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INTRODUCTION 

Numerous forms of financial assistance for 

schools have been developed in different parts of the 

United States. Some have been found lacking in one 

respect or another. However, all have attempted to even 

the burden of the support for education and the oppor­

tunity to develop. Background studies of different 

financial programs In various states have been considered 

and evaluated in the first Chapter. 

In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, as else­

where, the question of financial assistance for educa­

tion is under intense study. Since 1948 a modified form 

of the Foundation or Partnership Program has been used. 

Formulas, defined by statute, a principal and/secondary 

formula, are used as a basis for allocating state 

financial assistance on a state-wide basis. 

However, the present system of apportioning state 

aid using 1945 equalized valuations has become so hope­

lessly outdated that new sources of support revenue are 

being sought. 

The influence of the educational laws involving 

the laws of 1642 and 1647 of the Commonwealth of Massa­

chusetts cannot be ignored or their influence minimized 
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in attaining fiscal aid on a state-wide basis, nor can 

the present laws and statutes pertaining to education be 

overlooked. 

That the problem of inequality both in opportunity 

and taxation is very real cannot be doubted as a survey 

of specific cases in Chapters Three, Four and Five will 

show. Statistically, the Injustice of certain factors 

in allocating state funds becomes clear, and bears out the 

trend observed by inspection that definite inequalities 

exist in all the principal factors related to school 

finance in Massachusetts. 

The main source of school taxation in many local 

communities has been raised to the breaking point, making 

Imperative a wider variety of tax bases or at least a 

more even distribution of the tax burden over Commonwealth 

municipalities. 

Throughout the discussion it might be well to 

emphasize that the phrase "foundation program" which 

will recur frequently is used interchangeably with "partner­

ship program". "Experimental valuation", used particularly 

in Chapters Four, Five, and Appendix Five, refers to a 

scheme of proposed valuation based on a suggested re­

apportionment factor. "State aid per pupil" refers to the 

amount made available by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
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on the basis of all seven to sixteen-year old children 

in attendance in the public schools. 

The research reported on takes the following lines: 

(a) An historical survey of the support given 
public schools in the United States; 

(b) A survey of the present Foundation Program 
in use in Massachusetts, together with a 
study of pertinent state legislation; 

(e) A study of the existence or non-existence of 
equality of opportunity in the present state 
aid program; 

(d) A study of the tax burden along with some general 
observations on the tax allotment picture as it 
now exists in Massachusetts, and 

(e) Some recommendations arising from the practical 
examples of comparing fully equalized proposed 
Foundation Programs. The comparisons have been 
worked out both in standard scores and in dollar 
values, as well as by means of the Fisher "z" 
score technique and the Pearson product moment 
correlation charts. 

The figures quoted throughout this report on allot­

ments of state funds, valuations of Individual municipalities, 

amounts provided for local and total school support, state 

aid per pupil, are found in the Report of the Department of 

Education for the year ending June 30, 1952, generally 

referred to as Public Document No.2f This volume contains 

tabulations of the school returns for the school year 

ending June 30, 1952, and the fiscal year preceding 1952. 

There are five appendices, namelys 

Appendix I consists of Chapter 70, which contains the 
principal state aid laws for use in the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts. 
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Appendix 2 contains Chapter 559 (in use since 
1945), an act establishing the basis of appor­
tionment of school, state and county taxes. 
For comparison purposes, House 2172 figures 
are quoted from the December, 1952, biennial 
report of the Commissioner of Corporations 
and Taxation, which deals with a proposed plan 
of equalization and apportionment of state and 
county taxes for 1953 in Massachusetts. 

Appendix 5 presents both a proposed program of 
state aid and a proposed program of equalized 
valuation with dollar and "z" score values for 
inter-class comparisons. 

Appendix 4 introduces "key district" formula 
proposals as fleveloped by Strayer and Haig and 
later modified by Dr. Mort. There is a $200 
Foundation Proposal and a $150 Foundation 
Proposal. Both are in terms of dollar and "z" 
score values. 

Appendix 5 is the most comprehensive of the 
appendices. The 349 municipalities of Massa­
chusetts are analyzed in respect to dollar values, 
class rarks and state ranks. Two sets of "z" 
scores are provided, one for all four classes of 
municipalities; the other for state-wide comparisons 
of communities. Every useful financial factor 
relating to state school finance has been presented 
in this appendix. 
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CHAPTER 1 

A HISTORICAL SURVEY OF StATK SUPPORT OF PUBLIC 
SDUCATXON 

8efor« discussing the operation of present-day 

Foundation Programs, it is necessary to understand some­

thing of the nature of their growth* In this ©hapter, 

some of the praotlces which developed both directly tin& 

indirectly from the various forms of state aid will b© 

fiiscussed. It will be appreciated that before state aid 

Gould attain its present stage of development, much 

ground-work was needed to provide adequate norms with whloh 

current programs could be compared. The Str&yer and laig 

concept of equalization, the Rew&rd-for-Effort Prinoipl® 

defined by Cubberly and th* Adaptability or efficiency 

Principle furthered by Mort and Cornell in 1937, all contri­

buted substantially to the present foria of state aid to 

education; so also did Pierce's studies on the relationship 

between community expenditures and the type and quality of 

education provided, atrayw's work on the appraisal of 

aehool systems and pilot communities, and Wort's writ on 

cost-quality relationships. 

the Constitution of the United States contains no 

gpfielfio reference to education t© date, but the reaidual 
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right of each individual state t© control its own system 

of education is implicit in the Tenth Aisendment vhloh 

provides that *3fo$ y<mKM M%M$CTflftff M.Vm, WMM *U%MH 

by tfr» Con.stHtMti^„ll^y„llM'^Mti^ by jt to |he, Stuff,, g f 

reserve^ ,to, $hf, gtajef mmf®MJ$M,* ,P,r„, If.,,,, ,tiW. ,PtftJPfl.ff,« * 

Hence, there are in existence, at any given time, as uiaay 

systems of public education as there are states in the 

Union. 

Yet, in »j»tte of the groat variety of systems, certain 

practices have developed to m o t similar needs. These 

practices expanded from state to state until they have 

obtained a definite Influence on the educational policies 

of a large number of the etatet. In this manner, ther#fore, 

it becomes possible to identify certain periods in the history 

of American education where state aid was used to achieve 

specific objective®. 

1. school Funds 

Sohool funds were a»ng the earliest mean© utlliaed 

to support public school®; for Instance, the Connecticut 

School Fund, which date® back to 1750* vas firmly established 

in 1705 a© the first permanent mmmn school fund. At this 

time, Connecticut added to th® school fund base, the proceeds 
i n i ii mi »• MII mi in milium 
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received from the sale of its Western reserve In Ohlo,g 

which totalled #1,200,000. This fund originally furnishes 

sufficient revenue to pay for oon$>lete support of all the 

schools in Connecticut} however, as the population of 

Connecticut grew, It became mandatory to return to compul­

sory taxation in 1854. the net result of this experience 

definitely pointed out the inadequacy of endowments as a 

means of public school support. 

At one tine or another, all the thirteen original 

states, with the exception of South Carolina, used the 

Permanent School Fund as a means of partial or full school 

support. By 194®, these Permanent School Funds still 

existed in forty-four of the forty-eight states. 

It is of interest to observe with Mort3 that the 

total asaount produced by these funds in 194S-1946, along 

with School Land Leases, was #27,3g@,212, fh© amount of 

income from a U such funds, including those controlled by 

states, counties, and municipalities, ranged from 

#3,565,826, in Minnesota, t© #3,680 in Rorth Carolina. 

fhe distribution of these amounts to schools was 

accomplished on the basis of & pupil rate ranging; from 

122.38 in Wyoming, to #.03 in North Carolina; the average 

for forty-two states being in the vicinity of $1.17 per 

enrolled pupil. 
inn in ii mm i ii im ii mi imraiiiiMi minimi 

%ubfeerly, BsbUe, Education in the United states, p 
^h«& B. mn and Walter 0% Beussep, Estbllc fob* 

Finance. tfew X«*k# i m a KcSraw Kill, p.520. 
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It is evident that where a few states obtained sub­

stantial revenues from Public School Permanent Fund®, many 

other states found themselves receiving only a small propor­

tion of public school incora® from this source. Indeed, the 

percentage of total school Income fron Public School Periaanent 

Funds has been falling off consistently in the last fifty 

years. The percentage In 1690 was 8.8; by 1920, the percentage 

had dropped to 2.7 per cent; "b^ 1MB the percentage dropped to 

less than 1.0 per cent. 

Xn the past, State Permanent School Funds have made a 

real contribution to school aid, because they were useful in 

stimulating and promoting local support for public school 
4 

education. 

®m what were the accomplishments of the Massachu­

setts School Fund? Previous to 1834 when the Fund was set 

up, there was little or no trustworthy information available 

concerning the schools of the state. Participation in the 

incoiae of the Fund *ad« school returns mandatory. The 

question might be asked here why the Puna was limited to 

such rather small proportions of income per pupil instead 

of the large scale used in the neighboring state of Connecti­

cut. The answer Is found in the B©pprt of %$$. 

h Fund which should be so large as to suffice 
for the mpp&rt of the w&ol® school establishment of 
the State, as in the case of Oonmeotleut, would, in 

,, «. .Jgi/iJffii.'lgft Bar ^L%VJ:XA™.„ 
®®M&$ l t 4 7 , Albany, I . ! . , p .92 . 
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the opinion of the Committee, be rather detrimental 
than advantageous} it would only serve to draw off 
frosj the mass of the oowmunity that animating interest , 
which will ever be found indispensable where a 
resolute feeling upon the subject is wished for or 

Scncernlng the Massachusetts Fund the following is 

quoted from the Twenty-Second annual Beport of the Board of 

Education, where Secretary Boutwell'a style is easily 

recogni arable j 

The Fund was aetftblifhed by the LsgiaJLatmr* 
of 1834 (Statutes 1034, Chapter 169) and It was 
provided by the Act that all moneys In the Treasury 
on the first of January 1S3B, derived from the sales 
of land In the State of Maine and from the claim of 
the State on government of the United states for 
military services, and not otherwise appropriated, 
together with flfiy -per centum of all aoney® there­
after, to be received from the gale of lands in 
Maine, should be appropriated to constitute a perma­
nent fund, for aid and encouragement of Ooauaon 
Schools. It was provided that the fund should 
never exceed one million dollars, and that the 
income only should be appropriated to the object in 
view.® 

The method of distribution of the Fund wa@ referred 

to a subsequent legislature. It wa@ understood and provided 

that no town would recelv® a greater amount than was n«e&e& 

for the support of the Gonaon Schools. Certainly, there 

are two aspects in the law that deserve consideration. First, 

the object of the Fund was the aid and encouragement of 

t^onnonwtftltb of Haveaehusetts, Department of 
Education, mUM~mmm$^ 
of Educationf 1$99» Twenty-Second Annual Beport of the 

"" »y, p. SS. 

• ibia, p #»» 
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schools, and not their support; second, the limit of appro­

priation to the towns was the amount raised by each. An 

obvious inconsistency appears in this restriction, since a 

study of the report would show that the income from the 

entire fund at this time w©uld nave been equal to only 43 

cents for each child in Massachusetts between the ages of 

five and fifteen years. 

Public Document Bo. 2 closes with these words: 

The ancient policy of the Commonwealth will 
be continuedj but whenever the people see the govern­
ment, by solemn act, manifesting Its confidence in the 
schools and in learning, they will be encouraged to 
guard and sustain the institutions of the fathers. 

It is clear that in 1642, the Massachusetts legis­

lators had no Intention of subsidising fully, or even to any 

great extent, large centraliied financial aid from the state 

treasury. Each town was to work out its educational aid 

problems to the best of its ability. 

From Public Document 8@. t we also learn "That the 

cost of education was more than thirty dollars per pupil m 

the private schools and only eight dollars and forty-nine 

cents in the public schools.*8 By contrast with today's 

school expenditures it can be concluded that these items 

have been multiplied several times in the last two hundred 

years. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Education, 

a Twenty-Second Annual Beport of the Secretary, p.5f). 

. , p. w . 
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It ie well at this point to recall that the definite 

oonoept of an elementary sohoel in the early years of the 

United States was simply ID teaoh oertaln basic skills, 

such as reading, writing and arithmetic; while aoademles, 

on the seoondary level, were more diversified in subject-

matter, as well as more costly. Secondary schools, in the 

long ran, on aooount of their expanded curricula and extra­

curricular activities, are still in need of higher expendi­

tures, even in our day. However, it is well to recognize 

that the early methods of distribution of state funds were 

set up to stimulate the establishment of elementary schools. 

Generally* as the elementary schools and the high 

schools, (a great many of these previously had aoademyr 

status), became more numerous and more widely distributed, 

ooneern for the quality of schooling beoame an important 

problem. Moreover, it did not take some of the municipali­

ties long to realise that they lacked the proper financial 

structure to support an adequate eduoational program. Con­

sequently, administrators turned from the establishing of 

schools to a concern for the development of various types 

of eduoational activity. Minnesota, in 1895, allotted $200 

fer eaoh graded elementary school. Likewise, Rhode Island, 

In 1894, provided for its school and teacher quotas. About 

this time, Vermont also allotted most of its state aid in 

proportion to the number of schools. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, educators and 

public-spirited citizens, who were Interested in speoial 



HISTORICAL SURVEY OF aTATE SUPPOBT 8 

areas of eduoational development such as providing school 

library books, establishing grade schools, rural schools, 

Americanization classes, and the like, emphasized the use 

of special aids for their development. At this time the idea 

that state grants, no matter how small, were an unfailing 

method of obtaining oertain eduoational results gained wide 

acceptance. Indeed, in many parts of the United States, 

9 
this same conclusion still prevails. 

2. STATE AID PROGRAMS 

At the turn of this oentury, Cubberly made the first 

extensive survey of the matter. He studied the fiscal 

policies of the various states, confining his interpreta­

tions to the problems of the period; he emphasised the 

prinolple of Rewarding-the-Effort of communities; he 

thoroughly investigated the wide use of special aids in the 

various states, along with the growing need for definite aid 

programs for the poorer sohool distrlots. He called this 

his Equalisation Principle, helping the poorer distrlots 

rather than the wealthy ones. 

The Equalisation Laws passed in the latter part of 

the 19th and the early part of the 20th centuries,, under the 

influence of Cubberly, when studied closely, seem to carry 

r%ry little appreciation of what was essential in the way of 

dArrid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools In the 
United States. Hew York, Harper, 1951, p.370. 

lOEllwood P. Cubberly, School Funds and Their Appor­
tionment. New York, Bureau of Pubs.,Teachers College, Columbia 
University, 1905, p.253. 
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state support, if equalisation was to exist on the one hand, 

and other existing principles were not to be rejected on 

the other. 

It is important to stress here that if the sole 

aim of these state aid laws had been equalisation, there 

would have been unquestioned Justification for ending all 

suoh aid to the wealthiest units instead of increasing it. 

Per Instance, New York State has not only consistently 

allotted state aid to the wealthier distrlots, but has also 

returned to all its state distrlots amounts in direct 

proportion to their tax-paying ability. This payment was 

Justified, not on any political or eduoational grounds, 

but on the basis of good tax prooedure. 

Now, this method of stimulation was repeated over 

and over in other states. Commissions or legislatures, 

when faced directly with the necessity of satisfying the 

immediate needs of poor districts, did not think it reason­

able or Just to take money away from the wealthy districts. 

This meant that funds allotted to the poorer distrlots 

served only to raise the property taxes in the more 

wealthy. The situation seemed ironical, improving condi­

tions in one part of the state and actually making conditions 

worse in the other parts. 

As an example, mention should be made of Connecticut, 

which was among the pioneers in applying the oonoept of 

nS?£ k t' M M M 1 " fr**110 Schools in the United 
Statea. p.346. 
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equalisation in public school finance. In 1841, a minimum 

school term of four months became a requirement under the 

law. In order to enforce this statute, it became obvious 

that some aid must be guaranteed oaoh dlstriot to ensure 

that a teacher might be employed. To do this, the Connecti­

cut, legislator e provided that a direct grant of at least 

$60 would bo paid to each dlstriot before any other distri­

bution of the available funds for state aid would be made. 

In this manner, every small Connecticut hamlet had the means 

to employ a teacher in disregard of the number of pupils or 

the taxable wealth of the community. With few minor ohanges, 

this plan was in effect from 1641 to 1870. 

It is highly significant that most of the early 

eduoational polioies attempted to impose a minimum amount of 

expenditure for each district, each school, or each teacher. 

This was done on the assumption that certain basic needs 

existed, such as the authority to hire a teacher in a 

low-income community which oould not afford this expense 

unaided, or the operation of a school with low enrollment, 

without imposing too great a financial burden on the tax-

pay ere of the district. 

A groat many equalisation methods failed beeauto 

their objectives were dependent upon tax sharing, which 

many timet failed to equalise the tax burden because 

wealthy districts received the most help; or else they called 

for changes :ln the procedures of giving grants-in-aid. 
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Failures in equalisation occurred in such states as Delaware, 

Idaho, Nebraska, Nevada, New York, and Pennsylvania, 

mainly on these grounds alone. This proved the need to 

improve the older methods of equalisation, or else to 

establish an entirely new concept of financing schools 

adequately as well as equitably. 

In answer to the imperative need for a new basis 

for school finance, Mort, in 1923, with the help of strayer 

and Halg, introduced the Foundation or Partnership Program. 

Of the many finance practices for sohool development during 

the pact century, this was the most popular and the most 

successful. This concept provided a satisfactory answer 

to the problem of equalisation, even though countless 

other Issues were involved. Their original statement of the 

orogram's aims follows: 

To oarry into effect the principle of "equali­
sation of educational opportunity* and "equalisation 
of school support" as commonly understood, it would 
be necessary 11) to establish schools or make other 
arrangements sufficient to furnish the children in 
every locality within the state with equal opportunity 
up to some prescribed minimum: (2) to raise the funds 
neoessary for the purpose by local or state taxation 
adjusted In suoh manner as to bear upon the people of 
all localities at the same rate In relation to their 
tax-paying ability; and (3) to provide adequately 
either for the supervision and control of all the 
schools, or for their direct administration by a state 
department of education.12 

of Education in the State of Mew Ygrfc Report of the Eduoa-
tional Finanoe Inquiry Commission of New York, 1924, p.l7«. 
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It is noteworthy that the Strayer-Halg definition 

of equalisation of educational opportunity and equalisation 

of school support has stood the test of public acceptance 

In formulating eduoational programs in the various states 

for well over the past thirty years. Also, more often than 

net, those using the term equality of educational opportunity 

in discussing school finance include simultaneously the 

concept of equalisation of the burden of support as an 

Integral part of the definition. 

On the other hand, this concept of Strayer and Haig 

has been so completely accepted that quite often those 

working on the format of state financed eduoational programs 

have fooussed their attention solely on the basis of equalising 

the burden of support, thus neglecting almost completely the 

complementary factor, the significance of equalisation of 

educational opportunity in the Foundation Program. Under 

such elroumstanoes, testing the adequacy of the Partnership 

or Foundation Program13 was subordinated to the necessity of 

doing Justice to the public. 

Strayer and Haig had envisioned the final outcome of 

their Foundation Concept as evolving into total state support 

and state control of the public school system. Even today, 

modern versions of the Foundation or Partnership Program are 

divided into two main groups; namely, those states such as 

North Carolina and Delaware14 which have attempted to support 

13Mort and Reusser, Public School Finance, p.406 
"*««** J. *orphet, Characterlstlce of atata aunnnrfr 
b i« Problems and Issues In Public School Finance, B»* 

of Pubs.,Teachers College, Columbia University, Mew York,1952,p.172. 
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completely a rather comprehensive foundation program from 

state funds; and the second group whloh consists of approxi­

mately forty states, which participate in some form of 

foundation or equalization program. The first group has 

for its basic concept, a completely supported state program 

using a flat-grant plan for disbursing funds, thus local 

community effort is neither demanded or required for receiving 

state allotments. Under the second group, about sixteen 

states now distribute over 50 per oent of all sohool funds. 

The range of present equalization programs runs from weak 

district grants, which are rather inadequate, to those programs 

which attempt to set up, through state and local funds, an 

effiolent adequate foundation program for all local school 

units. Most state funds are now apportioned on the basis 

of an objective formula whloh is either written into the 

law or Is prescribed by regulations of the state board of 

education in accordance with the requirements of the law. 

Further, the usefulness of the Strayer-Halg definition 

as first Introduced in Nov York state under the leadership 

of Dr. Mort in 1923 was to functional!za the oonoept of the 

Foundation Program in the Empire State. In so doing, Mort 

found it neoeesary to equate minimum opportunities with 

dollars. Communities not receiving any state funds would 

receive 36.4 cents per $100, as a maintaining level. However, 

in the program as finally adopted by the New York legislature, 

1BMorphet, Characteristics of atp.te Support Programa, 
p.165. 
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the cost of each elementary olassroom was out from $1900 

to $1200, and the looal rate was lowered from 36.4 cents to 

15 cents. Thus, approximately the very same type of 

equalisation as was originally re COT mended by the procedure 

of increasing flat grants to looal communities prevailed. 

Thus too the net result of this shift to flat grants gave 

more fiscal aid to the looal communities than the original 

£1900 program. In 1926 this law was amended, and still 

again in 1929.16 

The 1926 changes in the New York statute, called the 

Cole-Rice Act, attempted a clarified concept of equalisation 

and improved ways of applying its principles. However, the 
17 

Colo-Rico Aat failed to attain the minimum level of 

equallsatlcnal support envisioned by Mort, consequently in 

1927 the Frledaam Law was introduced. This law, which went 

beyond the extent of the Cole-Rice Act, was established 

mainly for the purpose of solving the sohool problems of the 

Inflationary period following the first world War. Primarily, 

this law was a means of relief on property taxes, thus 

contributing somewhat to equalisation, for it raised the 

level of the New York Foundation Program from about $44 to 

£56 per elementary pupil. In thlB manner, it inoreased the 

equalisation grant to around $36,000,000. 

W p h e t , Charac te r i s t i c s of S ta te Support Programs 
p.172. 

n «• * S?7X\i' 5 ^ ' J l M I W a M PWMIQ. Schools, in tht United S t a t e s . New York, Harper, 1951, pp 346-348. 
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In 1929, the Fr^edaan Act was further extended to 

include distrlots employing less than five teaohers and 

even to one-toaoher distrlots. Suoh single-teacher distrlots, 

however, had to make considerably higher looal contributions 

to the oost of their schools. The Prlodaam Act was, in 

offoot, with certain changes like the above, from 1929 to 

1945, when the Dewey Act emerged. 

Other states also moved toward supporting equalisa­

tion programs based upon the Foundation Program concept 

for Georgia in 1926. In 1927, Alabama and Oklahoma took 

preliminary stops toward the Partnership Program type of 

equalisation program. In 1931 Missouri subscribed to the 

policy. Even during the depression years from 1933 to 1937 

the Foundation Program set-up was followed either wholly or 

in part by suoh states as Idaho and Michigan, in 1933; Ohio, 

Vermont and Wyoming In 1935; and Rhode Island in 1936.18 

Regardless of all the efforts expended in the several 

states, there is still a tremendous lag in obtaining a satis­

factory proportion of local support particularly in respect 

to the tax burden of a community. This is pointed out by 

Burket 

Up to the present time, probably no state 
having an equalisation program combining state and 
looal support and using property valuation as a 
measure oftaxpaylng ability has aohieved equity in the 
looal tax burden for supporting the state program. Yet 
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it can be said that suoh programs have reduoed 
inequities in looal tax burdens existing under pre­
vious policies. Certainly the method has more 
equity in it than any other policy except a 
completely state supported policy.1* 

A primary difficulty in the development of equalisa­

tion programs, combining state and looal participation is 

the division of support between the two elements. Howevsr, 

if the state does not furnish an adequate measure of support 

to all units it can never fulfil its basic objeotive, a 

fairly reasonable degree of equality of opportunity for each 

& tison. Neither can many of the local districts provide 

ths minimum eduoational essentials in education, without 

state aid. 

It has been by no meana easy for some states to 

support equalisation programs involving state and local 

participation. There is an ever-present tendency to return 

aid to the more wealthy distrlots, as did the former policies 

of tax sharing, or per capita grants, and of older forms of 

state-supported equalisation programs, states that have 

moved through this phase of the program in recent years 

are South Carolina, Ohio, New York, New Jersey, Michigan, 

20 
New Moxioo, Kansas, and Colorado. 

In 1949, about twenty-one states had equalization 

programs as their major policy. The remainder of the states, 

except Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, North Carolina, and 

South Carolina, have supplementary urograms.21 

19Burker Financing Public Schools in the United 
States, p. 551 

SOlbid, p.367 
21lhid. o.3fi7 
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Better equalization programs must be evolved. At 

the present time the majority of the states have not adequate 

sohool finance programs; many states also have given small 

consideration to the matter of tax leeway, whloh is the 

basio element for high adaptability. The whole matter 

presents a problem which is open for discussion and study. 

Until the early 30*s, few people understood the 

necessity to adapt schools to the ohanging needs of society. 

It was not until 1932 that the Adaptability or Efficiency 

Prlnclpls appeared In a survey In Ohio. This principle, 

according to Mort, "has to do with the sloughing off of 

outmoded purposes by school systems and the taking on of 

new ones to meet new needs".25 It served as a splendid 

guide for reconstructing the system of school finance in 

that state. 

As the awareness of the implications of the Principle 

of Adaptability advanced, Its tremendous influence on 

school finance, on school organization smd operation began 

to be felt. Two other Influential factors, pertinent to 

the period, may also have contributed to furthering its 

influence, namely the ohanging social and economic conditions 

220hio Sohool Survey Commission, Equalizing Educational 
Opportunity In Ohio, Report of a Survey of State and Looal 
ftupport of Public Schools. Columbus, Ohio, 1932. 

23pa?1 R# H9Vt and Francis O. Cornell. MftPttbUUT 9* 
Public Sohool Systems, New York, Teachers College, Columbia 
University, 1948, p.lx. 
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of the period, and the changes that were oocurring in theories 

of learning. Of this period, Burton says 

A new typo of activity appeared about 1930. 
The organismlo psychology changed our basic concep­
tions about the learner and his processes. Three 
principles of great import began to operate: continuity 
of growth, experience as the method of learning, and 
integration as a continuing aim.24 

Although not so-defined until the mid-thirties, the 

Adaptability Principle might be considered the all-important 

base underlying the generous interest in special aids in 

school finanee circles from 1860 to 1905. In simple language, 

this definition made the state responsible for inaugurating 

conditions and factors that would continually and consistently 

make schools aware of the necessity of improving themselves. 

The Adaptability Principle and its advancement in 

the United States can be attributed to large extent to Mort 

and his group from Columbia University and to their surveys 

of New Jersey, Maine and Rhode Island. 

Among the most Important findings developed from 

Mort's researoh was that the Stimulation Principle not only 

reaots against the Equalization Principle, but that it also 

restriots tax leeway and budgetary freedom; both of whloh 

are most necessary to encourage adaptability and local 

initiative.25 

^A.S.Barr, William H. Burton, and L.J.Bruookner, 
Supervision. Ponooratio Leadership in the Improvement 9f 
Learning, New York, Appleton-Century, 1947, p.865. 

^Burke, Financing Public Schools in the United 
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Ever sinoo the investigation by the Educational 

Finance Inquiry in 1924, neither the Payment-for-Effort 

Principle, the Reward-for-Effort, nor the Stimulation Prin­

ciple, have been considered sound criteria of public sohool 

finance. 

3. MEASURING DEVICES 

Since 1936, over three score studies have been made 

concerning the relationships of adaptability to other factors. 

In a considerable number of these researches the main 

emphasis has been an evaluation of the expenditure level. 

As the adaptability studies progressed it soon 

became apparent to those interested in their advancement 

that some sort of a measuring or evaluating device for 

school units was greatly needed to furnish norma of adapta­

bility. To supply this request, Mort and Cornell produced 

27 such an instrument in 1937. 

This instrument listed a total of 183 items, whloh 

attempted to repreeont certain improvements that had ocourred 

in eduoational practices during the latter half of the 19th 

conturf, and the first two and one-half deoades of the 20th 

oentury. These key items sought to discover what communities 

had accepted certain advanced practices and the approximate 

time of their adoption. 

&*Paul R. Mort, 3tate Support for Education, p.37 

^Paul R. Mort and Franols 0. Cornell, The Foundation 
PTOffTftl find ttlg ̂ WtaffBf ftf ̂ ^oUoiMlOfttfl, in Problems 
and Issues In Public School Finance. New York, Taaehara 
College, Columbia University, 1962, p.202. 
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In supplying this criteria of adaptability, Mort 

and Cornell also made possible important investigations 

into the matter of evaluating the quality of eduoatlon In 

the public sohools of oertaln oomriunitles. Suoh a consi­

deration had been only lightly touched on in earlier 

studies in the field of adaptation. 

According to Mort, two theories account for the 

apparent spread of an eduoational change through sohool 

ayateas.28 One, the Diffusion Theory, claims that an 

invention is formulated in one community and then spreads 

to near-by communities. The other, the theory of inde­

pendent invention, holds that once the need of invention 

becomes evident many people in many places go to work on 

it simultaneously. Under this theory, with so many people 

working on the same problem of attempting to invent an 

adaptable device or method in so many places, It seems 

perfectly natural for the same method to appear In various 

parts of the country at approximately the same time. 

About 1945, Dr. George D. strayer used an Improved 

instrument, The Quldo for Self-Appraisal for School Svatema, 

in a study of 140 sohools in West Virginia. This study was 

chosen as a representative sample of the medium expenditure 

28Pmul R. Mort, Educational Adaonbllltyr Metropolitan 
Sohool Study, New York, Tno date), Columbia University, p.2. 



HISTORICAL SURVEY OF STATE SUPPORT 21 

schools at that time. Eighty-seven elementary sohools and 

twenty-three high sohools looated in 21 oountles participated 

la this study. Three expenditure categories were set up, 
29 

based upon the current expense per weighted pupil in 1945-1946. 

The following will serve as a guide to a better under­

standing of the West Virginia Study and the three expenditure 

categories involved: 

The range of budgeted expenditures was from $67 
to $106 per weighted pupil. The median of the low 
expenditure group was $63, that of the middle group $73, 
and that of the high group $93, all 1946-1946 budgetary 
figures. The scores on the "Guide* for the three groups 
of elementary sohools, starting with the lowest expendi­
ture group were 233, 275, and 667. The median scores for 
the high sohools in the same order were 325, 450, and 
850. ™ 

Several aspects of the West Virginia Study brought 

out imperfections in the admptatlve process. * The first 

Imperfection concerned itself with the difficulty of bringing 

to light certain aspeots of the Adaptability Principle that 

exist in largo oemmunities. Findings in this study also showed 

that eortain eduoational adaptations did not appear in any of 

the three expenditure levels. This was particularly true in 

^George D. Strayer, A Report of m ^uriey gf Public, 
Education in the State of West Virginia. Charleston, W.Va.r 
1945, Legislative Interim Committee, p.612. 

30 

„ 31 * f t U l*; . ^ i foilT^rtliTln Muortlan m Pjeobiem* 
and laauoe In Public Sohool Finance. New Yorkr Cnlumhta D M v i » i t f , 
1952, p .27-28 . 
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the larger communities. The unbiased conclusion of some 

investigators was that not enough money had been provided 

to cause these adaptations to appear. It is important to 

emphasise that a large number of adaptations, though reoorded, 

appeared on expenditure levels below which they were antici­

pated. 

Pursuing further into the West Virginia survey, It 

Is noticeable that many communities in various parts of the 

state, which had no sources of taxable wealth closely associated 

with favorable population charaoterlsties, had a tax rate 

which frequently resulted in sohools being supported on a 

lower level than was necessary. However, when the county 

set-up in '.'est Virginia was established, the extended growth 

of suoh districts ended. This was brought about by the 

county children being subjected to a more or less uniform 

level of eduoational opportunity obtained through the hiring 

of better trained teaohors and the use of special sohool 

services. 

No doubt the west Virginia county sohool units did 

possess good work standards and had acquired certain fringe 

benefits in the adaptability proecss, but the Importance of 

the development of pilot or lighthouse sohools was not 

sufficiently taken into consideration. Due to the county 

set-up of school finances, oertaln communities were also 

prevented from spending at a rate greater than the Foundation 



HISTORICAL 3URVEY Of STAT'-; SUPPORT 23 

Program level, so while these oounty systoms possessed 

equalisation, they lacked adaptability to a high degree. 

The deduction from this section of the West Virginia study 

leads to the necessary conclusion that local Initiative and 

looal participation are both essential in the Adaptability 

Principle. 

Perhaps the item that suffered moat from the over­

emphasis on equality was the laok of "wholesomeness" of 

education throughout the state. Mort amplifies quite 

clearly the meaning of "wholosoneness" in the following;"*' 

The integration of the Initiative, Equalisation, and Adapta­

bility Principles are quite essential for a healthy state 

and locally supported finance program, particularly a 

dynamic Foundation Program. He lists the following critical 

factors: 

1. All distrlots in the state having at least $200 
per weighted elementary pupil. 

2. A goodly number of districts in the state spending 
well above the normal expenditures in the state and 
at least some spending above the ¥300 level. 

3. All districts in the state taxing themselves at 
least $3 a thousand on full (current sales) value, 
and reaohlng upward toward $8 a thousand rather 
than down toward tf3 a thousand. 

4. The absence of artificial restrictions on taxation 
but at the same time the absence of conditions 
where other than very few districts greatly exceed 
a looal tax of $8 a thousand on full value. 

5. All districts in the state sufficiently large to 
assume looal autonomy. 

6. Ml large districts in the state with internal 
arrangements for insuring looal autonomy within 
the communities making up the large dlstriot. 

'Paul R. Mort, Public School Finance, p. 115. 



HISTORICAL SURVEY OF STATE SUPPORT 24 

7. Direct and simple oontrol of the budget by the 
voters, together with freedom from review by 
non-educational authorities locally, or by state 
oentral agents, educationally, or other freedom 
from audits that overstep the bounds of striot 
accounting audits. 

8. Central agenoles supported to help as well as to 
exercise prodentlal responsibilities. 

Other findings in this study also h°ve important 

Implications. The higher level expenditure in Vest Virginia 

schools consistently showed the effect of the increased 

expenditure, even considerably more than did the middle group. 

Also, the middle group showed the effect of additional 

spending more than did the lowest expenditure group. Further 

examination of this report points out that there was a slight 

gain in the percentage of spread of a praotloe, or invention. 

For example, as the expenditure per pupil increased from the 

low expenditure level to the middle expenditure level, this 

diffusion appeared. While the gain was not large, the average 

per cent of diffusion of the 146 praotloes at the lower level 

of expenditure was 26.4, and at the middle level of expendi­

ture 32.9. The highest expenditure group showed an average 

diffusion of 51.4 per oent. However, this large gain may be 

accounted for by the fact that the highest expenditure group 

included a greater number of pupil oosts. 

The range of expenditures for the highest expenditure 

group was about $24 per pupil above the highest expenditure 

school In the middle group. By oontrast, the middle group 
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per pupil oost did not exoeed by aoro then ^10, the highest 

expenditure sohool in the lowest expenditure group. Also, 

another important finding concerned oertain educational 

practices which never showed themselves, at all, or else in 

a very small measure only,in the middle or lower expenditure 

levels, now showed themselves in the top level expenditure 

33 group. v 

Therefore, from the 'est Virginia study we can assume 

that initiative produoed by the looal community is an Impor­

tant adjunct, if not the most important, In applying the 

Adaptability Principle. In the days of early Btate flnanoe, 

the praotloe of looal and state government participation In 

the financing of schools gained impetus. Many of the proposals 

of those early days agreed that a ohange of control to state 

auspices would considerably narrow the Importance of local 

Initiative. Earlier studies reaffirmed that the Adaptability 

Principle was greatly influence by looal initiative. One of 

the assumptions from such a statement could well be that in 

future public education should promote, not hinder, local 

participation. Therefore, from the long range viewpoint the 

Foundation or Partnership Program should extend itself 

sufficiently to Include the rapid adoption of excellent time-

proven educational inventions under dynamic looal sponsorship. 

'Paul R. Mort, Public School rinanoe. pp 176-177. 
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At the same time, there should be many wealthy 

districts willing to spend considerably above average to 

provide conditions favorable for experimentation in the 

adaptability of methods, devioes and facilities in the educa­

tional program. Such districts are essential for the oontinued 

growth of educational adaptability in the various states. 

They are called "pilot" or "lighthouse• distrlots because 

they willingly provide a great deal more than a minimum or 

partnership program. 

4. 
THE COST AND THIL QUALITY OF EDUCATION 

Furthermore, the idea that education could be asso­

ciated with oost or expenditure was extremely new. While 

most people would ooneede that sohools involve expenditure, 

they f e l t that cost and quality of education were only 

s l ight ly related. Several studies involving the re la t ion­

ship of the quality of education to the expenditure l eve l have 

been made. These studies point out that those l o c a l i t i e s 

which spent more received more in the way of longer terms, 

better-trained teachers, and many special servloes. 

S t i l l other cost and quality studies showed that 

communities that spent more, not only performed a more 

e f fect ive service in revising older phases of the sohool 

program, but also did much to extend the soope and useful­

ness of the school. The higher the l eve l of expenditure, 

the better-integrated was the sohool. That suoh schools are 
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more "adaptable" in the sense of Mort's def in i t ion of the 

principle as "the sloughing off of outmoded purposes by 

sohool systems and the taking on of new ones to meet new 

needs" Is se l f -evident . That the Adaptability Prlnoip}e 

i s the underlying base for a l l form* of special ized state 

aid (which includes Foundation Programs) has been shown 

earl ier in this ohapter, and the necessity of including 

the application of th i s Principle in any dynamic Founda­

t ion Program has also been seen in Dr. Mort's dlsousjlon of 

the meaning of "wholesomeness" in education. 

The most forceful conclusions in regard to cost 

and quality of education appear in Mort's ar t lo le Coat-

frttaitr Rfl*npnghlp| ftp. Sd,uqBUon, as follows: 

In a l l the data oolleoted over thirty 
years of interest in this subject, there are none 
that speak more monvlnolngly than these . They 
seem to indicate that after f i f ty yearn of readjust­
ment to the revolutionary discoveries in psychology 
made at the turn of the oentury we see emerging an 
education of great potential and we see that the one 
Important accompaniment of suoh strong education i s 
expenditure.0* 

While higher expenditure sohools appear to obtain 

stronger patterns of behaviour in the categories of 

character, personality and c i t l senship , to teach s k i l l s 

and knowledge more r e a l i s t i c a l l y , and to give a groat deal 

of attention to the disoovory and understanding of speolal 

aptitudes than do low-expenditure schools, by no means Is 

oost the only factor of large importance affecting adaptabil ity. 

in Probing and ?3BU.ffl In Public School FlnanaQ, p. 17 
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Dr. Pierce*e study of the sooio-eoonomio character­

istics of communities and the up-to-dateness of sohool 

programs bean out this finding. His study holds that pre­

diction concerning the quality of a sohool can be learned 

better from certain simple facts about the community than 
35 

from the expenditure level. 

The presence or absence of certain characteristics 

in the community environment of a sohool may definitely 

reaot to establishing eduoational improvement. It can be 

said, in general, that the cultural level of a community Is 

36 
a highly significant factor of diffusion. 

In line with this finding, again Mort and Cornell, 

in their investigation of school systems in Pennsylvania, 

considered community characteristics in relation to their 

geographical distribution along with their varying degrees 

of oommunlty interrelationship. 

Their conclusion emphasised that both the location 

and oharaoterlstios of a oommunity as a part of a metro­

politan area affect its development. They state, 

Adaptability is conditioned not only by the 
characteristics of individual communities, but by 

SCTruman M Pioroo, 0^ntroUa,b;u Community CfrarnoterlaUqi 
Related to the Quality of E^uoft^pn, M»w v^^v v—^.^ ^"*c*. 
Columbia University, 1947, p.6. 

v„ -3f?f«i R«-!I 0?Lt f l\ r rT l 8 2-,J*™1*. American flotoftAB IP 
TranjUlMb *•" *©«*, Teachers College, Columbia Univ., 1941,p 124, 
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the oharaoteristlos of the "super-community" of which 
the sohool dlstriot is a part. That is to say, in 
addition to possessing the other necessary condi­
tions, the most adaptable communities will be those 
that are so lcoated geographically as to possess a 
high degree of interchange of eoonomio and social,,. 
life and lnter-dopendenoe with other communities. 

They emphasised that the manner of participating in community 

life was also a faotor: 

The geographical setting of the community 
with respect to other communities is related signi­
ficantly to adaptability not only because of the 
Internal richness of social environment, in addition 
to financial and other factors, but also becsuBe of 
the nature of the part the community plays in the 
super-community, or the functions of soolal and 
eoonomio life which various predominant elements 
of the oommunity serve.*58 

These same authors also held that isolated 

communities tended to be less adaptable, partly because of 

their independence in social and economic life, and partly 

because they are less Influenced by the distant densely-

populated areas. 

Mort and Cornell, In their Pennsylvania study, 

also found that the order of importance of communities 

subscribing to the principle of Adaptability was as follows: 

first, the residential, seoond the composite, third the 

industrial, and lastly the predominantly rural units, which 

were the least adaptable of all. 

*'Mort and Cornell, *Wrt,Qtn, Schools ftn TrftnilUon,.P.lg4 
38IfeiA., P 124. 

'BAA., P 113. 
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Later Pierce found that community faotors, which 

mve closely related to the adaptability of schools are: 

Good will toward education: understanding 
of what sohools can do; and characteristics whloh 
condition the expression of good will and under­
standing in the sohools themselves.40 

Pierce has clearly shown that the manner in which 

a sohool operates, its background as viewed by the community, 

with its differing qualities and characteristics, is of 

extreme value in recognising the extent to which educational 

needs are being met. He found that the relationship of all 

measured community factors to adaptability was expressed by 

a correlation of .80. 

The following inferences can be drawn from his study: 

that any oommunlty is the arbitrator of the quality of 

education reoeived by its children; that a low degree of 

community favor for education shows an unwillingness to 

extend financial support and a disregard for favorable 

changes in the sohool program; that public enthusiasm for 

improvements and extensions in education are deoidodly 

limited by low eduoational and oooupational levels in the 

community; and that other faotors delimiting high eduoational 

functioning are suoh social faotors as density or nationality 

of the population. 

Faotors relating to good will are also significantly 

related to adoptability. Again, Pierce's study showed good 

41 ibia.. P 6. 
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will had a correlation of .69 with adaptability, thus indi­

cating that almost one-half of the variation in adaptability 

is allied to these measures. 

Effectiveness in providing adequate schools in the 

future will be hampered If communities do not understand 

what the functions of its sohools are in respect to added 

burdens of responsibility; also they must be enlightened as 

to the best manner of making sohools more efficient through 

the use of adaptations and inventions in eduoational 

practices. 

One of the most Important single measures of adapta­

bility is community expectancy of what sohools can do, as 

measured by public understanding of what schools should do. 

Pleroe found that this item had a correlation of 

.37 with adaptability. 

The real value of an Individual factor must 
bo Interpreted in the light of its relation to 
other factors in the analysis. Understanding, as 
measured, was not significantly related to the best 
combination of all other community measures. The 
correlation is .26. This is highly important for it 
Indicates that the factor of understanding contri­
butes something to the explanation of variations in 
adaptability which is largely independent of the 
other measures we have used. When combined with 
other measures, the per cent of varlanoe in adapt­
ability related to all faotors analyzed in this 
study was lnoreased from 61 to 66.43 

Thus, it is quite evident from the foregoing that 

Related to the Quality of educating p 9. 

4 3 n>id-» P 11. 
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the faotor of understanding appears to be independent of 

almost all of the other previously mentioned factors. 

Further study of the lnfluenoe of community groups 

may be summarised from Cooking: 

There are strong indications that the quality 
and degree of these sohool-community relationships, 
the presence or absence in the community of groups 
or organisations oonneoted with the sohools, may aid 
or obstruot the diffusion of eduoational practices. 
The nature of their attitude and the amount of their 
partlelpation, with respect to pushing the introduction 
and diffusion of eduoational practices, may well 
hinder the improvement of the whole school program.44 

Ebey also showed that in a school community the 

presenoe of a number of able and financially established 

parents groups had a decided tendency to hurry the 
46 

Introduction of adaptations. 

Cocking introduced this toplo quite objectively by 

saying: 

A low level of finanolal support, especially 
below a critical level has been shown to hinder the 
diffusion of eduoational praotiees. A series of 
studies made in recent years seek to show how educa­
tional practices purchased at different expenditure levels 
vary from one another. These studies have attempted to 
answer two questions. The first: are the better 
eduoational practices more widely diffused among the 
higher expenditure school systems* The seoond: what is the 
critical level of expenditure below whloh the diffusion 
of eduoational practices does not take place to any 
significant degree? 

*, •, » W a l t t* f00,1^*' The Regional Introduction of Educa­
tional Practices In Urban Systems of the United States. Institute 
of Administrativo Research, Study no. 6/ Teaohers College. Colum­
bia University, p 60. 

m .„ AJ»£!Jn*cit; 1 ^2 , Taft r t B!!i i^ Y ygny,ptjfnfary..^ho9oi 
In IB American gi l l* M®* *©**, Bureau of Publications, Teaohers 
College, Columbia University, 1940, p 31. 

b o o k i n g , Pjkoii , , p 68. 
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In the early thirties, the studies on returns for 

/ spent showed th»t sohools in New Jersey and Maine, 

which could afford it, were providing certain enlightening 

practioos, such as the minimum use of non-promotion, greater 

use of tests, better health and clinical services; also they 

made wider use of a variety of equipment and materials. 

Later, the State of Rhode Island Survey, conducted 

by Mort and Cornell, using their device A guide for Self-

AoprAlaal. containing 183 kinds of practices, evaluated 

thirty-nine towns in the state for adaptability faotors.47 

The 183 practices showed a consistent relationship with 

expenditure level. Practices were found more frequently 

in the middle expenditure group than in the low expenditure 

group, and more frequently in the high expenditure group 

than in the middle group. 

Certainly, the assumption that expenditure plays a 

large part in the diffusion of adaptability on various 

expenditure levels appears well-founded. 

Another conclusion from the Rhode Island survey 

Indicated that no matter what favorable conditions existed 

in the lowest expenditure schools, they were not sufficient 

to off-set the deficiencies involved by the poor expenditure 

level. The Pennsylvania study brings to light the assumption 

that better eduoational practices are more widely spread 

among the highest expenditure sohool systems. Hence, the 

level of expenditure appears to have a definite relationship 

Mort and Cornell, American "choola in Transition, 
p.64. 
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to high progress in the eduoational program. While there 

are other olosely allied factors in this study, ve find: " ..a 

high expenditure level is one of the important considerations 

48 
of individual adaptation". 

Closely related to the expenditure of a school 

dlstriot is it8 wealth and tax leeway. It is understandable 

how a wealthy district can provide more money for school 

expenditures at a lower tax rate and thus not overburden the 

looal property tax base. Mort and Cornell bring this out by 

the statement: 

Wealthy districts play an Important part in 
the Inventing of adaptations and in experimentation 
with them. When a particular movement in education 
is studied, it is generally found that a wealthy 
district or a large district, or a dlstriot with 
both of these oharao tori sties, has been a pioneer.49 

Communities with a heavy property tax seem unwilling 

to give consistent support to eduoatlon on a high level. 

This is further proven by studies by Mort and Cornell,80 

51 

and by Pleroe. All three studies indloate that low tax-

leeway communities are decidedly less adaptable; conversely, 

high tax-leeway communities are consistently more adaptable 

than the greater majority of districts. 

What Education Our Money Buv«r produced by the New 

York State Eduoatlon Department, emphasizes that eduoational 

**Mort and Cornell, American Sohools in Tranaltlon. p 139. 
SOlftldT 
61 

* *u n . ?J!^ 0 # ; fiWfrffltM* cff""Pu"1ttY Cha rac t e r i s t i c s R e l a t e to the quality of Education,, 

• 48 Mort and Cornell, American Schools in Tranaltlon.x> 64. 
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returns inorease as the expenditure level increases. The 

program in sohool districts of New York 3tate Is described 

at three different expenditure levels. Sohool systems that 

have expended the highest amount of money have introduced 

the larger number of approved educational practices. The 

programs of education in these school systems emphasized 

character, thinking, citizenship, home living, in useful 

life experience situations. 

Data have been documented on many school 
systems in other states showing that somewhere near 
$100 per pupil represents one of the critical points 
in sohool support. Sohools at this level are 
dlstlnotly different institutions from those on a 
$75 level. They not only provide better education 
for children today, but seem to have a much larger 
oapaclty for taking on Improvements as they are 
developed here and there by sohool systems, by some 
of them that are spending considerably more. They 
do not lag behind the best known praotloes so far. 
In addition, they do better the tasks attempted by 
schools on the lower level; in other words, they do 
more and they do it better.04 

We may recall that in the West Virginia study, there 

was a definite tendency for the echoola of higher expendi­

ture to be better rated than either the middle or lowest 

expenditure sohools. 

Finally, Woollatt has shown mther conclusively 

that even pt the highest expenditure levels, communities 

continue to expect as their expenditures inorease that they 

will secure more favorable educational returns in the areas 

53New York State Lduoatlon Department, What Education 
o»ir Mnney Buys. New York State Educational Conference Board, 
Albany, 1943. 

Virginia ̂ f 3 m ! o J ? m y Qf Pub11ffi SduoatlQn >n W*flt 
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of knowledge, special aptitutes, behavior patterns, nnd 

basic skills.56 

From this brief survey of state aid it is apparent 

that such aid cannot be considered apart from purpose. It 

is one of the ways by which certain ends may be achieved. 

Foremost among these remedies is the implied assurance of 

sufficient funds to lower the expenditure by poor districts 

to establish a defensible level of support. One of the 

most successful ways so far attempted to meet this situation 

is the Foundation, or Partnership, Program ourrently in wide 

use. A general discussion of the principles of suoh Programs 

follows in Chapter 2, together with a detailed discussion of 

the operation of suoh a plan or Program in the Commonwealth 

of Massachusetts. 

*v • w - J 6 * * ^ W * ! 1 U ! t ' ^ Coa*-ar;!,11;v Re la t iona l n an 
lhf ..gmlBff M&1> New York, Teachers' College Columbia 
University, 1948. p 59. 
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THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 

Chapter two will outline briefly the working 

principles o? the general Foundation Program sa found 

in a number of the forty-sight atates. A brief history 

and explanation of the development of stite aid In 

liaosaohuasttB vill follow. Also Included will bo a 

study of Chapf f 70T whloh uontains the lavjs and amend­

ments pertaining to state assistance In the Commonwealth 

of Massachusetts. An attempt will bo nade In the latter 

part of the chapter to clarify the variouR devices, varia­

tions, and relationships pertaining to Section 4 of 

Chapter 70. the Foundation Program formula. 

1. The General Foundation Program 

Developments during recent yearB in the field of 

school finances have been highly encouraging. The 

majority of states have made some progreaa while a 

number of them have materially revised ind improved their 

fiscal programa.1 

Much has been written during the past decade con­

cerning the desirability of each state advancing plans for 

the financing of its public schools to guarantee all children 

1 Edgar L. Morphet and Eriok L. Lindman, Public Sohool 
Finance gystcms of the forty-Eight at^tot, MashingtSnT D ! ™ . 
Federal Security Agency, Office of Eduoatlon, Circular 274, p. 
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an adequate educational program, based on a prudent propor­

tional tax effort. While a number of excellent discussions 

pertaining to the objectives and criteria for developing 

suoh programs are available, nevertheless, muoh further 

discussion, planning and study will be needed in a number 

of states before this problem is anywhere near a satis­

factory solution. 

The prime conoern of most states is no longer the 

Idea of establishing a completely equalised program in 

which all but the most wealthy districts participate. 

Instead, most states have advanced during reoent years in 

the dlreotion of establishing a Partnership Program with 

looal communities. Such a program, pioneered by New York 

State in 1923, encourages the broadening of the tax base 

and the establishment of a reasonably adequate eduoational 

program for all children. Because such a procedure does 

away almost entirely with the state appropriation of special 

purpose funds, it permits the tax-paying burden to be 

Impartially distributed among the participating partners, 

the sohool distrlots. 

However, Morphet and Lindman contend that it is 

quite evident that no state has yet applied to its own 

financial sohool problems all the knowledge and research 

whloh is available.2 The diversity of plans and schemes 

now in operation to provide some measure of financial relief 

tad to broaden the base of the tax burden and equalise its 

Morphet and Lindman, guMlq School Finance Program*,, p. 3. 
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effectiveness, give weight to this claim. The most 

successful of suoh plans, if general acceptanoe is any 

criterion, is the type of state aid generally desoribed 

as a Foundation Program. 

What is a Foundation Program? Theoretically, a 

Foundation (or Partnership) Program establishes the level 

of eduoational services and facilities whloh the oombined 

efforts of the state and local oommunlty guarantee for 

every child. Its total support should be founded upon a 

partnership basis of proportionate state and looal parti­

cipation and oooperation to Include all essential facilities 

and services. 

The oost is pro-rated for all taxpayers, who contri­

bute to the support of the minimum or guaranteed level, 

which may be defined under four major headings; instructional 

services, operational services, transportation services, 

and sohool plant services. Moreover, all sohool districts 

desiring to do so should have the opportunity to plan 

eduoational servicea and facilities beyond those assured 

by the Minimum Program. 

The major premises of the Minimum Program consist 

in giving every child, regardless of race, residence, 

physical handicaps, or the wealth of the achool district 

or parents, adequate eduoational opportunities.9 

s 
for Eduoatlon in Kentucky, state Advisory Committee on 
Educational Polloy, Louisville, Ky., f p.gg. 
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Confusion over the definition of the word "minimum" 

in the Minlnum Program may be avoided if the following 

explanation from Planning Foundation Programs la accepted: 

Obviously, there is no minimum unless it 
is sero, and a zero level would not be aooeptable 
to anyone as a baslo level of eduoational support. 
Use of the word "minimum" apparently is intended 
to emphasize that the program is the lowest whloh 
is acceptable to the legislature. But, this is a 
part of the definition of the foundation program and 
consequently need not be included in the title. It 
appears preferable to define it for any state as the 
level of education which the legislature regards as 
baslo and essential for every child that can parti­
cipate. The expression "minimum foundation program" 
embodies an intent to make it extremely low and that 
is certainly not the purpose of legislatures. 

Brookllne, Massachusetts, evidences advancement 

beyond what is called for in a Minimum Program: 

Brookllne has had the reputation for many 
years of being a relatively wealthy community. 
Perhaps the most significant observation that can 
be made from a consideration of Brookllne's ability 
to pay is, that St isn't a very real problem. The 
ability to pay is there. The major question Is how 
much should the town spend on Its sohool system in 
order to provide children with an eduoatlon of high 
quality. Or, to put it more specifically, how much 
should It pay its teaohers, administrators and 
supervisors In order to be sure that efficient 
Instructional service will be provided. Whatever 
Brookllne wishes to pay, within reason, it can 
afford.5 

4norphot and Lindman, Public Sohool Finance 

^Institute of Field Studies, Salaries of the Pro. 
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At the present time in several states current 

oxponditures for the support of eduoatlon per pupil in average 

dally attendance range from slightly under $100 to over $300 

per year. Among localities in certain areas an even wider 

range of expenditure oocurs. However, certain states 

spending slightly over $100 in average dally attendance hardly 

ever attain the goals of scouring adequate educational oppor­

tunities, such as good teachers, modern sohool buildings, 

books, and supplies. Such states are not providing an 

adequate or adaptable sohool program because the small 

amount spent for these services and facilities is almost 

totally insufficient to procure the desired levels of 

attainment.6 

Furthermore, Mort and Reusser claim that there is 

ample evidence to assume that a reasonably wholesome Founda­

tion Program should cost In the vicinity of $200 per pupil 

per year, or slightly in excess of $6000 per olassroon unit. 

This includes the average cost of a Partnership Program whloh 

would give the largest number of sohool districts in a state 

a satisfactory equalising and an adaptable level of sohool 
7 

rapport. 

The Foundation Program is more than a device for 

apportioning state aid for schools. It affects the eduoa­

tional level available to sohool children in looal communities, 

6Clayton D. Hutohlns and Albert R. Munee,"Planning 
Foundation Programs", in School Life. Vol.35, No.3, issue of 
December, 1952, p.47. 

'Mort and Reusser, Public Sohool Flnanoe. New York, 
«*«*«*-!« u_ TORI D.ion-
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which possess such a small degree of tax-paying ability that 

they contribute very little from looal resources, no matter 

how extensive a tax effort they make. Norton and Reutter 

substantiate this as follows: 

The average Income per oaplta of the six 
highest states in 1929 was $925 and of the six 
lowest states $296, a ratio of 3.3 to 1. In 1949 
the six highest states averaged #1673 per oaplta 
Income and the six lowest states averaged $782, 
a ratio of 2.1 to 1. Of the six highest states In 
1929, five are still among the six highest in 1949. 
Also, five of the six lowest states in 1929 are 
still among the six lowest in 1949.8 

In other words, of the low-income areas, only one 

was able to lift Itself out of the bottom brackets over a 

20-year period, despite the faot th*t the per oaplta lnoome 

rose by 2&9% in that time. The provision of adequate 

eduoational facilities to match those being made available 

in more wealthy communities obviously became more and more 

the financial responsibility of the state, in the provision 

of additional funds from state sources, to make up the 

differential. 

What might be termed the "spread-of-use" factor is 

commonly aooeptod as evidence of worth and desirability. 

This measuring dovloe is no less valid in assessing the 

Value of suoh a form of state assistance to sohools as the 

Foundation Program under study. 

«John K. Norton and E. Edmund Reutter, Jr., "Federal 
Participation in the Financing of Education" quoted in 

frffrltpi nnfl irgtHti to W U E ggfoft* ftgpn«v> •d l i*d D* -
N.8.Johns and E.L.Morphot, New York, National Conference of 
Professors of Educational Administration, Teachers College, 
Columbia University, 1952, p.256. 
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This author made a rapid survey of the forty-eight 

s ta tes to learn first-hand oxaotly how many states had a 

Foundation Program and a Foundation Formula for distributing 

state aid. 

Each state superintendent or commissioner of educa­

tion was sent the following short four-item questionnaire 

along with a self-addressed stamped envelope: 

Please check 

YC3 NO 

1. Does your state have a ( 1 j 1 
Foundation Program for | 
eduoatlon? 

2. Is a Foundation Formula j 1 I 
for education used in 
your statet 

3. Are informative materials i i j 
pertaining to state aid 
in your state procurable? J — — J 

4. Would 1950-1951, 1951-1952 . . 
reports on oxponditures by 
state and sohool distrlots I I I 
be procurable? 

The results of the questionnaire follow: 

1. One state, Oklahoma, did not answer. 
2. Thirty-two states had a Foundation '< rogrsm. 
3. Two states had a Foundation Program but no Formula. 
4. Thirty had both a Foundation Program and a Foundation 

Formula. 
5. Fifteen had no Foundation Formula or Foundation 

Program. 
6. Praotloally all states sent reports and materials 

as asked in questions three and four. 
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The questionnaire produced considerable first­

hand information on the extent of use of both the Founda­

tion Program and the formula for its distribution in the 

forty-eight states. A splendid amount of sohool finance 

literature was also made available through the medium of 

this survey. 

The very brevity of the questionnaire precludes 

the aoouraoy of the figures obtained by Dr. Morphet in 

his investigations, as referred to earlier, but the 

answers obtained do provide a rough working basis for 

consideration of the present-day extent of the use of the 

Foundation Formula. 

There are a few states, including Massachusetts, 

where the Formula for determining the cost of the Partner­

ship Program and the amount of looal effort is written in 

the law; the assumption being that the legislature must 

find the necessary funds to finance the program. Also, 

the lawmakers are more apt to stabilise educational funds 

if they have to enact workable laws for the carrying out of 

equitable and adequate finanoial programs. 

Another type of state aid Is set aside by the consti­

tution of some states. It might bo described as a guaranteed 

minimum-grant plan. The pattern used by California follows: 

A. Jl
allf0|,al*| through Its constitution, guaran­

tees $120 per pupil in average dally attendance in 
the state; with a minimum of $90 per pupil or $2400 
for each district regardless of looal effort* New 
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York guarantee! $220 per elementary pupi l and 
$280 per h igh sohool pupi l through a combination 
of state and looal funds.9 

Burke brings out an interest ing viewpoint in con­

trasting Massachusetts' position to California's in 

respect to state aid: "Massachusetts has exercised a high 

degree of control with a small amount of state support. 

California has allowed a high degree of local freedom with 
•10 a large amount of state support." 

The primary conoern of state participation every­

where i s to provide a l l children with a minimum program of 

eduoatlon along with provisions for scouring a very reason­

able and f lexible revenue system for sohool support. 

Constant effort on the part of a l l participating members 

i s necessary to better the standards of both state and 

looal support. The following quotation highlights the 

neoessity of higher and better standards in state support 

than are now being met. 

The best systems of state support assure a l l 
the children with only a l i t t l e above modioority in 
the way of a minimum sohool program and the poorest 
systems of state rapport provide a l l the children 
with considerably l ess than modioority in the ir 
guaranteed minimum programs.11 

'Edgar L. Morphet, "Choracteristies of State 
Support Programs" quote* in Prcbltmi and Xlfl¥/?a In PwbllO 
Sahool Finance, p.181. (The quotation has been extended to 
include the amounts provided by the State of New York, for 
purposes of comparison.) 

„ *+ M « ! V r v l d iia81"**' P^Mtoff PMfrllQ Q̂hQQU 1" She 
vm%*t S*i*ti> ».e*8. 

11 R.L.Johns, "Looal Ability and Effort to Support 
Schools" in Problems and Issues fo Public School Finance, p.220. 



THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 46 

2. The Development of State Aid in Massachusetts 

It is one thing to say that a stats shall finance 

a Foundation Program below whloh no community will be 

allowed to go; it is quite another proposition to find a 

method of accomplishing this, that will give due considera­

tion to the maintenance of the neoessary balance of control 

between the communities and the state. "Control" in the 

broad sense used in this discussion will mean any relation­

ship that exists or may exist between the central govern­

ment and any municipality. With suoh a basic consideration 

in mind, the study of the Foundation Program in Massachu­

setts is presented. 

It is only since 1919 that Massachusetts has parti­

cipated widely in the financing of elementary and eeoondary 

sohools by means of state aid or state assistance. Up to 

1916, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had allotted less 

than two per cent of its funds to furnish state assistance 

to a limited number of towns. Due largely to the influenoe 

of the Chamberlain Commission, and their splendid work and 

report, the Massachusetts Legislature, known also as the 

General Court, enacted Chapter 363 of the Acts of 1919. 

This law made provision for payments to every municipality 

which met certain teacher, salary, and other qualification 

standards, from the prooeeds of the newly-enacted Personal 

Inoome Tax Law passed in 1916. Chapter 363 authorized the 

payment of a fixed amount or primary reimbursement, to 
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IS 

every city or town for eaoh teaoher employed. Some muni­

cipalities with a low valuation per pupil received additional 

grants or supplementary reimbursements. 

Up to 1921, the Commonwealth provided only slightly 

more than 11 per oent for state assistance in eduoatlon. At 

the some time a great many other states were supplying a 

greater peroontago of educational state aid. State expendi­

tures in aid of public, elementary, and secondary sohools 

in Massachusetts approximated In 1920, $4 million; In 1930, 

$6 million; In 1940, $6 million. 

It will be noted that, from 1920 to 1940, no sub­

stantial change or variation oocurred in the amount of state 

aid in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

Xn 1946, the Commonwealth's share of sohool support 

amounted to slightly under nine per oent. This condition 

ranked Massachusetts 44th in the 48 states and brought 

about the filing of Petition m , 1 3 A which oalled on the 

Legislature to appoint a Reooss Commission to study the 

subject of state mid for sohools. This petition resulted 

in Qhaptor 88 of the Resclvea of 104B1SB being enaeted for 

12 
Stajt PlSgal Aids to Cities and Towns far Publlo 

Elementary and Secondary Sohools in M«a«aohuaott»r Boatonr 
Mass., Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers' Association, 
11 Beacon Street, March, 1946, p.8. 

15Acommonwoalth of Massachusetts, Petition 911. 
Boston, Mass., 1945. 

13BCommonwoalth of Massachusetts, Chapter 88. 
Raaolvea of 1945. Boston, Mass., 1946. ' yflfl* *r *»' 
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the purpose of setting up suoh a State Aid Commission. 

Chapter 82 of the Reaches of 194615contlnued the Recess 

Commission Study that began in 1945. 

The Comprehensive Report of the Reoess Commission, 

known as House 1899. was made public in 1947. In part it 

reported: 

Probably no state can show greater diversity 
among the cities and towns with respect to their 
financial ability to maintain sohools. In 1945, the 
state's share in support of publio sohools amounted 
to under nine per oent of the total cost. Viewed 
from any angle, this is meager fiscal evldonoe of 
state eduoational responsibility. Twenty-eight of 
the forty-eight states furnished from state souroes 
anywhere from 30* to 92? of the total sohool revenues, 
while aoross the country as a whole 30* of the school 
revenue came from the state government.** 

Even as late as March 1961, another Reoess Committee, 

headed by Ralph C. Maher, of Orange, Massachusetts, in a 

document entitled House 2324 refers to state aid conditions 

from 1916 to 1948 as follows: 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts was slow 
to assume its responsibility with financial support 
of looal sohools. Up to 1915, the State supplied 
loss than 2 per oent of the total publio sohool 
revenues. Even after the enactment of the income tax 
law, and the devotion of port of this tax to sohool 
support, the Commonwealth furnished in 1921, only 

fiitf1!!* °I*r T1 p r otnt of tht •••* of •ohoels. By 
1947 the state's share In the support of schools 
amounted to under nine per cent. As a result of the 
increased aid under Chapter 643, of the Acts of 1948. 
the amount of state aid to local communities for 
support of publio sohools approximatea 14 per cent. 

^Commonwealth of Massachusetts Chanter A* 

"ttfiTfi of m*, Boston, MasUriKS; ™ f f 6f' 
14« 

Oensmrooltn of Massachusetts, Report of Pro-
eoodlngs, HoMte Iftop, Boston, Mass., 1947, pT© 

^Commonwealthof Massachusetts, Report of Pro­
ceedings, H9tf80 gggj, Boston, Mass., 1961, pTsi. 
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Viewed from this angle, this is meager flsoal evi­
dence of stmts eduoational responsibility. In 
comparison with other American states the Common­
wealth's share of publio school support looks small 
indeed.10 

During the years 1947-1949, Governor Robert F. Brad­

ford oonoerned himself greatly with state aid. Excerpts 

from his addresses will serve to give valuable information 

and continuity to this dlsousslen. Portions of Governor 

Bradford's Address to the Senate and House of Representatives, 

May 5, 1947, under the eaption Senate Mo.569. are quoted: 

In no department of looal government is the 
need for increased state assistance more apparent 
than in the support of eduoatlon. With greatly 
increased costs in every phase of the sohool budget, 
It has become Impossible for all but the wealthiest 
municipalities to meet the eduoational needs of their 
communities. 

The problem is of vital concern to the Common­
wealth as a whole. A few states, recognising this 
state-wide responsibility, actually administer looal 
sohools from the state level. I do not favor any such 
state control in Massachusetts. But I do recognise 
the neoessity of equalising our available revenues 
for this purpose to assure adequate schooling to 
every child in the Commonwealth. This must be the 
primary purpose in any program of state assistance 
for education.1* 

Continuing farther in his analysis of the existing 

formulas for eduoatlon assistance in 1947, Governor Brad­

ford said: 

Lot mo examine with you our existing formulas. 
They fail almost oompletsly to answer the spoolflo 
requirement! for state assistance to schools. Almost 
no recognition hoe over boon given to the need for 
equalisation. Mo assistance whatever is provided for 

^Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of 
Proceedings, Senate Ma. sap, p # 7 . *~ 
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elementary transportation or school construction, 
however great the need. Encouragement has been 
given to the perpetuation of small rural sohools, 
rather than to consolidating them into larger and 
more educationally effeotive unite, and the total 
amount of state assistance to eduoatlon has been 
entirely inadequate.17 

Perhaps the most Important epoch in the history of 

Massachusetts state aid occurred when His Exoellenoy, 

Governor Bradford, ended all previous types of educational 

state financial aid as of Deoember 31r 1947, and recommended 

a new equalising formula distributing 414 million of state 

money to the various communities of the Commonwealth. In 

addition, vl million was distributed by means of a new 

transportation formula. Provisions for reimbursement of 

a portion of the costs of constructing consolidated sohools 

were also Included. The following is the recommendation 

of the governor: 

I, therefore, recommend: 1. That the present 
state aids for high school tuition, high sohool 
transportation, high sohool grants, and primary and 
secondary reimbursements so called, be discontinued 
effeotive Deoember 31, 1947. 

2. That instead, new formulas be adopted for state 
aid to publio schools as follows: an equalising 
formula based upon the number of publio sohool 
pupils and the valuations of respective cities and 
towns to provide $14 million annually; an additional 
$14 million to be distributed on the basis of a 
classroom unit formula, approximately $1 million to 
be distributed in accordance with the transportation 
formula, providing state reimbursement of all trans­
portation costs in excess of an established level, 
contingent, however, on state approval of such 
expenditures; and a construction formula providing 
for the reimbursement of a portion of the oosts of 

"Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of 
Proceedings, Senate 66?. p.8. 
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of constructing consolidated sohools in amounts 
subject to annual appropriation by the General 
Court but not to exceed $40,000 in any one con­
solidated sohool or one half the actual construction 
oost, whichever is smaller. 

I reoommend that these formulas become 
effeotive January 1, 1948.x° 

All of the above recommendations were voted 

favorably by the legislature, with the exception of the 

additional $14' million which was to be distributed on a 

olassroom unit basis. The real measures that will be 

discussed at length later are the equalising formula and 

the appropriations for consolidated sohools. 

Lastly, Governor Bradford, in his usual dlreot 

style, lists his recommendations for a school fund thus: 

I, therefore, reoommend the establishment 
of a 8chool Aid Fund, effective July 1, 1947, to 
receive all assigned revenues and from which will 
be paid all state grants for publio sohools under 
the formulas proposed for aid to vocational 
training, for aid to superintendenoy unions and 
aid for specialised classes. I reoommend that all 
income from the Massachusetts Sohool Fund be 
transferred annually and credited to the School 
Aid Fund,19 

3. Laws and Amendments Pertaining to State 

Assistance in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

Thus, it is seen how state aid for Massachusetts 

schools was considerably revised in 1948. However, it was 

not until November, 1949, that the new plan went into 

operation under the official title of Chanter 70. General 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of Proceedings. 
fr«na*o 669, Boston, Mass., p.10 

1 9 Ibid., p.10 
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Laws, as amended by Chapter 643. Laws of 1948. The full 

text of Chapter 70 is to be found in Appendix I. A brief 

resume of it follows:-

To be eligible to receive sohool aid from this 

newly oreated fund, a town must have expended for sohool 

support, exclusive of the cost of noon lunches and cafe­

terias during the preceding year, at least $110, in net 

average membership in the publio day sohools. By net 

average membership is meant the average membership for a 

sohool year as shown by the sohool registers, increased by 

the number of tuition students of another town, whose 

tuition has been paid for at least half a school year, 

decreased by the number of non-residents (pupils attending 

sohool for not less than one half of a school year). 

However, at his discretion, the Commissioner of Eduoatlon 

may reoommend an expenditure of less than $110 per pupil. 

The Commissioner of Eduoatlon must receive before 

July 31 of the current year, from the Superintendents of 

Sohools, a sworn statement covering the neoessary sohool 

information in order to determine the amount of money payable 

by the state to the town under this Chapter. 

Sohool Committees by law must inolude in their 

estimates for sohool support, the amount of money the town 

is to receive under Chapter 70, which shall not be less than 

the town received in 1948, from the state treasury. However, 

If the town has a population less than 5000, It may, with 
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state permission, use the second part of the formula. 

If the town has a valuation of less than two 

million dollars, or belongs to a regional high sohool pro­

gram, or has a teaoher for retarded ohildren, it is entitled 

to reoelve extra compensation besides the Foundation Formula 

allotments. 

Towns signing a construction agreement to build a 

regional school are eligible to receive an additional 15 

per oent state reimbursement from the present sohool fund. 

At the present time, the Foundation Program in 

Massachusetts is for the most part a local and state partner­

ship, with only a small amount of Federal help. The Common­

wealth of Massachusetts, although legally responsible, 

assumes but a small share of the entire cost, while the 

local community is the major contributor through the medium 

of the property tax. According to the principal formula, 

the Foundation Amount is equal to one half the difference 

between $130 multiplied by the number of ohildren aged 7 to 

16, and the produot of each $1000 of equalised assessed 

valuation, multiplied by six. In other words, the prinoipal 

formula is as follows: 

a) The eduoational need factor: 
Number of children 7-16 years at :130 

b) The ability to pay faotor: 
Town equalised valuation divided by 1000 and 
multiplied by 6. 

a*-b) The Foundation Amount: 
The ability to pay faotor subtracted from the 
educational need factor, and the result multi­
plied by 50£. 
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The principal aim of the Foundation Program distri­

bution formula in the Bay State is to promote the equalisation 

of educational opportunity and at the same time equalise the 

burden of the cost of schools to the respective towns. 

The Foundation Program formula is very simple, being 

based upon two essential faotors. The first is the measure 

of financial need, allowing $130 for eaoh person between 

the ages of 7 and 16 residing in a municipality. This baslo 

amount of $130 is to be increased or deoreased by $1. per 

pupil for each one hundred million or major fraction of 

increase or doorcase in the total equalised valuation of 

the Commonwealth as a whole. The second factor determining 

the amount of state assistance is 50 per oent of the amount 

by which the Foundation Formula exceeds the produot of each 

$1,000 of equalised valuation of the town multiplied by 6. 

The last equalised valuation for all municipalities was 

established by the General Court In 1946. 

A secondary formula is used for towns under 5000 

population with the permission cf the Commissioner of Eduoa­

tlon. Briefly, the formula is twenty-three times $125, 

multiplied by the number of full-time principals, supervisors, 

teachers, and guldanoe directors. The figure 23 was arbi­

trarily chosen and as far as can be ascertained has no signi­

ficant base that could fluotuate with the rise or fall in 

income or other pertinent factors. In addition to this, 
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towns having less than 5000 population reoeive a bonus grant 

of 25# of the net state aid to which they are entitled under 

this formula. 

There are five main types of situations which arise 

in allocrting state aid to the various municipalities: 

1. Principal formula — towns over 5000 population. 
2. Seoondary formula — towns under 5000 population. 

(a comparison of the two formulae) 
3. Towns receiving less state aid now than they did 

in 1948. 
4. Towns receiving extra compensations: 

(a) consolidated school aid 
(b) for teaohers of retarded ohildren. 

5. Towns having lees than 12,000,000 valuation. 

In Appendix II will be found, in alphabetical order, 

the town names, the 1945 equalised valuation and the number 

of minors, 7 to 16 years of age, residing In these towns. 

Thus, by applying the principal formula, which is used by 

all municipalities with over 6000 population, an Interested 

person can work out the approximate state aid for most 

communities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

Figure 1 illustrates the application of the baslo 

or principal formula in the allocation of the amount of 

state aid to the city of Worcester, Massachusetts. 

Figure 2 shows the application of the secondary 

formula, using Brewster, Mass., a town with a population 

of only 987, as an example. 

Certain towns, although having a population over 

6000 have been exempted from maintaining high schools; Long-

meadow, exemplified in Figure 3 is included In thio category. 
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All extra reimbursements such as Regional High 

Sohool participation 15*; valuation under $2 million, 25*; 

teacher of retarded children up to «500 a classroom; are 

simply added on to the principal formula or secondary formula 

amount. 

WORCESTER, Mass. 
Population: 203,486. 

a) The eduoatlonal-nood factor: 

Number of ohildren 7-16 (23,797) 
at $130 eaoh $3,093,610.00 

MINUS MINUS 
b) The ability-to-pay faotor: 

Equalised valuation 32^ggg,93Q, x 6^,928,177.68 

1,165,432,42 

a-b) New Amount of State Aid: h of above 582,716.21 
PLUS 

Grant for teaohers of retarded 
children 7,800.00 

TOTAL STATE AID 890,516.21 

Fig. 1 - Example of Baslo or Principal Formula 
1961-1982. 
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BREWSTER, Mas8. 
Population: 987 

a) The educational-need faotor: 

$2875 X 85 (number of ful l - t ime 
teachers, e t c . ) $?4,437.50 

MINUS 
MINUS 

b) The abil i ty-to-pay factor: 
Equalised valuation - $2,357,3,35^ 6 u U2 Q1 

1000 ' 
10,294.69 

a—b) Net Amount of State Aid: h, of above 5,147.34 

Fig. 2 - Examplo of Secondary Formula, 
1961-1962. 
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BREWSTER, Mass. 
Population: 987 

Funds available using principal formula: 

a) Educational-need factor: 

$130 x 129 (number of ohildren 7-16) 516,770.00 

MINUS MINUS 

B) Ability-to-pay factor: 

**1§S'W X 6 14,142.81 

2,627.19 

a—b) Net Amount of State Aid: h of above 1,313.61 

Fig. 2A - Comparative Figures for Towns of 
Less than 5000 Population Using 
Principal and Seoondary Formulas. 

N.B. Under the principal formula, Brewster would 
only reoeive $1,313.61 in state aid. Under 
the seoondary formula it would reoeive 
$6,147.34 (See Figure 2), an amount almost 
four times as great as that available under 
the baslo formula. 
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LONGMEADOW, Mass. 
Population: 6508 

a) Eduoational-need factor 

$130 x 1007 (no.of children 7-16 yrs) ?130,P10.00 

MINUS MINUS 

b) Ability-to-pay factor: 

Equalised valuation U^g.Qfll x 6 119,976.02 

10,993.98 
a-b) Net Amount of state aid due under 

revised plan: h of the above 5,466.99 

Fig. 3 - Town receiving leas state aid in 
1951-1952 than In 1948, would reoeive 
the amount allocated to it in 1948. 

N.B. - In 1948, Longmeadow received $7800. 
It is entitled to reoeive the larger 
amount under Phflpter 7Q, Section 6. 
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In 1963, the newly propoaod eqa^lized valuations 

tor M»^c-achuaetts made their appiaranoe. ' If ><e look 

at Chanter 7Qr Section 4. it is clear that the H3C is 

increased or decreased $1. per pupil for each one hundred 

million dollars in the total equalised assessment. As 

this new sot of valuations has gone up approximately $93 

hundred million, the new formula, if approved, would 

resemble the following very closely: $130 + 93 « $223. 

The principal formula would then work out on the 

baslo of 

a) the educational-need faotor: 
$223 x no. of children 7-16 years of .-»̂e 

KIKOS 

b) the abil ity-to-pay factor: 
Equalised valuation 

9f tP*n, x 6 

1000 

a-b) Net amount of state aid: v the resul t of the above. 

A study of thla new formula shows that large o i t l e s 

l ike Boston, Springfield, and Cambridge, stand to lose 

considerably, while a great many other communities would 

gain. In 1948, Boston received $717,000. Under the 

Principal Formula evolved in 1948, Boston's net state aid 

amounted to $2,056,600 in 1961-62. Under the proposed 

revision of the formula, the al locat ion of state aid to 

Boston vould bet 
• "•• y ^ . 

» °2«-2^eftith ° f Kaa8?cnus«t;ts, V r t of Proceedings, >, Boston, Mass. pp 3-11. R ' 
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a) Eduoatlonal-need factor: 
#223 x 94,139 (no. of children 7-16) #20,992,997. 

MINUS MINUS 
b) Ability-to-pay factor: 

Equalised valuation 4,^9.027, £62. x 6 24.834.000. 
1000 4,158,997 

a-b) Net amount of state aid: £ of the above 2,079,498.50 

Under this proposed formula, Boston would receive nothing in 

the way of state aid, and would have to revert to the 

£717,000 allocated to it in 1948. 

It would, therefore, seem most unlikely that suoh a 

formula would meet with sufficient support from the larger 

and more influential communities to <»ngure its Dassage nt 

forthcoming sessions of the legislature. In fplte of its 

uncertainty of passage, the new formula has been presented 

here to show gpeelfloally the full meaning of Chapter 70. 

iectlon 4. In its entirety. 

The report of the Mas9aohusett«i Department of 

Education In reference to state aid la shown as Appendix III. 

There are 349 towns tjartlclpatlng. Mount Washington has no 

schools, and Gosnold has been deliberately omitted because 

of its disproportionate allotment resulting from a unique 

combination of high equalised valuation and low school 

population. The amounts of state aid to individual towns, 

per pupil, will be given in the following chapter. 

Thus, we have viewed the general picture of the 

essential characteristics of the Foundation Program, a 

short history of state aid, and the beginnings of the Founda-
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tion Program in Massachusetts. This was followed by a 

resume of Chapter 70. the State Aid chapter of the General 

Laws of the Commonwealth of Maesnohusetts, along with some 

specific examples of how the 1948 Foundation Formula works 

under different situations and how the 1953 Foundation 

Formula would appear in comparison to it. 

This chapter has served as a point of reference 

for the understanding of Foundation Programs in general 

and the Foundation Program of Massachusetts in particular. 
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EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 
IN MASSACHUSETTS 



CHAPTER III 

EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 
IN MASSACHUSETTS 

In this chapter, it is proposed to discuss the 

various faotors that may be used to measure the existence 

of equality of opportunity to secure an adequate education 

in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Some specific 

inequalities, using 1961-1952 figures, and some statistical 

proof will be offered in support of the contention that at 

the present time equality of opportunity on a state-wide 

basis does not exist in Massachusetts. 

Background of the Problem.— "Equality of oppor­

tunity has become a oateh phrase in the daily lives of 

most Americans. However, while this ideal is held up for 

imitation on the one hand, there 1B, on the other, a 

country-wide negation of one of its most intrinoio elements, 

namely the provision of an adequate eduoational opportunity 

for all. 

In 1940, there were well over H million ohildren 

in certain sections of the forty-eight states attending 

sohools supported by funds whloh allocated less than $500 

per classroom unit. At the same period, at the other 
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extreme, in various parts of the United States, approximately 

another million ohildren were attending sohools costing 

well over $4,000 annually for eaoh classroom unit. 

Excellent instruction and highly satisfactory 

results, education-wise, should be found In sohools where 

the olassroom cost per pupil is $4,000 or more a year! 

Little or nothing that pertains to good schooling can 

usually be found in the lower oost $600 classrooms! 

The year 1940 was chosen for this comment because 

the American dollar was then worth approximately its full 

one hundred cents. Slnoe that time sohool costs in most 

sections of the forty-eight states have not kept pace with 

the cost of living. This is essentially true of Massachu­

setts. 

Four faotors determine whether a child is being 

given superior or Inferior school facilities: the eoonomio 

oondltion of the family, the finanolal standing of the 

community, the child's race, and the section of the commu­

nity in whloh he lives. 

Edwards claims that inequalities of eduoational 

opportunity generally arise fcr the following reasons: 

tiona in Education. Washington, D.C., eduoational Policies 
Commission, Maroh 1946, p.16. 



EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY 66 

The inequalities of eduoational opportunity 
whloh characterise the American eduoational system 
today result primarily from the unequal distribution 
of the eduoational load, from regional and community 
differences in economic well-being or from the long-
established tradition that the sohools should be 
supported in the main from looal and state revenues.2 

Burke oltes a number of faotors that contribute 

greatly to the lowering of educational opportunities in 

education. 

Among the faotors generally misunderstood 
by both eduostors and taxpayers are the effoots of 
changed or different standards upon public sohool 
expenditures; the effects of oertain social trends, 
suoh as the changed status of women; the relationship 
between expenditures and objectives or services; the 
lnfluenoe of price variations among states and commu­
nities; the economic costs of public schooling, and 
the economic oontrlbutions of publio schooling.3 

The Ideal orlterlon for evaluating the equality 

of eduoational opportunity appeared as far back as in 1914 

in a report of the United States Commissioner of Eduoatlon: 

In this country we shall never be satisfied 
until we have assured to every child that kind and 
degree of education necessary for the fullest and 
most perfeot development of Its humanity; for the 
complete life of manhood or womanhood, for the intelli­
gent performance of the duties of citizenship and 
for making an honest living by intelligent and 
skilled labor of some kind ... The world is also 
becoming conscious of the fact that neither soolety 
nor state can ever attain to its best, until every 
individual unit of it has attained unto its best. 
The flret duty of a democratic state certainly is to 
provide equal and full opportunity of eduoatlon for 
all its children.4 

*"' **"****' Scual Educational Opportunity for Youth. 
Report to the American Youth Commission. Washington. P.O. 
terloan Council on Education, 1939, p. 181. Amerloan 

Sj^lfju *•* ****, Hnrper, 1981, p. 10. 

*W.S.Departmont of Education, Repqr^ of vfre ttnlttfl 8fa$o| 
Commissioner of Education-1914 Vol.1, Washington,D.C., Govt. 
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The general statutes of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

reflect the implementation of this principle. 

Distribution of State Support in Massachusetts.— 

The purpose of Chanter 70. the State Aid Law in the General 

Laws of Massachusetts, is to promote the equalisation of 

eduoational opportunity in the publio schools of the Common­

wealth and the equalisation of the burden of the cost of 

sohools to the respective towns. Section 1 of this chapter 

defines the prlnolple of "partial equalisation" for the 

state. 

The background for thle law goes back further than 

the Strayer and Haig definition of 1925. Indeed, if we 

return to the Massachusetts Law of 1642, it might be shown 

as the first real starting-point for public sohools in the 

United StateB, while the law of 1647, which made it manda­

tory for towns to provide suitable opportunities for educa­

tion under threat of penalty, might be called the root-stock 

of the principle of equality of educational opportunity. 

Martin, one of the foremost authorities on early 

public sohools In Massachusetts, has this to say on the 

laws of 1642 and 1647: 

The universal eduoatlon of youth is essential 
to the well being of the state ... 

The obligation to furnish this eduoatlon rests 
primarily upon the parent. The state has the right to 
enforce this obligation. The state may fix a standard 
which shall determine the kind of eduoatlon and the 
minimum amount. Publio money raised by a general tax 
may be used to provide suoh education as the state 
requires. Education higher than the rudiments may 
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bo supplied by the state. Opportunity must be pro­
vided at publio expense for youths who wish to be 
fitted for the University.0 

The State of Massachusetts was being realletlo 

rather than paternalistlo in taking this view of the 

necessity for education of its ohildren. An educated 

citisonry was essential to the future economic and civic 

well-being of the Commonwealth. Due to the normal intra­

state migration of families, it is essential that all 

ohildren in all towns and cities reoeive an adequate and 

oomparable education. Berard found that more than half 

of the adult oitiseno in any town or city reoeived at 

least a part of their eduoatlon elsewhere.6 If any one 

municipality wished to assure Itself of a competent 

educated group of oitlsens, it had to assure itself that 

other towns and cities also provided good sohools. In 

the wider view, the interest of the state in providing 

adequate opportunities for education beoomes obvious. 

The Constitution of the Commonwealth of Massa­

chusetts reads in part as follows: 

Wisdom and knowledge, as well as virtue, 
diffused generally among the body of a people, 
be necessary for the preservation of their rights 
and liberties; and those depending on the spreading 
(of) the opportunities and advantages of education 
in the various parts of the oountry, and among the 

^ ,_ ^Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of the 
ChMbtrlaln Commission on Eduaat^n., Boston; Mass., 1919, p. 
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different orders of people, It shall be the duty 
of the legislatures and magistrates, In all 
future periods of this Commonwealth, to cherish 
the interests of literature and the sciences, and 
all seminaries of then; especially the University 
at Cambridge, publio sohools and grammar schools 
in towns, to encourage private societies and publio 
Institutions, rewards and manufactures, and a 
natural history of the country; to countenance and 
inculcate the principles of humanity and general 
benevolence, publio and private oharity, industry 
and frugality, honesty and punctuality in their 
dealings, sincerity, good humor, and all social 
affections and generous sentiments among the 
people.7 

Despite this speolfle instruction laid down in 

Its basic dooument of law, the Chamberlain Report on 

Education in 1919 called attention to the following: 

Among all the states, Massachusetts has 
thus far been the least ready to recognise, in 
terms of state organisation and state support, 
the responsibility of the state for equalising 
eduoational opportunity.6 

The Minlnum Level of State Support.— One of the 

most direct questions pertaining to equality of education 

was proposed by Burke when he asked "What Is the minimum 

level below which the people of the whole state cannot 

afford to let any of their distrlots go"? Answering his 

own query, he provides us with a pithy and very pertinent 

commentary. 

^Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Constitution of 
the Commonwealth. Chapter V, 3eotion II, Boston, Mass. 
ouoted in The Chamberlain Renor^T p.29. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of fhe 
aln Commission on Education,! Boston, Mass. ,1919, .Chamberlain, 

p. 18. 
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Education for olvio oompetenoe, the pro­
tection nnd preservation of the group; the advancement 
of the individual, the improvement of group life 
and adaptation to ohanged conditions have been the 
motivating forces for the expansion of public schools. 
States probably have aimed to provide educational 
facilities for all future citlsens equal to the best 
that have been developed. Yet, practical considera­
tions suoh as publio opinion, existing sohool personnel 
and facilities, past educational provisions, tradition 
and financial resources often have resulted In eduoa­
tional provisions far below what night be regarded 
as adequate. 

At the present time, programs of school finance that 

might have been highly adequate a few years ago cannot be 

accepted as suoh today due to changing conditions in 

American eduoatlon. As a result, many methods of allocating 

etate aid to looal communities, although originally intended 

to be equitable to all participating units, are now exerting 

a retarding influence on the development of larger units. 

However, Chisholm and Cushman seem to have a way of solving 

this difficulty. 

The state may assume its baslo or inherent 
responsibility for providing adequate eduoational 
opportunity for all ohildren and youth throughout 
the state by revising its state sohool flnanoe pro­
gram so as to remove all financial rewards for 
maintaining ineffectively organised local school 
districts or sohool centers. Furthermore, an 
appropriate degree of financial encouragement should 
be given to those sohool districts whloh are organised 
so they oan use the available money effectively in 
carrying on aooeptable programs of education. " 

*Arvid J. Burke, Financing Public School a *n the 
Pnlteq Statfta. New York! liarperrigSirpTai^g:^ * * M 

10Leslie Chisholm and M.L.Cushman, The Rslatlonahlp 

School Administrative Units ana; Looal P,nh?0l Centers. In 
Problems and Issues In Public aahogl Flnrp«« New York, 
Bureau of Publications, Teachers' College, Columbia Univer­
sity, 1952, p.94. 
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Faotors Affooting Co-Terminus rchool Districts.— 

Massachusetts has many small school districts. This is 

one result of the parallel between the geographical limits 

of both school and political distrlots. The cost of 

operating these small sohool districts, is distinctly 

disproportionate. The National Commission on Lohool 

District reorganisation made a major study on the relation­

ship between sohool district organisation and reorganiza­

tion and school finance. In discussing the size of schools 

and per pupil cost, the Commission snid: 

Pise of school and the cost of eduoatlon are 
directly related. In general, the smaller the school 
the higher the coat r>er pupil, and the smaller the 
administrative unit, the seller the schools main­
tained. Thus, the reorganisation of administrative 
units is closely related to the per pupil cost of 
education.il 

In a discussion of the advantages, in fact the needs 

for communities to be dissatisfied vlth a minimum standard 

of educational support, Mort and Peusser have provided us 

with an excellent working clarification of the term 

"equalisation*. 

Because of the almost exclusive emphasis on 
equalization during the past quarter of a century, 
there are a goodly number of people today who look 
upon the existence of well supported distrlots as 
undesirable. Suoh a position is untenable ... 
Eauallzation does not mean uniformity; If it 'Sid, 
we could use the simpler word. Equalization means 
assuring a satisfactory foundation level.1* 

^National Commission on school District Reorgani­
sation. Your School Dlstrictf Washington, L.C., National 
Education Association, 1948, p.89. 

1 8 Paul R. Mort and W. Reusser. Public School 
Finanee. New York, McGraw-Hill, 1951, p.sl * ^ W 

http://education.il


EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY 71 

Faotors affeoting Equalization of Eduoational 

Opportunities. — By equalising eduoational opportunities 

in Massachusetts, is meant on the one hand, a plan for 

financing the publio sohools in suoh a manner as to guarantee 

all ohildren in the state an equal opportunity for partici­

pating in an adequate program of eduoatlon, and on the other 

hand, that looal communities do more than perform only the 

minimum requirements of such a program — as stated in the 

laws — but strive to raise the existing facilities still 

higher. 

There Is great necessity to raise the level of 

publio understanding of eduoational needs. Sohool servioes 

and facilities must receive finanolal support that will 

adequately care for all without creating inequalities in 

local tax burdens. 

One baslo assumption in this study is that there is 

a relationship between the quality of eduoatlon and the 

costs of education; in other words, education has a price 

tag. Strayer'a work in West Virginia referred to in 

Chapter I shows clearly that there is a very high correlation 

between expenditure and the quality of eduoatlon. Further 

surveys in Penns; 

this assumption. 

13 14 
surveys in Pennsylvania and Rhode Island add support to 

Island Publio Education, 1941, pp 17-146. 
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In order to provide all ohildren with an equal 

opportunity to aoquire a good eduoatlon, excellent instruc­

tion and adequate school facilities are a necessity. 

Facilities suoh ae up-to-date equipment set in magnificent 

physioal "plants", as some of our modern school buildings 

might be called, are a sheer waste of funds, if a well* 

qualified instructional staff is not secured and retained. 

If sufficient state aid is not made available to bolster 

revenues of lower-income districts, the salaries of the 

teaohers in these distrlots are soon outstripped by adjoining 

and wealthier communities. The natural human tendency to 

gravitate to a locale where better wages and better facilities 

are provided is found in the teaching profession as well as 

in other fields. As a result, poorer schools in poorer 

district8 are generally left with a poorer calibre of instruc­

tion. The resulting less efficient schools available to 

children in these distrlots form one nucleus In a sharply 

contrasted "split" system of education, having on the one 

hand good sohools, staffed with highly qualified and well-

paid teachers in wealthy distrlots, and on the other, less 

efficient sohools staffed with their inferior (in the sense 

of less well-paid) counterparts for ohildren in the poorer 

districts. It is not the intention of the writer to reflect 

on the ability of the teachers who have chosen to remain with 

the more inmdequately financed sohools through a personal dedi­

cation to their profession, but in the main, the better teachers 

have gravitated,in Massachusetts as well as in other areas, 

to those schools providing better salaries and better equipment.Suoh 
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an artificially created division in the available quality 

of instruction, and consequently of eduoatlon Itself, is 

scarcely compatible with the principle of providing equal 

opportunity for all ohildren of the etate. 

In a report of a survey made on the professional 

salaries of teachers in the Brookllne publio schools, we 

find the following: 

Throughout the nation, the compensation of 
teaohers in comparison with that of other professions 
is so slight that not sufficient teachers oan be found 
to conduct the sohools ... The influenoe of every 
community that takes an advanced step in increasing 
the dignity and security of the teaching profession 
is far beyond the bounds of the town or state. 

Effeotive state aid should promote state-wide interest 

in the development of education at all looal school-unit 

levels, and develop a sense of responsibility with the 

looal dlstriot for the education of all ohildren. Morphet 

and Lindman put it this way: 

Provisions relating to the use of state 
funds for the support of public schools have a 
powerful effect on the character of the state 
school system. When state school support is meager 
and schools are financed almost wholly from looal 
property taxation, extreme differenoes in the 
quality of the school program are found in different 
communities throughout the atate. This is especially 
true where school districts are small. School dis­
tricts which contain concentrations of industrial 
wealth fare generally able to flnanoe a more adequate 
school program than sparsely populated distrlots 
or districts containing only moderately priced homes. 

ldWillard S. Slsbree Salaries of the Professional 
?taff. Brookllne Public Schools. Survey Report. Institute 
of Field Studies, new York, Teachers1 College, Columbia 
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Muoh of the impetus for state support of looal sohool 
systems oomes from the common desire to provide a 
baslo school program for every ohlld in the state 
regardless-Of the poverty of the community in whloh 
he lives.16 

An inorease of interest here would have the advantage 

of moving eduoatlon forward on all fronts. Adjustments 

needed to meet increased enrollment or any other ohanges 

should be provided in the long-range plans for financing 

Foundation Programs. Nothing retards eduoational progreos 

more quickly than attempting to strstoh a fixed appropria­

tion and maintain an adequate and aatllfactory foundation 

program. 

The level of expenditure of a Foundation Program 

plays a large part In establishing its adequacy. This 

would neoessarily involve a careful scrutiny of unit costs. 

It ie essential to remember that such costs are capable of 

moving in either of two directions. As new concepts and 

desires of the people within a state develop, costs are 

£Oing to rise and more funds will be required to meet these 

costs. 

Dr. Cornell summed it up thus: 

Perhaps the most critical over-all deflolenoy 
in the structure of public education in the United 
States is to be found in the great disparity In the 
extent to whloh communities have been able and willing 
to provide educational opportunities for sohool children!-7 

Scour 
17s, 

1* 
. • ziehJ^l£!tl S?flJ'a!riy,IMA.ftfrr-i* ^ta0! riMPM 
fans of the Forty-Eight 3tatoar Ciroular 274, Federal 
•Ity Agenoy, Office of Education, Washington, I960, p.44. 

F.O.Cornell, A Measure of Taxnav^ng Ability of Local 

New York, Teaohers College, Columbia University, p.698. 
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Looal support and participation are needed to 

contribute looal revenues to the support of the partner­

ship program. Tax leeway is vital to local units if any 

of the "extras" are to be added to supplement the founda­

tion program, Looal effort should be in direct proportion 

to its tax paying capacity. 

If the ratio between assessed and actual 
valuation of property varies among the distrlots 
of the state, either the assessment should be 
equalised, 
measure oi 

I, or some more objective and equitable,. 
>f tax paying capacity should be used.xo 

Earlier in the same report we find that the attainment of the 

objeotive of adequate eduoational opportunity depends upon: 

1. The establishment of looal and state sohool 
organizations and structures whloh are adequate 
to provide educational programs for Amerioan 
ohildren, youths, and adults. 

2. Conformance to principles governing the operation 
of sohools whloh have evolved from the experience 
of developing American school systems, and which 
have come to be accepted as valid guides to their 
further development. 

3. The provision of enough funds from publio sources 
to make possible the effective operation of an 
appropriate program of education.19 

In Massachusetts there are 39 oltles and 312 towns, 

divided into four olasses under the statutes of the Common­

wealth of Massachusetts. Class I consists of 39 oltles, 

Class II of towns of more than 5000 population maintaining 

18Natlonal Eduoatlon Association, Guides to the 
p?™iot>mont of State School Flnanoe Programs Committee 
on Tax Eduoatlon and School Finance, Washington, 1949, p.6. 

l*Ibid., p.9. 
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high sohools; Class II of towns of less than 5000 population 

maintaining high schools; and Class IV of towns of less 

than 5000 population not maintaining high sohools. This 

system of division, with its rigidly defined areas, may 

have to be altered In the very near future as some towns 

have grown very rapidly both in size and in population. 

Two municipalities, Mount Washington and Oosnold, 

have not been inoluded in this study. Mount Washington, 

having no sohools, is not considered a sohool dlstriot for 

purposes of allocating state aid, and Cosnold has been 

omitted because of its disproportionate assessment picture, 

as will be explained in the following chapter on taxation 

equality. 

The Criteria of •Wholesomeness".—> An examination 

of the total expenditure per pupil in average dally attend­

ance reveals a range from $631,85 to $139.31. It has been 

contended by Dr. Mort that conditions are not likely to be 

••wholesome" in any sohool dlstriot that does not have 

available for annual expenditure as much as $230 in addi­

tion to whatever amount may be required for capital outlay, 

debt service, and transportation. If the district is purely 

an elementary sohool dlstriot, the figure should be $200; 

if purely a high sohool dlstriot, it should be $260. ?° 

r«n«.- *?$¥R' "•** ^ W f t l t t r c- Rausser» w i s ^oo i 
JLJL&Jjkfif.* P. ' « 
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It is exceedingly serious for a state to 
have districts supported below the 4200 level, 
but It is also exceedingly serious for a state 
to have no sohools leading out beyond that level. 
By the same token, in the prooese of improving a 
situation where school distrlots in parts of the 
state fall far below the satisfactory minimum 
level, the promotion of the idea of using the 
seal of people in individual communities to lead 
out ahead is to be looked upon-with favor and 
not as an unequalizing factor. 

The "unwholesome" conditions existing in these 

communities are not due to inadequacy or failure of looal 

effort. The tax rate for the year 1952 for Newburyport 

was $63.40; for Marlborough $51, and for Brockton, $57.80. 

The average tax rate for 1951-5? was approximately $48 

on a state-wide basis. 

Moat of these communities would not be able, with­

out seriously restricting other services or levying 

confiscatory taxes on real estate, to Increase the amount 

of looal support for their eduoational program. 

Injustice of Certain Practices.— The Justice of 

the system of distributing state aid is open to serious 

question when a town suoh as Dennis, with an equalised 

valuation of more than 127,000 received $69 in state aid 

per pupil; while the town of Mllbury, with a valuation 

slightly in excess of $5000 received but $45. Dennis 

is able to spend $317 per pupil, while Mllbury can 

spend only $135 per pupil. 

SlMort and Reusser, Publio aohnm France, p.81. 
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The oases of Yarmouth and Grafton present another 

example of the obvious inequity in the distribution of 

state aid: 

Yarmouth Craf^on, froporUpn 

Equalised Valuation $ 18,708.00 $ 6,078.00 3.684 
Total School Support 272.15 186.22 1.461 
State Aid 60.10 51.60 1.164 

These are not exoeptlons. There are several communities 

with valuations greater than $15,000 receiving more in 

state aid than is being received by communities whloh have 

an equalised valuation of less than «5,000 per pupil. 

Towns in Class IV without high sohool facilities 

send their students to Class III high schools on a tuition-

payment basis. One result of this condition has been well 

summarized by Hensllk and Chisholm in a Nebraska study, 

where similar conditions prevail. 

The parents of more than one-third of the 
high sohool pupils as well as almost one-fourth of 
the elementary school districts of the state (Nebraska) 
have actually lost their legal right to participate 
in the control of the education of their sons and 
daughters.Z2 

The Role of the Federal Government in the Fiscal 

Program.— It has been claimed that adequate provision 

of an equal opportunity for all ohildren and youth to 

reoeive a good eduoatlon would mean some participation of 

the federal government in the eduoatlon field. However, It 

has already been made olear that the people of the United 

Her Districts,, Lincoln, Neb., University of Nebraska Press, 
1948, p.12. 
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States do not want education federally controlled. 

Piecemeal financial hand-outs will oontinue in the United 

States as a whole until existing educational shortages 

are eliminated. Long-rrnge planning, rather than hasty, 

ill-prepared and ill-advljed measures, is to be preferred 

in the study of federal participation in education. Some 

new strategy is needed to change the direction of the 

trend away from control by a federal system. It should 

be feasible to devise some means of retaining the basic 

control of education within the st«te and local unit 

levels, while the federal government would help In the 

development of these services, but refrain from dominating 

them. 

In a pamphlet published in March of 1945, the 

National Eduoatlon Association made the following state­

ment: 

While the nation as a whole must partici­
pate in the development of education, it is well 
to remember that the federal level of government 
should operate only within clearly defined limits.2*5 

If the rate of looal taxation is adequate, It is 

a good measure of looal vigor. If Inadequate, it oan lend 

to many inequalities. 

The Role of Property and Equalised Valuations 

in the Massachusetts Local/State Program.— One of the 

most serious of these inequalities is caused by the failure 

23 
National Eduoatlon Association Federpl-StMta 

HelaUgllfl ^Education, Educational Pollolos OomKosIon 
Washington, D.C., March 1945, p.45. ' 
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of property valuations, on which the state aid i& presently 

based, to keep pace with aotual property values at the 

present time. In Massachusetts, the 1945 equalized valua­

tions are inadequate both for sohool purposes and for 

apportioned-tax purposes. In praotloe, the 1945 equalised 

valuations have beoome so inadequate for school purposes 

that the 1961 municipal property valuations submitted by 

local communities are being used to figure out equalised 

valuations per pupil. 

A glance at Appendix II concerning the 1945 

Equalised Valuation figures and those proposed by House 559 

for 1953 Equalized Valuation will indioate how Massachusetts 

property valuations have felled to keep pace with true 

property values. For instance, under the 1945 figures, 

Cambridge showed an equalised valuation of *138,515,872, 

but the proposed 1953 figure would be $421,806,838. Nor 

is this Increase of valuation confined to the larger, 

wealthier municipalities, oouth Hadley showed an equalized 

valuation in 1945 of *10,640,021, but the proposed base 

for 1953, as shown in Appendix II, is $31,268,766. 

In another appendix one can read that if the top 

ten per oent of oemmunities in Massachusetts were to be 

compared with the lowest ten per cent In respect to 

equalized valuation and state aid received, the follovinsr 

results would be obtained: Seventeen communities in the 
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top ten per oent in equalised valuation received more 

state aid than did seventeen communities in the lowest ten 

per cent. 

Statistical Analysis of the 1951-1952 Figures.-

To determine in a preolse way whether equality of educa­

tional opportunity exists or not, some method had to be 

found that would bring together the allocation of local 

and state funds for the support of eduoatlon in the four 

classes of municipalities in the Commonwealth of Massa­

chusetts. Two techniques were tried out. 

Comparison Among Classes.- The first teohnlque 

used was simply the difference between the means checked 

by the "t" ratio for each of the four factors Involved in 

this portion of the Investigation, namely, Equalized 

Valuation, Total School Support, Local Bohool Support and 

state Aid. These faotors were chosen for analysis 

because they dominate the state and local educational 

picture in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

A simple inspection of the comprehensive tables 

in Appendix V leads to the conclusion th."t thsre is 

little or no equalisation in any or all of the four 

factors. To substantiate this claim more validly, we 

can consider the significance of the difference between 

the means of each of the four classes of municipalities 

for the four faetcrs as a definite criteria for evaluating 
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equalisation. I n finding the "t", or critical ratio, the 

following formula was used;-

in which M^ and Mj « means of any two distributions 

Cr a and 0* ̂  = the standard error of the means 
1 J of two distributions 

The assumption: if a "t" ratio is loss than 2.56, which 

is at the one per oent level of confidence, equalisation 

in some form ooours. If the "t" ratio is over 2.68, it 

is clear that there is no equalization of any kind between 

the two compared faotors. 
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Table I. Statistics Used in Computing the "t" Ratio 
for Eaoh of the Four Classes of Municipalities 
in Massachusetts in Respect to Equalised 
Valuation. 

• • m a a n 

Classes 

I 39 $ 12,200. $2210. $353.88 

II 96 9,480. 3766. 386.38 

III 94 8,993. 5466. 564.72 

IT 120 9,633. 5989. 549.01 

Table II. Equalised Valuation Between Four Classes of 
Municipalities in Massachusetts Checked in 
Terms of the "t" Ratio. 

Classes II III IT 

I 6.51 4.812 3.927 

II .710 .2278 

" I .939 
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An analysis of Table II shows that when Class I 

was compared with Class II, ( t * 6.51); with Class III, 

(t - 4.812); and Class IV (t - 3.927); there was no 

equalisation. However, when Class II was compared 

respectively with Class III, (t - .710); Clas« IT, (t « .2278); 

and when Class III was oomparod with Class IT, (t - .939); 

equalisation occurred. 

The lack of equalisation traced between Class I 

and Classes II, III, and IV brings out the fact that 

municipalities vary in their ability to provide needed 

educational services. Cities of the type of Class 1 

generally have large concentrations of high-value property 

extending over largo areas; this brings them a higher 

equalized valuation per capita or per pupil than in the 

three remaining classes of municipalities. 

A very definite pattern emerges when Class I is 

oomparod to Class II, III, IV, because cities in the long 

run receive more revenue from all types of income-producing 

property than towns do. 

'4hen Class II was compared with Class III and IV, 

and when Class ITI was compared with das;, IV, a second 

very definite pattern also became viclble. In these 

specifio classes the average equalised valuation varied 

only slightly from the mean, indicating * healthy trend 

toward the principle of equalization. 
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In comparing the two trends, a great deal of 

help In the form of state aid appears neoessary to enable 

the less wealthy communities to enjoy a level of educa­

tion oomparable with the wealthier; the three Classes 

II, III, and IV, appear to assess property In a fairly 

uniform way, but on a slightly lower level than cities. 

Table II also shows that property assessments 

in cities appear to be nearer to their true value than 

In the other classes, indicating that the possible lack 

of uniformity in assessment procedures between the cities 

and the towns needs attention. 

The value of property in cities bears a close 

relationship to Income, while in the rural areas, the 

value of property does not bear this same close relation­

ship. 

The exlstenoe of well-supported districts Is not 

considered desirable in all quarters, due to the faot 

that certain districts will reoeive little or no state 

aid, and will have to bear themselves the full burden 

of the oost of education by means of property taxes. In 

order to bring Class II, III, and IV up to a standard 

resembling Class I, some means of support, other than 

real estate taxation, will have to be found. 

To measure equalisation in reipeot to Looal 

School Support, "t" ratios in Tables III and IV for 

the four olaases of municipalities in Massachusetts were 

derived. Evaluation of the data in these tables follows: 
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Table III. Statistics Used in Computing the "t" 
Ratio for Each of the Four Classes of 
Municipalities in Massachusetts in 
Respect to Looal Sohool Support. 

Classes N Ota 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

39 

96 

94 

120 

$183.21 

155.46 

139.30 

133.56 

134,24 

43.40 

43.09 

44.20 

$5.48 

4.45 

4.47 

4.05 

Table IV. Looal School ;u>.port Between Four Classes 
of Municipalities in Massachusetts Checked 
in Terms of the "t" Ratio. 

Classes II III IT 

I 

II 

III 

3.94 6.22 

2.56 

7.29 

3.64 

.94 
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When Class II was compared with Class III a 

"t" of 2.66 occurred which was nearly the 2.68 limit 

set to indicate no equality. When Class II was compared 

with Class IV a "t" score of 3.64 occurred Indicating no 

equality. The pattern when Class I is compared to 

Class II, III, and IV, in Tables III and IV, resembles 

very closely the pattern exhibited in Tables I and II. 

Wealthier cities can consistently allocate more revenue 

to Looal Support of Education without reducing support 

to other needed categories. Because of their greater 

sources of revenue, oltles are in a better position to 

oontribute substantially to sohools without interfering 

with other city expenditures. With the possible exception 

of certain municipalities in Class II, towns do not enjoy 

this position. Local School Support alone cannot provide 

equality of eduoational opportunity because the ability 

to finance schools varies widely from one municipality to 

another. State aid is an essential supplement to munici­

palities lacking this financial ability. There is a 

definite need of new tax bases to carry on the support 

of education. £ven the greatest effort of the poorest towns 

to allocate a larger proportion of the tax rate to sohools 

is not sufficient to support eduoational facilities adequately. 

Hence, the continuing need for state aid along more 

equitable lines for all deserving communities. 
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When Class III was compared with Class IV, 

equalisation occurred due to the almost equal average 

revenues allotted to Looal Eduoatlon per pupil by 

Class III and Class IT. 

Tables T and VI whloh follow, measure equali­

sation in respect to Total School Support through "t" 

ratios for the four classes of municipalities in 

Massachusetts. 

Evaluation of the data in these tables follows: 
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Table V. Statistics Used in Computing the "t" >.tlo 
for Each of the Four Classes of Municipalities 
in Massachusetts in Respect to Total School 
Support. 

Classes 

I 

I I 

I I I 

IV 

N 

39 

96 

94 

120 

M 

$233.37 

214.63 

228.51 

246.22 

or 

$30.60 

39.70 

63.83 

71.25 

0*m 

*4.90 

4.07 

6.62 

7.39 

Table VI. Total Sohool 3upport Between Four Classes 
of Municipalities in Massachusetts Cheoked 
in terms of the "t" Ratio. 

Classes II III IT 

I 2.94 .661 1.468 

II 1.79 3.76 

III 1.91 
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The make-up of Total Sohool Support consists 

principally in Looal Sohool Support with the addition 

of State Aid. 

When Class I was oompared to Class II, a "t" of 

2.94 occurred indicating an absence of equalization. As 

seen in the four preceding tables, oltles have the raogt 

wealth as expressed by real estate, and hence have more 

revenue, for School Support. With the addition of state 

aid, the Total School Support average per pupil in Class I 

oould not be other than one of the highest in the four 

classes oonoerned. 

When Class I was oompared with Class III, equali­

sation took place, (t » .551). This was due to the 

approximate equality of the average amounts of Total Sohool 

Support per pupil in Class I and in Class III.. 

When Class I was compared with Class IV a "tN of 

1.468 was obtained. This indloated that while equalisa­

tion occurred, Class IT expended a slightly larger amount 

per pupil in Total School Support than Class I. However, 

this extra amount was not quite sufficient to bring about 

Inequality. It was caused by higher transportation allot­

ments and the use of the second part of the Foundation 

Formula, whloh in addition to its larger grant allows a 

bonus of 25 per oent over the usual allotment of .state Aid 

for towns under 5,000 population. 

When Class II was compared with Class III P "t" 

of 1.79 occurred, Indicating a disparity, but showing 
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that Class III, whloh supports high sohools and has towns 

of less than 5,000 population expends about frl4.00 per 

pupil more. This is not, however, sufficient for a "t" 

of 2.58 which would indicate no equality. 

When Class II was oomparod with Class IV a "t" of 

3.75 occurred indicating no equalisation. Class IV 

allocated the highest amount per pupil in respect to sohool 

support due to extra transportation allotments and to the 

use of the second part of the Foundation Formula, thus 

securing for itself a greater amount of state aid than 

would oome to it through use of the principal Foundation 

Formula. 

When Class III was oompared to Class IT a "t" of 

1.91 occurred indicating no equalisation but showing again 

the higher expenditure of Total School Support of Class IT. 

The leeway of $17.71 in Class IT was not sufficient to 

show inequality. There is a certain amount of leeway 

given in all these oritioal ratio formulae before an amount 

is reached whloh definitely Indicates no equality. 

Tables Til and Till whloh are presented next 

measure equalization in respect to State Aid by means of 

"t" ratios for the four olasses of municipalities in 

Massachusetts. Evaluation of data in these tables follows: 
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Table VII. ;tatistico Usod in Computing the "t" Ratio 
for Each of the Four Classes of Municipali­
ties in j'-sssaohUBotts in -espect to 3tate Aid, 

Classes 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

N 

39 

96 

94 

120 

M 

$34. 

37. 

61. 

84. 

62 

23 

37 

0" 

ni. 
14, 

30, 

37 54. 

06 

,30 

,60 

,00 

°m 

$1.79 

1.47 

3.17 

4.95 

Table VIII. Stste Aid Between Four Classes of Munici­
palities in Massachusetts Cheeked in Terms 
of the "t" Ratio. 

Classes II III IV 

I 

II 

III 

1.17 7.73 

6.19 

9.47 

9.12 

3.91 
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When Class I was oompared to Class II equalisa­

tion occurred, because the difference in the average 

State Aid between these two classes was insignificant. 

However, when Class I was oompared to Class III, 

a "t" of 7.73 occurred indicating no equality. This was 

caused by a difference of $26.63 between the average of 

Class I and Class H I , which represented a large difference 

In revenue per pupil in State Aid, thus causing inequality 

to appear. 

When Class I was oompared to Class IT a large "tM 

(9.47) resulted. This indicates no equalisation. The 

large difference in the amount of State Aid between Class I 

and Clase IT was brought about by the use of the secondary 

part of the Foundation Formula, plus the addition of the 

25 per oent bonus in state aid for towns under 5,000 

population. 

When Class II was oompared with Class III a "t" of 

6.19 ooourred, indicating no equalisation. Class III towns 

also took advantage of the seoondary part of the Foundation 

Formula to build up a higher State Aid per pupil allotment 

in addition to the extra 26 per oent bonus for towns under 

5,000 population. 

When Class II was oompared with Class IT, a "t" 

of 9.12 ooourred. with its smaller number of pupils, its 

higher state aid psr pupil, and without high schools of 

its own, aying only tuition rates for its Class IV high 
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school students, Class IV had a higher rate of State Aid 

per pupil income than the remaining three classes. 

When Class III was compared with Class IT a "t" 

of 3.91 resulted. This showed no equalization. Class IT 

does not support a high sohool program and sends most of 

its pupils to Class III high sohools. Class IT provides 

schools only for its elementary pupils, yet it receives 

the largest amount of state aid per pupil, $84.17, whloh Is 

approximately one-third of the entire Total School Support 

in th«> throe remaining Classes. 

The five groups that showed no equalisation showed 

a great need for a more equitable measure of apportioning 

State Aid to each of the four Classes. The need for a 

Foundation or Partnership Program built on a more equit­

able base is also obvious. Such a program will be con­

sidered in Chapter V. 

Comparison Within Series.— Effective :a the "t", 

or critical ratio, is in proving tK?t ther<s 1: no con­

sistently recurring equality, it. suffers ~roa tlia aoficlenoy 

of being difficult to use for othor than Intrn-group 

comparison. In order that tho situation within each of 

the four classes, as well »s the 349 cities end towns as a 

single series, might be presented in one statistic, a 

Pearson product moment coefficient ohart w»c workwd out. 
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One way of comparing State Aid and Local Sohool 

Support and State Aid and Total School Support is to 

use the units of allotmentt r>er pupil and to -lign them 

in an sttempt to find a possible linear relationship. 

Th^ basic formula used was 

_ Z xy 

N0XOy 

where r x y * correlation between one f iotor and a 
second factor; 

x * deviation of any unit of allotment from 
the -lean of that unit of allotment; 

y * deviation of a corresponding unit of 
allotment from the mean of th is corres­

ponding unit of allotment; 
zxy * a u m of *11 t n f t products of deviations 

of one unit of allotment times I t s 
corresponding unit of «llotment; 

Ox and Oy » standard deviations of the distributions 
of two sets of allotment units . 

In order to show whether coef f ic ients of correlation 

are s ignif icant or not, i t i s neoesa^ry to t e i t x by moans 

of thfi following formula:-

0Trj2 • Oi.j2 

Drt from 0 0r,g -* 0r,2 * standard error of coefficient 
of correlation. 

rij * coefficient of correlation 

r«0 * .00 correlation 

A critical ratio of 2.58 show? that r. is significant* 

a critical ratio of less than 2.58 Indicates that £ Is 

inslgnifloant. 
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Table IX.- Looal Taxation per Pupil (L) Related to 
State Aid (A) per Pupil in the Pour Classei 
of Municipalities in Massachusetts in 
Terms of £ 

01ass 

I 

II 

III 

IT 

All 

N 

39 

96 

94 

120 

349 

*XA 

.41 £ 

.05 * 

- .16 £ 

- .36 £ 

.17 • 

0 >LA 

.133 

.084 

.108 

.079 

.061 

O^P 

.42 

.10 

.30 

.80 

.36 
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A positive correlation of 1.00 between local 

Taxation p*r pupil and State Aid per pupil would 

indicate perfect equality. Any trend in a poaltloe 

dlreotion is a movement toward this ideal. Class I, 

Class II, and Class IT oil have trends indicating a 

positive trend toward equalisation. 

A negative -1.06 correlation between Looal Taxa­

tion per Pupil »nd State Aid per Pupil indicates no 

equality. Class III indicates a small trend toward 

inequality. 

In the four classes of municipalities in the Common­

wealth of Massachusetts, it cannot be concluded that the 

correlations between Local Taxation per pupil and State 

Aid per pupil are significant because the obtained rj s 

are not significant from the r.'s of .00. Thl3 same con­

clusion holds when Looal Taxation per pupil in the 349 

municipalities of Massachusetts was oorr^litod with state 

Aid per pupil through Fisher's Z funotlon. 

Again, vhen Total 3o:iool Support was correlated 

with State Aid by means of the Peirson product-moment 

coefficient of correlation chart <"or saoh of tli-f four 

Classes of municipalities in Masinchusetts, the following 

correlations resulted: 
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X.- Total Sohool Support (t) per Pupil Related 
to State Aid per Pupil U) In the Four 
Classes of Municipalities in Massachusetts 
in terms of £. 

Bjsjmsmsnnn^SSHXEES^E^BBBnlBflnnjsnmjBjsj 

Classes N r8^ ° rs* - 5 — 
0"D 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

All 

39 

96 

94 

120 

349 

.11 

- .10 

.16 

.32 

.13 

• 

• 

• 

+ 

• 

.168 

.108 

.104 

.089 

.052 

.22 

.20 

.32 

.66 

.26 
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T he total correlation between the factors of 

Total School Support and State Aid for the total 349 

municipalities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

was found by averaging the four cla^s coefficients of 

correlation, after they had been converted Into 

Fisher's "s" function. This combined £ * ,13 also sub­

stantiates that there is only a very small trend in a 

positive direction towards equality. 

Inspection had revealed little if nny equ^llaa-

tion in the classes of municipalities, and now computa­

tion of measures of difference and correlations have 

confirmed this situation with greater precision. 

From a statistical viewpoint, equalization as 

an extant state is the exception rather than the rule, 

as shown in the ten tables to this chapter. Our oonoluslons 

in respect to equality of education in Chapter III are 

borne out. The idea Is not new. 

In the 1940 White House Conference on Children 

in a Democracy, the following statement appears in its 

general report: 

The facts do not support the assumption of 
equal educational opportunities for ^11 children. 
Whole regions and states and large areas within the 
states are inadequately -u^pliod with school facilities 
in quality, quantity, and accessibility, Pr-gional and 
state differences in eoonomio capacity, due largely to 
the concentration of resources and industry In a few 
areas make It literally Impossible for p lsr^ proportion 
of the nation'•* children to obtain a reasonably roQ$ 
education under existing methods of state eumort, '** 

8gWhlte House Conference on Children In a Democracy. 
General Report by the Conference, January 9, 1940, Washington, 
D»C., Superintendent of Documents, p.86. 
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If this statement WPS true in 1940, it is no leas 

true today. The stated examples of inequities existing 

under current methods of apportioning state-collected 

funds for sohools and the statistical support given in 

the preceding pages raise doubts <r* to the method of 

their distribution, as well as to the inadequacy of the 

amount of money being made available for the purpose of 

equalising the eduoational opportunities furnished the 

ohildren of the Commonwealth. 

In the following chapter the present system of 

distributing funds for eduoatlon, through separate and 

combined taxation of looal and state governments, will 

be studied in detail. A thorough search of the four 

classes of munloipallties will be attempted to reveal 

the principal inequalities in taxation on the local 

and state level. 



CHAPTER IT 

EQUALITY OF TAXATION 
IN 

MASSACHUSETTS 



CHAPTER IV 

EQUALITY OF TAXATION IN MASSACHUSETTS 

For at least the last four decades, leaders in 

sohool administration have emphasised the need of tax 

reform in the United States as a necessary supplement 

to educational reform. 

Early Hlatorv of School Support.- Over one 

hundred years ago when plans for sohool support were 

first established, wealth was distributed far more 

evenly than it is today. Agriculture was the prlnolpal 

industry at the time; the potential wealth of the oountry 

had not been discovered and developed; means of trans­

portation were few and expenBive. Small common Industries 

were carried on in villages or on farms. The great 

industries had not been developed or even anticipated. 

Proprietorship of land, buildings, crops and household 

goods represented the only oommon measure of personal 

wealth, and from that, the measure of community wealth. 

Homes, farms, mortgages, and the like, became a natural 

basis for taxation. In order to secure revenue for all 

kinds of government activity, the property tax became the 

principal souroe of revenue. 
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With the changes in wealth, industry, living 

and government that have come about over the last century, 

population and wealth are no longer even approximately 

equal in distribution. New forms of intangible property 

have been acquired by the citizens. As this type of 

wealth is diffloult to trace and consequently to tax, 

certain Inequalities in taxation were bound to occur. 

New politioal, eoonomio, and social needs have arisen. 

Among many other alterations, these drastic changes 

forced the individual states to enter the educational 

pioture. 

Forms of Tax Support.- In every state, the 

ability of the looal community to support the educational 

program today varies muoh more widely than It did in 

other years. The causes of this variation are many, and 

are evident both in educational opportunities offered 

and in the tax burdens of looal sohool districts. The 

situation is well summarised by the National Education 

Association. They report that 

... the assurance of an adequate minimum 
of eduoational opportunity for all children within 
a state Is impossible without state participation 
in financing the educational program. 

... local sohool units vary widely in their 
ability to support eduoatlon, and ... the taxing 
power of the state must be utilised to raise the level .. 
of financial support to a guaranteed reasonable minimum. 

National Education Association, fluiden to the 
Development Of State Sohool Fiance Pro****. Committee on 
Tax Education and sohool Finance, 1949, Washington D.C., 
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The simpler eduoatlon problems and costs of 

yesterday have broadened and the per capita cost every­

where has been increased sharply. One result has been 

that the property tax in many communities is now greater 

than can be borne. Other souroee of revenue are entering 

the financial picture to take the place of the property 

tax — income taxes, sales taxes, and the like. 

Legislative Powers.- Today, many legislative 

bodies in the various states are no longer satisfied 

to allot oertaln appropriations for schools. They use 

various methods for distributing sohool funds, in the 

hope that a well-rounded educational program for all 

children in the participating sohool systems on the basis 

of equitable local tax effort will result. It is to be 

emphasised that revenues apportioned or granted on guess­

work or on the demands of those Interested only in 

certain phases of the program give no assurance of ade­

quacy or equity. 

It is well to recall at this point that the 

principal reasons for state support of education are the 

equalisation of eduoational opportunity and the equitable 

distribution of the tax burden as it applies to the 

sohool system. 

Behind this Is the principle of guaranteeing to 

all schools the financial resources neoessary to develop 
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a sound baslo program of school services. In this manner, 

the essential purpose of state control and supervision 

has been to raise the level of educational service to a 

desirable minimum, thus bringing about the objective of 

equalising educational opportunity. 

Controls of Equalisation.- Many of the controls 

Inherent in the extension of st*to financial support 

have been designed to proteot the interests of the tax­

payer or to correct insufficient, if not inefficient, 

local administration. 

Strayer and Haig emphasised that If the two prin­

ciples they were upholding of "equalisation of eduoational 

opportunity" and the "equalisation of school support" *>ere 

to be effective, it would be neoes?ary, In order to provide 

adequately for the control and administration of all 

schools, for a state department of education to take 

charge. But, because they felt that it would be wise 

for the individual municipalities to retain control over 

their own sohools as far PS possible, they suggested that 

the essentials of state direction of the program consist 

in a uniform levy to provide a minimum amount of educa­

tional support and whatever degree of state oontrol over 

actual expenditure as would be needed to make sure that 

this expenditure would provide servioes, to certain 

standards, at a reasonable oost. 

One of the most Important phases in the administra­

tion of school flnanoe is the control over the amount and 
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direotlon of sohool revenue. The amount available for 

disbursement governs both the extent and the quality of 

eduoational services and facilities on the one hand, and 

fiscal expenditure on the other. This total available 

revenue oontrols, directly or otherwise, the assessment 

of property, and from that, the collection of taxes. It 

plaocs certain limitations on the taxing power of local 

school boards and provides an administrative scrutiny, 

usually with a view to fixing tax revenues and appropria­

tions by state an£ looal governments. State and Federal 

grants or apportionments ere direotly connected vlth the 

amount of revenue available within the state. 

Factors Affecting State and Local Taxation.-

In any extensive study of t%x*>tlon, the relationship 

between locnl government an<1 t n e state oannot be over­

looked. Nearly one-!inlf of the taxes collected by the 

state of Haasaohuaett j, o>:coy>t smployrmnt security taxes, 

are shared with the town* *nd cities. %lso, about one-

fourth of all public 'unl'i ip̂ nt by to'*ns and cities are 

supplied by the fed3r*>l or -stite ^ovfrnments. From this, 

it Is obvious that th<» problems of st*>t9 *? ***ln*t 

local taxation cannot b* studied wholly »part from one 

another. There is a strong interrelationship between 

the amount of taxes whloh the state shares with eaoh 

municipality, the amount of taxes levied locally, and 

the looal tax rate. 
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Distributions of state taxes, especially lnoome 

and corporation taxes, are of paramount importance to 

towns and cities, because of their influence upon looal 

revenues and tax rates. Taxes to be collected locally 

are affected to a very marked degree by the level of 

eoonomio aotivlty in the tit ate of Massachusetts, in that 

a high return to the state from corporation and lnoome 

taxes means a larger "pool" of revenue to be shared on 

an equalised basis with the municipalities. This shared 

revenue increases or decreases the looal municipal tax 

rate. 

In prosperous times, tax collections are usually 

high, and towns and cities fare very well in the amounts 

reoelved by them from the state. In depression years, 

however, towns and oltles must make up any defloit in 

state income and corporation tax collections. This 

defloit oan only be met in one way — by a sharply 

Increased levy on the principal tax source, property, at 

a time when that particular municipal tax level is 

least able to meet it. In passing, it is Interesting 

to note that while the state still has the authority 

to enforoo a state tax on towns and oltles in order to 

balance its budget, suoh an enforcement has not been 

used since 1947. In other words, municipalities, including 

those in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, have to 

readjust the levies on their tax bases, which consist 
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almost entirely of real and personal property, because 

of the effects of faotors over whloh they have absolutely 

no control, namely the amount of state tax revenues and 

the size of the state budget. Nor are these faotors 

oonstant. Legislative reports themselves provide the 

proof: 

On a state-wide basis, the lnoome and cor­
poration tax distributions uere equal to 12 per 
cent of the taxes levied on property by the cities 
and towns in 1940 and 21 per cent of the 1951 total. 
This percentage relationship is by no means stable. 
This means that the state distributed to the cities 
and towns in 1951, tl for every $5 of t«*x levied 
against real and personal property.2 

Inequalities in Tax Revenues.- Certain municipal­

ities, having only a small population, received consider­

ably more than the 20 per oent of their property levy in 

distributions, while at the same time, other localities 

received less than that percentage. 

Lynn received ^16.06 per capita t*x distribution, 

which amounted to 20 per oent, or ?11.36 of the 156.80 

tax rate. To raise the «amc amount of money as is now 

obtained from the tax levy and atate distribution would 

demand a 168.16 tax rate. The Lynn property tax base In 

1951 was #1,396 for each individual included in its 

nearly 100J000 population. 

^Oommonwoalth of Massachusetts. House 2323. 
Boston, Mass., 1952, p. 17. W * V ' 
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Examination of HQUBC 2323g reveals that two towns, 

Nev "shford and resell, received more from state tax 

distributions than was obtained from local taxes. 

Figures for par capita distribution show wide 

deviation. Millvllle, vlth ? population of ie89, exhibited 

per o«r»lt* distributions ô iountlng to **13.16, while Monroe 

with a population of 118 received $110.39, approximately 

eight times Millvllle%a distribution. This is a clear 

case of inequality affecting the tax r«*te established 

within a community, as a refund from the state for the 

support of sohools is deductible from the local property 

tax rate to eet the tax levy for any individual year. 

•tate Tax Apportionments.- As has been shown, 

state distributions to looal communities serve to reduce 

the amount to be raised locally from the property tax. 

This brings to light another serious inequality. The 

Commissioner of Corporations and Taxation sets the amount 

and proportion of local tax reductions or Increases them. 

Therefore, 

... because these tax distributions are 
so very Important to titles and towns, however, 
it is imperative that the estimates be as olose 
to the aotual distributions as possible. Variations 
mean that either the looal governments will not have 
the revenue to meet their budgeted obligations, or 
they will have to set the property tax above that 
whloh is actually required, and a surplus results. 
Both alternatives pre distressing to cities and towns. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, House P323f p. 21-22. 
4 Ibid., p.23. 
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The basis for the apportionment of st?te t*x 

distribution to every town and city was passed by the 

state legislature in 1945; It will oontlnue until another 

basis for apportionment is r̂ roposed and rssaed by the 

General Court. An analysis of this method of tax distri­

bution follows: 

Apportionment of distributions to cities and 
towns on the basis used for apportioning the state 
tax produoes a wide variation from plaoe to place in 
distribution per capita and ratio of distributed 
amounts to looal tax levies. The very nature of 
the state tax apportionment le to levy a tax which 
varies vlth valuation per capita; that is (it Is) 
less per oaplta in places with low valuations and 
more in places with high valuations. Hence it 
follows that when the same basis is used for the 
distribution of funds the pattern is the same. Places 
that can support high direct taxation reoeive larger 
distributions than places which cannot. In general, 
plaoes with low tax rates and high tax levies per 
oaplta get large distributions per capita, .and 
oonversely. Likewise, in plaoes with low tax rates 
the distribution is greater in proportion to the 
tax levy than In plaoes with high tax rates." 

Certain Looal and State Financial Relationships.-

A fair Indication of the value a municipality places on 

the eduoatlon of Its children Is the ratio between the 

sohool tax and the total town tax. At the present time, 

municipalities are bound by statute to indicate the exact 

amount of the school tax on property bills. If this 

mandate la not carried out, the state or statistical branch 

of the state Department of Education, allows approT\mately 

« 6°?S!Jn,'tSlt5 o f *a"*el»»Be*t«. Report of Proceedings, 
Houae No. 1800. Boston, Mass., 1945, p.320. 
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thirty peroent of the total property tax as equivalent 

to its contribution to school support. Local conditions 

and niqcellaneous expenses undoubtedly enter into how 

much revenue is needed to nupport both schools and town 

government. 

Another faotor in the understanding of local 

financial relationships is the nmount of per capita 

distributions of state-oolleotod taxes. L'\ie pe-v capita 

amount of revenue distributed by the Con-aonwealth hag a 

direct effect on the amount of the local tax "levy. 

If we divide the cities and towns of Massachusetts 

into four group* bnsed on the amount of per oaplta assess­

ment, the picture becomes clearer. The first group is 

made up of 88 cities and towns with an assessed valuation 

per capita ranging from #460 to 41030; the seoond includes 

88 cities and towns having an assessed valuation from 

C1040 to *1320; the third, 87 cities and towns between 

*1320 and $1890; the fourth, of 88 oltles and towns, has 

a per oaplta assessed valuation of over $1910. Geogra­

phically, this relatively high assessed valuation per 

capita is concentrated in three general areas — Boston 

and some of its suburban communities, including Brookllne, 

Newton, Milton, Msllesley, Lincoln, Lexington, and Winches­

ter; the ooastal area from Hull to Provincetown; and nine 

towns in the Berkshire region near the Connecticut border. 
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Proportionately low assessed valuation per capita le 

concentrated in the central section of the state or 

widely soattered throughout its borders. 

Total property valuations alone do not reveal 

the financial ability of a community to support its own 

institutions. Wealth of any kind must be considered in 

relation to the number of pupils or the number of resi­

dents before It has any significance. 

Theoretically, high wealth per pupil does not 

imply low tax rates, since many faotors relating to sohool 

and municipal budgetary demands may exaot a relatively 

high tax rate to provide the necessary funds. However, 

while tax rates oannot always be aocepted at face value, 

even within a state, because of varying assessment 

praotioes, they appear to be the best Indexes available 

as to how much financial effort is required to meet looal 

government costs. 

The ideal way of assessing property might be to 

plaoe on each assessor's list the amount that a certain 

type or kind of property would bring on a specific date 

through a sale by a willing seller or a willing buyer. 

Assessment Practices in Massachusetts.- It has 

been well established that property valuations for tax 

purposes in Massachusetts are not the same from one muni­

cipality to another. Local/state relations were vitally 
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affected through the 1946 equalised valuations. Inequalities 

in assessment and variation In assessment practices are 

not of too much importance as far as local/state relations 

are concerned; but the laok of uniformity in assessment 

practices brings about huge inequalities through its 

effect on the state tax and in the distribution of state-

collected taxes. At the same time, it must be -ippreciated 

that annual re-assessment would be oostly, and in a great 

many oases would serve no good purpose. It Is realized 

that some clear-out instances of over-assessment or under­

assessment have been changed by the General Court or by the 

Commissioner of Corporations and Taxation with the object 

of reduoing this inequality. Suoh ohanges have not brought 

about the desired equalisation, partly because they repre­

sent isolated instances only, and partly because the 

motivation behind them was, too often, political expediency 

alone. 

It is regrettable that poor assessment practioos 

in Massachusetts are allowed to form the primary source 

for the tax rolls for the annual sharing of $36 to i40 

million of state-collected taxes with the municipalities. 

This is brought out clearly by the following 

Quotation from House 2323$6 

Apparently, the incongruity of approxi­
mately $18 million of school aid being distributed 
to cities and towns which have Bmall assossed 
valuation in relation to the number of children 

^Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 7; snort of Pro­
ceedings. House 2323.p.39 
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of sohool age and at the same time, distributing 
another $30 million to 440 million on the basis 
of the state tax, has not been emphasised 
sufficiently. The sohool formula attempts to 
equalise the local tax burden, while the state 
tax basis distributions provide the greatest 
amounts to the municipalities having the largest 
assessed valuations. It appears that for each 
dollar of state-shared taxes, which are directed 
toward equalisation of looal taxes, at least two 
dollars are distributed, so that the municipalities 
having the largest amounts of assessed valuation 
reoeive the most aid ... 

The higher distributions in per capita amounts 

from 1950 on, was due chiefly to the new sohool Foundation 

Program, and to the sohool transportation aid. Cities and 

towns whloh have the largest populations reoeive average 

or below average revenues as far as the tax distribution 

per oaplta is concerned. It is interesting to observe 

that it is almost impossible for any of Group I, whloh 

includes a great many large-population distrlots, to 

benefit from the tax transportation faotor. It Is also 

apparent that oltles and towns having large assessed 

valuation per capita also reoeive large amounts of state 

aid in the years that the total distribution is extensive 

and in lean financial years they reoeive reduced amounts. 

Statistical Evaluation of Certain Faotors.-

There is a rather wide variation in local tax levies 

based on a per oaplta cost and in assessed valuation. The 

assessed valuation per capita is often used to indicate the 

tax-raising ability of a municipality. 
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In Class I, Class II, Class III and Class IV, 

correlations were made bdtween assessed valuation and 

state aid, with the results shown In Table XI. 

Class II and Class III showed a negative trend — 

in the right direotion. The more wealth a town has, the 

lower should be the amount of state aid apportioned to 

It. Class I and Class IV have positive correlations, 

indicating the least degree of equalization and that the 

state gives more state aid to certain cities in Class I 

and in particular to numerous towns in Class IV than Is 

necessary to maintain equalisation. 

However, in the four classes of municipalities 

in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, we cannot oonolude 

that the correlations between assessed valuation per 

capita and state aid are significant because the obtained 

r.' s are not significant from the £' s of sero. This same 

oonclusion holds when the assessed valuation per capita 

for the 349 municipalities of Massachusetts was correlated 

with State Aid through the use of Fisher's Z technique. 

From these observations, it would appear that the 

trend in State Aid in Massachusetts at the present time 

is away from the impartiality that should exist in a truly 

equalised program. 
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Table XI.- Assessed Valuation per Capita (C) Related 
to State Aid per Pupil (A) in the Four 
Classes of Municipalities in Massachusetts, 
in terms of £. 

Class 

I 

II 

III 

IT 

ALL 

M 

39 

96 

94 

120 

349 

MCA 

.26 * 

- .38 f 

- .38 t 

.73 • 

.20 1 

°rCA 

.15 

.085 

.088 

.042 

.032 

maJSmmm 

Q~ D 

.52 

.80 

.80 

1.85 

.40 
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If we correlate Equalised Taxation per Pupil 

with State Aid per pupil, the results shown in Table XII 

are obtained. 

Interpreted, these figures mean that if state aid 

is to have a fully equalising effeot, there should be a 

high negative correlation between ability to maintain a 

school program and the amount of state aid received. In 

other words, the poorest community, the lowest-ranking 

in tax-paying ability, should be the highest in the amount 

of state aid received. The use of correlation is well 

adapted to this situation, as it does not take into con­

sideration the absolute (equalised valuation) amounts of 

the orograms maintained as a whole in the Commonwealth 

of Massachusetts, but only indicates the trend of relation­

ship between State Aid and looal financial ability as 

expressed by Equalised Valuations per pupil. 

Again,/the four classes of municipalities in the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts we cannot conclude that the 

correlations between Equalised Taxation per pupil nnd 

State Aid er pupil are significant because the obtained 

X.'e are not significant from the r.'s of sero. This same 

conclusion holds when the Equalised Valuations per PUPII 

of all the municipalities of Massachusetts are correlated 

with State Aid per pupil through Fisher's 2 technique. 
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Table XII.- Equalised Taxation per Pupil (E) Related 
to 3tate Aid per Pupil (A) in the Four 
Classes of Municipalities in Massachusetts, 
in terms of £. 

Class 

I 

II 

III 

IT 

ALL 

n 

39 

96 

94 

120 

349 

rEA 

- .05 * 

- .411 

- .38± 

.22 1 

- .16 • 

rEA 

.159 

.083 

.088 

.087 

.052 

D 

0* D 

.10 

.88 

.80 

.44 

.32 
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A study of Table XII reveals a correct correla­

tional negative trend. As apportioned or equalised 

valuation is a better criterion than assessed valuation 

per capita, whloh was mainly used for comparison purposes, 

we find that the highest negative correlation in which 

we are interested is - .41 for Class II towns. Class II 

towns also had a correlation of • .38 when assessed 

valuation per pupil was used as a measure of ability. 

From these two figures it would appear that state aid 

had the greatest equalising effeot among Class II towns 

as a group. However, this is quite far from the desirable 

level whloh has been attained by adeouate methods of 

equalised distribution, where there are found muoh 

higher correlations. In a fully adequate equalised 

program of state aid, the negative correlation is constant 

regardless of the level of state aid (the amount of the 

total foundation program). Any state really supporting 

a Foundation Program will show a consistently negative 

relationship between local financial ability and support 

and aid from the state. 

Class IT towns show a correlation of • .22, indi­

cative of a tendenoy for the state to give more to those 

towns with less need of financial aid when considered 

within the group. This trend may well be considered con­

trary to equalisation. Another cause of this positive 
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correlation in Class IT is the high apportioned valua­

tion per pupil and high state aid. To express equaliza­

tion, towns of high valuation per pupil should reodive 

a minimum amount or no state aid in order to fulfill 

the requirements of the equalization principle. It will 

be noted that a correlation of + .73 for Class IV towns 

appears when etate aid is correlated with per capita 

Income. Class IV towns as a whole have high equalised 

valuations and low populations whloh give strength to 

the authenticity of this high trend. 

It is to be emphasized that all coefficients of 

correlation reflect only the situation within a parti­

cular class, without reference to the situation within 

the entire group. 

A further manipulation of this same obtained 

data would present the coefficients of correlation for 

the Commonwealth as a whole, using the average correla­

tion of the four classes. Using equalized valuation per 

pupil as a criterion of ability, a coefficient of r. = • .16 

is obtained. This is so slight a correlation as to be 

almost negligible. The coefficient of correlation obtained 

when per capita valuation Is the criterion of ability Is 

r » +.20. Here again the forecasting ability is negligible. 

The purpose of the following part of this chapter 

is to attempt to measure the amount of financial equalisation 
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under the present system of state assistance. Two 

measures of local financial ability to support educa­

tion have been used. The first of these i© the per 

capita equalization. This le obtained by dividing the 

total equalized valuation of a municipality by the total 

population. The second, and mor© valid, is equalized 

valuation per pupil, which is found by dividing the total 

equalised valuation ©i a community by the net average 

school membership (i,t-. the number of pupils attending 

public schools). 

Taxable Property as Wealth.- The financing of 

education is largely dependent on -wealth as represented 

by taxable property. Since many municipalities in 

Massachusetts do not possess this type of wealth, it 

appears that they will not be able to raise sufficient 

revenue to maintain their respective school systems. 

In order to secure this additional, and necessary, 

financial help, the use of some other means than direct 

taxation, or some new source of revenue must be con­

sidered. Except for a few municipalities, the property 

tax does not provide, without an over-burdened capital 

levy, enough fiscal support to provide for the eduoational 

needs of the community. It is to be emphasized here that 

the cities and towns of Massachusetts cannot levy &np 



EQUALITY OF TAXATION 120 

taxes except property, excise, and poll taxes, thus 

making almost mandatory the use of state collections 

and state aid for education. 

The tables appearing on the following pages 

show rather forcefully the need for additional state 

aid for schools. 

Cities and School Taxation.- For example, in 

Table XIII, on examination of the units In the city 

classification, it will be noted that the city of Cam­

bridge, possessing large wealth as measured by equalized 

valuation per pupil of 424,111, and with an assessed 

valuation per capita of 11770 needs only $11.71 in 

school tax In order to spend #281 per pupil for total 

school iupport. Cambridge provides fS47 looal taxation 

per pupil while receiving §22.66 in state aid. This 

enables it to pay an average sal&ry of $4302 to its 

teacher©. 

The city of Lynn, possessing medium wealth as 

measured hy an equalised valuation per pupil of 112,874, 

and with an assessed valuation per capita of 8:1440, 

needs $16.60 for its sohool tax In order to spend $268 

p©r pupil for total school support. Lynn provides 

£268 in local taxation per pupil for school support, 

while receiving $26.71 in state aid. This enables Lynn 

to pay an average salary of 13961 to its teachers. 
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Taunton, with less than average wealth, as 

measured by the equalised valuation per pupil of #8293 

and |930 in assessed valuation per oaplta, needs #17.05 

school tax to spend #193 for total school support per 

pupil. Taunton allocates $141 for local taxation per 

pupil, while receiving #41.86 In state aid per pupil. 

This enables Taunton to pay its teachers an average 

salary of #3185. 

School Taxation in Large Towns.- Considering 

large towns, Brookllne, possessing large wealth, as 

measured by equalized valuation per pupil of #24,844, 

and with assessed valuation per capita of 12770 needs 

only $12.68 school tax in order to spend |356 for total 

school support per pupil, while receiving $9.28 in state 

aid per pupil. Brookllne provides 1315 in local taxa­

tion per pupil. It pays an average salary of |4721 to 

its teachers. Brookllne might be said to have large 

tax leeway. Much more could be appropriated for diverse 

purposes without any financial risk to the community. 

Hatiek possesses fair wealth as measured by the 

equalized valuation of $7626 per pupil, and with an 

assessed valuation per oaplta of #1460 It needs $18.15 

school tax to spend $176 for total school support per 

pupil while receiving #25.90 state aid per pupil. Natlck 

provided #138 in local taxation per pupil. It pays an 

average salary of #9419 to it© teaohers. 
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Ayer, possessing average wealth as measured by 

the equalized valuation per pupil of $8794, and with an 

assessed valuation per capita of only #790 noods a 

school tax of $15.22 to provide a total school support 

of 1290. Ayer provides only 460.91 looal taxation as 

it receives a substantial grant from the Federal govern­

ment for school tuition for the establishment of school 

facilities for the children of servioement at Camp 

Devens, which is located in the town limits of Ayer. Its 

teachers are paid an average salary of $2948. 

School Taxation In Class III towns.- Bourne, 

possessing large wealth ag metsured by equal!Red valua­

tion per pupil of 119,452, ana by assessed valuation per 

capita of $3410, needs only £14.48 school tax in order to 

spend #237 for total school support per pupil, while 

receiving f32.37 state «&<* per pupil. Bourne provides 

#158 in local taxation per pupil. It pay* an avrrs-g© 

salary of #2999 to its teachers. Like Ayer, Barnstable, 

and other towns, Bourne receive*?, federal aid for tuition 

for the children of servicemen. 

Hadley, possessing less than tver^e wealth as 

measured by equalized valuation per pupil of $7,179, and 

by assessed valuation per pupil of #1320, needs a school 

tax of 120.26 from a tax rate of #42.00 to spend #243 for" 

total school support per pupil, while receiving §60.67 in 
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state aid. Hadley provides 1145 in local taxation per 

pupil. It pays an average salary of 12492 to its 

teachers. 

Georgetown, possessing poor wealth, as measured 

by equalised valuation per pupil of #6,282 and by 

assessed valuation per capita of $1000, needs a school 

tax of 11303 from a tax rate of 155.00 to spend #162 

for total school support per pupil, while receiving 

state aid of $68.29. Georgetown spends but $96 in local 

school support per pupil. It pays an average salary of 

12647 to its teachers. 

Oroveland, possessing little wealth as measured 

by equalised valuation per pupil of $6,405 and by assessed 

valuation per capita as low as |7@0 needs 120.35 from a 

tax rate of #55.00 to provide total school support pe* 

pupil ©f #143, while receiving state aid of only $47.72. 

Oroveland supplies 194 in local taxation per pupil. It 

pays an average salary of #£701 to its teachers. 

Sohool Taxation in Class IV towns.- It will be 

observed that Longmeadow, possessing higher than average 

wealth, as measured by an equalised valuation per pupil 

of 113,210, and an equalized valuation per capita of 

#2660, still needs a high school-tax of 118.19 per pupil 

In order to spend I247 per pupil in total school support. 

Longmeadow receives a small amount of state aid, $6.96 

per pupil* expends f§40.25 locally to support schools, 
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pays its teachers an avorag® galery of 13713, while 

expending $5656 per elementary classroom. Aa the 

pupil-teacher ratio is approximately 40, the cost per 

pupil by classrooms Is |126. The property tax rate is 

^35.00. 

Chllmark, with excessive wealth as measured by 

an equalized valuation per pupil of #37,636, and an 

assessed valuation per capita of |6,790, needs only a 

bare 55.67 in school tax from a tax rate of #22.00, 

which is approximately 26 per oent of the 1951-1952 

state average tax rate, In order to spend #334 per pupil 

in total school support. Ghllmark allocates #213.16 in 

local effort per pupil, pays its teachers (two) an 

average salary of #2454, while expending #3,219 per 

elementary classroom. With 14 pupils in attendance, the 

cost per classroom per pupil runs approximately #230. 

The state aid received is #118.54, which is away out of 

proportion to Its financial needs. 

Clarksburg has very small wealth, both as 

measured by property valuation of 13702 per pupil and an 

assessed valuation per oaplta of #610, It receives $76.14 

in state aid. Clarksburg expends #34.64, or 61 per cent 

of the tax rate, the largest local percentage for sohools, 

from a tax rate of #57*00 to spend #204 for total school 

support, pays its teacher #2630 in average salary, pro-

vldoa #128.15 of the total school support in looal effort, 
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and expends 13670 p*r elementary classroom. With a 

pupil ratio of about 22, the cost la approximately if 167 

per pupil using the average classroom cost m » criteria, 

Oakham has a little over one-half the average 

equalised valuation of the various municipalities in the 

Commonwealth, with #1050 in equalised valuation per capita. 

It spends only #7,18, or 12 per oent of its real estate 

taxes, for schools, from a local tax rate of #61.00. Its 

total sohool support is #251, while it r«oelv©§ IS02.60 In 

state aid per pupil. It contributes only 144,02 in local 

effort for school support, while paying Its teachers an 

average salary of less than the minimum 12260, while 

spending $3236 per elementary classroom. With 20 pupils 

per teacher, the average cost per pupil in the average 

elementary elaseroe* of Oakham approximates 1164. Oakham, 

like most of its 81asc IT associate®, pays tuition for 

its high sohool students in the nearby community of Barre. 

Its vocational high sohool students are sent to the 

Worcester B©y«* High Sohool, a tra€e sohool, on t tuition 

basie, 

Sudloy, while over the 8000 population mark, has 

spooial permission to continue in Class IV, although not 

providing a senior High School as required by law. Most 

of its secondary students attend the nearby Webster High 

School, Su&loy has only less than one-half of the average 

equalised valuation per pupil for the a tat* of ttasiiaofeusetts 
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of about #11,000. Dudley spends #184 In total school 

support per pupil, but only #100.42 in looal effort per 

pupil, while receiving #71.81 in state aid. To provide 

the #184 total support per pupil, it spends #18.34, or 

31 per cent of Its total taxes for school support, from 

a tax rate of #60.00. It pays its teaohers an average 

salary of #3008 and spends #4478 per elementary classroom. 

Dudley has about 28 pupils for each teacher, whloh approxi­

mates about #160 per pupil per elementary classroom. 

Tolland has high wealth as measured by an equalized 

valuation per pupil of #28,818 and an assessed valuation 

per capita of #4,310. It pays #7.49, or 22 per cent of 

its local tax rate of #38,00 for school support. For 

total school support, Tolland expends #631, with #215.77 

In local effort, while receiving a towering #416.08 grant 

per pupil in state aid. Tolland is thus enabled to pay 

Its one teacher #4073, with a high expenditure of #7,084 

for its elementary school classroom. Kith the pupil-

teacher ratio at 11, the cost per pupil in the elementary 

classroom was about #644 per pupil. 

Municipalities Excluded from this Study.- Two 

municipalities, Mount Washington, and Ctosnold, have 

been omitted entirely when considering the Commonwealth 

of Massachusetts as a whole and Class IV towns Individually. 

The former, Mount Washington, has no schools, and there­

fore it receives no state aid. aosnold may be considered 
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a freak municipality, «md as it is not a representative 

sample, it has been left out of this study for the 

following reasons; 

Oosnold has excessive wealth in an equalised valua­

tion per capita of #18,070. It expends #831 per pupil for 

its six pupils In total sohool support. It spends #683.27 

in local effort per pupil. Oosnold receives #248,34 in 

state aid for each of its pupils — a gross inequality — 

while expending only #4.61, or 15 per oent of its tax 

rate of #30.00. It pays its one teacher #3000 In average 

salary, about the rate paid a beginning elementary school 

teacher In a municipality such as Worcester. It expends 

#3784 for one elementary classroom which means that it 

costs about #462 to educate each of Its pupils in average 

dally attendance. Clearly, this is not a representative 

district in any way, and as suon it has been omitted from 

any statistical consideration. 

At the present time, only about 67 per cent of the 

children of the Commonwealth between the ages of 7 and 16 years 

are enrolled in the public schools In cities. The other 

33 per cent are enrolled in private and parochial schools. 

This percentage of non-public-sohool children means that 

one-third of all children upon whom state aid in the 

Foundation Formulas are apportioned have no participation 

as regards sohool expenses in Massachusetts, outside of, 

perhaps in certain districts, some transportation expenses. 
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In the following chapter, the effects of counting all 

the 7- to 16-year-olds on both equalised valuation and 

state aid will be studied. 

The following minority statement by Norman 

MacDonald, a member of the recent Recess Commission for 

the study of state aid Is of supreme interest due to its 

implications: 

Public school costs have risen so high 
that many students of the problem raise serious 
doubts that looal tax levies can reasonably bear 
them. The Commission is unanimous in believing 
that equal educational opportunity is the right 
of all children, and that one of the means of 
assuring it is to apportion some reasonable share 
of state-collected taxes to cities and towns to 
relieve serious economic pressures where local 
resources are meager. 

But the majority would not relate the 
distribution of such money to the publio sohool 
problem itself — a problem whose dimensions 
can only be established by knowing how many 
children are to be educated at public expense or 
how many classrooms are to be operated. The 
majority would base the distribution upon the 
count of all children of school age, whether or 
not the children were enrolled in the publio 
schools. 

Suoh a distribution, of course, would mean that 

communities supporting public school® for nearly all 

their children would receive low per pupil payments, 

while communities where a substantial percentage of 

children were educated outside the public sohool system 

would receive large payments per pupil 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of the 
Heaoma Commission on State *,%& fey Schoo\*, House 2323. 
Boston, Mass., 1952, p.84. 
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In other words, the fewer of these eligible 
children who turn up in public sohools, the greater 
payment for each of them by the State. If other 
eduoational facilities are not available, in the 
community or area, then the payment In the public 
schools would b® less, thus perpetuating, if it g 
does not In fact create, an indefensible Inequity.® 

Facts and figures concerning the implications 

resulting from the above statement have been sought 

without success. In the absence of such first-hand data 

therefore, an attempt will be made in Chapter V to show 

the effect on state aid per pupil allotments of equalized 

valuation apportionments in the various municipalltieB — 

with comparisons of the old and new figures both in 

money distributions and in standard scores. 
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A STATE AID PROGRAM 
FOR MASSACHUSETTS 



CHAPTER V 

A STATS AID PHOORAM TOR MASSACHUSETTS 

In this chapter an effort will be made to pre­

sent some practical examples of the workings of a 

fully equalized Foundation Program for the Commonwealth 

of |assachusetts. Using the Strayer and Haig concept 

of a plan based on a flat cost psr pupil of school age, 

data will b® shown in both standard scores and dollar 

values, to demonstrate the net differences to a munici­

pality of using a Foundation or Partnership Program of 

State Aid. 

Studies of proposed equalised valuation and 

proposed state aid apportionments will be shown which 

Include all children in the 7- to 16-year age bracket 

attending private as well as publio schools. Comparisons 

can then be made between the merits of the two proposed 

apportionments and the presently-used equalized valuation 

and state aid apportionments, which include only children 

between the ages of 7 and 16 in attendance at public 

schools. 

In recent years, most states have allocated 

larger sums in financial aid for the support of publio 

schools. These funds are derived from property taxation, 
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Income, sales, inheritance, and corporation taxes, and 

other sources. Even the smallest states allocate several 

million dollars for public sohool support. In a small 

number of states, considerably more than 50 per cent of 

all school funds are provided by the State. In Delaware, 

over 90 per cent of public education is state-supported. 

From this trend towards having th® state provide most of 

the money for sohool support, three desirable effects 

seem to emerge: 

1. Educational opportunities for all pupils have 
been made more equal. 

2. The taxation burden aasong the various districts 
has been made more equal. 

3. The tax on real estate has been lowered. 

The Strayer-Halg Principle of Equalization.- One 

of the principal alas of every Foundation Program is to 

achieve the highest equalization possible. The following 

may serve as a criterion for proposing adequate equalisa­

tion plans for th© Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

To achieve perfect equalization, each looal 
unit must contribute to the support of its own 
foundation program, as defined by state law, in 
proportion to it® ability to raise revenues for 
this purpose, as oompared with th© ability of other 
local units within th® state to raise revenues for 
the support of their programs, similarly defined. 

... Also for perfect equalization, a looal 
tax rate should be specified which Is no higher than 
that which th® wealthiest dlstriot must levy in order 
to support the defined foundation program.2 

J-W.O-.leeder, The Fundamentals of Public Sohool 
Administration. Mew Ycrk, MaemlllaB, 1945, p.349. 

%ational Eduoatlon Association, Research Bulletin* 
Statutory pases of Btate, FQ.uatetlo.a. Programs for Schools, 
issue of April 1948, Vol.26, No.2, p.15. 
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wlill® It is simple Justice for the state to tax 

the wealthier district® to help th® poorer ones, and 

while very few valid objections can be raised against the 

state attempting to help local districts meet certain 

educational standards, certain dangers lie hidden when 

looal and central governments are involved in financing 

public school expenditures. 

Dr. Mort, Director of the New York State Educa­

tional Conference Board, listed a few of these obstacles to 

adjustment of public school expenditures to the increased 

cost of a state*s baslo program: 

1. Low valuation per pupil in the great mass of 
8* school dlatric 

2. Lack of non-property taxing powers for most 
school districts| 

3. Tax limits In cities; and 

4. The lag in adjustment of^full valuations in cities 
to postwar price levels.0 

In almost every state in the Union, the amount 

spent per pupil enrolled in certain local school districts 

1B several times that spent in other sohool districts of 

the same state. In Massachusetts, the city with the 

highest per-pupil expenditure, Salem, allots $293.73 In 

total school support per pupil, while the lowest, BrooXton, 

spends #176.aa. Using Class I scaled scores for comparison 

purposes, Salem is +1.9S scaled scores above the total 

AiM .** 5sS kJSKffiPfi f r r1w l̂ mtffroft, Mite 
,41ft «mWffojTOffllLftr 9ttftj>QUi report of the New fork 
State Iduoatioaal vmtereme Board, Albany, Dec. 1952, p.f. 
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school support mean of O.0O, while Brockton is - 1.82 

scaled scores below the mean. If true equalization 

existed, both cities would be within n very narrow mar­

gin of th® zero mean. This same procedure can be worked 

out for the highest and lowest towns in Class II, Class 

III end Class IV as will be seen in Appendix Five. 

That there is ample Justification for believing 

that present-day allocations of funds are not equalized 

is supported by the following quotations 

Although an increasing number of state® 
are developing reasonably acceptable plans of 
equalization, it appears nevertheless, the state 
aid in the majority of states is not so distributed 
aa to equalize adequately educational opportunity. 
In general, state-administered sohool funds do not 
appear to be equitably distributed between rural and 
urban areas or between the richer and poorer counties. 
Although there Is an Increasing number of exceptions, 
the majority of states are not, at present, distri­
buting their own funds in a m^moer that could be 
recommended for the distribution of federal funds. 

If the federal government should adopt the 
policy of granting aid to the states for th® purpose 
of equalizing educational opportunity, it would seem 
that some precaution should be taken to insure an 
equitable distribution of funds with respect to 
geographical areas and population elements within 
the states.4 

In order to meet the tests of "wholesomeness111 as 

defined in Chapter one, the following proposals based on 

the Strayer and Half equalization concept are offered. 

These two research workers emphaeieed that as the Founda­

tion Program w®$ a state responsibility, the cost of 
in i i » n« i i n II N i n ' 111.1 n» ii -ii in mm 

H. Edwards m& H.a.Rickey, TJa© Extent of Bqualfraj-
t l oa gtouraouairattgfa State School Fund*, Staff Study Ho.6, 
Advisory Committee on Education, Washington, Oovernment 
Print ing Office, 1938, p.18. 
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equalization of educational opportunity and equalization 

of school support entirely from state funds. 

The concept of th© "foundation" program la 
that of sstabllsbing an equitable fiscal partner­
ship between the state as a whole and the individual 
school system charged with the responsibility and 
privilege of operating the publio schools. Its pur­
pose is to assure the financing of an acceptable 
educational offering in all school-systems regard­
less of their taxpaylng abilities.0 

In theory, the Foundation Program should embrace 

all the services th© state wishes each individual community 

to have at acceptable levels. This comprises whatever 

amount is required to operate classroom units, including 

transportation and the extra coats of secondary sohools 

over elementary school costs, together with any such 

factors as building costs, etc, Whatever local taxes were 

levied would be used to supplement the basic program, 

However, Strayer and Haig, while pointing out such 

a possibility felt that it would mitigate against the 

highly desirable local control of schools and sohool finances. 

Here again their wisdom is undenied for 

.., they pointed out that the maximum local 
support which could be required and a till bring 
about equalization of the burden of the Foundation 
Program would be th® support resulting from a local 
school tax equivalent to that which would provide 
the cost of the Foundation Program in the richest 
district.® 

©Mort and Heusser, Public School finance, p.382 
6 Ibid., p.405. 
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A summary of the proposal that would evolve from 

suoh a step is given further consideration by Strayer and 

Haig in the following quotation: 

1. A local sohool tax in support of the satis­
factory minimum offering would be levied in 
each district at a rate which would provide 
the necessary funds for that purpose in the 
richest district. 

2. This richest district then might raise all of 
Its school money by means of the local tax 
assuming that a satisfactory tax, capable of 
being locally administered, could be devised. 

3. Every othsr district could be permitted to levy 
a local tax at the same rate and apply the 
proceeds toward the costs of schools, but 

4. Since the rate is uniform, this tax would be 
sufficient to meet the costs only in the 
richest districts and the deficiency would be 
made up by state subventions.7 

This quotation resolves Itself into saying that 

the minimum amount of state aid needed to effectively and 

adequately support a Foundation Program is th® difference 

between the cost of the program and the amount of local 

effort as measured by its financial ability. In Massa­

chusetts, this measure of financial ability i© the 

equalized valuation per pupil attending the public sohools. 

If we accept the hypothesis of providing a |200 

Foundation Program, or a |150 Foundation Program should 

the larger figure be considered too rapid a transition, 

we must also accept the following basic assumptions} 

f, ». Strayer and R.M.Htig, The. Financing of 
Education in the State of He^ lw^t quoted in Public School 
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1. If a key dlstriot suoh as Oosnold, with its 

disproportionate and unrepresentative valuation, be 

chosen, the state portion would be very high and the 

local contribution to th® foundation program -very low. 

2. If the cities, in rank of valuation, are 

placed in order of highest to lowest, state aid depends 

on the position of rank. The farther down the scale,the 

key town Is chosen, the less state aid needs to be 

allocated. Furthermore, raising the key city would raise 

the state's contribution to the Foundation Program. 

3. State Aid varies Inversely as valuation — 

e.g. the higher the state aid, the lower the valuation 

per pupil, and conversely, the higher the valuation, the 

lower will be the amount of state aid required, 

4. Such a program gives Justice to all partici­

pating towns. At the same time it furnishes a #200, or 

a |150, Foundation Program, whichever amount may b® 

selected. 

In Massachusetts, there are approximately 

600,000 children. If a Foundation Program of $200 is 

sought, the total cost of suoh a program would be 

$120,000,000. For a practical illustration, Brookllne, 

a wealthy town with an equalized valuation of $24,844, 

is taken as the key city. (See Figure 4). 

Dividing the amount of equalized valuation of the 

key municipality, Brookllne, into th® amount chosen for 

the Foundation Program, produce® the following formula; 
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Valuations 

Brookllne 
•24,844 

Orleans 
#20,491 

Framlngham 

li3,oii • 

Petersham 
110,926 ~ 

Fall r iver — 
110,759 

Mewburyport 
C?,74S ~ 

Barre 
15,121 

Brimfield "" 
#4722 

Cpton 13,615 

Local Hhare 
160,516,969,80 

State's ihare 
149,483,020.20 

» Iff WliWpwMWB'WIMi 

440 |80 „ * tajfeo , , *1#60 
expenditure p©r pupil 

$200 *• 

Key* wealthiest District Chosen - Brookllne $?4,644 
Poorest District - Upton $"3,616 

Scales Horizontal - |« » |io expenditure per pupil 
1* » 14000 valuation 

Figure 4. A Proposed #200 Foundation Program for 
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f200.00 divided by #24,844 * 40.05 per §1000 valuation 
1160.00 divided by 124,844 * |6.04 per flOOO valuation 

Using the formula referred to above, the amount of 

th© program, |200, divided by the valuation, $24,844, 

produces a basic equalizing faotor of 18,05 per llOOO of 

valuation. The total state valuation in 1961-1962 was 

17,517,636. Multiplication of this valuation by the 

faotor 18.05 gives $60,616,969.80 as the amount of local 

contributions to be made by all municipalities to th® 

Foundation Program for the entire state. The difference 

between this total school support from all districts, and 

the total cost of the program, estimated at 1120,000,000, 

is the amount of the contribution required from th® state. 

In other words, the state would contribute %49,483,030.20, 

and the 350 looal districts would contribute 160,616,969.80. 

The Foundation or Partnership Program is therefore comprised 

of a state share and a local share — a more equitable 

distribution. 

If the plan chosen by the Commonwealth is the total 

plan of #150 per pupil, the mw& procedure is followed. 

Based on 600,000 children, th® total cost of th© program 

would be $90,000,000. Again, using Brookllne as the key 

city, the basic equalizing faotor becomes #6.04 {fWiffPJ 
t#24,844? 

per thousand of valuation. The total municipal valuation 

of #7,517,636.12 multiplied by $6.04 results in #45,406,522, 

the local share of the Foundation Program. This looal 
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share subtracted from the$90,000,000 — the total cost of 

the program — gives the state's share, #44,693,478. 

The Foundation Program, based on 1200 and |150, 

with resultant state aid and local apportionment was 

worked out for each municipality. Sealed soores were 

calculated in both programs, resulting in every instance 

in a high looal contribution with a low state aid grant. 

In the |200 program, state aid ran from a low negative 

scaled score,<- £.478) to a high scaled score of + 1.843, 

almost perfect negative correlation between high local 

contributions and low state aid, and high state aid with 

low local contributions. 

As the Justice of figuring any desired type of 

program has been demonstrated, it can readily be appre­

ciated that equality of both educational opportunity and 

financial burden would result in all communities If either 

of the programs were adopted. In either of these programs, 

the Commonwealth would bear the lesser share of the 

financial burden. 

As mentioned at the ®nd of Chapter IV, a study 

as to the usefulness of counting all the children of ages 7 

to 16 in Massachusetts, rather than simply those within 

that group in attendance at public school®, seemed Indicated, 

The results of Just suoh a survey follow: 

School Census vg Met Membership as a Basis for 

Apportioning Ait.- It has been claimed that the practice 
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in Massachusetts of basing state aid, not on a count of all 

children of sohool age, but on th© net average membership 

of children attending th© public sohools, is an inadequate 

and unreliable measure for providing state support for 

schools. On the other hand, there are some proponents 

who argue that if state aid to education is Justifiable 

at all, it can be Justified, not on population count of 

all ohildren from 7 yeare of ag® to 16, but upon the net 

average membership in the public schools. 

The majority of the members of the Special Commission 

on Taxation in the Commonwealth favor counting all the 

children of school age, whether or not these children attend 

public schools. The result of counting all children 

between the ages of 7 m& 16 would mean that municipalities 

supporting public schools for all, or nearly all, their 

children would reoeive lower p@r pupil payments than those 

municipalities where a large percentage of children were 

educated outside the public sohool system. The fewer 7- to 

16-year olds who attend publio schools, the greater would 

be the payment for each of them. It is claimed as a 

corollary to this statement that in municipalities without 

private or parochial schools, the payments would be less, 

thus continuing a serious inequity. A brief study of this 

problem and its implications 1® now presented. 

The present equalized valuation per pupil was 

established by dividing the 1951 valuation by the net 
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membership in the publio schools. The valuation was 

obtained by dividing th© 1951 valuation by the total 

number of children in ©aoh municipality between the agas 

of 7 and 16 years. 

The Proposed Valuation table is found in 

Appendix III. 

An interesting picture is presented if we select 

a group of Class I cities having a large number of 

children attending other than public schools. The 

pertinent data will be found in Table XVII. 

If we single out Lowell, the picture of communi­

ties sending a goodly proportion of their children to 

private or parochial schools presents itself. Lowell 

has a total of 12,985 children of school age. Of these, 

4,815 attend private or parochial schools, and 8,1?0 

pupils attend public schools. The equalized pupil valua­

tion, counting net membership, was f13,175. Counting all 

pupils of school age results in an equalized valuation 

of |8,334, a loss of I4,841 per pupil. However, the use 

of the census might give som© trifling aid to those parents 

with ohildren in the private and paroohial schools, since 

it may reduce their tax rate by a few dollars per flOOO of 

valuation. It seems, however, more likely to increase the 

amount of money spent by thea® cities on their public school®. 

If the 12,985 students eligible to attend the Lowell 

schools actually did so, the T®B1 ©stat© tax, which includes 

the school tax, would have to advance or new sources of 

revenue would have to be found. 
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TABLE XVII.- Selected Class I Cities Having a Large 
Number of Pupils Attending Other Than 
Public Schools. 

City 

Fltchhurg 

Lowell 

Lawrence 

Holyoke 

TABLE XVII 

Old Eq.Val. 
per pupil 

#16,269 

13,149 

13,146 

16,899 

Scaled 
Score 

+ 1.83 

+ .44 

+ .48 

& c J. <C 

New Eq.Val. 
per pupil 

#11,614 

8,334 

9,360 

13,226 

Scaled 
Boo re 

+ .04 

— . 23 

- .83 

+ .67 
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The picture in respect to the valuation attributed 

to a community does not always tell th® whole story. For 

example, such cities as Holyoke, Lowell, Lawrence and 

Fitchburg would seem to be relatively wealthy if Judged on 

their capacity to support education exclusively from their 

rank on equalized valuations. Of course, this is far from 

the fact. Their rank it due primarily to so many children 

in these communities attending other than public schools, 

and that at the present time, state aid per pupil appor­

tionment In Massachusetts is based on the net average 

membership, whloh includes only those children between the 

ages of 7 and 16 years who attend the public sohools. 

Statistleal Evaluation of Equality in the Present 

Program.- The principal Foundation Formula in the Common­

wealth of Massachusetts is based on a school population of 

all children between the ages of seven and sixteen. 

However, th® equalized valuation per pupil and the state 

aid apportionment per pupil are based on the net average 

membership in the public schools. 

Any city or town's position In the Commonwealth will 

be made more meaningful to the interpretation of the standard 

scores if the hypothetical desirable situation of an 

equalized distribution of state aid is described. In 

analyzing any community's position, it can be readily seen 

that the more financially able a municipality is to pay its 
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way, the less state aid It should receive, while the 

poorer the town, the more state aid it should receive. 

Dsing the terminology of statistics, a high plus scaled 

score of ability should be accompanied by a low state 

aid score — a high minus score. If the municipality is 

of average ability, that is, if its mean is near the 

scaled score of 0.00, its state aid should also be near 

the state aid mean of 0.00. 

In order to clarify the interpretation of standard 

scores, it will be profitable to look at an extreme 

example, as well as one that shows a highly satisfactory 

distribution of state aid. 

The formula for changing net figures to comparable 

scores follows: 

where & equals the standard or comparable score; X equals 

the raw data involved j M equals the mean of the series of 

which X Is a member, and 0* (slgma) is the standard deviation 

of the series of which X is a member. 

An examination of this formula reveals that the 

scaled ©core represents any figure's relationship to the 

mean of its series in terms of the series dispersion measure 

or standard deviation. Scales scores are represented as 

plus or minus denoting whether th® figure may be below or 

above its mean. A standard seer© of 1.00 above the aean 
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Is directly comparable to any score of 1.00 below the 

mean. Moreover, a standard score of 3,00 above the 

mean is directly comparable to any score qf 3.00 above 

the mean. The distance 1.00 from the mean is the same 

In either direction, plus or minus. Likewise, the 

distance plus or minus 3.00 from the mean is the same. 

In order to Investigate whether or not equality 

would occur in respect to comparisons of state aid, 

critical ratios were found for all classes. These are 

summarized in Tables XVIII and XIX which follow. 

In not one case was there any equalization when 

each of the four classes was oompared with the other. 

This shows that an entirely new method of distributing 

state aid must be evolved. 

Similar comparisons in respect to Equalised 

Valuations were made and the results of these investi­

gations form Tables XX and XXI. 

When all the children between the ages of seven 

and sixteen years are included to obtain the proposed 

Equalised Valuations, equalisation takes place between 

each and every group. This indicates that suoh a method 

possesses merit and should be investigated more 

thoroughly. 
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Table XVIII.- statistics Uaea in Computing the Htt for 
Each of the four Classes of Municipalltl®* 
in Massachusetts in Respect to Proposed 
State Aid. 

Classes 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

N 

39 

96 

"TJ 

120 

M 

|32.57 

39.68 

66.30 

116.00 

0 

| 7.36 

13.85 

24.00 

73.26 

Cm 

11.18 

1.42 

2.49 

6.72 

Table XIX.. Proposed State Aid Between Four Classes of 
Municipalities In Massachusetts Checked 
in Terms of the *tw Ratio. 

Classes II III IV 

I 3.91 

II 

III 

12.34 

9,34 

12.26 

11.14 

6.94 
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Table XX.- Statistics tlsed In Computing the H H for 
Each of the Four Classes of Municipalltiei 
in Massachusetts in Respect to Proposed 
Equalised Valuations 

Classes H M 0" 

I 39 $11,654 #2,630 #421.13 

II 96 10,554 4,230 433.99 

III 94 11,059 6,782 703.26 

IV 120 12,360 6,695 614.01 

Table XXI.- Proposed Equalized Valuations Between Four 
Classes of Municipalities in Massachusetts 
Checked in Terms of the "t* Batlo 

Classes II III IV 

I 1.61 

II 

III 

s 

1. 

73 

,18 

.934 

2.17 

1.38 



A PROOBAM IW STATE AID 152 

Chapter V has shown how a Foundation Program set 

up for equal lna t ional purposes in Massachusetts would 

appear In workable form. 

A proposed 8tat© Aid Apportionment for Massachu­

s e t t s has a l so been worked out showing the i n e f f e c t i v e ­

ness of such a program as far as equa l i sa t ion i s 

concerned in a l l four c l a s se s . 

Another proposed program for Massachusetts has 

a lso been worked out showing the ef fec t iveness In a l l 

four c lasses of munic ipal i t ies of including a l l ohi ldren 

between the seven and sixteen-year age l i m i t s to e s t a b l i s h 

t r u l y equalized va lua t ions . 

The need for fur ther study in regard to acquir ing 

b e t t e r s t a te aid apportionment among the four c l a s ses of 

munic ipa l i t ies can be readi ly seen. 



SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Foundation Program of sohool support in 

Massachusetts Is for the most part ons of looal and 

state partnership with a small contribution on the 

part of the federal government. In this foundation 

Program, the state is the responsible partner and, 

although having the larger tax base assumes the 

smaller share of the total cost of the Partnership 

Program. In general, the looal municipalities, 

having the smaller tax base, assume the larger share 

of the total cost of the Partnership Program. This 

means that Massachusetts has only a partly equalized 

state supported program of state aid. The greatest 

effort of th® poorest towns to allocate a larger 

proportion of the tax rate Is not sufficient to 

support educational facilities adequately without 

state aid assistance. 

In establishing the school Foundation Formula 

in 1948, the State Legislature decided that It should 

be based upon the census of all children seven to 

sixteen years of age enrolled in both public and 

private schools. 
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This method of census apportionment — namely of 

counting all the children in the 7 to 16-year age bracket 

attending both publio and private sohools has been of no 

direct financial assistance to private schools. It has 

only slightly lessened the cost of publio schools for 

parents of children attending private sohools by main­

taining a higher equalized valuation per pupil. The only 

positive result of this study shows that cities such as 

Lawrence, Lowell, Fltehburg, and Holyoke, which have 

large numbers of pupils in attendance in parochial 

sohools have more money to spend on their public schools 

than their economic status would seem to warrant. 

The school census apportionment makes no provision 

for differences in sohool costs between elementary and 

high sohool student® in Massachusetts. 

This study indicates that the law has not been 

carried out effectively. Equalization of educations! 

opportunity has not been achieved because the amount of 

1130 for each person between the ages of seven and six­

teen is Inadequate to carry out the requirements of a 

Foundation Program. 

The foundation Program seeros to encourage the 

retention of small school districts. Of the 349 munici­

palities considered, apprcxlmately ten per cent have less 

than 100 pupils In average dally attendance. Many of 

these districts, although having high valuations per 
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pupil In average daily attendance nr® nevertheless!* 

receiving the highest nmounts per pupil In state ni<1. 

This is one of the outstanding inequities in school 

support. 

Stnte transportation aid iffcots Total School 

'Upnort in Glass IV more than In smy of the other cleases 

au© to the greater distances travelled by Class XV high 

school students travelling to various high schools. Pis­

te* nee is also an important factor for its ®leaient:«ry 
r 

sohool pupil®, en ta i l ing considerable bus t r a v e l . 

'State aid In towns under 5000 populat ion which 

make use of the sseoondnry Dart of the foundation Formula 

and th® addi t iona l twenty-fivt ^er oent s t a t e aid <-*llot-

'aent gives considerably 33or« revenue to Glaae l i t «nd 

Class IV towns than i f the or inclpal pa r t of the founda­

t i on formula was used. 

3t*»te aid i s unequal when nil olafsuet^ s re compared 

k i th th© exception of A comparison of Class 1 with C1**SB I I , 

showing the need for q more equi table r l lo tment of st*ite 

Lqualizatlon of loo*l taxat ion ( i v pupil with 

©tat© <iid per pupil does not occur e i t h e r when on® olas^ i s 

co r re la ted with another or when the whole 349 munic ipa l i t i e s 

ar® used. 

In 1961-195? there were a number of communltS «* in 

ft»ve*ehusetts supporting t h e i r schools on a h3<f?h levol of 
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expenditure per pupil. However, only four of these, 

Brookllne, Belmont, Concord, and w«ston, met the require­

ments of the adaptability principle, namely they had 

populations with the characteristics required, plus a 

level of expenditure in excess of 1300 per pupil. 

Cities and town® must adjust the levies on their 

tax bases, consisting almost exclusively of real and 

personal property to the amount of state tax collections 

ana the si as of the state budget. The excessive earmarking 

of state taxes la bad and should be abolished. 

A proposed atat® aid apportionment for Massachusetts 

shows the ineffectiveness of counting all the children 

seven to sixteen year© of age in such a program in order 

to bring about equalisation. 

A Foundation rt'ogr&m set up according to the 

principles of Strayer and h&lg wouia appeal* workable at 

least for the purposes of equ&llxation in respect to a 

Partnership Program, as shown in Chapter Five. 

The lack of equalisation which occurs in equalised 

valuation between Class I and Clssses II, III, IV, shows 

that municipalities vary in their ability to provide 

needed educational services. State aid is a necessary 

supplement for any community which suffers economically 

in order to provide each child an adequate minimum program 

of education. 
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When Class Ii was compared with Class III and 

Class IV, and when Class III was compared with Class IV 

another definite pattern emerged, namely that these 

Classes were in conformity with the principle of equali­

zation. 

Assessment practices, while lower in Class II, III, 

and IV, than in Class I, ?tpp@ar to assess property with 

a slightly greater degrse of uniformity than in Class I 

cities. 

These three latter conclusions attest that other 

means of support for education than real estate taxation 

will have t© be found. 

Class I cities consistently allocate more money to 

local support of education than the other three classes 

of municipalities due to their more numerous nources of 

revenue. 

Local isoh©©! support alone cannot provide equality 

of educational opportunity because the ability to finance 

sohools varies widely from one municipality to another, 

making state aid an essential supplement to communities 

lacking tails financial support, 

when local school support was correlated with 

State Aid and when Total School Support was correlated 

with state aid for th® 349 municipalities, no equalisation 

took plaoe other than trends in a positive direction. 
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Class* I cities and Class IV towns have the highest 

Total School Support due to cities having the largest 

number of avenues of revenue in addition to state aid. 

Class IV towns reoeive about 2% times as much state aid 

BB do Class I cltle*, thuo increasing Total School Support 

in this class a slightly larg®r amount over cities. 

Equalisation in Total school Oupport occurred in 

four cut of six comparisons between the four classes of 

municipalities, proving thnt with sllp-bt adjustments in 

state aid procedures, equalisation could be brought about 

readily in th© two Clashes shoving' inequalities. 

Five of th® six comparisons In state aid between 

municipalities snowed no equalisation, the exception being 

when Class 1 was compared with Class II. Here, equalisa­

tion occurred Justifying the hypothesis that the larger 

towns mnd cities hav© a larger total number of students 

fro© whom they receive otafct aid allotments than do th© 

ssŝ illfcr towns. Also, Class I oltl©a **nd Class II towns 

una the same principal state aid formula, thun aSdlng 

equalization. 

Class III and Class IV showed a ve*y hirh rt^te 

aid per pupil revenue due to taking advantage of the 

secondary part of the Foundation Program — along vlth 

having a high state aid transportation item with th© 

extra allotment of state aid for towns under 5000 population. 
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State aid 1® not distributed eoujt-ibly In the 

four classes of aunlolpel l t tee , r0 tho*r in the comprrlcons 

drawn between them. A revision In the present foundation 

Program in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Is necessary. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

The equalisation of the burden of the costs of 

the schools to the various municipalities has fallen 

short of the goal desired. It is recommended that 

Massachusetts adopt the "Key districtH formula ss 

developed by strayer and Haig and later modified by Mort, 

as described in Chapter Five. The Mort modification 

would make use of a predetermined rich district as the 

key district, determining the rate of contribution to 

bring effeotive Justice in distributing the coat of the 

Foundation Program. 

Instead of earmarking taxes, the state legislature 

could, with full authority and responsibility, divide 

each year vhat the total state expenditure requirements 

might be. Continuation of earmarking might leave a great 

portion of each source of revenue dedicated, thus giving 

the legislature inadequate control over the spending of 

state revenues. 

The provisions of the school building assistance 

law as It concerns th© health and safety cf children might 

be extended to Include the private schools of the state, 

Kany dioceses are sorely in need of regional high schools, 

but cannot undertake their construction because of the 

costs involved. If th® provisions of the law war© amended 

so as to include dlecesan boards of education, a building 

program could be undertaken that would eventually result 
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in a greatly improved educational program for the children 

attending those schools. 

It is only by adopting such measures that the 

benefits of th© foundation Program can be extended to 

include all the ohiiaren in all th® schools of the state. 

Regional school consolidation legislation In 

Massachusetts through th® medium of state aid grsnts 

varying from 20 per cent to over SO per cent may be the 

real foundation Program or Partnership Program in which 

the state establishes itself as a substantial paying 

partner. 

Kather than continue with census apportionment, 

the weighted pupil or it® mathematical equivalent, the 

weighted classroom unit, might be a more appropriate 

measure of need to me being in practical use In other 

states for over a quarter of a century. It is recommended 

that this measure of need be applied to th® public schools 

of the state and son© other means be found to bring 

assistance to private and parochial school pupils in order 

that th© equalisation of educational opportunity be 

extended to all pupils and that the equalization of th© 

burden of the costs of schools to the citizen® be raore 

justly distributed. 

If the stmt* of Masenehutette adopt* th© $200 

expenditure limit for the foundation Program and n pre­

determined rich large district i» the k«?y dlstriot be 
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chosen, many additional municipalities, particularly in 

metropolitan Boston might be classified as "Pilot School** 

communities — sohools capable of experimentation and 

tryout. Every effort should be made to increase the number 

and effectiveness of such adaptable schools. Newton, 

feeilesley, Milton, Winchester and probably Cambridge and 

Springfield could, with a ©light modification In state 

aid, spend as high as 1300 per pupil in average dally 

attendance in the public schools. 

Again the adoption of the "key district1* method 

might well eliminate many inadequately organized districts 

in Massachusetts. Their valuation per pupil being so 

high as to make them ineligible to receive aid from the 

Foundation Program. 3tat® Aid for such municipalities 

would have to come from transportation charges or allow­

ances or fro® the adoption of a sparclty formula. 
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iho Massachusetts Teacher. Vol.32, No.3, Deoember 1952, 

Per t inent data on the naed for /educat ional oppor­
t u n i t i e s for a l l chi ldren in MitBe^chusetts, und 
the need and importance of s t a te a i d . 

BURKS, Arvid'j., nnanglng fufriUo, ''CftooiU in the, 
United £t»te?. Nev York, Harper, 1951. 

Sut)norta the theory that tax leeway .and bud^^tsry 
freedom are vital to the enoouragement of adapta­
bility «ind local Initiative. It provides an 
authoritative background for determining policy and 
pr»esioe in th<? financing of public «chools. 

, Fiscal Policy for Public Bduontion ?p 
lb© atflte pf New York Albany, N.Y.. Staff Study T, 
'••duoation Conference Board, 194?. 

Traces the usefulness of permanent sohool funds In 
promoting looal support for public eduoatlon, 

CHISHOLM, Leslie ind M.L.Cushman, The Rol*tlonahlr> 
pf Programs of 3ohocl Finance to the Reorganisation of 

An examination of the research into the relationship 
between programs of finance and the reorfrnniaction of 
local sohool administrative units. 



MBLI08RAPHY 163 

oocaua, waiter, The neaflpnfti irnvfrnUm of, ^ 
kdwoatlpnal PractlomH. la.Urban f ^ a m s , of theTUnLteJ; Stat,**, 
ln^ t i tu t© of i da ln i s t r a t l ve lie search, iudy No.6, l eachc r s ' 
College, Columbia Universi ty, New York. 

An i l l u s t r a t i o n of toa way in vnich school coats nnd 
educat ional praot loes in the U«,i. are influenced1 by 
regional d i f fe rences . I t "roves spec i f i ca l ly t ha t 
a low l eve l of support hinders tns aprss&d of educa­
t i o n a l p r a c t i c e s . 

CC>4i>OI!.>c>.ALfH 0/ m~.,-jA!$l\}.>tL72ti, Department of 
Education, Pqb.Uo, %PUffifjaL.,HQ,.a. &MMl..,$m®£&,JlL,,%t>P BQftlfl 
of education, 22nd Annual Heport of th© secre ta ry , 1859, 
Boston, Mass. 

Per t inent Information on school expenditures for 
Massachusetts from 183? to 1859, 

1 — , 1 annual fie,port for the yeaa 
ftjadlna June 301 19Q2. .rublloTJoouawnt Mo. 5, Part XI. 
Boston, 1952, 219 pp. 

Complete s t a t i s t i c s on tabula t ion of school r e tu rns 
for 1951-82 for a l l coisiaunities in Haanachusetta. 
A very valuable sauroe of basic data used in working 
out s t a t i s t i c a l computations throughout th® t h e s i s . 

, ^poxlf Qf,,?h» Chamberlain CojsmUfl*Q)ffi Qti 
Education r Boston, *&*&., 1919, 

This repor t ©ynthessissed previous l i t e r a t u r e and 
l e g i s l a t i o n i n regard t o s t a t e aid fo r education. 
I t es tabl i shed a b e t t e r s t a t e aid philosophy and 
program than bad previously #xittgid, 

.• , Const i tu t ion of the Commonwealth, Boston, 
Ha&ig. 

The basic document from which a l l l&w© of the s t a t e 
depend. Th© cons t i t u t ion In i t a e n t i r e t y includes 
the prime reasons and j u s t i f i c a t i o n for s t a t e support 
of education. 

, jftepor.t pj„ ,yyoof,ffflAM»», Pe t i t i on $Ht 
Boston, 1945. 

This b i l l r esu l ted In the establishment of a s t a t e a id 
ooearaisalon under Chanter 88 of th© £ _ 
This Commission waa continued aa a r e s u l t of CTiaptar 
of the MmXXM3~3lJM&§.' 

—. ~~, ftflfla-1tmT,..ft!Bft. BftAton, Hacs, , 1P4?, 
Reports of discussions concerning' s t a t e a id b i l l s 
and Governor Bradford's stand in respect to 
a t a t e a id . 

' * - % 
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, Report ,ftf. yygffMflAffga,.,,, frMift ,MQQ,» Boston 
Mass. 

Beport of discussions in reference to s ta te tax 
d is t r ibut ions . 

, fiqpgrt of, ftrow<UM»ylffpwtti W92.. 
Boston, Mass.,1947 

Comprehensive report of th® Recess Commission 
Investigating State M d in 1947, 

. f fleppxt, of, P,r,Qe,,ej>34ng f > .Sgtfffft .flSPg*. 
Boston, Mass, 1952. 

Tentative new valuations for Massachusetts. 

. , Report of Proceedings. House S323. Boston, 
Mass., March 19S2. 

Part VI of the Final Report of the Special Commission 
on Taxation in Massachusetts. 

, Repojft or,.ttH> ®wn® :9&m%p®Xmt on $%&%*— 
Alfl.far, .Pgbpo^e, ifem* £324,,,, Boston, Mssa., 

Fin«l Report of th© apoelal Commission on Taxation 
in Massachusetts ending in 1950. 

CORNELL, Francis 0., A, fteaaure of, uJmtMlM..MflUtt 
of Social Sohool .Administrative Units,, Teachers' College, 
Columbia University, $ew York, 

One of the most author!tativ® studies on tax-paying 
abilities of local units, it presents the wide 
differences in provision of educational opportunities 
between one community and another, 

CUBBERLY, Ellwood P., aohool Funds m& Their Apportion­
ment. Hew York, Bureau of Publications, Teachers' College, 
Columbia University, 1905, 

A most helpful reference In regard to Bohool funds and 
revenues, it gives information concerning state rrants 
at the beginning of the 20th century. 

. , Public. Education in the United States, 
New York, Houghton-Mifflin, 1934. 

k brief history of education and educational finance 
in the U.S. are included. It was extremely useful 
in bringing out the history of th® first Connecticut 
•school fund. 

EBEY, George W« Mutability Mom .Slcm@nta.rv School, s 
in ?p American Cltv. Hew York, Bureau of Publications,• 
Teachers' College, Columbia University, 1940, p.31, 

AB H study, It examines the variation and changes 
in elementary school practices in an American city. 
It measure® the factor existing between adaptability 
and school changes rather adequately. 

mailto:Slcm@nta.rv
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JOHMst R.L. and 'u. L. Morphet, Problems and 
toMM,,,lJLWU« Softool fXnmm,, National Conference of 
Professor** of Educational Administration, »urci»au of 
Publ ica t ions , Teachers College, Columbia Univers i ty , 1962, 

This valuable reference i s concerned with fundo-
unntal Issues and problem* in public sohool f inance. 
Spec i f loa l ly , In t h i s reference, the foundation 
Program la shown as ftore ttvn r> dsvloe for appor­
t ion ing s t a t e a id for school*. 

JOHNS, R.L., Looal, Abi l i ty and Effort, to 4um)or% 
Schools, appearing In ,££p^gtai~|M,lMM.^,.,l3it.Mt21& 
School Finance, (gee note above). 

>Ms -^tudy ^howfl ho^ i r l t i ^ i v e , ^n^ finporJmentation, 
are "e la ted to loca l sohool t axa t ion . I t implies 
t h a t «»ven the best -school sy stent* need to r^iqe 
t h e i r Foundation Program standards. 

KEUTOCEf, State of, ^ftrojBpjMft, FfflM^^AM,,ffpfiffftft 
.for t.fluention, in .Konfoota.. tt<%t* Advisory Committee on 
£ducctional Pol icy. 

This 1- a functionary purvey of n Foundstion PTO-
#ram. in i t s surgested plan of a p r a c t i c a l Founda­
t i o n Program for the s t a t e , ! t «i«kei nvm i n t e r e s t i n g 
suggestions in i t s in ten t ion to provide an adequate 
dducstlonal opportunity for nil- ch i ld ren re^nr^leaa 
of race , res idence, physical handicaps, <?to. 

&AETIN, George, TM ,%_Qlutlo.n p,.f_.,„th*. ftaasaohus'stte 
School System. P. Apple ton, 1908. 

The outstanding book In hie tory of ea r ly education 
In Mt^aehuse t t a . Th» laws of 164P rand 1687 ®re 
mogt completely diacussed in the l i ^ h t of s t a t e 
mnd par^nt-nl p»irtloip9tion In e'"uor,T;icn. 

KILLER, Herbert P . , kJ>lm., t.o-JleAB0.e i n e q u a l i t i e s 
pi Softool uuppprt. Education Heeearoh b u l l e t i n , Vol,31, 
f.o.5, k*y" 14, 1952. 

Cer ta in speci f ic reoommandationp for the reduct ion 
of Inequa l i t i e s in sonool -rapport, 

HOBPHKT, K.L., CJtorajftii.erl.a.tlfiJ .0,f Ptate. .support 

Bureau of Publ ica t ions , venoherV College, Columbia Univer­
s i t y , Hew York, 1952. 

ft thorough discussion of t»tate provision© for school 
support, including the Foundation Program. I t ihow$ 
the content of a completely st^t**-sup ported »,rojrr«m 
as well &n s t a t i s t i c s on the number of s t a t e s p a r t i ­
c ipa t i ng in th® Foundation Program idea . 
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MORPHET, K.L. and S. U Lindman, Public Sohool 
Finance Svatcma of th© F'o.rtV-£î __aiaigLm, Washington, 
X.C., Circular 274 of th® Federal Security Agency, Office 
of iduo&tion, Superintendent of Documents, I960. 110 pp. 

In advancing ttee theory that the majority of states 
have made some progress in improving their school 
finances, it supplies a wealth of material pertinent 
to state and local support with excellent statistics. 

MORT, Paul B., fiojfoftttfUtl, jtfl,...Ŝuffff̂lfift* in 
|roMe,mj, ftttl. lmW®,MJ^l£®,,~Mh9Pl JJMtm. National 
Conference of Professors of Kdueational administration, 
Bureau of Publications, Teachers' College, Columbia 
University, Hew York, 1952, 

This article throws much light on the coat-quality 
in public education. Imperfections in the adaptatlve 
process are brought out in detail. It concludes 
that a strong education n&eds a large expenditure. 

... Educational Adaptability. Metropolitan 
School itudy, Teachers' College, Columbia University, 
Hew York. 

This study gives the outstanding research and findings 
on the question of educational adaptability, including 
the ways and means of attaining it in local cofi»unltleg 

, 1 Ef.fAoJm_flf ...Hrlce . Increases on State Aid 
and Local Support for Schools, Beport of the New York 
Sduoatlonal Conference Board., Albany, N.Y,, Pec. 1962. 

Lists the obstacles preventing adjustment of public 
school expenditures to the increased cost of a 
state's baslo educational program. 

— — , State 3upport for fiduaafjpn, Institute 
of J'ield studies, Teachers' College, Columbia University, 
Kew York. 

Contains the basic knowledge for evaluation of state 
supported programs of education. It conduces that 
the roward for effort and the stimulation principles 
are not valid criteria for measuring public school 
finance. 

MORT, Paul B. and F. 0, Cornell, Adaptable-,. ¥f 
Public School ayateas. Teachers' College, Columbia Univtrelty, 
1048. 

A valuable exposition of the manner In whloh adapta­
bility can be attained in th© averagm sohool system. 
It emphasises functionally the importance of this 
factor in education through local support in both 
the U.S. and in foreign countries. 
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-~ — American Schools in Transition, Sew York, 
Bureau of Publications, Teachera' College, Columbia Univer­
sity, 1941. 

An excellent investigation of many aspects of the 
expenditure level of education in the forty-eight 
states. It advances the theory that the presence 
or absence of certain characteristic® in the com­
munity environment of a school may definitely react 
to the establishment of educational improvement. 

, The Foundation Program and the Meagure-
ment of Educational, Meed. In ffgoblemaand laatfes Iti liMXfi 
school Finance• national Conference of Professors of 
Educational Administration, Bureau of Publications, Teacher© 
College, Columbia University, Hew York, 1962. 

\ detailed discussion of the Foundation Program, its 
cost, sources of revenue, apportionment of state 
school revenues, etc. The norms cf adaptability used 
to measure this factor were first furnished in 1957 
by nn instrument produced by Mort and Cornell. 

MORT, Paul K. and Walter 0. Peusser, Public School 
financef New York, MeQraw-Hill, 1951. p 

A monumental work containing in text-book form the 
complete principles of aohool finance both in theory 
and In practice. It is easily the beat presentation 
of Foundation Programs, Adaptability and equalization 
to be found in the literature. 

IATI0UAL EOTCATIO* ASSOCIATION Federal afrmtm 
Relatione in Education. Educational Policies Comal salon, 
Washington, B.C., 1945. 

A valuable study of the limitations of federal parti­
cipation in state aohool support throughout the United 
States 

' — , follff.esJ0 the, gevelcpmeat, of State School 
Fin*nam Proarama. Committee on Tax Education and School 
finance, Washington, B.C. 

An authoritative summary of the causes for, and the 
existence of tax burdens on the factors of educational 
opportunity and equality of taxation. It establishes 
the reasons for utilising the taxing power of the state 
to raise the local level of support, and gives the , 
criteria t&r the attainment of adequate educational 
opportunity. 

mm PfffiW§$* B#star0i* Bulletin, Washington, Vol.28, 

Gcacerayd with the legal aspects of Foundation Program® 
generally, it gives concrete suggestions for the 
establishment of a program, and show$ how p@rfect 
equalisation can be attained in theory. 

http://follff.es
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8ATI0NAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION Your Bohopl Platrlffil. 
National Commission on School District HeorganiRation, 
Washington, B.C., 1946, £86 pp. 

A comprehensive Commission ©tudy of school district 
reorganisation. It discusses the direct relationship 
between unit sohool costs and the cost of education. 

NEW YORK, State of, ffiat Idugatlon Our Money Buys. 
Hew York state Educational Conference Board, Albany, 1943, 

& valuable survey giving the type and kind of education 
purchased at various expenditure levels. It concludea 
that the largest number of approved eduoational practices 
have come from the school systems with the largest 
expenditure. 

KORTOK, John K. and Edmund Heutter, Jr., 
Participation lp tfrf ftMW»PKMJ^WaUfffl, Teachers' 
College, Columbia University. 1985?, 

Another publication dealing with the federal level 
of financing education. It shows how state and 
federal governments can aid in raiding the levels 
of eduoational attainment on the state level. 

OHIO School Purvey Commission, ^taafllsln* Educational 
Omrortunltv in Ohio. Columbus, Ohio, Report of a Survey of 
State and Local Support of Public Schools, 193£. 

This publication gives the first indication of the 
existence of the adaptability principle in the state 
of Ohio. 

PIERCE, Truman M qpptireZIqb̂ g. .Community,,, ChflraotffiK,-
latlcfl in the duality of Mucatlon. Sew York, Bureau of 
Publioationa, Teachera College, Columbia University, 1947. 

A study cf the relationships between community character­
istics and the quality 0f education, pointing out that 
generally, simple facts about the community show the 
quality of a school better than the expenditure level. 

TOKBKR, W.th The Fundamentals of Publio sSchool 
Administration. Hew York, Macmilljm, 1946, 766 pp. 

Provides an excellent resume of state aohool support. 
It holds that educational opportunities are dependent 
on a number of outside factors for improvement, VIJK. 
the lowering of personal and real estate taxation to 
include more people in its scope. 

fftfttt tti»»I Aids. to Cities and Towpt 
for Public. U»na**ary..effi.. .Secondary Schools in MWfchuaatta. 
Boston, Massachusetts federation of Taxpayers' kasociatlons, 
Inc., March 1948, 31 pp. 

A history of state aid program^ up to 1948, recalling 
that Massachusetts ha© only helped with state aid to 
schools since 191 9. 
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UTRAXER, George B. and Bobert M. Hnlg, The Financing 
of EducBtipn fn the State of New York, report of the 
Finance Inquiry Commission of $©w York, 1924. 

A raomumental work which first established, with the 
help of Dr. Mort, th© foundation Program in New York. 
Over th© years, the taost popular and successful of 
«ny technique for providing sohool finance, 

3THAY&B, George &., A Report of a Survey of I'ublla 
Education y.n the State of Weat Virginia.. Charleston, ;<.Va. 
Legislative InterImCommlttee, 1945. 

The "'est Virginia study represents th© middle part of 
the expenditure range of state school support in the 
United states. It accents the part played by expendi­
ture in the attainment of the necessary adaptability. 

U.S.DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, Report of the United 
States CommlaBloner of Sduc&tion.. IS 14. Vol.1. Washington, 
B.C., Government Printing Office, 1915. 

Although an old reference, this report oontalns many 
excellent suggestions pertaining to education. The 
quotation or: ©quality of ©due-tion we.a the most 
comprehensive and sucolnt In all the readings studied. 

WOOLATT, Lome The Ooit-tfraWr T'-«l»nWhfa PHI 
the krowlnff Edge. Mew York, Bureau of Publications, 
Teaohera' College, Columbia University, 1948. 

A valuable study ohowins- vhat education ] a attainable 
by school systems possessing largre funds for expendi­
ture. It points out that the schools having the 
highest expenditure are ^llilns: to pay nuore year after 
year for a better Kln4 of eduec-tion. 

WMte HpuftB .Conference on Children In a 
iemoeracyr General Report by the Conference, Washington, 
Superintendent of Documents, Jan.1940, 

An exhaustive survey of children's needs by a moat 
searching commlttfie. It hold© that eouallty of 
education is not being attained on a nationwide 
scale. 
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APPENDIX 1 

COMMONWEALTH OF hA}Til\CittMF.TTB 

OHAPTER 70, a?.ilisRAL LAWS 

.-.CHOOL HINDS AND flW£ AID FOR PUBLIC ,UiOOL9 

Bfiot^on 1. To promote the equa l iza t ion of 
educational opportunity in public sohools of th? oom-non-
^ ^ • h pn* th« ^ u a l i s a t l o n of* the burden of the cost nf 
Softools to th*> respect ive towna, the at a te trefl«mrer 
sha l l my annual?y to the several towns gums as provided 
in t h i s chapter, which eumi' sha l l be known SA a»vho«1 a id . 

Section 2. The present school fund of the common­
wealth, known pa the kat.'b* ohuset ts wohool Fund, with 
future addi t ions , shal l continue to c o n s t i t u t e & permanent 
fur'!. The commit*,, ioner of education, he re ina f t e r re fe r red 
to as the commissioner, and the a t t t e t r e a s u r e r «bal1 con-
t i n i® to be ooijmii«iionars to lx.vegt and menage s^ici fund, 
snd they ah*11 report annually th* con l l t lon and ifoome 
thereof. All investments sha l l be iaade with the approval 
of the governor anfl counci l . The annual Income if the 
Massachusetts "chool Fan'! aaoU b@ expended in «c-aordaaoe 
wltn the provisions of scotIon th ree . 

Section ,.a. The s t a t e t r ea fy r^ r nh»n ^wi-ial'ly, on 
or "ne^ore Wovember ' 'Wntiftth, pay to the several ^owns the 
Amounts reoulred under t h i s chapter . The revenue of the 
Maseschu^t t f ?shekel lftmfl, uny federal funds avaJ>%h!S<a for 
the purposes of t h i s chapter , and *uob »'*dit1«nr3 amounts 
9© nmy *-* Rc^er-.^ry from *.ae ^rcoeeds of the taxa t ion on 
ineo-aaa under chapter sixty-tfeo, or I f such, -poc^'id* r-e 
i n s u f f i c i e n t , from such, othsv revenues as may be * impro­
p r i a t ed the re fo r , ahmll be applied co eaoo pnymenta. The 
amount of auch pp»aM for e»ch town uhmll be determined 
annually by the eoamlaalonft* from the r e tu rn? r * n - i r M by 
t h i c chapter anfl by chapter tfeventy-two for the preceding 
sohool year , and aitall be f i f ty per cent of the wic^r* by 
whie i the foundation orogram, a a defined in sect ion four, 
exceeds the product of each one thcueand dol l*ro of tho 
equalised valuat ion of such town mul t ip l ied by s ix . 
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Section gA. In addition to the payment* provided 
by section three, the state treasurer «hs31 annually on 
or before Nov amber twentieth pay to any city or town certi­
fied by the commissioner to have paid teaohers of classes 
conducted to meet th© reoulramenta of section forty-six 
of chapter ssaventy-on® compensation In excess of the 
regular compensation paid to Its teacher®, out of the 
proceeds of the taxation on income® under chapter sixty-
tvo or If such proceeds are Insufficient from other revenue® 
as may be appropriated therefor, a sum not to exceed five 
hundred dollars for each auoh teacher so paid. 

flection 3B. The state treasurer in making annual 
payments to the several towns of the amount® required under 
this chapter shall pay to each town comprising a regional 
school district an additional amount equal to fifteen per 
cent of the amount to which suoh town would be entitled 
if suoh regional school district had not been formed. K© 
payment shall be made under this section to any such town 
prior to the date of award of a contract for the construction 
of a regional school by the regional district school 
committee. 

Section 4. The foundation program shall be an amount 
of one hu&drei and thirty dollars for each person between 
the ages of seven and sixteen in the aaveral towns a® deter­
mined in the registration of minors required by section two 
of chapter aeventy-tw©, which amount ahall be increased or 
decreased on one doll-ar for each one hundred million dollars, 
or major fraction thereof, of increaae or decrease respect­
ively in the total equalized valuation of the commonwealth, 
after the affective date of this dhapterj provided, that in 
any town of lesa than five thousand population, the founda­
tion program may, on approval of the oomiai^alon^r, be the 
product of one hundred and twenty~fiv@ dollara multiplied 
by tha number of ecmlv&lent full-tim© teachers, principal®, 
supervisors and guidance directors in the public day schools 
of such town multiplied by twenty-three. 

Section Bn For the purposes of seotion eight, the 
net average membership in the public day sehoola of a town 
for any aohool year ahall be the average membership for 
suoh year as shown by the sohool registers, increased by the 
numbor of pupils resident therein whose tuition in the 
public schools of another town, for not less than half such 
year, the town has paid, decreased by the number of non­
resident pupila attending ltc schools for not lass than half 
such year. 
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Section 6. $o allotment to a town under thia 
chapter shall be lea a than the amount of the reimbursement 
to such town in the year nineteen hundred and forty-eight 
under the provisions of this chapter and of sectlona 
five, eight, ten and thirty-eight A of chapter aevanty-
one which were then In force; provided, that in any town 
having a valuation of two million dollars or under, the 
amount of aohool aid under this chapter snail hot b© leaa 
than the amount of the aforesaid reimbursement to euoh 
town in the year nineteen hundred and forty-eight together 
v5th an additional sum equal to twenty-five per cent 
thereof. 

3ection 7. Th© equalised valuation of a town for 
the rurpoees of this chapter ahall b© th® valuation 
eatabllshed by tha general court for the purpose of this 
chapter, or, If no such valuation la made, the last 
^receding valuation mad® for the purpose 02 apportioning 
the atate tax, 

Section 8. A town shall not be eligible to reoeive 
aald school aid in any year if the amount expended for 
sohool support, axclualve of coat of transportation and 
of noon lunches and cafeterias, during the ireoedin^ year 
wan 2e?8s than one hundred nwl tsn dollars per pupil in 
net average membership in the public day schools in suoh 
town, unless the commissioner recommends Gth®rwiae. 

Section 9. Cvcry superintendent of pchaola ahall 
file annually i-Ith the commissioner, not later than 
July thirty-firat, ® aworn statement, upon blanks prepared 
by the commissioner, containing she data n©o©s®cry to 
determine th® amounts payable under thia chapter. Th© 
cosimlssioner shall eauac such utatementa to be examined 
and ahall, not later than November first, certify to the 
comptroller *he amount due each town for payment by the 
state treaaurer In accordance with section three. 

Section 10. School committees shall annually, In 
submitting estimates of the amount of money necessary for 
the proper maintenance of the schools, include their 
estimate of th® amount of school aid th© town will reoeive 
under this chapter, and of other reimbursementa to be 
received from the commonwealth on account of the support 
of schools. In mating reoommendationa for appropriations 
for th© support of schools, the flnanoe committee of 
tewna nnd similar committee & in cities ahall epeoify the 
estimated amount to be ^eeelvea sn such school aid or 
reimbursement* from the commonwealth and the amount to be 
raised by local taxation. All amounts paid to any town 
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under thia chapter ahall at th© time of payment be 
accompanied by a written statement from the state treasurer 
designating such paymenta as "School aid according to 
chapter seventy of the General Law®" and state the amount 
of the paymant. 

Section 11. Th© Income of the 1'odd Fund ahall be 
paid to th© department of education, and applied by it to 
specific objecta, in connection with th® teachers' colleges, 
not provided by appropriation. 

(Chapter 70 was wholly revised by Chapter 648. 
Acts of 1848r end has b@en amended several timea since then, 
all of which revisions ar© Included above.) 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSAGtfUSUTTS 

An Act Establishing th® Basis of Apportionment 
of State and County T^xes 

Be it enacted, etc., as follows? 

The amount of property and the proportion of 
every thousand dollar® of etate tax for each city and 
town in the several counties of the commonwealth, as 
contained in the following schedule, are hereby estab­
lished, and shall constitute a baais of apportionment 
for state and county taxes for the years nineteen 
hundred and forty-six to nineteen hundred and fifty, 
inclusive, or until another is made and enacted by the 
general court, to wits-

Index of Cities & legistratlon 1945 Apport- Proposed 
Towns Towns of minors ionaient of 

7 - 1 6 years Property 

_, 9®lmm m 

84 
142 
291 
197 
262 

299 
97 

189 
<5iCc? 

310 

165 
198 
,307 
172 

Bem@te.ble 
Bourne 
Brewster 
Chatham 
Oennis 

Sagthasi 
Feliaouth 
Harwich 
Ma shoe© 
Orleans 

15® 
07! 

IS® 
323 
300 

103 
1304 

421 
80 

240 

l*revineetown 464 
l<mdwloh 
Truro 
Xermouth 

xm 
m 

§04 

?28,078,98O 177,489,880 
41,046,238 
10. 202.25a 

34,765,020 
8,612,531 
1,044,41© 
4,997,518 

7,343,047 
3,189,064 
lv80S,516 
7,165,76© 

24,765,020 

2,367,136 10,202,258 
7,944,594 32,684,109 
4,922,252 30,422,363 

1,594,632 10,136,822 
HA M R rton 72,130,461 

26,737,648 
3,589,666 
14,428,312 

r,343,047 15,647,481 
3,189,064 11,773,856 
, rt~« « „ 7,154,668 

3o,ei8,aes 

mailto:Bem@te.ble
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index of Cities A Begietration 
Towns Towns of minors 

7 - 1 6 years 

1946 Appor- Proposed 
ticnment of Hpuga 2172 
property 

BERKSHIRE OOUHTX 

73 
341 
302 
262 
271 

140 
305 
315 
121 
3S0 

274 
058 
139 
159 
327 

351 
347 
225 
34 
3?8 

346 
17 

304 
323 
335 

£06 

338 
396 
£86 

124 
326 

Adawa 
Alford 

Cheshire 
Clarksburg 

1686 
37 
188 
307 
206 

Dalton 683 
Egremont 91 
Florida 110 
dreet Harrington 1 
Hancock 78 

Hinsdale 
Lane sboro ugh 
Lee 
Lenox 
Monterey 

?>49 
335 
730 
430 
33 

Mt.Washington 8 
Mew Afhford 14 
Hew Marlborou$til34 
Horth Adams 8781 
Otig 63 

Peru 
Plttgfleld 
Blchjaond 
Sandlafield 
Savoy 

35 
6904 

60 
58 

Sheffield 364 
Ctockbrldge 268 
Tyringham 48 
Washington 52 
w, itockbrldge 163 

tfilliamstown 
Windsor 

741 
60 

830 

#13,013,716 
367,936 
987,076 

1,418,354 
996,783 

7,895,660 
1,109,840 
1,688,506 
9,871,900 
538,698 

1,047,374 
1,607,606 
5,734,826 
4,999,940 
970,585 

207,982 
138,666 

1,606,345 
24,144,671 

765,104 

317,936 
69,889,174 

834,047 
762,602 
260,762 

1,871,842 
5,088,589 
631,662 
235,768 

1,879,183 

7,966,430 
628,698 

130,776,887 
1,029,744 
2,412,038 
3,164,687 
1,988,873 

18,377,188 
3,596,180 
2,186,822 
84,306,140 
1,347,690 

4,091,767 
6,136,888 
10,799,427 
10,448,689 
8,083,883 

617,846 
611,898 

4,150,510 
54,101,477 
2,565,895 

1,029,744 
158,285,476 
8,571,388 
2,565,437 
1,083,796 

8,176,860 
11,448,159 
1,549,698 
717,846 

3,205,888 

88,818,061 
l,847,r--
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IndexCities 
of and 

Towns Towns 

Registration 
of Minors 
7 - 1 6 year* 

Apportionment 
of property 

Proposed 
,flg,Mlf, 

836 
32 
283 
77 
181 

299 
69 
5 

258 
113 

6 
72 
147 
254 
240 

231 
100 
126 
24 
136 

343 
217 
349 
350 
216 

209 
329 

80 
80 
70 
28 
295 
61 

Aoushnet 
Attleboro 
Berkley 
Dartmouth 
Dighton 

Gaston 
Fairhaven 
Fall River 
Freetown 
Mansfield 

New Bedford 
H.Attleborough 
Norton 
Paynbjua 
Rehoboth 

Seekonk 
Somerset 
Swansea 
Taunton 
Westport 

Chiliaark 
Edgartown 
day Head 
Oosnold 
Oak Bluffs 

Tlebury 
West Tisbury 

mmb ywig" 

Amesbury 
Andover 

139 
3196 

1608 
3486 

103 
1927 

IS 359 
344 

1047 

12518 
1709 
726 
444 
649 

1362 
1119 
4615 

856 

3 ,751 ,180 
33 ,208,469 

1,062,998 
14 ,210 , 270 

3 ,813 ,012 

6 ,948 ,998 
12 ,445 ,006 

123,706,694 
1,733,187 
9 ,235 ,948 

127,244,377 
12 ,071 ,962 

2 ,703 ,722 
2 ,140 ,152 
3 ,203 ,043 

6 ,746 ,576 
15 ,818,778 

4 ,991 ,579 
40 ,436 ,468 

6 ,564 ,528 
wtm COUNTY 

21 
218 

257 

.108 

bSBJuX UOUMTY 

1390 

843,047 
5 ,378 ,180 

210,762 
1,371,744 
5 ,270,307 

6 ,325 ,956 
831,950 

Boxford 
Danvera 

3816 
139 

1806 

9 ,990,650 
TO,986,963 
42 ,971 ,059 

1 ,317,222 
16 ,472 ,011 

#12,433,199 
60 ,600 ,982 

4 ,895 ,766 
43 ,219 ,498 
14 ,709 ,361 

15 ,612,326 
41 ,878 ,941 

193,616,698 
10 ,150 ,418 
20,351,199 

211,103,444 
34 ,361 ,126 
10 ,321 ,412 

7 ,190 ,090 
7 ,798 ,134 

15 ,888 ,799 
39 ,388,008 
17 ,535 ,663 
66 ,861 ,708 
18 ,692,217 

4 ,871 ,385 
22 ,470 ,502 

1,017,846 
4 ,618 ,975 

17 ,903 ,006 

22 ,543,546 
3 ,371 ,385 

21,221,771 
38,133,109 
74,480,818 
7,113,027 
36,461,467 
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Index 
of 
Towns 

268 
199 

30 
WY? 
196 

18 
J20 

12 
8 

239 

lc ib. 

68 
188 

46 
243 

248 
sea 

39 
101 

33 

149 
;366 

23 
248 

88 

74 
219 
27n 
273 

226 
224 
272 
227 
276 

298 
179 
280 
888 
se 

Cities 
* 

Town** 

E#eex 
C^orgetown 
Glouces t e r 
v"1 rove land 
Haisiltion 

H a v e r h i l l 
Ipswich 
t ?.vrence 
lynn 
L jnnf ie ld 

Manchester 
Marblehsad 
Merrimac 
Me timen 
Middleton 

Itahant 
Newbury 
•«uwburyport 
North Andover 
>eabody 

iiookpcrt 
r.owle> 
Jalem 
v e l l s b u r y 
rtaugus 

iiwarapgeott 
Topaf le ld 
tfehhaa 
West HQ^QULJ 

Ashf le ld 
Bcrnai 'dston 
Buakland 
Charlemont 
C o l r a l n 

Conway 
D e e r f l e l d 
Erv ing 
0111 
Greenf i e ld 

R e g i s t r a t i o n 1948 ippor' t 
of Minors 

7-16 ysHi"** 

270 
350 

*B22 
36? 
378 

5653 
sei 

9644 
11436 

Z?3 

?75 
]y69 
14 03 
31*9 

380 

371 

1774 
1034 
n*i3 

v l3 

4934 
'7G 

2S88 

1620 
239 
?64 
:oa 

went of Pro 
.^ri;y 

i 1 ,802,813 
, _ 3 t . . , J. 'J . 

39,620 ,271 
1,714,765 
€ ,215 ,676 

56 ,080 ,188 
" , 149 ,158 

103,336,036 
1PJ 1,194,710 

% fj09,Q86 

10,860,807 
25,1*86, -228 

2 ,173,236 
22,711,929 

2 ,453 ,023 

5 ,722,060 
5, 365,117 

13,489,930 
9 ,186,600 

f * V 9 4 , 8 6 1 

8 ,476,555 
i,^n2,r>is 

63,120,514 
2, .•*?*, 66* 

17 ,446 ,731 

26,908,76S 
«% 189,064 
4 ,475 ,996 
I.588,606 

fPANILIll COVNTX 

1*9 
XJO 
?20 
117 
"29 

128 
380 
192 
149 

2319 

1,6*6,°06 
1 ,105,8^8 
3 ,196,986 
1 ,008,563 
1,754,249 

1 ,060,863 
4 ,644 ,942 
?,512,889 
1,066,099 

33 ,341 ,806 

lon~ Proposed 
HqufLi. 
2172 

i 5 ,154,668 
% 184,562 

69 ,771 ,122 
4 ,148 ,779 

10,035,390 

105,680,843 
1 5 , 7 £ l , 4 4 9 

397,830,037 
8*7,511,863 

'•'0,002,883 

19 ,907,617 
5 7 , ^ 8 , 2 5 3 
6 ,325,969 

47 ,672,034 
5 ,734 ,621 

iC,193,748 
6 ,7?5 ,690 

44,4 98 ,511 
2 4 , ' 4 8 , 1 7 6 
56,£44,449 

j-ci, i)v x , v i y 
5,154,668 

1G6.U»7,360 
8,"523,335 

U , . W 9 , e 9 0 

02 ,333,325 
12 ,^74 ,192 
i«i, ofe6,670 
4 ,636 ,822 

3 ,637 ,050 
3 ,69$ ,180 
7 .293 ,833 
2 ,591 ,191 
3 ,263,188 

2 ,091,467 
18 ,416 ,080 

4 ,563 ,013 
3 ,097,814 

66 ,299 ,602 



Index 
of 

Towns 

337 
333 
301 
332 
344 

107 
229 
204 
130 
342 

211 
340 
296 
324 
330 

294 

86 
310 
222 
280 

18 

234 
303 
281 
32© 

16 

230 
96 

126 
345 

oo 

282 
244 

3 
348 
313 

C i t i e s 
and 
Tonmo 

Hawley 
Heath 
L e v e r e t t 
Leydan 
Monroe 

Montague 
New Salem 
N o r t h f i e l d 
Orange 
p o*e 

Shelburne 
$huteabury 
Sunderland 
Warwick 
Wendell 

wh*tely 

Agawaw 
Blandford 
Br lmf ie ld 
Ches te r 
Ohlcopee 

S. LongSeadcw 
O r a n v l l l e 
Hampden 
Holland 
Holyoke 

Tjonpwandow 
Ludlew 
Mcnson 
Montgomery 
P a l a e r 

Pus f e l l 
Southwick 
S p r i n g f i e l d 
Tol land 
tyalee 
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B e g i e t r a t i o n 1946 Apportion© Premosed 
of Minora 

7-16 y e a r s 

30 
66 

116 
44 
26 

1035 
87 

297 
895 

19 

222 
33 

A>w f& 

88 
81 

147 

HMsP.DEK CO!", 

1535 
87 

207 
186 

5987 

768 
98 

269 
67 

6203 

3 007 
1$Q1 

632 
80 

1276 

101 
538 

18481 
13 
98 

taent of Pro-
p a r t y 

* 274,349 
471,523 
841,100 
342,936 

1,109,240 

11 ,368,109 
367,936 

2 ,119 ,591 
4 ,991,678 

762,602 

3 ,716,047 
421,523 

1,571,744 
421,523 
383,673 

1,465,877 

!'TY 

10,672,450 
P50, 221 

3 ,178 ,667 
1,471,146 

48 ,978 ,058 

6 ,776,216 
2 ,224 ,766 
1,087,396 

277,310 
90 ,616 ,710 

19,996, OCK. 
9 ,066 ,188 
3,882,339 

317,936 
T, 4 3 ^ 2 6 6 

4 ,474 ,928 
£ ,568 ,117 

286,363,486 
475,110 
419,594 

Sfouse mn 
$ 723,798 

1 ,041,641 
1,356,408 
1,029,744 
1,801,545 

261,743,426 
1,129,744 
7 ,690 ,378 

17 ,677,408 
1,874,766 

7 ,337 ,116 
1,235,693 
4 ,136 ,822 
2 ,033 ,693 

737,378 

4 ,124,924 

•^4.033,998 
3 ,083 ,283 
3 ,108 ,025 
3 ,690 , soc­

i o ? , 301,868 

22,082,980 
7 ,200,004 
? ,588 ,838 
1,723,795 

163,749,879 

78 ,714 ,912 
17 ,?02 ,064 
10,824,15© 
1,029,744 

21 ,841 ,021 

8 ,761 ,943 
9 ,285 ,283 

629,192,108 
1 ,041,641 
3 ,244,986 
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i n d e x C i t i e s R e g i s t r a t i o n 19^5 Appor~ Proposed 
of and of minora tloiment ©f Boqaa 
Towns Towns 7-16 years property 21.7% 
- — — - — - " • " ~ "-•' " ' 1 '"** - • » • .-...••-. • • ..I,, i __^_—.^.,....„ ri—-^—r-ni i—ri—fin'". • i i II. .rwi- MI I TI I • i rfll V . , . _ _ ^ ^ _ _ i , 

60 West Springfield 2670 $31,054,868 $88,770,988 
38 Weatfleld 2802 23,678,418 58,063,846 
238 Wllbrahem 520 3,674,367 13,486,787 

HAMPSHIRE CQtfHTY 

976 
484 

81 
88 

1282 

59 
263 
353 
259 
189 

40 
2051 

84 
26 

1232 

239 
908 

78 
329 

68 

11 ,633,778 
1,958,792 

683,203 
823,947 

12 ,609 ,011 

446,623 
1,109,240 
5 ,266,436 
3 ,268,335 
1,180,286 

367,936 
30 ,592,298 

740,046 
367,936 

10 ,640 ,021 

1,274,81© 
7, 483,836 

418,966 
1 ,608,991 

843,047 

34,034,276 
6 ,711 ,022 
2 ,060,140 
1,853,539 

22,486,297 

1 ,335,683 
7 ,098,180 
7 ,880,604 
8 ,281,965 
3 ,114 ,833 

1,029,744 
58 ,321,378 

1,565,884 
1.029,744 

31,268,756 

3 ,611 ,601 
18 ,266 ,410 

1,538,698 
6 ,153,520 
2 ,071,385 

MlPPLgSKB QQUNTI 

161 
41 

2JL8 
162 
133 

233 
45 
78 

321 
174 

4 
297 

92 
m 
96 

Acton 
A r l i n g t o n 
Aahby 
"ghland 
Ayer 

Bedford 
Belmont 
B i l l e r l e a 
DoAorough 
B u r l i n g t o n 

Cambridge 
G&rlyle 
Chelmsford 
Ooncord 
P racu t 

613 
5516 

206 
489 
476 

411 
3169 
2039 

77 
659 

12108 
ioe 

1298 
1070 
1478 

4 ,470 ,766 
63,3,37,779 

1,586,650 
3 ,268,392 
4 ,843 ,856 

3 ,171,808 
67 ,954,895 
9 ,859 ,433 

418,965 
2 ,839 ,902 

188,616,872 
1,288,157 
8 ,916 ,746 

13,803,606 
4 ,991 ,879 

12 ,853,060 
118,471,218 

4 ,119 ,189 
12 ,371 ,097 
14 ,377 ,698 

12 ,278 ,473 
108,974,030 

26 ,088,967 
1 ,338,693 
6 ,226 ,063 

481 ,806 ,838 
5 ,607,078 

21 ,100,395 
36 ,252 ,720 
16,711,54© 

179 
dL^t^B 

314 
308 

81 

331 
264 
190 
205 
221 

334 
27 

311 
339 

88 

277 
109 
319 
208 
317 

Amherst 
Bslcher town 
C h e s t e r f i e l d 
Gutnralngton 
Easthanipton 

Goshen 
Oranby 
Hadley 
H a t f i e l d 
Huntington 

Midd le f i e ld 
Northampton 
Felham 
F l a i n f i e l d 
South Hadley 

Southampton 
Ware 
>l@ at'aamp ton 
Wil l iamsburg 
viorthington 
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Index Cities 
of & 

l9vm Toyna 

"Begiatration 1946 Appor- Proposed 
of Minors tionment of House 

312 
21 
44 
188 
156 

163 
108 
57 
253 
200 

9 
15 
38 
119 
13 

29 
51 
11 
235 
167 

64 
284 
237 
7 
67 

213 
192 
110 
184 
261 

82 
20 
42 
146 
148 

138 
115 
62 
36 

Punstable 
Everett 
Framlnghaffl 
Oroton 
Holliaton 

Hopklnton 
Hudson 
Lexington 
Lincoln 
Littleton 

Lowell 
Maiden 
Marlborough 
ttaynard 
Medford 

Melrose 
Natiek 
Newton 
North Heading 
Peperell 

Reading 
Sherborn 
Shirley 
Somervilie 
Stoneham 

Stowe 
Sudbury 
Tewsbury 
Townaend 
Tyngsborough 

Wakefield 
Valtham 
%tertown 
Wayl&nd 
Weatford 
We f, ton 
Wilmington 
Winchester 
Mobura 

94 
8832 
3338 
493 
849 

554 
1045 
2368 
386 
328 

12985 
779® 
2180 
871 
8389 

3880 
2851 
10920 
786 
472 

2136 
181 
400 

13184 
1902 

219 
449 
869 
428 
290 

2714 
6161 
4668 
823 
693 

768 
1445 
2788 
2808 

88 
40 
4 
4 

3 
8 
26 
4 
3 

108 
77, 
17 
7, 

88, 

43, 
J&IC 

181, 
3 
3, 

19, 
3, 
z> 

*JL fti*** • 

18 

*i 
^ , 

4 
2, 
h 

£*%• 

62, 
59, 
6, 
4, 

X if*. 

&, 
37, 
23, 

485, 
,165, 
,078, 
,081, 
,226, 

,727, 
,143, 
,384, 
,847, 
,267, 

,160, 
,119, 
,268, 
,905, 
,696, 

,827, 
,482, 
,981, 
,080, 
, 327, 

,886, 
,466, 
,556, 
,784, 
,420, 

,825, 
,203, 
r991, 
,703, 
, 582, 

960, 
078, 
,318, 
332, 
809, 

634, 
681, 
874, 
747, 

282 
414 
973 
579 
969 

396 
089 
606 
518 
821 

927 
332 
288 
617 
291 

359 
880 
300 
408 
719 

374 

622 
347 

205 
275 
579 
772 
806 

810 
988 
707 
763 
930 

820 
106 
919 
647 

) 8,841 
108,319 
89,534 

11,713 
11,363 

11,342 
17,283 
67,264 
14,418 
9,347 

214, 

41 , 
1 2 / 

157 

?82i 

730; 
,732, 
,828 

83,806 
72,146 

326,102 
10,262 
9,480 

46,938, 
8,297 
6,518' 

191,870 
41,452] 

8,168, 
14,364 
15,428 

8,344 
8,136i 

47,292 
103,577 
106,345 
18,543 
8,802 

31,087 
18,398 
78,358 
57,933 

641 
536 
,390 
788 
869 

636 
984 
688 
414 
591 

493 
409 
074 
133 
473 

358 
169 
397 
218 
425 

648 
439 
668 
846 
104 

413 
578 
312 
644 
822 

621 
662 
289 
286 
704 

693 
668 
776 
812 



APPHSDIX 8 182 

index Oltles Begistration 1948 Appattlon- Proposed 
of and of minors ment of pro- House 

Towns Towns T-16 years ptrty 

hCRFQlI, COIlfflt 

188 
180 
47 
40 
111 

188 
64 

j&Jb<& 

116 
106 

162 
143 
157 
198 
48 

80 
247 
69 
339 
10 

89 
138 
76 
93 
49 

132 
48 
134 

114 
%#<* 

14 
276 
174 

148 
203 
171 
248 
88 

Avon 
Bellingham 
Braintreo 
Brookllne 
Canton 

Cohasset 
Dedhaa 
Dover 
Foxboro. 
Franklin 

Holbrook 
ledfleld 
Medway 
Millie 
Milton 

HeedhaiB 
Horfolk 
Korwood 
Plalnvill® 
duiiui* 

Randolph 
Sharon 
;t ought on 
¥alpole 
Welleslay 

lestwood 
Weymouth 
Wrentham 

Abbington 
Brldgewater 
Brockton 
Carter 
Suxbury 

3.Brldgewater 
Halifax 
Hanover 
Hanson 
Hingham 

361 
763 
3480 
5607 
1126 

564 
2887 
291 
878 
1146 

664 
382 
820 
413 
2822 

2420 
301 
2263 
26 

10801 

1801 
807 
1786 
1399 
g667 

898 
4922 
820 

$ 2,118,339 
3,080,409 
31,968,400 
164,949,098 
10,101,34© 

11,063,184 
29,108,423 
6,326,116 
7,539,747 
9,668,968 

3,792,488 
3,304,925 
3,674,357 
3,466,374 
44,726,777 

30,861,434 
1,687,042 
30,838,574 
1,941,170 

148,077,833 

8,432,118 
6,848,006 
10,808,378 
19,489,960 
48,842,385 

8,630,467 
57,187,043 
4,622,368 

mwm oowm 
1074 
982 
7798 
300 
487 

726 
&01 
493 
583 
1689 

6,429,134 
7,349,734 
78,084,984 
3,119,737 
6,430,467 

8,588,818 
1,663,860 
6,388,206 
3,060,40® 
18,999,428 

$ 10,188,488 
12,348,576 
73,370,112 
299,188,683 
26,482,079 

31,961,803 
74,584,030 
24,548,800 
20,784,781 
28,306,828 

10,302,315 
10,311,370 
10,380,686 
9,508,957 
78,970,007 

64,788,436 
6,211,997 
64,622,531 
6,236,099 

221,438,680 

26,744,228 
21,573,666 
29,176,572 
36,158,018 
94,301,164 

25,737,848 
108,097,613 
11,464,541 

16,636,469 
23,791,733 
108,103,529 
9,268,837 
26,725,780 

18,681,397 
6,148,771 
11,597*888 
11,306,490 
49,689,870 
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Index 
of 
Towns 

Cities 
and 
Towns 

Registration 
of minor• 
7-16 years 

1945 Apoor- Proposed 
tionment of 
Property 

241 
166 
260 
256 
173 

266 
87 
196 
193 
66 

306 
275 
94 
128 
108 

161 
102 

1 
25 
26 
83 

Hull 671 
Kingston 467 
Lakevllle 292 
Marlon 363 
Marshfield 643 

Hattapolsett 377 
Kiddleborough I486 
Norwell 442 
Pembroke 403 
Plymouth 1776 

?ly*pton 138 
Rochester 83? 
Rockland 1230 
Soltunte 937 
>t arehaa 1323 

w. Brldgewater 642 
Vhltaan 1190 

-,17,900,^83 
6,121,176 
1,793,268 
8,797,739 
8,958,877 

4,115,233 
10,206,088 
2,639,902 
3,466,374 
26,422,539 

893,047 
1,686,093 
10,285,241 
14,731,793 
16,371,443 

4,004,472 
9,126,439 

f-34,534,783 
14,479,828 
7,164,668 
18,499,697 
28,767,392 

13,360,978 
23,993,902 
10,226,083 
9,397,636 
62,954,312 

5,577,334 
8,642,771 
23,071,458 
36,267,088 
33,447,081 

13,346,029 
21,032,816 

ewrpifl coyKty 
Boeton 
Chelsea 
Bevera 
Vlnthrop 

164 Hantuoket 

281 Ashburnhaa 
78 Athol 
96 Auburn 

169 Barre 
278 Berlin 
137 Blaekstone 
292 Bolton 
26? Bcylston 
215 Brookfield 
176 Charlton 

71 Clinton 
191 Douglas 
232 Dudley 
286 E. Brookfield 

22 Fltohburg 

94139 1,437,779,078 4,139,02?,562 
4963 46,441,609 96,348,161 
5046 42,040,213 88,700,284 
2438 26,644,419 4?,291,862 

NANTUCKET CQUaTfc 

406 14 ,50? ,782 38 ,246,626 

wofiCKsraRJtouMre 

398 
1544 
1418 
528 
202 

657 
168 
260 
245 
631 

1547 
39? 
745 
18* 
6338 

1,983,456 
14,788,913 
8,186,929 
3,478,189 
1,369,021 

?,773,100 
1,247,898 
1,078,808 
1,638,216 
2,297,166 

12,420,644 
2-580. ' — 

4,257,43? 
32,697,016 
25,826,508 
11,669,771 
4,119,590 

6,787,951 
3,607,078 
3,595,160 
6,241,587 
5,320,876 

28,605,653 
8.019.169 

12,420,644 28,605,633 
2,560,496 8,019,189 
4,093,701 8,257,453 
1,178,567 3,112,269 

86,481,773 136,918,168 
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Index 
of 

Cities Begistration 1948 Appor- Proposed 
and of Minors tionment of House 
Towns 7-16 years property 2172 

37 
104 
201 
153 
129 

165 
287 
160 
127 
31 

154 
214 
63 
103 
°,6& 

316 
168 
17? 
85 
318 

131 
289 
288 
308 
290 

300 
180 
83 
187 
56 

117 
254 
245 
178 
141 

250 
118 
170 
68 
194 

Gardner 
Orafton 
Hardwick 
Harvard 
Holden 

Hopedale 
Hubbardston 
Lancaster 
Leicester 
Leominster 

Lunenburg 
Mendon 
Milford 
Millbury 
Millvllle 

Sew Bralntrse 
K. Brookfield 
Northborough 
Horthbrldge 
Oakham 

Oxford 
Paxton 
Petersham 
Philllpston 
Princeton 

Royalston 
Hutland 
Shrewsbury 
Southborough 
Southbridge 

Spencer 
sterling 
Sturbridge 
Sutton 
Templeton 

Upton 
Oxbridge 
Warren 
Webiter 
Veet Boylston 

2293 
902 
344 
191 
883 

446 
160 
506 
975 
3393 

641 
292 
1968 
1237 
19? 

72 
828 
529 
1438 
64 

925 
140 
144 
136 
171 

290 
1498 
1410 
2296 

963 
308 
472 
509 
682 

350 
94? 
484 
1820 
437 

870,073 
579 
123 1 

2, 
4, 

7 

.O 

3, 
27, 

& 

1. 
17, 
S, 
1, 

2i 
2, 
11, 

3, 
1, 
X ! 

1. 

1, 
11, 
3, 

16 j 

4, 
2, 
£*. 
n 

3 j 

li 
8, 
3| 

X>£/ ; 

3, 

, W W , 

,897, 
,639, 
,382, 

,631, 
896, 
,739, 
,972, 
,876, 

,703, 
,632, 
,208, 
,968, 
,056, 

693, 
,936, 
1 *TB *£>*[!» * 

,844, 
828, 

777, 
, £85, 
,894, 
418, 
388, 

843, 
663, 
,137, 
,813, 
988, 

991, 
439, 
593, 
o AD, 
546, 

666, 
693, 
,327, 
578, 
080, 

902 
143 

331 
634 
902 
932 
040 

772 
181 
868 
798 
221 

278 
362 
536 
631 
110 

876 
983 
532 
968 
650 

04? 
860 
803 
012 
67? 

679 
789 
217 
889 
386 

378 
293 
719 
893 
409 

63, 
21, 
4, 
10, 
18, 

13, 
2, 
9, 
13, 
73, 

13, 
6, 

41, 
19, 
2, 

2i 
?, 
10, 
23, 
1, 

13, 
6, 
8, 
1, 
4, 

3, 
6, 
36, 
8, 
38, 

17, 
10, 
10, 
6, 
9, 

8, 
18, 
11, 
35, 
11, 

,012, 
,797, 
,787, 
,226, 
,490, 

,167, 
,377, 
,237, 
I iL?I7 i t f 

,?41, 

,232, 
,657, 
,689, 
,298, 
,591, 

,059, 
,308, 
,208, 
,080, 
,547, 

,531, 
i JL-Jt* &J • 

,137, 
,535, 
,618, 

,071, 
1 X *C4* a 

,000, 
,369, 
,233, 

,864, 
,220, 
,275, 
,263, 
,559, 

,197, 
1 J*.*?«i* % 

,415, 
,726, 
f &>w i& a 

486 
461 
788 
053 
899 

694 
334 
951 
868 
010 

002 
765 
529 
305 
952 

488 
232 
488 
171 
590 

641 
027 
653 
693 
978 

388 
771 
599 
698 
799 

092 
880 
868 
092 
251 

929 
935 
079 
241 
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Index Cities Registration 1945 Appor- Proposed 
of and of Minors tionment of 
Towns Towns ?-16 years Property 

West Brookfield 277 I 1,602,158 I 8,148,244 
112 WtBtborough 74? 4,991,879 20,648,87® 
246 Westminster 381 2,111,204 9,178,463 
122 ^inchendon 1089 6,123,832 17,968,766 

2 Worcester 2379? 321,382,930 840,853,666 
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jfcftW I - C 1 U » I 
EM>rtff«B*fll SWtff Mft 

City Index* 
Valuation 

Al l Exper. Exper. 
Children State State 

7-16 Aid Scores 

Net Old 
Average State 
Member* Aid 

ship 

S t a t e 
Scaled 
Score* 

Boston 1 
Veroester 2 
Springf ie ld 3 
Cambridge 4 
ra i l Hlver 5 

Hew Bedford 6 
Semervllle 7 
Lynn 8 
Lowell 9 
Qulnoy 10 

Rewton 11 
Lawrence 12 
Kedford 15 
Brockton 14 
Maiden 15 

Bolyoke 16 
P l t t s f i e l d 17 
Chlcopee 18 
Haverhill 19 
Waltham 20 

Everett 21 
Fltohburg 22 
Salem 23 
Taunton 24 
Chelsea 25 

Bevere 26 
Bcrthanpton 27 
Beverly 28 
Melrose 28 
Gloucester 30 
Leominster 31 
Attleboro 32 
Pstbcdy 33 
Rorth Adams 34 
Ves t f l e ld 35 

Woburn 36 
Gardner 37 
Marlborough 38 
frwburyport 39 

1 ,848 ,670 .12 
577 ,096 .52 
332 ,067 .35 
231 ,350 .51 
863,641,05 

424 ,508 .21 
488 ,176 . 
288 ,931 . 
818,660.wa 
236,287.86 

150 ,063 .02 
343,610.17 
285,531.13 
246 ,997 .42 
281,997.00 

130 ,214 .51 
238,087.34 
228,650.41 
199 ,185 .18 
226,248.28 

114 ,053 .76 
167,395.15 
137,936.30 
196 ,136 .69 
200 ,318 .25 

194,719.36 
79,711.35 
100,146.82 
94 , 219 . Z*» 

105,698.19 

122 ,069 .38 
111 ,120 .9? 

94 ,089 .46 
114 ,885.87 
130,719.94 

113,003.74 
74,229.78 
86,670.86 
73,665.21 

94,139 
23,797 
18,481 
12,108 
15,369 

12,512 
13,184 
11,435 
12,985 
10,801 

10,920 
if* o%^ 
8,389 
7,799 
7,998 

6,203 
6,904 
5,98? 
5,653 
6,151 

5,832 
6,338 
4,934 
4,615 
4 ,963 

6,046 
2 ,651 
3,815 
3,680 
3 ,622 

3 ,393 
3,195 
2,913 
2,721 
2,802 

2,808 
2,293 
2,150 
1,?74 

19.63 
24.25 
17.96 
19.10 
36.69 

33 .92 
37 .02 
25.26 
o9.94 
21.87 

13.74 
35 .62 
34 .03 
31 .64 
38.25 

20.99 
34.46 
38.19 
35 .23 
36.78 

19.86 
31 .35 
27.95 
42 .93 
40 .36 

38.58 
30.06 
26.25 
26.31 
30 .01 

35.97 
34.7? 
32.29 
42 .22 
46 .65 

40.24 
32.37 
40 .31 
41 .52 

- 1 . 2 ? 
- . 6 1 
- 1 . 4 4 
- 1 . 3 2 
4 . 4 3 

4 , 1 6 
4 . 47 
- . 7 1 
4 . 6 6 
- 1 . 0 5 

- 1 . 8 6 
4 . 3 3 
• . 1 ? 
- . 8 3 
4 .29 

- 1 . 3 8 
4 . 2 1 
4 . 6 8 
4 .29 
4 . 44 

- 1 . 2 8 
- . 1 0 
- . 4 4 
• 1 . 0 6 
• .80 

• .62 
- .23 
- . 6 1 
- . 6 1 
- . 24 

• . 3 6 
4 , 2 4 
- . 1 0 
• . 99 
• 1 . 4 2 

• . 79 
0 . 0 0 

• , 79 
• . 9 2 

87,692 
25,072 
18,962 
10,121 
11,666 

11,694 
11,986 
10,817 

8,170 
11,963 

12,246 
6,867 
8 ,902 
8,669 
7,136 

4 ,865 
?,765 
6,389 
4 ,863 
5,861 

6,617 
3,764 
3,625 
4 ,733 
6,043 

5,60? 
2,798 
4 ,002 
4 ,10? 
3 ,798 

2,573 
3,450 
2,954 
2,798 
2,960 

2,709 
1,881 
1,888 
1,811 

21.08 
23 .02 
17 .61 
22.86 
48 .72 

36 .30 
40 .73 
26 .71 
63.48 
19.75 

12.25 
50 .04 
32.07 
28.38 
39.62 

26 .82 
30.70 
42 .43 
40 .96 
38.47 

17.24 
4 4 . 4 ? 
38 .05 
41 .86 
39 .72 

35.36 
26.49 
25 .02 
22.94 
27.87 

47 .44 
32 .21 
31.88 
41 .06 
44 .31 

41 .71 
39 .46 
45 .91 
40 .68 

- 1 . 2 2 
- 1 . 0 4 
- 1 . 8 4 
- 1 . 0 6 
41 .29 

4 . 16 
• .66 
- . 7 1 
4 3 . 6 1 
- 1 . 3 4 

- 2 . 0 2 
• 1 . 4 0 
- . 2 2 
- .66 
4 .46 

- .70 
- . 36 
4 . 7 2 
4 . 58 
4 .37 

—1.56 
+ . 9 0 
• . 3 2 
• . 6 6 
t .« 
• .08 
- . 5 5 
- . 8 6 
- 1 . 0 5 
- . 6 0 

• 1 . 1 6 
- . 2 2 
- . 2 4 
• . 59 
• .89 

• . 6 5 
• . 4 5 
• 1 . 0 3 
• . 5 5 

fa-HHtton 
"Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Annual Bflgort. 
,n PMhllm Domimeitt Ho. 2 . Boston, 1952, 219 pp. 

pf, tb.e Department 9f 



APi'ESDIX $ 

ental S 
16? 

Town 

Breokline 
Arlington 
Vatertown 
*f7»onfb 
fframlngham 

Bslmont 
Mathfttn 
Braiatree 
melton * * 
Wellesley 

Index* 

40 
41 
42 
43 
44 

45 
46 
4? 
46 
49 

Vest SprlngSald 50 
Ratiek 51 
fake f i e ia 52 
WUthrop 53 
Dsdham 54 

femthbrldge 
Crsenfleld 
Lexington 
Btttftts 
Rorvood 

Reedham 
Denvers 
Vlnehester 
l l l f o r d 
Beading 

Merblohead 
Plymouth 
Stoneham 
Webster 
Falrhaven 

Andover 
Clinton 
R.Attleboro 
Adams 
Ursmpioott 
Athol 
Stoughton 
bArtmouth 
l l l e r l c a 
Aeherst 

65 
56 
57 
58 
69 

60 
61 
62 
63 
64 

65 
66 
6? 
68 
69 

70 
71 
72 
73 
74 

76 
76 
77 
78 
79 

Valuation 

59 ,506 .06 
171 ,067 .72 
120,161.64 
125 ,076 ,01 

81 ,629 .65 

37 ,346 .36 
120,694.21 
108,630.45 
' 4 8 , 2 8 8 . 1 3 

27 ,997 .94 

76 ,901 .77 
98 ,829 ,23 
96 ,321 .73 
73 ,856 .75 
83 ,985 .73 

84 ,117 .39 
44 ,279 .57 
66 ,132 .70 

108,993.70 
46 ,389 .65 

49 ,459 .95 
67 ,614 ,1? 
30 ,910 .72 
74 ,509 .16 
70 ,411 .66 

38 ,969 .62 
57 ,967 .96 
68 ,973 .96 
79 ,596 .64 
88 ,678 .70 

85 ,496.34 
62 ,903 .07 
76 ,504 .79 
66 ,193,85 
14 ,709 .49 

66 ,671 .81 
62 ,979 .80 
79 ,331 .22 

116 , lOf .0? 
34 ,501 ,63 

Al l Exper. 
Children State 

7-16 Aid 

5,607 
6,616 
4,665 
4 ,922 
3 ,336 

3,169 
3,149 
3,420 
2,882 
2,667 

2,670 
2,651 
2,714 
2,438 
2,667? 

2,296 
2,319 
2,366 
2,566 
2,263 

2,420 
1,806 
?,768 
1,958 
2,136 

1,959 
1,776 
1,902 
1,620 
1,927 

1,686 
1,547 
1,709 
1,635 
1,620 

1,544 
1,785 
1,606 
2,039 

976 

10.82 
25.75 
26.75 
25 .41 
24.46 

11.78 
36.32 
31.76 
17.09 
10.49 

28.80 
54.66 
36.22 
30.29 
31.20 

36.63 
19.09 
27.94 
42.14 
20.06 

20.43 
37.43 
11.20 
38.05 
52.96 

19.89 
32.65 
36.26 
43 .73 
44 . 46 

32 .91 
40 .66 
44.76 
40.46 

9 .07 

36.63 
46 .48 
49.38 
66.93 
35.38 

Exper, 
s t a t e 
3oores 

- 2 . 0 8 
- 1 . 0 0 
- 1 . 0 0 
- 1 . 0 2 
- 1 . 0 9 

- 2 . 0 0 
- .09 
— ,60 
- 1 . 6 2 
- 2 . 0 3 

- . 78 
- ,38 
- .24 
- . 67 
- . 61 

- . 2 2 
- 1 . 4 8 
- .84 
• .18 
- 1 . 4 1 

- 1 . 3 8 
- . 16 
- 2 . 0 8 
- . 1 1 
- .48 

- 1 . 4 2 
- . 60 
- . 2 3 
• .29 
• .36 

- .48 
- , 08 
• . 37 
• . 06 
- 2 . 2 0 

- . 22 
• . 57 
• .70 
• 1 . 2 6 
- ,30 

Net Old 
Average State 
Member- Aid 

6,425 
5,777 
4,867 
5,971 
3,600 

3,262 
2,910 
4,673 
3,080 
3 ,292 

2,934 
3,816 
2,967 
2,961 
2,853 

1,612 
° ,466 
2,958 
3,336 
2,322 

3 ,341 
2,142 
2,766 
1,827 
?,467 

2,235 
?,180 
2,026 

939 
1,633 

1,710 
1,262 
1,847 
1,630 
2,028 

1,980 
1,779 
1,705 
2,46? 
1,252 

9 ,26 
29 .61 
24.69 
20.96 
22 .6? 

11.36 
41.46 
23.76 

8 .50 
6 .60 

26 .21 
26.90 
33.25 
25 .03 
29.43 

52.18 
17 .82 
22.63 
32.65 
19.55 

14.80 
31.56 
11 .16 
40 .78 
28.66 

17 .44 
27.34 
34.06 
84 .7? 
46.74 

32.46 
49 .0? 
49 .46 
43 .26 

7 .25 

28,57 
46 .64 
46 .63 
47 .06 
27.56 

S ta te 
Sealed 
Seoree 

- 1 . 9 6 
- , 6 3 
— ,88 
- 1 . 1 4 
- 1 . 0 2 

- 1 . 7 8 
4 , 3 6 
- . 94 
- 1 . 5 0 
- 2 . 0 1 

- .77 
- . 85 
- . 28 
- . 86 
- .64 

• 1 . 0 6 
- 1 . 3 6 
- 1 . 0 3 
- . 3 2 
- 1 . 2 1 

- 1 . 6 7 
- .39 
- 1 . 8 3 
• . 2 3 
- . 60 

- 1 . 3 8 
- .69 
- . 22 
• 4 . 0 2 
• . 66 

- . 3 3 
• . 6 3 
4 .86 
• . 4 2 
- 2 . 1 0 

- . 60 
• . 6 6 
• . 66 
4 .69 
- . 68 
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Urm II - Town (conVfl) g^BfrtmWilim fflfflff AHl t0flBl> 

Town Index* Valuation 

All Exper. Cxper. 
Children State State 
7-16 Aid Seores 

Net Old 
Averace Stmts 
Member- Aid 

-J& lS 

Sta te 
Scaled 
Soores 

Aae saury 60 
Snsthaaptcn 81 
Rjighaa 62 
flwewsbury 63 
Barnstable 64 
fttrtJftridge 85 
Agewem 66 
•fddleboreugh 67 
8. Hadley 66 
Randolph 89 

Palmer 90 
Brldgewater 91 
Chelmsford 92 
Walmole 93 
Rockland 94 

Auburn 95 
fireeut 96 
Falmouth 97 
Ludlow 98 
Oemeord 99 

Somerset 100 
8, Andover l o l 
Whitman 102 
Millbury 103 
Grafton 104 

Hudson 105 
franklin 106 
Montagne 107 
Warehaa 106 
Ware 109 

Ttwksbury 110 
Canton 111 
¥««thorough 112 
Mansfield 113 
Ablngton 114 

Wilmington 115 
Itxbeugh 116 
,'|enoer 117 
Abridge 118 
Maynard 119 

59 ,673 .67 
46 ,931 .04 
43 ,479 .03 
63 ,343 .08 
36 ,121 .86 

60 ,363 .16 
77 ,084 .20 
94 ,967 .10 
43 ,463 .05 
80 ,773;31 

64 ,897 .20 
41^676,9? 
73 ,392 .24 
33 ,614 .12 
47 ,466;38 

68 ,570 .10 
75 ,720 .00 
28 ,927 .07 
66 ,037 .60 
30 ,786 .76 

41 ,648 .94 
37 ,69?.67 
47 ,768 .69 
89 ,681.70 
80 ,718 .81 

46 ,623 .18 
61 ,123 .68 
41 ,642:08 
44 ,868 .67 
46 ,718 .96 

49 ,602 .76 
43 ,723 .73 
38 ,743 .21 
47 ,220 .09 
43 ,265 .63 

80 ,183 .69 
37 ,677 .58 
49 ,688 .66 
39 ,204 .06 
30 ,428 .16 

1,390 
1,262 
1,689 
1,498 
1,528 

1,436 
1,535 
1,485 
1,232 
1,801 

1,275 
962 

1,298 
1,399 
1,239 

1,418 
1,476 
1,394 
1,201 
1,070 

1,362 
1,084 
1,190 
1,237 

902 

1,045 
1,115 
1,036 
1,323 
908 

869 
1,126 
747 

1,047 
1,074 

1,445 
872 
963 
947 
871 

42.93 
36.60 
26.74 
42.26 
23; 63 

41 .9? 
80.19 
63.96 
35,27 
44.84 

50.89 
43 .22 
56.54 
24.02 
36.30 

46.84 
51.23 
20.76 
45 .82 
28,77 

30.57 
34.66 
40.14 
48.16 
56.22 

43.56 
53.36 
40.23 
33.91 
51.46 

67.06 
38.83 
47.64 
46.10 
40.28 

66.49 
43 ,20 
61.59 
41.39 

- 1 
4 
- 1 

4 
4 
• 1 

4 
4 
• 1 
- 1 

4 
4 
- 1 
4 

4 
4 
41 

4 
41 
4 

*1 

4 
4 
4 

• 1 
4 
4 
4 

24 
22 
00 
20 
16 

19 
7? 
63 
31 
38 

83 
26 
22 
12 
09 

66 
84 
36 
45 
79 

65 
36 
04 
62 
20 

29 
07 
05 
41 
86 

34 
02 
60 
40 
06 

15 
26 
8? 
13 

54.93 - 34 

1,123 
1,039 
2,089 
1,79? 
1,946 

1,325 
1,933 
1.601 
1*495 
2,065 

1,512 
1,313 
1,578 
1,815 
1,262 

1,768 
1,071 
1,722 
1,049 
1,306 

1,413 
1,027 
1,441 
1,342 

983 

891 
1,442 
1,332 
1,668 

769 

981 
969 
918 

1,333 
1,2?4 

1,669 
1,08? 
913 

1,210 
1,058 

53.14 
45 .17 
20 .81 
36.25 
18.68 

46.66 
39.66 
52 .73 
29 .0? 
39 ,12 

49 .46 
31.67 
46 .51 
18 .82 
37.90 

37 .30 
70 .70 
16 .80 
52.47 
23.87 

29.48 
36 .61 
33.15 
44 .40 
81.60 

81.09 
42 ,39 
31 .26 
28.80 
60.75 

50.66 
44 .21 
38.94 
36 .42 
35.96 

51 .43 
36.66 
54 .42 
32 .40 
28.76 

+1 .11 
• . 5 6 
- 1 . 1 5 
- . 1 3 
- 1 . 3 0 

• . 66 
4 . 1 8 
4 1 , 0 8 
- . 6 7 
4 . 1 3 

4 .86 
- .39 
4 .72 
- 1 , 3 1 
• . 05 

0 .00 
4 2 . 3 4 
- 1 . 4 3 
- . 30 
- . 9 6 

- • 83 
- . . 0 5 
- .29 
• .60 
• 1 . 0 0 

• . 97 
• . 36 
- .69 
*1.64 
• . 9 2 

• .49 
• .49 
• . 1 2 
- . 1 2 
• .28 

• .99 
- . 1 1 
• 1 . 2 0 
- .39 
- .69 
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jregp II - Tflwas jcgnt'd) 
Town Index* Valuation 

All Cxper. Exper. 
Children State State 
7-16 Aid Soores 

Hot Old 
Average State 
Member- Aid 
_j&lfi 

State 
Soaled 
Soores 

Ipswich 120 
Ct.Barrington 121 
Wimehendon 122 
East on 123 
Wllliamstown 124 

Monsea 
Swansea 
Leicester 
Seituate 
Holden 
Orcage 
Oxford 
Westwood 
Ayer 
ftcntham 

125 
126 
12? 
128 
129 

130 
131 
132 
133 
134 

40,665.06 
26,399.08 
48,787.42 
44,566.28 
46,141.06 

49,790.21 
63,669.22 
58,639.36 
27,246.60 
74,699.06 

49,378.76 
56,798.92 
37,739.20 
32,266.39 
19,182.92 

681 
660 

1,059 
663 
74k 

632 
1,119 
976 
937 
883 

895 
925 
392 
476 
520 

46.16 
34. 21 
46.06 
80.49 
60.81 

78.78 
56.91 
60.04 
29.07 
84.59 

88.17 
61.40 
42.30 
67.78 
36.89 

4 .66 
- .39 
4 .4? 
• .79 
•1 .84 

• 2.83 
•1 .26 
•1 .48 
- .76 
+3.26 

+3.26 
41.56 
• .20 
•2 .04 
- .19 

1,007 
1,037 
1,231 
1,181 
912 

688 
1,014 
838 

1,277 
1,202 

1,100 
1,126 
1,152 
614 
679 

40.38 
27.39 
39.63 
37.76 
49.50 

72.37 
62.81 
69.86 
21.34 
62.16 

44.69 
50.44 
33.34 
62.78 
53.13 

4 
4 
4 

.22 

.69 

.17 

.04 

.86 

42.45 
41.79 
4^.28 
-1 .03 
41.74 

4 .54 
4 .92 
4 .27 
41.79 
- .29 

Weston 135 46,588.76 766 60.66 *1.52 978 47.78 ,74 
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.tImfslOTtBil rtlft flam (g«tl 
'•'• All Sxper, Sxper. Bet Old ftate 

Town Index* Valuation Children State state Average State Sealed 
7-16 Aid Soores Member- Aid Soores 

Wsstport 
Blaokstoae 
Sharon 
Lee 
Balton 

Templeton 
Bourne 
Medfleld 
Belehertown 
K. Brldgewater 

Waylaad 
Bartorn 
Westford 
Reekferd 
BslliBghaa 

W.Brldgewater 
Holbrook 
Harvard 
Luaeaburg 
Frevlncstown 

Rc lUston 
Medway 
eeaaeeet 
Lsaex 
Lancaster 

Acton 
Ashland 
Mopkintoa 
Raatucket 
aopedale 

Kingston 
femperell 
R,Brookfield 
Bar re 
Warren 

Ranover' 
Ipssomth 
« r a h f i e l d 
Burlington 
Buxmmry 

136 
137 
136 
139 
140 

141 
142 
143 
144 
146 

146 
147 
146 
149 
150 

161 
162 
163 
164 
166 

156 
167 
158 
159 
160 

161 
162 
163 
164 
166 

166 
167 
166 
169 
170 

171 
172 
175 
174 
176 

46 ,267 .60 
42 ,675 .85 
46 ,711 .63 
30 ,367 .24 
28,063.06 

46 ,233 .54 
86 ,967 .66 
27 ,012 .90 
43 ,127 ,65 
42 ,766 .83 

43 ,272 .16 
54 ,661 .30 
42 ,662 .72 
19 ,362 .63 
45 ,908 .87 

61 ,226.69 
50 ,572 .65 
19 ,860 .04 
46 ,470 .96 
19 ,531 .11 

27 ,362 .97 
24 ,336 .93 
27 ,920 .37 
26 ,677 .46 
26 ,885.65 

32 ,852 .86 
36 ,294 .50 
34 ,890 .24 

6 ,714 .50 
16 ,594 .1? 

26 ,466 .66 
35 ,601 .01 
51 ,751 .12 
45 ,360 .06 
26 ,612 .82 

29 ,866 .24 
39 ,006 .00 
29 ,597 .46 
9 9 , 5 4 0 . 7 6 
31 ,968 .11 

666 
657 
607 
750 
693 

662 
676 
362 
484 
726 

825 
726 
693 
515 
753 

642 
664 
191 
641 
464 

549 
620 
569 
433 
506 

613 
469 
554 
406 
*M»© 

467 
472 
525 
528 
THBWB 

495 
804 
545 
659 
487 

64 .03 
64 .95 
56 .64 
41 .56 
40 .49 

7 0 . 7 2 
39 .95 
70 .71 
89 .10 
58.89 

52.57 
75 .29 
61 .41 
37 .78 
60 .96 

79.79 
46 .04 
10.40 
17 .18 
42 .09 

49 .8? 
46 .80 
49 .06 
61 .61 
5 3 . 1 3 

65 .61 
74 .22 
62 .9? 
16 .45 
34 .96 

64 .65 
76 .42 
60 .4? 
82 .16 
59 .55 

60 .56 
77 .39 
54 .50 
60 .00 
65 .64 

- . 5 1 
- .06 
- .40 
- 1 . 0 3 
- 1 . 0 8 

• . 16 
- 1 . 1 0 
• .18 
• .95 
- . 3 1 

- .67 
• .37 
- .20 
- 1 . 1 9 
- . 2 2 

• .56 
- .64 
• 2 . 3 3 
- 2 . 0 6 
- 1 . 0 0 8 

- .70 
- .82 
- . 71 
- .20 
- .55 

- . 12 
4 . 33 
- .80 
- 2 . 0 6 
- 1 . 3 1 

- .49 
4 .36 
- .24 
4 .63 
- . 26 

- .26 
• .46 
- .49 
- . 26 
- . 0 3 

. h i * 

999 
389 

1,12? 
699 
862 

642 
833 
503 
543 
917 

1,011 
809 
788 
676 
659 

782 
819 
226 
736 
847 

630 
598 
744 
516 
390 

604 
623 
670 
507 
582 

583 
634 
377 
626 
456 

648 
649 
693 
709 
660 

146.30 
109.71 

40 .86 
43 .40 
32 .56 

67 .28 
32 .37 
53 .70 
79 .43 
46 .63 

42 .80 
67 .57 
54 .01 
28.67 
69 .66 

65 .61 
37 .33 
67 .19 
67 .22 
35 .71 

"*43.47 
40 .70 
37 .53 
51 .70 
68 .94 

54 .39 
56 .26 
52 .07 
13 .24 
26.79 

4 3 . 6 8 
56.15 
84 .22 
69 .30 
63 .32 

46 .46 
60 .10 
42 .71 
55 .77 
46 .44 

- .49 
• 1 . 6 8 
- .68 
- .58 
— .94 

- . 1 3 
- .96 
- .25 
• .59 
- .48 

- .61 
• .20 
- .24 
- 1 . 0 ? 
• .27 

• .14 
- .79 
• .84 
• .19 
- .64 

- .58 
- . 68 
- .76 
- . 32 
• .26 

- . 23 
- .10 
- .30 
- 1 . 5 7 
- 1 . 1 3 

- . 58 
- .17 
• .75 
4 .66 
• . 06 

- .49 
• .04 
- . 6 1 
• . 18 

a M.W 

- . 4 2 
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GROUP I I I - TOMBS 

Town 

fharlten 
Worthberough 
Sutton 
Deerfleld 
Rutland 

frighten 
Oreten 
Maaahester 
fewnsend 
Merrlaac 

Hamilton 
Southborough 
Avon 
Rsrwich 
Hadley 

Douglas 
Sudbury 
Pembroke 
w. Boylston 
Milllo 

Rorvell 
Chatham 
Sandwich 
Seorgetown 
Littleton 

Hardwick 
Orovoland 
Stoekbrldge 
Rorthfleld 
Hatfield 

Shef f ie ld 
Plalnvl l le 
Williamsburg 
Ilsbury 
Orleans 

Shelburne 

IK' 
#sew Mendon 
Brookfield 

Index* Valuation 

176 
177 
178 
179 
160 

181 
182 
163 
164 
165 

166 
187 
186 
189 
190 

191 
192 
193 
194 
195 

196 
197 
198 
199 
200 

201 
202 
203 
204 
205 

206 
207 
206 
209 
210 

211 
212 
213 
214 
215 

56 ,248 .65 
33 ,676 .92 
38 ,272.69 
26 ,616 .74 
35 ,616 .36 

39 ,570 .56 
31 ,644 .82 

3 ,969 .68 
58 ,362 .33 
21 ,509.27 

19 ,965 .41 
24 ,966.09 
21 ,261.47 
16 ,909 ,62 
29 ,484 .46 

26,117.44 
23 ,502 .04 
30 ,036 .72 
35 ,820 .77 
33 ,069 .08 

36 ,462.29 
18 ,791 .58 
15 ,335 .87 
26 ,685 .51 
20 ,518 .71 

24 ,737 .03 
21 ,138.47 
20 ,837 .06 
31 ,817 .22 
19 ,080 .62 

26 ,908 .52 
18 ,042 .06 
^3,020.98 
7 ,763 .58 

16 ,325 .78 

25 ,185 ,43 
11 ,661 .12 
22 ,689 .51 
20 ,601 .81 
18 ,627 .92 

Al l 
Children 

7-16 

531 
529 
509 
380 
290 

486 
493 
375 
428 
403 

378 
410 
361 
421 
383 

397 
449 
403 
437 
413 

442 
323 
156 
380 
325 

344 
363 
262 
297 
289 

264 
303 
329 
308 
240 

222 
291 
219 
292 
246 

Sxper. 
State 

Aid 

68.26 
63.66 
75.19 
70.14 

122.04 

81.42 
64.16 
10.66 
89 .16 
63.37 

52 .62 
60.69 
56.69 
40 .16 
83 .52 

63 .41 
52.54 
74 .63 
61 .96 
80.07 

82.49 
48.89 
98 .30 
64 .81 
63.10 

71 .90 
88 .23 
79 .53 

107.12 
73 ,67 

101.92 
59.64 
69.99 
25.17 
68 .02 

113.44 
39 .72 

Sxper. Ret 
State Average 
Soores Meaber-

4 .08 
- . 11 
• .37 
4 ,16 
• 2 . 3 2 

• . 63 
- .09 
- 2 . 3 2 
• .95 
- .54 

- .56 
- . 23 
- . 31 
- 1 . 0 9 
4 .80 

- .12 
- .58 
• .34 
• .65 
• .57 

4 .68 
- . 73 
41 .33 
- . 06 
- .13 

- .23 
- .34 
4 .56 
• 1 . 7 0 
• .31 

• 1.48 
- . 28 
• .16 
- 1 . 7 1 
• .07 

• 1 . 9 6 
- 1 . 1 0 

103 .60 +1.55 
70 ,55 
75 .62 

• .18 
• .39 

mhir 
611 
561 

tit 
524 

565 
663 
433 
635 
476 

505 
452 
445 
503 
466 

486 
537 
506 
670 
482 

502 
488 
236 
468 
445 

329 
443 
323 
318 
316 

330 
351 
371 
374 
269 

301 
299 
298 
309 
304 

Old 
State 
Aid 

69 .33 
67 .96 
63 .16 
69 .02 

109.62 

70.29 
56 .21 

9 .16 
71 .33 
45 .19 

39.69 
55 .23 
47 .78 

"33.62 
60.67 

51 .68 
43 .77 
59 .36 
62.84 
68 .61 

72 .63 
34 .46 
64 .44 
68.29 
46 .11 

75.19 
47 .72 
64 .81 

100.05 
60 .38 

81 .64 
51 .40 
62.05 
20 ,73 
56.49 

83 .67 
38 .67 
76 .14 
66 .67 
60 .94 

State 
Sealed 
Soores 

- .07 
- .11 
• .06 
• .06 
n . 5 8 

• .69 
- .17 
-1 .71 
4 . 3 1 
- . 53 

- .71 
- .20 
- .44 
- .91 
- . 02 

- . 3 2 
0 .56 
- .07 
• .06 
• .28 

4 ,37 
- . 88 
• .10 
- .10 
- .50 

• .46 
- .45 
• .10 
• 1 . 2 6 
- .03 

• .66 
- . 3 5 
• . 02 
- 1 . 3 3 
- .16 

• . 73 
- .74 
• .48 
• .18 
- . 0 3 
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Pftm,.m -
Town 

Oak Bluf f s 
Edgartown 
Ashby 
Tepsfleld 
Chester 

Huntington 
Brlufleld 
Wellfleet 
Bernardston 

Townj 

Index* 

216 
217 
218 
219 
220 

221 
222 
223 
224 

New Marlborough226 

Ashfleld 
Oharleaont 
Petersham 
New Salem 

226 
22? 
228 
229 

Valuation 

8 ,626 .88 
11 ,872 .84 
J>2,660.96 
16 ,192.39 
23,879.49 

17 ,084 .98 
°8 ,167 .06 
8 ,262 .43 

16 ,165 .64 
17 ,143 .62 

14 ,870 .62 
21 ,326.80 
17 ,610 .94 
15 ,206 .42 

Al l 
Children 

7-16 
-

287 
216 
206 
239 
186 

189 
207 
148 
185 
134 

139 
117 
144 

67 

bxper. 
State 
Aid 

33.66 
64.46 

110.00 
67.76 
12.67 

90 .23 
136.07 

85 .82 
87.38 
127.93 

107.02 
182.28 
122.36 

22.69 

Exper. 
ta te 

Scores 

- 1 . 3 6 
- .49 
+1.82 
• .06 
- 2 . 2 4 

• 1 . 0 0 
• 2 . 9 4 
- .44 
• .88 
4 2.66 

• 1.69 
+ 4 .83 
4 2.33 
- 1 , 8 2 

Net 
Average 
Member-

ahio 

317 
266 
294 
328 
236 

195 
237 
171 
242 
172 

169 
146 
151 

64 

Old 
State 
Aid 

27 .21 
44 .30 
77 .08 
49.37 

100.34 

87 .46 
118.85 

48 .32 
66 .80 
99.67 

87 .99 
146.0? 
116.63 
237.60 

s t a t e 
Sealed 
Scores 

- 1 . 1 2 
- .56 
4 ,55 
- .39 
+1.27 

+ .86 
4 1 . 8 8 
- . 45 
4 .18 
+1.26 

4 .87 
+ 2 .7? 
+1 .81 
45 .90 
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^roup IV - Towns 

Town 

sxpgrlBontal atitff Aid (P9nt) 

Index* Valuation 
All 

Children 
7-16 

Sxper. 
State 
Aid 

«*> 

Sxper. Mot Old State 
state Average State Sealed 
Soores Member- Aid scores 

**"P 

Loagmoadcw 
Seekenk 
Dudley 
Bedford 
E.Longmeadow 

R,Beading 
Aeushnat 
Bairley 
Wilbraham 
Lyniflold 

Rehobeth 
Bull 
Raasoa 
Mlddloton 
Beuthwiok 

Itorbrldge 
Wostmlnster 
Borfolk 
Salisbury 
Rahant 

fpten 
Aeaearnhaa 
Dennis 
Lincoln 
Rafnham 

Rattapolset t 
NariOB 
Ster l ing 
freetown 
Lanesherough 

Lakevl l le 
Tyngsborough 
Cam chl re 
Revaury 
Oranby 

Essex 
V v l e y 
Jbylston 
MillTi l lC 

230 
231 
252 
233 
234 

235 
236 
23? 
236 
Ho9 

240 
241 
242 
243 
244 

245 
246 
247 
248 
249 

250 
251 
252 
263 
254 

256 
266 
267 
258 
259 

260 
261 
262 
263 
264 

265 
266 
267 
268 

West Brookf ie ld 269 

78 ,000 .00 
60 ,221 .46 
43 ,374 .40 
25 ,244 .46 
32 ,921 .63 

60 ,079 .69 
35 ,800 .20 
24 ,058 .97 
39 ,561.16 
28 ,662 .50 

44 ,551 .04 
24 ,816 .60 
38 ,624 .75 
20 ,744 .74 
34 ,912 .06 

34 ,210 .96 
30 ,286 .03 
19 ,694 .51 
27 ,713 .37 
10 ,862 .70 

29 ,478 .15 
30 ,442 .36 
26 ,341 .82 
21 ,994 .35 
26 ,667 .10 

16 ,986 .19 
9 ,819 .00 

30 ,669 .66 
32 ,669 .84 
29 ,823 .25 

24 ,201 .89 
33 ,972 .34 
22 ,660 .78 
17 ,267 .98 
20 ,978 .60 

15 ,751 .1? 
21,862.39 
17 ,965 .32 
18 ,426 .36 
20,113.49 

1,007 
984 
745 
411 
768 

786 
723 
400 
520 
625 

649 
671 
563 
369 
536 

472 
381 
301 
476 
371 

350 
398 
300 
386 
444 

37? 
365 
306 
344 
336 

298 
290 
30? 
236 
263 

270 
306 
260 
197 
27? 

7.76 
61,05 
58 .22 
61 .42 
42 ,86 

76 .45 
49 .61 
60.14 
76 .07 
45 .86 

66.64 
36 .98 
66.60 
66 .21 
64.89 

72 .47 
79 ,49 
66 .32 
57.97 
29.27 

64 , 22 
76 .46 
87 .60 
56 ,96 
60 ,73 

46 .06 
27 .81 

100.66 
94 .94 
89 .02 

62 .66 
117.44 

75 .81 
75 .66 
79 .76 

58 .33 
71 .61 
69 .17 
95 .65 
72 .61 

- 1 . 4 8 
- .89 
- .79 
- .75 
- .98 

- .64 
- .89 
- .76 
- .66 
- .96 

- .66 
- 1 . 0 7 
- .66 
- . 6 1 
- .70 

- .58 
- . 5 3 
- .66 
- .79 
- 1 . 1 8 

- .45 
— , 64 
— .88 
- .79 
- .76 

- . 96 
- 1 . 2 0 
- . 2 1 
- .29 
- .37 

- .46 
• . 02 
- .56 
- . 58 
- .49 

- .79 
— . 61 
— .64 
- . 5 1 
- . 58 

1,511 
1,140 

604 
552 
966 

927 
579 
332 
626 
773 

746 
936 
670 
463 
561 

426 
449 
376 
569 
547 

449 
395 
384 
476 
443 

449 
418 
426 
381 
401 

350 
420 
368 
264 
338 

306 
373 
316 
213 
345 

5.96 
44.06 
71.81 
47.45 
34.01 

64.61 
61.63 
72.47 
63.20 
37.08 

59.72 
26.51 
57.65 
44.81 
63.36 

79.93 
67.45 
52.10 
46.71 
19.86 

66.65 
77.0? 
68)60 
46.21 
69.97 

57,85 
23.49 
71.99 
85.72 
74.37 

69.16 
80.89 
61.66 
66.48 
62.07 

61.47 
58.6? 
86.92 
86.61 
58.30 

-1 .45 
- .76 
- .25 
- .67 
- .95 

- .36 
- .41 
- .22 
- .39 
- .88 

- .46 
-1 .07 
- .46 
- .72 
- .38 
- .06 
- .31 
- .60 
- .66 
-1.19 

- .34 
- .15 
- .29 
- .71 
- .45 

- .86 
-1 .13 
- .22 
• .02 
- .17 

- .26 
- .06 
- .41 
- .36 
- .41 

- .64 
- .46 
- .61 
• .04 
- .48 
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aROUP IV - Towns 

Town 

M ^ „ 

Clarksburg 
Buekland 
W.Newbury 
Hinsdale 

Celrain 
Carver 
Southampton 
Berl in 
Beehester 

Ervlng 
Hampden 
Basse l l 
Berkley 
Sherborn 

E. Brookfield 
W.Stookbridge 
Hubbardston 
S i l l 
Paxtcn 

Princeton 
Breaster 
Saltan 
Halifax 
Whately 

Boxford 
Sunderland 
t a r l l s l e 
tesvay 
Eastham 

Reyalston 
Leverett 
Socket 
Granville 
Richmond 

Egrosaont 
Blymptea 
•jrar© 
J h l l l i p o t o n 
Cumminftton 

Index* Valuation 

270 
271 
272 
275 
274 

275 
276 
27? 
278 
279 

660 
281 
282 
283 
284 

265 
286 
287 
266 
289 

290 
291 
292 
268 
294 

298 
296 
297 
298 
299 

300 
301 
302 
303 
304 

306 
306 
307 
306 
309 

8 ,362 .87 
15 ,787 .71 
14 ,558 .62 
22 ,487 .56 
20 ,930 .80 

23 ,766 .88 
24 ,547 .62 
20 ,652 .1? 
12 ,771 .96 
18 ,916 .91 

12 ,246 .57 
26 ,514.90 
10 ,687 .25 
17 ,606 .72 

8 ,568 .06 

10 ,511 .92 
10 ,677 .31 
20 ,329 .67 
19 ,566 .52 
11 ,230.70 

28 ,147 .41 
12 ,160 .90 
12 ,114 .61 
12 ,766 .52 
14 ,276 .94 

12 ,637 .05 
8 ,986 .37 

11 ,691 .66 
22 ,731 .72 

8 ,845 .37 

19 ,863 .29 
18 ,187 .79 
16 ,002 .66 
10 ,591 .71 
13 ,630 .60 

6 ,517 .6? 
11 ,890 .61 

8 ,624 .51 
16 ,732 .99 
12 ,796 .97 

A l l taper . Sxper. 
Children S ta te s t a t e 
7-16 

264 
206 
220 
405 
249 

229 
300 
299 
202 
237 

192 
269 
191 
212 
191 

181 
165 
160 
149 
140 

171 
129 
166 
201 
147 

139 
122 
106 
126 
103 

179 
116 
128 

98 
118 

91 
135 
93 

156 
86 

Aid 

81.76 
76 .65 
66 .17 
55 .52 
64.06 

106.8? 
86 .63 
84 .65 
63 .25 
79 .81 

65 .76 
96 .56 
68.96 
83.99 
44 .86 

66 .9? 
64.89 

127.06 
131.44 

80 .22 

129.61 
94 .19 
72 .11 
63.46 
97 .12 

90 .91 
78 .43 

110.50 
177.60 

66 .96 

110.97 
156.61 
125.02 
108.0? 
116.61 

60 .65 
86 .11 
59 .40 

125.03 
148.80 

Scores 

- 1 . 1 6 
_ 
M 

. 

-

tm 

— 
M 

-

-

„ 
Wft 

a . 

-
-

„. 
-
4 
4 

-

4 
-
• 
-

-

. 
-
-
4 

-

4 
4 
4 
-
-

«. 
-
-
4 
4 

. 63 

.68 

.61 

.43 

.1? 

.47 

.43 

.72 

.49 

. 7 1 

.24 

.81 

.44 

.96 

.79 

.70 

.16 

.21 

.48 

.18 

.29 

.60 

. 7 1 

.24 

.36 
• 53 
.06 
.64 
.41 

.07 

.66 

.12 

.11 

.006 

.76 

.36 

.77 

. 10 

.46 

Hat Old 
Average s t a t e 
Member 
•h ip 

866 
206 
266 
272 
292 

267 
325 
256 
212 
245 

226 
297 
266 
237 
221 

228 
201 
196 
166 
161 

213 
154 
184 
213 
165 

170 
168 
167 
165 
139 

211 
136 
136 
122 
146 

115 
146 
111 
159 
110 

- Aid 

29 .31 
7 6 . 6 4 
64 .32 
82 .67 
71 .68 

Dei 8 8 
76 .63 
78 .48 
60 .25 
7 7 . 2 1 

64 .19 
89 .26 
41 .91 
75 .13 
38.77 

45 .33 
62 .62 

103 .72 
116.56 

69 .76 

103.96 
78 .90 
68 .84 
69.89 
66 .53 

74.34 
53 .32 
70 .01 

148.5? 
63 .64 

94 .14 
133.59 
115.96 
86 .82 
95 .36 

47 .98 
61.44 
4 9 . 7 ? 

105.44 
116.33 

J t a t e 
sea i e a 
Soores 

• 1 
-
IB*» 

-
-

«•» 

-
-

j -
mm 

-
4 
-
-

-

«. 
-
4 
-
-

4 
-
— 
-
4 

„. 
— 
mm 

• 1 
-

4 
4 
4 
4 
• 

«. 
* 
4 
4 

. 02 

.14 

.66 

.08 

.23 

.03 

.16 

.10 

.46 

.13 

.66 

.09 

.79 

.1? 

.64 

.72 

.6? 

. 36 
• 60 
.27 

.56 

.10 

.34 

.46 

.04 

.22 

.57 

.2? 
• 19 
.38 

.19 

. 9 1 

.59 

.05 

.17 

. 6 ? 

.05 
• 64 
.39 
.60 



APPSMDIX 5 1^5 
Orcup IV - Towns Experimental State Aid (Cont) 

All Exper. Exper. Hot Old 
rtown Index* Valuation Chlldraa state State Average State 

7-16 Aid Soores Member- Aid 

state 
Scaled 
Soores 

Blondford 310 
filham lw. 311 
Dunstable 312 
Isleo 313 
Obeoterfleld 314 
florida 315 
Bow Braintraa 316 
Werthlngtea 31? 
Oakham 316 
Vostaampton 319 

13 .666 .72 87 
11 ,385 .67 94 
13 .705 .95 94 
11 ,222 .13 98 
13 ,409 .16 61 

11 .536 .96 110 
11 .827 .73 72 

9 ,687 .16 66 
16 ,602 .46 64 
12 ,430 .04 72 

BomtilltHigh 
nagkpoe 
Aamdisfieid 
Warwick 

Holland 
Windsor 
Monterey 
Otis 
W. tiibury 

Wendell -
Ooehea 
Ley den 
Heath 
Hiddlefield 
Sovof 
Washington 
Rowley 
Tyrlnghaa 
Biainfield 

320 
821 
322 
323 
324 

325 
326 
327 
328 
329 

330 
331 
332 
333 
334 

335 
336 
337 
336 
339 

8,666.83 
11,609.41 
8,892.77 
15,604.46 
16,520.01 

7,656.42 
12,116.06 
3,689.35 
15,298.16 
5,716.20 

8,096.66 
13,065.20 
10,870.49 
15,426.6? 
11,251.56 

12,461.06 
9,964.29 
9,125.86 
4,466.46 
8,176.63 

78 
7? 
80 
60 
65 

67 
60 
33 
63 
45 

54 
53 
16 
23 
28 
28 
30 
13 
8 
12 

faateebury 340 
Alford 341 
Rove 342 
eallmark 343 
Monroe 344 

momtfomery 346 
fern 346 
Row Aihford 347 
Tolland 346 
lay Head 349 

9 , 4 8 7 . 6 2 
6 ,494 .45 
7 ,652 .00 
3 ,911 .70 
4 , 9 7 3 . 4 1 

3 ,225 .59 
10 ,260 .20 

4 ,459 .14 
6 ,66? .60 
2 ,621 .02 

23 
22 
14 
11 
13 

10 
15 
11 

7 
6 

167.00 
121.16 
146.79 
116,15 
166.55 

105.05 
164.27 
140.99 
246.91 
172,64 

111.10 
180.77 
73.66 
226.74 
182.66 

116.96 
201.93 
111.80 
211.08 

82 .68 

99 .98 
221.2? 
247.05 
205.42 
260.79 

214.65 
191.43 
304,20 

91 .19 
199.11 

287.50 
148.60 
396.42 
186.67 
198.64 

161.18 
294.05 
318.51 
291.22 
531,11 

- .66 
4 .07 
• . 4 1 
• ,04 
• ,68 

- ,17 
4 , 66 
+ .34 
+1.79 
• .77 

- .07 
• . 4 ? 
- .58 
• 1 . 6 1 
• . 9 1 

4 . 01 
• 1 . 1 7 
- .06 
• 1 . 3 0 
- .46 

- . 2 2 
• 1 . 4 4 
• 1 . 7 9 
• 1 . 1 9 
• 8 . 2 6 

• 1 . 4 6 
• 1 . 0 5 
• 2 . 6 7 
- .34 
•1.13 
48.34 
4 .46 
43.83 
• .96 
•1.13 

• .62 
•2.45 
• r.76 
•2.36 
•S.9I 

104 
103 
110 
96 
93 

151 
91 
65 
78 
76 

90 
9? 
86 
66 
105 

77 
73 
41 
82 
46 

6? 
71 
57 
66 
4? 

62 
41 
47 
30 

47 
59 
53 
55 
32 

30 
46 
18 
16 
16 

131.33 
110.62 
124.58 
116.13 
144,18 

86 .65 
129.96 
112.79 
202.60 
166.75 

96 .26 
119.66 

69 .33 
209.30 
160.66 

101.76 
165:9? 

@9.9o 
162.17 

80 ,79 

120.67 
163.66 
190.71 
203.48 
236.97 

160.69 
191.45 
222.68 
9 5 . 0 ? 

172.66 

201.66 
140,86 
826* 24 
116,64 
166.42 

107.46 
228; 67 
247.73 
416 .08 
174.74 

• .67 
• . 46 
4 ,76 
• . 65 
41 .11 
• ,04 
4 .66 
4 . 53 
42 ,19 
• 1 . 6 2 

• . 22 
• ,66 
- , 26 
+2.51 
• 1 . 2 3 

• . 32 
• 1 . 6 1 
• .10 
• 1 . 4 4 
— .06 

• .68 
• 1 . 6 4 
+1.97 
+2.20 
+2.66 

+1*78 
+1.98 
+ 2,56 
• .19 
• 1 . 6 5 

• 2 . 1 9 
• 1 . 0 5 
+ ^.66 
+ .65 
+1 .52 

• . 4 3 
+2.68 
+3.02 
+6 .13 
+1.67 



JROUP I - C i t i e s 
APFSSDIX 3 

Proposed Equalised Valuation 

196 

Town Index* All Proposed ^ P r o p o s e d Hot Old Eq. 
valuation 0 h l l 4 p # m Ko,uan*od Sealed Aver. Val. per foaled 

1962 7-16 Valuation Score Member- pupil 
per pupil ship 

Score 

Cambridge 
Boston 
Hevtcn 
Bolyoke 
Salea 

Fltehburg 
Springf ie ld 
Everett 
Haverhill 
Lowell 

Lawrence 
of/mm 

Lttsf ie ld 
Worcester 

westfield 
Rsrthampton 
Waltham 
Maiden 

Oleueoflter 
Beverly 
Leoalnster 
R. Adams 
Row Bedford 

Fall River 
Semervllla 
Melrose 
Hedfard 
Attleboro 

Weburn 
Revere 
Breekton 
Peabcdy 
Chioopee 

Marlborough 
Jnelsea 
Taanton 
Rtwauryport 

$215,667,360. 
1 ,572 ,061 ,400 . 

217,633,700 
82 ,046 ,810 
59,736,840 

61,199,300 
300,571,665 
100,481,025 

71 ,647 ,025 
107,657,800 

24,733,974 
90 ,275 ,800 

139,263,778 
99 ,351 ,340 

319,537,750 

149,695,675 
35,375,336 
32,246,496 
67 ,416,300 
81 ,245,700 

42,376,020 
44 ,813 ,400 
28,463,816 
30 ,766,060 

126,728,626 

124,456,750 
127,761,700 
45 ,700 ,300 
94 ,260 ,860 
36,398,050 

27,261,960 
54 ,491,750 
82 ,460,800 
27,776,080 
50 ,525,350 

17 ,137,458 
44 ,735 ,700 
39 ,262 ,980 
14 ,022,108 

12108 
94139 
10920 

6203 
4934 

5338 
16481 
5632 
6653 
12985 

2293 
9644 
11435 
6904 
25797 

10601 
2802 
2681 
6161 
7998 

3522 
3818 
3393 
2721 
12612 

15389 
13184 
3580 
6389 
3195 

2808 
5046 
7799 
2913 
5987 

2150 
4963 
4618 
1774 

$17,646. 
16,700 
19,920 
13,226 
12,107 

11,614 
16,263 
17,229 
12,709 

8,334 

10,786 
9,360 

12,17? 
14,387 
13,427 

15,677 
12,628 
12,163 
11,463 
10,158 

12,031 
11,66? 
8,388 

11,506 
10,130 

8,102 
9,690 

12,485 
11,237 
11,391 

9,705 
10,798 
10,673 

9,635 
8,438 

7970 
9,013 
8,505 
7,904 

• 2 . 5 7 
• 2 . 0 1 
• 3 . 2 6 
• .67 
• .23 

+ .04 
• 1 . 8 4 
• 2 . 2 1 
• .47 
- 1 . 2 3 

- .28 
- .83 
• .26 
• 1 . 1 2 
• .75 

• . 92 
- .44 
• .26 
- .02 
- .23 

- .20 
• .06 
- 1 . 2 0 
- .08 
- .63 

- 1 . 3 2 
- .70 
• .38 
- .10 
- .04 

- .66 
- .27 
- .86 
- .76 
- 1 . 1 8 

- 1 . 5 7 
- .96 
- 1 . 1 6 
- 1 . 3 9 

10121 
87692 
12246 

4865 
4934 

3764 
18962 
661? 
4663 
8170 

1942 
666? 
10617 
^7766 
25072 

11963 
2950 
2798 
5861 
7136 

3792 
4002 
2673 
2798 
11694 

11666 
11966 
4107 
6902 
3450 

2709 
6507 
6669 
2954 
6389 

1888 
5043 
4733 
1611 

$21,111 
17,92? 
17,764 
16,899 
16,479 

16,269 
16,851 
16,186 
14,774 
13,175 

13,149 
13,146 
12,874 
12,809 
12,748 

12,530 
11 ,992 
11,525 
11,463 
11,385 

11,176 
11,123 
11,063 
10,996 
10,837 

10,766 
10,669 
10,640 
10,589 
10,549 

10,060 
9 ,896 
9 ,512 
9,403 
9,376 

9 ,07? 
8,670 
6 ,293 
7,743 

• 4 . 0 3 
• 2 . 6 2 
• 2 . 6 1 
• 2 . 1 2 
• 1 . 9 5 

• 1 . 8 5 
• 1 . 1 5 
• 1 . 3 5 
+1.15 
+ .44 

• .45 
• . 42 
• .34 
+ .27 
• .24 

• .14 
- .09 
- .50 
- .55 
- .36 

- .46 
- .48 
- .51 
- .54 
- .61 

- .65 
- .69 
- .70 
- . 76 
- .74 

- .96 
- 1 . 0 4 
- 1 . 2 1 
- 1 . 2 2 
- 1 . 2 3 

- 1 . 4 1 
- 1 . 5 0 
- 1 . 8 1 
- 2 . 0 1 



| 0 W I I - Tonne 

Total 

Brookllne 
Barnstable 
Webster 
Belmont 
W. Springf ie ld 

Vsl les ley 
Falmouth 
Westoa 
Winchester 
Easthampton 

Soltuato 
Milton 
Suampsoott 
Soaorsot 
Plymouth 

Vatertown 
Revuaed 
rraainghajB 
wajmouth 
Marblehead 

Aadover 
R. Andovsr 
Heodham 
Lexington 
Oreenfleld 

Arlington 
Dedhaa 
Wareham 
Beading 
Walpole 

Msthuen 
Rlngham 
Southbridge 
Canton 
Coneord 

w««twood 
Dartmouth 
JJtarrlngton 

wfpSrn 
Ipsvioh 

APPENX )IX 3 

Proposed Equalised Valuation 

Valuation 
at J a n . l 

1982 

169 
39 
18 
69 
50 

86 
28 
14 
40 
18 

18 
44 
27 
18 
28 

64 
30 
46, 
76, 
27, 

• 626, ,000 
,430,920 
,869, ,653 
,498,000 
,296, ,988 

,108.375 
,309, 
,677; 
,613, 
,225, 

,335, 
,010, 
,371, 
,965, 
,426, 

,706, 
,677, 
f E#&4| 

,214, 
,913, 

,535 
,495 
,825 
,696 

,000 
,246 
,607 
,840 
,175 

,795 
,960 
,212 
700 

,295 

21,103,797 
12,622, 
39, 
54, 
29, 

64, 
31, 
16 ( 
26, 
19, 

29, 
21, 
16, 

,591. 
,387, 
077, 

,127, 
120, 

,820, 
285, 
130, 

923, 
260, 
377, 

,480 
725 
730 
400 

650 
200 
239 
917 
070 

700 
261 
060 

10 ,022 ,010 
13, 

U . 
16, 
10 , 

» . 
9, 

086, 

160, 
778, 
105, 

106 

237 
576 
296 

652,766 
641, 645 

A l l 
Children 

7-16 

5601 
1528 
1820 
3169 
2670 

2667 
1394 

766 
2758 
1286 

937 
2822 
1620 
1362 
1775 

4665 
2263 
3336 
4922 
1959 

1686 
1084 
2420 
2368 
2319 

5516 
2687 
1323 
2136 
1399 

3149 
1689 
2296 
1126 
1070 

892 
1608 

650 
520 

661 

Proposed 
Equalised 
Valuation 
oer tranll 

126,986 
25,810 
10,203 
18,775 
18,837 

21,036 
26,308 
19,111 
14,725 
11,876 

19,867 
18,895 
16,895 
13,924 
16,014 

15,870 
13,886 
14,075 
16,484 
14,248 

12,517 
11,644 -
16,360 
14,521 
12,538 

11,625 
11,581 
12,713 
12,292 
13,674 

95 ,02 
12,887 

7,132 
8,900 

12,229 

12,533 
10,419 
12,172 
10,677 
10,943 

Hot 

197 

""bid Eq. 
Soaled Average Valua-
Sooro 

• 4 
• 3 
« 

+1 
+1 

.33 

.61 

.08 

.95 

.96 

+2.48 
+2.31 
+2 
4 
4 

42 
4 1 
41 
4 
4 1 

4 
4 
4 
4 1 
4 

4 
4 
4 1 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

« 
4 
-
-
4 

4 
-
4 
4 
4 

.03 

.99 

.97 

.14 

.20 

.60 

.80 

.30 

.80 

.71 

.64 

.17 

.8? 

.4? 

.26 

.38 

.94 

.47 

.2? 

.27 

.62 

.42 

.74 

.2? 

.49 

.81 

.39 

.40 

.47 

.03 

.39 

.03 

.10 

Member 
shin 

Soaled 
Scores 

- t i o n per 
TJUttil 

6425 124,844 
1945 

939 
3262 
2934 

3292 
1722 

975 
2766 
1039 

1277 
3080 
2028 
1413 
2120 

4867 
2322 
3600 
5971 
2235 

1710 
1027 
3541 
2935 
2485 

5777 
2853 
1558 
2457 
1815 

2910 
2089 
1612 

969 
1306 

1132 
1706 
1037 

679 
1007 

20,272 
19,776 
18,120 
17,142 

17,133 
16,440 
15,054 
14,683 
14,654 

14,358 
14,289 
13,497 
13,433 
13,409 

13,296 
13 ,212 
13,051 
13,409 
12,489 

12 ,341 
12,291 
11,850 
11,716 
11,701 

11 ,101 
10,908 
10,796 
10,686 
10,640 

10,263 
10,177 
10,159 
10,133 
10,019 

9 ,877 
9 ,836 
9 ,743 
9 ,590 
9 ,576 

4 4 
+2 
+2 
+2 
+2 

• 2 
• 1 
+1 
+1 
+1 

+1 
+1 
+1 
+1 
+1 

+1 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 , 
4 
4 , 

4 < 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 , 
4 
4 , 
4 

4 

. 08 

.86 

.73 

.29 

.03 

.03 

.85 

.48 

.38 

.37 

.30 

.28 

.0? 

.05 

.04 

.01 

.99 

.95 

.87 

.80 

.76 

.75 

.63 

.89 

.59 

.45 

.36 

.35 

. 32 

.31 

.21 

.19 

.19 
,19 
.14 

.10 

.10 

.07 

.02 

.02 
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'own 

fakefleld 
Jllnton 
Jtonsnaa 
toe saury 
Imherst 

toalntree 
trilllamstown 
fcdaas 
South Hadley 
Ayer 

Hllford 
Vlnthrop 
Ware 
Hudson 
Montague 

Agawam 
Banvers 
Rookland 
Ludlow 
Natlok 

Tswksbury 
fairhaven 
Shrewsbury 
N. Att leboro 
Randolph 

foxboro 
Stoughton 
franklin 
Westborough 
Draout 

Chelmsford 
Palmer 
Brldgewater 
Mansfield 
Oxbridge 

B l l l e r l c a 
Swansea 
Whitman 
PSUgUS 
Athol 

Valuation 
Jan.1 ,1952 

$28,285,576 
12,256,315 
19 ,046,425 
10 ,536 ,845 
U , 7 1 3 , 0 2 5 

41 ,664 ,760 
8 ,207 ,986 

11 ,310,760 
13 ,261,056 

4 ,820 ,025 

16,881,600 
25,633,750 

6 ,628,880 
7 ,448,565 

10 ,892,520 

15 ,216,266 
16 ,768,950 

9 ,780 ,996 
8 ,138,168 

29,100,200 

1 ,394,710 
13 ,612,990 
13 ,328,840 
13 ,736,720 
14,982,870 

7 ,641 ,963 
12 ,774,760 
10 ,056 ,222 

6 ,393,024 
7 ,263 ,460 

10 ,599,180 
8 ,702 ,680 
8 ,707 ,938 
8 ,802 ,160 
7 ,904 ,226 

16 ,040,640 
6 ,890 ,462 
9 ,129 ,420 

20 ,982 ,283 
12 ,126 ,90? 

Al l Proposed 
Children Equalised 
7-16 yrs 

2714 
1547 
1902 
1390 

976 

3420 
741 
1635 
1232 

476 

1966 
2436 

908 
1048 
1036 

1535 
1806 
1239 
1201 
2851 

869 
192? 
1468 
1709 
1801 

872 
1786 
1145 

747 
1478 

1296 
1276 

962 
1047 

94? 

2039 
1119 
1190 
2886 
1544 

Valuation 
ner ouo l l 

$10,422 
7,922 

10,013 
7,880 

12,013 

12,184 
11,076 

6,91? 
10,763 
9,496 

8,111 
10,814 

7,190 
7,12? 

10,824 

9,912 
9,286 
7,894 
6,776 

10207 

8,809 
7,064 
9,229 
8,037 
8,319 

8,763 
7,186 
8,782 
8,668 
4,914 

8,936 
6,828 
9,061 
8,407 
8,346 

7,866 
6,889 
7,671 
8,102 
7,886 

Sealed 
Score 

. 
» 
. 
4 

4 
4 
— 
4 
.. 

„ 
• 
• 
_ 

-

«, 
-
• 
• 

-

_ 
-
-
-
a . 

.» 
-
-
-

. 03 

.62 

.13 

.70 

.38 

.35 

.13 

.83 

.08 

.26 

.68 

.007 

.80 

.61 

.007 

.16 

.30 

.63 

.89 

.08 

.48 

.83 

.31 

.60 
• 63 

. 42 

.80 

.42 

.67 
- 1 . 3 4 

_ 
-
-
-
-

• 

-3 
-
-
-

.58 

.88 

.61 

.61 

.62 

.64 

.10 

.68 

.68 

.64 

Hot 
Average 
Member-
•hio 

295? 
1282 
2026 
1123 
1252 

4875 
912 

1630 
1495 

814 

182? 
2951 

769 
691 

1552 

1933 
2142 
1282 
1049 
3816 

981 
1833 
1797 
1547 
2068 

1087 
1880 
1442 

918 
1071 

1878 
1312 
1313 
1333 
1210 

246? 
1014 
1441 
3338 
1980 

Old Eq. 
Valua­ sea i ea 
t i o n per 

.PUPil 

9 ,666 
9 ,660 
9,069 
9 ,382 
9 ,385 

9k089 
9,000 
8 ,880 
8,880 
6 ,794 

6,695 
8,686 
8,490 
8,360 
8,178 

7 ,872 
7,829 
7 ,812 
7 ,758 
7,620 

7 ,538 
7 ,427 
7,416 
7 ,393 
7 ,256 

7 ,230 
7 ,181 
6,974 
6,964 
6,782 

6,717 
6,635 
6 ,632 
6,603 
6 ,532 

6 ,502 
6,499 
6,338 
6,277 
6,125 

scores 

4 
4 
-
mm 

— 

. 
-
-

•— 

-

_ 
-
-
mm 

-

« 
-
-
-
-

— 

-
• 
— 

-

mm 

«. 
„ 
• 

-

. 
«, 
_ 
«, 

-

a . 

_ 
_ 

-

. 01 

.01 

.01 

. 02 

. 02 

.10 

.13 

.16 

.16 

.16 

.21 

.21 

.26 

.50 

.36 

.43 

.44 

.44 

.46 

.49 

. 52 

.88 

.68 

.66 

.69 

.89 

.61 

.67 

.6? 

.72 

.73 

.76 

.76 
,77 
.78 

.78 

.78 

.84 

.88 

.89 
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All Proposed 
Valuation Children Equalized 
Jan.1,1952 7-16 yrs Valuation 

avr PMPU 

Not Old Eq. 
Scaled Average Valus- scaled 
Score Member- tion per ^core 

ito BUfill 

Rorthbrldge 
Crafton 
Kiddloborough 
Abblngton 
Reynard 

Spencer 
Auburn 
Easton 
Leicester 
Orange 

Wllaington 
Holden 
Monson 
Vlnohonden 
Millbury 

Oxford 

1 8,099,773 
8,988,328 
10,568,635 
7,373,475 
6,057,266 

5,130,668 
9,814,925 
6,449,096 
4,511,460 
5,896,876 

6,343,328 
5,972,04? 
3,410,460 
6,060,240 
6,262,835 

4,349,602 

1438 
902 

1468 
1074 
871 

963 
1418 
683 
976 
696 

1448 
883 
632 

1059 
1237 

925 

$ 6,632 
6,636 
7,116 
6,868 
6,964 

5,327 
6,921 
7,303 
4,627 
6,687 

6,773 
6,763 
6,396 
6,741 
6,062 

4,702 

-1.21 
- .93 
- .61 
- .87 
- .88 

-1.24 
- .78 
- .77 
-1.40 
- .94 

-1.14 
- .93 
-1.24 
-1.16 
-1.30 

-1.36 

1325 1 
983 

1801 
1274 
1058 

915 
1767 
1181 
838 

1100 

1589 
1202 
688 

1231 
1342 

1126 

6,113 
6,089 
5,868 
6,768 
5,726 

5,620 
8,583 
8,461 
5,384 
5,360 

6,362 
4,968 
4,957 
4,939 
4,667 

3,833 

- .89 
- .89 
- .96 
- .98 
— . 9» 

-1.03 
-1.03 
-1.06 
-1.09 
-1.09 

-1.09 
-1.20 
-1.20 
-1.21 
-1.28 

-1.49 
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Propeoed Squall ted Valuation 

600 

S I J P r o p o s e d 
Valuation Children Equalised 
Jan.1,1952 7-16 pro Valuation 

s tr pupil 

Chatham 
BaBtUCket 
Harwich 
t a l l f l e e t 
Honehester 

Sdgartown 
Orleans 
Oak Bluffs 
Bourne 
faraouth 

aarsnfleld 
Sandwiah 
Provlneetown 
Tlsbury 
Dover 

Oenaeset 
•taekbridge 
ftuxbury 
Haailton 
Kingston 

Lancaster 
R. Marlborough 
Boerfleld 
Reexport 
Satfield 

Petersham 
Harvard 
Rorwell 
Topofleld 
Charlemont 

westport 
Ihelburae 
Lenox 
Littleton 
S. Brookfield 

Sheffield 
Pembroke 
fcfrookfield 
f shf le ld 
Aharon 

Sat Old Sq. " 
Sealed Averoge Valua- Scaled 
Soores Member- t ion Score 

ibla—ntr,,pu9lA 

1,649,814 
2,449,161 
6,364,950 
5,826,67C 
1,462,047 

9,553,600 
2,860,40? 
4,784,195 
3,824,190 
3,227,071 

2,788,600 
4,237,475 
2,543,706 
1,410,815 
6,165,882 

325 
408 
421 
148 
575 

218 
240 
267 
675 
504 

545 
156 
464 
308 
291 

569 
262 
46? 
378 
46? 

606 
154 
380 
515 
266 

144 
191 
442 
239 
117 

856 
222 
453 
325 
625 

264 
403 
246 
139 
827 

« 38,969 
32,425 
26,976 
26,039 
24,907 

25,337 
24,874 
24,29? 
24,004 
24,090 

22,706 
"4,607 
21,049 
19,117 
16,075 

19,660 
18,249 
19,151 
17,476 
16,624 

8,982 
14,782 
13,437 
14,786 
15,506 

11,467 
12,822 
12,185 
13,793 
12,496 

11,160 
12,884 
11,071 
11,765 

6,146 

10,563 
10,514 
10,582 
10,149 
11,346 

•4,115 
+3,16 
+2.36 
+2,06 
•2 .04 

•2 .11 
+2.00 
+1.66 
•1 .90 
+1.92 

•1 .71 
•2 .03 
•1.77 
•1.16 
• .74 

• 1.27 
+1.06 
•1.19 
• .95 
• .6? 

4 .31 
• .65 
• .35 
4 ,35 
• .56 

• .04 
• .27 
• .17 
+ .40 
• .21 

• .01 
+ .27 
• .001? 
• .10 
- .72 

- ,o? 
-. 06 
- .10 
- .14 
• .04 

456 
50? 
503 
171 
455 

266 

31? 
855 
649 

695 
236 
547 
574 
299 

744 
323 
660 
550 
585 

390 
172 
451 
676 
316 

151 
228 
502 
526 
146 

999 
301 
616 
446 
377 

339 
506 
304 
169 

112? 

I 27,483 
26,094 
22,678 
a , 6 7 2 
21,671 

20,611 
20,491 
19,696 
19,462 
16,708 

17,792 
16,260 
16,026 
16,744 
16,644 

15,051 
14,605 
14,152 
15,152 
12,516 

11,655 
11,517 
11,522 
11,225 
11,071 

10,926 
10,742 
10,727 
10,061 
10,014 

9,563 
9,503 
9,291 
6,594 
8,560 

o,461 
6,374 
£,387 
6,548 
8,124 

+5.40 
•5 .14 
•2 .49 
•2 .55 
•2 .31 

•2 .13 
•2 .11 
•1 .96 
•1 .94 
•1 .78 

+1.62 
•1 .55 
•1.29 
•1 .25 
•1 .22 

+1.11 
•1 .07 
• .94 
• .76 
• .68 
• .49 
• .46 
• .45 
• .41 
• .36 

• .36 
+ .32 
• .32 
• .16 
• .16 

• .10 
• .06 
• .06 
- .07 
- .08 

- .10 
- .11 
- .11 
- .12 
- .16 
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Town 

Wayland 
Acton 
Asbland 
Sedfleld 
louthbrldge 

Selllngham 
Rsdlsy 
Lunenburg 
Bslton 
S, Brldgewater 

troton 
Millls 
Bell iston 
Medway 
Huntington 

W. Brldgewater 
Leo 
Hanover 
Hopedale 
Blaokstono 

Warren 
Dighton 
Horthfleld 
Sudbury 
StOW 3 

Rutland 
W. Boylston 
Bernardston 
Hopklnton 
How Salem 

PUinv i l l e 
Townsend 
Mendon 
Hardwick 
Westford 

Ashby 
F r e e t o w n 
Jiester 
Williamsburg 
Barre 

APFESOIX 5 

i Proposed Equalised Valuation 

Valuation 
as of < 

Jan.1,1952 

$ 6,030,878 
4,689,138 
4,761,886 
3,726,115 
5,307,235 

4,794,550 
5,489,146 
5,235,825 
6,114,057 
6,476,035 

3,920,964 
3,352,730 
4,375,615 
4,137,030 
1,326,185 

5,515,966 
4,742,640 
4,336,672 
5,674,878 
2,566,981 

2,949,479 
3,635,916 
2,039,433 
3,370,802 
1,831,646 

1,990,917 
3,470,200 
1,416,665 
3,921,050 

334,156 

2,051,699 
3,098,980 
1,769,320 
1,859,614 
4,433,466 

1,624,619 
2,419,222 
1,239,184 
1,912,176 
3,205,769 

All Proposed 
Children Squalisod 
7-16 ; 

825 
815 
489 
382 
262 

755 
353 
641 
693 
726 

495 
413 
649 
520 
189 

642 
730 
496 
446 
657 

484 
466 
297 
449 
219 

290 
43? 
186 
884 
67 

303 
426 
292 
344 
693 

206 
350 
166 
329 
528 

yrs Valuation 
car outiil 

5 9,788 
9,140 
9,73? 
9,754 
8,066 

6,234 
9,864 
8,168 
8,822 
8,820 

7,971 
8,117 
7,970 
7,955 
7,02? 

8,277 
6,496 
8,796 
8,688 
3,940 

6,093 
7,481 
6,867 
7,507 
6,563 

6,694 
7,940 
7,687 
7,077 
4,987 

6,771 
7,840 
6,069 
5,405 
6,39? 

7,886 
6,912 
6,662 
8,812 
6,071 

Hot 
Scaled Average 
soore 

m» 

m. 

. 
-
-

„ 
— 
• 
• 
-

— 

-
-
«• 
-

„ 
— 
_ 
-

.19 

.26 

.19 

.19 

.45 

.70 

.17 

.43 

.33 

.31 

.46 

.43 
,46 
.46 
.86 

.41 

.67 

.33 

.36 
-1.06 
« 
-
-
-
-

«» 
-
-
mm 

-

mm 

-
-
-
-

m. 

-
-
-
-

.73 

.63 

.62 

.62 

.40 

.61 

.46 

.80 

.89 

.89 

.63 

.66 

.74 

.83 

.69 

.47 

.61 

.68 

.7? 

.74 

Member-

1011 $ 
604 
623 
503 
452 

659 
366 
736 
662 

917 

565 
482 
630 
623 
195 

782 
699 
645 
582 
386 

485 
565 
516 
537 
298 

324 
670 
242 
670 

64 

381 
635 
309 
329 
788 

294 
458 
235 
371 
626 

201 

Old Sq. 
Valua­
tion 

Scaled 
soore 

nam BUBil 

7,943 
7,763 
7,643 
7,406 
7,61? 

7,276 
7,196 
7,114 
7,079 
7,0C2 

6,964 
6,986 
6,946 
6,918 
6,611 

6,795 
6,785 
6,744 
6,658 
6,686 

6,482 
6,456 
6,415 
6,27? 
6,146 

6,146 
6,088 
5,884 
8,662 
6,646 

5,645 
5,792 
5,726 
8,662 
8,626 

6,626 
6,282 
5,273 
5,154 
5,121 

- .19 
- .25 
- .23 
- .29 

8- .21 

- .32 
- .33 
- .36 
- .35 
- .35 

- .31 
- .37 
- .37 
- .38 
- .40 

- .40 
- .41 
- .41 
- .45 
- .45 

- .46 
- .46 
- .47 
- .50 
- .52 

- .52 
- .53 
- .68 
- .88 
- .68 

- .88 
- .69 
- .61 
- .62 
- .62 

— .64 
- .68 
- .68 
- .70 
- .70 
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Town 

Popporell 
Avon 
Holbrook 
Morton 
Burlington 

Merrlaac 
Douglas 
Brimfield 
Templeton 
Rerthborough 

Sutton 
Oroveland 
Belehertown 
Charlton 

APPEMDXX 3 

Propeoed Equalised Valuation 

Valuation 
as of 
Jan.1,1962 

$3,171,786 
2,196,671 
4,056,669 
5,960,075 
3,446,510 

2,311,500 
2,306,421 
1,119,160 
3,636,796 
2,597,880 

2,512,084 
1,834,996 
2,086,944 
2,261,806 

All 
Children 
7-16 yrs 

472 
361 
664 
726 
659 

403 
397 
207 
662 
629 

609 
363 
464 
531 

202 

Proposed Net oi« *«.• 
Equalised Soaled Average Valua* 

i valuation Soore Member- tion per 

1 6,719 - .64 
6,082 - .73 
6,079 - .73 
6,440 - .65 
5,229 - .85 

5,736 - .79 
5,809 - .77 
8,406 - .83 
6,625 - .80 
4,910 - .91 

4,935 - .90 
5,066 - .69 
4,311 - .99 
4,269 -1.002 

634 1 
446 
816 
809 
709 

476 
486 
237 
o4Z 
581 

606 
445 
545 
611 

6,005 
4,955 
4,929 
4,865 
4,861 

4,856 
4,748 
4,722 
4,557 
4,471 

4,145 
4,142 
3,845 
3,702 

Soaled 
Soore 

- .73 
- .76 
- .76 
- .75 
- .75 

- .75 
- .78 
- .78 
- .62 
- .85 

- .89 
- .89 
- .96 
- .97 
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Proposed Equalised Valuation 

203 

Town 

Ohllaark 
Tolland 
Bennls 
Monterey 
W.Tisbury 

Truro 
Monroe 
Sastham 
Hull 
Mashpee 

Rows 
Brewster 
Car Head 
Granville 
Sandl afield 

Plainfield 
Otis 
Marlon 
Tyrlnghaa 
Longmeadow 
Sgremont 
Lrnnfield 
Alford 
Paxton 

Florida 
Montgomery 
Buokland 
Shutesbury 
Carver 

therborn 
Lincoln 
Rorthlngton 
Russell 
Revbury 
Hahant 
8, Longmeadow 
Holland 
' \ t tapo l se t t 
jLi fax 

V a l u a t i o n A l l P r o p o s e d N e t O l d 5%. 
as of Children Squalisod Soaled Average Valuation Soaled 

Jan.1,1952 7-16 yrs Valuation Soore Member- per pupil Score 
nil? , • , atr Pwall aftlp 

11,241,995 
461,065 

10,025,690 
1,090,676 
1,047,490 

2,524,892 
715,536 

3,093,060 
20,801,685 
1,771,600 

687,500 
3,010,530 

289,890 
2,044,550 
1,069,869 

4,674,425 
442,370 

1,130,630 
5,683,416 
1,858,945 

17,317,960 
1,463,525 
9,645,269 

472,480 
l ,8e8,867 
1,476,046 

329,354 
',930,985 

512,190 
3,534,690 

2,390,650 
5,059,818 

902,700 
2,681,630 
2,740,197 

6,678,266 
9,995,596 

787,879 
4,665,260 
2,095,706 

21 
13 

300 
35 
45 

95 
25 

103 
671 

60 

19 

9 
98 
60 

264 
26 
63 

353 
49 

1007 
91 

625 
3? 

140 

110 
20 

220 
33 

300 

191 
386 
68 

161 
236 

371 
768 

67 
377 
201 

t 89,142 
35,468 
34,085 
33,060 
23,277 

27,146 
26,621 
30,049 
31,011 
22,146 

36,184 
23,366 
32,210 
20,662 
17,831 

17,706 
17,014 
18,036 
16,100 
13,022 

17,197 
16,302 
15,432 
12,769 
13,491 

13,416 
16,467 
13,362 
15,820 
11,781 

12,516 
13,107 
13,275 
14,039 
11,667 

16,29? 
13,014 
11,769 
12,024 
10,416 

•6,99 
43.46 
43.25 
•3.09 
•1 .63 

42.21 
•2 .47 
•2 .64 
42.49 
+1.46 

•3 .56 
+1.63 
+2.97 
+1.27 
+ .82 

+ .80 
• .70 
• ,85 
4 .56 
• .10 

+ .72 
• .89 
• .46 
• .06 
• .1? 

• .16 
• .61 
+ .16 
+ .47 
- .08 

• .02 
• .11 
+ .14 
• .26 
- .10 
+ .44 
+ .10 
- .08 
- .04 
- .29 

35 
16 
384 
41 
46 

111 
52 
156 
936 
85 

33 
154 
16 
122 
66 

286 
30 
82 
416 
420 

1311 
115 
773 
39 
161 

131 
30 
268 
47 
325 

221 
476 
85 
297 
264 

547 
968 
7? 
449 
213 

0 37,636 
28,818 
27,410 
26,602 
22,772 

22,744 
22,361 
22,267 
22,224 
20,842 

20,833 
19,848 
19,326 
16,759 
16,460 

16,344 
14,746 
13,788 
13,597 
13,587 

13,210 
12,900 
12,478 
12,115 
11,722 

11,266 
10,978 
10,937 
10,898 
10,876 

10,817 
10,629 
10,620 
10,516 
10,360 

10,375 
10,326 
10,232 
10,096 
8,830 

•4 
•3 
+2 
•2 
+2 

• 2 
42 
•2 
• 2 
+1 

•1 
+1 
•1 
+1 
+1 

+1 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
• * • 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

file://'/ttapolsett
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Town 

Rlddlofleld 
Blsndford 
Boxferd 
tandorland 
Irving 
Rowley 
tfilbraham 
Bow Aihford 
Windsor 
Bedford 

Htm 
ffekonk Jirllsle 
Bslton 
Bow Bralntree 

fhesterfield 
fosthampton 
So than 
Heath 
Seiko* 

Richmond 
•ill 
Wnstelr 
Hancock 
Cummington 

Lakeville 
Staex 
Salisbury 
Branny 
Conway 

Roehester 
Ikirley 
settthwick 
Layden 
W.Stookbrldge 

Valuation All Pro^ sei Wot °* d . B *t . a , * 
as at Children Squalisod Scaled Average Valuatian Sealed 
Jan.1,1962 7-16 Valuation Soore Mesfrer- per pupil Soore 

acr pupil abltt-
ft 466,445 

,975,466 
1,569,245 
1,641,826 
?,061,816 

368,764 
5,568,766 

158,373 
618,830 

4,479,646 

574,332 
9,376,110 
1,367,956 
1,485,289 

733,220 

757,958 
593,980 
559,665 
503,673 

1,052,698 

1,095,490 
1,254,936 
1,217,641 
663,065 
803,726 

1,665,465 
2,241,665 
3,666,090 
376,986 

1,323,916 

677,548 
955,700 

1,377,246 
1,357,366 
2,603,598 

40 
87 
159 
122 
198 

80 
520 
14 
60 
411 

14 
984 
106 
168 
72 

81 
72 
69 
66 
126 

116 
149 
147 
78 
86 

292 
270 
476 
265 
126 

237 
400 
536 
44 
163 

94 
155 
171 
202 
444 

* 11,566 
11,169 
11,269 
12,65? 
10,738 

12,292 
10,747 
11,512 
10,313 
10,899 

10,695 
9,530 

12,905 
8,641 

10,183 

9,111 
8,246 
9,489 
7,651 
8,224 

9,265 
8,422 
8, 283 
6,500 
9,346 

8,466 
7,69? 
8,244 
8,666 
8,215 

7,016 
5,604 
8,64w 
8,545 
8,122 

7,207 
7,064 
8,054 
6,719 
6,314 

- .14 
- .1? 
- .16 
• .04 
- ,24 

47 
104 
170 
166 
226 

- .009 41 
- .24 626 
- .16 18 
- .30 73 
- .22 652 
- .24 46 
- .43 1140 
• .06 167 
- .65 164 
- .32 91 

• OB 
• .67 
• .48 
. .70 
. .62 

.40 
. .59 
> . 6 1 
• .58 
. .45 

• .56 
• .6? 
• .61 
. .62 
- .62 

a .80 
-1.00 
. .82 
- .54 
- .68 

- .77 
- .76 
- .64 
- .64 
- .90 

93 
76 
71 
66 

136 

146 
168 
166 
90 
110 

550 
306 
566 
536 
185 

246 
332 
551 
5? 
201 

105 
146 
215 
212 
445 

t 9,690 + .009 
9,560 - .006 
9,251 - .006 
9,178 - .008 
9,125 - .009 

8,994 -
8,928 -
8,799 -
6,47? -
8,420 -

8,519 -
6,226 
8,191 
8,072 
8,06? 

7,656 
7,920 
7,886 
7,632 
7,628 

7,503 
7,470 
7,560 
7,567 
7,30? 

7,080 
6,969 
6,926 
6,918 
6,873 

6,790 
6,763 
6,668 
6,696 
6,667 

6,578 
6,552 
6,466 
6,403 
6, 329 

.11 

.11 

.14 

.19 

.20 

.25 

.25 

.25 

- .26 

.26 

.35 

.53 

.33 

.33 

.33 

.39 

.39 

.45 

.44 

.46 

.46 

.65 

.47 

.48 

.49 

.46 

.49 

.46 
• 49 
.65 
.54 
.56 
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Town 

Sterling 
Hanson 
Dunstable 
S.Brookfleld 
Sturbridge 

Wales 
freetown 
Southampton 
Borfolk 

Westminster 
Colrain 
Aahburnham 
Lsverett 
tfandell 
W. Sewbury 
Aoushnet 
Dudley 
Middleton 
Boylston 

W, Brookfield 
Boxborough 
Phill lpston 
Rahoboth 
Hubbardston 
B. Beading 
Mil lv l l le 
Hinsdale 
Rowley 
Baapdon 
lenesboreugh 
Tyngsborough 
Washington 
Warwicl 
lavoy 

Cheshire 
Royslston 
Berkley 
ilarksburg 
•ton 

Proposed Equalised Valuatian 
Valuation ATE Proposed Soaled Net Old Eq. 
as at Ohildren Equalised Soore Average Valuation Soaled 
Jan.1,1962 7-16 Valuation Member- per puptl Soore 

aXOlBll RfrlS — 
$2,664,700 

4,165,000 
676,950 

1,405,030 
2,627,452 

478,235 
572,436 

2,242,476 
1,516,546 
2,213,117 

2,607,250 
1,648,886 
2,258,942 

774,070 
576,615 

1,520,215 
3,180,305 
3,307,276 
2,464,738 
1,870,678 

1,802,792 
498,969 
816,040 

5,761,060 
984,425 

4,634,773 
1,055,234 
1,423,014 
1,778,631 
1,412,298 

1,810,483 
1,856,945 

,229,781 
444,805 
294,225 

1,529,480 
871,258 
964,401 
762,655 

1,623,160 

305 
565 
94 

161 
472 

64 
96 

344 

301 

561 
229 
398 
116 

81 

406 
725 
745 
369 
260 

27? 
77 

136 
649 
160 

786 
197 
249 
306 
269 

336 
290 
62 
66 

307 
179 
212 
206 
350 

I 6,602 
7,429 
7,201 
?,?51 
6,566 

7,472 
6,025 
6,616 
6,346 
7,352 

6,643 
7,200 
3,675 
6,673 
4,652 

3,755 
4,396 
4,439 
6,679 
6,445 

6,506 
6,480 
6,000 
6,779 
6,152 

5,896 
8,346 
6,714 
6,812 
5,250 

5,404 
4,418 
4,418 
6,072 
6,072 

4,982 
4,661 
4,549 
3,702 
4,637 

- .55 
- .74 
. .?? 
» .69 
-1.01 

. .73 
- .94 
. .6? 
- .90 
- .78 

- .62 
- .7? 
-1.00 
- .86 
-1.15 
-1.28 
-1.19 
.1.1? 
- .84 
- .88 

. .6? 
- .88 
. ,96 
- .98 
- .95 

. .96 
•1.05 
. .99 
. .98 
.1.06 

.1.04 

.1.1? 

.1.17 

.1.09 

.1.09 

.1.10 

.1.12 

.1.1? 

.1.29 
-1.15 

426 
670 
110 
228 
426 

78 
96 
381 
258 
378 

449 
287 
396 
136 
67 

272 
579 
604 
465 
316 

346 
97 
159 
746 
196 

92? 
215 
292 
575 
297 

401 
420 
62 
103 
69 

568 
211 
25? 
206 
449 

I 6,302 
6,243 
6,154 
6,154 
6,139 

6,131 
6,026 
8,666 
6,876 
5,856 

6,807 
6,746 
5,719 
6,692 
5,624 

6,689 
5,495 
6,476 
5,323 
6,26? 

6,225 
6,144 
6,152 
6,026 
5,02 3 

6,000 
4,946 
4,873 
4,768 
4,766 

4,516 
4,426 
4,419 
4,319 
4,264 

4,166 
4,129 
4,069 
5,702 
3,615 

- .86 
- .56 
- .58 
- .66 
- .56 

- . 5 8 
- .60 
- .65 
- .65 
- .65 

- .64 
- .68 
- .66 
- .65 
- .67 

- .67 
- .69 
- .69 
- .72 
- .72 

- .74 
- .76 
- .76 
- .77 
- .77 

- .77 
- .?? 
- .79 
- .76 
- .79 
- .66 
- ,87 
- .87 
- • W 
- .90 

- .91 
- .98 
- .92 
- .99 
-1 .00 
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Equalised 
Valuation 

1 
2 
5 
4 
6 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
IS 
14 
15 

16 
17 
16 
19 
20 

21 
22 
25 
24 
25 

26 
2? 
28 
29 
30 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

36 

i 
39 
40 

Muniel- Looal i t a t e State 
p a l i t y Contrl- ftid i c a l e d 

button Score 

$126,617 
37,638 
28,818 
27,463 
27,410 

26,602 
26,094 
24,844 
22,722 
22,744 

22,878 
22,361 
22,267 
22,224 
21,672 

21,671 
a . I l l 
20,842 
20,833 
20,611 

20,491 
20 ,273 
19 ,776 
19,668 
19,548 

19,452 
19,326 
18,708 
18,129 
17,92? 

17,792 
17,764 
17,142 
17,135 
16,899 

16,759 
16,469 
16,460 
16,440 
16,344 

Oosnold 
Chllmark 
Tolland 
Chatham 
Dennio 

Monterey 
Nantucket 
Brookllne 
v. Tisburr 
Truro 

Harwloh 
Monroe 
ftastham 
Hull 
*ellfleet 

Manchester 
Cambridge 
t4Ashpee 
Rowe 
Kdgartown 

Orleans 
Barnstable 
debater 
Oak Bluffs 
Brewster 

Bourne 
(Jay Head 
Yarmouth 
Belmont 
Boston 

Marshfleld 
Newton 
*. f ipr ingf ie ld 
w e l l e s l o y 
Holyoko 

Granvi l le 
i d e m 
Sand l s f l e ld 
Falmouth 
wenham 

1163.31 
103.08 

181.75 
180.00 
179.25 
178.90 
174.46 

173.68 
169.94 
167.78 
167.70 
165.92 

164.96 
183.20 
159.20 
158.67 
187,ZC 

156.89 
166.57 
180.60 
145.94 
144.31 

143.23 
143.00 
137.99 
137.92 
136.04 

134.91 
132,66 
132.80 
132.34 
131.59 

$16.69 
16,92 

18.28 
20.00 
20.78 
21.10 
26.84 

26.38 
30.06 
32,82 
32.30 
34.08 

38.08 
36.80 
40,60 
41.43 
42.64 

43.11 
44 .43 
49.40 
54.06 
55.69 

86.77 
57.00 
62.01 
82.08 
65.96 

65.09 
67.34 
67.80 
67.66 
68.43 

.2.475 

.2.469 

.2.434 

.r .388 

.2.368 

.2.369 

.2.242 

.2 .221 

.2.125 

.2.066 

.2.064 

.2.017 

.1.990 
•1.946 
.1 .841 
.1.824 
.1 ,792 

.1.780 

.1 .745 

.1.614 
-1.469 
.1.449 

.1.420 

.1 .414 
-1.285 
•1.261 
.1 .231 

.1 .202 
-1 .42 
.1 .138 
.1 .34 
.1.114 

i l l 3 t a t e ^ t a t t 

Contrl- Aid Soaled 
butlon soore_ 

fi 

1137.64 
137.37 

136.47 
136.06 
134.49 
134.23 
130.90 

130.29 
127.61 
126.89 
126.83 
124.49 

123.77 
122.46 
119.46 
118.98 
118.07 

117.49 
116.75 
113.00 
109.60 
108.28 

107.46 
107.29 
103.54 
103.48 
102.07 

101.22 
99.63 
99.41 
99.30 
98.72 

t l 2 . 4 3 
12 .63 

12.66 
12.94 
16 .51 
15.76 
19.10 

19 .71 
22.49 
24.11 
24.17 
28 .81 

26 .23 
27.66 
30 .05 
31.02 
31 .93 

32.61 
33 .27 
37 .00 
40 .80 
41 .72 

42 .54 
42 .71 
46 .46 
46 .52 
47 .93 

48.78 
50.4? 
80.89 
80.70 
81 .28 

- 3 . 0 2 4 
- 3 . 0 2 1 

-3 .019 
-3 .009 
- 2 . 9 1 2 
- 2 . 9 0 2 
-^ .776 

- 2 . 7 5 1 
- 2 . 6 4 6 
-2.884 
-2.684 
- 2 . 5 3 1 

- 2 . 5 0 4 
- 2 . 4 6 4 
- 2 . 3 4 0 
- ' - .322 
- 2 . 2 8 ? 

- 2 . 2 6 5 
- 2 . 2 3 6 
—2,094 
- 1 . 9 6 1 
- 1 . 9 1 6 

- 1 . 8 8 4 
-1 .877 
- 1 . 7 3 6 
- 1 . 7 3 3 
- 1 , 6 7 9 

- 1 . 6 4 7 
- 1 . 5 8 5 
- 1 , 5 7 8 
- 1 . 6 7 4 
- 1 . 5 5 2 
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•K6Y. DISTRICT* FOUaaATlOB FCKMBLAS 

Boualised •I'unlai-
Valuatlon ^allty 

jSOO.fOSI 
Local3tat 
Contrl-
-bllllSBL-

aid foaled Contrl- aid 
ffseit bwijoa — 

state 
Sealed 
fitWMm W II 

a 
12 
15 
14 
16 

46 
47 
46 
46 
50 

51 
52 
55 
64 
55 

56 
57 
66 
M 
60 

51 
62 
63 
64 
55 

55 
5? 
66 
66 
70 

71 
72 
73 

s 
76 
76 
77 n 
80 

$16 ,860 Sandwloh 
16,269 Fitohourg 
16,026 Provincetown 
15,661 Springfield 
15,744 Tiabury 

16,644 
16,185 
16,054 
16,061 
14,803 

14,774 
14,766 
14,683 
14,654 
14,556 

14,289 
14,152 
13,766 
13,597 
18,687 

15,497 
13,422 
13,409 
13,296 
13,212 

13,210 
13,176 
13,146 
13,146 
13,132 

13,051 
12,900 
12,874 
12,606 
12,764 

12,746 
12,560 
12,516 
12,489 
12,476 

Dover 
Everett 
Weston 
Cohasoet 
Btockbrldge 

Haverhill 
Plainefield 
Winchester 
Easthaopton 
aeltuate 

Milton 
Duxbury 
Otio 
Marlon 
TyrIngham 

Swampsaatt 
Somerset 
Plymouth 
watertown 
Norwood 

Lowell 
Gardner 
Lawrence 
Hamilton 

Framinghaa 
Kgreaolt 
Lynn 
P l t t s f i e l d 
Weymouth 

Worcester 
iuincy 
Kingston 
Marblehead 
Lynnfleld 

$150.89 
130.68 
129.02 
187.60 
186.74 

126.10 
122.24 
121.16 
121.16 
119.16 

116.93 
118.66 
118,80 
117.96 
116.66 

115.02 
113.66 
110.91 
169.46 
109.38 

108.65 
108.06 
107.94 
107.02 
106.36 

106.34 
106.06 
106.65 
105.63 
105.71 

108.91 
105.66 
105,64 
103.11 
102.76 

102.66 
100.6? 
100.76 
100.54 
100.46 

$66.11 
69.12 
70.98 
72.40 
73.26 

73.90 
77.76 
76.82 
76.84 
60.84 

61.07 
81.14 
61.60 
62.04 
64.42 

64.98 
86,24 
69.09 
90.54 
90.62 

91.35 
91.96 
92.06 
92.98 
95.64 

95.66 
93.94 
94.16 
94.17 
94.29 

94.09 
96,16 
96.36 
66.66 
97.25 

97.78 
99.16 
99.25 
99.46 
99.85 

-1.096 
-1.096 
-1.064 
-1.006 

A£U|) 
— »**»** 

- »970 

- .641 
- .840 
- .767 

- .761 
- .760 
- .762 
- .756 
- .693 

- .679 
- .645 
- .670 
- .552 
- .536 
- .611 
- .495 
- .462 
- .466 
- .451 

- .460 
- .445 
- .437 
- .457 
• .454 

- .466 

.366 

.666 

.544 

.306 

.303 

.296 

198.21 
98.20 
97.71 
96.74 
96.06 

94,46 
91.72 
90.93 
90.91 
90.90 

89.41 
89.23 
89.16 
86.69 
86.61 

86.72 
86,31 
86.36 
83.22 
62.15 

82.07 
81.51 
81.07 
80.99 
80.30 

79.80 
79.79 
79.56 
79.46 
79.40 

76.4? 
?7.92 
77.76 
77.37 
77.06 

76.74 
76.68 
76,60 
75.45 
76.37 

$61.79 
81,60 
62.29 
54.26 
64*61 

66,61 
96.26 
69.07 
59.09 
59.10 

60.59 
,60.77 
60.81 
61.51 
61.49 

63.28 
63.69 
64.64 
66176 
67.67 

67.93 
68.48 
68.95 
69.01 
69.70 

70.20 
70.21 
70.42 
70.58 
70.60 

70.65 
72.06 
72.24 
72.65 
72.91 

73.26 
74.52 
74,40 
74.6? 
74.63 

-1.532 
-1.532 
-1.466 
-1.456 
-U414 

-1.391 
—1,*66 
-1,256 
-1.265 
-1.255 

-1 .98 
-1.191 
-1 .90 
-1.171 
-1.164 

-1.096 
-1.080 
-1.044 
- .965 
- .921 

- .919 
- .698 
- . BOX 
- .876 
- .852 

- .853 
- .832 
- .816 
- .816 
- .816 

- .820 
- .761 
- .766 
- .741 
- .730 

- .717 
- .676 
- .673 
- .667 
- .665 
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Squall sad 
Valuation 

•KEY DISTRICT* FOUNDATION FORMULAS 

Munioipallty$200 Foundation Proposal $160 Foundation proposal 
Looal state State Looal State State 
Contrl- aid Soaled Contrl- aid Sealed 
InaaifiB 569X9 PStiCft 

81 
62 
65 
64 
65 
66 
8? 
66 
69 
66 

91 
92 
95 
94 
95 

96 
67 
96 
66 

160 

101 
102 
105 
104 
105 

106 
10? 
106 
109 
110 

111 
112 
116 
114 
115 

116 
L? 

126 

$12,341 Andover $99.56 
12,291 R. Andover 98.94 
12,116 Alford 97.53 
11,992 Voatfleld 96.54 
11,860 Reedham 95.39 

11,732 Paxtoa 94.44 
11,716 Lexington 94.31 
11,701 Greenfield 94.19 
11,666 Lancaster 93.82 
11,525 Northampton 92.78 

11,6X7 
11,465 
11,366 
11,522 
11,266 

11,225 
U , l ? 6 
11,123 
11,101 
10,071 

11,063 
10,690 
10,676 
10,637 
10,926 

10,926 
10,608 
10,875 
10,837 
10,81? 

10,796 
10,759 
10,742 
10,727 
10,686 

10,656 
10,640 
10,629 
10,620 
10,689 

Mew Marlborough 92.71 
Waltham - 92.28 
Maiden 91.66 
Beerfield 91.14 
Florida 90,72 
Reexport 
Gloucester 
Beverly 
Arlington 
Hatfield 
Leominster 
N. Adams 
Montgomery 
Buakland 
^^^m^wmwmwmmmmTmm 

Shutesbury 
Petersham 
Dedham 
Carver 
Raw Bedford 
Oherbom 

Warehaa 
fall River 
Harvard 
Norwell 
Reading 

Some rvllie 
Melrose 
Lincoln 
Worthington 
Medford 

90.56 
89.66 
69.54 
86.56 
89.12 

89.06 
88.47 
86.3? 
88.04 
87.64 

87.96 
67.81 
87.64 
87.24 
87.06 

86.91 
66.75 
86.54 
66.4? 
86.35 
86.02 
65.65 
85.66 
85.49 
86.24 

$100.65 
101.06 
102.4? 
103.46 
104.61 

105.56 
106.69 
106.81 
106.16 
107.22 

107.29 
107.72 
108.36 
106.86 
109.29 

109.65 
110.04 
110.46 
110.64 
110.88 

110.94 
HI. 55 
111.63 
111.96 
112.06 

112.06 
112.19 
112.46 
112.76 
112.92 

113.09 
113.25 
113.46 
113.53 
113.65 

113.98 
114.35 
114.44 
114.51 
116.76 

• 

• 

266 
286 
219 
195 
162 

137 
134 
131 
121 
064 

092 
081 
064 
001 
039 

030 
019 
008 
004 
002 

003 
016 
021 
025 
033 

024 
036 
045 
051 
058 

060 
064 
069 
071 
074 

063 
069 
095 
09? 
104 

$ 74.54 
74.24 
73.17 
72.43 
71.67 

70.86 
70.76 
70.6? 
76.40 
66.61 

$74.46 
76.76 
76.65 
77.67 
78.43 

79.14 
79.24 
79.33 
79.60 
80.39 

— 
— 
-
-
«. 

«. 
— 
-
•» 
-

.671 

.633 
• 561 
• 655 
.520 

.463 

.466 

.486 

.476 
• 446 

69.66 
69.24 
68.77 
68,56 
68.06 

6? .79 
67.80 
67.16 
67.06 
09. 67 

66.82 
66.36 
66.31 
66.06 
66.99 

65.99 
65.86 
66.82 
65.69 
66.46 

68.54 
65.21 
65.06 
64.93 
64.79 

64.54 
64.2? 
64.20 
64.14 
63.96 

80.44 
80.76 
81.23 
81.62 
81.94 

62.21 
62.50 
82.62 
82.95 
63.13 

83.16 
63,62 
63.69 
83.94 
84.01 

84.01 
84.12 
84.16 
64.31 
84.54 

84.65 
64.79 
64.91 
85.0? 
85.12 

88.46 
85.72 
85.80 
85.86 
66.04 

.442 

.432 

.414 

- .387 

- .376 
- .365 
- .365 
- .346 
- .342 

- .340 
- .323 
- .356 
- .311 
- .306 

- .519 
- .304 
- .302 
- .297 
- .268 

- .283 
- .278 
- .274 
- .266 
- .266 

- .263 
- .247 
- .240 

- .231 
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•*£Y DlaTRICT" FOUNDATION FORMULAS 

Squall aed 
Valuatian Municipality 

$200 Foundation 
Looal 
Contrl- state 
ftsttftn. Ajfl 

Proposal $150 Foundation propoeal 
State Local 6ta«a 
sealed Contrl- State soaled 
Bar.** btrtlen aid 366X1-. 

121 
112 
125 
124 
125 

126 
127 
128 
129 
150 

151 
132 
153 
154 
135 

156 
157 
156 
139 
140 

141 
142 
145 
144 
146 

146 
147 
146 
149 
156 

181 
152 
156 
154 
156 

S? 
M 
160 

$10,549 Attloborough 
10,540 Walpele 
10,616 Ruooell 
10,360 Newbury 
10,576 Nahant 

10,326 
10,265 
10,232 
10,17? 
10,169 

i '• 

10,155 
10,066 
10,000 
10 051 
10,019 

10,014 
9,895 
9,877 
9,659 
9,830 

9,743 
9,690 
9,890 
9,575 
9,566 

9,563 
9,560 
9,512 
6,503 
9,406 

9,405 
9,362 
9,376 
9,360 
9,356 

9,261 
8,251 
6,1?8 
9,125 
9,089 

". Longmeadow 
Hcthuen 
Holland 
Hinghaa 
southbridge 

Canton 
Kattapolsett 
Soburn 
Top afield 
Concord 

Charleaont 
Revere 
Wcitwood 
Dartmouth 
Halifax 
at.Barrington 
Xlddlefield 
Wrentham 
Ipswich 
wakefleld 

»estport 
Clinton 
Brockton 
ahelboroe 
3 tone ham 

Peabody 
Aaesbury 
Ghleepee 
Blandfard 
Amherst 

Lenox 
Boxford 
Sunderland 
Erring 
Braintroe 

#84.92 
84.65 
84.66 
85.66 
83.62 

83.20 
82.77 
82.37 
81.92 
81.78 

81.57 
81,27 
81.02 
80,98 
80.66 

80.61 
79.65 
79.61 
79.20 
79.15 

78.45 
78.00 
77.20 
77.08 
77.00 

76.98 
76.86 
76.5? 
76.60 
75.72 

76.69 
76.62 
?6.4? 
76.36 
75.31 

74.79 
74.51 
73.86 
75.44 
78.1? 

$116.06 
116,16 
116,36 
116.44 
116.46 

116.80 
117.25 
117.65 
116.06 
116.22 

118.45 
116.75 
116.98 
119.09 
116.35 

119.39 
120.35 
120.46 
120.80 
180.87 

121.5? 
122.00 
1X6.80 
122.92 
125.00 

123.02 
128.04 
125.43 
125.60 
124.26 

124.31 
164.46 
124.66 
164.65 
124.66 

•j 

125.21 
185.69 
126,12 
166.66 
126.63 

•e 

•¥ 

• 

• 
t 

112 
114 
119 
122 
123 

16? 
169 
179 

196 

200 
206 
216 
218 
224 

226 
261 
254 
265 
264 

265 
294 
316 
318 
320 

321 
321 
332 
534 
584 

356 
366 
561 
564 
365 

378 
591 
402 
414 
421 

$63.72 
65.66 
65.56 
62.70 
62.67 

62.43 
62.10 
81.80 
61.47 
61.36 

61.20 
60.97 
60.76 
60.71 
60.51 

s 

60,48 
39.77 
56.66 
66.48 
59.37 

56.85 
53.63 
67.92 
57.66 
57.78 

57.76 
57.74 
67.46 
57.40 
66.81 

56.79 
56.67 
66.66 
66.65 
66.60 

56.12 
56.76 
86.44 
66.10 
64.90 

966.28 
86.34 
86.46 
87.30 
87.35 

87.57 
87.90 
88.20 
88.55 
88.64 

88.60 
66.03 
86.21 
89.29 
66.49 

89.52 
60.23 
90.34 
90.67 
90,63 

91.15 
91.4? 
98.06 
92.1? 
92.22 

92.24 
92.26 
92 , 56 
92.60 
95.19 

93.21 
95.33 

•95.37 
93.4? 
65.50 

93.66 
94.64 
94.56 
94.90 
95.10 

- . afflt 

- .218 
- .214 
- .185 
- .166 

- .175 
- .160 
- .146 
- .161 
- .132 

- .126 
- .117 
- .110 
- .107 
- .100 

- .099 
- .076 
- .066 
- .066 
- .067 

- .0037 
- .0026 
- .0018 
• .0015 
• .0064 

• .0041 
+ .0049 
• .0169 
• .0178 
• .0402 

• .0410 
• .0452 
• .0471 
• .0506 
• .0620 

• .0665 
•> .0801 
• ,092 
• .106 
• .112 
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"KEY DISTRICT" FOUNDATION FORMULAE 

Equalised 
Valuation 

Munlol- $200 Foundation roposal 
r*llty Looal vtate State 

Contra- Aid Soaled 

.bvUpn. •'gore 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 

166 
167 
166 
169 
170 

171 
172 
173 
174 
176 

176 
177 
178 
179 
180 

161 
182 
183 
164 
186 

186 
187 
188 
189 
190 

191 
192 
195 
194 
196 

196 
19? 

JL98 
199 
200 

$9,07? 
9 ,000 
8,994 
&B928 
8,680 

8 ,870 
8,870 
8,799 
8,794 
8,693 

8,686 
8,694 
8,860 
8,490 
8,47? 

8,481 
8,420 
8,374 
8 ,367 
8,360 

8,346 
8,319 
8 ,293 
8,220 
8,191 

8 ,178 
8,124 
8 ,072 
8 ,08? 
7 ,943 

7 ,935 
7,920 
7 ,886 
7 ,872 
7,829 

7 ,812 
7 ,763 
7 ,758 
7 ,743 
7 ,643 

Marlborough 
Vllllaastown 
Hawley 
• 'llbrahaa 
N. Attleboro 

South Hadley 
Chelsea 
New Ashford 
Ayer 
Milford 

vinthrop 
Littleton 
K. Brookfield 
Ware 
Windsor 

Sheffield 
Bedford 
Pembroke 
Brookfield 
Hudson 

Aahflold 
Peru 
Taunton 
Seekonk 
Carlisle 

Montague 
Sharon 
Bolton 
New Bralntree 
Wayland 

Chesterfield 
westhampton 
Goshen 
Agawam 
Danvors 

Rockland 
Acton 
Ludlow 
Newburyport 
Ashland 

73.07 
72.46 
72.40 
71.87 
71.48 

71.40 
71.40 
70.83 
70.79 
69.98 

69.92 
69.18 
68.91 
68.34 
68.24 

68.03 
67 .78 
67 .41 
67.36 
67.30 

67.20 
66.90 
66.76 
66.1? 
68.94 

66 .83 
68.40 
66 .98 
64.86 
63.94 

63.86 
63.66 
63.48 
63.37 
63.02 

62.69 
62.49 
62.48 
62 .33 
62.33 

$126.93 
127.86 
127.60 
128.13 
128.82 

128.60 
128.60 
129.17 
129.21 
130.02 

130.06 
130.82 
131.09 
131.66 
131.76 

131.97 
132.22 
132.89 
132.66 
13?. 70 

132.80 
133.10 
133.24 
133.83 
134.06 

134.17 
134.60 
135.02 
135.14 
136.06 

136.12 
137.24 
136.52 
156.63 
136.98 

137.11 
137.51 
137.88 
137.67 
137.6? 

• 

* 

+ 

t 

• 

-f 

|160 Foundation Proposal 
Looal tato State 
Contrl- aid foaled 
hutlon ^oprg 

424 
440 
444 
486 
466 

468 
468 
483 
484 
808 

806 
626 
633 
648 
361 

666 
663 
873 
87* 
678 

676 
686 
690 
606 
611 

614 
626 
636 
640 
664 

668 
669 
676 
679 
688 

691 
702 
703 
706 
706 

$64.83 
54.36 
84 .32 
63.93 
63.64 

63.87 
63.18 
63.11 
63 .11 
f;7.51 

62.46 
51.91 
61.70 
81.26 
81.20 

81.04 
50 # 86 
60.66 
60.63 
60.49 

80.42 
80.19 
60.09 
49.68 
49 .4? 

49 .40 
49.06 
48.78 
48 .63 
47.97 

47 .93 
47 .84 
47 .63 
47.86 
47.29 

47 .18 
46.69 
46 .86 
46.7? 
46 .77 

$98.17 
96.64 
96 .68 
96.07 
96.36 

96 .43 
96.86 
96.89 
96.90 
97 .49 

97.84 
98.09 
98 .30 
98 .72 
98 .80 

98.96 
99 .14 
9 « V • ^ ft* 

99.47 
99 .81 

99 .88 
99 .81 
99 .91 

100.36 
100.83 

100.60 
100.93 
100.20 
101.34 
102.03 

102.07 
102.16 
102.37 
102.46 
102.71 

102.82 
103.11 
103.14 
103.23 
103.23 

• 

* 

* 

116 
133 
135 
149 
160 

163 
164 
180 
161 
203 

205 
226 
234 
280 
263 

269 
266 
277 
280 
368 

266 
291 
296 
338 
342 

344 
334 
306 
349 
376 

37? 
381 
389 
392 
402 

406 
417 
418 
421 
421 
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•SET DISTRICT* FOUNDATION FORMULAS 

Squalisod Hunloi-
Valuatlon pality 

201 $ ? ,632 
202 
205 
204 
206 

206 
207 
208 
209 
210 

211 
212 
215 
214 
216 

216 
21? 
216 
216 
220 

221 
222 
223 
224 
226 

226 
227 
228 
229 
250 

231 
232 
255 
254 
255 

250 
237 

240 

7 ,626 
7 ,626 
7 ,838 
7 ,505 

7,470 
7 ,427 
7 ,416 
7 ,406 
7 ,396 

7 ,360 
7,367 
7 ,317 
7 ,307 
7,276 

7 ,268 
7 ,230 
7 ,181 
7,179 
7 ,114 

7 ,093 
7 ,080 
7 ,062 
6,974 
6,964 

6 , 9 6 4 
6,060 
6 ,956 
6 ,946 
6 ,926 

6 ,918 
6,916 
6 ,875 
6 ,811 
6,795 

6,790 
6,765 
6 ,782 
6 ,755 

* -
6 ,741 

Heath 
Backet 
Natiok 
Tewksbury 
Richmond 
am 
Pairhitven 
Shrewsbury 
Medfield 
Adams 

Whately 
Hanoeek , 
Southborough 
Cuaalngton 
Bellingham 

Randolph 
Toxborough 
Jtoughton 
hadley 
Lunenburg 
Dalton 
Lakevi l le 
i , Brldgewater 
Franklin 
Oroton 

wasthorough 
Sseax 
M U l l s 
Hol l ia ton 
S a i l saury 

Medway 
Oranby 
Conway 
Huntington 
a.Bridgewater 

Roehester 
Loo 
Dracot 
Sh ir l ey 
Hanover 

$200 Foundation 
Looal 
contri­
bution 

62.24 $ 
61 .41 
61.39 
66.66 
60 .40 

60 .13 
89.79 
59.70 
59.65 
59.51 

89 .41 
59.30 
56.90 
56.82 
66.56 

58.41 
56.20 
57 .81 
87.79 
87.2? 

57.10 
56.99 
56.65 
86,14 
66.05 

56,03 
66 .02 
56.00 
55.91 
56.75 

55.79 
55.67 
66.33 
54 .85 
54.70 

64.66 
64 .82 
54.60 
64.36 
54.29 

State 
aid 

137.76 
138.59 
156.61 
139,32 
139.60 

139.97 
140.21 
140.30 
140.37 
140.49 

140.49 
140*70 
141.10 
141.16 
141.44 

141.59 
141.80 
142.19 
142.21 
142.73 

142.90 
143.01 
143.16 
145.86 
145.97 

145.97 
143.96 
144.00 
144.09 
144.26 

144.51 
144.36 
144.67 
146.1? 
146.30 

145.34 
145.56 
146.40 
146.64 
145.71 

Pro 
$ 
poaal 
tate 

Soaled 
«99Sf 

• .709 
• , 
*• 
• , 
• , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
r , 
• , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
t 
•• , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 

• , 
• 

t , 
• , 
-¥ , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 
• 

• ( 

• , 
• t 

• , 
• , 

,730 
,732 
.750 
,767 

.76? 
,773 
,778 
,777 
,780 

.780 
,786 
.796 
.798 
,806 

,809 
,810 
,825 
.826 
,859 

,844 
.847 
.660 
.869 
.872 

.872 

.872 

.675 

.876 

.679 

.881 

.861 

.890 

.903 

.907 

.908 
,909 
.909 
.916 
.916 

1150 Foundation Fropoeal 
Looal 
Contrl 
hut ie i 

$46.70 
46 .0? 
46 .06 
46 .55 
46 .52 

45 .12 
44.86 
44.79 
44.74 
44.65 

44 .58 
44 .50 
44.19 
44 .15 
45.94 

45 .83 
43.67 
45.57 
45.37 
42.97 

4 2 . S 4 
42.7? 
42 .66 
42 .18 
42 .06 

42 .06 
42 .04 
4201 
41.90 
41 .85 

41 ,78 
41 ,78 
41 .60 
41 .14 
41.04 

41 .01 
40 .98 
40 .96 
40 .79 
40 .75 

State 
aid 

i 

*103.30 
103.93 
105.94 
104.77 
104.68 

104,68 
105.14 
106.21 
106.26 
105.36 

105.42 
108.50 
105.81 
106.87 
106.06 

106.17 
106.35 
106.67 
106.67 
107.03 

107.16 
107. 24 
107.36 
107.86 
107.94 

107.94 
107.96 
107.99 
108.06 
108.17 

108.22 
108.22 
106.40 
108.86 
108.96 

10&.98 
109.02 
109.04 
109.21 
106.21 

State 
Soaled 

• , 
* , 
• 
• , 
* , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 

• , 
••• , 

+ , 
• , 
• , 

• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 
• , 

• , 
+ , 
• , 
• , 
• , 

»• 
• , 
• , 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

.424 
,446 
.446 
.468 
.476 

. 4aa 
,494 
.497 
,498 
,501 

,506 
,808 
,519 
.522 
,629 

,535 
.536 
,651 
.651 
,566 

.571 
,574 
.578 
.598 
.600 

.601 

.600 

.602 

.604 

.609 

.611 

.611 

.621 

.636 

.639 

.640 

.641 

.642 
,949 
.649 
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•SKY DISTRICT" FOUNDATION FORMULAS 

212 

Sqaallted aunlol-
Valuation polity 

—mm 

$200 Foundation proposal $150 Foundation Proposal 
Looal State State Looal State State 
oontri- aid Sealed oontrl- aid scaled 

J&tSUfiB acora butlon —Sfioxs. 

241 
242 
245 
844 
245 

246 
24? 
246 
649 

250 

251 

3s 
254 
255 
256 
25? 
256 
269 
290 

261 
262 
263 
264 
266 

266 
267 

269 
270 

271 
272 
275 
274 
275 

276 
677 
{676 
TO 
660 

$6,717 
6,688 
6,658 
6,666 
6,653 

6,632 
6,603 
6,596 
6,56? 
6,678 

5*' , 
6,552 
6,652 
6,502 
6,499 
6,482 

6,466 
6,456 
6,413 
6,403 
6,536 

6,529 
6,302 
6,277 
8,27? 
6,243 

6,154 
6.154 
6146 
6,146 
6,159 

6,131 
6,125 
6, U S 
6,064 
6,068 

6,026 
5,886 
5,676 
6,668 
5,655 

Chelmsford 
Southwiek 
Hopedale 
Blaokstone 
Palmer 

Brldgewater 
Mansfield 
Leyden 
V.steokbridge 
Pelham 

Uxbridge 
Plyapton 
Blllorlca 
Swansea 
warren 

Princeton 
Dlghton 
Rorthfleld 
Berlin 
whitman 

Raynham 
sterling 
Saugus 
Sudbury 
Hanson 

$54.07 
63.64 
63.60 
83.6? 
63.40 

63.39 
83.15 
83.10 
53.05 
82.96 

52.56 
52.56 
52.34 
52.52 
62.16 

62.05 
51.99 
51.62 
61.54 
61.00 

50.95 
50.75 
50.6| 
50.65 
60.26 

Dunstable 49.54 
teet BrooSfleld 49.64 
Stow 49.46 
Rutland 49.4? 
Sturbrldge 49.41 

Oakban 49.56 
Athol 49.31 
Nathbridge 49.21 
Orafton 46.9? 
a*. Boylston 49.01 

Vale a 46.51 
Freetown 47.38 
Southampton 4?,52 
Mlddleborouga 47.24 
«orfolk 47.13 

1146,95 
146.16 
146.40 
146.45 
146.60 

146.61 
146.86 
146.60 
146.9? 
147.06 

147.42 
147.42 
147.66 
147.68 
147.82 

147.95 
148.01 
148.56 
148.46 
149.00 

149.05 
149.2? 
149.4? 
149.4? 
149.74 

160.46 
150.46 
150.62 
150.53 
150.69 

160.66 
150.69 
160.79 
101.05 
160.99 

161.49 
162.62 
162.66 
162.76 
152.87 

• 
a 
+ 
4 
• 

4 

• 

• 

• 

• 1 

H 
•1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 

• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
•1 
• 1 

• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
a * * 

• 1 

• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 

983 
929 
936 
957 
941 

941 
948 
949 
961 
963 

963 
965 
966 
969 
975 

976 
976 
968 
989 
004 

009 
Oil 
01? 
01? 
024 

045 
045 
044 
044 
046 

049 
061 

066 

070 
099 
101 
103 
106 

$40,67 $109.45 
40.60 106.60 
40.81 109.79 
40.20 106.80 
40.06 109.96 

40.06 
39.66 
39.64 
39.79 
39.73 

39.45 
39,46 
39.27 
39.25 
39.16 

59.05 
39.00 
36,73 
38.67 
So. on 

38.26 
38.23 
37.91 
37.91 
3?.?1 

37.1? 
37.17 
37,18 
37,12 
37.06 

37.03 
37.00 
36.62 
36.40 
36,76 

36.40 
35.65 
55.50 
34.44 
36,36 

109.94 
110.12 
110.16 
110.21 
110.2? 

110.55 
110.66 
110.75 
110.76 
110.65 

110.96 
111.00 
111.2? 
111.33 
111.34 

111.74 
111.7? 
112.09 
112.09 
112.29 

118.63 
112.83 
112.88 
112.88 
112.92 

112.9? 
115.00 
113.06 
113.60 
115.82 

113.60 
114.46 
114.60 
114.66 
114.64 

• 
v 

4-

+ 

• 

657 
665 
671 
671 
677 

676 
685 
685 
68? 
695 

699 
aaw 
706 
70? 
711 

717 
718 
72? 
729 
?29 

746 
?46 
754 
766 
76? 

786 
686 
766 
768 
790 

791 
795 
796 
816 
801 

815 
848 
860 
862 
853 
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•SEX DISTRICT" FOUNDATION FORMULAS 

Squallxod Munloi-
ValuaUon pal l ty 

$81 $5854 
662 6682 
665 5646 
664 8646 
865 6607 
286 
26? 
668 
260 
291 

162 
695 

5792 
6766 
5746 
5726 
5766 
5716 

665 

296 
297 
618 
266 
590 

501 
362 
503 
504 
506 

506 
567 
508 
569 
510 

311 
512 
315 
514 
318 

316 
617 
MB m 
320 

S658 
6666 
6624 

66.20 
65.89 
95.63 
65,26 
54.93 

6476 
5461 
6384 
5366 
6366 

5525 
628? 
5262 
5273 
5225 

6154 
5144 
5132 
5121 
6028 

5023 
5003 
6000 
4968 
496? 

Bernardston 
Ropklnton 
Saw Salem 
Plainvlllo 
Westminster 

Townoend 
Ablmgten 
Coirain 
Mendon 
Xaynard 
Aahbumhau 

Leverets 
Rardwleh 
vexferd 
tfendell 

Spencer 
V.Newbury 
Auburn 
Aohay 
Aouahnot 

Dudley 
Saaton 
Leicester 
Orange 
Wilaingtan 
Mlddleton 
Boylston 
Georgetown 
Cheover 
v.Brookfield 

Villiameburg 
Boxboruugh 
Phillipston 
Barre 
Rehoboth 

Hubbardston 
Pepperell 
h.Reading 
Holden 
Hon son 

$600 Foundation 
Looal state 
Contrl- aid 

wflfte«ap>Mma]N 

$47.12 
47.11 
47.06 
47.05 
46.75 

46.63 
46.59 
46.25 
46.09 
46.06 
46.04 

46.82 
46.60 
46.29 
46.27 

48.24 
44.99 
44.94 
44. 48 
44.22 

44.08 
45.96 
43.34 
43.15 
43.08 

42.85 
42.56 
42.52 
4c . 44 
42.06 

41.49 
41.41 
41.22 
40.4? 
40.4? 

40.27 
40.26 
39,99 
39.90 

$152.86 
152.89 
162.94 
162.98 
153.25 

153.37 
153.41 
163.76 
153.91 
153.92 
165.96 

•1.106 
•1.106 
•1.106 
•1.106 
•1.116 

• 1 . U 9 
•1.120 
•1 .89 
•1 .33 
•1 .34 
•1 .38 

154.18 +1.140 
164.60 +1.149 
154.71 +1.164 
154.73 •1.166 

164.76 
166.01 
166.06 
186.52 
165.78 

155.92 
166,04 
166.66 
166,86 
156.92 

157.16 
167.44 
157.48 
157.56 
157.94 

166.81 
156.59 
156.78 
159.53 
159.85 

159.96 
159.73 
169.75 
160.01 
160.10 

•1.156 
•1.162 
•1.164 
•1.176 
•1.182 

•1.186 
•1.189 
•1.206 
•1.211 
•1.212 

•1.219 
•1.226 
•1.227 
•1.229 
•1.238 

•1.264 
•1.256 
•1.261 
•1.281 
•1.281 

•1.282 
•1 .286 
•1 .28? 
•1.294 
•1.294 

$35.36 $114.64 
35.56 114.68 
35.51 114.69 
36.50 114.70 
55.07 114.93 

34.96 
34.96 
34.70 
34.69 
34.58 
34.54 

115.02 
USS 04 
115.30 
115.41 
115.42 
116,46 

54.38 116.62 
34.14 116.66 
55.98 116.02 
33.97 116*03 

Proposal $150 Foundation propoeal 
State Local State Stat* 

Soaled Contrl- aid Sealed 
•SOU BlltlSi 

865 
865 
857 
65? 
666 

869 
870 
880 
664 
885 
886 

892 
901 
907 
906 

909 
916 
91? 
930 
938 

942 
946 
963 
969 
970 

977 
985 
986 
969 
999 

016 
018 
023 
046 
046 

046 
050 
061 
059 
061 

33.94 
35.76 
53.72 
33.58 
55.16 

33.08 
32.98 
52.52 
38.37 
32.33 

32.15 
31.93 
31.90 
31.64 
51.56 

51.13 
31.0? 
30.93 
30.3? 
30.37 

30.34 
30.22 
30.20 
30.00 
29.94 

116.06 
116.24 
116.28 
116.62 
116.82 

116.92 
117.02 
U?a46 
117.63 
117.62 

117.85 
118.07 
116.10 
116.16 
118.44 

118.87 
118.95 
119.0? 
119.63 
119.63 

119.66 
119.76 
119.80 
120.00 
120.06 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
4 

• 

• 

• 

• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 

• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 
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•KEY DISTRICT" FOUNDATION FORMULAE 

821 
322 
323 
324 
328 

326 
32? 
328 
329 
330 

331 
332 
333 
334 
336 

336 
337 
338 
339 
340 

341 
342 
343 
344 
346 

346 
34? 
348 
349 
360 

Equalised 
Valuation 

$ 4946 
4939 
4938 
4929 
4883 

4873 
4861 
4866 
4768 
4788 

4746 
4722 
4667-
4678 
4687 

4471 
4426 
4419 
4319 
4284 

4186 
4146 
4142 
4129 
4069 

4863 
3843 
3702 
3702 
3618 

Municipal i ty 

M i l l v l l l e 
Winohenden 
Avon 
Holbrook 
Norton 

Hinsdale 
Burlington 
Herrimac 
Powley 
Hampden 

Douglas 
Brlmfield 
Mllbury 
Lanesborough 
Templeton 

Northborough 
Tyngoborough 
Washington 
Warwick 
Savoy 

Cheshire 
Sutton 
Groveland 
Royalston 
Berkley 

Oxford 
Belehertown 
Clarksburg 
Charlton 
Upton 

$200 Foundation 
Looal 
ut lon 

$ 39.80 
39.76 
39.73 
39.68 
39 .31 

39.23 
39.13 
39.09 
38.38 
38.28 

38 .21 
38 .01 
37.67 
36„83 
36.68 

38.99 
36.63 
38.87 
34.77 
34.33 

33.46 
33.37 
33.34 
33.24 
32.76 

31.10 
30.94 
29.80 
29.80 
29.10 

Con trib-
State 

Aid 

$ 160.20 
180.24 
160.27 
160.32 
160.69 

160.77 
160.87 
160.91 
161.62 
161.72 

161.79 
161.99 
162.43 
163.17 
163.32 

164.01 
164.37 
164.43 
168.23 
168.67 

166.84 
166.63 
166.66 
166.76 
167.24 

168.90 
169.06 
170.20 
170.20 
170.90 

Proposal 
State 
Soaled 

....SfflMt 

•1 .299 
• 1 . 3 0 0 
• 1 . 3 0 1 
• 1 . 3 0 2 
• 1 . 3 1 2 

•1 .314 
• 1 . 3 1 6 
• 1 . 3 1 ? 
• 1 . 3 3 6 
•1 .339 

+1.341 
+1.346 
•1 .387 
• 1 . 3 7 ? 
• 1 . 3 8 1 

•1 .399 
• 1 . 4 0 8 
• 1 . 4 1 0 
• 1 . 4 3 1 
• 1 . 4 4 3 

•1 .468 
• 1 . 4 6 8 
•1 .469 
• 1 . 4 7 1 
•1 .484 

• 1 . 6 2 8 
• 1 . 8 3 2 
• 1 . 8 6 2 
• 1 . 6 6 2 
• 1 . 8 4 3 

1160 Foundation Proposal 
Local 
Contra 
bution 

$29.8? 
29.83 
29.81 
29.77 
29.49 

29.43 
29.36 
29.33 
28.80 
28.72 

28.6? 
28.82 
28.19 
27.63 
27.62 

27.00 
26.73 
26.69 
26.09 
28.76 

28.10 
25.04 
28.02 
24.94 
24.68 

23.33 
23.21 
22.36 
22.36 
21.83 

State 
- a id 

$120.13 
120.17 
120.19 
120.23 
120.81 

120.67 
120.64 
120.67 
121.20 
121.28 

121.33 
121.48 
121.81 
122.3? 
122.48 

123.00 
123.27 
123.31 
123.91 
124.28 

124.90 
124.96 
124.98 
128.08 
128.42 

126.6? 
126.79 
127.64 
127.64 
128.17 

State 
Scaled 

score 

•1 .064 
• 1 . 0 6 8 
• 1 . 0 6 6 
• 1 . 0 6 7 
+1.078 

+1.080 
• 1 . 0 8 3 
•1 .084 
• 1.104 
+1.10? 

• 1 . 1 0 9 
+1.116 
• 1 . 3 3 3 
+1.149 
+1.183 

+1.173 
+1.183 
+1.186 
+1.207 
+1.220 

+1.246 
+1.247 
• 1 . 2 4 8 
+1.282 
+1.268 

+1.312 
+1.317 
+1.349 
+1.349 
+1.371 
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COMPREHENSIVE DATA 



C O M P R E H E N S I V E A T A t P P E i r I>. o 
G R O U P I I- g e 

a 
a. 

s 

5 
~Z ot»l school support 

City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

~^ocal School 
s support 

City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

State aid per 
pupil 

City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

Equalized valuation 
per pupil 

City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

Experimental state 
aid 

City rank 
City scaled score 

Experimental valua­
tion per pupil 

City rank 
C ty scaled score 

Total tax per 
$ 1000 valaation 
City rank 
School support per 
$ 1000 valuation 

City rank 
State rank 
State scaled score 

Assessed valuation 
per capita 

/
verage teachers' 
taries 

s 
0 a 
0 
H 

289.13 

2 
4 

+ 1.84 
+ 1.04 

258.89 
i 
8 

+ 2.29 
+ 2.20 

21.08 
35 
325 

- 1.22 
- .87 

17,927 
2 
30 

+ 2.62 
+ 1.66 

19.63 
35 

1.27 

16,700 
4 

+ 2.01 

62.80 
2 

14.44 
22 

224 

- .29 

J. 960 

5.148 

a 
9 
u to 
O 

228.82 
23 
148 

- .13 
.04 

198.76 
13 
58 

+ .53 
+ 1.00 

23.02 
32 

319 
- 1.04 
- .83 

12,745 
15 
76 

+ .24 
t .63 

24.25 
32 

- .61 

13,427 
8 

<r . 7 5 

48.40 
21 

15.60 
14 

192 
- .11 

1,570 

4,019 

3 

60 

c to 
a. 

263.83 
7 

73 
+ 1.02 
+ .58 

212.79 
6 
33 

+ .94 
+ 1.29 

17.51 
37 
335 

- 1.54 
- .95 

15,851 
7 

44 
+ 1.15 
+ 1.25 

17.96 
38 

1.44 

16,263 
5 

+ 1.84 

47.00 
24 

13.42 
33 

258 
- .44 

1,850 

4,362 

V 
00 

g 
a 
U 

281.28 
4 

49 
+ 1.59 
+ .90 

247.24 
3 
11 

I- 1.94 
+ 1.98 

22.86 
34 
321 

- 1.06 
- .85 

21,111 
1 
17 

+ 4.03 

+ 2.29 

19.10 
37 

- 1.32 

17,646 
2 

+ 2.39 

42.90 
30 

11.71 
37 

290 
- .71 

1,770 

4,302 

u 
> 
2 
^4 

224.4! 
27 
164 

- .27 
- .10 

164.26 
28 
110 
.48 

+ .32 

48.72 
3 

1 88 
+ 1.29 

.35 

10,759 
26 
112 

- .65 
+ .23 

36.69 
13 

+ .43 

8,102 
37 

- 1.32 

49.80 
16 

15.37 
18 

203 
- .14 

1,110 

3,911 

t o 
« 

f 

2 

229.27 
21 
144 

- .11 
- .02 

176.74 
26 
96 
.11 

+ .57 

36.30 
20 

263 
+ .16 
- .58 

10,837 
25 
109 
.61 

+ .25 

33.92 
21 

+ .16 

10,130 
27 

- .53 

52.00 
13 

16.31 
10 

164 
0.00 

1,160 

3,371 

. — t 

> 

o 
10 

214.58 

29 
189 

- .59 
- .28 

163.23 
30 
115 
.51 

+ .36 

40.73 
13 

238 
+ .56 
- .50 

10,659 
27 
116 

- .69 
+ .21 

37.02 
11 

+ .47 

9,690 
29 

- .70 

53.60 
10 

15.31 
17 

200 
- .15 

1,250 

4,053 

268.09 
6 
66 

+ 1.15 
+ .67 

213.72 
5 

31 
+ .97 
+ 1.31 

26.71 
30 

309 
.71 
.78 

12,874 
13 
73 

+ .34 
+ .77 

25.26 
31 

- .71 

12,177 
13 

+ .26 

56.80 
5 

16.60 

9 
156 

+ .05 

1,400 

3,961 

0 

271.39 
5 

62 
+ 1.26 
+ .72 

196.80 
15 
62 

+ .47 
+ .97 

63.48 
1 

122 
+ 3.61 
- .06 

13,175 
10 

67 
+ .44 
+ .71 

39.94 
8 

+ .66 

8,334 
36 

- 1.23 

55.80 

6 

14.94 
20 

212 
- .21 

1,110 

4,053 

y 
0 
•3 
a 

226.10 
25 

158 
- .22 
- .07 

194.71 
16 
64 

t .41 
+ .92 

19.75 
36 
330 
1.34 

- .91 

12,530 
16 
77 

+ .14 

+ .59 

21.87 
33 

- 1.05 

13,877 
7 

T .92 

46.80 
25 

15.54 
15 

194c 
.16 

1.790 

3.927 

s 
0 

Z 

287.61 
3 

45 

+ 1.79 
+ 1.00 

256.4a 
2 

9 
+ 2.21 
+ 2.16 

12.25 
39 

341 
- 2.02 

1.05 

17,764 
3 

32 
+ 2.51 
+ 1.63 

13.74 

39 
- 1.86 

19,920 
1 

+ 3.26 

38.40 
39 

14.44 
23 

2 25 

- .29 

2,650 

4,300 

41 
V 
E 

to 
* 

248.47 
12 

103 
+ .52 
f .32 

187.85 
18 
73 

+ 2.10 
+ .79 

50.04 
2 

181 
+ 1.40 
- .31 

13,146 
12 
69 

+ .42 
+ .71 

35.62 
,5 

+ .33 

9,360 
31 

- .83 

47.60 
22 

14.29 
25 

227 
- .31 

1,120 

3,814 

•a to 
0 

244.17 
15 

115 
+ .37 
+ .25 

201.34 

9 
49 

+ .64 
+ 1.10 

32.07 
23 

283 
- .22 

.66 

10,589 
29 
120 

- .72 
.20 

34.03 
20 

+ .17 

11,237 
21 

- .10 

49.40 
17 

1901 
2 

94 
+ .42 

1,430 

3,982 

0 

s o 
0 to 

176.88 
39 

298 
1.82 
.94 

137.13 
34 
175 
1.23 

- .24 

28.38 
27 

301 
.56 

- .74 

9,5 i 2 

33 
i48 

1.21 

- .014 

31.54 
24 

- .83 

10,573 
25 

- .36 

53.80 

9 

14.48 
21 
222 

- .28 

1,310 

3,681 

flj 

*-

241.05 
17 

H 9 
+ .27 

.19 

,^8.34 
14 

59 
' .52 
1 1.00 

39.52 
16 

247 
+ .45 
- .52 

11,385 
2u 
93 

- .36 
+ .36 

35.25 
16 

.29 

10,158 
26 
.23 

51.60 
:5 

17.42 
7 

130 

+ .19 

1,360 

3,548 

o 

o 

250.85 
i 1 

97 
Y .59 

t .35 

? 0 i. I 3 

.0 
ji 

A . ( *• 

+ 1.10 

2(.81 

29 
307 
.70 
.78 

16,899 
4 
35 

2.1-
1.46 

20.99 
-.4 

1.38 

,3,22( 
9 

+ .67 

4C.00 
34 

11.90 
36 

286 

.68 

1,500 

3,841 



C O M P R E H E N S I V 

s. 
'8 
3 
S 

o t a l s c h o o l s u p p o r t 
C i t y r a n k 

S t a t e r a n k 

C i t y s c a l e d s c o r e 
Srate s c a l e d s c o r e 

, o c a l s c h o o l 
u p p o r t 

C i t y r a n k 
S t a t e r a n k 

C i t y s c a l e d s c o r e 

S t a t e s c a l e d s c o r e 
Jtate a i d p e r 
^upil 

C i t y r a n k 

S t a t e r a n k 
Ci ty s c a l e d s c p r e 
Srate s c a l e d s c o r e 

E q u a l i z e d v a l u a ­

t ion p e r p u p i l 

City r a n k 

S t a t e r a n k 
C i t y s c a l e d s c o r e 

S t a t e s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 
aid 

C i t y r a n k 
C i t y s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a ­

t ion p e r p u p i l 

C i t y r a n k 
C i t y s c a l e d s c o r e 

Tota l t a x p e r 
$ 0 0 0 v a l u a t i o n 

C i t y r a n k 
S c h o o l s u p p o r t p e r 

$ 1 0 0 0 v a l u a t i o n 

C i t y r a n k 
S t a t e r a n k 
S t a t e s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d v a l u a t i o n 

per c a p i t a 
/ " e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 

t a r i e s 

2 
a 

£ 
2 2 9 14 

2 2 

1 4 6 
- . 1 2 
- . 0 2 

1 8 1 . 9 3 

2 3 
84 

+ . 0 4 

+ . 6 7 

3 0 . 7 0 
2 5 

2 8 8 
- . 3 5 

. 7 0 

1 2 , 8 0 9 
14 
7 4 

+ . 2 7 
f . 6 4 

3 4 . 4 8 

19 
-1- . 2 1 

1 4 , 3 8 7 
6 

+ 1 . 1 2 

3 9 . 6 0 

3 7 

1 4 . 2 0 

2 7 
2 3 3 

- . 3 2 

1 , 8 6 0 

3 . 9 8 5 

41 

a. 
0 
u 

2 o 
1 9 9 . 6 8 

31 

2 3 4 

- 1 . 0 8 
. 5 4 

1 2 3 . 7 9 
3 8 

2 1 7 
- 1 . 66 
- . 5 3 

4 2 . 4 3 

8 

2 2 9 
+ . 7 2 
- . 4 7 

9 , 3 7 5 
3 5 

1 5 3 
- 1 . 2 3 
r . 0 4 

3 8 . 1 9 
10 

+ . 5 8 

8 , 4 3 8 
3 4 

- 1 . 1 8 

4 9 . 0 0 

19 

1 3 . 2 0 
3 4 

2 6 0 

- . 4 8 

1 , 0 3 0 

3 , 5 8 3 

u 

> 

a 
2 4 8 . 1 3 

1 3 
1 0 4 

T . 5 0 
+ . 3 2 

1 8 8 . 0 9 
17 
7 2 

t- . 2 2 

+ . 8 1 

4 0 . 9 6 
12 

2 3 6 
+ . 5 8 

. 5 0 

1 4 , 7 7 4 
9 

51 
+ 1 . 1 3 

+ J . 0 3 

3 5 . 2 3 
17 

+ . 2 9 

1 2 , 7 0 9 
10 

+ 4 7 

4 2 . 8 0 
31 

1 2 . 7 3 

35 

2 6 8 
- . 5 5 

1 , 5 2 0 

3 , 5 9 2 

s 

a 
£ 

2 2 2 . 1 2 

2 8 
1 7 0 

- . 3 5 
- . 1 4 

1 7 8 . 9 8 
2 4 

8 9 
- . 0 5 
+ . 6 1 

3 8 . 4 7 
18 

2 5 3 
+ . 3 7 
- . 5 4 

1 1 , 4 6 3 

19 
92 

- . 3 3 
. 3 7 

3 6 . 7 8 
12 

+ . 4 4 

1 1 , 4 6 3 

19 
. 0 2 

4 5 . 6 0 

2 * 

1 5 . 6 1 

13 

191 
- .1 1 

1 , 4 3 0 

3 , 9 3 1 

to 
I 
w 

2 2 5 . 0 9 
2 6 

1 6 1 
- . 2 5 
- . 0 7 

2 0 3 . 7 9 
8 

4 4 

+ . 6 8 
+ 1 .11 

1 7 . 2 4 

3 8 
3 3 7 

- 1 . 56 

- . 9 5 

1 5 , 1 8 5 

8 
4 7 

+ 1 . 3 5 
+ 1 .11 

1 9 . 5 5 
3 6 

- 1 . 2 8 

1 7 , 2 2 a 

3 
+ 2 . 2 1 

4 1 . 6 0 

3 2 

1 3 . 4 2 

3 2 
2 5 7 

. 4 4 

2 , 1 9 0 

3 , 6 6 2 

to 
1 
u 

£ 
2 5 1 . 2 3 

10 

9 5 
+ . 6 1 
- . 3 6 

1 8 6 . 7 3 

2 0 
76 

+ . 1 8 
+ . 7 7 

4 4 . 4 7 

6 
2 1 5 

+ . 9 0 
- . 4 3 

1 6 , 2 5 9 
6 

4 2 
+ 1 . 8 3 

+ 1 . 3 3 

3 1 . 3 5 
2 5 

. 1 0 

1 1 , 6 1 4 

18 
+ . 0 4 

5 4 . 8 0 

7 

1 1 . 4 8 

3 8 
2 9 7 
. 7 4 

1 , 4 3 0 

4 , 2 7 4 

6 
*a 
<ti 

2 9 3 . 7 3 
1 

4 0 

+ 1 . 9 8 
+ 1 . 1 0 

2 3 3 . 8 8 
4 

17 
+ 1 . 5 5 
+ 1 . 7 0 

3 8 . 0 5 

'9 
2 5 4 

+ . 3 2 
- . 5 4 

1 6 , 4 7 9 
5 

37 
+ 1 .93 
+ 1 .37 

2 7 . 9 5 
2 8 

- . 4 4 

1 2 , 1 0 7 
15 

+ . 2 3 

5 4 . 5 0 

8 

1 4 . 1 9 
2 8 

2 3 4 

- . 3 2 

1 , 4 3 0 

3 , 8 9 6 

3. tie 

E D A 

c 
0 

•s 
3 
D 
H 

1 9 3 . 8 1 
3 3 

2 4 9 
- 1 .27 

- . 6 5 

1 4 1 . 3 7 
3 3 

1 6 0 
- 1 . 1 4 
- . 1 6 

4 1 . 8 6 

9 
2 3 2 

+ . 6 6 

- . 4 9 

8 , 2 9 3 
3 8 

1 8 3 

1 . 81 
- . 2 6 

4 2 . 9 3 
2 

+ 1 .06 

8 , 5 0 5 
3 3 

+ 1 .16 

4 9 . 2 0 

18 

1 7 . 0 5 

8 

1 3 9 
+ . 1 2 

9 8 0 

3 , 1 8 5 

T A 

V 

O 

1 9 0 . 8 4 

35 

2 5 3 
- 1 .37 
- . 7 0 

1 3 7 . 0 5 
3 6 

178 
- 1 .27 

. 2 4 

3 9 . 7 2 
15 

2 4 4 
+ . 4 7 
- . 5 2 

8 , 8 7 0 
3 7 

166 
- 1 . 5 0 
- . 1 4 

4 0 . 3 6 
5 

+ 8 0 

9 , 0 1 3 
3 2 

- . 9 6 

6 4 . 2 0 

1 

1 5 . 4 5 

16 

1 9 5 
- . 1 3 

1 , 1 5 0 

3 . 7 8 3 

ei 

1 9 6 . 2 8 
32 

2 4 3 

1 . 1 9 

- . 5 9 

1 5 6 . 8 9 
3) 

1 3 i 

- . 6 9 
T . 1 6 

3 5 . 3 6 
21 

2 6 7 
+ . 0 8 

- . i 0 

9 , 8 9 5 
3 2 

1 3 7 
- 1 . 0 4 
+ . 0 6 

3 8 . 5 8 

9 
+ . 6 2 

1 0 , 7 9 8 
2 3 

- . 2 7 

5 3 . 5 0 
11 

1 5 . 8 6 

12 

1 8 0 
- . 0 7 

1 , 4 8 0 

3 , 4 6 4 

a 
o a, 
E 

JS 
to 
O 

Z 

2 1 2 . 6 7 
3 0 

194 

- . 3 1 

1 6 5 . 9 5 

2 9 
111 

- . 4 9 
+ . 3 2 

2 8 . 4 9 
26 
3 0 0 

- . 5 5 
- . 7 4 

1 1 , 5 2 5 

18 
9 0 

- . 3 0 

+ . 3 9 

3 0 . 0 6 
2 6 
. 2 3 

1 2 , 1 6 3 
14 

+ . 2 6 

4 4 . 0 0 

2 9 

1 4 . 2 3 

2 6 

2 2 9 
. 3 2 

1 , 0 6 0 

3 , 6 4 4 

C R O U P I 

to 
> 
V 

s 
2 4 3 . 8 3 

16 

116 
+ . 3 6 
+ . 2 -

2 0 0 . 7 0 

I ' 
5 3 

+ . 5 9 
1- 1 .05 

2 5 . 0 2 

31 
3 1 4 

- . 8 6 
- . 8 0 

1 1 , 1 2 3 

2 2 

9 8 
- . 4 8 

+ . 3 1 

2 5 . 2 5 
3 0 

.61 

1 1 , 6 6 7 
17 

, . 0 6 

5 8 . 0 0 
4 

1 8 . 0 4 

5 
117 

+ . 2 7 

1 , 5 4 0 

3 , 3 6 9 

4J 
a 
0 to 

5 

2 2 6 . 6 7 
2 4 

1 5 5 

. 2 0 
- . 0 7 

' 8 7 . 6 0 

19 
7 4 

+ . 2 0 

+ . 7 9 

2 2 . 9 4 
3 3 

3 2 0 
- 1 .05 
- . 8 5 

1 0 , 0 4 0 
2 8 

117 
- . 7 0 

, . 0 9 

2 6 . 3 1 

2 9 
.61 

1 2 , 4 8 5 
J 2 

+ 3 8 

4 6 . 0 0 

2 6 

1 7 . 6 3 

6 
127 

i . 2 0 

1 , 6 2 0 

3 , 9 4 0 

A P P E N D I X 5 

P a g -

(J 
3 
O 

3 
1 8 7 . 2 5 

38 

2 6 9 
1.4' , 

- . 7 5 

1 2 7 . 9 1 
^7 

2 0 1 
1 . 5 4 

. 4 7 

2 7 . 8 7 
2 8 

3 0 2 
. 6 0 

- . 7 6 

1 1 , 1 7 5 
21 
97 

- . 4 6 
. 3 2 

3 0 . 0 1 

2 7 
- . 2 4 

1 2 , 0 3 1 

16 

1- . 2 0 

5 2 . 0 0 
12 

1 1 . 4 5 

3 9 

2 9 9 
- . 7 5 

i , 6 8 0 

3 , 2 1 7 

2 to 
4) 

B 

fa 
O 

2 6 3 . 2 5 
? 

75 

+ .9° 
-t . 5 8 

2 0 ' . 8 2 

5 2 
. 5 9 

+ 1.05 

4 7 . ' 4 
4 

1 V : 

+ 1.16 
- . 3 7 

: 1 , 0 6 . 
2 3 

01 
. 5 ) 

*• . 2 9 

3 5 . 9 ' 
14 

i . 3 6 

8 , 3 8 8 
35 

1 .20 

4 9 . 0 0 

/ 0 

1 8 . 1 5 

4 
114 

+ . 2 8 

1 , 1 8 0 

3 , 4 5 9 

o to 
O 
.0 

< 

J 8 9 . r 6 
36 

2 6 0 
1 .41 

- . 7 2 

1 4 5 . 7 4 
_, ? 

15 ' 
1 i . 0 2 

t . 0 0 

3 2 . 2 1 
2 2 

2 8 2 
. 2 2 

• . 6 6 

1 0 , - ^ 9 
30 

125 
. 7 1 

i . 1 9 

.. ' . 7 7 

18 
-1 . 2 4 

H . . 9 1 
2 2 

. ( 4 

4 1 . 0 0 
3 3 

1 3 . 6 1 
3 ' 

2 4 6 

+ . 3 8 

1 , 5 3 0 

3 , 4 2 1 



C O M P R E H E N S I V E D A T A 
G R O U P I 

A P P E N D I X S ' 
P a g e 3 

a 
a 

s 
3 

2 Total school support 
City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

Local school 
support 

City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

State aid per 
pupil 

City rank 
State rank 
City scale'-, score 
State scaled score 

Equalized valuation 
per pupil 

City rank 
State rank 
City scaled score 
State scaled score 

Experimental state 
aid 

City rank 
City scaled score 

Experimental valua­
tion per pupil 

City rank 
City scaled score 

Total tax per 
$ 1000 valuation 

City rank 
School support per 
$1000 valuation 

City rank 
State rank 
State scaled score 

Assessed valuation 
per capita 

'Average t eache r s ' 
s a l a r i e s 

X 
X 
a 
v 
0. 246.82 

14 
108 

+ .46 

+ .28 

2.0.74 

7 
36 

+ .88 
+ 1.25 

31.85 

24 
284 

- .24 

- .68 

9,403 

34 
151 

- 1.22 
- .04 

32.29 
23 

- .10 

9,535 

30 
- .76 

51.80 
14 

22 41 
1 

33 
+ 94 

1,230 

3,449 

s 
a 
<S 
to 
0 
Z 

236.38 

18 
127 

+ .12 
+ .10 

178.25 

25 
91 

- .07 
+ .61 

41.06 

11 
235 

+ .59 
- .49 

'0,990 

24 
102 

- .54 

+ .28 

42.22 
3 

+ .99 

11,306 

20 
+ .08 

45.00 
28 

16.21 
11 
167 
0.00 

1,430 

3,621 

3 

251.76 

9 
93 

+ .62 
+ .35 

171.23 

27 
101 

- .25 

+ .48 

44.31 
7 

218 
+ .89 
- .43 

11,992 

17 
84 

- .09 
+ .48 

46.65 
1 

+ 1.42 

12,625 

11 
+ .44 

40.00 
35 

14.35 
24 

226 
- .30 

1,690 

3,672 

a to 
3 

Xi 
0 
is 

235.68 

19 
131 

+ .10 

+ .09 

183.08 
22 
82 

+ .07 
.71 

41.71 
10 

233 
+ .65 

- .49 

10,060 

31 
133 

- 96 

+ .09 

40.24 
A 

+ .79 

9,705 

28 
- .70 

39.80 
36 

18.20 
3 
1 1 

+ .29 

1,330 

3,781 

to 
U 

•s 
to 
a 
O 

232.39 
20 
136 

+ .01 
+ .04 

185.79 
21 
77 

+ .15 
+ .77 

39.46 
17 
248 

+ .45 
- .52 

13,149 
11 
68 

+ .43 

+ .71 

32.37 
22 

0.00 

10,786 

24 
- .28 

39.00 

38 

14.13 
29 
235 
.33 

1,260 

3,658 

3° 
0 to 
O 
•fl 

r-l 

to 
a 
2 

191.11 
34 
251 

- 1.36 

- .68 

137.J8 
35 
177 

- 1.29 
- .24 

45.91 
5 

208 
+ 1.03 
- .47 

9,077 
36 
161 

- 1.41 

- .10 

40.31 

7 
+ .79 

7,970 

38 
1.37 

47.60 

23 

15.11 
19 
206 
.18 

1,090 

2,958 

t 

>. 

•8 ° 
« 
z 

188.31 
37 
265 

- 1.45 
- .73 

109.14 

39 
267 

- 2.09 

- .79 

40.68 
14 

240 
+ .55 
- .50 

7,743 

39 
199 

- .20 
- .37 

41.52 
4 

+ .92 

7,904 

39 
- 1.39 

62.00 
3 

14.10 
30 
237 

- .34 

990 

2,865 



C C ' M " P t R I E ' H E N S I V E • D A T A A P P E N D I X 3 ' 

3 « 
3 ft, 

2 
O 
o 

s a a .3 V 
a to 
to • * 

B-2 
(0 „ 

X 
re 
St 

3 0 

Tfcta l s c h o o l 
s t t pport 356.35 
Town rank 1 
State rank 12 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e + 3 .58 
State s c a l e d s c o r e + 2.33 

^oca l s c h o o l 
support 315.10 

Town rank 1 
State r a n k 2 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e -r 3.90 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 4- 3 .34 

State aid p e r 
pupil 9.28 

T-iwn rank 94 
State rank 344 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e - 1.95 
State s c a l e d s c o r e + 3 04 

Equal ized va luat ion 
per pupil 24 ,844 

Town rank 1 
State rank 7 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e + 4 07 
State s c a l e d s c o r e + 3 .04 

E x p e r i m e n t a l 
state aid ' 0 . 8 2 

Town rank 94 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e - 2 .08 

.Experimental valua 
tion per pupil 28 ,986 

Town rank 1 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e + 4 .33 

Total tax p e r 
$1000 va luat ion 38 .90 

Town rank 84 
School suppor t per 
$ 1000 va luat ion 12.68 

Town rank 8*> 
State rank 2 7 2 

State s c a l e d s c o r e - .57 
A s s e s s e d va luat ion 
per capi ta 2 ,770 
Average t e a c h e r s ' 

s a l a r i e s 4 , 7 2 1 

251.47 249 .78 
14 16 
94 101 

4 .91 + .33 
4 2 .25 + .90 

203 .43 
11 
45 

+ 1.29 
+ J.11 

29.61 
62 

289 
- .53 
+ .31 

11,101 
26 
98 

+ .43 
+ .31 

25.75 
79.5 

- 1.00 

11,625 
33 

+ .27 

54.20 

18.33 
39 

106 
+ .31 

1,450 

3,965 

222.79 
8 

26 
+ 1.72 
•<• 1.49 

24.69 
76 

315 
- .88 
+ .74 

13,295 
16 
63 

+ 1.01 
+ .74 

25 .75 
79.5 

- 1.00 

13,870 
19 

+ .80 

42.60 
70 

16.76 
49 
149 

+ .07 

1,730 

3 ,632 

194.65 
63 
245 
.49o 

- .61 

159.99 
37 

122 
+ .27 
+ .22 

20.95 
82 

326 
- 1.14 
4 .63 

12,764 
19 
74 

+ .87 
< .63 

25.41 
82 

- 1.02 

14,248 
16 

+ .87 

36.00 
90 

12.53 
88 

276 
- .58 

2,330 

3,6«9 

244.82 
20 
112 

+ .78 
4- .25 

193.34 
18 

66 
+ 1.05 
4- .93 

22.67 
79 

322 
- 1.02 
+ .69 

13,051 
18 
70 

4- .95 
+ .69 

25.45 
83 

- 1.09 

14,075 
17 

+ .84 

46.00 
51 

14.81 
72 

215 
- .23 

1,670 

3,825 

335.57 
2 

16 
4- 3.06 
4- 1.87 

304.18 
2 
3 

4 3.87 
4- 3.14 

11.38 
92 

343 
1.78 

+ 1.70 

18,129 
4 

28 
+ 2.29 
+ 1.70 

11.78 
92 

- 2.00 

18,775 
7 

4- 1.95 

38.00 
87 

16.78 
47 

147 
t .07 

2,170 

4 ,123 

200.38 
57 

228 
.32 

- .52 

154.78 
45 

138 
+ .16 
+ .12 

41.48 
36 

234 
+ .36 

4- .14 

10,283 
31 

126 
+ .21 
4- .14 

38.32 
52 

- 1.09 

9,502 
47 

- .27 

43.60 
65 

15.05 
68 

208 
.21 

1,200 

3,582 

190.60 
68 

255 
- .58 

.70 

151.57 
51 
145 

4 .09 
4 .06 

23.75 
77 

316 
.94 

- .10 

9,089 
46 

159 
.10 

+ .10 

31.76 
71 

- .49 

9,089 
50 

.35 

43.80 
63 

16.68 
51 

152 
+ .06 

1,790 

3,495 

235.63 
26 

132 
4- .54 
4- .09 

199.67 
14 

56 
4- 1.19 
+ 1.03 

18.50 
90 

346.5 
- 1.50 
+ .94 

14,289 
12 
55 

+ 1.28 
+ .94 

17.09 
91 

- 1.62 

15,595 
12 

+ 1.20 

41.40 
76 

13.97 
78 

240 
- .36 

1,970 

3,527 

250.34 
15 

100 
+ 92 
4- .35 

223.93 
7 

23 
+ 1. 72 
4- 1.50 

8.50 
95 

346.5 
- 2.01 
t 1.50 

17,133 
6 

33 
+ 2.03 
4- 1.50 

10.49 
95 

- 2.03 

21,036 
3 

+ 2.48 

38.80 
85 

13.07 
83 

262 
.50 

2,740 

4,082 

259.93 
11 
80 

4- 1.16 
+ .51 

217.61 
9 

27 
4- 1.60 
4 1.38 

26.21 
73 

311 
- .77 
+ 1.56 

17,142 
5 

32 
4- 2 .03 
+ 1.56 

28.80 
76 

- .78 

18,837 
8 

4- 1.96 

35.50 
91 

12.69 
85 

271 
- .56 

2,470 

3,599 

176.20 
80 

303 
.94 

- .94 

138.39 
60 

170 
- .20 

.22 

25.90 
74 

312 
- .85 
- .39 

7,626 
60 

202 
.49 
.39 

34.66 
65 

- .35 

10,207 
43 

- .08 

45.60 
53 

18.15 
41 
115 

+ .28 

1,460 

3,419 

229.11 
30 

147 
4- .38 
- .02 

164.94 
31 

107 
+ .39 
* .32 

33.25 
53 

275 
- .28 
- .10 

9,089 
4i 

159 
4- .01 

0.00 

36.22 
60 

- .24 

10,422 
41 

- .03 

46.00 
52 

17.24 
45 
152 

+ .14 

1,440 

3,678 

226.08 
38 

173 
, .18 
- . . 4 

183.60 
22 
81 

+ .82 
+ .71 

25.03 
75 

313 
- .85 
- .18 

8,686 
52 

170 
.21 

- .18 

30.29 
74 

- .67 

10,514 
40 

.007 

42, 80 
69 

21 .14 
21 
55 

4- .75 

1,310 

3,516 

228.12 
3J 

15.' 
-, .36 

.04 

194.98 
17 
63 

4 1.08 
4 .93 

29.43 
64 

291 
- .54 
, .26 

10,908 
27 

105 
+ .38 
+ .26 

31.20 
72 

.61 

11,581 
34 

4- .27 

46.40 
50 

17.88 
43 
122 

4- .24 

1,680 

3,624 



C O M P R E H E N S I 

9? 
3 * 

T o t a l s c h o o l 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Loca l s c h o o l 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

State aid per 
pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Equa l i zed va luat ion 
per pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s ta te 
aid 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l va luat ion 
per pupi l 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Total tax p e r 
$1000 va luat ion 

Town rank 
School suppor t per 
$1000 va luat ion 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
s s e s s e d va luat ion 

jjer c a p i t a 
A v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 
s a l a r i e s 

197.23 
60 

239 
- .42 
- .58 

175.87 
27 
99 

+ .64 
4- .55 

17.82 
87 

334 
1.36 

4- .42 

11,701 
25 
87 

4- 59 
4- .42 

' 9 .09 
90 

- 1.48 

12,538 
24 

4- .47 

42.00 
72 

J5.03 
69 

209 

- .21 

1,680 

3 ,253 

209.93 
49 

204 
.10 

- .36 

160.49 
36 

121 
+ .29 
4- .24 

22 .53 
80 

323 
1.03 

v .42 

11,716 
24 
86 

4- .59 
-r .42 

27.94 
78 

- .84 

!4,521 
15 

4- .94 

4 5 . 0 0 
56 

13.70 
8) 

252 
.40 

1,980 

3,817 

3 
OQ 

s 10 

163. 

- 1 
- 1. 

16 

91 
334 
.28 
17 

•a 
0 0 

to 
0 

2 

264.60 

4- 1 
4-

8 
71 
.27 

,60 

124.36 
72 

211 
- .52 
- .50 

6,277 
79 

262 
- .64 
- .66 

42.14 
42 

+ .18 

8,102 
62 

.58 

49.80 
38 

19.81 
30 
80 

4- .54 

1,220 

3,456 

228.97 
4 

19 
+ 1.86 
+ 1.60 

36.65 19.55 
56 84 

277 331 
- .32 - 1.21 

.66 + .72 

13,212 
17 
64 

4- .99 
4- .72 

20.05 
88 

- 1.41 

13,556 
21 

4- .71 

41 .80 
75 

17.33 
44 

132 
+ .16 

1,800 

3,587 

a 
a 

200.16 
59 

231 
.33 

- .52 

163.34 
34 

113 
4 .37 
+ .30 

14.80 
91 

339 
- 1.57 
- .45 

11,850 
23 
84 

+ .63 
+ .45 

20.43 
87 

- 1.38 

16,360 
10 

4- 1.38 

42.00 
74 

13.78 
79 

247 
- .39 

2,430 

3,426 

> 

s 
Q 

224.39 
34 

165 
+ .26 
- .10 

157.86 
40 

129 
+ .23 
4- .18 

31.56 
60 

286 
- .39 

.35 

7,829 
57 

194 
- .44 
- .35 

37.43 
54 

.16 

9,285 
48 

- .30 

51.00 
33 

20.17 
27 
74 

+ .60 

1,070 

3,317 

255.06 
13 
87 

+ 1.04 
4- .44 

226.43 
6 

21 
4- 1.82 
4- 1.56 

11.18 
93 

343 
- 1.83 
4- 1.01 

14,683 
9 

52 
4- .14 
+ 1.01 

11.20 
93 

- 2.05 

14,725 
14 

+ .99 

40.00 
81 

15.42 
65 

197 
- .14 

2,620 

4,161 

E D A T A 

>2 -o •£ • 
S a J • 
d a £ * 

211.61 247.23 218.413 
47 17 39 
199 107 176 

- .06 4- .84 + .11 
- .34 4- .30 - .21 

155.72 178.82 198.86 
43 24 15 
135 90 57 

+ .16 + .71 + 1.19 
4- .14 + .61 4- 1.00 

40.78 
37 

237 
.23 
.18 

28.66 
68 

297 
- .60 
+ .22 

17.44 
88 

336 
1.38 

+ .58 

8,693 
51 

169 
.21 
.18 

10,686 
29 

114 
+ .32 
+ .22 

12,489 
20 
78 

4- .80 
+ .58 

38.05 32.96 19.89 
53 68 89 
.11 - .48 - 1.42 

8,111 12,292 14,248 
61 27 16 

- .58 + .42 + .87 

51.00 45.00 42.00 
34 58 73 

17.91 16.73 15.93 
42 50 60 

121 175 179 
+ .25 - .07 .06 

1,030 1,870 2,030 

3,302 3,601 3,435 

G R O U P II 

S V CO 

a JS 
A tn Ss 

261.98 186.98 244.56 
9 70 21 

76 270 114 
- 1.24 - .68 + .77 
4- .54 - .77 + .25 

201.59 
12 
47 

4- 1.24 
+ 1.10 

27.34 
72 

305 
- .69 
+ .76 

147.25 
52 

150 
0.00 

- .06 

34.06 
50 

269 
- .22 
+ .04 

123.48 
76 

218 
- .55 
- .52 

84.77 
1 

66 
4- 4.02 
+ 2.03 

13,409 9,406 19.776 
15 43 3 
62 149 22 

4 1.04 + .003 4- 2.73 
+ .76 + .04 + 2.03 

32.65 36.26 43.73 
70 59 35 

- .50 - .23 + .29 

16,014 10,013 10,203 
11 45 44 

+ 1.30 - .13 .08 

44.80 52.00 34.10 
60 32 93 

15.03 15.66 6.24 
70 64 96 

210 190 348 
- .21 - .10 1.55 

2,080 1,440 800 

3,651 3,443 3,461 

XI Cj 
A P P E N D I X i" 
P a g e 2 

a 
S K I > ° 

• - < 1 3 -• 
" . S r i to <! ° 

222.43 186.16 245.13 

37 72 19 
169 272 .11 

+ .21 .68 - .78 
- .14 - .77 + .26 

134.75 131.37 177.12 
63 67 26 
183 192 95 

- .30 - .37 
- .30 - .36 , .59 

46.74 32.45 49.07 
25 57 22 
199 279 187 

4 .66 - .33 + .83 
.43 + .55 0.00 

7,427 
62 

206 
.55 
.43 

12,341 
21 
80 

4 .76 
4- ,55 

9,560 
4 2 

146 
.01 

0.00 

44.46 32.91 40.66 
34 69 45 

+ .35 - .48 -, .08 

7,064 12,517 7,922 
76 26 64 

.83 ' + .47 .62 

52.00 40 .00 56 .80 
28 79 17 

18.15 10.64 18.53 
40 91 38 

113 306 104 
+ .28 - .87 + .34 

1,070 1,700 1,0000 

3,223 3,602 3,585 



§2 
s a 

Total s c h o o l 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

L o c a l s c h o o l 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

State aid per 
pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E q u a l i z e d va luat ion 
per pupi l 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 
aid 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a ­
t ion per pupil 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Tota l tax per 
$1000 va luat ion 

Town rank 
Schoo l suppor t per 
$ 1 0 0 0 va luat ion 

Town rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va luat ion 
•r c a p i t a 

a v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 
s a l a r i e s 

<u oo 

< 0 
Z •*> 

176.88 
79 

299 
- .94 
- .94 

109.05 
86 

268 
•T .69 

- .79 

49.45 
21 
185 

4- .85 
- .14 

8,880 
48 
164 

- .56 
- .14 

44.76 
34 

+ .37 

8,037 
63 

- .60 

39.00 
83 

12.28 

89 
279 

- .62 

1,130 

3,154 

s 
a 

< 

194.26 
64 

248 

- .49 
.61 

137.30 
61 
176 
.23 
.24 

43.26 
34 

226 
+ .42 
- .44 

7,393 
64 

209 

.16 
- .44 

40.48 
46 

+ .06 

6,917 
70 

- .83 

52.00 
27 

18.57 
37 
103 

4- .35 

940 

2,935 

a, 
S « 

224.79 
32 
162 

- .27 
- .10 

201.57 
13 
48 

4 1.24 
4 1.10 

7.25 
96 

348 
- 2.10 
- .78 

13,497 
13 
60 

+ 1.07 
4- .78 

9.07 
96 

- 2.20 

16,895 

9 
* 1.50 

44.00 
61 

14.94 
71 

213 
- .21 

2,360 

3,738 

E D A T A 

- <* c » 3 a 
to J} 5 
«j m 3 
•° a -a 
6 a "5 
< < w 

259.69 260.97 240.45 
12 10 22 
82 77 120 

+ 1.15 + 1.18 + .67 
4- .51 4- .53 + .18 

196.81 154.55 185.03 
16 46 21 
61 139 79 

+ 1.12 + .16 T .87 
4- .97 4- .12 4 .75 

27.56 53.14 45 .17 
70 10 30 

303 165 212 
- .68 + 1 . 1 1 1 .56 
+ .07 + .04 4- l.OO 

9,355 

45 
i 54 

.02 

.07 

9,382 

44 
I5l 

- .02 
- .04 

14,654 
10 
53 

4 1.37 
4 1.00 

55.38 42.93 36.60 
61 39 57 

- .30 + .24 .22 

12,013 7,580 11,876 
30 69 31 

4- .35 - .70 + .27 

47.00 58.00 34.50 
46 11 92 

21.04 16.47 12.63 
22 53 87 
59 159 274 

+ .73 4- .03 .58 

1,080 970 1,420 

3,208 3,232 3,338 

GROUP II 

s • I 
s x s 
? g §" E 
a Ja •> a 

X m -° « 
288.84 222.57 222.53 

6 35 36 
44 167 168 

4- 1.89 + .21 . .21 
4- 1.02 - .14 - .14 

21b.04 16!.21 166.23 
10 35 30 
29 120 106 

4- 1.60 + .32 + .43 
4 1.37 4 .26 r .38 

29.81 
83 

327 
1.15 

4- .24 

35.25 
49 

267 
.13 

- .43 

18.58 
85 
332 

- 1.30 
r 2.13 

10,177 7,4l6 20,273 
32 63 2 
128 207 21 

4 .19 - .55 + 2.86 
+ .24 - .43 + 2.13 

25.74 42.28 23.63 
81 41 85 

- 1.00 + .20 - 1.15 

12,587 9,229 25 ,810 
23 49 2 

4 .49 - .31 4 3.61 

52.60 52.80 30.50 
26 25 95 

21.23 21.74 8.20 
19 16 94 
51 42 339 

4- .76 + .84 - 1.25 

1,990 1,260 3,760 

3,193 2,875 3,396 

A P P E N D I X y * 

P a g e 3 •& 
3 
o 
M 

a E 1 
' w « t, 
* K S. 2s 
O J3 M J, 

z < a 
207.73 

51 

209 
.16 

- .40 

139.78 
58 
165 

- .18 
- .20 

177.63 
78 

296 
- .92 
- .93 

106.98 
88 

274 
.94 
.85 

201.20 
56 

225 
.32 
.51 

129.91 
68 
i97 
.41 
.40 

45.56 

29 
209 

+ .56 
.69 

39.86 

39 
243 

4- .18 
- .31 

52.73 
11 
.66 

r '.08 

.74 

6,113 7,872 5 ,868 
81 56 83 

272 193 278 

.87 - .43 .96 
- .69 - .34 - .74 

41.97 50.19 63.95 
43 22 4 

4 .19 4 .77 + 1.83 

5,632 9,912 7,116 
88 46 75 

- 1.21 - .15 .81 

52.00 45.00 57.00 
30 54 16 

22.87 13.59 22.14 
9 82 14 

26 255 36 
+ 101 - .42 + .90 

770 1,500 1,040 

3,314 3,538 2,910 



C O M P R E H E 

•9- » »• * » 

Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E q u a l i z e d va luat ion 
per pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 
aid 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a -

o 5 oo c 
5 3 1! 
a h ji 

fc m u 
T o t a l s c h o o l 
support 164.44 154 .09 211 . U 170.67 180.09 217.60 

Town rank 90 95 48 87 76 41 
State r a n k 331 345 201 317 289 179 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e - 1 - 2 5 - 1-50 .06 - 1.09 - .85 4- .10 
State s c a l e d s c o r e - 1 . 4 6 - 1.33 .34 1.05 - .87 - .22 

L o c a l Schoo l 
support 121.73 102.12 154.41 124.32 113.20 170.06 

Town rank 78 92 47 73 82 28 
State rank 2 2 1 2 ' 5 240 213 251 103 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e " - 5 9 1.03 + .16 - .52 - .78 4- .52 
State s c a l e d s c o r e - 5 6 " - ? 3 + - l 2 - -50 .71 + .46 

State a id per 
p u p i l 29 .07 39 .12 49 .46 31.67 46.51 18.52 

Town rank 6 5 4> 2 ° 59 28 86 
State rank 2 * » 2 4 9 l 8 4 2 8 6 2 ° 3 " 3 

.57 4- .13 + .86 - .39 + .72 1.31 
- .14 .46 - .59 .61 - .57 + .19 

8,870 7,256 6,633 6,632 6,717 10,540 
49 65 72 73 71 30 
166 215 244 245 240 121 

- .16 .59 - .76 - .76 - .73 + /31 
- .14 .46 - .59 - .59 - .57 + .19 

35.27 44.84 50.89 43.22 56.54 24.02 
62 32 20 37 12 84 

- .31 4- .38 + .83 + .26 4- 1.22 - 1.12 

10,763 8,319 6,825 9,051 8.936 13,674 
20 

. . J U , I D J O t J 1 7 W,0£ .J 7 , U 3 1 O . T J U 
t i o n p e r p t p i l J 7 6 Q 8 Q ,., 5 2 

Town rank 4- .05 .53 - .88 - .61 - .38 4- .74 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Tota l t a x per 3 J QQ 45QQ 4 J Q 0 4f>g0 4g0Q 4 l 2 Q 

$ 1 0 0 0 va luat ion g 4 5 7 6 6 4 9 4 1 7 7 

Town rank 
S c h o o l suppor t per j 3 7 2 u Q 7 2 J £ g l g _ 7 5 j 6 _ g 5 ] 6 a 4 

$ 1 0 0 0 va lua t ion g Q ? ? 5 ^ 4 6 „ 
T o w n rank 2 5 1 2 J 9 u o 8 9 9 , 4 4 m 

State rank 3 6 3 4 + 1Q7 + 3 g + 0 8 _ 0 2 

State s c a l e d s c o r e 
a s s e s s e d va luat ion 1 J 1 ( ) 15QQ 9 1 ( j 9 2 Q ] 1 3 0 2 1 0 0 

p e r cap i ta 
A v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' J 5 g 

, . 3 ,311 2 ,897 2 ,966 2,565 2 958 
s a l a r i e s ' . 7 3 0 

S I V E D A T A 

G R O U P II 

A P P E N D I X if 
P a g e 4 

a. x> 

T3 
a 
a 

0 
ai 

3 

1 
3 
o 
a 
•a 
Vto 

3 
a 
o 
O 

181.20 
75 

284 

- .79 
.86 

162.40 
92 
337 

- 1.30 
- 1.17 

12.71 
45 
193 
.03 
.31 

236.10 
24 
129 

+ .56 
1.10 

237.69 
23 
124 

+ .60 
+ .11 

323.02 
3 

23 
+ 2.75 
4- 1.66 

168.32 
88 
320 

- 1.14 
- 1.09 

232.48 
27 
135 

4 .47 
4- .04 

189. > 1 

69 
262 
.30 

.72 

155.71 
94 
343 
1.47 
L.3l 

126.43 
71 
206 
.48 

- .46 

124.11 
74 
215 
.52 

- .50 

139.94 
57 
164 

- .18 
- .20 

177.75 
25 
92 

+ .69 
+ .59 

154.01 
49 
142 

+ .16 
+ .12 

226.47 
5 

20 
4- 1.82 
4 1.56 

128.41 

69 
199 

- .43 
.42 

179.29 
23 
87 

4- .73 
4 .63 

134.02 
64 
)84 
.30 
.30 

106.87 
89 
275 
.94 
.85 

37.90 
43 
255 

4 .05 
- .35 

37.30 
45 
260 

+ .004 
- .80 

70.70 
3 

95 
+ 2.34 
- .56 

56.80 
89 

338 
+ 1.43 

+ 1.36 

52.47 
12 
68 
.30 

- .36 

23.57 
78 

317 
- .96 
+ .09 

29.48 
63 
291 
.53 

4 .76 

36.61 
46 
262 

- .05 
4 .54 

33. 5 
54 

277 
- .29 
- .65 

44.40 
32 

216 
4 .50 

.98 

7,812 
58 
195 
.44 
.35 

5,583 
87 

297 
• 1.03 
- .81 

6,782 
70 

237 
- .72 
- .56 

16,440 
7 

38 
+ 1.85 
+ 1.36 

7,758 
59 
197 

- .46 
- .36 

10,019 
35 
134 

4 .14 

+ .09 

13,422 
14 
61 

4- 1.05 
4 .76 

12,291 
22 
81 

+ .75 
+ .54 

6,335 
78 

259 
.84 

- .65 

4,667 
95 
332 

- 1 .28 
- .98 

38.30 
52 

.09 

46.24 
27 

- .55 

51.23 

19 
+ .84 

20.75 
86 

1.36 

45.82 
30 

+ .45 

28.77 
77 
.79 

30.57 
73 

- .65 

34.68 
64 

- .35 

40.14 

49 
, .04 

48.16 
24 

v .62 

7,894 
55 

- .63 

.921 
78 
.86 

4,91* 
92 

- 1.34 

20,308 
4 

+ 2.31 

6,776 
81 

- .89 

12,229 
28 

4 .40 

13,924 
18 

, .80 

11,644 
32 

+ .26 

7,67i 
68 
.68 

5,062 
90 

1.30 

52.00 
31 

47.00 
47 

48.40 
40 

38.00 
88 

52.00 

29 

56.80 
18 

30.50 
96 

48.00 
43 

58.00 
13 

59.40 
8 

16.19 
58 
169 

- .02 

22.23 
13 
34 

4" .91 

20.64 
24 
66 

+ .67 

10.81 
90 
304 
.84 

19.85 
29 
79 

+ .55 

22.60 
11 

29 
4 .97 

9.57 
93 
322 
1.04 

14.59 
74 
219 
.26 

21.15 
20 
54 

4 .75 

22.90 
8 

25 
4- 1.01 

1,090 

2,964 

1,110 

3,085 

840 

2,979 

3,260 

3,408 

940 

3,345 

1,520 

3,604 

2,210 

3,250 

1,490 

3,690 

1,080 

2,761 

750 

3,262 



C O M P R E H E N S I V 

* 
a, 
u 
•-* a 3 

2 

Total s c h o o l 
.upport 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

- , o c a l S c h o o l 
support 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

5tate a id per 
^>upil 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Equa l i zed va luat ion 
oer pupi l 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s ta te 
aid 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a -
i ion p e r pupil 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Total t a x p e r 
$ 1000 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
Schoo l suppor t per 
$ 1000 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
State rank 

State s c a l e d s c o r e 
, g e s s e d va lua t ion 

per capi ta 
A v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 

s a l a r i e s 

a 
o 
-*» **-t 
a 
to 
O 

186.22 
71 
271 

- .68 
- .77 

115.72 
80 

239 
- .73 
- .67 

51 .60 
14 

175 
+ 1.00 
- .70 

6 ,089 
82 

274 
- .89 
- .70 

5 6 . 2 2 
13 

+ 1.20 

6 ,635 
83 

- .93 

57 .00 
15 

19.01 
34 
93 

+ .42 

720 

2 ,939 

a 
0 
m TJ 

a3 

230 .64 
28 

142 
4- .42 

0.00 

156.63 
41 

132 
4- .20 
4- .16 

51 .09 
16 

179 
+ .97 
- .24 

8,360 
54 

180 
- .30 
- .34 

43 .56 
36 

4- .29 

7,127 
74 

- .81 

60 .00 
5 

18.74 
36 

100 
+ .38 

910 

2,926 

a 

3 a 
a 
to 

192.36 
65 

250 
- .55 
- .66 

135.92 
62 

181 
- .27 
- .28 

42 .39 
35 

230 
4- .36 
- .52 

6 ,974 
68 

223 
- .61 
- .52 

53 .38 
16 

+ 1.07 

8,782 
54 

- .42 

45 .00 
55 

19.49 
33 
89 

4- .50 

1,250 

3,365 

V 
a 
m 
a 
E 
O 

3 

246.72 
18 

109 
+ .82 
+ .28 

185.66 
20 
78 

4- .87 
4- .75 

31.26 
61 

288 
- .59 
- .28 

8 ,178 
55 

185 
- .31 
- .28 

40 .23 
48 

4- .05 

10,524 
39 

- .007 

51 .00 
35 

22 .70 
10 

28 
+ .98 

1,390 

3,298 

g 
3 
h 
a 

224.76 
33 

163 
+ 27 

/10 

158.75 
39 

126 
4- .25 
4- .20 

28.80 
66 

296 
4- 1.64 
+ .24 

10,796 
28 

110 
4- .35 
+ .24 

33/91 
67 

- .41 

12,713 
22 

+ .52 

41 .00 
78 

14.70 
73 

217 
.25 

2,220 

2,960 

u 
to a 

200.22 
58 
229 

- .32 
- .52 

123.80 
75 
216 

- .55 
- .52 

60.75 
8 

134 
4- .92 
- .22 

8,490 
53 

173 
.26 

- .22 

51.45 
18 

4 .86 

7,190 
71 

- .80 

54.00 
23 

14.58 
75 

220 
- .26 

870 

2,777 

to 
3 
to 
X 

183.33 
73 

277 
- .77 
- .82 

96.41 
93 

308 
- 1.17 

1.05 

50.56 
17 

179 
+ . 4 9 
- .41 

7,538 
61 

203 
- .52 
- .41 

57.08 
9 

+ 1.34 

8,509 
57 

.48 

14.00 
62 

12.79 
84 

266 
- .54 

990 

3,070 

E D A T A 
G R O U P II 

A P P E N D I X j ' A 2/Z 
P a g e 5 

c 
0 
B 
a 
O 

215.52 
43 

187 
4- .04 
- .26 

154.30 
48 

141 
4- .16 
+ .12 

44.21 
33 

220 
4- .49 
- .43 

10,133 
34 

130 

4- .19 
+ .11 

33.83 
50 

+ .02 

8,900 
53 

. 39 

58.66 
9 

15.23 
66 

204 
- .16 

1,340 

3,426 

O 

0! 

« 

212.06 
46 

195 
- .05 
- .31 

152.92 
50 

144 
+ .11 
+ .08 

38.94 
42 

250 
+ .12 
- .54 

6,964 
69 

226 
- .67 
- .52 

47.84 
25 

+ .60 

8,558 
56 

- .47 

49.00 
39 

21.96 
15 

39 
4 .86 

870 

3,183 

3 
a 
a 
2 

179.56 
77 

290 
- .87 
- .89 

133.63 
66 

187 
- .32 
- .32 

35.42 
48 

266 
- .12 
- .60 

6,603 
74 

246 
- .77 
- .59 

45.10 
31 

+ .40 

8,407 
58 

- .51 

47.00 
4 8 

20.24 
25 
72 

+ .61 

1,230 

3,006 

0 
•6 
6 
< 

173.14 
86 

313 
- 1.03 
- 1.00 

115.31 
81 

242 
- .73 
- / 67 

33.96 
51 

272 
- .12 
- .64 

5,788 
84 

286 

- .99 
- .76 

40.28 
47 

4 .05 

6,865 
79 

- .87 

56.00 
20 

19.92 
28 
77 

+ .56 

1.030 

3,292 

B 

1 
i-H 

156.48 
93 

342 
- 1.44 
- 1.30 

89.12 
95 

321 
• 1.33 
- 1.19 

51.43 
15 

177 
+ .99 
- .29 

5,352 
91 

304 
- 1.20 
- .84 

55.49 
14 

4- 1.15 

5,773 
86 

- 1.14 

54.00 
24 

16.65 
52 

154 
4- .05 

1,180 

2,682 

to 
0 

-O 
X 
0 

1* 

191.06 
66 

252 
- .58 

.68 

142.38 
54 

159 
• .11 

.14 

35.65 
47 

265 
- .11 
- .65 

7,230 
66 

217 

.59 
- .47 

43.20 
38 

4- j .26 

8,763 
55 

- .42 

58.00 
12 

19.68 
31 
84 

4 .52 

1,090 

2,836 

u 
S » a. 

175.68 
81 

304 
- .97 

.96 

110.28 
85 

263 
.85 

- .77 

54.42 
9 

158 
4- 1.20 
- .23 

5,620 
86 

296 
1.03 

- .79 

51.59 
17 

+ .87 

5,327 
90 

1.24 

60.00 
7 

19.63 
32 

85 
+ .51 

730 

2,903 

'to 

o 

183.02 
74 

2 7 9 
.77 
.82 

141.14 
55 

161 
- .14 

.16 

32.40 
58 

281 

.39 

.66 

6,532 
75 

251 
- .78 
- .61 

41.39 
44 

4- .13 

8,346 
59 

- .52 

47.50 
45 

21.61 
17 
43 

+ .82 

1,130 

3,336 

to 
a 
a >. 
a 
3 

202.46 
55 

223 
. 19 
.49 

'66.76 
29 

105 
+ .46 
, .38 

28.76 
67 

297 

- .59 
.74 

5,725 
85 

2 8 9 
- .99 
- .77 

34.93 
63 

- .34 

6,954 
77 

- .85 

65.50 
I 

29.13 
1 
6 

+ 1.97 

870 

3,008 



X 

ft 

1 
otal s c h o o l 

upport 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

~,ocal s c h o o l support 
"own rank 

State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

State aid p e r 
Dupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

e q u a l i z e d va luat ion 
j e r pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

S x p e r i m e n t a l s ta te 
l i d 

T w o rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l va luat ion 
^er pupil 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Total t a x p e r 
$ 1 0 0 0 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
School suppor t per 
$ 1000 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va luat ion 
r~r c a p i i a 
. e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 
s a l a r i e s 

Xi 

o 

230 .20 
2 9 

1 4 3 

4- .41 
0 .00 

156.14 
4 2 

1 3 3 
+ .20 
+ .16 

4 0 . 3 8 
3 8 

2 4 2 

4- .22 
. 5 0 

9,575 
4 0 

1 4 3 

+ .02 
0.00 

46 .15 
2 8 

4- .55 

10,943 
36 

-, .10 

50 .00 
36 

16.31 
5 5 

1 6 3 

0.00 

1,400 

3,206 

B 
O 

a 
'to to 
a 
M 

a 

218 .15 
4 0 

1 7 8 

4 .10 
. 2 1 

163.47 
3 3 

1 1 2 

4- .37 
+ .30 

27 .39 
71 

3 0 4 

- .69 
. 7 6 

9,743 
3 8 

1 4 0 

+ .07 
+ .03 

34.21 
6 6 

. 3 9 

12,172 
2 9 

+ .39 

4 2 . 0 0 
71 

16.78 
4 8 

1 4 8 
4 .07 

1,510 

3 ,350 

a 
X1 

fl 
u 
s 

173.86 
8 5 

3 1 1 

- 1.01 
- 1.00 
111.34 

8 4 
2 5 9 
. 8 2 
. 7 5 

39 .63 
4 0 

2 4 6 

+ .17 
- .52 

4 ,939 
9 4 

3 2 1 
- 1.21 
- .92 

46 .06 
2 9 

4- .47 

5,741 
8 7 

- 1.16 

62 .00 
4 

22.54 
12 

3 1 

+ .96 

9 2 0 

2,752 

C 

B 
0 
(fl 
a 
W 

208 .68 
5 0 

2 0 7 
- .13 

/ 3 8 

126.77 
7 0 

2 0 4 

- .48 
- .46 

37.75 
4 4 

2 5 7 

+ .04 
. 5 6 

5,461 
8 8 

3 0 1 

1.06 
- /82 

50 .49 
21 

+ .79 

7,303 
7 0 

. 7 7 

48.00 
4 2 

23.2 i 
6 

21 

+ 1.06 

1,030 

3,713 

O M P 

a 

O 

(0 

1 
s 

265.55 
7 

7 0 
+ 1.30 
4- .62 

192.29 
19 
6 9 

+ 1.03 
+ .89 

49 .50 
19 

1 8 3 
i .86 

. 3 3 

9,0000 
4 7 

161 

- .13 
- .12 

60.91 
6 

4- 1.54 

11,076 
3 5 

+ .13 

45 .00 
5 9 

21.37 
18 
4 6 

+ .78 

1,320 

3,364 

R E H E 

B 
0 

s 
0 

S 

216.95 
4 2 

3' 1 
+ .07 
- .24 

133.68 
6 5 

2 5 9 
- .32 

. 3 2 

72.37 
2 

9 0 
4- 2.45 
+ .16 

4 ,957 
9 3 

3 1 9 
- 1.20 
- .92 

78.78 
2 

4- 2.83 

5,396 
8 9 

- 1.24 

60.00 

6 

26.97 
2 

10 

+ 1.64 

5 6 0 

3 , 3 2 2 

N S I V 

a 
a 
B 
a 
1 

206.57 
5 2 

2 1 1 

- .19 
- .42 

102.95 
91 

2 9 3 
4- 1.03 
- .93 

62.81 
5 

126 

+ 1.79 
. 0 8 

6,499 
7 7 

2 5 3 

- .78 
- .61 

56.91 
11 

4- 1.25 

5,889 
8 5 

- 1.10 

37.00 
8 9 

15.84 
61 

181 
. 0 7 

1,070 

3,354 

E D A 

to 

'5 
4 

197.21 
61 

2 4 0 
. 4 2 

- .58 
111.77 

8 3 
2 5 6 

- .82 
- .75 

69.86 
4 

1 8 
+ 2.28 
+ .10 

5,384 
8 9 

3 0 2 

- 1.09 
- .84 

60.04 
8 

+ 1.48 

4,627 
9 4 

- 1.40 

64.80 
2 

20.76 
2 3 
6 4 

4 .68 

7 5 0 

3,020 

T A 

V 
*i 
a 
Tj 
to 

190.68 
6 7 

2 5 4 

- .59 
- .70 

139.59 
5 9 

166 

- .18 
- .20 

21.34 
81 

3 2 4 
- 1.03 
- .87 

14,358 
11 
5 4 

+ 1.30 
+ .95 

29.07 
75 

- .76 

19,567 
5 

+ 2 / 1 4 

43.00 
6 7 

9.72 
92 

3 1 9 
- 1.01 

3,060 

3,282 

s 

•a 
0 
S 

196.60 
6 2 

2 4 2 

. 4 4 

- .59 
i22 .36 

77 
2 1 9 

- .57 
. 5 4 

62.15 
7 

1 2 8 
4- 1.74 
- .08 

4 ,968 
9 2 

3 1 8 

- 1.20 
- .92 

84.59 
1 

+ 3.25 

6,763 
8 2 

- .93 

58.40 
10 

24.63c 
4 

16 

+ 1.28 

1,000 

3,044 

G R O U P II 

V 

5 
to 

O 

174.60 
8 4 

3 0 9 
- .99 
- .98 

108.49 
8 7 

2 7 0 

- .89 
- .81 

44.89 
31 

2 1 3 
+ .54 

. 4 3 

5,360 
9 0 

3 0 3 

1.09 
- .84 

55.17 
15 

+ 1.16 

6,587 
8 4 

- .94 

55.00 
2 1 

20.24 
2 6 

7 3 

+ .61 

1,000 

3,755 

•a 

to 
o 

167.09 
8 9 

3 2 6 

- 1.18 
- 1.08 

103.39 
90 

2 8 9 
+ 1.01 
- .91 

50.44 
18 

1 8 0 

+ .92 
- .33 

3,863 
96 

3 4 5 

1.49 
- 1.14 

61.40 
5 

4- 1.58 

4,702 
93 

- 1.38 

64.00 
3 

26.97 
3 

1! 

+ 1.64 

7 4 0 

3,051 

XI 
0 
0 

206.26 
5 4 

2 1 3 

- .19 
. 4 2 

155.45 
4 4 

137 
+ .16 
+ .14 

33.34 
5 2 

2 7 4 

+ .27 
. 6 4 

9,877 
36 

i 3 7 
+ .10 
+ .06 

42 .30 
4 0 

i .20 

12,533 
2 5 

+ .47 

40 .00 
8 0 

15.74 
6 2 

1 8 1 

. 0 9 

1,910 

3,101 

u 

$ 

290.72 
5 

4 2 

+ 1.93 
+ 1.05 

60.91 
96 

3 4 6 
2.00 
1.76 

62.78 
6 

127 

4 1.79 
. 0 8 

8,794 
5 0 

i 68 
+ .004 
- .16 

57.78 
3 

4- 2.04 

9,496 
4 6 

/ 2 6 

42 .80 
6 8 

6.93 
9 5 

3 4 7 

1.44 

7 9 0 

3,948 

A P P E N D I X . ^ x* 
P a g e 6 

E 
a 
A 
•M 
B 
to 

206.38 
5 3 

2 2 

. 1 9 

. 4 2 

145.92 
5 3 

1 5 2 
- .04 
4 .08 

33.13 
55 

2 7 7 

- .29 
- .6t 

9,590 
3 9 

1 4 2 

+ .02 
0.00 

36.89 
5 5 

. 1 9 

10,677 
3 8 

4 .03 

48 .00 
4 4 

15.22 
6 7 

2 0 5 

. 1 7 

1,040 

2,690 

B 
O 

4) 

313.39 
4 

3 3 
+ 2.52 
+ 1.46 

235 .83 
3 

16 
4- 2.02 
, 1.72 

47 .78 
2 3 

193.5 
+ .74 
- .37 

15,054 
8 

4 7 

+ , .48 
4- 1.09 

60.66 
7 

1 1.52 

9,111 
t. 

+ 2.03 

38.70 
8 6 

15.67 
6 3 

1 8 9 
. 1 0 

8 0 0 

3,847 



C O M P R E H E N S I V 

J 
o 
'a 
3 
a 

IT otal school support 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Local school 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

State aid per 
pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Equalized valua­
tion per pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Exper imenta l s tate 
aid 

Town rank 
Town scaled score 

Exper imenta l valua­
tion per pupil 

Town rank 
Town scaled score 

Total tax per 
$ 1000 valuation 

Town rank 
School support per 
$ 1000 valuation 

Town rank 
State rank 
State scaled score 

Assessed valuation 
r capi ta 

. . r e r a g t t e a c h e r s ' 
s a l a r i e s 

0 
a 

1 8 0 . 3 6 
75 

287 

- .75 
- . 87 

1 3 0 . 6 0 

4 9 
196 

- . 19 
- . 38 

4 6 . 3 0 
68 

205 

- . 3 9 
- . 49 

9 , 5 6 3 
31 

146 
+ . 1 0 

0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 3 
70 

- . 51 

11 ,160 
33 

4- . 01 

4 3 . 6 0 
57 

13 .66 

69 
253 

- . 41 

SB 
M 
u 
a 

« 
2 6 3 . 6 6 

23 
74 

+ .55 
+ .58 

139 .26 
37 

167 

- . 009 
- .20 

1 0 9 . 7 1 
5 

42 
\ . 87 
4- 1.58 

6 , 6 5 5 
60 

244 
- .43 

- .58 

6 4 . 9 6 
4 8 

- .06 

3 , 9 4 0 
94 

1.05 

5 4 . 0 0 
18 

2 0 . 9 3 
2 ' 
62 

4- . 7 2 

a 
0 

A 
05 

1 8 9 . 2 1 
6 4 

261 
- .62 
- .72 

138 .15 

39 
171 

- .03 
- .22 

4 0 . 5 6 

79 
241 

- .50 
.68 

8 , 1 2 4 
40 

187 
- .16 

- . 29 

5 6 . 6 4 
66 

- .40 

11 ,345 
31 

+ .04 

4 7 . 5 0 
45 

17 .01 
45 

140 
+ .11 

J 

2 0 2 . 9 4 
58 

222 
- .40 

- . 49 

144 .53 
35 

155 
4- .12 
- .10 

4 3 . 4 0 
75 

225 
- .45 
- .58 

6 ,785 
57 

237 
- .40 
- .56 

4 1 . 5 6 
83 

- 1.03 

6 ,496 
71 

- .67 

5 4 . 0 0 

19 

2 1 . 3 0 
17 

50 
+ .77 

B 

9 
a 

2 2 6 . 0 9 
41 

159 
- .04 
- .07 

182 .92 
16 
83 

+ 1.01 

+ .69 

32 .56 
87 

279 
- .66 

- .94 

7 ,093 

4 9 
221 

- .35 
- .50 

4 0 . 5 0 
85 

1.08 

8 ,822 
46 

- .33 

6 0 . 0 0 
6 

2 5 . 7 9 
7 

13 
4- 1.46 

"3. 
E 

H 

169.65 
83 

318 
- .92 
- 1.07 

100 .89 
80 

299 
- .90 
- .95 

5 7 . 2 8 
48 

151 
- .17 
- .13 

4 , 5 5 7 

89 
334 

- .82 
- 1.00 

7 0 . 7 2 

39 
+ .18 

5 ,625 
83 

- .80 

5 0 . 0 0 
37 

2 2 . 1 5 
14 
35 

+ .90 

e 
to 
§ ffl 

237 .33 
35 

125 
+ .14 
4- .11 

158 .81 
26 

124 
4 .45 
4- .20 

3 2 . 3 7 
88 

282 
.66 

- .95 

19 ,452 

9 
26 

4 1.94 
+ 1.96 

4 0 . 5 5 
84 

+ .10 

2 4 , 0 0 4 
11 

+ 1.90 

3 7 . 0 0 
75 

8.16 

91 
340 

- 1.25 

1,910 520 1,890 980 1,280 800 3,410 

3,030 3,286 3,255 3,398 3,328 2,507 2.999 

D A 

3 
•a 
V 

a 
187 .84 

68 
267 

- .63 
- .75 

107 .27 
74 

273 
- .74 

.83 

5 3 . 7 0 
56 

163 
- .25 
- .25 

7 ,408 
44 

209 
- .29 
- .43 

7 0 . 7 1 
4 0 

+ .18 

9 ,754 
4 1 

- .19 

5 5 . 0 0 
17 

14.48 
64 

223 

- .28 

T A 

B 
9 
o 
u 

ja 
u 
V 

« 
211.73 

49 
197 

- .27 
* .34 

110.51 
70 

262 
- .67 
- .77 

79 .43 
16 
76 

+ .29 
+ .59 

3,843 
93 

347 
- .95 
- 1.14 

89 .10 
18 

+ .95 

4 , 3 1 1 
92 

- .99 

52 .00 
24 

28 .77 
4 
7 

- 1.92 

to 
V 
s 
9 
V 
00 
•0 
to 

m 

188.84 
66 

264 
- .62 

73 

114 .30 
65 

246 
- .58 

- .69 

4 6 . 6 3 
66 

201 

- .39 
.48 

7 ,062 
50 

223 
- .35 
- .50 

5 8 . 8 9 
64 

.31 

8 ,920 
45 

. 31 

4 7 . 0 0 
47 

16 .18 
52 

171 
- .02 

1 
a 
">• 
a 

225 .17 
42 

160 
- .05 
+ .07 

150.27 
30 

146 
+ .25 
+ .02 

4 2 . 8 0 
76 

227 
- .45 
- .61 

7 ,943 
4 1 

190 
- .19 
- .33 

5 2 . 5 8 
74 

- .57 

9 ,758 
40 

- .19 

53 .00 
23 

18.92 

30 
96 

4- .40 

B 
O 

0 
Z 

164.63 
87 

330 
- 1.00 
4- 1.16 

7 6 . 5 1 
92 

338 
- 1.46 
- 1.45 

6 7 . 5 7 
27 

111 
+ .06 

+ .20 

4 ,883 
84 

325 
- .75 
- .94 

7 5 . 2 9 
33 

+ .37 

5 ,440 
85 

.83 

50 .80 

29 

15.67 

59 
188 

- .10 

G R O U P 

•o to 
O 

is 

162.65 
88 

336 
- 1.03 

+ 1.20 

104.51 
77 

284 

.79 
- .89 

5 4 . 0 1 
55 

162 
.23 

- .24 

5,626 
75 

2 94 
- .64 

- .79 

6 1 . 4 2 
56 

- .20 

6 ,397 
72 

.69 

4 5 . 0 0 
53 

18.58 
34 

102 
+ .35 

I I I 

0 
0, 

M 
u 
0 
Pi 

166 .80 
85 

327 

- .97 
1.13 

137.74 
42 

174 
- .04 
- .24 

2 8 . 6 7 

89 
298 
.74 

1.07 

11,223 
24 

96 
4 .41 
+ .33 

3 7 . 7 8 
88 

- 1.19 

14 ,788 
21 

4 .55 

4 7 . 0 0 
48 

12.27 
74 

280 
- .62 

A P P E N D I X 5~ 
P a g e l 

e 
a 
jS 
00 
a 

188.16 
67 

266 
.63 

.7 3 

116 .01 
61 

235 
- .54 
- .65 

69 .66 
23 

100 
4- .10 
+ .27 

7 ,275 
46 

215 
.32 

- .46 

6 0 . 9 7 
57 

. 2 2 

6 ,234 
74 

- .70 

39 .80 
68 

15.95 
56 

178 
- .05 

to 
a 
9 
V 
00 

-
u 

m 

196 .69 
62 

241 
- .67 

- . 59 

126 .67 
5 i 

205 

- .29 
- .46 

6 5 . 5 1 
31 

,14 
0 .00 

4 .14 

6 ,795 
56 

235 
.40 

- .56 

7 9 . 7 9 
26 

4- .56 

8 ,277 
50 

.41 

5 8 . 0 0 
12 

18.74 

35 
101 

I .38 

820 460 1,470 1,820 900 1,040 1,790 1,170 1,310 

2,821 2,727 3,541 3,138 2,681 2,793 2,783 2,981 2,892 



C O M P R E H E N S I V 

o. 

s 
a 

a 
I f otal sc hool support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Local school 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

..Bialir'aid per 
pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Equalized valuation 
per pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Experimental state 
aid 

Town rank 
Town scaled score 

Experimental valuation 
per]'pupil 

Tuwn rank 
Town scaled score 

Total tax per $1000 
valuation 

Town rank 
School support per 
$ 1000 valuation 

Town rank 
State rank 
State scaled score 

Assessed valuation 
L '̂er capita 
Average teachers' 
salaries 

M 
0 
0 to 

JS 

3 
1 3 9 . 3 1 

94 
350 

- 1.40 
- 1.60 

9 5 . 0 8 
85 

313 
- 1.03 

- 1.07 

3 7 . 3 3 
83 

2 5 9 
- . 56 

- . 7 9 

4 , 9 2 9 
83 

324 

- .75 
- . 93 

4 6 . 0 4 

81 
- .84 

6 , 0 7 9 
77 

- .73 

5 0 . 0 0 
30 

1 9 . 2 9 
28 

92 
+ .46 

1,000 

2 , 5 9 7 

to 
a > to 
a 

3 3 2 . 0 1 
4 

19 
4 ' . 6 2 
4- 1.82 

177 .44 

19 
93 

+ . 9 1 
4- . 59 

8 7 . 1 9 
12 

60 
4- . 45 
4- . 84 

10 ,742 
27 

113 
4- .32 
4- .23 

10 .40 
93 

- 2 . 3 3 

12 ,822 
27 

4- .27 

3 8 . 0 0 
72 

16 .52 

4 9 
158 

+ .04 

6 1 0 

2 , 2 5 0 

so to 
3 

SI 
a 
u 

181 .56 
74 

283 
- . 73 
- .86 

1 1 1 . 9 4 

6 8 
255 

- .63 
- .75 

6 7 . 2 2 
28 

109 
1- .06 

4- . 19 

7 ,114 
4 8 

220 

- .35 

- . 49 

7 7 . 1 9 
29 

2 .05 

8 , 1 6 8 
51 

- .43 

4 8 . 0 0 
4 2 

15 .74 

58 
184 

- .09 

1,330 

2 , 7 2 5 

0 
• * * 

a 
o 
a 
0 

2 1 4 . 0 0 
47 

190 
- .23 
- .28 

158 .76 
27 

125 
4- .45 
1- .20 

3 5 . 7 1 
84 

264 
- .60 
- .84 

15 ,744 
13 
43 

4- 1.29 
+ 1.23 

4 2 . 0 9 
82 

- 1.00 

2 1 , 0 4 9 
12 

4- 1.47 

38 .00 
74 

9 .91 
87 

316 

- .98 

2 , 3 1 0 

2 , 5 5 0 

s 
0 

0 
X 

167 .43 
84 

323 
- .96 
- 1.08 

121 .79 
54 

220 
- .41 
- .56 

4 3 . 4 7 
74 

224 
- .45 
- . 58 

6 ,945 
53 

229 
- .37 
- .53 

4 9 . 8 8 
76 

- .70 

7 ,970 
54 

.46 

4 6 . 0 0 
50 

17 .54 
42 

128 

+ .19 

1,170 

2 , 8 3 7 

a 
9 

a 
181.87 

73 
282 

- .73 
- .86 

109 .28 
71 

265 
- .70 

- .79 

4 0 . 7 0 
78 

238 
- .50 
- .68 

6 ,918 
54 

231 
- .38 
- .53 

4 6 . 8 0 
80 

- .81 

7 ,955 
55 

.46 

4 6 . 0 0 
52 

15.79 
57 

183 
- .07 

1,100 

3 ,150 

4* ft) « 

A 
0 
O 

2 6 8 . 8 7 
2 1 
65 

4- .64 
+ .67 

206 .65 

9 
41 

+ 1.56 
4- 1.17 

37 .53 
82 

258 
- .56 

- .78 

15 ,051 
16 
49 

4- 1.11 

1.09 

4 9 . 0 7 
77 

- . 71 

19 ,680 
13 

+ 1.27 

4 7 . 5 0 
44 

13.73 

68 
2 5 0 

- .40 

3 ,000 

3 ,183 

D A T A A P P E N D I X i>- *.lf 

0 
s 

2 5 5 . 5 5 
27 
85 

4 .42 
+ .44 

192.90 
14 

68 
+ 1.25 
+ .89 

5 1 . 7 0 

58 
172 

- .29 
- .32 

9 ,291 
33 

156 
4- .05 
4- .06 

6 1 . 6 1 
55 

- .20 

11 ,071 
34 

0 .00 

5 6 . 0 0 
14 

20 .76 
23 
65 

+ .69 

1,320 

3 ,090 

to 
a 
1A 
a 
u 

s 
2 3 8 . 3 0 

34 
123 

+ .15 
4- .14 

137.91 
4 1 

173 
- .03 
- .24 

68 .94 
25 

104 
+ 08 
4- .25 

11,655 
21 

89 
4- .49 
4- .41 

5 3 . , 3 
72 

- .55 

8 ,932 
44 

+ .31 

4 3 . 0 0 

59 

11.83 
75 

288 

- .69 

1,260 

2 ,756 

s 
0 
O 
< 

198.68 
61 

235 
.47 
.54 

J 31 .79 
46 

191 
- .17 

.36 

5 4 . 3 9 
54 

159 
.23 
.23 

7 ,763 
42 

197 
- .23 

.36 

6 4 . 0 4 
50 

.12 

9 ,140 
43 

- . 28 

4 7 . 0 0 
46 

16.98 
46 

141 
+ .10 

1,340 
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- .72 

50 .00 
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66 
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- .46 
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- .19 
- . , 7 

6 ,964 
51 

226 
- .37 
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+ 2.31 
4 2.38 

10.55 
94 

2.32 

24,907 
6 

4 2 .04 
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C O M P R E H E N S 

*J 

a, 

a 
3 

"" >tal s c h o o l suppor t 
Town r a n k 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

' oca l s c h o o l 
support 

T i w n rank 
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State s c a l e d s c o r e 
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52.00 
26 

17.94 
39 

120 

+ .25 

980 

2,810 

to 
3 

A 
10 

s 

i* 

182.51 
71 

280 
- .72 
- .82 

100.85 
81 

297 

- .90 
- .95 

62.05 
37 

130 

- .08 
+ .02 

5,154 
79 

311 

- .70 
.88 

69.97 
43 

4- .15 

5,812 
81 

- .77 

47.00 
49 

19-57 
27 
87 

+ .50 

930 

2,405 

h 
B 

A « 

329.28 
5 

20 

+ 1.58 
+ 1.77 

297.61 
1 
4 

+ 3.67 
+ 2.97 

20.73 
92 

328 
.88 

+ 1.33 

'5,744 
14 
45 

4- 1.25 
+ 1.23 

25.17 
9 i 

4- .71 

19,117 
15 

4- 1.15 

33.00 
88 

18.90 
31 
97 

+ .40 

3,090 

2,933 

a 

g 
V 
to 
0 

380.25 
2 

9 
4- 2.38 
+ 2.68 

207.90 
8 

39 
+ 1.59 
4- 1.19 

56.49 
4 9 

153 

. 19 
- .16 

20,491 
7 

21 
+ 2.11 
+ 2.17 

68.02 
44 

+ .07 

24,674 
8 

4- 2.00 

29.50 
92 

10.15 
86 

313 

- .95 

3,360 

3,158 

V 
c to 
s 

A 
<U 
A 
to 

337.31 
3 

15 
4- 1.70 
+ 1.9i 

146.79 
33 

151 

+ .17 
- .06 

83.67 
14 

68 
+ .37 
+ .73 

9,503 
32 

149 
4 .09 
4- .02 

113.45 
9 

4- 1.96 

12,884 
26 

+ .27 

44.00 
56 

15.45 
61 

196 

- .13 

1,630 

3,069 

u 
> 
0 
Q 

312.47 
10 

35 
4- 1.32 
4- 1.44 

253.03 
3 

10 
+ 2.64 
4 2.09 

38.67 
8 , 

252 
- .54 

.74 

15,644 
15 
46 

4- 1.25 
T 1 . 2 1 

39.73 
87 

- 1.10 

16,073 
19 

4- .74 

28.50 
93 

16.18 
51 

170 

- .02 

2,720 

2,995 

v 
9 
0 

to 

204.40 
54 

218 

.38 
- .45 

94.04 
87 

317 
- 1.07 
- 1.09 

76.14 
18 
83 

+ .23 
4- .48 

6,146 
65 

266 
- .52 
• .68 

103.61 
13 

4- 1.55 

8,363 
4 9 

. 40 

50.00 
36 

15.31 
62 

2 0 1 

- .15 

1,080 

2,672 

B 
O 

"d 
a 

a 

188.96 
65 

263 
.62 

- .73 

120.71 
56 

224 

- A: 
- .57 

66.67 
30 

1 , 1 

4- .04 
4 .18 

5,726 
73 

289 
. 6 1 
.79 

70.55 
41 

+ .18 

6,059 
79 

- .74 

50.00 
32 

21.09 
19 
56 

t .74 

1,090 

2,891 

3 

Ji 
0 
0 
to 
« 

177.9i 
79 

295 

.79 

.93 

115.96 
62 

236 
.55 

- .67 

60.94 
38 

133 
.12 
.0? 

8,367 
38 

179 
.11 
.24 

75.62 
31 

4 .39 

10,382 
37 

- . 1 0 

34.00 
84 

13.86 
67 

243 

- .38 

1,610 

3,088 



I 
"a 
3 

a T .tal s c h o o l support 
Town rank 
S'ate r a n k 
Town s c a l e d S c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Local s c h o o l sup-

hr t 
T o w n r a n k 
S t a t e r a n k 

T o w n s c a l e d s c o r e 
S t a t e s c a l e d s c o r e 

State - i d p e r p u p i l 

T o w n r a n k 

S t a t e r a n k 

T o w n s c a l e d s c o r e 
S t a t e s c a l e d s c o r e 

E q u a l i z e ' 1 v a l u a 

t i o n p e r p u p i l 
T o w n r a n k n 

S t a t e r a n k 
T o w n s c a l e d s c o r e 

S t a t e s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 

aid 
T o w n r a n k 
T o w n s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a -

l o n p e r p u p i l 

" o w n r a n k 
T o w n s c a l e ! s c o r e 

T o t a l t a x p e r 
$ 1 0 0 0 v a l u a t i o n 

T o w n r a n k 

S c h o o l s u p p o r t p e r 
$ 100-0 v a l u a t i o n 

T o w n r a n k 
S t a t e r a n k 
S t a t e s e a l d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d v a l u a t i o n 

>er c a p i t a 
A v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 

s a l a r i e s 

CO 

•3 
o 2 1 0 . 2 6 

5 0 
2 0 3 

- . 2 9 
- . 3 5 

1 8 1 . 6 4 
17 

8 5 
4- 1 . 0 

4- . 6 7 

2 7 / 2 1 

9 0 
3 0 6 

. 7 6 

- 1 . 1 2 

1 » , 6 9 8 
8 

2 4 

4- 1 . 9 6 
4- 2 . 0 1 

3 5 . 5 7 

89 
- 1 . 3 6 

2 4 , 2 9 7 

9 
4- 1 . 9 5 

4 0 . 0 0 

6 5 

9 . 2 2 

8 8 
3 2 6 

- 1 . 0 9 

4 , 1 0 0 

2 , 9 2 9 

a 
9 
0 
to 
a 00 
•a 
H 

2 6 9 . 4 4 
2 0 
6 4 

I- . 6 4 

+ . 6 8 

2 2 3 . 0 3 
7 

2 4 
4- 1 . 9 4 

4- 1 . 5 0 

4 4 . 3 0 

71 

2 1 9 
. 4 3 

. 5 6 

2 0 , 6 1 1 

6 
3 0 

+ 2 . 1 3 

T 2 . 1 9 

5 4 . 4 6 

6 9 

. 4 9 

2 5 , 3 3 7 
4 

+ 2 . 1 1 

3 3 . 0 0 
86 

1 0 . 8 2 
8 ! 

3 0 3 
. 8 4 

3 , 6 6 0 

3 , 4 8 0 

s~ 
A 
A 

< 
1 8 1 . 9 1 

7 2 

2 8 1 
- . 7 3 

- . 8 6 

6 4 . 2 5 
9 4 

3 4 4 
1 . 7 4 

- 1 . 6 8 

7 7 . 0 8 

17 

8 0 
+ . 2 5 

+ . 5 5 

5 , 5 2 6 

7 6 

2 9 9 
- . 6 4 

- . 8 1 

1 1 0 . 0 0 

10 

4- 1 . 8 2 

7 , 8 8 6 
5 8 

- . 4 7 

4 8 . 0 0 
4 0 

1 1 . 6 3 
7 6 
1 7 2 

. 7 2 

1 , 1 1 0 

2 , 3 0 6 

XI 

m 
0 
H 

2 5 4 . 8 3 

2 8 
8 8 

r . 4 1 

+ . 4 2 

1 6 2 . 5 0 
2 5 

1 1 8 
+ . 5 4 

+ . 2 8 

4 9 . 3 7 

6 1 

186 
- . 3 3 

. 3 9 

1 0 , 0 5 1 

2 9 
1 3 4 

4" . 1 9 
+ . 0 9 

6 7 . 7 5 
4 6 

+ . 0 6 

1 3 , 7 9 3 
2 3 

+ . 4 0 

3 2 . 0 0 

91 

1 6 . 1 7 
5 8 

- . 0 2 

2 , 3 3 0 

2 , 8 4 2 

C O M 

to 
V 

4» 
(0 
41 

A O 

3 1 5 . 4 2 

9 
3 2 

+ 1 .36 

+ 1 . 4 9 

1 5 8 . 0 0 

2 8 
1 2 8 

4- . 4 3 

4- . 2 0 

1 0 0 . 3 4 

7 

4 9 
4- . 7 0 

4- 1 . 2 7 

5 , 2 7 3 

7 8 

3 0 9 
- . 6 8 
- . 8 6 

1 2 6 . 7 7 
5 

+ 2 . 2 4 

6 , 6 6 2 
7 0 

. 6 5 

5 8 . 0 0 
11 

2 9 . 4 7 
3 

4 

4- 1 . 7 2 

9 6 0 

3 , 0 7 5 

P R E 

B 
0 

c 

s 
3 a 

3 0 5 . 8 0 
11 
37 

4- 1 .21 

4- 1 . 3 2 

1 5 7 . 7 8 

2 9 
1 3 0 

4- . 4 3 

4- . 1 8 

8 7 . 4 6 

11 

5 9 
4- . 4 5 
+ . 8 5 

6 , 8 1 1 
5 5 

2 3 4 

. 4 0 

. 5 5 

9 0 . 2 3 
16 

+ 1 . 0 0 

7 , 0 2 7 
6 3 

. 5 8 

4 4 . 0 0 
n « 5 

2 3 . 1 7 
11 

2 2 
4- 1 .06 

1 , 0 1 0 

2 , 7 2 0 

H E N S 

2 

S ... 
to ffl 

2 9 2 . 6 7 
12 
41 

4- 1 . 0 0 

4- 1 . 0 9 

1 0 3 . 2 5 
7 8 

2 9 1 
- . 8 8 

- . 9 1 

1 1 8 . 8 5 

3 
3 2 

+ 1 . 0 5 

4- 1 . 8 8 

4 , 7 2 2 

8 8 
3 3 2 

. 7 8 
- . 9 7 

1 3 6 . 0 7 
3 

+ 2 . 9 4 

5 , 4 0 6 
8 6 

- . 8 0 

5 5 . 0 0 
15 

2 1 . 8 7 
15 

4 0 
+ . 8 6 

9 5 0 

2 , 7 6 3 

I V E 

V 
a 

.-, « 
i* 

2 5 2 . 5 3 

2 9 
9 0 

+ . 3 8 
4- . 3 7 

1 6 4 . 5 1 
2 4 

1 0 9 
4- . 5 9 
+ . 3 2 

4 8 . 3 2 

6 3 

191 
- . 3 5 

- . 4 3 

2 1 , 6 7 2 
4 
15 

+ 2 . 3 3 
4- 2 . 4 0 

5 5 . 8 3 
6 7 

- . 4 4 

2 5 , 0 3 9 
5 

+ 2 . 0 6 

3 3 . 0 0 
8 9 

7 . 5 9 
92 

3 4 2 
- 1 . 3 4 

3 , 2 8 0 

2 , 4 1 6 

D A T A 

B 
0 
(0 

•E 
a a to 
a « 

1 7 6 . 7 9 
8 0 

3 0 0 

.81 

. 9 4 

9 9 . 3 1 
82 

3 0 1 

- . 9 0 
- -99 

6 6 . 8 0 

2 9 
U C 

+ . 0 4 

4- . 1 8 

5 , 8 5 4 

6 8 
281 

- . 5 8 
- . 7 4 

8 7 . 3 8 

19 
4- . 8 8 

7 , 6 5 7 
5 9 

. 5 0 

4 8 . 0 0 
4 1 

1 6 . 9 7 
4 7 

142 
•4 . 1 0 

1 , 2 7 0 

2 , 5 2 9 

i 

"to -0 

a op 

a § „ to 
9 o 
V A Z 

2 7 8 . 7 4 
14 
5 0 

4- . 7 9 
+ . 8 4 

1 7 9 . 0 6 

18 
8 8 

4- . 9 2 
+ . 6 3 

9 9 . 6 7 

9 
51 

+ . 6 8 
+ 1 .26 

1 1 , 5 1 7 

2 2 

91 
+ . 4 6 

+ . 3 8 

1 2 7 . 9 3 
4 

4- 2 . 5 6 

1 4 , 7 8 2 
22 

4- . 5 5 

3 7 . 0 0 
77 

1 5 . 5 6 

6 0 
193 

- . 1 1 

2 , 0 0 0 

2 , 8 2 9 

1M 
A 

< 
2 4 2 . 8 3 

3 3 

. 1 8 
+ . 2 2 
+ .21 

1 4 8 . 3 4 

31 
148 

t . 2 2 
. 0 4 

8 7 . 9 9 

10 

5 8 
4 .45 

+ . 37 

8 , 3 4 8 

39 
181 
. 1 2 

- . 2 5 

1 0 6 . 9 8 
12 

4 1 .69 

1 0 , 1 4 9 
3 8 

. 1 4 

3 9 . 0 0 

6 9 

1 7 . 8 4 
4 0 

123 
+ . 2 4 

1 , 4 4 0 

2 , 6 1 1 

G R O U P I I I 

c 
0 

£ 

to a 
A U 

3 1 5 . 7 4 

8 
3 0 

-r 1 . 3 7 

4 1 . 4 9 

1 1 6 . 3 3 
6 0 

2 3 4 

. 5 3 

. 6 5 

1 4 6 . 0 7 

2 
2 4 

+ 1 . 5 9 
-4 2 . 7 7 

1 0 , 0 1 4 

30 
136 

< . 1 9 
+ . 0 8 

1 8 2 . 2 8 
2 

4 3 . 5 1 

1 2 , 4 9 6 
2 8 

, . 2 1 

4 0 . 0 0 
6 4 

1 1 . 6 2 
7 7 

2 9 4 
- . 7 2 

1 , 7 1 0 

2 , 6 8 7 

B 
a 
A 

CO 

to 0J 
ii 

ft 
3 1 8 . 8 9 

7 
2 5 

+ 1 . 4 2 

4 i . 5 5 

1 7 6 . 1 0 
21 

9 8 
+ . 8 5 
, . 5 7 

1 1 6 . 6 3 

4 
3 5 

4 1 .10 
+ 1 .81 

1 0 , 9 2 6 

2 6 
1 0 5 

+ . 3 5 
T . 2 / 

1 2 2 . 2 9 
7 

+ 2 . 3 3 

1 1 , 4 5 7 
31 

+ . 0 4 

4 0 . 0 0 
6 b 

1 6 . 1 3 
5 4 

1 7 4 
- . 0 3 

2 , 0 4 0 

2 , 7 0 9 

A P P E N D I X 

P a g e 6 

£ 
ii 
a 
to 

ii 

z 
5 8 1 16 

1 

3 
+ 5 . 5 3 
, 6 . 2 6 

2 4 4 . 2 0 
4 

12 
4- 2 . 4 4 

1- 1 . 9 0 

2 3 7 . 6 0 

1 

3 
4- 3 , 3 6 

4- 5 . 9 0 

5 , 8 4 6 

70 
2 8 3 

- . 5 8 
- . 7 4 

2 2 6 . 9 6 
1 

1 .82 

4 , 9 8 7 
9 0 

. 8 9 

6 0 . 0 0 
8 

4 1 . 7 9 
1 
1 

4 3 . 9 0 

9 5 0 

2 , 6 0 3 

S X 2. 1 



C O M P R E H E N S I V E D A T A 
G R O U P IV 

A P r ' L N i 
P a g e 1 

. I X S" 

>s 

1 

1 
a 

( T o t a l s c h o o l 
pupport 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

joca l Schoo l 
iupport 
Town rank 
State rank 
T i w n s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

It te aid per 
>upil 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Equalized va luat ion 
ser pupi l 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 
lid 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a ­
tion p e r pupil 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Total tax p e r 
$1000 v a l u a t i o n 

Town rank 
S c h o o l suppor t 

per $ 1 0 0 0 valuat ion 
Town rank 
State r a n k 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va luat ion 
r c a p i t a 

Average t e a c h e r s ' 

a l a r i e s 

9 
0 

•a 
« s 
00 
a 0 

247 .70 
46 

106 
4- .02 
+ .30 

240 .25 
4 

13 
+ 2 .54 
+ 1.84 

5.95 
120 
349 

- 1.45 
- 1.18 

13 ,210 
22 
66 

+ .60 
4- .72 

7.75 
120 

1.48 

17,197 
18 

+ .72 

35 .00 

105 

18.19 
34 

112 
4- .29 

2 ,660 

3 ,713 

•a 
0 
M 
V 
to 

180.18 
100 
228 

- .92 
- .87 

113.03 
66 

252 
- .46 
- .71 

44 .05 
110 
221 
.75 

- .43 

8,226 
53 

184 
.23 

- .27 

51 .03 
J 10 
.89 

9.530 
54 

- .42 

30.50 

114 

13.74 
72 

249 
.39 

1,540 

2,646 

V 

•3 
3 

Q 

184.24 
96 

275 
- .87 
- .80 

100.42 
87 

298 
- .75 
- .77 

71.81 
71 
92 

.23 
4 .14 

5,476 
99 

301 
.69 
.82 

58 .22 
102 

- .79 

4 ,439 
116 

- 1.17 

60 .00 

21 

18.34 
31 

105 
4- .31 

630 

3,008 

XI to 
•2 
xi ii 

215 .40 
71 

188 
.42 
.26 

140.95 
38 

162 
4- .17 
- .18 

47.45 
106 
196 
.67 

- .37 

8,420 
51 

177 
- .20 
- .23 

61.42 
96 

- .75 

10,899 
47 

.22 

50.00 

47 

16.74 
46 

150 
+ .07 

860 

3,218 

9 
0 

•3 
a 

I 
B 
0 W 

206.90 
77 

210 
- .55 
- .42 

155.67 
33 

136 
+ .50 
4- .14 

34.01 
115 
271 

- .93 
- .62 

10,326 
38 

126 
4- .12 
4- .15 

42.86 
115 
.98 

13,014 
33 

4- .10 

40.00 

87 

15.08 
58 

207 
- .20 

2 ,050 

2,803 

00 
B 

I 
z 

197.74 
85 

236 
- .68 
- . 5 8 

105.92 
77 

279 
.62 
.87 

64.81 
82 

116 
.36 

- .04 

5,000 
107 
318 
.77 

- .91 

76.43 
77 

- .54 

5,896 
99 

- .96 

64.00 

11 

21.19 
15 
53 

+ .75 

1,050 

2,550 

•+* 

s 
a 
3 •< 

171.75 
107 
314 

- 1.05 
- 1.04 

108.55 
73 

269 
- .57 
- .81 

61.83 
87 

131 
- .41 
- .10 

5,493 
98 

300 
- .69 
- .81 

49.51 
111 
.89 

4,398 
118 

- 1.19 

44 .00 

70 

19.76 

25 
82 

4- .53 

720 

3.159 

u 
<—t 

to 2 
to 

167.62 
111 
321 

1.10 
- 1.09 

68.06 
116 
343 

1.48 
1.60 

72.47 
69 
89 

- .22 
t .16 

6,753 
73 

239 
- .48 

.56 

60.14 
99 

.75 

5,604 
104 

- 1.00 

44 .00 

77 

10.08 
99 

315 
.96 

530 

2,736 

£ 
A 

a to 
A 

j* 

213.07 
72 

192 
- .47 
- .29 

149.16 
35 
147 

+ .35 
- .02 

63.20 
85 

123 
- .39 
- .06 

8,928 
48 

164 
.11 
.13 

76.07 
78 

- .55 

10,747 
48 

- .24 

36.00 

102 

16.71 

47 
15) 

+ .06 

1,400 

2.978 

2 
V 

a 

200.05 
84 

233 
- .64 

.52 

162.87 
28 

116 
4 .66 
4 .28 

37.08 
114 
261 
.88 
.56 

12,478 
24 
80 

+ .48 
, .58 

45.86 
112 

- .96 

15,432 
24 

+ .46 

34.00 

107 

13.05 

77 
263 
.50 

2,460 

2 ,748 

XI 

* 
A 
0 

A ii 

176.46 
104 
302 

- .97 
- .94 

85.71 
102 
325 

- 1.08 
- 1.27 

59.72 
92 

141 
.46 

- .14 

5,028 
105 
315 

- .77 
- .91 

38.64 
87 

- .65 

5,779 
101 
98 

44.00 

76 

17.05 

42 
138 

+ .12 

1,110 

2,211 

a 
3 

a 
248.55 

44 
102 

+ .03 
, .32 

202.53 
1 7 

46 
4- 1.56 
+ l . i l 

26.51 
117 
310 

- 1.07 
- .78 

22,224 
10 
14 

4 2.10 
+ 2.51 

36.98 
l i t 

- 1.07 

31,011 
7 

4- 2.77 

54.00 

38 

9.11 
108 
328 

1.11 

6,150 

3,497 

B 
O 
(A 

c a 
X 

162.76 
118 
335 

- 1.17 
- 1.20 

79.42 
111 
334 

- 1.22 
- 1.39 

57.65 
95 

150 
- .48 
- .17 

6,243 
83 

265 
- .56 
- .67 

68 .60 
88 

- .65 

7,429 
77 

.74 

54.80 

37 

12.72 

80 
269 
.55 

1,280 

2,607 

a 
0 -*» a 

XI 
XI 

a 
180.40 

0 9 

286 
.92 

- .87 

109.27 
72 

266 
.55 
.7v 

44.8i 
109 
214 
.72 
.43 

5,323 
100 
306 

- .72 
.85 

56.21 
i07 

.81 

6,679 
87 

.84 

51.00 

45 

20.53 
19 
67 

+ .65 

840 

2,414 

o 
9 
A 
3 c 
to 

167.31 
114 
325 

- 1.10 
1.08 

88."--1 
100 
323 

- 1.02 
- 1.21 

63.36 
84 

i/:i 
.38 
.06 

6,688 
74 

242 
- .49 
- .57 

64.89 
92 

.70 

6 ,849 
84 

.82 

50.00 

52 

13.20 
76 

261 
.48 

1,290 

2,791 

oo 
"3 to 
A to 
to 

171.22 
109 
3 U 

1.05 
- i . 04 

83.47 
i06 
329 

1.13 
1.31 

79.93 
59 
75 

.08 
, .29 

6,139 
86 

270 
.58 

- .69 

72.47 
82 

.58 

5,566 
105 

!.01 

55.00 

35 

13.60 
73 

254 
.42 

940 

2,698 



C O M P R E H E N S 

£• 
a I 
U 

1 
a T o t a l s c h o o l 

support 

Town r a n k 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

i State s c a l e d s c o r e 
ocal s c h o o l 

iupport 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

itate a id p e r pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Equalized va luat ion 
>er pupil 
Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Sxper imenta l s t a t e 
dd 
Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Exper imental va luat ion 
ser pupi l 

T-wn rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Iotal tax p e r 
$1000 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
School suppor t p e r 
$1000 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va lua t ion 
•Sr c a p i t a 

Average t e a c h e r s ' 

a l a r i e s 

h 

a 
a 

s £ 
+» 
M 
93 

* 

165,51 
115 
328 

1.13 
1.14 

96.11 
95 

310 
- .84 
- 1.05 

6 7 . 4 5 
78 

108 
- .31 
+ .06 

5 ,807 
92 

285 
- .64 
- .75 

79.49 
74 

- .53 

6 ,843 
85 

- .82 

4 6 . 3 0 
63 

16.55 
49 

157 
- .04 

940 

2 ,612 

M 

to 
0 

z 
174.62 

105 
308 

1.00 
- .98 

120.21 
53 

2 2 4 
.30 
.57 

52 .10 
101 

170 
- .60 
- .27 

5,855 
91 

280 
- .63 
- .74 

66 .32 
89 

- .65 

7,352 
78 

.75 

41 .00 
82 

20 .53 
20 
68 

4- .65 

820 

2 ,679 

>. 
8 
w 

to 

200 .18 
83 

230 
- .64 
- .52 

135.37 
40 

182 
+ .04 
- .28 

48 .71 

104 

189 
.66 
.35 

6 ,926 
69 

230 
- .45 
- .53 

57 .97 
104 

+ .79 

8 ,244 
68 

- .61 

68 .00 
8 

19.55 
28 
88 

+ .50 

1,460 

2,727 

a 
XI 
a 
Z 

209 .30 
75 

206 
.52 
.36 

179.45 
24 
84 

4- 1.04 
+ .63 

19.86 

119 

329 
- 1.19 
- .91 

10,375 
37 

125 
4- .12 
+ .16 

29.27 
118 

- 1.18 

15,297 
25 

+ .44 

55.00 
33 

17.30 
40 

133 
4- .15 

2.120 

2 ,833 

E 
0 
a 
D 

173.22 
106 
312 

- 1.02 
- 1.00 

102.84 
86 

294 
- .68 
- .93 

65.65 

80 
113 

- .34 
0.00 

3,615 
121 
350 

- 1.00 
- 1.19 

84.22 
65 

+ .43 

4 ,637 
114 

- 1.15 

80.00 
2 

28.45 
3 
8 

4- 1.87 

610 

2,744 

s a 
XI a 
h 
3 
A 
A 
a 
< 

217.06 
68 

182 
.41 
.22 

113.89 
65 

250 
.44 

- .71 

77.07 

63 

81 
.13 

+ .25 

5,719 
94 

291 
- .65 
- .77 

76.48 
06 

- .54 

5,675 
103 

1.00 

65.00 
9 

19.92 
23 
78 

4- .57 

870 

2,172 

a a 
V 

0 

317.18 
18 
28 

+ 1.00 
4- 1.53 

223.01 
7 

25 
+ 2.02 
4- 1.50 

68.60 

77 

106 
- .29 
+ .08 

27,410 
4 
5 

4- 2.97 
+ 3.55 

87.80 
62 

+ .38 

35,085 
4 

4- 3.25 

35.00 
104 

8.14 
117 

341 
- 1.26 

4,210 

2,586 

V E 

B 

•3 
0 
B 

•1* 

A 

2 6 7 . 2 0 
35 
6 8 

+ • .29 
+ .65 

2 1 7 . 4 5 
8 

28 
+ 1.90 
+ 1.38 

4 6 . 2 1 

107 

206 
- .71 

.39 

10 ,629 
33 

118 
+ .17 
+ .21 

5 6 . 9 8 
105 

- .79 

13,107 
31 

+ . 11 

4 4 . 0 0 

73 

20 .46 
21 

69 
+ .64 

2 , 0 8 0 

2 , 6 1 8 

D A T A 

6 
2 
a 
>. 
a 
BS 

176.79 
103 
301 

- .97 
- .94 

113.97 
64 

249 
- .44 
- .71 

59 .97 

90 

139 
- .45 x 
- .14 

6 .329 
81 

261 
- .55 

- .69 

6 0 . 7 3 
97 

- .75 

6 ,314 
95 

.90 

4 4 . 0 0 

75 

18.01 
35 

119 
+ .26 

1,150 

2 , 3 8 0 

V 
m 

I 
a 
S 
a 

a 
171 .79 

108 
315 

l . » 5 
- 1.04 

128 .89 
45 

198 
.11 
.42 

37 .83 

113 

256 
.86 

- .56 

10 ,096 
40 

132 
+ .08 
+ .10 

45 .05 
113 

.96 

12 ,024 

39 
- . 0 4 

4 5 . 0 0 

65 

12.77 

79 
267 
.54 

2 , 0 0 0 

2 ,783 

a 
0 

a 

a 
227 .83 

59 
151 

- .26 
- .05 

183.84 
23 
80 

4 1.14 
4- .71 

23 .49 

l i e 
318 

- 1.13 
- .83 

13,597 
20 

59 
+ .66 
+ .80 

2 7 . 8 1 
119 

- 1.20 

16,100 
22 

+ .56 

3 8 . 4 0 

95 

13.52 
74 

256 

- .43 

2 ,530 

2 .959 

G R O U P 

a 

to 
+ J 

to 

167 .49 
112 
322 

1.10 
- 1.08 

8 4 . 2 7 
105 
328 

1.11 
- 1.29 

71 .99 

70 

91 
.22 

4- .14 

6 ,302 
82 

262 

- .55 
- .65 

100.55 
51 

.21 

8 ,802 
60 

.53 

4 5 . 0 0 

68 

13 .38 
75 

259 
- .45 

1,240 

2 , 5 9 1 

I V 

a 
9 
0 

t> 
a 
to 
to 

194.45 
90 

247 
- .73 
- . 61 

9 8 . 8 1 

89 
302 

.79 
1.00 

85 .72 

53 

65 
4- .02 
; .41 

5 ,886 

89 
277 

- .63 
- .74 

94 .94 
55 

.29 

6 ,518 
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5 0 . 0 0 

51 

16 .79 
45 
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+ .08 

1,070 

2 , 7 0 8 
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OO 
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A 
to 
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a 
a 

A 
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52 
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.19 
4 .04 

, 3 3 . 3 1 
42 
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.32 
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67 
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4 .19 
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112 
335 

- .85 
1.00 

89 .02 
60 

.37 

5 ,404 
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1.04 

6 8 . 0 0 

5 

2 9 . 5 3 

2 
5 

+ 2 .03 

870 

2 ,585 

2 
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ii 
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A 

185.30 
94 

273 
.86 

.79 

103 .55 
83 

288 
- .68 
- .91 

6 9 . 1 5 

76 

103 
.28 

+ .10 

7 ,080 
67 

222 
.43 

- .50 

8 2 . 8 8 
68 

.45 

8 ,486 
64 

. 58 

3 5 . 2 0 

103 

14 .63 
62 

218 
- .26 

1,200 

2 , 3 8 0 

13 

A 
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X ! 
tfl 
OO 
d 

180 .59 
98 

285 
.92 
.87 

9 9 . 7 0 
88 

300 
.77 

- .95 

8 0 . 8 9 

57 

73 
- .06 
4 .31 

4 , 4 2 6 
113 
337 

.87 
1.03 

11 / . 1 4 
4 1 

-4 .02 

6 ,410 
93 

- .88 

6 8 . 6 0 

4 

2 2 . 5 4 

7 
30 

+ .96 

900 

2 , 6 9 0 



C O M P R E H E N S I 
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l State r a n k 

Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
.State s c a l e d s c o r e 
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iupport 
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1 Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

State s c a l e d s c o r e 
Itate aid per 
mpil 

Town rank 
State rank 
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State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Equalized va luat ion 
>er pupil 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Exper imenta l s t a t e 
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T wn s c a l e d s c o r e 
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Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
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Town rank 
School suppor t p e r 
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Town rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va luat ion 
per c a p i t a 
A v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 

d a r i e s 

V 
to 

A 
a 
a 
A 
V 

163.17 
1 1 7 

3 3 3 

- 1.17 
- 1.17 

98 .38 
91 

304 
- .80 

1.00 

6 1 . 5 8 
8 8 

1 3 2 

- .41 
- .10 

4 ,156 
1 1 7 
3 4 1 

- .91 
- 1.08 

73.81 
7 9 

- .58 

4 ,982 
1 1 1 

- 1.10 

57 .00 
2 6 

23 .68 
5 

' 9 
4- 1 14 

7 6 0 

2 ,442 

to 
a 
9 
ii 
Z 

195.68 
8 8 

2 4 4 

- .71 
- .61 

127.75 
47 

202 
- .12 

. 4 4 

65 .48 
8 1 

1 1 5 

. 3 6 
0.00 

10,380 
3 6 

1 2 4 
+ .12 
+ .16 

73.66 
8 0 

- .58 

11,667 
4 2 

- .10 

48 .00 
5 7 

12.31 
8 3 

2 7 8 
- .61 

1,370 

2 ,700 

A 
B 
a to 

o 
167.40 

1 1 3 
3 2 4 

- 1.10 
- 1.08 

97 .50 
92 

306 
- .82 
- 1.03 

62 .07 
8 6 

1 2 9 
- .41 

. 0 8 

6,915 
7 0 

2 3 2 
- .45 
• .53 

79.76 
7 3 

- .49 

8,886 
5 9 

- .52 

42 .00 
7 8 

14.10 
6 7 

2 3 6 
. 3 4 

1,250 

2 ,743 
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a 
a 
a 
W 

215 .94 
69 

185 
. 4 2 

. 2 6 

139.26 
39 

168 
4- .13 
- .20 

51 .47 
1 0 2 
1 7 5 

- .64 
. 2 9 

6,969 
6 8 

2 2 5 
- .44 
- .52 

58.33 
101 

- .79 

7,897 
7 3 

. 6 7 

62.00 
14 

19.99 
2 2 

76 
V .45 

1,190 

2 ,639 
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0 

150.84 
1 2 1 
3 4 7 

- 1.34 
- 1.40 

84.79 
183 
326 

• 1.10 
- 1.29 

58.67 
9 4 

1 4 5 

. 4 6 
- .16 
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1 1 0 

3 2 9 
. 7 9 

. 1 6 

71.51 
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- .61 

5,812 
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. 9 8 
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15 

17.79 
37 . 

1 2 5 
+ .23 
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2,737 
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a 
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A 

201.49 
8 1 

2 2 4 
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- .51 

121.27 
52 
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- .28 
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56.92 
9 7 
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- .51 
- .19 

5,287 
101 
3 0 7 

. 7 2 

- .19 

69.17 
86 

- .64 

6,445 
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. 8 8 

55.00 
3 2 

22.95 
6 

2 4 
4- 1.02 

9 8 0 

2,624 
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a 

194.46 
8 9 

2 4 6 
. 7 3 

.61 

106.58 
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. 8 5 
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5 3 
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+ .04 
+ .43 

4,945 
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+ .43 

93.53 
5 7 

- .31 

5,346 
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1.05 

45.00 
6 6 

21.56 
11 

4 4 

4- .81 

6 2 0 

2.491 

A T A 

to 
a 

A 
B 
ii 

245.38 
47 

110 
.01 

4- .25 

193.87 
20 
65 

4- 1.36 
+ 93 

29.31 
117 

293 
+ 1.02 
- .72 

16,344 
17 

40 
4- 1.12 
- .72 

31.75 
117 

- 1.15 

17,706 
17 

+ .80 

32.00 
113 

11.86 
88 

287 

- .68 

2,840 

2,743 

00 to 
3 

A 
a 

X to 
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O 

204.99 
79 

216 

- .58 
- .45 

128.15 
46 
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- .12 

.42 

76.64 
65 
82 

.14 
4 .23 

3,702 
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+ .23 

76.63 
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.53 

3,702 
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- 1.29 
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27 

34.64 
1 
2 

+ 2.82 
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2,630 

to 
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Z 

232.21 
53 

1 3 " 
- .20 
4 .04 

162.05 
30 

119 
4 .64 
4 .28 

54.32 
98 

160 
.56 
.23 

10,937 
29 

104 
+ .22 

.23 

66.17 
90 

- .68 

13,362 
29 

4 .16 

40.00 
84 

14.82 
60 
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.23 
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2,927 
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w 
B 
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229.22 

57 
, 45 

- .24 
.02 

117.48 
56 
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- .36 
- .63 

82.67 
56 
70 
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+ .37 

5,589 
97 

297 
.67 

+ .37 

55.52 
109 
.81 

3,753 
19 

- 1.28 

61.00 
20 

21.02 
17 
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4 .73 

850 

2,541 

B 
a 
to 
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U 
190.37 

91 
256 

.78 

.70 

104.07 
80 

285 

- .67 
.89 

71.68 
73 
93 

- .23 
4 .14 

4,873 
109 
326 
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4 .14 

84.05 
66 

.43 

5,714 
102 

.99 

80.00 
1 
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13 
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1- .78 
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to 
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to 
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- .36 

125.07 
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- .4P 

82.88 
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93 
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+ .21 

103.87 
4 9 

- . ' 7 

7,200 
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85 
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82 
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78 
.10 
.12 
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90 
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- .12 
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C O M P R E H E N S I V E D A T A 
G R O U P I V 

A P P E N D I X i 
P a g e 4 2.3 
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Total*school support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled Score 
State scaled score 

Local school 
support 

Town rank 
State rank 
Tswn scaled score 

.State scaled score 
State aid per 
pupil 

Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Equalized valuation 
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Town rank 
State rank 
Town scaled score 
State scaled score 

Experimental state 
aid 

Town rank 
Town scaled score 

Experimental valua­
tion per pupil 

Town rank 
Town scaled score 

T->tal tax per 
$ 1000 valuation 

Town rank 
School support per 
$1080 valuation 

Town rank 
State rank 
State scaled score 

Assessed valuation 
per capita 
Average teachers' 
salaries 

to 

1 9 7 . 4 9 

87 
238 

- . 68 
- . 58 

1 0 4 . 0 1 
81 

286 
.87 

- . 89 

6 0 . 2 5 
90 

137 
- .45 
- .12 

6 , 4 0 3 
80 

2 5 9 
- . 54 
- .12 

6 3 . 2 3 

95 
- .72 

6 , 7 1 9 
86 

- . 84 

6 2 . 0 0 
13 

16 .25 
51 
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0 . 0 0 

1 ,010 

2 , 7 5 6 

a 

a 
2 
u 
0 

Si 
183 .24 

97 
278 

- . 88 
. 8 2 

9 5 . 5 8 
90 
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- . 85 
- 1.07 

7 7 . 2 1 
63 

79 
.13 

4- .25 

6 , 7 9 0 
72 

236 
- .47 
4- .25 

7 9 . 8 1 
72 
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83 
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92 
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63 
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1,250 
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a 
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w 2 4 7 . 9 8 
45 
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4- .30 
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2 1 
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+ 1.32 

4- . 89 

5 4 . 1 9 
99 
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.56 

- .23 

9 ,123 
46 
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. 009 

- .23 

8 3 . 7 8 
93 
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10 ,738 

4 9 
- .24 

3 6 . 0 0 

99 

21 .06 
16 

57 

+ .73 

1,560 

2 , 7 8 8 

a 

E 
1 

2 2 8 . 4 3 
58 
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- .25 
- .04 
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55 

230 
- .34 
- .61 

8 9 . 2 8 
4 9 
57 

4- .09 
4- .49 

4 , 7 5 5 
111 
330 

- .79 
+ .49 

98 .56 
53 

- .24 

5 ,250 

108 
- 1.06 

5 6 . 0 0 
31 

2 4 . 9 2 
4 

15 
4- 1.32 

1,070 

3 ,388 

a 

3 

2 7 1 . 8 8 
32 
61 

4- .37 
+ .72 

2 1 0 . 4 2 
13 
37 

+ 1.74 
4- 1.25 

4 1 . 9 1 
112 
231 

- . 79 
- . 4 9 

10 .516 
35 

133 
* .15 

- .49 

55 .95 
108 

- .81 

14 ,039 
26 

4- .25 

2 4 . 0 0 
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2 0 . 0 1 
18 
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4- .57 

2 , 0 6 0 

2 , 8 8 1 

>. 
a 
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u 
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- 1.24 

- 1.28 

8 0 . 3 0 
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- 1.37 

75 .13 
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86 

- .17 
+ .21 
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119 
34$ 
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+ .21 
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.44 

4 , 5 4 9 
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1.17 
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23 
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26 
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4- .53 
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31 
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4- .37 
4- .74 
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34 

4- 1.77 
4- 1.27 

38 .77 
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- .84 
- .54 

10,817 
32 
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4- .20 
- .54 

44 .86 
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- .96 

12,516 
37 

+ .02 

4 8 . 8 0 
56 

19 .59 
27 
86 

4- .51 

1,920 

2 ,933 
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0 
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340 

- 1.22 
- 1.26 

112.55 
67 
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- .48 
- .73 
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- .72 
- .41 

6 ,154 
85 
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- .58 
- .41 
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.79 

7 ,751 
74 

- .69 
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54 

18 .29 
32 
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4- .31 

1,130 

2 , 3 2 9 
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& 
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- 1.17 
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70 
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- .77 
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- .57 
- .27 

6 ,587 
76 

249 
- .49 

.27 
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- .70 

8 ,122 
71 

- .63 
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X 
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172 
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- .15 
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93 

307 
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1.03 
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42 
47 

4- .36 
+ .76 

5 ,023 
106 
316 

- .77 
+ .76 

127 .06 
36 

4- .15 

6 ,152 
96 

- .93 

6 1 . 0 0 
18 

19-35 
30 

91 
4- .47 

860 

2 , 7 9 0 

3 
222 .58 

63 

166 
- .33 
- .14 

105.99 
76 

278 
- .62 

.87 

116.58 
34 
37 

- .60 
4 1.00 

7 ,470 
63 

206 
- .33 
+ 1.00 

131.44 
34 

4 .21 

8 ,422 

65 

.59 

4 0 . 0 0 
88 

14.20 

66 
232 
.32 

1,170 

2 , 1 3 7 

a 
0 
•s 
a 
ft 2 0 8 . 5 6 

76 
208 

- .53 
- .38 

133.56 
41 

i 88 
0 .00 

- .32 

69 .76 
75 

99 
- .27 
4- .10 

11,732 
26 
86 

+ .35 
+ .10 

8 0 / 2 2 
71 

- .48 

13 ,491 
27 

+ .17 

3 4 . 0 0 

109 

11.39 
93 

3 0 0 
- .76 

1,770 

2 ,414 

0 

v 
u 
a 

'to 
to 
ft 

2 5 0 . 3 8 
43 

99 
+ .06 
+ .35 

143 .11 
36 

157 
4- .22 

- .12 

103 .98 
4 i 
46 

4 .36 
4- .76 

6 ,466 

79 
256 

- .53 
4 .76 

129 .51 
35 

+ .18 

8 ,054 
72 

- .64 

5 1 . 0 0 
46 

22 .14 

8 
37 

+ .90 

1,330 

2 , 9 3 8 

a 
V) 

9 
a to 

« 
378 .76 

8 
10 

4- 1.86 
4- 2 .64 

272 .54 
1 
5 

+ 3 .14 
+ 2 .47 

78 .90 
61 
77 

- .10 
4- .27 

19.54S 
13 
25 

4 1.66 
+ .27 

9 4 . 1 9 
56 

.29 

2 3 , 3 6 6 
11 

+ 1.63 

3 2 . 5 0 
111 

13.94 

68 
242 

- .36 

3 ,050 

3 ,425 

s 

0 

0 
B 217 .53 

67 
180 

- .«0 
- .22 

115.15 
6 l 

243 
.41 

- .67 

6 5 . 8 4 
80 

1 12 
- .34 

0 .00 

8 ,072 
55 

' 8 8 
- .26 

0 .00 

7 2 . 1 1 
84 

- .60 

8 , 8 4 1 
6 1 

- .53 

4 4 . 0 0 
71 

14.27 
64 

228 
- . 31 

1,550 

2 , 4 9 8 

K 
a 

>•* 

"a 
X 

190.28 
92 

25 7 
- .78 

.70 

llS.lt 
59 

238 
- .40 
- ., 7 

5 9 . 8 9 
92 

i 4 0 
.45 

• .14 

9 , 8 3 0 
4 i 

140 
4 .04 

.14 

6 3 . 4 6 
94 

- .71 

10 ,416 
51 

- . 29 

4 1 . 0 0 
80 

11 .78 

89 
2 8 9 

- . 7 0 

2 , 2 1 0 

2 , 5 4 4 
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C O M P R E H E N B 

8. 
u 
"S 
3 

a 
[otal s c h o o l s u p p o r t 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
ocal S c h o o l suppor t 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
late aid per 
ipi l 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
q u a l i i e d va lua t ion 
er pupil 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 
id 
Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
x p e r i m e n t a l v a l u a -
on p e r pupil 
Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
otal t a x p e r 
1000 va luat ion 
Town rank 
:hool support p e r 
1000 va lua t ion 
Town rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
s s e s s e d va luat ion 
:r c a p i t a 
nerage t e a c h e r s ' 
i l a r i e s . 

>, 
a 

3 
is 239 .16 

95 
122 

- .10 
+ .16 
126.06 

48 
207 

- .17 
- .46 

86 ,53 
52 
63 

4- .04 
4- .43 

7 ,380 
64 

211 
- .39 
4- .43 

97 .12 
54 

- .24 

8 ,283 
66 

- .61 

47 .00 
62 

17.09 
41 

136 
4- .12 

1,300 

2 ,551 

XI 

to 
•8 
0 

239 .73 
49 

121 
- .09 
+ .16 
153.89 

34 
143 

+ .50 
4- .10 

74.34 
69 
87 

- .22 
+ .19 

9,231 
44 

157 
- .007 
+ .19 

90.01 
59 

- .35 

11,289 
45 

- .16 

45 .00 
64 

16.67 

48 
153 

4- .05 

1,690 

2 ,750 

J3 
J* 

S 
3 

10 

197.56 
86 

237 
- .68 
- .58 
115.35 

60 
241 

- .41 
- .67 

53 .32 
100 
164 

- .57 
.25 

9,178 
45 

158 
- .009 
- .25 

73 .43 
81 

- .53 

12,637 
36 

+ .04 

36.00 
101 

12.58 
81 

275 
- .57 

1,700 

2,692 

a 
a 
to 
6 

230 .82 
55 

139 
- . 2 2 

e.oo 
158.64 

31 
127 

+ .57 
4- .20 

70.01 
74 

97 
- .27 
4- .12 

8,191 
54 

185 
- .23 
4- .12 

110.30 
47 

- .08 

12,905 
34 

+ .08 

41 .00 
79 

19.38 

29 
90 

4- .47 

1,560 

2,454 

> N 

a 
9 
a 
0 
O 

260 .28 
38 
79 

4- .21 
4- .53 
105.61 

78 
280 
.62 

- .87 

148.57 
23 
23 

4- 1.19 
+ 1.63 

6,873 
71 

233 
- .45 
4- 1.63 

177.60 
22 

- .84 

8,215 
70 

- .62 

50 .00 
49 

15.37 
56 

198 
- .14 

1,200 

2 ,632 

g ft 
.4 
rt 

317.90 
16 

26 
+ 1.00 
4- 1.53 
208.64 

14 
38 

+ 1.70 
+ 1.21 

63.64 
84 
119 

- .38 
- .06 

22,267 
9 
13 

4- 2.11 
- .06 

85.96 
63 

- .41 

30,049 
8 

4- 2 .64 

27.00 
117 

9.37 
106 
325 

- 1.07 

3,590 

3,529 

0 

•3 
0 
at 

189.78 
93 

258 
+ .79 
4- .72 

81.62 
107 
330 

- 1.18 
- 1.35 

94.14) 
46 
54 

4- .19 
4- .58 

4 ,129 
118 
344 

- .92 
+ .58 

110.97 
46 

- .07 

4,867 
112 

- 1.12 

55.00 
34 

19.77 
24 
81 

4- .53 

1,040 

2,505 

V E D A T A 

IU 

"> 
a 
a 
to 
O 

290.96 
37 
78 

4- .21 
4- .53 
93.42 

94 
318 
.91 

- 1.12 

133.59 
26 
26 

+ .91 
+ 1.34 

5,692 
95 

292 
- .65 
- .78 

156.61 
28 

4- .55 

267.22 
34 
67 

4- .29 
4- .65 
119.73 

54 
229 

- .30 
- .59 

115.96 
36 
38 

+ .59 
+ .99 

7,628 
61 

202 
- .33 
- .39 

125.02 
37 

+ .12 

315.70 
20 
31 

+ .98 
4- 1.49 
207.82 

15 
40 

+ 1.68 
+ 1.19 

86.82 
50 
61 

+ .05 
4- .43 

16,759 
15 
36 

+ 1.19 
+ 1.43 

108.07 
48 

- .11 

6,673 8,224 20,862 
88 69 14 

.85 - .62 4- 1.27 

69.00 63.00 39.00 
3 12 93 

16.47 15.71 12.40 

50 55 82 
162 187 277 

4- .03 - .09 - .60 

980 1,380 2,760 

2,348 2,893 2,658 

G R O U P I V 

a 
G 
E 

A 
u 

& 
221.99 

64 
171 

- .34 
- .15 
103.67 

82 
287 

- .67 
- .91 

a 
0 
E 
V to 
OO 

W 
176.98 

102 
297 

- .97 
- .94 
124.30 

51 
214 

- .21 
- .50 

B 
o 
0. 
£ 
l» 

r-1 
ft 215.58 

70 
186 

- .42 
- .26 
103.29 

84 
290 
.68 
.91 

93.36 
97 
55 
.17 
.56 

47.98 
106 
192 

- .67 
- .37 

81.44 
57 
72 

- .05 
4- .33 

7,503 
62 

205 
.33 
.41 

12 

4 

+ 

900 
23 
72 

.55 

.66 

6 ,532 
78 

251 
.51 
.61 

115.51 60.63 88.11 
43 98 61 

0.00 - .75 - .38 

9,283 16,302 7,064 
57 21 82 

- .61 + .59 - .79 

49.00 22.00 53.00 
55 121 42 

13.82 9.64 15.82 

70 102 53 
245 320 182 

- .38 - 1.02 - .07 

1,490 2,030 1,370 

2,135 2,165 2,490 

A P P E N D I X i' 2 3 4 
P a g e 5 B 

o oo 
to h 

277.14 
27 
53 

+ .43 
+ .83 
191.67 

22 
71 

4- 1.32 
4- .87 

169.45 
110 
319 
1.08 

- 1.07 
45 .20 

120 
349 

2.00 
- 2.05 

275.32 
29 
57 

+ .42 
+ .81 
155.83 

32 
134 

4- .50 
4 .14 

49 .77 
104 
182 
.64 
.33 

105.24 
40 
45 

+ .39 
4 .80 

116.33 
35 
37 

4- .60 
4- 1.00 

22 ,744 5,132 7,307 
7 104 66 

10 313 214 
4- 2.19 - .75 .39 
4 2.62 - .92 .45 

59.40 123.03 148.80 
100 38 30 
.77 4- .10 + .45 

27,146 6,000 9,345 
10 98 56 

4- 2.21 - .96 .45 

29.00 52.00 56.00 
116 44 29 

8.43 8.81 21.35 

115 112 12 
337 333 47 

- 1.21 - 1.15 4 .78 

3,810 1,280 1,300 

2,839 2,786 2,417 



C O M P R E H E N S I V E D A T A 

0 
3 

' T ota l s c h o o l s u p p o r t 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

"Local s c h o o l 
• support 

T ^w n rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

State aid per 
pupil 

Town rank 
State r a n k 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E q u a l i s e d va luat ion 
per pupi l 

T wn rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l s t a t e 
aid 

T o w n rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

E x p e r i m e n t a l va luat ion 
per pupi l 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Tota l t a x p e r 
$ 1000 v a l u a t i o n 

Town rank 
Schoo l s u p p o r t p e r 
$ 1 0 0 0 va luat ion 

T o w n rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va luat ion 
per c a p i t a 
A v e r a g e t e a c h e r s ' 

o 

B 
a 

sil 13 
13 
18 

1.23 
1.86 

163.27 
27 

114 
+ .67 
4- .30 

131.33 
27 
27 

f .87 
4 1.30 

l a l a r i e s 

9,360 
43 

154 
0.00 

- .05 

157 .00 
27 

- .56 

11,189 
46 

.17 

40.00 
83 

17.45 
38 
129 

+ .18 

1,600 

2,672 

ft 
236.38 

5! 
126 
.14 

+ .10 

117.15 
57 

233 
- .36 
- .63 

110.52 
38 
41 

4- .48 
+ .89 

6,578 
77 

250 
- .49 
- .60 

121.16 
39 

4- .07 

7,207 
79 

- .77 

39.00 
94 

17.82 
36 

124 
4- .23 

1,170 

2 ,300 

XI 

$ 
a fl 
3 
Q 

231.46 
54 

138 
.21 

4- .02 

106.76 
74 

276 
.61 

- .85 

124.58 
29 
29 

4- .75 
4- 1.17 

6,154 
84 

268 
- .58 
- .68 

145.79 
32 

4 .41 

7,201 
80 

- .77 

40.00 
86 

17.37 
39 

131 
4- .16 

1,300 

2 ,557 

13 
•s 

184.43 
95 

274 
- .87 
- .80 

60 .69 
117 
345 

- 1.65 
- 1.76 

118.13 
33 
34 

+ .63 
4- 1.05 

6,026 
88 

276 
- .60 
- .71 

118.13 
40 

4- .04 

6,025 
97 

- .94 

45.00 
69 

10.13 
98 

314 
.95 

1,150 

2,341 

XI 

U 
226.64 

61 
156 

- .27 
- .07 

76.32 
113 
339 

- 1.30 
- 1.45 

144.13 
24 
24 

+ 1.11 
+ 1.51 

7,935 
57 

191 
.28 

- .39 

165.55 
24 

4- .68 

9,111 
58 

- .48 

56.00 
28 

9.63 
103 

321 

- 1.03 

1,480 

2,26a 

•9 

to 
259.64 

39 
83 

4- .19 
4- .51 

172.69 
26 

100 
+ .89 
4- .50 

86.53 
51 

63 

+ .04 
4- .43 

11,268 
27 
95 

+ ..27 
+ .34 

103.05 
50 

- .17 

13,418 
28 

+ .16 

50.00 
50 

15.33 
57 

1»9 

.15 

3,080 

2,385 

u 
a 
to 
tjj 
"3 
to 
m 
I 
z 

244.68 
48 

113 
- .03 
4- .25 

96.31 
94 

309 
- .81 
- 1.05 
129.98 

28 
28 

G R O U P I V 
A P P E N D I X 6 
P a g e 6 ur 

+ .85 
4- 1.26 

8,057 
56 

189 
- .26 
- .30 

164.27 
25 

- .66 

10,183 
63 

- .32 

44.00 
74 

11.96 
86 

284 
.67 

1,530 

2,712 

_B 

2 
+» to 
O 

is 
270.80 

33 
63 

4- .35 
+ .70 

109.69 
71 

264 
- .53 
- .79 

112.79 
37 
40 

.53 

.93 

10,620 
- 34 

119 
+ .17 
4- . 2 1 

140.99 
33 

+ .34 

13,275 
30 

4 .141 

48.00 
60 

10.34 
97 

311 
- .92 

1,940 

2,205 

s 

I 
a 
0 

251.15 
42 
96 

4- .07 
4- .36 

44.02 
121 

350 
- 2.12 
- 2.08 
202.60 

18 
+ 2.19 
4- 2.63 

6,131 
87 

271 
- .58 
- .69 

246.91 
10 

4- 1.79 

7,472 
76 

- .74 

61.00 
19 

E 
a 
A 

263.93 
36 
72 

+ .25 
- .21 

94.19 
97 

315 
- .89 
- 1.09 

165.73 
19 
19 

4 1.52 
4 1.96 

7,920 
58 

192 
- .28 
- .33 

172.64 
23 

+ .77 

8,249 
67 

- .61 

55.00 
36 

7.18 11.91 
119 87 
345 285 

1.40 - .68 

a 
a 
a 

218.92 
66 

175 
.38 

- .21 

115.81 
58 

237 
- .40 
- .67 

96.29 
44 

52 

+ 

1,050 

2,270 

1,310 

2,658 

.22 
+ .62 

7,367 
65 

212 
- .39 
- .44 

111.10 
45 

- .07 

8,500 
63 

- .58 

41 .00 
81 

15.72 
54 

186 

- .09 

1,490 

2 ,155 

X 
o 
A 

205.87 
78 

2 l 4 
- .57 
- .43 

54.47 
119 
348 

- 1.79 
- 1.90 

119.68 
31 
31 

+ .65 
+ 1.07 

5,144 
103 
312 

- .75 
- .88 

150.77 
29 

+ .47 

6,480 
91 

- .88 

50.00 
48 

10.61 
96 

307 

1,140 

2,518 

a 
296.86 

23 
38 

4- .71 
+ 1.14 

205.08 
16 
43 

+ 1.62 
+ 1.15 

69.33 
76 

101 

- .28 
4 .10 

20,842 
11 
18 

+ 1.87 
+ 2.24 

73.66 
80 

- .58 

22,145 
13 

4- 1.46 

40.00 
89 

9.84 
100 
317 

- 1.02 

4,000 

2,634 

to 

352.24 
10 
13 

4 1.75 
+ 2 .18 

142.54 
37 

158 
4 .20 
- .14 

209.30 
8 

8 

4- 2.31 
4- 2.82 

16,460 
16 
38 

+ 1.14 
+ 1.37 

226.74 
II 

4- 1.51 

17,831 
16 

4 .82 

48.00 
58 

8.87 
113 
335 

- 1.14 

2,440 

2,240 

a 

230.70 
56 

141 
.22 

0.00 

72.71 
i 15 
341 

1.37 
- 1.52 

^50.68 
22 
22 

1 1.23 
+ 1.68 

4,319 
115 
339 
.89 

1.05 

182.59 
21 

+ .91 

5,232 
109 

- 1.06 

62.00 
17 

16.87 
43 

143 

+ .09 

1,030 

2,476 

204.52 
80 

217 
- .59 

.43 

95.89 
96 

311 
.85 

- 1.07 

.01 .76 
43 
48 

4- .32 
+ .72 

10,232 
39 

,28 
4- .10 
+ .13 

116.95 
42 

4 .01 

11,759 
41 

- .08 

32.00 
112 

9.38 
105 

.324 

- 1.07 

2,080 

2,628 



3 A 

u 
0 
9 a otal s c h o o l suppor t 

Town rank 
State rank 
i own s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 
,ocal s c h o o l 
upport 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Itate aid p e r 
mpil 

Town rank 
S a te rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

i q u a l i z e i va luat ion 
,er pupil 
Town rank 
State rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

Txper imental s t a t e 
l id 

Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Exper imenta l v a l u a -
lon p e r pupil 
Town rank 
Town s c a l e d s c o r e 

Total tax p e r 
$1000 va luat ion 

Town rank 
School suppor t p e r 
$ 1000 va lua t ion 

Town rank 
State rank 
State s c a l e d s c o r e 

A s s e s s e d va lua t ion 
per c a p i t a 
Average t e a c h e r s ' 
' i l a r i e s 

to 

B 

s 
275 .90 

28 
56 

4- .42 
4- .81 

102.99 
85 

292 
- .68 
- .93 

165.97 
18 
18 

4- 1.51 
+ 1.96 

8 ,477 
50 

175 
- .19 
- .22 

201 .93 
16 

4- 1.17 

10,313 
52 

- .30 

38 .00 
97 

12.17 
84 

281 
- .64 

1,660 

2 ,463 

+* 
a 
o 

a 
327.13 

14 
21 

4- 1.14 
\ 1.73 

237 .15 
5 

14 
4- 2.34 
4 1.78 

89 .98 
45 
56 

+ .10 
+ .49 

26 ,602 
5 
6 

+ 2 .83 
+ 3 .39 

111.80 
44 

- .06 

33 ,050 
5 

4- 3 .09o 

34 .00 
108 

8.92 
110 

330 
1.15 

2 ,970 

2 ,573 

Ul 

O 
315.83 

19 
29 

+ .98 
4- 1.49 

125.99 
49 

208 
- .17 
- .48 

162.17 
20 
20 

+ 1.44 
+ 1.90 

13,788 
19 
58 

+ .69 
4- .84 

211 .08 
14 

+ 1.30 

18,036 
15 

4- .85 

40 .00 
91 

9.14 
107 
327 

- 1.10 

3 ,140 

2 ,588 

(A 
V 

is 
282 .12 

26 
48 

+ .50 
+ .91 

201 .33 
18 
50 

4- 1.53 
4" 1.10 

80.79 
59 
74 

- .06 
4- .31 

22 ,772 
6 
9 

+ 2.19 
+ 2.62 

82.58 
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ABSTRACT 

THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
IN MASSACHUSETTS 

Joseph V. Riordan 

Eduoational state flsoal patterns in the 

United States present a variety of methods of support. 

The eomplexlty of these state-support programs makes 

elasslfloation extremely difficult. Considerable 

effort is made in all state programs to bring about 

both the equalisation of eduoational opportunity and 

the equalisation of tax support. To facilitate the 

equalisation of eduoational opportunity, many states. 

Including Massachusetts, have left considerable 

freedom and control vlth looal sohool districts. 

Consolidation or other methods in respeet 

to small districts will save troublesome inequalities 

from ooourring. 

Inequalities between olasses due to the faetors 

of equalised valuation, sise. Health and looal state 

support can be best equated by using correctly 

apportioned state aid techniques. 
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Equalisation of educational opportunity is not 

being adequately taken care of in the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts. The equalization of certain taxes 

such as Local Sohool Support and State Aid per Pupil 

need supplementation and revision in the form of state 

support. 

State aid apportionments formulated through 

sohool census techniques need revision, both when all 

publio and non-public school ohildren in the seven to 

sixteen-year eld bracket are considered and when only 

public sohool ohildren within those age limits are 

considered. 

Methods could be evolved to administer more 

equitably those state tax refunds and eduoational state 

revenues intended for municipalities than merely to 

return them to the general fund of a particular commu­

nity. 

The present study questions the assumption as 

to whether or not the principal provisions of 

phftfrtar 70 of the General Laws of the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts.(School Funds and State Aid for Public 

Sohools) have been adequately carried out. Research 

shows that a properly financed Foundation Program 

will guarantee all children an equal opportunity. 

However, in Massachusetts the educational need factor 

of $130 in the principal state aid formula is totally 
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inadequate. A 1200 Foundation Program amount would 

bring certain municipalities into a close relationship 

with the principle of adaptability. The West Virginia 

study referred to in Chapter I shows that higher 

investments in eduoatlon lead to a higher economic 

status and toward adaptability. 

The existing state aid formula makes no pro­

vision for the extra costs of educating secondary 

sohool pupils in Massachusetts. 

The seoondary part of the Foundation Program 

formula in Massachusetts leads to a basio inequality. 

In the long run this part of the formula gives 

certain towns more state aid than the principal 

formula. With the additional twenty-five per oent 

state aid such municipalities show larger state aid 

apportionment than other classes not receiving this 

consideration. 

To attain economy and efficiency in the admini­

stration of sohool funds, established by legislative 

enactment and supported by designated tax rates, 

there should be a wider latitude pf appraisal and 

use. particularly in regard to earmarking. 

An extension of the provisions of the sohool 

building assistance program to include other than the 

publio sohools of the Commonwealth would, by its 

intrlnslo improvement in the eduoational program 
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available to ohildren attending suoh schools, tend to 

equalize educational opportunity for all children in 

the state. 

Adoption of the Strayer and Haig formula for 

establishing a Foundation Program, would, If amended 

as suggested by Dr. Paul H. Mort, go a long way toward 

equalising the burden of the costs of schools to the 

various municipalities. 

Whatever methods be ohosen to revise the present 

apportionment of state support, it is clear that at 

the date of writing, equality of taxation, or of 

opportunity, eduoatlon-wlse does not exist in the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 


