg
Plympton
Wilbraham

36.4 97.8 371.5
36.3 97.9 73.0
36.2 98.1 708.0

Easthampton
Norwell

36.1 98.2 405.2
36.0 98.4 463.1

REVERE
Ware

35.9 98.6 1,540.8
269.835.9 98.6

PEABODY
Webster

1,518.5
348.3

35.6 99.0
35.5 99.2

Westhampton
Westborough

35.4 99.4

35.1 99.8
NEWBURYPORT
Holden

35.0 100.0
34.4 100.9

Maynard
BEVERLY
Swansea

34.2 101.2
34.0 101.4
34.0 101.5
33.9 101.7Seekonk
33.7 101.9E. Longmeadow

Shelburne 33.4 102.4
33.2 102.8Greenfield

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)

36.9
599.8
474.1
576.5
394.3

1,416.7

378.1
530.7
654,4

68.3
664.9
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
Valuation Aid

Percentage
School Aid
Percentage

32.8% 103.4%Reading
Sudbury

$ 897.9
103.532.7 898.8

MELROSE 32.6 103.7 1,362.6
GLOUCESTER
Sharon

32.4 104.0 1,042.3
103.9 724.432.4

Freetown
Rowley

104.332.2 152,6
31.5 105.3 126.9

Dighton 105.5 187.731.4
Wilmington
Erving

31.4 105.4 798,1
105.831.2 51.9

Hingham 105.931.2 1,009.5
Dartmouth
QUINCY
Danvers

30.9 106.2 671.2
30.6 106.8 2,996.8

107.729.9 938.8
LYNN 29.9 2.259.8107.8
Hamilton 107.929.8 254.4
NORTHAMPTON
W. Brookfield

29.6 108.2 823.5
28.6 109.8 87.3

Weymouth
Blandford

28.4 110.1 1,769.4
28.1 110.6 37.6

Southborough
Stoneham

28.1 110.5 215.6
27.8 734.3111.1

Stow 27.8 111,0 178.4
Walpole 27.6 780.7111.4
Lexington
Northfield
Colrain

26.9 112.4 1,569.2
113.8 66.326.0

25.9 113.9 47.6
Hatfield
SALEM
Braintree

25.7 114.3 77.0
25.7 114.3 997.1

114.825.3 1,355.3
Charlemont
Saugus

25.3 114.8 27.2
25.3
24.9

114.8 887.4
Rochester
Palmer

115.5 71.0
24.6 313.1115.9

Boxborough 116.1 57.324.5
Whately 38.724.5 116.1
Hopkinton
Nahant

24.4 116.3 198.0
117.123.9 116.3

Paxton
Russell

117.323.7 99.0
117.823.4 56.0

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
Valuation Aid

Percentage
School Aid
Percentage

$ 214.1117.8 %Westport
Natick

23.4 %

1,193.51 18.323.0
23.1 40.3Sunderland

Amherst
118.3
118.6 423.922.9

548.3118.822.7Agawam
149.2118.811 7Hopedale
238.7119.222.5Williamstown

Salisbury 147.0119.722.1
144.7120.321.8Lenox

506.2120.921.4Wayland
Wakefield 684.3121.4

121.5
21.1

351.121.0No. Andover
Longmeadow
Burlington

518.9122.220.5
805.0123.120.0
421.4125.218.6Canton

1,639.5125.118.6Framingham
Carlisle 94.0125.4

125.8
18.5

420.418.2Bedford
319.6126.317.9Lynn field

Sturbridge 124.8127.017.4
60.8127.417.2Sheffield

Lee 136.9129.615.7
9.0129.915.5Savoy

21.3130.215.4Pelham
Wenham
Andover

76.8130.3
130.4

15.3
537.015.2

15.0Minimum
4.7348.615.0Alford

867.2
411.7

133.215.0Arlington
Barnstable
Becket

249.015.0
19.2215.315.0

431.8
45.1

198,0Belmont
Bolton
Brewster
Brookline

15.0
144.615.0

33.9586.415.0
616.3
937.1

246.915.0
156.315.0CAMBRIDGE

54.5157.215.0Carver 86.4
17.8

443.215.0Chatham
142.415.0Chesterfield

Chilmark 4.066.915.0
172.9135.015.0Cohasset

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
Valuation Aid

Percentage
School Aid
Percentage

Concord 15.0 % 143.0% $ 393.7
Cummington
Dedham

165.8
144.6

15.0 11.2
15.0 521.7

461.2Dennis
Dover

15.0 118.9
199.315.0 99.0
148.9 205.0Duxbury

Eastham
15.0

477.615.0 41.4
655.6
197.0

Edgartown
Egremont
Essex

15.0 30.8
15.0 24.6

47.9142.515.0

EVERETT
Falmouth
Gay Head
Goshen

183.7 665.015.0
362.9176.115.0

784.015.0 2.1
15.0 11.1144.0

Gosnold
Granville

15.0 460.6 0.8
15.0 146.2 22.9

Great Barrington
Hadley

136.2 155.215.0
15.0 137.1 75.7

Harvard
Harwich

71.915.0 133.0
107.5306.815.0

Holland
Lincoln

26.8141.215.0
15.0 133.6148.7

Manchester
Marblehead
Marion

15.0 182.4 108.0
15.0 165.6 395.8

178.0 68.515.0
Mashpee 625.315.0 25.8
Mattapoisett
Middle field
Milton

135.515.0 104.2
142.215.0 8.9
171.0 392.915.0

Monroe 215.1 3.015.0
Monterey 217.915.0 13.2
Mt. Washington
Nantucket

15.0 825.5
402.3

0.7
69.515.0

Needham 690.2160.0
226.8

15.0
New Ashford 15.0 4.4
New Marlborough
NEWTON

24.3193.915.0
1,626.0139.915.0

Oak Bluffs
Orleans

29.6433.715.0
65.2456.315.0

Otis 220.8 14.315.0

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)
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School Aid
Entitlement

(In Thousands)
School Aid
Percentage

Valuation Aid
Percentage

Peru $ 6.015.0% 179.1 %

Plainfield
Plymouth

5.815.0 142.4
325.815.0 169.1

Provincetown
Rockport

49.5447.315.0
92.7272.515.0

Rowe 15.0 572.9 7.0
Sandisfield
Sandwich
Sherborn
Shutesbury
Somerset

15.0 10.8218.4
599.915.0 66.6

15.0 143.4 94.0
198.715.0 10.4

190.315.0 348.8
178.215.0 47.6Stockbridge

Swampscott
Tisbury

260.8145.6
254.9

15.0
51.715.0

656.2 3.0Tolland
Truro

15.0
749.2 23.115.0

Tyringham
WALTHAM
Wareham

423.815.0 3.8
987.1
203.3

141.015.0
159.315.0

Warwick 159.415.0 12.0
Watertown
Wellesley
Well fleet
Weston

137.415.0 601.9
574.2187.515.0

676.715.0 28.9
15.0 164.1 266.5

531.0W. Springfield 153.5
710.0

15.0
W, Tisbury
Westwood
Winchester
Windsor

15.0 6.8
15.0 151.6 320.7
15.0 144.0 496.1
15.0 152.7 10.2

Worthington
Yarmouth

15.0 132,0 14.1
15.0 249.0 245.0

Note: Cities Capitalized

APPENDIX D (Cont’d)
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