et
()
e

THY POUNDATION PHOGRAM
IN MASSACHUBETTS

by Joseph W, Blordan

Thegis gresented to the Faculty of Arts
of the Universgity of Ottawa through the
Ingtitute of Psychology as partial fule-
fillment of the requirements for the
degree of Lootor of Phileosophy.

e s
g

gs\ié d’%\f\ maum

: B Q
: Pt (%“
34 e G
%:"szm_f BOUS e
Vo Rty Y
LIBRARES @
2, # \‘Jb@
R ) o

rsity .o}

Ottawa, Canada, 1654



UMI Number: DC53332

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations
and photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

®

UMI

UMI Microform DC53332
Copyright 2011 by ProQuest LLC
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest LLC
789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



POKROYMLETOEMENTS

Thias thesis was prepared under the guidance
of the Director of the Institute of Psychology,
Reverend Pather Raymond H, dhevenell, O.M,I., whoge
encouragement and advice wag greatly sppreciated.

The writer also wighes to thank Dr, Maurice
Chagnon for his continuoua help,

Gratlitude 1s here expressed to Mlas Cantherine
1. Tobin, vhief Htatlgticlan of the Msssacshusotts
state Department of Zduweatlion; Ar. Fred Pitkin, Chle?
-tatinticlan, -laasachugetts Teachsrg Federation;

Wy, Elwin <. tariner, iesearch Director, the Hassachu-
setta Federation of Taxpayers' Associations, for

thelr interest and co-operation,



Joseph William Riordan, bora June ¢, 1802,
in Worgester, Magsachusetts, U.H.A ,

Bachelor of Arte, Holy Uross College,
Worcegter, NMassachuselta, June 19024,

Bashelor of Solence, Fitchburg State Teschers'
College, August, 1932,

Haster of Edugation, Fitchburg State Tsadhers'
College, June 1841, Digsertation tople: A Study of
the Vogabulary Eur&on of a College Textbook in
Philosophy®.

Master of lhduocation, Harvard Unliversity,
November, 1943,



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter page
INTRODUCTION ., . . . . & ¢ & 4 v v o o o o o o o ix
I.- A HISTORICAL SURVEY OF S8TATE SUPPORT OF PUBLIC
EDUCATION . , . ¢ ¢ ¢ 4o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o » 1
1, Public Education 2
2., 8tate Ald Programs 8
3. Measurlng Devlces 19
4, The Cost and Quality of Edueatlon .« o o . 26
II.- THE FPOUNDATION PROGRAM , . ., . . . . + s ¢ o o & o7
1, The General Foundation Program 37

2., The Development of State Aid in Massachusetts 46

III.- EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY IN
MAS SACHUSETTS » . . » . . . . » . . . [ 3 . [ » ) 65
Background of the Problem - Distribution of State
Support in Magsachusetts - The Minimum Level of
State Support - Factors affecting Co-Terminus
School Districts - Factorg affecting Equalizgtion
of Educational Opportunities - The Criterila of
"Wholesomeness" - Injustice of Certain Practices -
The Role of Federal Government in the Fiscal Pro-
gram - Comparison Among Classes - Comparison
within Series.
IV,~ EQUALITY OF TAXATION IN MASSACHUSETTS . . . . . 101
Early History of School Support - Pormg of Tax
Bupport - Legislatlive Powers - Controls of Equali-
zation - Factors Affecting State and Local Taxation -
Inequalities in Tax Revenues - State Tax apportionments -
Asgegsment Practices in Magsachusetts - Statistical
Evaluation of Certain Factors - Taxable Property as
Wealth - Cities and School Taxation - School Taxation
in Larger Towns - 8chool Taxation in Clasg III Towns -

Bchool Taxation in Class IV Towns - Municipalities
Excluded from this Study.

V.- A STATE AID PROGRAM FOR MASSACHUSETTS. . . . . . 154

1, The Strayer-Haig Principle of Equalization 135
2. Behool Cengus vs Net Membership as a Basig
for Apportioning Aid 143

3. Statistical Evaluation of Equality in the
Present Program 147



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . « . « &
RECOMMENDATIONS , ., . . . . + « o v v v ¢ o @
BIBLIOGRAPHY * ® [ ] L] L] . L L] . - L] » . [ ] L »

Appendix

1. CHAPTER 70, GENERAL LAWS OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS. "S8chool Funds and State Ald for
Public sehcol“ L ] » - L] L] L L] L] » L] L] L ] L L] L ]

2. CHAPTER 559, GENERAL LAWS OF THE COMMONWEALTH
OF MASSAGHUSETTS "An Act Egtablishing the Basig
of Apportionment of 3tate and County Taxes" .

3. EXPERIMENTAL STATE AID , , ¢ 5 e e o s o & o
PROPOSED EQUALIZED VALUATION e s e e o s .

4, YKEY DISTRICT® FOUNDATION FORMULAE , ., , . .

5. COMPREHENSIVE DATA . . .

153
159
162

171

1756

186
196

206
218



Table

III.-

iv, -

VI.-

VII.-

Tl -

IX,-

XI, -

LIsT OF TABLES

gtatistics Uged in Computing the "t" Ratio

for Bach of the Four Classes of Municipalitiles
in Massachusetts in Respect to Equalized
Valuation . . + & ¢ ¢ v v v ¢« « o o 4 v e 4 oW

Equalized Valuation Between Four Classes of
Municipallties in Massachusetts Checked in
Terms of the "t" Ratio

Statistics Usged in Computing the "t" Rattio for
Each of the Four Clagses of Munilelpalitles in
Massachusetts in Despect to Local School Support

Local SBchool Support Between Four Clagses of
Municipalities in Messachugetts Checked in Terms
of the "t" Ratilo

Statistics Ugsed in Computing the "t" Ratio for
Each of the Four Classes of Municipalities in
Massachusetts in Respect to Total School Support

Total 8chool SBupport Between Four Classes of
Municlpalities in Massachusetts Checked in Terms
cf the "t" Ratio

Statlsticg Usged in Computing the "t" Ratio for
Bach of the Four Classes of Municipalities in
Massachusetts in BRegpect to State Ald

State Ald Eetween Four (lasses of Municipalitiesg
in Massachusetts Checked in Terms of the "t*
Ratio

Local Taxation per Pupll (L) Related to State
Aid (A) per Pupll in the Four Classes of Muni-
cipalities in Massachusetts in Terms of 1

Total School Support (8) per Pupil Related to
State Ald per Pupil (A) in the Four Classes of
Municipalities in Magsachugetts in Terms of

Assegssed Valuation per Caplta (C) Related to

(& XI) 8tate Aid per Pupll (A) in the Four Clagsceg of

Munlcipslities 1ln Massachusette in terms of p

Page

83

83

86

86

89

92

92

08

115



XIII.- Principal School Taxgtion Expenditures of
Group of Selected Class I Munlcipalitles

XIV.~

XV, -

XVI,~

XVII,~

XVIII, -

XIX, -

XX, =

XXI,~

LI3T O TABLLS

Principal 3chool Taxation Expenditures of
Group of 3elected Class TI Municipalities

Principal 8chool Taxation Expendltures of
Group of Selected Clazg 1IT Municipalltieg

Principal Scheol Taxatlion Expendltures of
Group of 3elected Class IV Munlecipalltisza

Selected Class I Citles Having a Largse
Number of Puplls Attending Other than Public

Gehoole &, v . v v v v v s e e e

Statistics Used in Computing the " t% for
Yach of Four Classes of Munlcipelities in
Maggachusetts in Regpect to Proposed Stete

Aid » . . . . . » . . 3 a . L} L] . .

Proposed State Ald Between Four Claszges of
Municipalities in Massachusetts Checked in

Terme of the "t" Hatio . . . . . .

S8tatistios Used in Computing the *t¥ for
Each of the Four Clagses of Municipalities
in Magsachusetts in Respect to Propocsed Flquallzed

‘valuat iOnB L] L] . » M . L] . . . (] L]

Proposed Equalized Valuations Between Four
Claszes of Munleipalitiss in Msgzachuzetts

Checked in Terms of the "t" Ratio..

.

-

z2

»

*

.

vii

121

123

128

127

146

160

150

151

151



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure rage

1, Exanmple of Baslic or Principal Formula
1951—1952 Y » N . . . . . . . » . . . . . 56

2. Example of Secondary Formula, 1951-1952 ., . B%7

2a. Comparative Figureg for Towns of Legs than
5000 Population Using Rrincipal and
8econdary Formulas . . . e s s e s s 68

3. Town Recelving Legs State Aid in 1951-198562
than in 1945 Would Receive the Amount
Allocated to 1t in 1948 ., ., . . . . ce. . 59

4, A Propoged $200 Foundation Program for
Magsachugetts . . . . . . a « e e 141



INTRODUCTION

Numerous forms of financial assistance for
schools have been developed in different parts of the
United States. Some have besen found lacking in one
respect or another, However, all have atiempted 1o even
the burden of the support for education and the oppor-
tunity to develop. Background studies of different
financlal progrems 1n 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 intenge study. Since 1948 a modiflied form
of the Foundation or Partnership Program has been used.
Formulag, defined by statute, a principal and?secondary
formula, are used ae a basls for allocating state
financlal assistance on a state-wide basls.

However, the present gystem of apportioning state
ald using 1945 equalized valuations has become so hope-
lessly outdated that new sources of support revenue are
being sought,

The influence of the educational lawe involving
the laws of 1642 and 1647 of the Commonwealth of Magsa-

chusetts cannot be ignored or their influence minimized
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in attaining filseal a2ld on a state-wide basls, nor can
the present laws and statutes pertalning to education be
overlooked,

That the problem of inequality both in opportunliiy
and taxation is very real cannot be doubted as a survey
of specific cases in Chapters Three, Four and Five will
gshow, B8tatistically, the injustice of certailn factors
in allocating state funds becomes cleer, end bears out the
trend observed by inspectlon that definite inequalities
exist in all the prinecipal factors related to school
finance in Massachusetts.

The maln source of school taxation in many local
communities hag 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 dlscussion it might be well to
emphaslize that the phrase "foundation program which
will recur frequently is used interchangeably with "partner-
ghip program", "Experimental valuation', used particularly
in Chapters Four, Five, and Appendlx Five, refers to a
scheme of proposed valuation based on a suggested re-
apportionment fietor. "State aild per pupll" refers to the

amount made avallable by the Commonwealth of Magsachusetts
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on the basis of all seven to sixteen-year old chlildren
in attendance in the public schools,
The research reported on takes the following lines:

(2) An historieal survey of the support given
public schools in the United States;

(b) A survey of the present Foundatlon Program
in uge in Magsachusetts, together with a
gtudy of pertinent state legislatien;

(¢) A study of the exlstence or non-existence of
equality of opportunity in the present state
ald program,;

(d) A study of the tax burden along with some general
observations on the tax allotment picture as 1t
now exists in Massachusetts, and

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

The figures quoted throughout this report on allot-
ments of state funds, valuations of individual municipalltles,
amounts provided for local and total school suppert, state

2id per pupil, are found in the Report of the Department of

Educatlion for the year ending June 30, 1952, generally

referred to as Public Document No,2, This volume contains

tabulatlions of the school returns for the school year

ending June 30, 1952, and the fipcal year preceding 19562,
There are five appendices, namely:

Appendlx I conglsts of Chapter 70, which contalns the

principal state ald laws for use in the Commonwealth
of Massachugettg,
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Appendix 2 contains Chapter 6559 (in use since
1946), an act establishing the basis of appor-

tionment of scheool, state and county taxes.
For comparilson purpcses, House 2172 figures
are qucted from the December, 1952, biennlal
report of the Commissioner of Corporations

and Taxation, whilch desls with a proposed plan
of equalization and zpportionment of state and
county taxes for 1953 in Massachusetts,

Appendix 3 presents both a proposed program of
state ald and a proposed pro%ram of equalized
veluation with dollar and "z" ecore values for
inter-class comparisons,

Appendix 4 introduces "key district" formula
proposels ag developed by Strayer and Halg and
later modified by Dr. Mort, There is a $200
Foundation Proposal znd a $150 Foundation
Proposal. Both are in terms of dollar and "z"
geore valueeg,

Appendix & is the most comprehensive of the
appendices. The 349 municipalities of Massa-
chusetts are analyzed in respect to dollar values,
class rarks and gtate ranke. Two sets of "z

scoreg are provided, one for all four classes of
municipalities; the other for state-wide comparisnns
of communities. Every useful financilal faetor
relating to state school flnance has been presented
in thls appendix,
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OHAPTER 1

A HISTORICAL SURVEY OF STATE SUFPORT OF PUBLIC
EDUCATION

Before dlscussing the operation of present-day
Foundation Progremg, it i3 neceesary to undergtand gome-
thing of the nature of thelr growth, In this chapter,
some of the practices which developed both directly and
indirectly from the varlous forms of astate ald will be
dlscussed, It will be appreciated that before state 214
could anttaln 1ts present stage of development, much
ground-work was needed to provide adequate norms with whiech
current programs could he compered., The Ytrayer and Haig
concept of equelization, the Reward-for-iffort Prineiple
defined by Cubberly and the Adaptabllity or Lffielency
Principle furthered by Mort snd Cornell in 1837, »11l contri-
buted subztantlally to the prezent form of ztate aid To
gducation; so aleo dild Plerce's studles on the relstionship
between community expenditures and the type and gquallty of
education provided, Htrayer's work on the appralsal of
school systems and pilot communities, and Mort's work on
coet-quality relationshlps.

The Constitution of the United States contalng ne

specifio reference to sducation to date, but the residual
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right of esch individual state to control 1ts own system
of education is implicit in thse Tenth Amendment whioh
provides that "The

Henge, there are in exlatence, at any glven time, ag many

systoms of publie educstion as there are gstates in the
Union,

Yet, in gplte of the great variety of systems, certaln
practices have developed to meet similar needs, These
practices expanded from gtate to state until they have
obtalned a definite influence on the edusstional policles
of a large number of the states., In thilg msnner, therefore,
it becomes possible to identify ¢ertain periods in the history
of Americsn education where state ald was used %to achleve

specific objectives.

1, &8ehool Funds
Zohool Funds were among the earliegt meang utilized
to support public sechoola; for instance, the Connectiout
dchool Fund, which dates back to l?ﬁﬂ} was Tirmly established
in 1796 aa the firet permanent common school fund, At thig

time, Connscticut added to the school fund base, the proceeds




HISTORIOAL SURVEY OF aTATE sUPPORT 3

received from the sale of ita Western -eserve in Chio,?
which totalled $1,200,000. This fund originally furnished
sufficient revenue to pay for complete support of all the
gchools in Connectlout; however, as the population of
onnecticut grew, it became mandatory to return to compule
sory taxation in 1884, The net result of this experience
definitsly pointed out the inadequesay of endowmente as a
means of public school support.

At one time or another, all the thirteen original
stzteg, with the exception of South Carclina, used the
Permanent School Fund as a means of partial or full aschool
guppert., By 1948, these Fermanent Bohool Vunds still
exlsted in forty-four of the forty-eight states,

It is of interest to observe with Mort® that the
total amount produced by thege funds in 1945-1948, along
with 3eheol lLand Leasem, waas $27,326,212, The amount of
ineome frou all zush funds, ineluding those controlled by
astates, counties, and municipalities, ranged from
§5,665,828, in Minnesote,to §3,880 in North Carolina,

The disiribution of these amounts to asohools was
accomplighed on the basls of s pupll rate ranging from
$22,.35 in VWyoming, to §,03 in North Carolina; the sverage
for forty-twe states being im the vieinity of $1.17 per
enrolled pupll.

2@ubb@riy, Publie Edueation in the Unit

Spaul R. Mort and Walter C, Réuaaar, agﬁ-wﬁ f;lzm;
Fipance, Hew York, 1951, MeGraw Hill, p.528,
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It 1s evident that where a few gtatas obtsined sube
gtantial revenues from Publilc #chool Permanent Funds, many
other gtates found themgelvesg recelving only a small propor-
tion of public school income from this gource, Indeed, the
peroentage of total achool income from Public Ychool Parmanent
Funds hez been falling off congistently in the last Fifty
years. The percentage in 1880 was 5.8; by 1920, the percentage
had dropped to 2.7 per gent; by 1848 the percentage dropped to
lsgs than 1.0 per cent,

In the past, State Pormanent Zchool Funds have made a
real contributien to schpol ald, besoause they were ugeful in
etimulating and promoting loocal support for publie sehool
eduaatian.4 ‘

Now what were the acoomplishments of the ¥assachu-
zetts School Fund? Previcug to 1834 when the Fund was se%
up, there was 1lttle or no trustworthy informestion avallable
coneerning the schools of the state, Participation in the
income of the Fund made sohool returns aendatory. The
question might be agked here why the Pund was limited %o
such rather small preportions of income per pupil inataad
of the large scale used in the neighboring state of {onnecti~

cut. The answer 1s found in the Heport of 1859,

A Fund whieh should be a0 large as to suffice
for the support of the whele sohool eatablishment of
the B¥ste, as in the tase of Ushnectiout, would, in

4&rviﬁhJé urke, Flagal

1 W
4

G@

£ LYY

13’1 E SRS St A%
Board, 1947, Albany, H.Y., p.923.
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the opinion of the Commitiee, be rather detrimental
than advantageous; it would only serve to draw off
from the mass of the community that animeting interest,
which will ever be found indispensabls where a
Jresolute geuling upon the subjeat 1g wished for or
expeoted,

Cencerning the lMamsachugetts Fund the following is
guoted from the Twenty-Seocond Annual Report of the Hoard of
tducation, where Secretsry Boutwell's style is easily

regognizable;

The Fund was osbtablighed by the leglslasture
of 1834 (Statutes 1934, Chspter 169) and 1t was
previded by the Act that all moneys in the Treasury
on the firet of January 1835, derived from the sales
of land in the Htste of Maine and from the eclainm of
the Htante on government of the United dtutes for
military services, and not otherwise sppropriated,
together with fifty per centum of all moneys there-
after, %o be recelved from the sale of lands in
¥aine, mhould be appropriated to constitute a perma-
nent fund, for ald snd encouragement &f Common
S8chools, It was provided that the fund should
never exceed one million dellars, and that the
1gaomg only should be appropriated %o the object in
view.

The method of dliatribution of the Fund was referred
to g aubszequent leglslature. It was understond and nrovided
that no town would recelve 2 grazater smount then was needed
for the support of the Unsmon fHchools., Certainly, there
sre® two aspects in the law that deserve conglderation. Plrast,

the objleet of the ¥Fund was the aid and encouragement of

¥Commonwealth of ﬂmg&mehuﬁﬂﬁtﬁa Department of
v noky: S g 1 &% o o sy s oy t . 1 }:{ ) " "t

gumans no, =, .80nus gRart of tne ooskd
Twanty-Second Anmual Report of the

¢ rvia, p,3e.
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schools, and not thelr support; second, the limit of eppro-
priation to the towns wag the amount ralsged by each, An
obvious inconagistency appears in this restriction, since a
gtudy of the report would show that the income from the
entire fund at this time would have been equal to only 43
cents for each chlld in Masesachugetts between the ages of

five and fifteen years.
2 cloges with these words:

The ancient pollcy of the Commonwealth will
be aonzxnnod; but whenever the people see the govern-
by solemn act, manifesting iTs confidence in the
ho&la and in lear , they will be encouraged t@
guara snd sustain the mstitutiana of the fathers,

It 45 elear that in 1642, the Massachugetts legig-
lators had no intention of gubsidizing fully, or even to any
great extent, lsrge centralized finasncial ald from the state
treasury, Each town wag to work out its educational) ald
problemg to the bhest of 1ts abllity.

2 we algo learn "That the

oost of education was more than thirty dollars per pupil in

From P

the private schools and only eight dollars and forty-nine
¢ents in the public schools, #8 By contrast with today's
gehool expenditures 1t can be coneluded that these items
have been multiplied geveral times in the last two hundred

yeara,

VGemmonvealth of Maaauehusatta, Deparummnt or Eduuahlmn,

A [ 37 ! AR LA §

81p1d., p.49,
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It 1s well at this point to recall that the definite
conoept of an elementary school in the early years of the
United States was simply o teach certain basic skills,
such as reading, writing and arithmetio; while acadenmies,
on the secondary level, were more diversified in subject-
matter, as well as more costly. Becondary schools, in the
long run, on acoo unt of their expanded curriocula and extra-
curricular activities, are gtill in need of higher expendi-
tures, even in our day. However, 1t 1s well to recognize
that the early methods of disgtribution of state funds were
get up to stimulate the establighment of elementary schools.

Generally, as the elementary schools and the high
schools, (a great many of these previously had academyc
status), became more numerous and more widely distributed,
concern for the quality of schooling became an important
problem, Moreover, it did not take some of the municipali-
ties long to realize that they lacked the proper financlal
struocture to support an adequate educational program. OCon-
sequently, adminigtrators turned from the establishing of
schools to a eoncern for the development of various types
of educational activity. Minnesota, in 1895, allotted $200
for eaoh graded elementary school. Likewise, Rhode Island,
in 1894, provided for its school and teacher quotas. About
this time, Vermont also allotted moet of its state a2id in
proportion to the number of schools.

At the beginning of the 20th oentury, educators and
public-spirited citizens, who were interested in speoclal
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areas of educational development such as providing school
1library books, establishing grade schools, rural schools,
Americanization olasses, and the like, emphasized the use

of special alds for their development, At thig time the idea
that state grants, no matter how amall, were an unfailing
method of obtaining certain educational results gained wide
acoeptance. Indeed, in many parts of the United States,

this same conoclusion still prevalle.g
2. STATE AID PROGRAMS

At the turn of this century, Cubberly made the first

extengive survey of the mattor}

O He studied the fiscal
policies of the various states, confining his interpreta-
tiong to the problems of the period; he emphasized the
prinoiple of Rewarding-the-Effort of communities; he
thoroughly investigated the wide uge of special 21ds in the
various states, dong with the growing need for definite aild
prograas for the poorer school distriocts., He called this
his Equalisation Principle, helping the poorer dlstriots
rather than the wealthy ones,

The Equalization Laws passed in the latter part of
the 19th and the early part of the 20th oenturies, under the
influence of Cubberly, when gtudied closely, seem to oarry

very little appreciation of what was essential in the way of

3-A-!’Vi.d J. Burke, Finapcing Public 8¢
United States, New York, Harper. 1961, p.370.
10E11wood P. Gubberly, F Th re

Egoggogti New York, Bureau of Pubs.,Teachers College, Columbia
niversity, 1906, p.eaa.
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state support, if equalization was to exist on the one hand,
and other existing principles were not to be rejected on
the other,

It 1¢ important to stress here that if the sole
alm of these state ald laws had been equalization, there
would have been unquestioned justification for ending all
guch aid to the wealthiest units instead of inoreasing 1it,
For instance, New York State has not only consistently
allotted state ald to the wealthier districts, but has also
returned to all its state districts amounts in direct
proportion to their tax-paying ability. Thie payment was
Justified, not on any political or eduoational grounds,
but on the basis of good tax proooduro.ll

Now, this method of stimulation was repeated over
and over in other states. Commisslons or legislatures,
wvhen faced directly with the necessity of satisfying the
immedliate needs of poor districts, did not think it reason-
able or Just to take money away from the wealthy dlgtriocts.
Thie meant that funds allotted to the poorer dlstricte
served only to ralse the property taxes in the more
wealthy. The situation seemed ironical, improving oondi-
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,

vhich was among the ploneers in applying the aoncept of

llaurkc,
States, p.346.
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equalisation in pudblic schoel finance., In 1841, a minimunm
sohool term of four months became a requirement under the
lawv. In order to emforce this statute, 1t became obvious
that some ald must be guaranteed each diatriot to ensure
that a teacher might be employed. To do this, the Connecti.
cut,legislators provided that a direct grant of at least

$50 would be paid to each Aistrict before any other distri-
bution of the available funds for state aid weuld be made,
In this nanner, every small Connecticut hamlet had the means
to employ a teacher in 4isregard of the number of pupils or
the taxsble wealth of the community, With few minor ohanges,
this plan vas in effest from 1841 to 1870,

It 1s highly significant that most of the early
educational policles attempted to impose a minimum amount ef
expenditure for each district, each school, or esgch teacher,
Thie was dons on the assumption that certain basic needs
existed, sugch as the authoriSy to hire a teasher in a
low-inoome community whieh oould not afford this expense
unaided, or the operation of a sehool with low enrollment,
without impesing too great a finanoial burden on the tax-
payers of the Adistriet.

A great many equalization methods fsiled because
thelr objectives were dependent upon tax sharing, which
many times falled to equalize the tax burden because
wealthy d1etriots received the most help; or else they oalled
for changes :in the procedures of giving grantg-in-aid.
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Failures in equalization ocourred in such states as Delawere,
Idaho, Nebraska, Neveda, New York, and Pennsylvania,

mainly on these grounds alone, This proved the need to
improve the older methods of equalizstion, or else to
egtablish an entirely new concept of finsncing schools
adequately as well as equitably.

In angwer to the imperative need for a new basis
for school finance, Mort, in 1923, with the help of Strayer
and Haig, introduced the Foundation or Fartnershlip Progras,
Of the many finance practioces for school development during
the past oentury, this was the moet popular and the most
sucoesgful, This concept provided a satisfactory angwer
to the problem of equalization, even though countless
other lssues were involved. Their original sPatement of the
vrogran's aimsg follovs:

To carry into sffect the rinoiglo of "equali-
gation of educational opportunity" and "equalization
of school nup?ort‘ as commonly understood, it would
be necessary (1) to establish schools or make other
arrangements suffioient to furnish the children in
every locality within the state with equal opportunity
up to some presoribed nlniunni (2) to ralge the funds
necessary for the purpoee by local or state taxation

adjusted in such manner as to bear upon the psople of
all localitieg at the same rate in relation to thelr
tax-paying ability; and (3) to provide adequately
either for the a:g:rvision and control of all the

schools, or for ir dilgot adminigtration by a state
department of education,

12george B. Strayer and Robert N, MHaig,

Ihe Fipancing
W Report of the Lduca-
tional Pinance Inquiry Commission of New York, 1624, p.178.
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It is noteworthy that the Strayer-Haig definition
of equalization of eduostional opportunity and equalization
of sohool support has stood the test of public acceptance
in formulating educaticnal programs in the various atates
for well over the past thirty years. Also, more often than
not, those using the term equality of educational opportunisy
in disouesing school finance include simultaneously the
coneept of equalization of the burden of support as an
integral part of the definition.

On the other hand, this concept of Strayer and Halg
has been so completely scoepted that quite often thoge
working on the format of state financed educational progranms
have focusged their attention solely on the basis of equalizing
the burden of suppors, thus neglecting almost completely the
eoxplementary factor, the significance of equalization of
educational opportumity in the Foundation Program. Under
such ciroumstances, testing the adequacy of the Partnership
or Foundation Progranla was subordinated to the neoceseity of
doing Juatice to the pudblie,

Strayer and Halg had envigioned the final outcome of
their Foundation Concept as evolving into total state support
and state oontrol 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 Caroclina and Delawarel?® which have attempted to support

I54ort ana Reusser, Public Bohool Finangs, p.406
l‘tdgar L, ﬁorph.ti ractariatlcs 1t ate

ot Pubs. Teschers College, Colusbia Un1vors1ty,”uew York, 1952, p. 172,
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completely a rather ocomprehengive foundation program from
state funds; and the second group which consists of approxi-
mately forty states, which participate in some form of
foundation or equalization program.l5 The first group has
for its basic concept, a completely supported state progrsm
using a flat-grant plan for disbursing funds, thus local
commugity effort 1s neither demanded or required for receiving
state allotments., Under the second group, about sixteen
states now distribute over 850 per cent of all school funds,
The range of present equalization programs runs from weak
4istrict grants, which are rather insdequate, to those programs
which attempt to set up, through state and local funds, an
efficient adequate foundation program for all local school
units. Most gtate funds are now apportioned on the basis
of an objective formula which is either written into the
law or is prescribed by regulations of the state board of
education in acocordance with the requirements of the law.
Further, the usefulness of the Strayer-Hailg definition
as first introduced in New York state under the leadership
of Dr, Mort in 1923 was to functionslize the concept of the
Foundation Program in the Empire State. In so doing, Mort
found it necessary to equate minimum opportunities with
dollars. Communities not receiving any state funds would
receive 36.4 oents per $100, as a malntaining level. However,

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

louorphot, Chars

p. 165,
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the coat of each elementary olassroom was cut from §1900
to §1200, and the local rate was lowered from 36,4 cents to
15 cents., Thus, approximately the very same type of
equalization as was originally reacnmended by the procedure
of inoreasing flat grants to local communities prevailed.
Thus too the net result of this shift to flat grants gave
more fiscal aid to the local communities than the original
%1800 program. In 1926 this law was amended, and still
again in 1929,16
The 1926 changes in the New York statute, crlled the
Cole-Fige Aot, attempted a clarified conocept of equalization

and improved ways of applying its principles. However, the

Cole-Rice Aat’

equalizational support envisioned by Mort, consequently in
1927 the Friedsgan Law was introduced. This law, which went
beyond the extent of the Cole-Rice Agt, wae establighed
mainly for the purpose of solving the gohool problems of the

7 falled to attain the minimum level of

inflationary period following the first World War, Primarily,
this lawv waeg & means of relief on property taxes, thus
contributing aomewhat %o equalization, for it raised the
level of the New York Foundation Program from about 544 to
¢56 per elementary pupil. In this manner, 1t inoreased the
equalization grant to around $36,000,000.

Iaiorphot,

p.172.

1?arvia J, Burke, F
United States, New York, Harper, 1951, ppn 346-348,
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In 1929, the Friedsam Agt was further extended to
include dlstricts employing lesa than five teachsrs and
even to one-teacher distriots. Buch single-teacher distrioets,
however, had to make considerably higher loocal contributions
to the cost of their schools. The Erjedsam Agt was, 1in
effect, with certain changes llke the above, from 18929 to
1945, when the Dewey Act emerged.

Other states also moved toward supporting equaliza-
tion programs based upon the Foundation Program concept
for Georgila in 1926, In 1627, Aladbama and Oklahoma took
preliminary steps toward the Partnership Program type of
equalization program, In 1931 Missourl subscribed to the
poliscy. Even during the depression years from 1933 to 1937
the Foundation Program set-up was followed either wholly or
in part by such states as Idaho and Migchigan, in 1933; Ohlo,
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 satios-
faotory proportion of local support particularly in respect
to the tax burden of a community. This 1s pointed out by

Burkes

Up to the groscnt time, probably no state
having an equalization program combining state and
local suppert and using {noporty valuation as a

measure of taxpaying ability has achieved equity in the
local tax burden for supporting the state program. Yet

18 Burke,
p. 349,
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1t can be esald that such programs have reduced
inequities in loocal tax burdeneg existing under pre-
viocus policieg. Certainly the method has more
equity in it than any other polioylsxoept a
completely state supported polloy.

A primary difficulty in the development of equaliza-
tion programs, comiining state and local partioipation is
the 4ivision of support between the two olements., However,
if the state does not fwurnish an adequate measure of aupport
to all units it can never fulfil its basic objective, n
fairly reasonable degree of equality of opportunity for ench
o tizen, MNeither can many of the local districts provide
the aininum educational essentials in education, without
state ald,

It hae been by no means easy for some states to
support equalization programs involving state and local
participation. There 1s an ever-present tendency to return
aid to the more wealthy districts, as dld the former pollecies
of tax sharing, or per capita grants, and of oldsr forms of
state-supported squalization programs, S5tztes that have
moved through this phase of the program in recent years
are South Carolina, OUhio, New York, New Jersey, Michigan,

New Mexico, Kansas, and Colorado.zo

In 1949, about twenty-one states had equalization
prograns as their major policy. The remalnder of the states,
exoept Arizona, Conneoticut, Delaware, North Carolina, and

8outh Carolina, have supplementary orogramu.zl

“I9purke, Publio Schools in the U
States, p.351

201bsa, p.367
2lypnsa. o387
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Better equalization programs must be evolved, At
the present time the majority of the atates have not adequate
school finanee progrsmsj many states aleo have glven small
consideration to the matter of tax leeway, which 1s the
basic element for high adaptability. The whole matter
presents a problem whioch is opsn for dlsocussion and study.
Until the early 30's, few people understood the
necessity to adapt schools to the ohanging needs of soclety,
It was not until 1232 that the Adaptability or Efficleney

? This prineirple,

Principle apreered in a survey in Ohic.?
sccording to Mort, "hag to 4o with the aloughing off of
outzoded purposes by school systems and the taking on of
new ones to meet new needa”.Z5 It served as a splendid
gulde for reoconstructing the gystem of school finance in
that state,
As the avarenese of the implications of the Frineiple
of Adaptabtility sdvanced, i1ts tremendous influence on
school finance, on school organizstion amd operstion began
to be relt, Two other influesntial factors, pertinent to
the pericd, msy also have coniributed to furthering its

influence, namely the changing social and economic conditions

220m10 hoolﬂsurvoy Commisgsion,

] O £} i Ve Q1 p__ Al
.8, Columbus, Chio, 1932,

23paul R. Mert and Franeis G. Cornell Aggpg.¥;;1§1_gg
§5¥115_§ggggi_§1n§gg;, Yew York, Teachers Colioge, olumbia
n

vergity, 1948, p.ix.
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of the period, and the changes that were oocurring in theorles
of learning. Of this period, Burton says
A new type of activity appeared about 1930,
The organismic psychology changed our basio concep-
tions about the learner and his processes. Three
principles of great import began to operate: continuity
SRtEration aa s eontinuing atm B O o in€ and
Although not go-defined until the mid-thirties, the
Adaptability Principle might be considered the all-important
bage underlying the generous interest in gpecial alds in
school finanee circles from 1850 to 1905. In simple language,
this definition made the gtate responsible for ilnaugurating
conditions and factors that would continually and consistently
meke schools sware of the necessity of improving themselves.
The Adsptadility 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 Igland.
Among the moat important findinge developed from
Nort's researoh was thst the 3timulation Principle not only
reacts against the Equalizstion I'rinciple, but that it slso
restriocts tax leeway and budgetary freedom; both of whioh
are most necéssary to encourage adaptability and local

initiative. 28

2‘A.3 Barr, Willgam d. Burton and L J, Bruooknnr,

Den At I A .3 08 LAproyeuent o
o y A

»,“ ;opk, Appleton- enturv.

28purke,
Atates, p.54
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Ever sinoe the investigation by the Fducntional
Finance Inquiry in 1924, neither the Payment-for-Effort
Prinoiple, the Feward-for-Effort, nor the 3timulation Prin-
ciple, have been consldered sound criteria of publio sohool
flnanoo.zs

3. MEASURING DEVICES

gince 1935, over three score studies have been made
concerning the relationships of adaptability to other faotors.
In a considerable number of these researches the main
emphasie has besen an evalustion of the expenditure level,

Ags the adaptability studiea progrecged 1t soon
became apperent to those interssted in thelir advanoement
that some sort of a neasuring or evaluating device for
echool units vas greatly needed to furnish norms of adapta-
bility. To supply thie request, Mort and Cornell iroduced
such an instrument in 1957.27

This instrument listed a total of 183 items, whiech
attempted to represent certain improvements that had ooourred
in educational practices during the latter half of the 19th
century, and the first two and one-half decades of the 20th
ocentury. These key items sought to discover what communities
had ascepted certain advanced practiceg and the approximate

time of their adoption,

26paul R. Mort, Jtake Suoport for Edueation, p.37

27Paul R. Mort and Franols a, Cornoll P

ihe Foundation
iucat ) 1 in
nee Nsw *ork Teachro

wollogo;{ColumblamUniveisity,“1952 p. 202.
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In gupplying this criteris of adaptability, Hort
and Cornell algo made poseible important investigations
into the matter of evaluating the quality of education in
the public schools of certaln comrunities, 3uch a consgl-
deration had been only lightly touched on in esrlier
studies in the field of adaptation.

According to Mort, two theories account for the
apparent spread of an educational change through sohool
ayaton-.ze One, the Diffusion Theory, claims that an
invention 1s formulated in one community and then spreads
to near-by communitieg, The other, the theory of inde-
pendent invention, holds that once the need of invention
bécomes evident many people in many placee go to work on
it simultaneously. Under thie 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 zame time,

About 1945, Dr, George D, 3Itrayer usged an improved

instrument, Ihe

in a study of 140 sochools in Vest Virginia. This study was

chosen as a representative sample of ths medium expenditure

28paul R. Mort, %AMW, Metropolitan
Sohool Study, New York, (no date), Columbla University, p.2.
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sohools at that time. Eighty-seven elementary schools and

twenty-three high schools located in £1 counties participated

in this study. Three expenditure categories were set up,

based upon the current expense per weighted pupil in 1945-1946.29
The following will serve as a guide to a better under-

standing of the West Virginia Study end the three expenditure

categories invelved:

The range of budgeted expenditures was from $57
to §106 per weighted pupil, The median of the low
expenditure gro wag $63, that of the middle group $73,
and that of hnugigh group $93, nll 1945-1946 budgetary
figures. The scores on the *Guide® for the three groups
of elementary sohools, starting with the lowest expendi-
ture up were £33, 295, and 567, The nmedian scores for
;ho sz;: sohools in the same order were 325, 450, and

60.

Several aspeots of the West Virginia 8tudy brought
out imperfestions in the sdaptative process.>’ The first
imperfection conoerned itself with the 4iffioculty of dbringing
to 1light certain aspects of the Aldaptadility Prinoiple that
exist in large communities., Findings in this study also showed
that certain educational adaptations 414 not appear in any of
the three expenditure levels. Thia was particularly true in

30

31 Paul R, Mort E in
WW. Now York: Solumbis University,
987, p. 27-28,
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the larger ocommunities. The unblased conolusion of some
investigators was that not enough money had been provided

to cause thege adaptations to appear. It is important to
eaphasize that a large number of adaptations, though recorded,
appeared on expenditure levels below which they were antici-
pated.

Pursuing further into the West Virginle survey, it
is noticeable that many communities in various varts of the
state, whioh had no sources of taxable wealth closely assoclated
with favorable population oharacteriatics, had a tax rate
vhich frequently resulted in schools being supported on a
lower level than was necessary. However, when the county
set-up in Yest Virginias was established, the extended growth
of such districts ended. Thig was brought about by the
county children being subjected to a more or less uniform
level of educational opportunity obteined through the hiring
of better trained teachers and the use of apecial school
services.

No doubt the West Virginia sounty sohool units 414
posseas good work standards and had acquired certain fringe
benefits in the adaptability process, dut the importance of
the development of pilot or lighthouse schools was not
sufficiently taken into oconsideration, Due to the eounty
set-up of school finances, certain communities were slco

prevented from spending at a rate greater than the Youndation
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Program level, so while these oounty systome possessed
equalization, they lacked adaptability to a high degree.
The deduction from this section of the West Virginla study
leads to the necessary conclusion that local initiative and
local participation are both essentiesl in the Adaptabllity
Principle.

Perhaps the item that suffered most from the over-
emphaglis on equality was the lack of “wholesomenees" of

education throughout the state. Mort amplifies quite

clearly the meaning of "wholeaomeness" in the rolloving:32

The integration of the Initiative, Equalization, and Adapta-
bility Principles are quite esgential for a healthy state
and locally supported finanoe progrem, partiocularly a
dynamic Foundation Program. He liats the following oritical
faetors:

1. All distriots in the state having at lesst $200
per welighted elementary pupil,

2. A goodly number of distrisets in the state spending
well above the normal expenditures in the state and
at least some gpending above the §$300 level.

3. All digtricts in the state taxing themselves at
least $3 a thousand on full (ourrent sales) value,
and reaching upward toward ?8 a thousand rather
than down toward &3 a thousand,

4, The sbeence of arti€icial restrictions on taxation
but at the same time the absence of conditions
where other than very few dletricts greatly exceed
a local tax of $8 a thousand on full value.

5. All dlsftricts in the state sufficiently large to
assume local autonomy.

6. A1l lsrge dlatricts in the atate with internal
arrangements for insuring local autonomy within
the comrunities making up the large district,

S2paul R, Mort, Publlo 3ohool Finance, p.115.
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7. Direct and simple control of the budget by the
voters, together with freedom from review by
non-eoducational authorities locally, or by state
central agents, educationally, or other freedom
from audits that overstep the bounds of strict
accounting sudits,

8. Central ageneies supported to help as well as to
exercise prudential reaponsibilities.

Other findings in thig study also heve important
isplications. The higher level expenditure in %est Virginias
schools oonsistently showed the effect of the increased
expenditure, even considerably more than d4id the middle group.
Algo, the middle group showed the effect of additional
spending more than 414 the lowest expenditure group. Further
examination of this report points out that there was a slight
gain {n the percentage of spread of a2 practice, or invention,
For example, as the expenditure per pupil inoreassed from the
low expenditure level to the middle expenditure level, thigs
diffusion appeared, Whlle the gain was not large, the average
per cent of 4iffusion of the 146 practices 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 cent. However, thie large gain may be
accounted for by the fact that the highest expenditure group
included a greater number of pupil costs.

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 cost did not exceed by more then 210, the highest
expenditure school in the lowest expenditure group. Also,
another important finding concerned certain educstlonal
practices which never showed themselves, at all, or else 1ln
a very small meagure only,in the middle or lower expendilture

levelsg, now showed themselves in the top level expenditure

group, 33

Therefore, from the est Virginia study we can assume
that inltiative produced by the local community 1s an impor-
tant adjunct, if not the most important, in applying the
Adaptability Principle. In the days of early state finanace,
the practioce of local and atate government participation in
the financing of schools galined impetus. Hany of the proposals
of those early days agreed thet a change of control to state
augspices would conslderably narrow the importance of local
initiative, Earlier etudies reaffirmed that the Adaptability
Principle wss greatly influence by local initistive. 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 local sponsorship.

33paul R, Mort, Public School I'inange, pp 176-177.
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At the same time, there should be many wealthy
distriots willing to spend oonsiderably above average to
provide oconditions favorable for experimentstion in the
adaptability of methods, devices and facilities in the educa-
tional program. Such Algtricts are essential for the continued
growth of educational adaptability in the various states.
They are ocalled “pilot® or *lighthouse® distriocts because
they willingly provide a great deal more than a minimum or
vartnership program.

4,
THE COST AND THL QUALITY OF EZDUCATION

Furthermore, the idea that education could de asso-
ciated with cost or expenditure was extremely new, While
most people would concede that schools involve expenditure,
they felt that cost and quality of education were only
slightly related, Several studies involving the relation-
ship of the quality of education to the expenditure level have
been made. These studies point out that those localities
which spent more received more in the way of longer terms,
better-trained teachers, and many special services.

8t111 other cost and quality atudies showed that
communities that spent more, not only performed a more
effective serviee in revising older phases of the school
program, but also 414 much to extend the soope ani useful-
ness of the school. The higher the level of expenditure,
the better-integrated was the sshool. That guch schools are
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more "adaptable® in the sense of Mort's definition of the
principle as "the sloughing off of outmoded purposes by
school systems and the taking on of new ones to meetl new
needs” 1s self-evident., That the Adaptability Principjle
is the underlying base for all foras of speclialized state
aid (which includes Foundation Programg) has been shown
;arlier in this chapter, and the necessity of including
the applieation of thie Prinoiple 1n any dynamic Founda-
tion Program has aleo been seen in Dr, Mort's discusslon of
the meaning of "wholesomenees® in education.

The most foroeful gonclusions in regard to cost
and quality of education appear in Mort's article Cogte

Quality Pelstionghivs in Educstion, as follows:

In all the data collected over thirty
yeare of interest in this eudbject, there are none
that speak more sonvinoingly than these. They
geem to indicate that after fifty years of readjust-
ment to the revolutionary dlescoveries in psychology
made et the turn of the century we ses emerging an
education of great potential and we see that the one
important aosgmpaniment of such atrong education 1s
expenditure,

¥hile higher expenditure schools appear tc obtaln
stronger patterns of behaviour in the categories of
character, personality and citirenship, to teach skills
and knovwledge more realistically, and to give a great deal
of attention to the dlsscovery and understanding of special
sptitudes than Ao low-expenditure schools, by no means is

cost the only factor of large importance affecting adaptability.

34 )
Paul R, Mort, Copt-yuality Helationship ip Education,
in Eroblems and Iseues in Public Sohool Finance, p.17




HISTORICAL SURVEY OF STATE SUPPORT 28

Dr. Pioreo;s study of the socio-economic character-
1atices of communities and the up-to-dateness of school
programs bearout this finding. His study holds that pre-
diotion oonooining the quality of a sohool can be learned
better from certain simple facts about the community than
frem the expenditure lovol.sb

The presence or absence of certain charaoteristics
in the oommunity environment of a school may definitely
react to estadblishing educational improvement. It can be
sald, in general, that the cultural level of a community 1s
e highly significant factor of dlffunion.aa

In 1ine with this finding, again Mort and Cornell,
in their investigation of school systems in Pennaylvania,
considered community characteristios in relation to their
geographical distribution along with their varying degrees
of community interrelationghip,

Thelir econclusion emphasized that both the location
and characteristics of a community as a part of a metro-

politan area affect its development. They state,

tabllity is conditioned not only by the
characteristios of individual communities, but by

S5Truman M. Pieres, 99nl:nllnhl:_sgma§n1§x_gn&znnsgzznﬁign
%l*l&l4_l%_lh!_ﬂnellli_gl_ﬁﬂngnﬁign, New York, Teachers College,
o

unbia University, 1947, p,.6,

36paul R, Mort and Francis G. Cornell, Amerloan Sohools in
Iransition, Newv York, Teachers College, Columbia Univ,, 1941,p 124,
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the characteristics of the "super-community" of which
the school diatriot is a part., That is to say, in
addition to possessing the other necessary condl-
tions, the most adaptable communities will be those
that are so looated geographloally as to possess a
high degree of interchange of economic and uooialav
1ife and inter-dependence with other communities,

They emphasited that the manner of participating in community
11fe wag also a factor:
The geographicel setting of the community

with respect to other communities 1s related signi-

ficantly to adaptability not only because of the

internal richness of social environment, in sddition

to financial and other fsactore, but aleo becsuse of

the nature of the part the community plays in the

super-coammunity, or the functions of socizl and

economio 1life whish var&gus predominant elements
of the community serve,

These same authors slso held that 1solated
communities tended to be leses adsptsble, partly because of
their independence in soclal and economio life, and partly
because they are less influenced by the distant densely-

populated areas.sg

Mort and Cornell, in their Pennsylvania study,
also found that the order of importance of communities
subsaridbing to the principle of Adaptability was as follows:
first, the residential, second the composite, thircd the

industrial, and lsstly the predominsntly rural units, which
were the least adapteble of =11,

TMort and Cornell, Amerdcan Sohools in Trapsition,p.124
”l‘?.&.ﬁ-. P 124,

3%1p1d., p 113,
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Later, Piersce found that community factors, which
are clogely related to the adaptability of schools are:
Good will toward aduoationt understandi
of what schools can do; and characteristics whio
condition the expression of good vilé snd under-
standing in the schocls themselves,
Pierce has clearly shown that the manner in whieh
a school operates, its baskground as viewed by the community,
with ite differing qualities and oharacteristics, is of
extreme value in recognizing the extent to whish educational
needs are being met, He found that the relationship of all
measured community factors to adaptabllity was expresaed by
a correlation of .80.41
The following inferences can be drawn from his study:
that any community is the arbitrator of the quality of
education received by its children; that a low degree of
community favor for education showe an unwillingness to
extend financial support and a disregard for favorable
changes in the school program; that public enthusiasm for
improvements and extensions in education are decidedly
limited by low educational and ocoupational levels in the
comaunity; and that other faotors delimiting high educational
functioning are such soolal faoctors as density or nationality
of the population,
Faotors relating to good will are also significantly

related to sdaptability. Again, Plerce's atudy showed good
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will had a correlation of .69 with adaptability, thus indi-
cating that almost one-half of the variation 1n adaptabllity
is allied to these measuroa.42

Lffectiveness in providing adeguate schools in the
future will be hampered if communities do not understand
what the funoctions of 1ts schools are in regpect to added
burdens of responsibility; also they must be enlightened as
to the best manner of making schools more efficient through
the use of adaptations and inventions in educational
practices.

One of the most important single measures of adapta-
bility 1s community expectancy of what schools gapn do, as
measured by public understanding of what schools ghould do.

Pierce found that this item had a correlation of
.37 with adaptabllity.

The real value of an individual factor nust
be interpreted in the light cf 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 faotor of understanding contri-
butes somothlngito the explanation of variations in

)

adaptabllity oh 1s largely independent of the
other measures we have used, When combined with
other measures, the gcr cent of variance in adapt-
ability related to all faotore ana}szed in this
study was inoreaged from 81 to 885,

Thus, 1t 1s quite evident from the foregoing that
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the faotor of understanding appsars to be independent of
almost all of the other previously mentioned factors.

Purther study of the influence of conmunity groups
may be summarized from Coeking:

There are strong indications that the quality
and degree of these school-community relationships,
the presence or absence in the community of groups
or organitations connected with the schools, may ald
or obstruct the 4iffusion of educational practices,
The nature of their attitude and the =amount of thelr
participation, with regpect to pushing the intreduction
and diffusion of educational practices, may well
hinder the improvemens of the whole school program,44

Ebey also showed that in a school community the
pregence of a number of able and financislly establisghed
parents groups had a decided tendency to hurry the
introduction of adaptatlonu.‘s

Cooking introduced this topic quite objectively by
saying:

A low level of finanoclal support, especially
below a critical level has besn shown to hinder the
diffusion of educational practices. A series of
studies made in recent years seek to show how educa-
tional practioes purchaged at different expenditure levels
vary from one another. These studies have attempted to
angwer two quegtions, The first: are the better
educational practices more widely diffused among the
higher ex{endlturo achool systems? The second: what is the
oritical level of expenditure below which the diffusion
of educational praogaces does not take place to any
significant degree?

44walter Cooking, Ihe
ntiae \n_Urban Sve

tiong roan TTF. T 11.%. : h;tztute
of Adm trative Researoh, Study X Teaohers Collep -
bia University, p 60, ! ’ ? s College, Colum
‘5o.ﬂm wo »,A!_ . [ 52 21 | ’ J PNGA '

gn AR Amepican gisz ewv York, Bureau of Pub ne
ollege, Columb Uﬁlvoraity,'lQ&O, p 21, tons,

46cooxing, Op,0it., p 65,
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In the early thirties, the studlies on returns for
.y spent showed that sohools in New Jeraey and Haine,
which could afford it, were providing certain enlightening
practices, such as the minimum use of non-promotion, greater
use of teste, better health and olinlcal services; also they
made wider use of a variety of equipment and materials.

Later, the #tate of Rhode Island Survey, conducted
by Mort and Cornell, using their device A guide for Self-
Appraisal, containing 183 kinds of practices, evaluated
thirty-nine towns in the sState for adaptabllity factors,4?
The 183 practices showed a consigtent relationship with
expenditure level, Practices vwere 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 agsumption that expenditure plays a
large part in the Aiffusion of adaptabllity on various
expenditure levels appears well-founded,

Another conolusion from the Rhode Island survey
indicated that no matter what favorable conditions existed
in the lowest expenditure schoole, they were not sufficient
to off-get the deficlienoles involved by the poor expenditure
level, The Pennsylvania study brings to light the assumption
that better educational practices are more widely spread
among the highest expendlture school systems, Hence, the
level of expenditure appears to have a definite relationship

7 Mort ana Cornell, American :ghools in Trensitien,

p. 64,
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to high progress in the educational program, While there
are other closely allied faotors in thie study, vwe find: " ..a
high expenditure level 1s one of the important considerations
of individual adaptatlon'.48
Clogely related to the expenditure of a school
distriot 1s its wealth and tax leeway. It ig understandable
how a wealthy district can provide more money for school
expenditures at a lower tax rate and thus not overburden the
local property tax base, Mort and Cornell bring this out by
the statement:
Wealthy districts play an important part in
the inventing of adapSations and in experimentation
with them, When a particular movement in eduocation
is studied, it is generally found that a weslthy
distriot or a large district, or a digtrioct with
both of these charaoteristice, has been a pioneer.49
Comnmunities with a heavy property tax seem unwilling
to give consistent support to education on a high level.
Thias 1s further proven by studies by Mort anad Cornoll,ﬁo
and by Plerce.’l All three studies indicate that low tax-
leeway communities are decidedly less adaptable: conversely,
high tax-leeway ocommunities are consistently more adaptable

than the greater majority of dietriots.

¥hat Education Our Mopey Buys, produced by the New

York State Education Department, ezphasizes that educational

® 4%ort ana Cornell, American Schools in Trapsition, p 139
S01hid.,
51?10:00,

* 48 Mort and Uornell, American Schools in Transition,p 64.
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returns inorease as the expenditure level increases. The
program in school dietricts of New York State is described
at three Aifferent expenditure levels, School sgystems that
have expended ths highest amount of money have introduced
the larger nunmber of approved educational practices, The
prograse of education in these school syastems emphaaized
character, thinking, citizenship, home living, in useful
1ife experience altuatlons.aa
Data have been documented on many school

systems in other states showing that somewhere near

$100 per pupil represents one of the c:ritical points

in school asupport. Schools at this level are

distinotly different institutions from those on a

$75 level, They not only provide better education

for children today, but seem to have a much larger

capacity for taking on improvements as they are

developed here and there by school systems, by some

of them that are spending considerably more. They

do not lag behind the best known practices so far,

In addition, they do better the tagks attempted by

schools on the lower level; %n other words, they do

more and they do it better.b

We may recsll that in the West Virginia study, there
wag a definlte tendency for the schools of higher expendi-
ture to be better rated than either the nmiddle or lowest
expenditure schools.
Finally, Woollatt has shown rather conclusively

that even »t the higheet expenditure levels, communities
continue to expect as their expenditures incresse that they

will secure more favorable aducationsl returns in the areas

53New York State Lducation Department, : E
Our Money Buys, New York State tducational Conference oard,
Albvany, %248.
Strayer at L
Virginla, Pp- sl2-51%,



HISTORICAL 3URVIY OF UTATE UUFPORT 26

of knowledge, special aptitutes, behavior patterns, snd
basic skills, 50

From this brief survey of state aid it is apparent
that such aid cannot be congzidered apart from purpose. It
is one of the ways by which certain ends may be achleved,
Foremost among these remediss 13 the lmplied ~ssurance of
suffiocient funds to 1lower the expenditure by poor districts
to establish a defensible level of supvort, One of the
mogt successful ways so far attempted to meet this zituation
i1s the Foundation, or Partnership, Program currently in wide
use. A general discussion of the principles of such Prograns
follows in Chapter 2, together with a detailed discussion of
the operation of such a plan or Program in the Commonwealth

of Nassachusetts,

®%%orne woollstt, Ing_Coat-Gualicy Relationahin on
New York, Toachers' College, Columbls

versisy, 1948. p %9,
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vAAPTER IT
THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM

Chapter two will outline briefly the vorking
prinoiples o the general Foundatlon Frogrem 538 found
in & nuater of the forty-sight stetesg. A brief history
ani oxplanation of the development of state ald in
Yaggachusetts 1111 follow, Also included willl beo a
study of Chapter 70, whish contalns the lsws snd smend-
zents pertaining to state atsistance in the Commonwenlth
of Massachusetts., An attempt will be ande in the latter
part of the chapter to clarify the varlous devices, varia-
tions, and relationships pertaining to Zection 4 of
Chgpter 70, the Foundation Progrsm formula.

1. The General Foundation Program

Developments during recent years in the field of
school finances have been highly encouraging, The
majority of states have made some progress while a
number of them have materlally revised and improved their
fiscal programa.l

Muoch has been written Aduring the past decade con-
cerning the deslrability of each state advancing plans for

the finanelng of its public schoole to guarsntee all children

1 gagar L, Morphnt anﬂ Erlck L. Lindman,
: T ght ates Washl ton, D.C.,
Socurlty Agenoy, 0 floe or “ducation Ciggula; 274, p.64
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an adequate educational program, baged on a prudent propor-
tional tax effort. Vvhile a number of excellent discussions
rertaining to the objeotives and criteria for developing
such programsg are avalilable, nevertheless, much further
discussion, planning and study will be needed in a number
of states before this problem is anywhere near a satis-
faotory solution,

The prime concern of most states is no longer the
idea of establishing a completely equalized progranm in
which all but the moat wealthy districts participate,.
Ingtead, most states have advanced during reoent years in
the direoction of establishing a Partnership Program with
local 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 educational
program for all children., Because such a procedure does
avay 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 school districts.

However, Morphet and Lindman contend that it ie
quite evident that no state has yet applied to its own
finanoial school problems all the knowledge and research
vhieh s avallablo.2 The diversity of plans and =schemes
nov in operation to provide some meagure of financlsl relief

'™ to broaden ths base of the tax burden and equalize its

2Horphet and Lindmsn, E Fina 1 Mg, De 3o
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effectiveness, give weight to this claim, The most
successful of such plans, if general acoeptance is any
oriterion, is the type of state ald gensrally described
as a Foundation Program,

¥hat is a Foundation Program? Theoretically, a
Foundution (or Partnership) Program establighes the level
of educational services and faoilltlies which the ocombined
efforts of the state and local community guarantee for
every child. 1Its total support should be founded upon a
partaership basis of propertionate state and local parti-
cipation and cooperation to include all essential facilities
and servioces.

The coet 18 pro-rated for all taxpayers, who contri-
buteto the support of the minimum or guaranteed level,
which may be defined under four major headings; instructional
services, operational servioces, transportation services,
and school plant services. MNoreover, all school districts
desiring to 4o so should have the opportunity to plan
educational services and facilitlies beyond those assured
by the Kinimunm Progranm,

The najor premises of the Minimum Program consist
in giving every ohild, regardless of race, residence,
physical handloaps, or the weslth of the school district

or paronta, adequate sducetional Opportunitlu.3

hntuok&'. State of umefﬂ-ﬁg.\lw
State Advigory Committee on

ucationa olicy, loulaeville, Ky,, —wce_. , P.22.




THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 40

Confusion over the definition of the word “minimum"

in the Minimum Program may be avoided if the following
explanation from Planning Foundation Frograms 1e accepted:

Obviously, there is no minimum unless 1t
is zero, and a zero level would not be acceptable
to anyone ae a basic level of educational support.
Uge of the word "minimum® apparently is intended
to emphasize that the program is the lowest whioch
is acoeptable 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
basic and essential for every child that can parti-
cipate. The expression "minimum foundation program"”
embodies an intent to make 1t extremely low agd that
is certainly not the purpose of legislaturees.

Brookline, Massachusetts, evidences advancement
beyond what 18 called for in a Minimum Program:

Brookline 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 Brookline's ability
to pay 1s, thatit 4sn't a very real problesm. The
ability to pay 1s there, The major question 1s how
much should the town spend on its school system in
order to provide children with an education of high
quality, Or, to put it more specifiocally, how much
should i1t pay its teachers, administrators and
supsrvigors 1n order to be sure that efficient
ingstructional service will be provided, Wwhatever
Brookllgo wishes to pay, within reagon, it can

afford.
‘Norphet and Linaman, Publie School Finange
Programs, p.8

CIngtitute of Fleld Studies, ﬁg}gglg;_g%_&hg_%ggp
onal St Brookline Public Sghools, New York, leachers'
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At the present time in several states current
expenditures for the support of education per pupil in average
dally attendance range from slightly under $100 to over $300
per year., Among localities in certaln areas an even wider
range of expenditure oocurs, However, certain states
spending elightly over $100 in average daily attendance hardly
ever attain the goals of geocuring adequate educaetional oppor-
tunities, such as good teachers, modern school bulldings,
books, and supplies. 8Such states are not providing an
adequate or adaptable school program because the small
amount spent for these services and facilities 1is almost
totally ingurficient to procure the desired levels of
attainment,®

Furthermors, Mort and Reusser olaim that there 1s
ample evidence to assume that a reasonably wholesome Founda-
tion Program gshould cest in the vicinity of $200 per pupil
per year, or slightly in excess of $8000 per oclassroom unit,
This ineludes the average cost of a Partnership Program whioch
wvould give the largest number of sohool Alstriets in a state
a satisfactory equalizing and an adaptable level of gchool
lupport.7

The Foundation Program is more than a devigce for
apportioning state ald for schools., It affects the eduoca-
tional level gvailable to school children in local communities,

6ch:ton D. Hutohins and Albert R, Munse, "Planning

Foundation Programs", in Sghool Life, Vol,.36, No.3, iasue of
or, 1952, p.47,

"Mort and Reusser, Public School Finance, New York,
Waflmaw.Hi11. 1961 n.106. "
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whieh poseess such a amall degree of tax-paying ability that
they contridbute very little from local resources, no matter
how extensive a tax effort they make, Norton and Reutter
substantiate this as follows:
The average income per capita of the six

highest states 1in 1920 was %920 and of the six

lovest states 3296, a ratio of 3.3 to 1. In 1949

the six highest estates averaged {1673 per capita

income and the six loweat states averaged $782,

e 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 gix lowest gtates in 1929 are

stlli among the six lowest in 1949.8

In other words, of the low-income areas, only one
was able to 1ift itself out of the bottom brackets over a
20-year period, despite the faot that the per capita income
rose by 260% in that time. The provision of adequate
educational facilities to matoh those being made avallable
in more wealthy communities obviously became more and more
the finaneial responsibility of the state, in the provision
of additienal funds from state sources, to make up the
differential,

What might be termed the “spread-of-use® factor is
commonly acoepted as evidence of worth and desirability,
This measuring devioce is no less valid in assessing the
falue of such a form of state assistance to schools as the

Foundation Program under study.

vag;hn K. Norton and E, Edmund Reutter, Jr,, "Federal

Siecipation in the Finanoing of Education' quoted in
5 5 il o 1 Py b . 2QNQo.J F [)E edltﬂd b’

e BN - . I P A v 'A% L E3E158 4
.8,Johng and E,L.Morphet, New York, National Conference of
Prefessors of Educational Administration, Teachers College,
Columbdia Univeraity, 1952, p.?266.

Par




THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 43

This suthor made a rapid survey of the forty-eight

atates to learn first-hand exactly how many states had a

Foundation Program and a Foundatlon Formula for distributing

state ald,

kach atate superintendent or conmlssioner of educa=-

tion was sent the following short four-item questionnalre

along with a self-addressed stamped envelope:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Plesage cheok
Yo3 NO

Does your state have »
Foundation Progran for
education?

Is a Foundation Formula
for eduoation usgsed in
your state?

Are informative nmeaterialsg
pertaining to state ald
in your state procurable?

Would 1950-1981, 1951-.1652
reports on expenditures by
state and school 4lstriots
be procurable?

The results of the questionnaire follow:

One etate, Oklahoma, 414 not answer,

Thirty-two states had a Foundation :rogram,

Two states had a Foundation Program but no Formula.
Thirty had dboth a Foundation Program and a Foundation
Formila,

Fifteen had no Foundation Pormula or Foundation
Progran,

Practically all states sent reports and materials

as asked 1n questions three and four,
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The questionnaire produced oongiderable first-
hand information on the extent of use of both the Founda-
tion Program and the fomula for 1ts distribution in the
forty-eight states., X splendid amount of sochool finance
1iterature was also made avallable through the medium of
this survey.

The very brevity of the questionnaire precludes
the accuraocy of the figures obtained by Dr, Morphet in
his investigations, as referred to earlier, but the
answers obtained 4o provide a rough working basis for
consideration of the present-day extent of the use of the
Foundation Formula.

There are a few etates, including Massachusetts,
where the Formula for determining the cost of the Partner-
ship Program and the amount of local effort ie written in
the law; the assumption being that the legislature must
£ind the necessary funds to finance the program. Also,
the lawmakers are more apt to stabilize educational funds
if they have to enaot workable laws for the carrying out of
equitable and adequate -financial programs,

Another type of state aid 1s set aside by the consti-
tution of someé setates. It might be desoribed as a guaranteed
minimum-grant plan. The pattern used by California follows:

tees §120°par puptd in sverace 0aity abrerashon sn

the etate; with a minimum of $90 per pupil or $2400
for each &istriot regardless of lgzalpegrort; New



THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM iB

York guarantees $220 per elementary pupil and
$280 per high sehool pupx& through a combinatien
of state and looal funds,

Burke brings out an interesting viewpoint in con-
trasting Massachugetts' position to California's in
respect to state ald: “Magsachusetts has exerciwed a high
degree of control with a small amount of etate support.
California has allowed a high degree of local freedom with
a large amount of state lupport.'1°

The primary concern of state participation every-
where 1s to provide all ohildren with a minimum prograas of
education along with provisions for securing a very reason-
able and flexible revenue syastem for school support,
Constant effort on the part of all participating members
is necessary to better the standarde of both state and
local support., The following quotation highlights the
necessity of higher and better standards in state support
than are nov being mes.

The best systems of state support assure all
the ochildren with only a little above mediocority in
the way of a minizum sshool program and the poorest
systems of state support provide all the children

with considerably less than !!dloorlty in their
guaraniesd minimum programs.

9Eagar L, Io:ggzt "Characteristics of State
Support Programe® qu in

» P.181, (The quotation has been extended to
inelude the amounts previded by the State of New York, for
purposes of c mparisen,)

10 Arvid4 J. Burke, Finenoing Publio Schools in the
United States, p.288,

.11 R.L.Johns, "loocal Ability ana Effort to Support
Schools" in Problems and Isgues in Public School Finange, p.220,
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It 1s one thing to say that a state shall finance
a Foundation Pregram below which no community wlll be
allowed to go; it is qulite another proposition to find a
method of accomplishing this, that will give due considera-
tion to the maintenance of the necessary balance of control
between the communities and the state, "Control" in the
broad sense used in this dlscussion will mean any relation-
ship that exists or may exist between the central govern-
ment and any municipality. With such a baslc consideration
in mind, the study of the Foundation Program in Massachu-
setts 1s presented,

It is only singe 1919 that Nassachusetts has parti-
cipated widely in the financing of elementary and secondary
schools by means of state ald or state assistance. Up to
1915, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had allotted less
than two per cent of its funds to furnigh state assilstance
to a limited number of towns. Due largely to the influence
of the Chamberlain Commission, and their splendid work anad
report, the Masgachusetts Legislature, known also as the
General Court, enacted Chapter 363 of the Acts of 1919.
This law made provision for payments to every muniocipality
svhich met certain teacher, salary, and other qualification
standards, from the proceeds of the newly-enscted Personal
Income Tax Law passed in 1216, Chapter 363 authorized the

payment of a fixed amount or primary reimbursement, to
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every city or town for each teacher employed.12 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 cent for state asseistance in eduocation. At
the sgme time a great meny other states were supplying a
greater percentage of educational state ald. 3tate expendi-
tures in aid of publie, elementary, and secondary schools
in Magsachusetts approximated in 1920, $4 million; in 1930,
$6 millien; in 1940, §6 million.

It will be noted that, from 1920 to 1940, no sub-
stantial change or variation occurred in the amount of state
ald in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

In 1946, the Commonwealth's ghare of sochool support
amounted to slightly under nine per cent., Thie condition
ranked Massachusetts 44th in the 48 states and brought
about the filing of Petition 911,* whtoh called on the
Legislature to appoint a Reocess Commission to study the
subjeot of state ald for schools., Thig petition resulted

in Chapter 88 of the Begolves of 1948 %2 being enaetea ror

12, )
E_ ;ary and Segond o n_Ke ohuget! , Boston,
. on of Taxpayers ecooiatlon
11 Bescon Street, laroh 1945, p.S. pa’ '
13ACommonwealth of Massachusetts, Petition 211,

Boston, Mass., 18486,

15'Gommonuoalih of Maesachu Chapter 88
sott 11
Resolves of 1948, Boston, Mass., 1045, ' ’
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the purpose of setting up sueh a State Ald Commission,

Chapnter 82 of the Wsoconunuod the Recess

Commiession Btudy that began in 19485,
The Comprehensive Report of the Recess Commission,

known as House 189§, was made public in 1947, In part it
reported:

Probably no state can show greater diversity
among the ocities and towns with respeect to their
financial ability to maintain schools. 1In 1948, the
state's share in gupport of public schools amounted
to under nine per cent of the total cost., Viewed
from any angle, this is meager fiscal evidence of
state eduoational respomeibility. Twenty-eight of
the forty-eight states furnished from state sources
anyvhere from 30; to 925 of the total achool revenues,
while across the eountry as a whole 30; 2! the school
revenue came froa the state government,l

Even as late es Harch 1951, another Recess Committes,
headed by Ralph C. Maher, of Orange, Massachusetts, in a
document entitled Houge 2324 refors to state ald conditions
from 1916 to 1948 as follows:

The Commonwealth of Magsashugetts was slow
to assume 1ts responsibility with fimancial support
of local soheols., Up to 1918, the State supplied
legs than 2 per oent of the total pudblio scheol
revenues. Even after the enactment of the inscome tax
lav, and the devotion of part of this tax to school
support, the Jommonwealth furnished in 1921, only
slightly over 11 per cent of the cost of -cﬁool-. By
1947 the state's share in the support of schoolas
amounted to under nine per asent., As a result of the
increased ald under Chapter 643, of the Acts of 1948,
the amount of state aid to 1ooai comaunities for
support of publiec schools approximates 14 per asent,

130gommonwealth of Massachuset
Bezolves of 1946, Bosten, Mass}, 19::.“' fbapter £2,

Mgommonwealth of Mag
sashusetts, Report of Proe
ceedings, Houge 1899, Boston, Mass,, 193'7, ;?9 °

15Gommonweal th of Magsachusetts. K
eport of Pro-
ceedings, House 2324, Boston, Mass., 1081, p.51.
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Viewed from this angle, this 1s meager fiscal evi-
dence of state sducational responsibilisy. In
oolrurtnon with other American astates the Common-
vea th'tashnro of publio school support looks small
indeed.

During the years 1947-1949, Governor Robert F., Brad-
ford conoerned himself greatly with state ald, Exoerpts
from his addresses will serve to give valuable information
and continuity to this discussion, Portions of CGovernor
Bradford's Address to the Senate and House of Representatives,

May 5, 1947, under the oaption Zenats No, 06D, are quoted:

In no department of local government ig the
need for increased state assistance more apparent
than in the support of education., With greatly
increased coste in every phase of the school budget,
it has become impossible for all but the wealthlest
municipalities to meet the educational needs of their
communities.

The problem is of vital concern to the Common-
wealth as a whole. A few states, recogmnizing this
state~wide responsibility, actuaily administer leocal
schools from the state level., I do not favor any such
state contrel in Massaochusetts, But I regognize
the necessity of equalizing our avallable revenues
for this s¢ $0 assure adequate school to
every ohild in the Commonwealth, This must the

primary purponlcla any program of state aasistance
for aducation.,

Continuiing further in his analysis of the exlsting
formulas for education assistance in 1947, Governor Brad-
ford salds

Let me oxamine with you our existing formulas.
They fall almost o 10%01{ to answer the specific
requirements for state assistance to schools, Almost
no recognition has ever been given %o the need for
squalization. MNo acsistance whatever is provided for

AAIEEonmonvoulth of Magaachugetts, R
Proceedings, Senate No, 569, p.7. o fleport of
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elementary transportation or school construction,
however great the need, Encouragement has been
given to the perpetuation of small rural schools,
rather than to oonsolidating them into larger and
nmore educationally effeotive units, snd the total
amount of state aaali;anoo to education has been
entirely inadequate,

Perhaps the most important epooh in the hietory of
Magsachusetts state aid occurred when His Lxcellency,
Governor Bradford, ended all previous types of educational
state finanoial ald as of December 31, 1947, and recommended
a new equalizing formula 4distributing 314 million of state
money to the various communities of the Commonwealth, In
addition, <1 million was distributed by means of a new
transportation formula, Provisions for reimbursement of
a portion of the costs of conatructing conscolidated schools
were also included. The following is the recommendation
of the governor:

I, therefore, recommend: 1., That the present
gtate 2lds for h:gh schoo) tultion, high sohool
transportation gh school grants, and primary and
secondary relmbursements so called, be discontinued
effective December 31, 1947,

2, Thet inetead, new formulas be adopted for state
aid to public schools as follows: an equalizing
formula baged upon the number of public school
puplls and the valuatione of respective eities and
towns to provide #14 million annually; an additional
$14 million to be digtributed on the basis of a
classroom unit formula, approximately &1 million to
be dietributed in accordance with the transportation
formula, providing state reimbursement of all trang-
portation costs in excese of an established level,
ocontingent, however, on state approval of such
expenditures; and s construction formula providin
for the rolnﬁuruoannt of a portion of the coste o

17Gommonwealth of Msssachusetts, Report of
Proceedings, Senate 6569, p.8.
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of constructing oconsolidated echools in amounts
subject to annual appropriation by the General

Court but not to exceed §40,000 in any one ocon-
nolidated gohool or one half the aotual construction
cost, vhichever is smaller,

I recommend that t&gso formulas become
effective January 1, 1948,

All of the sbove recommendations were voted
favorably by the leglislature, with the exeeption of the
additional $14 million whieh was to be distributed on a
classroom unit basis. The real measures that will dbe
discussed at length later are the equalizing formula and
the appropriations for consolidated schools.

Lastly, Oovernor Bradford, in his usual 4ireot
atyle, lista his recommendations for a school fund thus:

I, therefore, recommend the establishment
of a Bochool Ald Fund, effective July 1, 1947, to
receive all assigned revenues and from which will
be paid all state grants for public schools under
the formulas proposed for ald to vocational
training, for aid to superintendency unions and
aid for specialized c¢lasses., I recommend that all
inoome from the Magsachugetts 3ohool Fund be

tranntcrrts annually and eredited to the Schoel
Ald Fund,

3. Laws and Amendments Pertaining to State
Assistance in the Commonwealth of Magesachusetts,
Thus, it 1s seen how state aid for Massachusetts
schools was conglderably reviged in 1948, However, it was

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

operation under the offiolal title of Shapter 70, Genperal

18coumonwealth of Magsachu
sotts, HRepert of P
Senate 569, Boston, Mass., p.10 » Nepert of Proceedings,

19 1p14., 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 1t follows:-

To be eligible to receive school ald from this
newly oreated fund, a town mugt have expended for school
support, exolusive of the oost of noon lunches and cafe-
terias during the preceding year, at least $110, in net
average membership in the public 4ay schools, By net
average membership is meant the average membership for a
school year as shown by the schoocl registeras, increased by
the number of tuition students of another town, whose
tuition has been pald for at least half a rchool year,
decreased by the number of non-residents (pupils attending
school for not less than one half of a school year).
However, at his Aaisoretion, the Commissioner of Education
may recommend an expenditure of less than §110 per pupil.

The Commissioner of Education must receive before
July 31 of the current year, from the Superintendents of
Schools, a sworn statement covering the necessary school
information 1in order to deteramine the amount of money payable
by the state to the town under this Chapter,

School Committees by law must include in theilr
estimates for school support, the amount of money the town
is to recelive under Chapter 70, which shall not be leas than
the town received in 1948, from the state treasury. However,

if the town has a popRlation less than 8000, 1t may, with
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state permission, use the second part of the formula,

If the town has a valuation of less thar two
million dollars, or belongs to a regional high sochool pro-
gram, or has a teacher for retarded children, it 1s entitled
to receive extra compensation besides the Foundation Formula
allotments.

Towns signing a construction agreement to build a
regional school are eligible to receive an additional 156
per cent state relambursement from the pregent schoel fund,

At the present tinme, the Foundatlion Program in
Maseachusetts 1s for the most part a local and state partner-
ship, with only a small amount of Federal help. The Common-
wealth of Massachugetts, although legally responsible,
assumés but a small share of the entire cost, while the
local community is the major contributor through the medium
of the property tax. Aceording to the principal formula,
the Foundation Amount is equal to one half the difference
between $130 multiplied by the number of cohildrea aged 7 to
16, and the product of each 1000 of equalized assessed
valuation, multiplied by six, In other words, the principal
formula is as follows!

a) The educational need factors
Number of children 7-.18 years st 130

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

2s-d) The Foundation Amount:
The ability teo gay faotor subtracted from the
educational need factor, and the result multi-
plied by 50%.
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The prinoipal aim of the Foundation Program dlistri-
bution formula ia the Bay State 1is to promote the equaliszation
of educational opportunity and at the same time equalize the
burden of the ocost of sehools to the respective towns,

The Foundation Program formula 1s very simple, being
based upon two aessential factors, The first is the measure
of financlal need, allowing #130 for each person between
the ages of 7 and 16 residing in a municipality., This basio
smount of $130 1s to be increased or decreased by $1. per
pupil for each one hundred million or major frastion of
increase or decrease in the total equalized valuation of
the Commonwealth as a whole, The seocond factor determining
the amount of state assisgtance is 50 per cent of the amount
by which the Foundation Formula exceedes the product of each
21,000 of equalized valuation of the town multiplied by 6,
The last equalized valuation for all munioipalities wasa
egtablished by the General Court in 19485,

A secondary formula 1s used for towne under 65000
population with the permission of the Commissioner of Eduoca-
tion. Briefly, the formula is twenty-three times 3128,
multiplied by the number of full-time principale, supervisors,
teachers, and guidance direetore., The figure 23 was arbdi-
trarily chosen and as far as can be ascertained has no signi-
ficant base that sould fluetuate with the rise or f£sll in

inocome or other pertinent fastors. In addition to this,



THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 56

towns having less than 5000 population receive 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 ald to the various municipalitleas:

1. Principal formula -- towns over 5000 population,
2. 8eoondary formula -- towns under 5000 population.
(a comparison of the two formulae)
3. Towng receiving less state ald now than they 414
in 1948, '
4, Towna receiving extra compensations:
(a) consolidated school aid
(b) for teachers of retarded children,
5. Towns having less than %2,000,000 valuation,

In Appendix II will be found, in alph-hetical order,
the town names, the 19485 equalized valuation and the number
of minors, 7 to 16 years of age, residing in these towne,
Thues, dy applying the prineipal formula, which 1s used by
ell munielpalitiss with over B0CO population, an interested
person can work out the approximate state ald for most
communities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Figure ] 1llustrates the application of the basioc
or principal formula in the allocation of the amount of
stete 81d to the oity of Worcester, Magsachusetts,

Figure 2 shows the applioation of the secondary
formula, uelng Breawater, Mass,, a town with a population
of only 987, as an exanmple,

Certain towns, although having s population over

5000 have been exempted from meintaining high schools; Long-
mezdow, exemplified in Flgure & 1s included in thi: category.
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All extra reimbursements such as Reglonal High
3chool partiocipation 15%; valuation under $2 million, 26%;
teacher of retarded children up to 500 = olassroom; are
simply added on to the principal formula or secondary formula
amount,
WYORCESTER, Mags,
Population: 203,4886.
a) The educational-need factor:

Number of children 7-16 (23,797)
at ‘lw oaoh [ ] L ] . L ] L] L] . L] ® [ ] &5, 093. 610.00

KINUS MINUS
b) The ability-to- faotor:

Equalized valuation ;z;tggg‘ﬂﬁn X 6=1,928,177,.68

1,166,432,42

a-b) New Amount of %{sga Ald; % of above 582,716, 21
Grant for teachers of retarded

children . . . ., . . . « . . ¢« + o« & 7,800,00

TOTAL STATE AID §90,516.21

Fig. 1 - Example of Basic or Principal Formula
1961-.19562,
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BREWSTER, Mass,
Population: 987

a) The educational-need factor:

§2875 X 85 (number of full-time
teachers, etc.) $04,437,50
HINUS

MINUS
b) The ability-to-pay factor:
Equalized valuation = iz,:ggél§gx 6 14,142,861

10, 294. 69
a—Db) Net Amount of 3tate Ald: # of above 5,147,.34

Fig. 2 - Example of Secondary Formula,
1981190062,
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BREWSTER, Mass,
Population: 987

Funds avallable using principal formula:
a) Educational-need factor:

£130 x 129 (number of children 7-16) #16,770.00

MINUS MINUS
B) Ability-to-pay factor:
7,158 x ¢ 14,142.81
2,627.19
a—b) Net Amount of 8tate Ald: # 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 receive §1,313.61 in state ald, Under
the secondary formula it would recelve
$5,147,34 (See “igure 2), an amount almost
four times as great as that avallable under
the bssic formula,
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LONGMEADOW, Masgs.
Population: 58508

a) Educational-need factor
$130 x 1007 (no.of children 7-18 yrs) %130,°10,00
HINUS MINUS
b) Ability-to-pay factor:

Equalized valuation ilgsggﬁ.gﬂi X 6 119,976.02

10,993.98

a-b) Net Amount of gtate ald due under
reviged plan: } of the above 5,466,99

Fig., 3 - Town recelving less state ald in
1951-1962 than in 1948, would receive
the anmount allocated to it in 1948,

N.B. - In 1948, Longmeadow received #7800,
It 48 ontitlod to reoolvo the larger

amount under Chapter 70, iection 6
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In 1963, the newly proposed sguullzed .aluatlons

for vaccachumetts made thelr appaaranoe.20 I# e 1look

at Chppter 70, Seation 4, 1t 1s clear that ths 7130 1g
inoreased or deoreaged 81, per pupil for each one hundred
million 4o0llars in the total equalized arngessment, Asg
this new sot of valuations has gone up aprroximately §83
hundred uilliom, the new formula, if approved, would
ressuble the following very closely: #130 + 93 = §$223,

The principal formula would then work out on the
basia of

a) the educational-need factor:
£223 x no. of children 7-16 years of ~we

MINUS

b) the ability-to-pay frotor:
Equalized valuation
————ML_ e
X8
1000
a-b) Net mmount of state aid: # the result of the above.

A study of this new formula shows that large oities
like Boston, Springfield, and Cambridge, stend to lose
conslderadly, while a great many other ocomnunities would
gain. In 1648, Boston received §717,000. Under the
Principsl Formula evolved in 1948, Boston's net state aild
smounted to {2,056,800 in 1961-82, Under the proposed
revision of the formula, the allooation of state ald to

Bogton vould beg

0 g
ommonveslth of Maasachumetts. ®e ort P
W’ Bogton' Mass, pp 3-11, ’ Iy of roceedlings,
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a) Educational-need factor:
¢203 x 94,139 (no. of children 7-16) 20,992,997,

MINUS MINUS
b) Ability-to-pay factor!:

Equalized valuation g‘ggaigzzﬁéﬁz x 6
000 1,188,997

a-b) Net amount of state ald: % of the above 2,079,498,50
Under this proposed formula, Boeston would receive nothing in
the way of state ald, and would have to revert to the
$717,000 allooated to 1t 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 enaure ite nacsage At
forthooming seasions of the legiglature, In :rpite of 1ts
uncertainty of prssage, the new formula has been presented
here to show 3apecifiocally the full meaning of Chapter 70,
Jection 4, in its entirety.

The Teport of the Masasachusetts Department of
Education in reference to gtate ald is shown as Aprendix III,
There are 349 towns varticipating. HMount Washington has no
schools, and Gosnold has been delibarately omitted because
of 1ts dlsproportionate allotment resulting from a unique
combination of high equalized valuation snd low school
population, The amounts of stete aid to individual towns,
per pupil, will be glven in the followinz chapter,

Thug, we have viewed the general plcture of the
egsential charscteristics 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 Ald chapter of the ‘eneral
Laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, along with some
specific examples of how the 1948 Foundatlon Formula works
under different situatlions and how the 1953 Foundstion
Formula would appear in comparison to 1it,

This chapter has served as a point of reference
for the understanding of Foundation Programs in general

and the Foundation Program of Massachusetts in partioular,
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EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
IN MASSACHUSETTS



CHAPTER IIX

EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
IN MABSACHUSETTS

In this chapter, it ig proposed to discuss the
various factors that may be used to measure the exlatence
of equality of opportunity to secure an adequate education
in the Commonwealth of Massachugetts, Some specific
inequalities, using 1951-195Z figures, and some statlstical
proof will be offered in support of the contention that at
the vresent time equality of opportunity on a state-wlde
bagis does not exist in Massschugetts,

Background of the Problem,— "Equality of oppor-
tunity has becoms a catoh phrage in the dally lives of
most Americans., However, while this i1deal 1s held up for
imitation on the one hand, there is, on the other, a
country-wide negation of one of 1ts mogt intrinelio elements,
namely the provislion of an adequate educational opportunity
for all,

In 1940, there were well over s million children
in certain aseotions of the forty-eight states attending
schools supported by funds which allocated lees than $500

per classroom unit, At the same period, at ths other
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extreme, in various parts of ths United States, approximately
another million children were attending schools costing
vell over $4,000 annually for esch classroom unit.l

Excellent instruction and highly satisfactory
results, education-wige, should be found 1n schools where
the olagsroom cost per pupil 1s €4,000 or more a year!
Little or nothing that pertaines to good schooling can
usually be found in the lower cost $600 classrooms!

The year 1940 was chosen for this comment because
the American 4ollar wag then worth approximately ites full
one hundred ecents, 5ince that time school costs in most
sections of the forty-eight states have not kept pace with
the coet of living. Thie 1s essentially true of Massachu-
getts,

Four factors determine whether a ochild 1s being
given superior or inferior school facllities: the economio
condition of the family, the financlal standing of the
community, the child's race, and the seotion of the commu-
nity in which he livegs,

Edwards claims that 1ﬁoqualitloa of educational
opportunity generally arise for the following reasons:

“IAmerican Counoil on Eduoation, zgggx|;=§1§1§_gglar
gggn. in Education Wuahington, D.C., "ducationsl Policies
ommiassion, March 19 6.

45, p.
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The inequalities of educational opportunity
whieh characterize the American educational system
today result frlnarily from the unequal distridbutlon
of the educational load, from regional and community
differences in economic well-being or from the long-
established tradition that the schools should be
supported in the main from local and state revenues. ?

Burke oites a number of factors that contribute
greatly to the lowering of educational opportunities in

education.

Among the facters generally misunderstood
by both educators and taxpayers are the effects of
chgnged or different standards upom publie school
expendi tures; the effects of certain soclal trends
such as the changed status of women; the relatlonsﬁip
between expenditures and objectives or services; the
influence of price variations among states and ocommu-
nities; the economic costs of publie schooling, and
the esconomic contributions of public sohnollng.5

The i1deal oriterien for evaluating the equality
of educational opportunity appeared as far back as in 1914
in a report of the United States Commigsioner of LEducation:

In this country we shall never be satisfled
until ve have assured to every child that kind and
degree of education necessary for the fullest and
most perfect 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 xind ... The world is also
beconm ocongoious of the fact that neither soclety
nor state ocan ever attain to ite best, until every
individual unit of it has attained unto its best,
The first duty of a demooratic astate certainly is to

provide equal and full opportunity of education for
all its ohildren.4

A H B LI
Anerio

an Counc

SArvid J. Burke, ]
Btates, New York, Harper,

4u.8.Department of Education, Beport of the Upited States
ggfgtfllgg%frgx_zggggslgn, 1914, Vol.1, Waghington,D.C., Govt,
nting ce, » PeXxill,
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The general statutes of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
reflect the implementation of this principle.

Dietribution of State Support in Massachusetts, —
The purpose of Chapter 70, the State Aid Law in the General
Laws of Magsachusetts, 1s to promote the equaligation of
educational opportunity in the public schools of the Common-
vealth and the equalization of the dburden of the cost of
schools to the respective towns, Seoction 1 of this chapter
defines the prinoiple of “partial equalization® for the
state,

The background for thie law goes back further than
the Strayer and Haig definition of 19235, 1Indeed, if we
return to the Massschusetts Law of 1642, it might be ghown
as the firat real starting-point for public schools in the
United Statees, 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 sducational opportunity,

Martin, one of the foremost authorities on early
public sochools in Massschusetts, has thie to say on the
laws of 1842 and 1647:

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

The obligation to furnish this education rests
primarily upon the parent. The state has the right to
enforce this obligation, The stete may fix a standard
which ghall determine the kind of education and the
minimun amount, Publlio money ralsed by a general tax
may be used to provide such eduocation as the state
requires. Education higher than the rudiments may
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be supplied by the state, Opportunity must de pro-
vided at pudlic expense fos youths who wish to be
fitted for the University.

The 3tate of Massachusetts was being realistio
rather than paternalistioc in taking this view of the
necessity for edusation of its children. An educated
citizenry was esaential to the future economic and civio
wvell-being of the Commonwealth, Due to the normal intra-
state migration of familiex, it is essential that all
children in all towns and cities receive an adequate and
comparable edueation, Berard found that more than half
of the adult citizens in any town or city received at
leaet a part of their education elsevhere b 1If any one
municipality vished to assure itself of a competent
educated group of citigens, it had to assure itself that
other towns and cities also provided good schools, In
the wider view, the interest of the state in providing
adequate oprortunities for education becomes obvious.

The Constitution of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chugetts reads in part as follows:

Wigdom and knowledge, as well as virtue,
diffused generally among the body of a people,
be necessary for the preservation of their rights
and lidberties; and thoss depending on the spreading

(of) the epportunities and advantages of eduscation
in the various parts of the sountry, and among the

®a, Marsin, The SEvglution of the Massschusetts
Public 3Jchoo) System, New York, Appleton, 1908, p.18,

6Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report of the
Chamberlain Commlssion op Eduoation, Boston, Mass,, 1919, p.18,
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different orders of people, 1t ghall be the duty
of the legislatures and magistrates, in all

future periods of this Commonwealth, to cherish
the interegts of literature and the sciences, and
all gseminaries of them; especlally the University
at Cambridge, public sohools and grammar schools
in towns, to encoursge private societies and public
1not1tutionl, revards and manufaotures, and a
natural history of the country; to oountenance and
inculeate the prinociples of humanity and general
benevolence, public and private charity, industry
and frugality, honesty and punctuality in thelr
dealings, sincerity, goed humor, and all soclal
affeothna and generous sentiments among the
people,

Despite this speocific instruotion laid down in
ite basic dooument of law, the Chamberlain Report on
Eduegtion in 1919 called attention to the following:

Among all the states, Massachusetts hag
thus far been the least ready to recognite, in
terms of state organization and state support,
the responsibility of th& state for oquafizing
educational oppertunisy.

The Minimum Level of State Support.— One of the
mosgt direct questions pertaining to equality of education
wes proposed by Burke when he asked “What 1z the minimum
level below which the people of the whole state cannot
afford to let any of thelr districts go"? Angwering his
own query, he provides us with a pithy and very pertinent

commentary,

7Commonwealth of Massachusetts 2333§1133195_21
!n!_gggﬂgnlgnléh* Chapter V, Section Ii, Boston, Masa.
quoted in The Chasberiain Revors, p.9.

8commonwealth of Magsachusetts, Report of ;hg
¥. Commission on Eduo 200, BOBtOﬂ, Hasa., 919,




EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY 69

Education for civic competence, the nro-
tection and preservation of the groug; the advancement
of the individual), the improvement of group life
and adaptetion to changed conditione have been the
motivating forcees for the expansion of public schools,
States probably have aimed to provide educationsl
facilities for all future citizens equal to the hest
that have been developed. Yet, practical considera-
tions such as public opinion, existing school personnel
and faoilities, past educational provisions, tradition
and financial resources often have resulted in educa-
tional provigiona far below what might be regarded
as adequate,

At the present time, programs of school finsnce that
might have been highly andequate a few years ago cannot be
accepted as such today due to changing conditions 1in
Americen education, As a reault, many methods of allocating
state ald to local communities, although originally intended
to be equitable to all participating unitg, sre now exerting
a retarding influence on the development of larger units,
However, Chisholm and Cushman seem to have a way of golving
this 4ifficulty.

The state may assume its basic or inherent
responsibility for providing adequate educational
opportunity for all children and youth throughout
the state by reviaing its state school finanoce pro-
granm 80 ss to remove all financlal rewards for
maintaining ineffectively organized local school
districts or school centers, Furthermore, an
appropriate degree of financial encouragement should
be given to those school dletricts which are organized
80 they can use the evallable money effoctlvoig in
carrying on acoceptable programg of educntion,

Yarvia J. Burke, Ww
Upited States, New York, Harper, 1951, p.81-82,

of
sity, 1952, p.94,
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Feotors Affaecting Co-Terminue ‘chool Distriots.-—
Massachusetts hes many small school districts., Thigs 1s
one result of the parallel between the geographical limits
of both schnol and political Alstricte. The cost of
operating these small school Aistriots.ls Aistinctly
disproportionate., The National Commiasion on ichool
District Feorganization made a major study on the relation-
ship between school district organization and reorganiza-
tion and school finance. In disoussing the size of schools
and per pupil cost, the Commigcsion snld:

“ize of achool and the cost of eduoation are
directly related. In general, the smaller the school
the higher the coat ner pupil, an® the smaller the
administrative unit, the smeller the «chools main-
tained, Thus, the reorganirzation of administrative
units is closely related to the per pupil cost of
education,.l

In & Aiscuceslon of the advantages, in fact the needs
for communities to be dlesatisfied with 2 minimum stendard
of educational support, Mcrt and Teusser have provided us
with an excellent “orking olarification of the term

Yequalization®,

Because of the almost exclusive emphasis on
equalization during the passt quarter of a century,
there are a goodly number of people today who look
upon the exlstence of well supported districts as
undesirable., Such a position is untenable ...
Eaualization does not mean uniformity; 1f 1t 414,
we could use the siapler word, Equalizatign means
assuring a satisfagtory foundation level,

1lNational Commission on school District Heorgani-
zation, Your School Distrigt, Washington, L.C., National
Education Association, 1948, p.89.

12 paul R. Mort and W. Reusser, Public School
Fipance, New York, KoGraw-Hill, 1951, p.8
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Factors affecting Equalization of Educational
Opportunitiea, — By equaliszing educational opportunities
in Massschusettg, 1s meant on the one hand, a plan for
financing the publio schools in such e manner as to guarantee
all children in the gtate an equal opportunity for partioi-
pating in an adequate program of education, and on the other
hand, that local communities do more than perform only the
minimum requirementes of such a program --- as stated in the
laws -~ but strive to ralse the exlsting facilities still
higher,

There ig great necessity to raise the level of
public understanding of educational needs. School serviges
and facilitlies nmust receive financial support that will
adequately care for all without creating inequalities in
local tax burdens.

One basic assumption in this study 1s that there is
a relationship between the quality of education and the
costs of education; in other words, education has a price
tag. Strayer's work in West Virginia referred to in
Chapter I shows clearly that there is a very high correlation
between expenditure and the quality of education. Further
surveys in PonnsJIVanlalgnd Rhode Island14add support to

this assumntion,

15p R.Mort ana F‘G-00P5011.dAflllﬂlnﬁ§ﬁh991€_1n_lll¥llz
3ion, New York, Teschers' College, Columbia University, pp 139-145,

I 14 P.R.Mort, c 11,
ovidence R.I, ommission on the Legal Structure of Rhod
Island Public Education, 1941, pp 17-146. o
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In order to provide all children with an equal
opportunity to acquire a good education, excellent instruo-
tion and sdequate school faocilitles are a necesslty.
Facilities such as up-to-date equipment set in magnifioent
phyeical "plants”, as some of our modern school bulldings
night be called, are a sheer waste of funds, if a wellas
qualified instructional staff is not secured and retailned,

If sufficient state aid is not made available to bolster
revenues of lower-income districts, the salaries of the
teachers in these districts 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 nrofession as well as

in othe: fields. As a result, poorer schools in poorer
districts are generally left with a poorer calibre of instruc-
tion. The resulting less efficient schools available to
chlildren in these digtricts form one nucleus in a sharply
contrasted "eplit" system of education, having on the one

hand good schools, starfed with highly qualified and well-

pald teachers in wealthy distriots, and on the other, less
efficient schools staffed with their inferior (in the sense

of less well-paid) counterparts for children in the poorer
distriets. It is not the intention of the writer to reflect

on the ablility of the teachers who have chogen to remain with
the more inadequately financed schools through a personsl dedi-
cation to thelr profession, but in the main, the better tsachers
have gravitated,in Massachusetts az well ss in other areas,

to those schools providing better salarles and better equipment,Such
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an artificially created division in the available quality
of instruction, and consequently of educaticn itself, 1is
scarcely compatible with the principle of providing equal
opportunity for all children of the state.

In a report of a survey made on the professional
salaries of teachers in the Brookline public schools, we
f£ind the following:

Throughout the nation, the compensation of
tesohers in comparison with that of cther professions
1s so slight that not suffiolent teachers can be found
to conduct the sohoole ... The influence of every
comnunity that takes an advanced step in increasing
the dignity and securltiy of the teaching profeieion
is far beyond the bounds of the town or state.

Effective state ald should promote state-wide interest
in the development of education at all local school-unit
levels, and develop a senge of responsibility with the
lo0al district for the education of all children. Morphet
and Lindman put it this way:

Provisiones relating to the use of state
funds for the support of public schools have a
powerful effect on the character of the state
school sycetem. When state school support les meager
and schools sre financed almost wholly from locag
nroperty taxstion, extreme differences in the
quality of the school program are found in different
comnmunities throughout the state, This is especlally
true vhere school dlstricts are cmall, School 4is-
tricts which contaln concentrations of industrial
wealth »re generally able fo finance a more adequate
school program than sparsely populsted distriocts
or districts containing only moderately priced homes.

18y111ara 5, Elsbree, Salaries of the irofessional
glline Publle Schools, Survey Report, Institute

2 ITY! es, , Teachers' College, Columbia
University, p.25.
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Muoh of the impetus for state support of local school
systems oomes from the common desire to provide a
basic school program for every child in the state
i:gg:&}:fisof the poverty of the community in whieh

An inorease of interest here would have the advantage
of moving education forward on all fronts, Adjustments
needed to meet inoreased enrollment or any other changes
should be provided in the long-range plans for finanoing
Foundation Programs., Nothing retards edusational progrees
zore quiekly than attempting to stretch a fixed appropria-
tion and maintain an adsguate and satiffactory foundation
prograa,

The leval of expenditure of a Foundation Program
plays a large part in estadblighing its adequacy. This
would neoessarily involve a careful scrutiny of unit costs,
It 1c egeential to remsmber that such costs are capable of
moving in either of two directions. As new conscepts and
desires of the people within a astate develop, costs are
going to rise and more funds will de required to meet these
cosls,

Dr, Cornell aummed it up thue:

Perhaps the most ocriticeal over-all defiolency
in the structure of publiec education in the United
States is to be found in the great disparity in the

extend to which communities have been able and willing
to provide educational opportunities fer school childrenl?

T8 5. L. ¥orphet amt E. Lindman Fublle gghool Finance
hWW. iroular 274, Federa
Security Agency, Office of kducation, Washington, 1950, p.44.

lvroancomell’ A _Neagure

aYals]e st ¢

New York, Teachers' Col , Columbls ﬁivergiti. ;.éée;
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Local support and participation are needed to
contridute local revenues to the support of the partner-
ship program., Tax leeway is vital to local units 1if any
of the "extras" are to be added to supplement the founda-
tion program, Llocal effort should be in direct proportion
to its tax paying capaoity.

If the ratio between assessed and actual
valuation of property varies among the distriots
of the state, either the aasessment should de
equalized, or some more objective and nqultnblgs
measure o% tax paying capacity should be used.

Earlier in the game report we £ind that the attainment of the
cbjective of adequate eduaational opnortunity depende upon:

1. The establishment of local and state school
organizations and etruoctures which are sdequsate
to provide esducational programs for Amerioan
ehildren, youths, and adults,

2. Conformance to prinsiples governing the operation
of schools which have evolved from the experience
of developing American school systems, and which
have come to be acospted as valid guides to their
further development,

3. The provision of enough funds from publie sources
to make possible the effective optsation of an
appropriate program of education,

In Massachusetta there are 32 oitles and 312 towns,
4ivided into four classes under the atatutes of the Common-

wealth of Massachusetts., Class I consists of 39 oitles,

Class II of towns of more than 5000 population maintaining
18yati0nal Education Assoclation,

Programng 5omm1tteo

Be L » ~17- L i 3 B X 106€ M S
Edueation and 8chool Finonse, Washington, 1849, p.6.
191p14., p.9.

Develo
on Tax

i O 3100 G : 139
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high schools; Class II of towns of less than 5000 population
maintaining high schools; and Clags IV of towns of less

than 85000 population not maintaining high schools. Thie
gystem of dlvision, 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, Hount Washington and Gosnold,
have not been included in this study. Mount “aghington,
having no schoolg, 1s not considered a school district for
purposes of alloeating state aid, and Goenold has been
omitted bdecause of its dlsproportionate assessment pleture,
as will be explained in the following chapter on taxation
oquality.

The Criteria of "Wholesomeness".— An examination
of the total expenditure per pupil in average dally attend-
anoce reveals & range from $631,85 to $139.31., It has been
contended by Dr, Mort that oonditions are not likely to be
"wholesoms! in any school distriet thet does not have
svalilable for annual expenditure as much as $230 in addi-
tion to whatever amount may be required for capital outlay,
debt serviee, and transportation. If the dlstriot is purely
sn elementary sehool 4distriot, the figure should be $200;
if purely a high school distriot, 1t should be §260, 20

20paul R. Mort and Valter C. Reusser, Public School
Finange, p.73
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It 19 exceedingly serious for a state to
have districtas supported below the 4200 level,
but i1t 1c also exoe2d4ingly serious for a state
to have no schools leading out beyond that level,
By the same token, in the process of improving a
situation where school dlstricts in parts of the
gtate rfall far below the satisfaoctory minimum
level, the promotion of the ldea of using the
geal of people in individual communities to lead
out ahead is to be looked upougfith favor and
not as an unequalizing factor,

The "unwholesome" conditions existing in these
communities are not due to inadequacy or fallure of local
effort., The tax rate for the ysar 1952 for Newburyport
was $63,40; for Marlborough £51, and for Brookton, $57.80.
The average tax rate for 1951.52 was approximately $48
on a2 state-wlde basis,

Most of these communities would not be able, with-
out seriously restrioting other services or levying
confiscatory taxes on real estate, to increase the amount
of loeal support for their educational progran,

Injustice of Certain Practices.— The Justice of
the gystem of distridbuting atate aid 15 open to serious
question when a town such as Dennis, with an equaliged
valuation of more than {27,000 received {69 in state aid
per pupll; while the town of Milbury, with a valuation
s1ightly 1in excess of $5000 received but $45. Dennis
1s able to spend §317 per pupil, while Milbury oan

spend only $156 per pupil,

2liort ana Reusser, Public School Finange, p.el.
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The oases of Yarmouth and Grafton present another

example of the obvious inequity in the distribution of

state ald:
Aarmouth Grafton Eroportion
Equaliszed Valuation & 18,708,00 § 5,078,00 3,684
Total School Support 272.18 186, 22 1.461
State Ald 60.10 51,60 1.164

These are not exceptions, There are several communitles
with valuations greater than 415,000 recelving mors in
state aid than is being received by ocommunitics whioh have
an equalized valuation of less than 5,000 per pupil.

Towns in Class IV without high school fscilities
send their students to Clase III high schools on a tuition-
paysent baslas, One regult of thies condition has been well
summarized by Henzlik and Chisholm in a Nebraska atudy,
vhere sinilar conditions prevall,

The parents of more than one-third of the
high school pupils as well as almost one-fourth of
the elementary school distriots of the state (Bebraska)
have astuslly lost their legal right to participate
in the oonggol of the education of their sons and
daughters,

The Role of the Federal Government in the Fiscal
Progras.— It has been claimed that adequate provision
of an equal opportumity for all children and youth to
receive a good eduesation would mean some participation of
the federal government in the edusatlon fileld, However, it

has slready been made olear that the people of the United

2% .E.Hemslik, and L.5,Chisholn, E;hﬁg;kg_&gnk]_ai
Elx;nlllflﬁlﬂ' Linceln, Neb., University of Nebraska Press,
19‘8 » p. z.
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8tates do not want education federally controlled.
Plecemeal financial hsnd-outs will continue in the United
3tates as a whole until existing educational shortages
are eliminsted, Long-r-nge planning, rather than hasty,
ill-prepared and 1ll-advilied meagures, 1s to be preferred
in the atudy of federal participation in education, SHome
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 basle
control of education within the state and local unit
levels, while the federal government would help in the
development of thess services, but refrain from dominating
then,

In a pamphlet published in March of 1945, the
National Educatlon Assoclation made the following stnte-
ment:

While the nation as a whole must partiol-
pate in the development of education, 1t is well
to remember that the fedaral level of government
should operate only within clearly defined limits.a"5

If the rate of loocal taxation 1s adequate, it is
a good measure of local vigor. If inadequate, it can lend
to many inequalities,

The Role of Property and Equalized Valuations
in the Magsachusetts Lecal/State Frogram.-— One of the
most serlous of these lnequalities 1s caused by the fallure

23

Natlonal Edueation Association, Fggggg;-gtggg
Relations in Education, Cducational Policies Commisg on,
Washington, D.C., March 1945, p,45




EQUALITY OT" OPPORITUNITY 80

of property valuations, on which the state ald lc pregentliy
based, to keep pace with aotual property values at the
present time, In Mageachusetts, the 1945 equalized valua-
tiong are inadequate both for school purposes and for
apportioned-tax purposes. In practice, the 1945 equalized
valuations have beoome go inadequate for school purposes
that the 1981 municipal property valustione submitted by
local communities are being used to figure out equalized
valuations per pupil,

A glance at Appendix II conoerning the 1945
Equalized Valuation figures and those preposed by Houge 559
for 1953 Equalized Valuation will indiocate how Massachusatts
property valuations have felled to keep pace with true
property values, For instance, under the 1945 figures,
Cambridge showed an equalized valuation of 4188,515,872,
but the proposed 1953 figure would be $421,206,838, Nor
1s thls increase of valuation confined to the larger,
weslthier municipalities. wouth Hadley showed an equalized
valuation in 1945 of 10,640,021, but the propoased base
for 1953, as shown in Appendix II, 1e $31, 268,756,

In another appendix one c¢an read that if the top
ten per cent of communities in Msssachueetts were to be
compared with the lowest ten wer cent in respect to
equallized valuatlon and state ald received, the following

results would be obtained: Seventeen communities in the
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top ten per cent in equalized valuation recelved more
state aid than 414 seventesn communities in the loweet ten

per cent,

Statistioal Analysis of the 1951-.1952 Filgures,-—
To Qetermine in a precise way whether equality of educa-
tional oppertunity exists or not, some method had to be
found that would bring together the allocation of local
and gtate funds for the support of education in the four
clagses of municipalities in the Commonwealth of Massa-

chugsetts. Two techniques were tried out,

Comparison Among Clasges.— The first technique
used was simply the difference between the means checked
by the *t" ratio for each of the four factors involved in
this portion of ths investigation, namely, Equalized
Valuation, Total School SBupport, Local Schooel Cuppert and
“tate Ald., These faotors were chogen for analysis
because they dominate the stote and locsl eduoc~tional
picture in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

A simple inspeotion of the comprehencsive tables
in Appendix V leads to the conclusion th-t thare ig
1ittle or no equalization in any or all of the four
factors. To substantiate this clailm more validly, we
can conaider the signifioanse of the d4ifference between
the means of each of the four classes of municipalities

for the four factors as a definite criteria for evaluating
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equalization, I n finding the "t", or criticel ratio, the

folloving formula vwas used:-

M, _ N,

a

- 1
03 ‘ < 2
\/O'nl* OMJ

in whish My and MJ = means of any two digtributions

LR AL P

o2 M, and of i, = the glandard error of the neans
1 J  of two dletributions

The assumption: if a “t" ratio 1s less than 2,58, which
is at ths one per cent level of confidence, squalisation
in some form ocours, If the "t" ratio is over 2,68, it

13 clear that there 18 no equalization of any kxind between

the two compared factors.
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Table I, Statigtics Used in Couguting the "t" Ratio
for Each of the Four Classes of Municipalities
in Massachugetts in ‘iespect to iiqualized

Valuation,
Classes N M o] On
I 39 $ 12,200, $2210. 3383.88
11 96 9,480, 3766, 386,38
ITX 04 8,993, 5466, 564,72
Iv 120 9,633, 5989, 549,01

Table 1I. Equalized Valuation Between Four Clasges of
Municipalities in Massachugetts Checked in
Terms of the "t" Ratio.

Classes 11 111 IV
b ¢ 8,51 4,812 3.927
1 . 710 . 2278
III .939
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An analysis of Table II shows that when Clasgs 1
ves compared with Class II, ( ¢ = 6,61); with Class 1II,
(t = 4,812); and Claes IV (¢ = 3.927); there was no
equalizetion, Howvever, when Clasc II wag compared
respectively with Class III, (t = ,710); Clase IV, (% = ,2278);
and when Class III was compared with Class IV, (%t = ,939);
squalization ocourred,

The laek of equalisation traced betwesn Class I
and Clapses II, III, and IV brings out the fazot that
municipalities vary in their ablility to provide needed
educational services, Cities of the type of Clage 1
genrerally have large concentrations of high-value preperty
extending over large greass; this bringe them a higher
equalized valuation per capita or per pupil than in the
three remalning classes of municipalities,

A very definite pattern emerges when Clase I is
compared to Class II, IIIL, IV, becauge citles in the long
run recelve more revenue from all typse of income-producing
vroperty than towns 4o,

‘{hen Class II was compared with Clags III and IV,
and vhen Clage ITI was compared with Clas: IV, s second
very definite pattern alco became vigible. In thege
gpecifio clasces the avergge equalized valustion veried
only slightly from the mean, indicating a healthy treni
toward the prinelple ef equalization,
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In comparing the two trends, a great deal of
help in the form of state ald appears necessary to enable
the lesgss wealthy communities to enjoy e level of educa-
tion comparable with the wealthier; the three Classes
II, I1I, and 1V, appear to assess property in a falrly
uniform way, but on a slightly lower level tham cities.

Table II also shows that property assessments
in ocities appear to be nearer to their true value than
in the other clagses, indicating that the rossible lack
of uniformity in assegsment procedures between the citles
and the towns needs sattentlon,

The value of property in cities bears a cloge
relationship to inacome, while in the rural areas, the
value of property does not bear this same close relation-
ship,

The existence of well-supported districts is not
considered Gesirable in all quarteras, due to the faot
that certain dlstricts will receive little or no state
aid, and will have to bear themselves the full burden
of the cost of education by means of property taxes. In
order to bring Class II, II1I, and IV up to a standard
resembling Class I, some means of support, other than
real estate taxation, will have to be found,

Tn measure equalization in respect to Local
School sSuppors, *t* ratios in Tableg 1II and IV for
the four classes of municipalities in Massachusetts were

derived. Evaluatlon of the data in these tsbles follows:



EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY 86

Table IIX, 8tatistios Uged in Gongutinq the "t*
Ratio for Fach of the ltour Classss of

Municipalities in Maseachusetts in
Respect to loosl School Support,

Classes N M o Op
1 39 £183.21 $34,24 $5.48

11 98 155,45 43,40 4,45
111 94 139,30 43,09 4,47
1v 120 133.56 44,20 4,05

Table IV, Losal School .u.»ort Betwesn Fou Classes
of Municipalities in Magsachusetts Checked
in Terms of the "t® Ratlo.

I 3.94 6.22 7.29
II 2,56 3.64
111 .54
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When Clgss II wae compared with Class III a
Ut" of 2,66 ocourred which was nearly the 2,58 limit
set to indicate no equality. Wwhen Class II was compared
with Class IV a *t* geore 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 oities oan consistently allocate more revenue
to Local 8upport of Edueation without reducing support
to other needed categoriesg, Because of their greaster
sources of revenue, cities are in a better rosition to
contribute substantislly to schools without interfering
with other ocity expenditures, With the pogalble exeception
of certain municipalities in Class II, towns do not enjoy
this position., Local School Support alone cannot provide
equality of educational opportunity because the abllity
to finance schoola varies widely from one municipality to
another, State ald 1s an essentinl supplement to munici-
palities lacking this finasncilal ability, There 1s a
4efinite need of new tax bases to ocarry on the support
of education. £Zven the greateat effort of the poorest towns
to allocate a larger proportion of the tax rate to schools
i1s not sufficient to support educational fncilities adequately.
Hence, the contlnuing need for state aid along more

equitable lines for all deserving communities,
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When Class III was compared with Class IV,
equalization oocurred due to the almost equal average
revenues allotted to looal EQucation per pupil by
Class III and Class IV.

Tables V and VI which follow, measure equali-
zation in regpect to Total School Support through *t*
ratios for the feur classes of municipalities in
Massachusetts,

Evaluation of the data in these tables follows:
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Table V. Statictics Uged in Computing the "L" "atlo
for Eash of the Four Clasees of Muniocipalities
in Magsachugetts in Regpect to Total School
Supprort,

Classes K M o L+ I
1 39 §233,37 $30.60 4,90

11 96 214,63 39,70 4,07
111 04 228,51 63,82 6. 62
Iv 120 246, 22 71.26 7.39

b ———————— e ]

Table VI, Total School Support Betwesn Four Classes
of Municipzlitles in Massschuzette Checked
in Serms of the “t" Ratilo.

FF
|

Classes 11 I1T Iv
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The make-up of Total School Support conslets
prineipally in Loorl Sonool Support with the additlon
of 3tate Ald,

when Class I was oompared to Class II, a "t" of
2.94 nocurred indicating an absence of equallzation, As
geen in the four preceding tables, cities have the most
wealth as expreseed by real estate, and hence have more
revenue, for School 3Bupport., With the addiltion of state
aid, the Totel 8chool Support average per pupil in Claas I
ocould not be other than one of the highest in the four
classes oonaesrned,

When Class I was compsred with Class III, equali-
gation took place, (t = .,551), This was due to the
approximste equality of the average amounts of Total School
Support ver pupil in Clasa I and in Clases III,.

When Clase I was compared with Class IV a *t* of
1.468 was obtained, This indicated that while equaliza-
tion ococurred, Claas IV expended a alightly larger amount
per pupil in Total 8chool Support than Class I, However,
this extra amount was not quite sufficient to dring abnut
inequality, It was caused by higher transportation allot-
mente and the use of the second part of the Foundation
Formula, which in addition to its larger grant allows &
bonua of 25 ner cent over the usual sllotment of :tate Ald
for towns under 5,000 population,

When Class II was compared with Clasg IIY = "t®

of 1,79 ocourred, 1ndicating a disparity, but showing
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that Class III, which supports high schools and hgs towns
of less than 5,000 population expends about §¥14.00 per
pupil more., This 1s not, however, sufficient for a "t"
of 2.58 which would indicate no equality.

when Class II was compared with Class IV a “t® of
3.75 ococurred indicating no equalizastion, Olass IV
allocated the highest amount per pupil in respect to school
support dQue to extra transportation allotments and to the
use of the gecond part of the Foundation Formula, thus
securing for 1tself a greater amount of state ald than
would come to it through use of the principal Foundation
Formula,

When Class III was compared to Class IV a "t" of
1.91 occurred indicating no egualization but showing again
the higher expenditure of Total Sohool Support of Class IV,
The leeway of $17.71 in Class IV was not sufficient %o
show inequality. There is a certain amount of leeway
given in all these oritiocal ratio formulae before anamount
1s reached which definitely indicates no equality,

Tablee VII and VIII which are presented next
measure equalization in respeet to State Ald by means of
"t* ratios for the four olasses of municipalities in
Magsachusetta, Evaluation of data in these tables followe:
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Table VII, :tatistico Uscd in Computing the "t" Ratlo
for Each of the Four Clapges of Munigipali-
tles in “ssgsachusotts in "espect to 3tate Ald,

e e e e

Clagses N M o On
I 30 $€34.82 1,06 $1,79
4 26 37,23 14,30 1.47
111 04 61, 37 30. 680 3.17
IV 120 84,37 £4,00 4,95

Table VIII, Stste Ald Between Four Classes of Munloi-

palities in Magsachusetts Checked in Terms
of the “t" Ratlo.

—_— e

Clagses I 111 IV
p ¢ 1,17 7.73 0,47
I1 é6.19 9.12

ITI 3.91
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Vhen Claes I wae compared to Class II equallza-
tion oocurred, because the difference in the average
State Ald between these two olasses was 1insignificant,

However, when Class I was compared to Class III,
a "t" of 7.73 occurred 1ndicating no equality. This was
caused by a difference of §26,83 between the average of
Class I and Class III, which represented a large difference
in revenue per pupil in State Ald, thus causing inequality
to appear.

when Class I was compared to Class IV e large "t*
(9.47) resulted. This indicates no equalization. The
large difference in the amount of S8tate Ald between Clases I
and Class IV was brought about by the use of the secondary
part of the Foundation Formula, plus the addition of the
25 per cent bonus in state ald for townes under 5,000
population,

When Class II was compared with Clags III a "t* of
6.19 ococurred, indicating no equalization, Clase III towns
also took advantage of the secondary part of the Foundation
Forrmula to build up a higher State A14d per pupll allotment
in addition to the extra 25 per cent bonus for towns under
5,000 population,

When Class II was compared with Class IV, a "tV
of 9.12 ococurred. VWith ite smaller number of pupils, 1its
higher state ald per pupil, and without high schools of
ite own, ‘~aying only tultlon rates for 1ts Class IV high
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school students, Class IV had a higher rate of State AlQ
per pupil income than the remaining three clagans,
When Class III wae comnsred with Clags IV o “t*
of 3.91 resulted, This showed no equalization, Class IV
does not support a high school program and cends most of
its pupils to Class III high schools. Class IV provides
schools only for its elomentary pupils, yet it recelves
the largeet amount of state ald per pupil, $84.17, whioh is
approximately one-third of the entire Total 3chool Support
in the three remaining Classes.
The five groupe that shcwed no equalization showed
a great need for a more equitable memsure of srportioning
State Ald to each of the four Classesz. The need for a
Foundation or Partnership Program bullt on a more eaquit-
able bage 1s also obvious, 3Such a program will be con-

sidered in Chapter V.

Comparigon Within Seriles,— FEffective -a the *t",
or critical ratio, is in proviny that thers - no con-
algtently recurring equality, 't suffsrs Trom Gt dafliclency
of being d1ffiocult to use for other than intra-group
comparison, In order that the situation within each of
the four cleeases, aas well 23 the 340 cities and towns ag a
cingle serles, might be presented in one statiatic, a

Pearson product moment coefficient chart wags worked out,
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One way of comparing State Ald and Locel School
Surport and State Ald and Total School Support is to
use the units of ~llotments per pupil and to ~lign them
in an sttempt to find a possible linear relationship.

Tha bagic formula used wae

Z xy
l‘x’ -
Noxoy
where Tyy = gorrelation between one f-ctor and a

second rsctor;

x = devistion of any unit of allotaent “ronm
the 1ean of that unit of allotment;

y = deviation of a corresponding unit of
allotment from the mean of this corres-
ponding unit of allotment;

ixy = gum of all the products of devictions
of one unit of allotment times itg
corresponding unit of ~llotment;

Ox and Oy = standard deviations of the dlstributions
of two sets of allotment units,

In order to show whether coefficlents of corra:liation
are significant or not, it 1c necess~ry to test p by means

of the follovwing formula:-

T4} + ’jo = Ty = rlg D
= = D
6"&5
".. Urjz +* 0}12
Drj from O Oijg + °f32 = gtandard error of coefflocient

of correlation,
ryj = coefficient of correlation

Tjo * .00 correlation

A critlcad ratio of 2.58 ghows that p is significant;
a critical ratio of less than 2,58 indic-tes that p is
inalgnificant,
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Table IX.- Loocal Taxation per Pupil (L) Related to
State Ald (A) per Pupll in the Four Classes
of Munioipalities in Megsachuscetts in

Terms of
Glass N TLA O'rLa Egﬁ
1 39 .41 + 133 .42
II 96 .00 & 084 .10
All 349 17 + ,0861 .00
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A positive correlation of 1.00 between local
Taxation per pupil £nd State Ald per pupil would
indicate perfect equality. Any trend in a positive
direction is a movement toward this ideal. Class I,
Class II, and Class IV Rhll have trende indicating a
positive trend tovard equalization,

A negative -1,00 correlstion betweeh Local Taxa-
tion per Pupll and 9tate Ald per Pupll inAlcatas no
equrlity., Class ITI iniicetes ¢ small trend toward
inequ=lity.

In the four classes of municipalities in the Common-
wvezlth of Megaachugetts, it cannot be concluded that the
correlations between Locszl Taxation per rupll snd State
Ald per pupll are significant because the obtained p's
are not significant from the r's of ,00. This ssame con-
clusion holds when Looal Taxation per pupill in the 349
municipalities of “agasmchusatts was corralatod with Ytate
Ai1d per pHupil through Figher's Z funotlon,

Again, vhen Total 302001 3Jupport was correlated
with Stata 414 by means of the Peirson >rodust-moment
coefflcient of correlation chart "aor =zacn H° %19 four
Clasass of munloipslities in Masiachusette, the rollowing

correlations resulted:
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Table X.- Total School Support (8) per Pupil Related
to 3tate Ald per P:gll (A) in the Four
Clagges of “unicip
in terms of p.

ities in Messachusetts

Classes N rsA T3A —_
ob

b S8 .11 + 188 .22

IT 96 - .10 *+ .108 .20

ITI 04 .16 * 104 .32

v 120 .32+ .089 .66

All 349 .13 * ,062 .28
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T he total correlation between the factors of
Total School Support and State Ald for the totsl 349
municipalities in the Commonwealth of Hassachusetls
was found by averaging the four cla«g coefficients of
oorralation, after they had besn convertsd into
Fisher's "z" function., This combined p = ,13 also sub-
stantiates that there 1s only 2 very small trend in a
positive direction towards equality,

Inspection had revealed 1little if any equallza-
tion in the classes of municipalities, and now computa-
tion of measures of difference and correlstions have
confirmed this situstion with greater precision.

From a gstatlstical viewpoint, equalization as
an extant state 1s the exception rather than the rule,
as shown in the ten tables to this chapter., Our conclusions
in respect to equality of education in Chnpter III are
borne out, The 1des 1s not newv,

In the 1940 White Houge Conference on Children
in a Democracy, the following statement appears in its
general report:

The facts do not support the angsumption of
equal educe=tional opportunities for -1l ohildren,
Whole reglone and statea and large areas within the
states are insdecuately -u-nlied with school frollities
in quality, quantity, and sccensibllity, Teglonal and
state Qifferences in econnmic capacity, due lorgely to
the concantration of resources and industry in a few
areas make 1t literally imposeible for » lsrce ocroportion

of the nation'-: children to ohtain e reasonnbly iropd
education under exlsting methods of ~tete suvrort,”

Z3yhite Houge Copference on Children in a D%mog:ggx,
General Report by the Conference, January 9, 1940, Washington,

D.C., Superintendent of Documents, p.86.




LUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY 100

If this statement wsas true in 1940, 1t 1s no less
true today. The atated exampleas of lnequities existing
under current methods of apportioning state-collectsd
funds for schools andi the statistical support given in
the preceding pages raise doubts ~a to the method of
their distribution, as well as to the inadequacy of the
smount of money being made avallable for the purpose of
equalizing the educational opportunities furnished the
children of the Commonwealth,

In the following chapter the present system of
distributing funde for education, through separate a2nd
combined taxation of looal and stete governments, will
be studied in detail., A thorough gesarch of the four
classes of municipalities will be sttempted to reveal
the principal inequalities in taxation on the local

and state level,



CHAPTER 1V

EQUALITY OF TAXATION
IN
MASSACHUBETTS



CHAPTLR IV
EQUALITY OF TAXATION IN MASSACHUSETTS

For at least the last four decades, leaders in
school adminiatration have emphasized tha need of tax
reform in the United Ststes as a neceassary supplement
to educational refora,

Zerly Kistory of dchool Support,- Over one
hundred years ago when plans for school asupport were
first established, wealth wag Aistributed far more
evenly than it 1s today. Agriculture was the principal
industry at the time; the potentlial wealth of the country
had not been discovered sand developed; means of trans-
portation were few and expensive. Small common industries
were ocarried on in villages or on farms, The great
industries had not been developed or even anticipated,.
Proprietorehip of land, buildings, crops and household
goods represented the only common meagure of peraonal
wealth, and from that, the measure of community wealth.
Homes, farms, mortgages, and the like, became a natural
basis for taxatlion, 1In order to seoure revenue for all
kinde of government actlvity, the property tax became the

principal source 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 lcnger even approximately
equal in digtribution, New forme of intangible property
have besn acquired by the citizens, Ag thls type of
wealth is 4ifficult to trace and consequently to tax,
certaln inequalities in taxation were bound to occur.

New political, economic, and social needs have arigen,
Among many other alterations, thege drastic changes
forced the individual states to enter the sducstional
plocture,

Forms of Tax Support.- In every state, the
ablility of the local community to support the educational
program today varies much more widely thsan it 414 in
other years. The csuses of this variation are many, and
are evident beth in educational opportunities offered
and in the tax burdens of local school districts, The
gituation is well summarized by the National Educ~tion
Assoolation, They report that

es. the mgsurance of sn adequate mininmum

of educstional opportunity for all children within

a state is impossible without state participation
in financing the edusational program,

ess local school units vary widely in theilr
ability to support education, and ... the taxing
power of the gtate must be utilized to railse the levsl
of financial suprort to a guaranteed ressonable minimum.l

Natlongl Fdugation Association, Guldes to the
' phool Finanee Progm aRa, Committee on
D49, Waghington, D.C.,

Fax Rduc
p.5

étion ahd'ﬂéhoo‘ r nahéé
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The eimpler education problems and costs of
yesterday have broadened and the per caplita cost every-
where has been increaged sharply. One result has been
that the property tax in many communities 1g now greater
than can be borne, Other sources of revenue are entering
the financial picture to take the place of the property

tex -- income taxes, sales texes, and the like,

Legislative Powers.- Today, many legislative
bodies in the various states are no longer satigfied
to allot certain appropriations for schools., They use
various methods for distributing school funds, in the
hope that a well-rounded educational program for all
children in the participating achool systems on the basis
of equitable local tax effort will result, It is to be
emphagized 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 1e well to recall at this point that the
principal reasons for state support of education are the
equalization of educational opportunity and the equitable
distribution of the tax burden as it applies to the
school systen,

Behind this is the principle of guaranteeing to

all schools the financial resourceg negescary to davelop



EQUALITY OF TAXATION 104

a sound basio program of achool services. In this manner,
the essential purpose of state eontrol and supervision
has been to raise the level of educational service to a
desirable minimum, thus bringing about the objective of
equalizing educational opportunity.

Controls of Equalization,- Many of the controls

inherent in the extension of gtzte financial support
have been designed to protect the interests uf the tax-
payer or to correct insufficlent, if not inefficlent,
local administration,

Strayer and Halg emphasized that if the two rrin-
ciples they were upholding of “"equalization of educational
opportunity” and the “equalization of school support® were
to ke effective, it would be necescary, in order to r~rovide
adequately for the control and administration of =all
schools, for s state dopartment of education to take
charge. But, because they felt that it would be wisge
for the individual municipalities to retaln control over
their own schoole aa fer ee pocsible, they suggested that
the egsentials of state direction of the program consist
in a uniform levy to provide a minimum amount of =duca-
tional eupport and whatever degree of state control over
actual expenditure as would be needed to make sure that
this expendliture would provide services, to certsin
standards, at a reasonable cost.

One of the most importent phases in the administrae

tion of school finance is the control over the amount and
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direction of sochool revenue, The amount available for
diaburcement governs both the extent and the quality of
educational eservices and facilities on the one hand, and
fisoal expenditure on the other, This total available
revenue controls, directly or otherwisge, the assesgment
of property, and from that, the c¢ollection of taxes., It
places certain limitations on the taxing power of loecal
school boards and provides an administrative scrutiny,
usually with a2 view to fixing tax revenuee and appropria-
ticns by state sn¢ local governmente., State and Federal
grants or epportionments ere directly connected vith the

snount of revenue svailsble within the state.

Faectors Affecting Stute and locel Texation,-
In any extensive study of tsxstion, the relationship
between local government and the state cannot be over-
looked, Nearly one-inlf of the taxes collected by the
state of Hmasachusett,, except Imnloyment gecurity taxes,
are ghared with the townz and cltios., Also, about one-
fourth o2 all Hublic ~uni~ ipont by %towns and cities are
supplied by the fei2r-] or sta2te zovernments., From this,
it 13 obvious that the nroblamg >f c¢tnt3 a3 acainat
local taxatlon canndt be atudled wholly =part from one
snother. Therse 1s a strong interrelationship between
the amount of taxees which the state ghares with eash
municipality, the amount of taxes levied locally, snd
the loocal tax rate,
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Distributions of state taxeg, especilally income
and corporation taxes, are of paramount importance to
towns and cities, becauge of their influence upon local
revenuee and tax rates. Taxes to be collected locally
sre affected to a very marked degree by the lsvel of
economic activity in the :tate of Magssachusetts, in tnat
a high return to the gtate from corporation and inoome
taxes means a larger "pool" of revenue to be shared on
an equalised basis with the municipalities., This shared
revenues increases or deoreases the loosl municipal tax
rate,

In presperous times, tax collections are usually
high, and towns and cities fare very well in the amounts
received by them from the state, In depression years,
however, towns and cities must make up sny defioit in
state income and corporation tax collections., Thig
dericit can only be met in one way -- by a sharply
increased levy on the principal tax source, property, at
a time when that particular municipzl tax level 1s
least able to meet it, In passing, it 1s interesting
to note that while the state still has the authority
to enforce a state tax on towns and cities in order to

balanee ite dudget, such an enforcement has not been

uged sinoce 1947, In obher words, municipalities, inoluding

those in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, have to

resdjust the levies on their tax bases, which conslist
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almost entirely of real and personal property, hecause
of the effecots of faotors over which they have abeolutely
no oontrol, namely the amount of state tax revenues and
the size of the state budget. Nor are these faotors
oonstant, Legielative reports themselves provide the
prooft
On 2 state-wvide baszis, the income and cor-
poration tax distributions vere equal to 12 per
oent of the taxes levied on property by the cities
and towne in 1940 and 21 per cent of the 1951 total.
This pereentage relationship 1s by no means stable,
This means that the state 4lstributed to the citles
and towns in 1951, $1 for every 38 gf tax levied
againgt real and personal property,

Inequalities in Tax Fevenues.- Certain municipal-
ities, having only a small population, received oconslider-
ably more than the 20 per cent of thoir property levy in
distributions, while at the same time, other locslities
received less than that percentage.

Lynn received 16,06 per capita tax distribution,
which amounted to 20 per cent, or %11.36 of the 256,80
tax rate, To ralse the aame amount of monmy as 1s now
obtained from the tax levy and state distridbution would
demand a $68.16 tax rate. The Lynm property tax base in
1951 was $1,396 for each individual inoluded in itg

nearly 100JO00 population.

Conmenwealth nf Magsachu
gettg, H
Boston, Mass., 1952, p.17, » House 2523,
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Exzminstlon of Egggg_gggga reveals that two towng,
New *ghford snd fucgell, received more from state tax
dletributione thaen was obieined from local taxes.

Figures for ~er capita zlstribution show wide
deviation, Millville, ~ith = ropul-ticn of 1€83, erxhibited
ver cenita Mgtributions osocunting to ¥13.16, walle Monroe
with a population of 118 received %#110.39, arproximately
eight times Millville's cistribution, This is » clear
coee of inequality affecting the tax rate egtablished
within a community, as a refund from the stste for the
eupport of schools is deductible from the lecal property
tax rate to get the tax levy for any individual year,

fitate Tax Apportionaents.- As has been shown,
atate distributions to local communitiers serve to reduce
the smount to be raised locally from the property tsx,
This brings to light another serious inequality. The
Commissioner of Corporations and Taxation sets the amount
and proportion of local tax reductions or inoreases them,
Therefore,
... Docauge these tax dletridbutions are
co very lmportant to éitles and towns, however,
1t 1s imperative that the estimates be sa ologe
to the actual dlatributions as possible, Variantions
mean that either the local governments will not have
the revenus to meet thelr budgeted obligationg, or

they will have to set the property tax above that
which 1s actually required, and a surplus results.

Both alternatives sre Aletressing to cities and towns.4

Commonwealth of Massachueetts, Houge 2323, p.21-22.
4 Ivid., p.23.
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The basise for the cpportionment of at-te tex
dietribution to every town amd oity was prased by the
gtate legislature in 1945; 1t will continue until rnother
basie for apportionment ia rroposed end rapsed by the

General Court. An onalyels of this method of tax distri-

bution follows:

Apportionmsnt of distributions to citles ano
towns on the basls used for apportioning the state
tax produces a wide variation from place to plsce in
distribution per capita and ratio »f daistributed
amounts to local tax levies. The very nature of
the state tax apportionment 18 to levy a tax which
varies with valuation per capita; that is (it 1a)
less per capita in places with low valuations and
more in places with high voluationg., Hence it
follows that when the game basis 1s used for the
distridbution of funds the pattern is the same, Places
that can support high direct taxation receive larger
distributions than places which cannot, In general,
places with low tax rates and high tax levies per
capita get large distributionsg per sapita, and
oonversely. Likewise, in places with low tax rateas
the aistridbution 1s greater in proportion to_the
tax levy than in places with high tax rates.®

Certaln Local and 8tate Finsnolal Relationships,=-
A falr indlcation of the value a municipality places on
the eduoation of 1ts chlldren 13 the ratio between the
school tax and the total town tax, At the present time,
municipalities are bound by statute to indlcete the exact
amount of the school tax on property billas. If this
mandate 13 not carried out, the state or statistica} branch

of the state Bepartment of Fducation, rllowe ernrerimately

SCommonwealth of Maseachusetts, Report of Progeedings,

House No, 1800, Boston, Mass., 19485, p, 320,
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thirty percent of the total property tax as equivalent
to 1tg contribution to school support. Local conditions
and ulacellsneous expenses undoubtedly enter into how
Buoch revenue is needed to support both schools and town
zovernment,

Another factsr in ths understanding of local
£inancial relationshlips 1ls the amount of ner ocapita
%1gtributions o state-colleoted taxea., [ue per c~nita
amount of revenue distributed by the Conmonwealth ™aa a
direct offect on the amount of the local tax levy,

If we divide the citles and towns o Magasachusetts
into four groups bansed on the amount of per caplta assess-
ment, the picture becomes clearer. The first group 1s
made up of 88 cltieg and towns with an assessed valuation
per capita renging froam £460 to 51030; the seoond includes
88 citlies and towns having an ssasegsed valuation from
$1040 to "1320; the third, 87 citles and towns between
«1320 and $1890; the fourth, of 88 cities and towns, has
A par caplta assegsed valuation of over $1910., Geogra-
phically, this relatively high asaeased valuation per
capita 1« concentrated in three generel arens -- Bogton
and some of 1ts suburban communities, including Brookline,
Newton, Milton, Wellegley, Linooln, Lexington, and ‘inches-
ter; the coastal area from Hull to Provincetown; and nine

towns in the Berkshire region near the Connectiout bordsr.
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Proportionately low assessed valuation per ca>lta 1se
concentrated in the central section of the state or
widely scattered throughout its borders.

Total property valuationg alone do not reveal
the financial ability of a community to aupport ite own
institutions, Wealth of any kind musgt be considered in
relation to the number of pupils or the number of resi-
dentg before it has any signiflcance,

Theoretically, high wealth per pupil does not
imply low tax rateg, since many faotors relating to school
and municipal budgetary demands may exaot a relatively
high tax rate to provide the necessary funds, However,
while tax rates cannot always be sccepted at face value,
even within a state, because of varying ascessment
practioes, they appear to be the best indexes available
as to how much financlal effort is required to meet local
government costs,

The 1deal way of assessing property might be to
plage on each assesgor's list the amount that a certain
type or kind of property would bring on a gpecific date
through a sale by a willing seller or a willing buyer,

Assecsment Practices in Massachusetts.- It has
been well eatablished that property valuations for tax
purposes in Massachusetts are not the game from one muni-

oipality to another. Local/state relations were vitally
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affeoted through the 19456 equalized valuations. Inequalitieg
in agsessment and varlation in assessment practices are
not of too muoh importance as far ag local/state relations
are congerned; dbut the lsok of uniformity in sesesement
rraotices brings about huge inequalitiss through 1its
effect on the #ate tax and in the distribution of atate-
collected taxes, At the same time, 1t must be appreclated
that annual re-assesasment would be costly, and in a great
many cases would serve no good purpose. It is realized
that some clear-cut instances of over-asasessment or undere
agsessment have bheen changed by the Gencral Court or by the
Commlgsioner of Corporations and Taxation with the object
of raducing this inequality., Such ohanges have not brought
asbout the desired equalization, partly because they repre-
sent 1solated instances only, and partly becsuse tha
motivation behind them waz, too often, politlcal expediency
alone,
It 18 regrettable that poor assegsment ~ractices
in Magsgsschusette are allowed to form the primary source
for the tax rolls for the annual sharing of $36 to ;40
million of state-collected taxes with the municipalities,
This 1s brought out clearly by the following

auotation from Houge 232336

Apparently, the incongruity of approxi-
mately $18 million of school 2id being dlstributed
to cities and towns which have small smssecged
valuation in relation to the number of children

8Commonwealth of M=gsachusetts, Teport of Pro-
ceedings, Houge 2323,p.%9
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of school age and at the zame time, Adistributing
another $30 million to $40 million on the basis
of the state tax, has not been emphasized
sufficiently, The school formula attempts to
equalize 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 taxeg, which are directed
toward equalization of local taxes, at least two
dollars are distridbuted, so that the municipalities
having the largest amounts of assegsed valuation
recelive the most ald ...

The higher 4lstributions in per capita amounts
from 1850 on, wag Adue chiefly to the new school Foundation
Program, and to the school transportation ald., Citles and
towns which have the largest populations receive average
or below average revenues ag far ag the tax distridution
per capita i1s concerned. It is interesting to observe
that it 1s almost impossidble for any of Group I, which
includes a great many large-population districts, to
benefit from the tax transportation factor. It is algso
apparent that cities and towns having large assessed
valuation per capita aleo recelive large amounts of state
aid in the years that the total distribution is extensive

and in lean financial years they receive reduced amounts.

Statliegtical Evaluation of Certain Facotors,-
There 1s a rather wide variation in local tax levies
baged on a per capita coet and in assessed valuation. The
assessed valuation per capita 1s often used to indicate the

tax-ralsing ability of a2 municipality.
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In Clags I, Class II, Clase III and Claas IV,
correlations were made bétween assessed valuation and
state aid, with the results shown in Table XI,

Clags II and Class III showed a negative trend --
in the right direction. The more wealth a town hag, the
lower should be the amount of state ald apportioned to
it. Class I and Class IV have positive correlations,
indicating the least degree of equalization and that the
state gives more state ald to certain citles in Class I
and in perticular to numerous towns in Class IV than 1is
necegsary to maintain equalization.

However, in the four classes of municipalities
in the Commonwealth of Magsgsachugetts, we cannot conclude
that the correlations between assesgsed valuation per
capita and state ald are significant because the obtained
r's are not significant from the p's of zero. This same
conclusion holde when the assessed valuatlon per capita
for the 349 munlocipalities of Magsachugetts was correlated
with State Ald through the use of Fisher's Z technlque.

From thegse observations, it would appear that the
trend in State Ald in Massachusetts at the present time
1s away from the impartiality that should exist in a truly

equalired progran,
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Table XI.- Assessed Valuation per Capita (C) Related
to S8tate A1d per Pupil (A) in the Four
Classes of Municipalities in Masasachusettls,
An terms of 2.

1 39 .26 & .15 .52
I 96 - .38 % 086 .80
II1 94 - .38t .088 .80
v 120 75+ 042 1.85
ALL 349 .20 £ 032 .40
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Ir we correlate Equalized Taxation per Pupil
with State Aid per pupil, the results shown in Table XII
are obtained,

Interpreted, these figures mean that 1f state ald
is to have a fully equalizing effect, there should be a
high negative correlation between abllity to mainteln s
school program and the amount of state ald received., 1In
other words, the pooregt community, the lowest-ranking
in tax-paying ability, ghould be the highest in the amount
of state ald received, The uge of correlation 1s well
adapted to this situation, as it does not take into con-
sideration the absolute (equalized valuation) amounts of
the vrograms msintained as a whole in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, dDut only indicates the trend of relation-
ship between State Ald and loocal financial abllity as
expressed by Equslized Valuations per puril,

Agaln%’the four classes of municipalities in the
Commonwealth of Massachugetta we cannot conclude that the
correlations between Equalized Taxation per pupil nand
State Ald er pupil are aignificant becsuse the obtalned
r's are not significant from the 2's of zero., This same
concluslion holds when the Equalized Valuations per punril
of 211 the municipalities of Massachusetts are correlated

with State Ald per pupll through Fisher's Z techniqus,
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Table XII,- Egqualiszed Taxation per Pupll (E) Related
to State Ald per Pupil (A? in the Four
Classee of Municipalities in Kassachusetts,
in terms of }.

ll
|

D
Cleass n r (o
EA PEA o D
1 39 - 06t ,159 .10
I1X 96 - .41 + .083 .88
I1I 94 - 38 % ,088 .80
Iv 120 22 + ,087 44

349 - .16+ .062 .32

B
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A study of Table XII reveals a correct correla-
tional negative trend, As apportioned or equalized
valuation is a better criterion than assessed valuation
per oapita, which was mainly used for comparison purposes,
we find that the highest negative correlation in which
we are interested is - .41 for Clags 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 figurees it would appear that state ala
had the greatest esgualiing effect among Claes II towns
as a group., However, this is quite far from the decirable
level whioch has been attained by adecuate methods of
equalized Adigtribution, wvhere there are found much
higher correlations. 1In a fully adequate ecualired
progran of state ald, the negative correlation is constant
regardless of the level of state ald (the amount of the
total fcundation program). Any state really supporting
a Foundation Pregram will show a consistently negative
relationship between local financial adbility and support
and ald from the state,

Class IV towns show » correlation of + .22, indl-
cative of a tendemoy for the state to give more to thosge
towns with leass need of financial aid when considered
within the group. This trend may well be considered con-
trary to equaliszation., Another cause of this positive
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correlation in Class IV is the high apportioned valua-
tion per pupil and high state aid. To express equaliza-
tion, towns of high valuation per pupil should recéive

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 ald is correlated with per caplta
income., Class IV towns as a whole have high equalized
valuations and low populations which give strength to
the authentigity of this high trend.

It is to be emphasized that all coefficilents of
correlation reflect only the gituation within a parti-
cular clasg, without reference to the situstion within
the entire group.

A furthsr 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 clesses, Using equalized valuatlon per
pupll as a criterion of abllity, a coefficient of r = » ,16
1s obtained, This 1s so slight a correlation as to be
almost negligible, The coefficient of correlation obtained
when per capita waluation is the criterion of ability is
r = +,20, Here again the forecasting abllity is negligible.

The purpose of the following part of thig chapter

1s to attempt to measure the amount of financial equallization
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under the present system of state assletance, Two
meagures of local financlal abllity to support sduca-
tion have been used. The first of these is the per
eeplta equalization., This ie¢ obtalned by dividing the
total equalized valuation of a municipality by the total
population. The gecond, and more valld, 1s equallzed
valustion per pupil, which is found by cividing the total
agquelized veluation of a community by the net aversge
school membership (1,e. the number of pupils attending
public schools).

Taxable Property as Wealth.- The finsncing of
edueation is largely depandent on wealth ag represented
by taxable property. Since meny municipalities in
Mrgsachugetts do not possess this type of wealth, it
sppears that they will not be able to raise gufficient
revenue to maintain thelr respective school systems.

In order %o secure thls addltional, and necessary,
financlal help, the use of gome other wmeans than direct
taxation, or some new source of revenue mugt be cone
sldered, Except for a few municipalities, the property
tax does not provide, without an over-burdened capital
levy, enough fleeal support te provide for the educational
needs of the community. It is to be emphasized hers that

the oitiss snd towne of Magsachugetts cannot levy any
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taxeg except property, excige, and poll taxes, thus
making almost mandatory the uee of state collections
and state ald for edueation,

The tables appearing on the following pages
show rather forcefully the need for additional state
ald for schools,

Cities and School Texation.,- For exampls, in
Table XIII, on examination of the units in the city
classificaticn, 1t will be noted that the city of Cam-
bridge, poszessing large wealth ag measured by squalized
valuation per pupil of $24,1ll, and with an sesegeed
valustion per capita of $1770 needs only 711,71 in
gschool %ax in order to spend §281 per pupil for total
gschool support, Cambridge provides $247 looal tmxation
per pupil while receiving $22.86 in state ald. This
enables 1% to pay an average salary of £4302 to itg
tegachers,

The city of Lynn, possessing medium wealth as
measured by an equalized valuation per pupll of $12,8%74,
and with an aseessed valuation ner capita of #1440,
needs 716,80 for ita school tax in ovder to spend 1268
per pupll for total school support. Lynn nrovides
+268 in local %taxation per pupll for school support,
while raceiving §26.71 in state ald, Thils enables Lynn

to pay an average salery of §3961 to ite teachers,
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Taunton, with less than average wealth, as
measured by the equalized valuation per pupil of $8283
and $930 in sssessed valuation per capita, needs §17.05
school tax to spend #193 for total school support per
pupil, Taunton allocates §141 for local taxation per
pupll, while receiving $41,86 in state ald per pupll.
This enablee Taunton to pay its teachers an average

galary of $3185,

School Taxatlion in Large Towns.- Consldering
large towns, Brookline, posgessing large wealth, as
measured by equalized valuation per puplil of $24,844,
and with sssessed valuation per capita of $2770 needs
only $12,68 school tax in order to spend $356 for total
school suppert per pupil, while recelving $9.28 in state
sid per pupil. Brookline provides 315 in locsl taxs-
tion per pupil. It pays an average salary of $4721 to
its teachers., Brookline might be zald %o have large
tax leeway. Much more could be appropriated for diverse
purposes without any flnanclal risk to the community.

Natlck possesses falr wealth as meapured by the
equalized valuation of $7628 per pupll, and with an
aesessed valuation per capita of $1460 1t needs $18.15
sehool tex to spend §176 for total school support per
pupil while recelving §26,.00 state a1d per pupil. Natick
provided $138 in local taxation per pupil. It pays an
average salary of $3419 to its teachers.
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Ayer, possessing average wealth as measured by
the equalized valuation per pupll of $8794, and with an
asgegsed valuation per capita of only ¢780 noode a
sehool tax of §15,22 %o provide a total school support
of $200. Ayer provides only #60.91 local taxation as
it recelves a substantial grant from the Federsl govern-
ment for school tuition for the establishment of school
facilities for the children of servicement at Camp
Devens, which 1s located in the town limits of Ayer., Its

teachers are pald an average salary of $2948,

Sochool Taxation in Clase IIT1 towns.- Bourne,
possegsing large wealth ag mecsured by squalized valus-
tion per pupll cof 219,482, and by assesced valuatlon per
capita of £3410, needs only [14.48 schcol tax in ordsr to
spend $237 for total school support per pupil, while
receiving 932,37 stete 2tf per puvll., Bourne vrovides
£158 in local texation ver pupll, It pays an aversge
salary of $2999 to 1ts teachere, Like Ayer, Barnstabls,
and other towns, Bourne recelives federsl =14 for tultilon
for the children of servicemen,

Hadley, pessessing lese then pvernge wealth as
mezsured by equalized vsluation per pupil of $7,179, and
by ascessed valuation per pupll of #1320, needs a school
tax of $20.26 from a %ax rate of $42.00 to spend $243 for
total achool support per pupll, while recsiving $60.67 in
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Groveland 5,405  20.36 94 47,72 143 780 2701 60.00
Georgestown 5,282 18,03 96 58,29 162 1000 2647  §5.00
Sutton 4,145 17.06 115 63.16 203 810 2574 68.00

NOTIVRVE 40 RLITYALH

9381



EQUALITY OF TAXATION 128

state ald, Hadley provides $145 in local taxation per
pupil., It pays an average salary of §2492 to 1ts
teachers,

Georgetown, possessing poor wealth, as meagured
by equalized valuation per pupil of §5,262 end by
agsesaed valuation per capita of $1000, needs a school
tax of $1803 from a tax rate of $65.00 to spend $162
for total school support per pupil, while recelving
state ald of §568.20, Georgetown spends but §95 in local
sochool gupport per pupll., It pays an average salary of
$2647 to its teachers.

Groveland, poesesalng little wealth azs measured
by equalized valuation per pupll of $5,405 and by assessed
valuation per caplta as low as $780 needs $20.36 from a
tax rate of $55,00 to provide total school support per
pupll of $143, whils receiving state ald of only $47.72.
Groveland supplies $94 in loscal taxation per pupil. It
pays an average gelary of $2701 to 1ts teachera.

School Taxatlon in Class IV towns.- It will be
obgerved that Longmeadow, possessing higher than average
wealth, as meagured by an equalized valuation per pupil
of $13,210, and an equalized valuation per capita of
$2660, still needs & high school-tax of $18.19 per pupil
in order to spend §247 per pupil in total school support.
Longmeadow receives 2 amall amount of astate ald, 5,95

per pupll, expends $240.25 loeally to suppert schools,



Table XVI,~ DPrincipal Schoel Taxation Lxpendiltures of a Group of
Selected Class IV Municipalities
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Tolland 28,818 T.49 218 416,08 831 4310 4073 38B.00 7084
Gayhead 19,326 10,989 211 174,74 386 3300 2497 56,00 3Iosl
Longmeadow 13,210 18.19 240 5,95 24% 2660 3713 35.00 5658

E.Longmesdow 10,326 21,18 155 34,01 206 2050 2803 40,00 4569

Sunderland 2,178 12,88 115 63,32 197 1700 2682 36,00 3934
Oakham 6,131 7.18 44 202,60 2851 1050 22870 61,00 3256
Dudley =+# 5,478 18,34 100 71,81 184 630 3008 60.00 4478
Clarksbturg 2,702 354.64 i28 76,64 204 610 2630 57.C0 3670

BOTZ: * Gosnold noat ineludesd in atatistical analysis (3ee page 130)
#% Zee note on pages 128.129 re Dudley. Population exceeds 5000 but
it has no High School.

An extra column for comparison pupposes hss been added to this table
as the towns in Clasg IV have mainly grade schools, and no high schools,
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pays 1ts teachers an average salsry of $3713, while
expending $5866 per elementary classroom, As the
pupil-teacher ratlio is approximately 40, the cost per
pupll by olassrooms is $126., The property tax rate is
}35,00,

Chilmark, with excessive wealth as meagured by
an equalized valuation per pupll of $37,636, and an
aggoased valuation ver ceplta of 6,790, needs only =
bare +5.87 Ain sehool tax from a tax rate of $22.00,
which is approximately 26 per cent of the 1951-.1952
state aversge tax rate, in order to spend %334 per pupil
in total school support. OChilmark allocates $213.16 in
local effort par pupil, pays its teachers (twoe) an
average salary of $2464, while expending £3,219 per
elementary classroom, WYWith 14 puplls in attendance, the
sogt per classroom per pupll runs approximately $230.

The state aid received is $118.64, whieh 1s away out of
proportéion to Atas filnancial needs,

Clarksburg hag very small wealth, both ag
neasured by property valuation of #3702 per puptl nnd an
asseseed valuation per capita of §610, It recelves {76.14
in state aid, Clarkeburg expends $34.64, or 61 per cent
of the tax rate, the largest local pereentage for schools,
from a tax rate of $67,00 to spend $204 for total school
support, pays its teacher §2630 in average salary, pro-
vides $128.18 of the total sohool support in local effors,
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and expends {3670 per elementary olassroom, With a
pupdl ratio of about 22, the cost 1z approximately #167
ver pupll using the aversge classroom cost es a criterla,

Oakham hae 2 11ttle over one-half the average
squalized valustion of the various municipalities in the
Commonwealth, with #1080 in equalized valuation per caplta,
It spends only £7.18, or 12 per cent of ite real eatate
taxes, for schools, from a loesl tax rate of $61,00, Its
total sohool support is £2£51, while 1t receivea $202,60 in
atate ald per pupil, It sontributes only 944,02 in loecal
effort for school gupport, while paying 41tes teachers an
average salary of less than the sinimum $2260, while
spending ;3236 per elementary clasgroom, With 20 pupils
per teasher, the average cost per pupll in the average
elementary olasercom of Oakham approximates 7164, Onkham,
iike most of 1ts Clasa IV snsoclintes, pays tultion for
1ts high achool students in the nearby community of Barre,
Its vooationa)l high aschool astudents are sent to the
worsester Beye' High Sshool, a trade school, on a tuition
basis,

Dudley, while over the 8000 population mark, has
gpecial permiseion Yo continue in Class IV, although not
providing a Senlor High Zchool as required by law, MNost
of its secondary students attend the nearby Webater High
Sehool., Dudley bas only less than one-half uf the avorage
equalized valuation per pupll for the statie of Masasschusetts
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of about §$11,000. Dudley spends $184 in total school

support per pupil, but only $100.42 in local effort per

pupil, while receiving $71.8l in state aid. To provide

the §184 total support per pupil, it spends $18,34, or

31 per cent of ite total taxes for achool support, from

a tax rate of §60.00. It pays 1te teachers an average

salary of $3008 and spends #4478 per slementary olassroom,

Dudley has about 28 pupils for each teacher, whieh approxi-

mates about $160 per pupil per elementary oclassroom,
Tolland has high wealth as measured by an equalized

valuation per pupill 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, Telland expends $631, with $215,77

in local effort, while receiving a towsring $416.08 grant

per pupll in gtate ald., Tolland 1e thue enablsd to pay

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

for its elementary school classroom., With the pupile

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

clagsroom wag about §644 per pupil,

Hunieipalitieg Excluded from this “Study.- Two
municipalities, Mount Washington, and Gosnold, have
been omitted entirely when considering the Commonwealth

of Magsachuselts as & whole and Clsss IV towns individually.
The former, Mount Washington, has no schools, and there-

fore 1t recelves no state ald., Gosnold may be considsred
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a freak municipality, and as 1t is not a representative
sample, it has been left out of this study for the
follovwing reasona:

Goanold has excessive wealth in an equalized valua~
tion per oapita of $18,070. It expends $831 per pupil for
1ts six pupils in total school support, It epends §583,27
in local effort per pupll. OCosnold recelves $248,34 in
state ald for each of its pupils -~ a gross inequality --
while expending only $4.61, or 15 per cent of its tax
rate of $30.00. It pays its one teacher $3000 in average
salary, about the rate pald a beginning elementary school
teacher in a municipality such as Worcester, It expends
£3784 for one elementary classroom which means that 1t
costs about $462 to educate each of its puplls in average
daily attendance, Clearly, this 1s not a representative
district in any way, and ag such it has bsen omitted fronm
any statlistical consideration.

At the present time, only about 67 per cent of the
ehildren of the Commonwealth between the ages of 7 and 16 years
are enrolled in the publie schools in cities. The other
33 per cent are enrolled in private and parochial schools.
Thls percentage of non-public-gchool children means that
one~-third of all children upon whom state sld in the
Foundation Formulas are apportioned have no participation
as regards sc¢hool expenses in Magsachusetts, outside of,

perhaps in certaln dlstriots, some traneportation expenses.
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In the following chapter, the effects of counting all
the 7- to 1l6.year-olds on both equalized valuation and
state ald will be studled,

The following minority statement by Norman
MacDonald, a member of the recent Recess Commlssion for
the gtudy of state ald 1s of supreme interest due to its

implicationa:

Public sehool costs have risen sc high
that many students of the problem ralse serious
doubts that loocal tax levies can reasonably hear
them, The Commission is unanimous in hellieving
that equal educational ogportunity 1s the right
of all ehildren, and that one of the means of
assuring it 1e to apportion some reasonable share
of state-collected taxes to citlies and towne to
relleve gerious economic pressures where local
resources are meager,

But the majority would not relate the
distribution of such money %o the public school
problem 1tself -- & problem whoge dlmensions
can only be established by knowing how many
children are to be educated at publie expense or
how many classrooms are to be operated, The
majorlty would base the digtribution upon the
count of all children of school age, whether or
not the 9h11dran vere enrolled in the public
schoolg,

Such a dlastribution, of course, would mean that
communities supporting public schools for nearly all
their children would recelve low per pupll payments,
while communities where a substantial percentage of
ghildren were educated outside the public school system
would receive large payments per pupil

gcegs Commigs

of Mass
Boston, Mass. -l

254

achuaetts, Report of the
4. for Sohools, House 2323,

B3 2

, 1952, p.84,
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In other words, the fewer of these eligible
children who turn up in publie sehools, the greater
payment for each of them by the State, If other
educational facilities are not avallable, in the
community or area, then the payment ln the public
schools would be less, thus perpetuating, if it 8
does not in fact create, an indefensible inequity.

Facts and figures coneerning the impllioations
resulting from the sbove statement have been sought
without suceess. In the absgence of such firgt-hand dats
therefore, an attempt will be made in Chapter V to show
the effect on state aid per pupll allotments of equalized
valuation apportionments in the various municipalities --
with ceomparisonsg of the o0ld and new figures both in

money distrlbutions and in standard scores.

ommonwealth of Massachusetts,

sl 22 10 )

r
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CHAPTER V
A STATE AID PROGRAM FOR MABHACHUSETTS

In this chapter an effort willl be made to pre-
sent some practical examples of the workings of a
fully equalized Foundation Program Tor the Commonweal th
of gassaehuaetts. Using the Strayer and Haig concept
of a plan based on a flat cost per pupll of school age,
data will be ghown in both gtandard scores and dollar
values, to demonstrate the net differsnces to a muniecl-
pality of using a Foundation or Partnership Program of
State Ald,

Studies of proposed equalized valuation and
propesed state ald apportionments willl be shown which
inelude all chlldren in the 7~ to lé-year age bracket
attending private as well ag public schools, Comparisons
can then be made between the merits of the two proposed
apportionments and the presently-used equalized veluation
and state ald appoRtlionments, which include only children
between the agesa of 7 and 16 in attendance at publioc
sechools,

In recent years, most states have allocated
larger sums in finaneial sid for the support of publie

schools. These funds are derived from property taxation,
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income, gales, inheritance, and corporation taxes, and
other gources. Even the smallest states allocate several
million dollars for public school support. In a smell
number of states, considerably more than 850 per cent of
81l school funds sare provided by the State. In Delaware,
over 90 per cent of publie edugation le state-supported.
From this trend towards having the state provide mogt of
the money for school support, three desirable effects
geem Vo emergs!

1, Educational opportunities for all puplls have
been made more equal.

2. The texation burden among the various districts
hag been made more equal,

S. The tax on real esgtate has been 1owerad.1

The Strayer-Halg Principle of Equslization.- One
of the nrineipal aixs of every Foundation Program is to
schleve the highest equalization poszsible, The following
may serve ag a criterion for proposlng adequate equallia-
tion plans for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

To achleve perfect equalization, each local
unit must contribute to the support of 1te own
foundatlon program, as deflned by state law, in
proportion to ite abllity %o ralse revenues for
this purpose, as compared with the ability of other
local units within the gtate to ralse revenues for
the support of their programs, simllarly defined.

..s Also for perfect equallization, a local
tax rate should bs specified which is no higher than
that which the wealthiest dlstrict must 1e§y in order
to support the defined foundation program,

IW G’-Rgﬁﬂﬁr, k 3.5 LAL1{L RIS
nistrat New :@rk,

aﬁatiauai Edueation Aagoai&txon, Regesrch Bulletin:
statutory Baseg of Htete Foundation Progremg for School

1saue of April 1948 Vol.26, No.2, p.15,
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While 4t 1s simple Jjustloe for the state to tax
the wealthier distriots to help the poorer ones, and
while very few valld objJectlons can be railsed agalnst the
state attempting %o help local dlstricts meet certaln
educational standards, certain dangers lie hidden when
local and central governments are involved in flnanecing
public school expenditures.

Dr, Mort, Director of the New York State Educa-
tional Conference Board, listed a few of these obstacles to
s2djustment of publie school expenditures to the increased
cost of a state's basic program:

1, Low valuation gar pupil in the great mags of
sochool 4istric

2, Leack of nannfwoperty taxing powers for nmost
gschool dlstriots;

3, Tax 1imits in oities; and

4., The lag in adjustment atarull valuations in eities
to postwer price levels.

In almost every state in the Union, the amount
spent per pupil enrolled in certain looal echool diatricts
1s several times that spent in other sohool districts of
the same state, In Massachusetts, the city with the
highest per-pupil expenditure, Salem, allots $203,73 in
total sohool support per pupil, while the lowest, Brockton,
spends §176.88, Using CUlase I scaled scores for comparison

purposes, Salem s +1.88 scaled scores sbove the total
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achool suppors mean of 0.00, whille Brockton is - 1.82
scaled gcores below the mean., If true equalization
exigted, both olties would be within s very narrow mar-
gin of ths zero mean, This same procedure can be worked
out for the highest and lowept towns in Class II, Class
IIT and Class IV as will be seen in Appendlx Flve,

That there is ample Justification for belleving
that present-day sllocations of funds are not equalized
is supported by the following quotation:

Although an increasing number of states

are developing ressonably acceptable plans of
sgualization, 1t smprears nevertheless, the state
ald in the majorlty of states 1s not sc dlstributed
as to aqualize adequately educsatlonsl opportunity,
In generel, state-sdministered school funds 40 not
appear to be equitably distributed between rural and
urban asreas or beltween the richer and poorer countles,

Although there is an inoressing number of exceptions,
the majority of atates are not, at present, distri-
buting their own fundas in a manner that could be
recommehded for the distribution of federal funds.

If the federal government shoyld adopt the
pollicy of granting ald to the states for the vurposs
of equalisz ng sducational opportunlity, i1t would seem
that some precautlon should be taken to insure an
equitable dtatribution of funds with respect to
geographloal areag and population elements within
the states.

In order to meet the tests of "wholesomeness” as
defined 1n Chapter one, the following proposala bassd on
the Strayer and Halg equallzstion ocncept are offersd,
These two research workers emphapized that as the Founda-
tion Program was & stale regponsibility, the cost of

4

M. E&warda aﬂd H,G, ﬂiekay, L .28
101 Ared 0 y! 3tate School Fundg, taff Mtudy Ws 6,
A4 yg@ry Gammlttaa mucatian, Wabhlngton, Government

Printing Office, 1@3&, p. 18,
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equalization of educational opportunity and equallzation
of school support entirely from state funds,

The concept of the "foundation" nrogram 1s
that of satablishing an equitable fiscal partner-
ship between the state as a whole and the individual
school system charged with the responsibility and
privilege of orerating the publliec schools. Its pur-
pose ig to assure the financlng of an acceptable

educational offering in all schoolssystems regard-
less of thely taxpaying abllitles,

In theory, the Foundation Program ehould embrace
all the gervices the atate wighesg each individual community
to have at acoceptable levels. This comprises whatever
amount is required to operate classroom units, including
transportation and the extra costs of secondary schools
over elementary school costs, together with any such
factors as bullding costs, ete, VWhatever loeal taxes were
levlied would be used %o supplement the basis progranm,

However, Strayer and Halg, while pointing out such
2 possibllity felt that 1t would mitigate against the
highly desirable loeal control of schools snd school finances.
Here again thelr wiedom iz undenied for

. N they goinneﬂ out that the maximum looal
sboat squalifation of the burden of the Foundesion
Program would be the support resulting from s local
school tax equivalent %o that whioch would provide

the cost gr the Poundation Program in the richeast
district.

SMort and Reusger, P
6 xbié.., p.ﬁﬂﬁ.
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A summary of the proposal that would evolve from
guch a step is given further conalderation by Strayer and
Halg in the following quotation:

1. A loeal school tax in support of the satis-
factory minimum offering would be levied in

each dlstrict at a rate which would provide

the necessary funds for that purpease in the

richest distriact,

2., This richest district then might raise 211 of

1ts school money by means of the loeal tax

agsuming that a satisfactory tax, capable of

being locally adminlstered, could be deviged.
3, Every other digtrict could be permitted to levy
a loeal tax at the same rate and apply the
proceeds toward the costs of schoola, bus
4, Sinee the rate 1s uniform, this tax would be
sufficient to meet the costs only in the

richegt districts and the dat%cienay would be

made up by atate subventions,

This quotation resolves itself into sayling that
the minimum amount of astrte ald needed to effectively and
adequately support a Foundation Program ig the difference
between the cost of the progrsm and the amount of local
effort as messgured by its financlal ability. In Magsa-
chugetts, thls measure of financial abllity is the
equalized valuation per pupll attending the public schools.

If we ascept the hypothesis of providing s $200
Foundation Program, or a $150 Foundation Program should
the larger flgure be considered too rapid a transition,

we must a2lso accept the following basic assumptiona:

?

G, D. 8trayer
K i & ,

5 oy

and Ran Hﬂlg, ihe Fi Ranging of
[ Hew York, quoted in Public Sghool
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1. If a key distriot such as Gosnold, with 1its
digproportionate and unrepresentative valuation, be
schogen, the state portion would be very high and the
looal contribution te the foundation program very low,

2. If the citieg, in rank of valuation, are
placed in order of highest to lowest, state ald depends
on the position of rank, 7The farther down the scale,the
key town ig chosen, the legs state ald needs to be
allocated, Furthermore, ralsing the key city would raise
the state's contribution to the Foundation FProgram,

3. State Ald varies inversely as valuation --
e.g. the higher the state ald, the lower the valuation
per pupil, and conversely, the higher the valuation, the
lower will be the amount of state ald required,

4, Buch 2 program gives Jjustice to all partici-
pating towns. A% the same time it furnishes a $200, or
a $150, Foundation Program, whichever amount may be
selected,

In Magsachusetts, there are approximately
600,00C children, If a Foundation Program of $200 is
sought, the total cost of such a program would bde
$120,000,000, For a practical illustration, Brookline,
a wealthy town with an equalized veluation of 24,844,
1s Ssken as the key oity. (3ee Figure 4).

Dividing the amount of equalized valuation of the
key municipallty, Brookline, into the amount ehosen for

the Foundatlon Program, produges the following formulas
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Valuations
Brookline .
$24,844

Orlasng .
$20,491

Local Bhare
$80,516,969, 80

Frami
13,081 ~

Petergham
£10,926
Fall Liver =

$10,759

L4

S8tate's Share
$49,483,090, 2

Newburyrort
7,748
Barre -
$6,121
Brimfield
§4722

Upton 43,615

y e
7180 ftonn ™

ts0 = 80 © 2180
Expsnditure per pupil

Key: ¥ealthlest District Choaen - Brookline #24,844
Poorest Dlstriet - Upton 43,615

Scale: Horizontal - §" = §10 expenditure per pupil
1% = gmm valuation

Figure 4. A Proposed $200 Foundatlon Program for
Haganohusetts,
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200.00 divided by 24,844 = $8.06 per $1000 valuation
150.00 divided by 424,844 = $6,04 per %1000 valuation

Uging the formula referred to above, the amount of
the program, $200, divided by the valuation, $74,844,
produces a basic egqualizing faetor of $8,056 per $1000 of
valuation. The totsl state valuation in 1951-1952 was
$7,517,636. Multiplioation of this valustion by the
faotor $8.06 gives $60,516,968.80 as the smount of local
contributions to be made Dy all municipalities to the
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 $120,000,000,
ig the amount of the contribution required from the state.
In other words, the state would contribute £46,483,030.20,
and the 350 local dlstricts would contribute $60,616,969,80.
The Foundation or Partnership Program is therefore compriged
of & state ehare and & loozl share -- a moreequltable
distribution.

If the plan chogen by the Commonwealth ig the total
plan of §150 per pupil, the emme procedure is followed,
Baged on 600,000 children, the total cost of the program
would be $90,000,000. Again, using Brookline as the key
city, the baslc squalizing factor becomes $6,04 { Ty 443
per thousand of valuation, The total municipal vsluation
of $7,517,636.12 multiplied by $6.04 results in $45,408,522,
the local share of the Foundation Program. This loecal
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ghare subtracted from the §90,000,000 -~ the total cost of
the program -- gives the atate's share, $44,503,478,

The Foundation Program, based on $200 and $150,
with regultant state 21d and local appertionment was
worked out for each munlcipality. Scaled scores were
galculated in both programs, resulting in every instance
in a high looal contribution with 2 low state aid grant.

In the $200 program, state ald ran from a low negative
scaled score,{- 2.478) to a high scaled score of + 1,843,
almost perfect negative correlation between high local
contributions and low state ald, and high gtate ald with
low loeal sontributions.

As the Jjustice of figuring any desired type of
program has been demonstrated, it can readily ve appre-
clated that equality of both educstional opportunity and
financial burden would result in all communities if either
of the programs were adopted. In either of these progranms,
the Commonwealth would bear the lesser share of the
financial burden,

As mentlioned at the end of Chapter IV, a study
as to the usefulness of counting all the children of sges 7
to 16 in Massachusetts, rather than simply those within
that group in attendancs at publie schools, seemed indicated,
The results of Just such a survey follow:

Sehool Census ve Net Membership as a Basls for

Apportioning Ald.- It has been claimed that the prsotice
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in Magsachusetts of basing state ald, not on a count of all
chilaren of school sge, but on the net average membership
of children attending the public schools, 1s an inadequate
and unrelisble measure for providing state support for
gschools. On the other hand, there are some proponents

who argue that if state 2ld to education %s justiflable

at all, it can be jJjustifisd, not on population count of
2ll ohildren from 7 yesrs of age to 16, but upon the net
average membership in the public schools.

The majority of the membeéers of the Special Commisgsion
on Taxation in the Commonwealth favor counting all the
children of school sge, whether or not these children attend
publie schools, The result of counting all children
between the agez of 7 snd 16 would mean that municipalities
supporting public echools for =211, or nearly al1l, their
children would recelve lower per pupil payments than those
munieipalities where a large percentage of children were
educated outside the publiec school system. The fewer 7- %o
16-year 0lds who sttend public schools, the greater would
be the payment for each of them, It 15 ¢laimed ag a
corollary to this gtetement that in munloipalities without
private or parochial schools, the payments would be less,
thug continulng a serious inequity. A brief atudy of this
problen and i1%s implicstions is now preszented.

The present equalized valuation per pupil was

established by dlviding the 1951 valuatlon by the net
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membersghip in the public schools. The valuation was
obtained by dividing the 1951 valuation by the total
nunber of children in each munlcipality between the agss
of 7 and 16 years.

The Proposed Valuation table is found in
Appendix III,

An interesgting picture 1s pregented Af we select
a group of Classg I citles having a large number of
children attending other than public aschools. The
pertinent data will be found in Table XVII,

If we single out Lowell, the pleture of communi-
ties sending a goodly proportion of their children to
private or parochlal schools presents iteelf. Lowell
has a total of 12,985 children of gchool age. Of these,
4,815 attend private or parochisl aschools, and 8,170
pupils attend public schools. The equalized pupil valua-
tion, counting net membership, was $13,175. Counting all
puplls of school sge resultz in an equallzed valuation
of 6,334, s loss of #4,841 per pupll. However, the use
of the census might give some %rifling ald to those parents
with children in the private and parochial schoolg, since
i1t may reduce their tax rate by s few dollars per $1000 of
valuation., It seems, however, more likely to inorease the
smount of money spent by these citles on thelr publie schools,

If the 12,985 students eliglble to attend the Lowell
gchools actually did szo, the real estate tax, which includes

the school tax, would have %o advance or new sources of

revenue would have to be found,



A PROGRAM IN 8TATE AID 146

TABLE XVII.. Belected Class I Citles Heving a lLarge
Number of Pupils Attending Other Than
Public Schoole.

TABLE XVII
‘ Old Eq.Val., Bcaled  New Eq.Val, Scaled
City per pupil 8core per pupil Secore
Fitchhurg §$16,269 +1,83 $11,614 + ,04
Lowell 13,149 + .44 8,334 - .23
Lawrence 13,146 + .42 9,360 - .83

Holyoke 16, 696 "o, 18 13,226 + .87

e e ]
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The pioture in regpect te the valuation attributed
to s community does not always tell the whole story. - For
example, such cities as Holyoke, Lowell, Lawrence and
Fitehburg would seem to be relatively wealthy if Judged on
their ocapacity to support edueation exclusively from their
rank on equalized valuations. Of course, thisg 1z far from
the fact, Their ramk 15 due primarily to so many children
in these communities attending other than public schools,
and that at the preasent time, state aid per pupil eppore
tionment in Magssmchugettis 1s based on the net average
membership, which includes only those chlldren between the
ages of 7 snd 16 yesrs who sttend the public schools,

8tatistical Evaluation of Eguality in the Pregent
Program.- The principal Foundation Formula in the Common-
wealth of Magsachugetts lg bmsed on s school population of
all children between the ages of seven snd sixteen.

However, the equalized valuation per pupil and the state
ald apportionment per pupil are based on the net average
membership in the publie schools.

Any ity or town's position in the Commonwesmlth will
be made more meaningful to the interpretation of the standard
scores if the hypothetical desirable situation of an
equalized distribution of state ald 1s described. In
snalyzing any community's position, it can be resdily seen

that the more finaneially able a munioipslity is to pay its
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way, the less state ald 1t should receive, while the
poorer the town, the more state ald it should receive.
Using the terminology of statistics, a high plus scaled
seores of ability chould be accompanied by a low state
ald score -- a high minug seore, If the municipality 1is
of average ability, that is, 1f 1ts mean 1g near the
scaled ssore of 0.00, its etate ald should also be near
the state ald mean of 0,00,

In order %o clarify the interpretation of standard
scores, 1t will be profitable to look at an extreme
example, ag well ag one that shows a highly satisfactory
distribution of state ald,

The formula for changing net figures to gomperable

acores follows:
X - M

o

Z =

where % equals the standard or comparable score; X equals
the raw data involved; ¥ equals the mean of the series of
which X 18 2 member, and ¢ (elgma) 1s the standard deviation
of the seriee of whieh X ig a member,

An exemination of thie formuls reveals that the
scaled score represents any figure's relationship to the
mean of its serles in terms of the series dAlspergion measure
or standard Qeviation, Scaled scoreg are represented as
plue or minug denoting whether the figure may be below or

above its mean. A standard scors of 1.00 above the mean
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is directly comparable to any scorse of 1,00 below the
mean. Moreover, a standard score of 3,00 above the
mean 1s directly enmpamuﬁle to any score af 3.00 above
the mean, The distance 1,00 from the mean ls the same
in either direction, plus or minue, Likewlae, the
distance plus or minus 3.00 from the mean 1z the same.

In order to investigate whether or not equality
would oecur in respeet to comparisons of state ald,
eritical ratios were found for all elasses, These are
summarized in Tables XVIII and XIX which follow.

In not one case was there any esgqualization when
each of the four classes was compared with the other,
This shows that an entirely new method of dlstributing
state ald must be evolved,

Bimilar comparisons in regpect to Equalized
Valuatione were made snd the results of these investi-
gations form Tebles XX and XXX,

When all the ehildren between the ages of geven
and sixtesn years are included to obtain the proposed
Equalized Veluations, equalization takes place between
each and every group. Thie indleates that such a method
pogsesses merit and should be investigated more

thoroughly.
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Table XVIII.. Statistlee Used in Computing the "t* for
Each of the Four Classes of Muniocipalltles
in Messachusetts in Hegpect to Proposed

State Ald,
— o v et o A AP o s o e e et e ——
Clegees N M 0 Om
I 39 32,37 & 7,36 $1.18
11 98 39,68 13,85 1.42
I1I 04 66, 30 24,00 2.49
v 120 116,00 73,26 6.72

Table XIX.- Proposed State Ald Between Four Clagses of
Munielpalities 1& Magsachusetts Checked

in Terms of the “t" Ratie.

e e o e e A e

Closges II 11 IV
1 3,91 12,34 12,26
II 9,34 11,14

I1I 6.94
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Table X%.- Statistics Used in Computing the "t" for
Each of the Four Classes of Municipalitles
in Massachugetts in Respeot to Froposed
Equalized Valuations

Classes R N o O
1 39  §11,854  §2,630  $421.13
II 96 10, 554 4,230 433,99
111 94 11,089 6,762 703. 26

v 120 12,350 6,695 614.01

Table XXI.~ Proposed Equalized Valuatlons Between Four
Clagges of Municipalitieg in Massachusetts
Cheoked in Terms of the "t* Ratio

reomerr: —
E— e rrate:

Classes Ix 111 Iv
I 1.8} .78 <934
II 1.18 2.17
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Chapter V has shown hov a Foundation Program set
up for equalizational purposes in Magsachusetts would
appear in workable form.

A proposed Btate Ald Apportlonment for Massachu-
setts has algo been worked out showlng the ineffectlive-
ness of such a program as far as equalization ls
concerned in all four classeas.

Another proposed program for Masaschusetts has
alsp been worked out showing the sffectiveness in all
four olasges of municipalitieg of Ineluding all children
between the geven and sixteen-year age limits to establish
truly squalized valuations,

The need for further study in regard to acqulring
better state ald apportionment among the four classes of

municipalities can be readily seen,



SUMMARY, CONCLUBIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS



SUMHARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Foundation Programlaf school support in
Masgachusetts 1s for the mogt part one of local and
state partnership with a small contribution on the
part of the federsal government, In this Foundation
Frogram, the state is the responalble partner and,
although having the larger tax base assumees the
amaller share of the total cost of the Partnerghip
Program, In general, the local municipalities,
having the smaller tax bage, acsume the larger share
of the total coat of the Partnership Program, This
means that Massachusetts has only s partly eguallzed
state supported orogram of state ald., The greatest
effort of the poorest towns to allocate a larger
proportion of the tax rate is not suffiocient to
support educational facilitiesg sdequately without
gtate ald sssistance,

In egtablishing the scheol Foundation formula
in 1948, the State legiaslature declded that it should
be based upon ithe sensus of all children geven to
sixteen years of age enrolled in both public and

rrivate schools,
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This method of census spportionment -- namely of
counting all the ehildren in the 7 to 16-year age bracket
attending both public and private schools has been of no
direct financlal mssistance to private schools., It has
only slightly lessened the cost of public schools for
parents of children attending private schools by msine-
taining a higher equalized valuation per pupil., The only
poasitive result of this study shows that citles such as
Lesvwrence, Lowell, Fitshburg, and Holyoke, which have
large numbers of pupils in attendance in parochial
schoolg have more money to aspend on their public schools
than their economis atatus would seem to warrant,

The sehool cengus spportionment makes no provision
for differences in school costs between elementary snd
high school studente in Hassachusetts,

This study indicates that the law haa not been
ecarried out effectively. HEqualization of educationsl
opportunity has not heen achieved because the smount of
§130 for each person between the ageg of seven and six-
teen ls inadeguate to carry out the regulrements of a
Foundation Progran,

The Foundation Program seems to enocourage the
retention of small school Alstriocts. Of the 349 munici-
palities consldered, approximately ten per cent heave less
than 100 puplle in asversage dslly attendance. Many of
thege distriots, although having high valuations per
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pupil in average daily attendance ars naevertheless
recaiving the highest nmounts per pupll in ateate nid,
Thiz 1s one of the outgtandin: inequities in «chool
suppord.,

State transportation ald -~ffects Total School
apoort in Glass IV more than in sny of the other clauses
dus to the greater dlstrnces travelled by Clmss IV high
Lohool students travelling to verious high schools. Vls-
tmn9& is alxo an laportant factor for its elensnt.ry
sghool puplls, entailing conslderabls bus travel,

Jtate aid in towns under 500N populetlon which
nake use of the zegondnry part of the “oundation Formula
snd the sdditionsl twenty-five rer cent stnte nid +l1lote
went glves considerably vore riovenue to Clasg ITI nnd
Cleas IV towns than 1f the orincipal pert of the ounda-
tion Formuls waa uged,

3tste aild ls unequal when nll clerssec are cowpared
with the sxeertion of a comparison of Uleegs 1 with Ci-gs II,
showing the need for = more equitsble rllotment of state
ald.

Laquallzation of loosl taxstion ,»r pupll with
agtate =id per puoll does not occur aither when one olass ia
gorrelated wlth another or when the whole 4% municl,rlities
ara used,

In 1961-1852 there were s number of communitics in

Mnggeghusetls supporting their schools on s high laevel of
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expenditure per pupll, However, only four of these,
Brookline, Belmont, Concord, and Weston, met the require-
ments of the sdaptability principle, nemely they had
populsations with the charscteristics required, plus a
level of expenditure in excesg of $300 per pupil.

Cities and towns must adjust the levies on thelr
tax bases, eonslsting almost exclusively of real and
pergonal property to $he amount of stale tax collections
and the size of the atate budget., The excessive earmarking
of stste taxes 1ls bad and should be abolished.

A proposad state ald spportionaent for Messachusetts
shows the ineffectivensus of counting all the children
seven to slxteen yeasre of age 1in such a program in order
%o bring sbout equalization,

A Poundation rrogram set up according to the
prineiples of Gtrayer and halg would appear worksble at
leagt for the purposes of squalization in regpect to a
Portnersghip Program, as shown in Chapter Five,

The lack of equalization which occurs in equalized
valuation between Cless I 2nd Clasees II, ITI, IV, shows
thst municipalities vary in thsir ability to provide
needed eduestlonal services, &tate ald is & necessary
supplenment for any community whieh suffere eeonomically
in order to provide each child sn adequate minimum program

of edupation,
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When Clase II was compared with Class IlI and
Class IV, and when Clags III was compared with Class IV
another definite pattern emerged, namely that these
Clagees were in conformity with the principle of equali-
zation,

hggegsment practices, while lower in Clags 11, TIIT,
and IV, than in Class I, appear to ssmess property with
a slightly greater degree of uniformity than in Class I
cities,

These three latter conclusions gttest that other
meang of support for education than real estate tsxstion
will have to be found,

Clsss I oities conslstently zllocate more money to
local support of edusation than the other three classes
of munieclipalities due to thelr mors numerous ncurces of
revenue,

Local scheol support alone ocannot provide equality
of educationzl opportunity because the sbility to finance
schools varies widely from one municipality to another,
making stale ald an essentisl surrlement to sommunities
lacking thls finsnolal support,

wWhen local aschool support was correlated with
State Ald and when Total BSochool 3upport was correlated
with state ald for the 349 municlpalities, no equalizstion
took place other then trends in a positive direction,
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Clzgs T citivs and Class IV towns have the hlghest
Total School Suppert due to cities having the largest
number of svenuas of revenue in addition to stste ald.
Claer IV towns receive sbout 2% times as much atate ald
ar do Cless I citise, thup ineressing Total fchool Lupport
in this elass & slightly largsr amount over citles,

Equalization in Totaml Lehool Jupport occurred in
four cut of six compariazons between the four clasges of
muniecipslities, proving theat with siipht adlustwenis in
state z1d procedurep, equalizetion could be brought about
resdily in the two Clasnes showing inequalities,

Five of the six comparisons 1in state ald between
municipalitiss showed no ocouallization, the excernticn belng
when Class I was compared with Class II, Here, equellza-
tion oecurred Justifying the hyvotheslis that the lsrpger
townsz and citliea have s larger total number of stutents
from vhom they recelve olrnis ald sllotments than 4o the
smaller towna, Also, Class I c¢lties and Olaess JI towns
use the same principal stote ald formula, thus ajding
equallzation,

Clase III and Clazs IV ghowed & very hich rtote
aid per pupll revenue dus %o tsking advantage of tta
gegondary part of the Foundation Program -- along with
having 2 high state ald transportation item with the

extra slletment of state ald for towns under 5000 population,
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State &1d is not distributed eoult bly in the
four olasses of munieipelities, ra .howpr in the somprrisong
drawn between them. A vevigion in the pregent Foundation

Frogram in the Uonmonwealth of Massachusetts 1s nesesasary,
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The equalizetion of the burden of the costs of
the schoole to the variocus munioipslities haes fallen
short of the goal desired, It is recommended that
¥asgachusetts adopt the "Key District® formuls as
developed by Strayer and Haig and later modlfied by Mort,
as descrived in Chapler Five, The dort modification
would make use of s predetermined rioch district as the
key distriot, determining the rate of contribution to
bring effective Justlece in dlstributing the coat of the
Foundation Progranm,

Ingtead of earmarking taxes, the atate legiaslature
sould, with full authority and responsibility, divide
gach year vhat the totel etate expenditure requiremsnts
night be. Continuation of earmarking might leave » great
portion of each source of revenue dedlested, thus glving
the leglslature inadequate control over the sypending of
state revenues,

The provisiong of the school bullding assletance
law as 1t conecerns the health and safety of ohildren might
be extended %o inolude the private schools of the state,
keny dlogeses sre gorely 1ln need of reglonal high achools,
but cannot undertake their conatruetion becasuse of the
costs Anvolved, 1If the provislons of the lsw were amended
80 as Lo include decesan boards of education, a bullding

program could be undertsken thet would esventually result
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in s greatly improved educational program for the children
sttending those sehools.

It is only by sdopting such measuresg that thse
benefits of the Foundation FProgrsm ocan be extended %o
include 21l the ehildren in all the schools of the state,

Keglonal school conaclidation leglslation in
¥agsachusetts through the medlum of state ald granis
varying from 20 per cent to over 50 per cent may be the
real “oundation Program or Partnership Program in which
the state esatablishes itself as 2 substantlial paying
partner,

Father than continue with oensug apportionment,
the welghted pupll or its mathewatical equivalent, the
wveighted slazsaroom unit, might be a mors appropriate
measure of need to use being in praetical use in other
atates for over a quarter of s century. It ig recommended
that this neasure of need be applied to the public schools
of the state and some other wme¢ans be found to bring
asslstance to private snd parochisl school pupils in order
that the equalirzation of edusaticnal opportunity be
extended to sll pupils and that the eguslization of the
burden of the cests of zohools %o the citizens be more
Justly adilstributed.

If the state of Maseachusetts ndopts the 200
expendlture 1imit for the Foundation Program snd s pre-

determined rich lerge distriet as the key district be
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chogen, many additional municipalities, partioulsrly in
metropolitan Boston might be olsssified as "Pllot SBchool¥
comumunities -- schools capsble of experimentation and
tryout, Dvery effort should be mmde to increase the number
and effectiveness of such adaptable schools, Newton,
wellesley, Milton, Wincheaster and urobably Cambridge snd
Springfield could, with a slight modlification An state

81d, spend as high ae 3300 per pupll in overage daily
aettendance in the public schools,

Again the adoption of the “key distrioct® method
might well eliminate many lnadequately organized districts
in hassanchusetts., Thelr valuation per pupll being so
high as (o make them ineligible to raceive 2id from the
foundation Program. State Ald for such muniolipelities
would have to ocome from %trsngportation cherges or allow-

ances or from the adoption of a sparcity formula,
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GO 0N ALTH O wa. s AGTIULE T, Dﬁp&?bﬁgnﬁ of
Zducation, Public Looumeny No, Apnual Rs 5
of ducation, 22nd Hnnuald tapnrt of the gecretary, 18568,

“gaton, Mass,
Pertlnent Ainformation on gshool expenditures for
%aasachusetﬁs from 1837 to 1868,

&
o Py .QWA._M

Boevon, 1952 519 D
Complete statlisticn on tabulation of achool returns
for 1951-82 for all communitiss in HYsgrachusetis.
A very valuable source of baalc data uzed in working
out statistical compubntions throughout the thesis,

w—wwanws, Ropord of the
Eduention, Beeton, hmaa. 1919,
thiz repoxrt aynthemia@d pravioua Iiterature and
legislation in rogard to state ald for aducatilon,
It egsteblished a better asteie ald philosophy and
prograin than had reviousdy axlsted,

m———ww——, Gonstitution of the Uommonwealth, Boston,
Mass,
The basic documesnt from which all laws of the state
depend, The congtitution in 1ta entirety inocludes
the prlae reasons and Justification for atste support
of education,

S Y W

Boston, 1948, ’

T%is bill resuited in the estsblishment uf a atmte nld
commisnlon under h of the fesolves aof 1045

-——————— & ﬁ!ﬂ’, Enﬁt’}n, tiﬂ@%?,;, Qé?
teperts of discoussions umnﬁarning state ald bills
end Governor Bradford's stend in reaspsct to
atate ald,
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o Report
Mass,
Feport of discusalong 1In reference to state tax
distributions.

S A B S o

Boston, Hasa,,1947 ‘
Comprehengive report of the Feceas Tommission
investigating State Ald in 1947,

Keport of Procsedins

““‘”-’ 2‘!01 L’ &

HMags,, March 1952,
Part VI of the inal Report of the “pecisl Commisaion
on Taxation in HMasaachusgetts,

Ragess mpiss
ton, Mngsa.,

-

280 £ 2L 4D

“Finn) Repors of the ope

jpecial Commission on Taxation
in Hassachugetts ending in 1950,

.29
ty, Bew Yo
One of the most nuthoritative studies on tax-paying
abillities of loeal units, 1t pregents the wide
differences in provision of educrtional opportunities
betweosn one community and another,

CUBBERLY, Ellwood P,, hool Funds 3. ihely Appo)
, New York, Bureau of Publications, Teachera' College,
olugbla Unlversity, 1908,
. A most helpful reference in regard %o sochool funds and
revenuea, 1% gives information concerning state crrants
at the beginning of the 20th century.

o oevmanss o PRI 1L 4 E Mt Bt A A1
New York, Houghton-Mifflin, 1934,
A brief history of sducation and educetional finanoce
in the U.5, are included. It was extremely ugeful
in bringing out the history of the Tirst Connecticut
school fund,
EBEY, Ceorge Y, Adavnina gmentiary
in _sn Amerloan City, New York, lcatlons,
Feachera' College 5olumb1a Univeraity, 1240, p.21,
Az a study, 1t examines the variation and changes
in elementary school practices in an Ameriosn clty.
It measures the factor existing batween aflaptabllity
and school changes rather adequately.
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JOHNS, ®.L. and <. L. dorphet, Egg%lgmgmﬁga
[szuse 1in Publis School Finsnge, National Conference of
Profesasors of Lducational Administration, bureauw of
Publieations, Teachers Collepe, Columbla University, 1862,
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rntel lLames andwobleme in publie achool finasnce,
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Progrem is shown zo povre then r device for sppor-
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JOHNS, R.L., Logal APALAty and “ffort %o .uppo
ggggg%§§ sppearing in Problenms ?nﬂnlﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ&amﬁﬁhéiﬁ
fchool Finance, (2ee note above).

Trig otudy =hows how irttiative, snd emporimentation,
sre melatsd to local aschool taxation, It implies
that aven the best sohoel systeone nesd to reiae
their Poundation Program standards.

YENTUCKY, State of, A Propoged Found ;

, .rograa
fop bdugation %g Fantpogky, -tate Advisory Commities on
Lducational Policy.

Thiz 1= = funetionery survey of s Foundntion Pro
prem, in ivs swgested plen of a preciiesl Founda-
“ion Progrsm for the ctate, 1% makes arme interesting
suggestions in i1te Intention to provide an adequats
eduastional opportunisy for =11 ehildren regpariless
of race, residence, physical handlcape, 2%ts,

HARTIN, Geor The Evolution of tha Masenchusstta
Catinnl ﬁzgtem, ﬁ.ﬁpp%gien, 1208, -
The ocutatanding book in history of 2arly educstion
‘n ¥anqachugatta. The Llpwa of 18492 snd 1687 ave
most completely dlacussed in the light of state
and parantal partileization in e usssien.

MILLER, Horbert P, A P to B & Jnecualities
;g_égggol &ggpg;i Education Tesearch bulletin, Vol,.3l
to,D, May l4, 1852, ’ '

Geytpin specific rzoormendstionr for the reduction
of ivegualltizs in sohool support,

MORPHET, E,L.,

Fine

kAl P 1 “
i ; Q‘a“%m‘ﬁ, 1‘“ S A AL L AR TpE05 e ke A Sk 00008, z !! Hs;gﬁ
Puresu of Publicetlonsg, 8vs apo, wabia univép~

aity, New York, 1962,
& thorough diszoussion of stste provisions for .chool
support, lacluding the Foundstion Yropram, It ghows
the cortent of z completely state-supported rogram
ms well 28 etatistics on the number of states parti-
cipating in the Foundetion Program idea.
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MORPHET, E,L. and B, L, Lin%man, Publis Sohool

38 Sygtemg of the EQE%&:@&ﬂﬂﬁmLﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂa Washlngton,
.C., Ciroular 274 of the Pedoeral saocurity Agsney, Offlce

of rduoation, Superintendent of Documente, 1950, 110 pp.
In advancing the theory that the majority of states
have made some progress in immwoving their scheol
finaneceas, it supplles a wealth of materisl pertinent
to etate and loeal support with excellent statistlcs,

A C P WAL , 1n

'r 2 d lesues ipn Fubl el ipance, Hationsl
Sonference of Professors of kdueatlonal #dminiairation,
Bureau of Publications, Teschers' College, Columbia
University, New York, 1952,

Tris artiels throws mugh light on the coxt-quality

tn publie education, Imperfections in the admspiative

process are brought out in deteil. 1I% coneludes

that a strong education needs = lurge expendliure.

—————— yLfuestionsl Adaptabllity, Metropolitan

School Jtudy, Teachers' College, Columbia University,

New York,
Thig study gives the outstanding regearch and findings
on the question of educationsl adaptabliity, ineluding
the wayes and wmeang of attaining it in local communities,

Lffecte of Price Increagesg : 5

e , heport of the MNew York

zducsationsl Cenfarence BRozrd, Albany, N.Y,, Dec.1962,
Lists the obstacles preventing adjuatment of public
school sexpendltures to the inoreased cost of a
state's beslo educational progranm.

P O o Aol A S

A S B R VO - 5 £
of 1ield “tudies, T
Hew York,
Containe the basie knowledge for evaluation of state
supported programs of education., It conoludes that
the reverd for effort and the stimulation principles
§§e not valld criterla for messurlng public sehosl
nance,

MORT, Peul K. and F. G, Cornell, ﬁ%ﬁnﬁgﬁ@&i&1_ﬂ1
Sghool Hystsmg, Teachers' College, Columbis University,

A valusble expesltion of the nmanner in whigh adapte-
billty aan be attained in the averaye school asystem,
It emphasizes functionally the laportanse of this
rastor 1n education throuph loeal support in both
the U.5., and in foreign countries,

on, Inatitute
io University,
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egé, CBlumb
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~m—wemee, Amorican dchools in Transition, New York,

ﬂgroau of Publications, Teachers' College, Uolumbim Univer-
sity, 1641,

An excellent invastigation of many aspects of the

expenditure level of edueation in the forty-eight

states. It advanges the theory that the preaence

or sbsence of certaln characteristios in the com-

munity environment of a achool may definitely react

to the satablishment of educational improvement,

fationsl Conference of Frofassors of
ministration, Bureau of Fublications, Teachere
College, Columbia University, Rew York, 1962,

A detalled disoussion of the Foundation Program, its

cost, sources of revenus, apportionment of state

school revenwes, ete. The norms of adaptability used

to mrasure this factor were first furnighed in 18457

by an instrument produced by Mort and Cornell.

HORT, Paul R, and Walter O, Feusser, Public School
Finsnce, New York, MeGraw-H1ll, 1881, p
A nonumental work contalining in ﬁoxtmbaak form the
complete pringiplea of schoel finance both inm theory
and in preotiee, It is essily the beast presentation
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HATIONAL EDUCATION A3SOCIATION )

a_Edusa ng Edueational Poiielos Comaission,

¥,

RO LIER R A ',
“ashington, D.C

A valusble study of the limitations of federal parti-
g%p:ﬁlen in state aschool support throughout the United
AYe8

Finanee, Wuh!.ngion, b.C

An authoritative summary of the causes for, and the
axistence of tax burdens on the faotors of educational
opportunity and equality of taxation. It establishes
the reasons for utillsing the taxing power of the state
to ralse the local level of support, and gives the .
eriteria for the attalnment of adeaunte educetional
opportunity.

Bullefin, Vashington, Vol.2s,

ug’ '&W ; I.,i 1 “‘;‘

Joncerned with the legal eampects of Foundation Programg
generally, 1% glves gonerete auggeetions for the
establishment of a program, snd shows how parfect
equalization can be attalned in theory
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HWATIORAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, Yoyr @ggg%; Digtrict,
Netional Commiasion on 8chool District Reorganlzation,
Waghington, D.C,, 1948, 286 pp.

A comprehensive Commlesion study of echool diatriel
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between unit school costs and the cost of educstilon,

NEW YORK, 8tate of, What bdugation Our Money Buy
Kew York State Educational Conference Board, Albany, 1943,
A valuable survey glving the type and kind of education
purchased at various expenditure levelas, It coneludes
that the largest numbsr of epprovsed educstionsl prastices
have come Prom the school systems with the largest

expenditure,

NORTON, John K. and Edmund Reutter, Jr,, Egﬂg;al
grilcinaclion f‘ bhe Financing of Hduont pn, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1852,

Another publication dealing with the federal level
of finanoing edueation, It shows how atate and
fedsral governments can eld in raising the levels
of educational attainment on the state lavel.

¥

QHIO 3chool Jurvey Commission, Equslizing Edugations)
Opportunity in Ghie, Columbus, Ohlio, Report of a Survey of
8tate and Looal 3uppert of Fublie Zcohools, 1632,

This publication gives the firat indlesation of the

existence of the adaplablility prineiple in the state
aof Ohlo,

PIERCE, Truman N,

1troliable Community Charscte
gtleg in the Hualit f rduestion, New York, Puresy of
Fublications, Teachers Uollege, Columbia University, 1947.
A ztudy of the relationships between community character-
1atios and the quality of education, pointing out that
generslly, simple facts sbout the community show the

quality of a school better than the expenditure level,

REEDER1 wl Q’. 4 LAt YRLINE, antsls of Yublle £2 10
t , New York, Msomillen, 1945, 788 pp,
FProvides an excellent resume of state achool support.
It holdes that edusailonal opportunities are dependent
on a number of outaide fastors for improvement, viz.
the lowering of personsl and reel eztsate taxation %o
include more people in its soope,
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A history of state sid programz up to 1948, recalling
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schools since 181 9, P e ald to
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GTRAYER, George B, and Robert M. Halg, The Finanging
of Lducation ln the State of New York, Feport of the
Finance Inguiry Commission of New York, 1824,
A uomumental work whieh first eastablished, with the
help of Dr, Mort, the Foundatién Program ln Hew York,
Uver the years, the wost populsr and successful of
eny technilgue for providing school finance,

TRAYER, Ceorge B., A I
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cducatio g utate of Wegt Virginlas,

Legisletive Interim Committee, 1945,
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the expenditure range of state sehool support in the
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ture in the attainment of the necessary adaptabllity.

OF EDUCATION, Report of the United
; sploner of fduestion, 1514, Vol,l. washington,
.C., Government FPrinting Office, 1018,

Although an 0ld refersnce, this report contains many
aexcellent suggestions pertalning tc education, The
guotation on sguality of sduc-tion wes the mest
comprehansive and suceint in all the rosdings studied.

WOOLATT, Lorne, Ihe gh-tuallty Telastionship
the & Edge, New York, Bursesu of Publicationa,
Teaoherag Cof%aga, Columbia University, 1048,
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COMMONWEALTH OF LAY BACLIURTTS
CHAPTER 70, GF7RAL LAWS

SCHOOL FUNDE AND STATE A4ID FOR PULRLIC .LHONLY

geotion 1. To yromote the equalization of
educrtioral opportunity in publle wchools of the comuon-
wastth and the gepalization of the burden of the cost of
sohools te the resgpective towns, this state tresaurar
ahnll vay snnually to the several tuwns sums ss wrovided
in this ohapter, which sumvc shnll be known an anhonl sid,

Seotion 2, The present achoel fund of the sommone
weslth, known 5 the Martet chusetts oohoel Fund, with
future additlons, shall conlinue to constliivie & peruanent
furt, The gommis. loner of efuostlon, hereinefter referred
to as the commissionsr, and the state tressurer «hall con-
tinle tc be conmiasicnars to irveslt and msnage ssid fund,
gnd they ghsall report snnually the conlitior and ircome
thareot, A1) invaztments shell Le wade with the approval
of the governor and couneil., The annual incowme 2f the
Mags2shuselts “chool Fund snoill be exXpended in pocoriance
with the provisions of sectlon three,

Section 3, The astate trearurer ahsll -pnually, on
or vafors Noveuwber rwentieltl, pey to the several .owng the
smounte recvired under thisz chapier, The revenus of the
Hassochueatts “choel Fund, usy fedsral funds avediabkia for
the purpoges of thisz chepter, and ~ach a1tione) smounts
ng mey be resme apy from W@ orsgeeds of the taxation on
inccans undey chapter sixby-two, or 4f sush -~roaed:r
insufficlient, from zuch other” revenues as nmay He =OPro-
prieted therefor, shall ba spplied o such pnyments, The
avount of such grert For sach town shall be determined
annually by the sommlaslonar from the returna re tvired by
thie c'iagter and by chepler yeventy-two for the ~reseding
scheol yeaer, and eshall be fAPLy par cent of the srocupt by
whie 1 the foundéstlon orogram, s»s defined in seation four,
srceede the product of eash one thougend dollswra of the
equelized valuation of such fown multiplied by six,
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Eﬁgﬁ%ﬂﬁwéﬂ. In gddition to the payments provided
by section three, the state treasurer shall annuslly on

or before November twentieth pay to sny city or town certi-
fied by the commisslioner to have pald teachers of clasages
sonducted to meet the reculrements of section forty-six

of ohapter geventy-one compensation in excess of the
regular compensation pald to itz teachers, out of the
proceeds of the taxatiod on incomes under chapter sixty-
two or 1f such vrooeeds are insufflelent from other revenues
as may bs appropriated therefor, a sum not %o exceed five
hundred dollsrs for each such teacher so paid,

n 3B, The statetreasurer in making annual
payments to the several towns of the smounts rsquired under
this chapter shall pay %o each town compriasing a reglonal
gshool digtriet an additional amount equsl to fifteen per
cent of the amount te which suoh town would be sntitled
if such regional school diatrict hed not been formed, Fo
payment shall be msde under thi: section to any such town
rrior to the date of award of a contract for the construction
of a regionsl school by the regional district school
committes,

t The foundation program shall be an amount
of one hufdred and thirty dollare for sach person between
the ages of seven and sixteen in the esveral towns as deter-
minéd in the reglstration of minors required by section two
of chapter seventy-two, which smount shall be inoressed or
decreased on one dollar for sach one hundred million dollars,
or major fractlon thereof, of increaee or deorease respact-
ively in the total equalized valuation of the commonwealth,
after the affective date of this dhapter; provided, that in
any town of lesz than five thousand population, ths founda-
tion program may, on approvel of the commlaslonesr, be the
product of one hundred and twenty-five dollars multiplied
by the number of equlvalent full-time teachers, principals,
supervisors and guldence directors in the public day schools
of such town multiplied by twenty-thres,

Beotion B, For the purposes of seotion eight, the
nat average membership in the public day schoola of a town
for any school year shall be the average membsrghip for
such yesr as shown by the school registers, inereased by the
nunber of puplla realdent ftherein whose tultion in the
public schoolas of anothsr town, for not less than half such
year, the town bas pald, decreased by the number of non-
resﬁdant puplls attending 1%ts schools for not legs than half
such year.
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gg&guﬂLj%b o allotment to a town under this
chapter shall be lese than the amount of the reimbursemsnt
toe suen town in the year nineteen hundred and forty-elght
under the provisions of thia chapter and of sections

five, eight, ten and thirty-eight A ef chapter seventy-
one which were then ln force;  -rovided, that in any town
having » valuation of two million dollars or under, the
smount of school aléd under this chapter shnsll bot be less
then the amount of the aforesald reimbursement to such
town in the year ninateen hundred snd forty-eight together
vith an rdditional sum ecquel to twenty-five per cent
thereof.

Bection 7. The equalized valuation of a town for
the rurpeses of this chapter shall be the valuation
established by the general cowrt for the purpose of this
chepter, or, i1f no such vasluation is made, the last
vreceding valugtion made for the purpose or apportiosing
the state tax,

§g§§;gn_§. A town shall not be ellgible to recelve
gald school ald in any year if (he amount expended for

scheol support, exclusive of cost of transportation and
of noon lunches and cafeterias, during the  reoceding year
was lesz thsn one hundred aAand ten dollars per pupll in
net average membership in the public day schools in such
town, unless the commiagioner racomnends otherwise,

Section 8, Lvery superintendent of schools eshall
file annusily +ith the commissioner, not later than
July thirty-firgt, a sworn statamen%, upon blanks prepared
by the commissioner, containing the data necessary to
determine the smounts rayable under this chspter. The
commiggloner gshall ¢xuse guch stetemsnts Lo be examined
and ghall, not la%er than Rovembsr first, certify to the
comptroller ghe amount due each town for payment by the
state treasurer 1ln accordance with section three,

Section 10, ©School committees shall annually, in
gubmitting estimates of the amount of money necessary for
the proper maintenance of the aschools, include thelr
egtimate of the amount of school sid the town will receive
under thls chapter, and of other reimbursenents to be
recelved from the commonwealth on mcoount of the support
of schools. In making recommendetions for enpropriations
for the wuppert of schools, the Pinsnce committee of
towns nnd simller committess in citles shall speoify the
egtimnted gmount to be received wz such school aid or
reimbursenants from the commonweslth and the amount to be
raised by loosl taxatlon. All amounts pald to any town
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under this chapter shall at the time of vayment be
accompanied by a written statement from the state treagurer
designating such paymwents as "School ald according to
chapter seventy of the Genseral Lawe" ond state the amount
of the nayment,

Section 11l. The income of the Todd Fund sball be
paid Co the department of education, and spplied by 1t to
gpocifio objects, in connection with the teachers' solleges,
not provided by appropriation,

(Chepter 70 wasm wholly revisad by Chapter 848,
Lot of 1048, eond has been amended several times since then,
8ll of whieh revisions are ineluded above,)
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COMMONWEALTH OF MaAsSACHUSKTTS

of State and County Taxag

CH R

Be it enacted, ete., ms follows!

Kn Aot tatablishing the Bagis of Apportionment

The amount of property and the proportion of

every thousand dollars of state tax for each oity and

town in the seversl counties of the commonweaslth, ag

contained in the following schedule, are hareb{ a3tab-
0

nument

for state and county taxes for the yesrs nineteen
hundred and forty-sixz to nineteen hundrsd and fifty,
inclusive, or until another is made and snacted by the
gen=ral court, to witi.

Tndex of 0Oitles & Reglstration 1045 Apport- Proposed
Towng Towns of minors lonment of [
?@n 16 years Property P
84 Barngteble 1528 28,978,980 77,489,880
142 Bourne 675 10,944,808 41,046,238
2091 Brevater 129 2,087,138 10,202, 258
197 Chatham 323 7,044,594 32,684,100
252 Dennis 300 4,922,262 50,422, 363
200 Tagtham 103 1,504,532 10,136,822
97 Palmouth 1394 24,765,020 72,130,461
189 Harwich 421 8,612,831 26,737,648
322 Mashpee 80 1,044,419 3,589,666
210 Orlesns 240 4,997,518 14,428,312
165 Provincetown 464 7,343,047 15,847,481
166 “sndwich 186 3,180,084 11,773,836
=07 Truro 3 1,80R,5186 7,154,668
17z Yarmouth BO4 7,165,766 30,618,862
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Tndex of Gities & Neglstration 1046 Appér- FProposed

Towng Towng gf migors tionment of

- ears property
Galumauiéé
BERKBHIRE COUNTY

73  Adams 1626 $13,013,716 120,776,887
241  Alford 37 367,936 1,020,744
302  Becket 128 987,076 2,412,038
262  Cheshire 30% 1,418,364 3,154,687
271 Clarksburg 206 996,763 1,958,875
140  DalZon 693 7,806,860 18,377,188
305 Egremont 01 1,109, 240 a 895, 180
315 Florida 110 1,582,506 2,186,822
121  Gresa$ Barrington 830 9 8’7’1 900 2&,506.140
320 Hancook "8 's38,698 1,347,590
274  Hinsdale P4 1,047,374 4,091,767
258  Lanesborough 338 1,607,506 6,136 822
139 e 730 5,754,826 10,709,427
169  Lenex 430 4,999,940 10,442,629

¥

327 Monteray 33 ‘ov0.585 2,083, 283
351  Mt,Washington 2 207,982 517, B46
347 New Aghford 14 138, 658 611,898
225  Rew Marlboroughld4 1, @0& 548 4,180,810

34 North Adamg 2781 24,144,871 54.10). 477
378  Otig 83 '765,10¢ 2. beb. 695
346 Peru 35 317,936  1,029,74

17 Pittafield 6904 60,689,174 153'253 475
304 Riehmond 118 ‘834, , D47 2 5‘71 386
325 Sandlsfleld 80 762,802 2,585 437
358  Ssvoy 58 260 762 1,025 786
206  Sheffield 264 1,871,842

°0Z Stockbridge 262 5,088, 569 12'113'?§8
338  Tyringhem 49 831,862 1,540 698
3906 Yashington B2 235, 762 "717, 846
286 ¥, Steckbridge 163 1,579,183 3,205, 582
124 ¥lliametown 741 7,966,430 22,212,061
326 Windeor 80 "628,696 1,547 590
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Index Cities Reglstration 1948 Proposed
of and of Mlnors Apportionment %ﬁ
Towns Townsg 7 - 16 yesra of property
BRISTOL gguu%g
2356 Acushnet 139 3,761,180 $12,433,199
32  Attlsbore 3196 33,208,469 60,500,062
283 Berkley 212 1,082, 98¢ 4,595,766
77  Dartmouth 1608 14,210,270 43,219,498
181  Dighton 1486 3,813,012 14,709,361
268  Easton 103 6,042,09¢ 15,612,326
69 TFairhaven 1927 12,446,006 31,276,941
5 Fall River 15359 123,706,694 193,616,698
2568  Freetown 344 1,733,187 10,150,418
113  Mansfield 1047 9,255,948 0,351,199
6 New Bedford 12612 127,244, 377 211,103,444
72  N,Attleberough 1709 12,071,962 34,361,126
147 Norton n26 2,703,722 10,371,412
284  Faynham 444 2,148,152 7,180,080
240 Rehoboth 648 3,203,043 7,798,134
2%1  Seekonk 064 6,746,576 15,588,789
100 Jomerset 1362 156,818,775 39,385,008
12¢ Swansea 1112 4,901,679 17,536,563
24 Taunton 4619 40,436,468 66,881,708
136 Yestpory BEG 6,564,828 18,802, 217
DURS TY
34% Chilmark 21 843,047 4,871,385
217 Edgartown 218 6,378,180 22,470,502
249  Oay Head 9 210, 762 1,017,846
380 Gosnold 6 1,371,744 4,618,978
216 Opk Bluffs 287 8,270,307 17,863,008
209 Tisbury S08 6,326,906 22,543,646
329  west Tisbury 45 831,930 3,371,385
LhgiA LD
80
80 Amesbury 1390 9,990, 650 21,221,771
70 Andover 1686 0,955,953 38,133,109
28 Beverly 3818 42,971,059 74,480,818
208  Beoxford 138 1,317,022 7,113,087
81 Danvers 1806 16,472,011 36,451,487



APPERDIX 2 17e
ngdex m.gms Wm;iﬁrmtlon 1%2 '»p;;owt;.cnu z’rgpawd
o 2 o norg ment of Fro- Houg e
Towns Townse 710 yuuig gLy ' AN
268 Eegox 270 1,802,818 5 164,668
100 troreatown 250 ) ""““ , LBT 184,562
3¢ Glouocaster B 9 6&3 271 60,771 122
207 troveland 36T 1,414 Vst 4, 150 7o
186 Hamilton 378 €,71%,8%6 lG,bﬁﬁ,SQQ
1}2.3 !jaVGrhill ‘Sﬁgg 86,080,188 106,850,845
] Ioewic 6e 1,149,188 13, 7:1 449
I £ 15
A 24 50 J - 710 “’ﬂ?
239 Lynnfseld 508 5. 509, N96 vo,uoz 863
lgg Lang§s§ter 275 10 560, 807 19,907,61?
liarblehead IRCLEY 28 ﬂ@ﬁ 228 57,178,253
185 Merrimac 1403 }? '»33 J, aqﬁ 268
4€  Methuen 51490 po’ 7]?,9“9 4? 6?2 034
243 Hiddlevon SGY 2,40& R3S t:f, 184 621
249 gahant 371 8,722,060 10, 193,748
26& ewbury TED 2,085 117 8,775,680
36 wuwbaryport 1774 13,480,930 44,498,511
101 Nerth Andover 1034 2,988, 500 04,442,17€
23 esbody 13 CRLA94, 861 56,744,440
142  fookpert £13 5,476, 555 15,481, 219
766  owley 2 1,908, D18 5,154,868
3 Jalem 48334 63,120, 614 10&, La7,360
248 elishury 276 o, TRR RRo {3,'52‘1'6,335
e Jeugus 2086 17,448, 731 «d, 369,880
74  3wanppcoti 16320 26,6508, 762 b2, 333, 328
219  Topafield 258 *,189,004 12,974,192
o7 denhan g4 4,475,900 lg, 588,670
273 west Newbu.y Y05 1,502, 806 4,636,822
STANKLIN LOUNTY
226  Aahfield 170 1, B9E, 20K %, 837,050
273 Duckisna ‘2o 108098 7533833
ug i 3, & ! 3,83
297  Charlemont 117 Il OO& 563 2 591 191
76  Colrain z20 1,754, 240 1 263,182
206  Conway 128 1,060, 563 2,001,457
179 Desrfiels 380 4’84¢ 042 15,415,080
% TG
4
? 14
56 CGreenfleld 2319 ‘3,341 808 86, 299, 802
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Tndex  Cities Registration 1045 Apportione Propossd
of and of Minora ment of Yro-
Towns Townes 7-16 years narty
337 Hawley S0 ¥ OB74,348 & 723,798
333 Heath 66 471,625 1,041,641
301 Leverett 118 841,100 1,766,408
332 Leyden 44 342,028 1,020,744
344  Monroe b 1,108, 240 1,801,548
107 Hontague 1035 11, 368, 189 26,745,428
229  New Galem 87 367,836 1,129,744
204 Northfield a7 2,118, 591 7,890,376
130 Orange 899 4,961,678 17,677,408
342  Powe 19 762, 602 1,574,766
211  dhelburne 222 3,716, 047 7,357,116
340 shutesbury 33 421,523 1,936,603
206  Sunderland 122 1,871,744 4,136,822
324 vwarwiek B8 421, 623 2,038,823
330 Wendell a1 363, 673 73T, 38
294 Whately 147 1,485, 877 4,104,924
HALPORK COUYTY
86 Agawam 18386 10,672,450 34,033,908
310 Blandford 8% 050, 221 3,083, 283
222 Brimfleld 207 1,178, 687 3,108,028
220 Chester 188 1,471,145 3,850, 500
18 Chicepee ER8%7 46,978,058 107,301,668
234 1. Longleadow 768 6,776,216  £2,082,980
303  Granville on o 004 766 7, P00, 004
2817 Hampden 260 1,087, 206 =, 586, 202
326 Holland 67 277 , 316 1,723,785
16 Holyoke B207 20,616,710 163,749,879
230 lLonpwmesdow 1007 19,908, 704 78,714,912
28 Ludlew 1201 9,060,188 17,202,064
126 Moneson 8622 3,802,239 10,874,180
3456  Hontgomery 20 317,936 1,029,744
o0  Palmer 1076 0,420 086 21,841,021
ge2 Fugeell 181 4,474,928 8,781,943
244  Southviok oag ©, Beb,117 3,826,263
3  GSpringfield 12481 786, 763,486 629,192,108
348  Tolland 13 475,110 1,041, 641
Z1S Usles Bk 419,694 2,244,986
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Tndex  Citles Reglgtration 1040 Appor- Proposed
of and of minora tionment of Hoyse
Towns Towns 7-186 years property 2178,
80 VWest Springfield 2670 :wl 064,868 488,770,988
38 Vestfield 2808 678 418 5&, Oéﬁ 846
238 ¥ilbraham 520 3 674 367 13, 486 787
HAMPEHTE Y COMNTY
17¢ Amherst P7B 11,633,775 34,0054, 275
144 Beleshertown 484 1 Quﬁ 708 ﬁ 711 022
314 Chesterfield 81 683 2048 2 069 140
309 Cummingtoen 88 823, 947 1,853, 539
81 Easthampton 1282 12,609,011 2 486 207
331 Goghen be 446, 623 1,335,603
264  Oranby 263 1,109, 240 71098, 180
190 Hadley 363 3,866,435 ’7 mm 604
208 Hatfield 269 3,288,335 8 E&l 965
221 Huntington 189 1,180, 266 3,114,833
334 Middlefield 40 367,936 1,029,744
27 Northampton 26851 30,592, 298 58,321,378
311 Pelham 24 740,046 1 565 854
239 Plainfield 26 567 256 1 QEQ 744
88 South Hadley 1232 10, 540 ngl 31 ?6& 756
277  Southampton 239 1,274,519 3,611,601
108 Ware Q08 7, 463,836 15 6B, 4IG
3l¢ Westhampton 72 415 9%5 1 35 693
208  Willlamsburg 329 1,608,991 a 153, 520
317 Yorthington 68 84.3 04% 2 {)'?1 3886
MIDDLEGEE COUNTY
161  Ascton 513 4,470,766  12,0663,0860
41  Arlington 5516 83,327,779 118,471, 212
218 Ashhy 206 1, 586 550 4 119 189
182 Fehlend 189 5,?58 292 "“ “71 , 087
133 Ayer 478 4,243, 865 1% 3?7 898
233 Fedford 411 3,171,805 12,278,473
45 Belmont 3189 57,004, 005 108 9?4 Q30
78 Billerien 2030 9,859,433 ?6 085 267
321 amxbawaugh Vi'd 415 2656 1 33& 695
174 Burlington 659 2,639,902 8, 226, 063
4 Canbridge 12108 188,518,872 %ﬁl BOG, 838
op7  Carlyle 108 1 wma 18% % ao‘? 078
e Chelmgford 1208 & 91& 746 Pl 10@ S8
a6  Conecord 1076 1'*; BOS, 606 &es g,efm., 720
26  Dracut 1478 é 991 579 w vn 546
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Tndex Citles Tsglatration 1046 Appor-  Proposed
of & of Minora tionment of
lowns Towna 7-16 years __ Property
312  Dunstable 94 486,282 § 2,841,641
21 Everett ba32 88,165,414 108 319 586
44 Fremingham 3338 40,078,973 89,534,390
182 Oroton 493 4,991,579 11,713, 768
186 Hollistonr 548 4,296,960 11,368,660
163 Hopkinton 554 3,727,396 11,342,636
106 Hudson 1045 8,143, 069 17,283, 984
57 Lexington 2568 26,354, 606 67 264 665
283 Linceln 366 4 847, 518 14,416, 414
200 lattleton 526 5,367 821 e, ' 347, 601
9 Lowell 129886 108,160,927 214,702,493
15 Malden o8 77,118, 332 133 301 409
38 HKarlborough 2180 17,268, 268 41 750 074
119 Maynard 871 7 905 817 12 752 133
13 Medford 8388 85 696,291 157 828,473
29 Melrose 3580 43,827,859 63,805, 368
Bl Katlek 2851 22,482,880 72,145,160
11 Newton 10820 183,961,300 u?ﬁ 102 397
235 North Resding 786 3,080, 409 10,262, 218
187 Pepersll 472 3,327,719 9,450,426
64 Reading 2136 19,666,009 46,938,648
284 Sherborn 181 5,468,374 9,297,430
237 Shirlsy 400 2,856,218 &,016,668
7  GSomerville 13184 1@2 734 622 191 svo 546
€7 Stonehan 1902 16 420 347 41 452 104
Z13 Btowe 219 1,626, 205 65,168,413
192 Sudbury 449 4 205 2786 14 364 &76
110 Tewsbury 869 4, 991 B9 15 428 312
184 Towngend 428 E 705 e 8 544 , 644
281 Tyngegborough 280 1,582,506 u,136 822
652 Wakefleld 2714 24,960, 810 47,292,621
20  Weltham 6161 82,078,958 103,577,862
42 satertown 4665 &g, 318, 707 106 345 259
146 VWayland 825 6,332,768 1a 54u Z8b
148 Westford 693 4,809,930 8 BOL,?04
1356 Weston 768 12,634,820 31,087,693
118 VWilmington 14458 ﬁ @51 108 18 5?8 668
&2 VYinchester 2768 u? 874,910 ?8 358 778
56 Woburm 28B08 ?3 7&7 64" 57 953 812



APPENDIX 2 182
Index Cities Reglstration 1948 Appakion. Proposed
£ and of minors ment of pro-
Towns Towns 7~-16 yoars perty
HCRFOLE CCURTY
188  Avon 361 ¢ 2,118,330 4 10,189,485
150 Bellingham 753 3,060,400 12,348, 575
47 Braintree 3420 51 968 400 73 370 112
4C Brookline 5607 lﬁ4 949 098 ?%9 188 683
111 Canton 1188 10,1&1 521 8&,&5% 079
168 Cohasset 150 3 11,063,184 31,981,803
54 Pedham L2887 29,105,428 74,584,030
212  Dover 291 8,325 116 24,548, 500
116 Foxbore. 872 ? 559 747 20,784,781
106  Franklin 1146 9,668,968 29,306,528
152 Holbrook €64 5 792,488 10,302,316
143 Medfilela 382 &04 828 10,311, 3%0
158% Hedway 520 w,ﬁ'M 357 10 -’580 Gb6
195 Millie 413 3,466, 574 9,6@&,967
48 ¥ilton 2822 44 ?35 Y 78,870,007
60 Needham 2420 30,261,434 64,788,435
247 Horfolk 301 1,687,042 6 ?11 907
59 Norwoed 2263 50 85&,5?4 6& 62& 531
339 Plainvilie 26 1 841,170 ﬁ 356 08¢
10 Quiney 10801 148,077,833 221,438,650
8@ Randolph 1801 8,432,118 26,744,228
138 3haron BO7 6 848, 006 ?1,57u,685
7€  Stoughton 1786 10,506,378  £9,175.572
93 Walpole 1399 19,469 960 38,158,018
49 ¥ellesley 2687 4& 543 388 94,301,164
132 Yeutwood 892 8,830,467 25,737,648
4% VWeymouth 4928 37 1&7 043 105 097 813
134  Wrentham 820 .&zu,aﬁa 11 464 541
PLYMOUTH COUNTY
114 Ahbington 1074 6,429,134 16,6838,
81  Bridgewater 962 7 549 754 QE 791, %gg
14 Brockton Vi) 78 054 a4 103 105 529
276  Capver 300 3 119 737 @ asa BIY
174  Duxbury 487 8,430,467 25,725,780
1486 E,Bridgewater 786 D,508,818 18,6
23 Halifax 201 l 66’& 860 8, 1‘% ggz
171 Hanover 493 5 » 588, 206 11 5@7 858
242 Hangon 563 3,060,409 11,306 480
82 Hingham 1689 18,999,428 4o , 659 570
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Index “Cities Keglutration 10840 Appor- Proposed
of and of minors tionmens of
Towns Towns 7-16 years Propesty ]

241 Hull é71 %17,800, 383 §34,5654, 783
166 [FKingston 487 5 »121,176 14, 479 829
260 Lakeville 22 793 268 7 164 66é8
206 Rarion 383 5,797,739 18 4199, 697
173 Marshfiald B43 8,858,577 28, 767 302
258 Mattapolisatt 37 4,118,233 13,350,978
87 Hiddledorough 1488 10,206,088 25 Q95 002
18€ Norwell 442 2 659 802 10 226, 055
193 Peanbroke 403 3 466 374 9, 397 836
68 Plymouth 1778 25.422,589 52,954,812
306 Flympton 138 893,647 5,677,354
27e Rechestor 237 1, 686 093 5 64? 7y
94 Roekland 1239 10 asb 241 23, 0?1 488
128 foltunte ox7 14 751 703 36 867 o8s
108 ‘“areham 1323 16,371,443 33,447,001
151 ¥, Bridgewater 642 4,004,472 13,345,029
102 Yhitaan 1190 9 126 439 21 o032, 916

AH 2 X CQ
1 Bostonm 04130 1,437,779,078 4,139,027, 562
25 Chelsea 4983 46,441, 609 96 548 151
26 FRavere 3048 4? 040 213 83 700 284
83 ¥inthrop 2438 ?6 644,419 47 291 282
TUC N
164 Nantuoket 408 14,807,782 38,246,625
WwQRCKE R '

281 Aghburnhem 38 1,983,466 4,257,437
75 Athol 1544 14 788, 911 32,897,016
96 Auburn 1418 8 166 929 25 828, 608

169 Barre 528 3 478 189 11 669, 771

78 Berlin 20¢ 1 369, 021 4 ]19 590

137 Blecokstone 857 2,773,100 6,787,801

200 Bnlton 168 1 247 898 3,607,078

267 Boylston 260 1, 078 808 3 595 180

218 BrookfislAa 245 1 538 218 5 241 587

176 Charlton 831 2,297 168 5 320 870
71 Clinten 1847 12,420,644 28,608,633

191 Douglas 307 2 560 498 ‘8, 019 180

232 Dudley 745 4 093 701 8 257 483

288 E, Brookfield 18% 1, 173 887 a 113 289
22 Fitehburg 5338 85, 431 ™3 136, 913 168
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Tndex "Gities FReglstration 1045 Appor- Proposed
of and of Minors tionment of House
Towns Towng 7=18 years propaerty 2172
37  Gardner 2293 24,570,073 63,012,486
104 Grafton 202 4,091,879 21,797,461
201 Hardwick 344 1,897,123 4,787,788
153 Harvard 191 2,830,902 10,226,053
129 Holden 853 4,382,143 18,490,809
165 Hopedasle 448 7,531,331 13,167,694
287  Hubbardston 160 896, 634 n, 377,334
160 Lancaster 506 2,739,902 9,237,951
127 Lelcester 976 3,072,932 13,392,658
31 Leominster 3393 27,876,040 73,741,010
154  Lunenburg 641 2,703,772 13,282,002
214 Mendon 292 1,632,181 5,657,765
63 HMllford 1968 17,208,868 41,689,520
103 Millbury 1237 6,958,795 19,298, 205
268  Hillville 197 1,086,221 2,591,958
316 Hew Braintree 72 693, 276 2,059,488
lés8 N. Brookfield 526 2,936,362 7,308,232
177 Northborough 529 2,429, 636 10, 208,488
85 Northbridge 1438 11,644,631 23,080,171
318 Oskham 64 525,110 1,647,590
131  Oxford 926 3,777,676 13,531,641
289 Paxton 140 1,285,983 6,113,027
288 Petersham 144 1,504,532 8,137, 653
308 Phillipston 136 415,965 1,535,893
280  Princeton 171 1,386, 650 4,618,975
300 Hoyalston 178 843, 047 3,071,388
180 Butland 290 1,683,860 6,142,771
83  sShrewabury 1498 11,137,803 36,000, 599
187 Southborough 1410 5,813,012 8,359,898
56  Southbridge 2206 16,988,677 38,233,799
117  Spencer 863 4,991, 679 17,664,002
284 Lterling 306 2,439,789 10,220,880
246  Sturbridge 472 2,893, 217 10,275, 868
178  Sutton 509 2,318,880 8,265,002
141 Templeton 682 3,546, 386 9,550, 261
250 Upton 350 1,866,378 8,197, 304
118 Uxbridgse 247 8,603, 203 18,101,029
170 Warren 484 3,327,719 11,415,938
68 Yebster 1820 12,578, 803 36,726,078
194 West Boylston 437 4,080, 409 11,262,241



APPENDIX 2 186

Tndex Gities Heglstration 1045 Appor- Froposed

of and of Hiners tionment of
Towns Towns 7-16 years PFroperty

269 VWest Brookfield 277 § 1,602,158 § 6,148,244
112 VWestborough 747 4,891,879 20,646,879
246 vYestmineter 381 2,111, 204 9,178, 463
122 vWinchendon 1069 6,123,832 17,966,766

2  Vorcester 23797 321,362,930 840,853,666
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AND
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Experimental 3lote Ald

Group I = Clties
All  Exper, Exper, Net 0la Btate
Valuation Children State State Average State Soaled
City Index* 7-16 Ald Scores Memder- Aid Scores

ship
Boston 1 1,848,870.12 94,136 19.63 -1,27 87,602 21,08 «~1.22
Yorcester 2 oM, ,096,52 23,797 24,26 - .61 26, ‘o72 23,02 -1.04
Springfrield 3 332 067,36 18,481 17,96 -1.44 18 962 17.61 -1.54
Cambridge 4 231 350,61 12,108 19,10 -1,32 10 121 22.86 1,06
Fall River 5 563 541,06 15,359 36,68 + .43 11 566 48,72 *1.29
Rew Bedford 6 424,508,21 12,5612 33,92 + .16 11,604 36,30 + .16
gSomerville 7 488 178,84 13,184 37.02 <+ .47 11 986 40,73 + b6
lynn 8 288 931,490 11,4386 26,26 - .71 10 817 26,71 - .71
lowell 9 618 660,93 12,985 39.94 + ,68 8 170 63.48 +3.61
Quiney 10 236, 57.86 10,801 21.87 -1,086 11,963 19,76 ~1.34
Newton 11 150,063,02 10,920 13.74 -1.86 12,246 12,26 «2,02
lawrence 12 343 810,17 9,644 35,62 <+ ,33 6,867 50.04 +1.40
Medfora 13 285 531,13 8 389 34,03 <+ .17 8,902 32,07 - .22
Brockton 14 246, 997 42 7 79 31.54 - .83 8,660 28,38 « ,56
Malden 15 281 997.00 '? 998 35,206 + .29 7 ,136 39,62 + .45
Holyoke 16 130,214,651 6,208 20.99 ~1,38 4,866 26,82 - ,70
Pittefioeld 1?7 238 087.34 6,904 34,48 <+ .21 'f 766 30.70 - .36
Chicopee 18 228 650,41 5, '967 38,19 + .68 6,389 42,43 «+ 72
Haverhill 19 199 1856.18 5 653 36,23 + .20 4,863 40,96 + .68
¥altham 20 226 248,25 6 1Bl 36,78 + .44 5 esl 38,47 <+ 37
Everett 2 114,063,766 §,832 19,5 -1,28 6,617 17.24 1,56
Fitchburg 22 167 396,15 6,338 31,36 -.10 3,764 44,47 + .90
Salen 23 137, 936.30 4, ‘934 27,96 - 44 3,625 38,06 «+ .32
Taunton 24 198 136,69 4.615 42,98 +1.06 4,733 41.86 + .86
Chelgea 28 200, 318.26 4,963 40,56 + .80 6, 2043 39,72 ¥ 47
Revere 26 104,710,368 6,046 38,68 + .62 5,607 35,36 + .08
Beverly 28 100 146 82 3,816 28.206 - .61 4 , 002 25,02 « .86
Glougester 30 105,598.19 3.522 50.01 - o 24 3 %02 27.87 - .60
leomingter 31 122,069,338 3,393 35,97 + .38 2,073 47.44 +1,18
Attleboro 32 111 120,97 3,196 34,7 + .24 3,450 32,21 - .22
Pegbedy 33 04, 1089, 46 2,013 32.29 - .10 2 984 31.86 - .24
RBorth Adans 34 114, 886 g7 2,721 42,22 + .99 2 798 41,06 <+ B9
Vestfield 35 130 712,94 2,802 46,65 +1,42 2,950 44,31 + .89
Gardner a7 74 229.78 2 208 32,37 0.00 1,881 30,46 <+ .48
‘Awburyport 39 73,865 21 1,74 41,52 + .02 1 811 40,868 <+ .55
*commonweaslth of Masgachusettls, E
N Boston, 1952, PP.
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Koup Il - Iowns
All Exper, or, lNes 0ld State
Ohlldron 'xp:‘ gfgto Average State Soaled
Town Index* Valuation 7-16 Scores Memder- Ald Soores
¥rookline 40 59,606.08 5,507 10.82 -2.08 6,425 9,28 -1,99
grltggton 41 171 067.72 5,616 25.78 <1.00 l 77 2.8l - .6
3&'0 own 42 120 161.64 4,680 26.78 1,00 4,387 24,80 - .88
ymouth 43 125 OWG.OI 4 , 922 26,41 1,02 5,9M 20,90 -1.14
“ 81 629.“ 3 358 84.45 *1.09 3,600 . ‘looz
Belnont 45 37,346,368 3,169 11,78 -£.00 3,282 11,38 ~1.78
Rethtien 46 120 694,21 3,149 38,32 - .09 2,910 41.48 <+ .38
Braintree 49 108,630.45 3,420 31.76 - .60 4,873 23.78 - .94
Selton M 48 - 48,288,193 2,822 17.09 1,62 a,oao 8.50 1,80
Yellesley 49 27 997.94 2,667 10,49 -2,03 3,202 8.50 =2.01
w‘.‘ Spl’lnm 50 76 901. 2.670 28080 - 073 2 53‘ 26.21 -~ 077
NHatick 51 98 829,23 2,851 54,68 - .36 3, ‘816 26,90 - .85
Wiathreop 83 73 806,75 2,438 30.289 - .67 2 861 20 0SS - .88
h‘h‘. M 85.'8‘073 2,”’7 n.m - 061 2.8” 290‘5 - 05‘
g:; ridge 5% 84,117.39 2,296 36.63 - .22 1,612 52.18 +1,06
enfield 56 44,279,857 319 19.09 -1.48 & 436 l7.82 -1.38
Saugus 68 108 $93.70 2 1213 42,14 + .18 3,338 32.685 - .52
Rorwood 59 45 389,68 2,265 20.08 -1.41 2 3282 19.58 -1,2)
Reesdham 60 49,450,905 2,420 20,43 ~1.38 3,341 14.80 -1,.57
Danvers 61 67 614,17 1,905 37.43 - .16 2,142 31,86 - .39
¥inehegter 62 30, 910.72 ¢,7088 11.20 -2.08 2 %8¢ ll1.18 -1.83
Kilford 83 74 , 509,16 1,088 58,08 - ,11 1 87 40.78 <+ .23
Reading 64 ?O 411,08 2,138 52.96 - .48 o 457 28,66 - .80
Marblohead és 38,969,562 1,069 19.890 =1.42 2,236 17.44 -1,38
Plymouth €6 57 067,96 1,776 32.66 - .80 °,120 27.34 - .69
Stonehan a7 68.973.96 1,902 36.26 - .28 2,026 34,068 - .22
Yobgter €8 79,896, 64 1,820 43,78 + .29 ‘o3p 84.77 +4.02
Tairhaven 6o 85,678.70 1,927 44,46 + 35 1,833 48,74 .68
Andover 70 55,496, 34 1,680 32.91 - .48 1,710 32,40 - 33
Clinton 71 62,905.07 1,547 40.68 - .08 1.28% 49.07 + .83
N, Attleboro 72 76, 504. 79 1,709 44.76 + 37 1 547 49.456 ¢+ .88
Adamg 7S  66.193.85 1,638  40.48 + .06 1,530 43.26 + .42
Svampscott 74 14 709,49 1,620 9.07 -2.20 o ,028 7.286 -2.10
Athol 76 56,571.51 1,54‘ 58,63 « 22 980 28,57 - .80
ton 76  82,979.80 1,786  46.48 + .57 1:vm 46.64 + .66
rtaouth a4 79 331,22 1,608 40,335 + .70 1,708 46,83 + .66
21lerica 78 116,10!.07 2,039 66.93 +1.20 g,4ew 47.086 + .69
] rst ”0 34,501,563 976 36.58 - .30 1,262 27.B6 - .68
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APFENDIX 3
11 - 'a)
All Exper. Exper, Net 0la Btate
Children State State Average State Boaled
Town Index® Valuation 7-16 Ald Joores Member- Ald Bcores
A-o:::rv 80 89,673, 87 1,390 42,93 + .24 1,123 53.14 +1,11
2%:52.- 82  43,479,03 1,889 25,74 1,00 %, ,080 20.81 -1.18
sbury 83 63,343.08 1,498 42,28 + .20 1,797 35,28 - .13
Barnstable 864  36,121.86 1,528 23,63 -1.18 1,945 18,68 -1.30
Rerihbridge 88 60,363.18 1,438 41,97 + .19 1,325 45,86 + .66
» 86  77,084: 20 1 836 50.19 + .77 1,933 39,86 + .18
ddleborough 87  94,967.10 1.485  63.05 +1.83 1,801 B2.73 +1.08
3. Hadley 88  43)463.086 1,232 38.27 - .31 1o ooty Th0e
Randolph 80  80,775.31 1,801 44.84 ¢ .38 2,085 3912 ¢+ .13
Palmer 90  64,807,20 1,298  50.89 + .83 1,312 4o 48 + .86
Bridgevater 1  41,678,97 9682 43,22 + ,26 1,313 31,67 - .39
Chelmsford 92  73.392.24 1,268 56,54 +)1.28 1,878 44,51 + .72
Yalpole 93 33,614,12 1,309 24,02 -1.12 1,818 18,52 1,31
Reokland 94 47,486, 38 1,239 38.30 - .09 1,282 37,90 + .08
Auburn 95 66,870.10 1,418 46,24 + BB 1,768 7.3 0.00
Dracut 96  78,720.00 1,478 51,23 + .84 1,071 70,70 +2,34
Palmouth o7 28,927.07 1,394 20.76 -1,36 1,722 16.80 -1.43
Ludlow 98 58,037. 60 1,201 45,82 + .48 1,049 82,47 - .30
Ceneord Q9 30,786, 76 1,070 28,77 - .79 1,306 23,57 -.96
Somerget 100 41,648,.94 1,362 30,57 -..68 1,413 29,48 - .53
N.Andover 101 :5’? 597.06%7 1 o84 34,68 - .35 1,027 36,61 -..08
Vhitman 102 47,768, 69 1,190 40.14 + .04 1,441 33,15 -~ .29
Mi1ldury 103 89, 581. 70 1,257  48.16 + .62 1,342 44,40 + .50
@rafton 104 80, '?18 81 902 56,22 +1l.20 983 81,60 +1.00
Hudeson 106 45,5623,18 1,045 43,56 + .20 881 51,00 <+ .97
Franklin 106 61,123.68 1,185  53.38 +1.07 1,442 42,39 + .38
Nontagne 107 41,642.08 1,038 40.23 + .08 1,352 31.28 - .59
Vareham 108  44.868.67 1,323  33.91 - .41 1,868 28.80 <1.64
Vare 109 46,718.96 '908 51.45 + .86 769 60.76 02
Tovksbury 110  49,602.76 869 57.08 +1,34 981 Bo.56 + .49
Canton 111 43,728,73 1,126 38,83 + .02 989 44.21 + .49
Weatborough 112  35,743.21 ‘747  47.84 + .60 918 138.94 + .12
Mangfield 113 47, 220,09 1,047 45,10 + .40 1 333 15,42 - .12
Abington 114 43,285,635 1,07 40.28 + .06 1,274 3308 4 .28
¥{1nington 118 80,183, 69 1,445 85,49 +1,15 1,869 51,43 + .99
:.,..ugh 116 37,877,858 872 43,20 + ,26 1,087 35,85 - .11
Aencer 117 49 688,66 963 51.60 <+« .87 913 84,42 -0-1 20
e!;,gag. 118 39, 204,06 947  41.39 + ,13 1,210 32,40 - .39
Kaynard 118 30,478.15 871 34,93 - ¢ 1,088 28,76 . .gp
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} - [ :
All Lxper, Exper, HNet Ola Btate
Town Index* Valuation Children State 9tate Average S5tate Zoaled
7-18 Ald Soores Member- Ald Soores

-akip

Ipsvwieh 120 40,6658,06 881 46,16 + .85 1,007 40.38 + .22
.Barrington 121 28, 399,08 830 34.22 - .39 1,037 27.%% - .69
Winchendon 122 48,787,482 1,080 46,08 + 47 1,231 39,83 + .17
Eagton 123 44,086, 28 863 80.49 + .79 1,181 37.76 <+ .04
¥illiamstown 124 48,141,068 74k 60,01 <+1,54 912 49,00 <+ .86
Nonsen 10 49,790, 21 632 78.78 +2.83 68 T2.37 +2.4P
fvangea 126 83,889, 22 1,119 58.91 +1.26 1,004 62,81 *1.79
lelcester 127 58,839, 36 976 €0.04 +1.48 838 69.88 .28
Seituate 1g8 27,248, 60 o937 29,07 - .76 1,297 21.34 -1.08
Holden 129 74,699 ,08 883 84,890 +3.28 1,202 62,18 +1.74
Qrange 130 49,378,76 896 56,17 +3.26 1,100 44.690 + .04
Oxford 131 66,708,92 928 61.40 +1.88 1,126 80.4¢ <+ .92
Yestwood 132 37,739, 20 892 42.30 + .20 1,132 3.4 + .27
Ayer 133 32,266,39 476 67.78 +2.04 514 62,78 +1.79
Rentham 134 19,182,92 820 56.88 - .19 g7  33.13 - .29
Yeston 138 46,588,76 768 80.66 +1.82 g7 47.78 + .M
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e 1IN a.ToWRA
All  Exper, Lxper. Nes 012 itate
Town Index* Valuation Children State State Average fState Scaled
7-18 Ald doores Member- Al Soores
adn
Yestpors 136 46,287.80 856 54,03 - .81 999 $46.30 - .49
Blackstone 1 42 676,88 657 64.96 - .08 389 109.71 +1,08
Sharon 138 “,711.68 807 56.64 - .40 1,127 40,86 -~ .68
Palton 140 28,083.08 693 40,49 -1,08 862 32.66 - .94
fempleton 141  48,233.34 682 70.72 + .18 848 67.28 - .13
Bourne 142 26,967.83 a78 39.95 -1.10 833 32,37 - .98
Medfield 143 29,0182,90 382 70.71 + .18 503 83.70 - ,28
Belehertown 144 43 127,88 484 80.10 + .98 543 79.43 + .69
E.Bridgevater M0 42, 780. 726 58,89 - .31 917 46,65 - .48
¥ayland 146 43,272.16 8L3 52.57 - .57 1,011 42.80 - .81
Rerton 147 54, , 861,30 7%6 75.290 + .37 809 e7.57 + .20
Vestford 148 42 562,72 893 6l.41 - .20 788 54.01 -« .24
Reekfeord 149 19 382.83 813 37.78 -1.19 876 28,67 -1,07
Bellinghan 150 45, ’908. 87 783 60.96¢ -~ .22 659 62.66 + .27
¥.Bridgevater 1851  51,2828.60 642 79.79 <+ .56 782  65.61 *+ .14
Heldrook 162 30,572. 55 664 46.04 -~ .84 819 J7.33 - .7
Harvard 183 19,880.04 181 10.40 2,33 228 87.19 + .84
lunendurg 164 49, ' 470.96 641 17,18 -2.08 736 87.22 + .19
Previncetown 168 19 531.11 4684 42.09 =1,008 547 36.71 - .84
Nolliston 166 27,388,.97 549 49.87 - .70 630 +43.47 - .68
Nedwvay 167 24, ’336.93 620 46,80 - .8} 598 40.70 - .68
Sohagset 158 2’? 920,37 569 49.086 - .7 744 37.68 - .78
lenex 159 28,677 46 433 6l.61 - .20 516 8.7 - .32
lancaster 160 26 885,65 506 53.13 - .58 360 68.94 + .28
“‘.‘ 1‘1 52 “20“ 515 “.61 - .12 m 5‘.39 - 023
Ashlsnd 1l6g :56 264, 80 489 74.22 + .33 623 58.26 - .10
l‘ma”‘ 165 34 590.94 564 62.97 - .80 670 52007 - om
Nantucket 164 6 714,50 408 16.45 -2.08 507 13.2¢ 21,87
Hepedale 166 15 594.17 446 34.96 -1.31 582 26.79 -=1.18
3

Kingston 166 25,466,86 467 54.53 - .49 583 43,68 - .58
h‘ponn 167 36, ’601.01 472 76,42 + .36 634 56.18 - .17
Barre 166 48 380 06 28 82.16 <+ .83 éz¢ 69.30 + .28
Varren 170 28 8l12.82 484 59.583 - .28 488 - 63.32 + .08
Kanaver - 171 20,868.24 493 60,68 . .28 643 46.48 - .49
th 172 39,0086.00 804 77.390 + .46 649 60.10 - .04
1014 173 20,597.46 543 54.80 - .49 693 42,71 - .@l
Berltington 174 39, 540.'70 aso 60,00 - .26 709 85.77 < .18
Moury 178 31,900 11 487 68,64 -.03 660 46,44 . _49



APPERDIX 3 191
Experimental State Al4 (Oont)
OROUP III - Towns
All Exper. Exper. Bt 014 State
Town Index® Valuasion Children State B5tate Aversge State Scaled
7.16 ALld Bcores Member- Ald Scores
$harlten 176 36,248.65 831 68,26 + ,08 61l 59.33 - .07
Northborough 177  33,676.92 520 635.66 - .11 581 7.6 - .11
Sutton 178 38,272,609 509 76.19 <+ 7 :26 63,16 ¢ .08
Deerrield 179 26 616,74 380 70.14 <+ .16 1 50,02 - .08
Rusland 180 35,816, 39 200 122,04 +2.32 324 109,62 ¥1.58
Pighten 181 39,570,805 486 81.42 + .63 563 70.29 «+ .89
Greton 182 81 644,82 493 84.18 - .09 863 56.21 -~ .17
Nanshester 183 ‘S, Olﬂ a8 378 10,86 -2,32 433 ¢.186 -1.71
Townsend 184 38, 162,33 428 89,16 + .90 838 71.33 + 34
Nerrimao 188 21 8309.27 403 83.37 - .54 476 45.19 - 53
Hamilton 186 19,968.41 378 62.82 - .56 803 39.69 - .M
Seuthborough 187 24, 966 09 410 60.80 - .23 482 $5.283 - .20
Avon 168 21 201.47 361 68,89 - . N 445 47,78 - 44
Narvich 189 16 909,62 421 40,16 1,09 503 “”33.62 - .9
Hadley 120 29,484.46 363 83.82 + .80 486 60.67 = .02
las 191 25,117.44 397 63.41 - ,12 486 61.68 - .32
Sudbury 192 23 802,04 4149 52.34 - .88 537 43.77 o .58
Pembroke 163 50 036.72 403 74,63 + .34 506 59.36 - 07
W,Boylston 194 55 820,77 437 81.98 + ,68 570 g2.84 + .08
Nillss 196 33 069.08 413 80.07 + &7 482 68.81 + .26
Norwell 196 36,462.29 442 82.49 + .68 502 72,63 ¢+ 37
Chathan 197 16 791,58 323 48,89 - .73 458 S4.48 - .88
Sandwich 198 15 335,87 156 98,30 +1,33 238 64,44 + .10
Georgetown 199 26,685 61 380 64,81 - .06 4068 68,286 - .10
Littleton 200 20,518,71 328 63.10 - .13 440 46.11 - .80
Hardwieck 201 24,737.03 44 71.90 - .23 329 76,19 + .46
Groveland 202  21,138.47 363 58,23 - .34 443 47.72 - .45
Btookbridge 203 20 837,06 262 79.868 + .56 323 64.81 + .10
Northfield 204  31,817,22 297 107.12 +1,70 318 100,08 +1.26
Hatfield 206 19 080.82 2569 735.87 <+ 31 318 60,38 -~ ,03
Sheffield 206 26,908,062 264 101,92 + 1.48 330 8l1.84 + .68
Plainville 207  18,042.08 308 59,54 - .28 381 51,40 -.38
¥illiameburg 208 °3 020,98 329 €o.89 + .1b 371 62,05 + 02
T4 sbury 500 7.753.88 308 25.17 -1.71 374  20.73 1,33
Orleans 210 16,3285.78 240 88,02 + .07 289 56,49 - .16
Bhelburne 211 25,185,43 222 113.44 +1,968 301 83.87 + .73
veor 212 11 861,12 201 39,72 -1,10 209 38,87 - .74
. 213 22 689, 51 219 103,60 +1,85 208 76.14 + 48
Nendon 214 20,601.81 292 70,85 + ,18 309 66.67 + .18
Broekfrield 218 18,527.92 248 75,62 + .39 304 60,94 - 0%



APPENDIX 3 pR:}
zxperimental State 414 (Copt)
Froup 111 - Towns
All uxper, Lxper, Net nOld ?tato
Town Index* Valuation Children B3tate .,tate Aversge ~tate sealed
7-16 ALG Joores iember- Ald Scores
ahip

Oak Bluffs 2168 8,626,58 287 33,686 -1,36 317 27.2 -1.12
Edgartown 217 11,872,684 218  54.46 - .49 268 44,30 - .56
Ashbdy 218 22,660,986 206 110.00 +1.82 294 77.08 + .56
Topafield 219 16,192.39 2359 67.76 + .08 328 49,37 - .99
Chester 220 23,579,498 186 12,67 =2.24 236 100,34 1,27
Huntington 221 17,054,908 189 20,23 +1.00 198 87.46 + .86
Brimfield 222 ~8,16%7,06 207 136.07 +2.,94 ey 4 118.806 +1,88
Wellfleet 223 8,262,493 148 56,82 -~ ,44 17l 48,32 - .43
Bernardston 224 18,165,64 185 87.38 + .88 242 66,80 + .18
New Marlborough228 17,1438.62 134 127.93 + 2,66 172 9,67 +1,28
Ashfield 226 14,870.62 138 107.02 + 1,69 169 87,99 + .87
Charlemont 227 21,326.80 117 182,28 + 4,83 148 146,07 +2.77
Petersham 228 17,610.94 144 122,356 + 2,33 151 116,63 +1.81
New Salem 229 18,208,42 67 22.69 -1,82 64 237,60 +5,.90
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—Exverimontal State Aid (Cont)
Yroup IV - Towns o1 State
All Exper. Exper. MNet a a

Town Index* Valuation Children State State Average 3tate Socaled
7-16 ARl 3gores Member- Ald ~COres

e ahin
Longnoadow 230 78,000,00 1,007 7.78 -1.48 1,311 5.986 -1.48
Seskonk 231 50,221.46 984 61,083 - .89 1,140 44,086 - .78
Dudley 232 43,374.40 746 58,22 - .79 604 71,81 - .23
Bedfrord 233 25,244.48 411 61.42 - .76 832 47.48 - .67
E.Longmeadow 234 32,921,.63 768 42,86 - .98 088 34.010 - .98
N.Resding 238 60,070.89 786 76.43 - .54 927 64.81 -~ .36
fairley 237 24,058,97 400 60.14 - .78 332 72.47 - .22
¥1brahan 238 39,561.18 520 76.07 -~ B8 626 63.20 -~ .39
Lynfifiola 239 28,662,580 625 45,86 - .96 773 37.08 - .88
Rehoboth 240 44,851.04 649 68,64 - .60 746 59.72 - .46
Rull 241 24,816.60 M 36,98 «1.07 936 26.81 -1,07
Henson 242 38,624,705 863 é8.60 - .68 670 57.66 - .48
Middleton 243 20,744.74 369 86.21 - .81 463 44.81 - 72
Seuthwick 244 34,912.08 538 64.89 - ,70 551 63,36 - .38
Sturbridge 245 34,210,968 472 72,47 - .58 428 79.983 - ,08
Vestainster 248 20,286.03 381 79.49 - B3 449 67,48 - 31
Borfolk 247 19,694,081 301 66,32 - .68 37e 52.10 -~ .60
Saligbury 248 2'? 713, 37 478 57.97 - .79 569 48.7M1 -~ .66
Nahant 249 10 862,70 371 20.27 -1.18 647 19.86 -1.19
Upten 250 29,478.15 380 84.22 - 4D 449 65.66 - .34
Ashburnhanm 251 30 442,38 398 76.48 -~ .04 598 7.07 « .13
Dennis 262 26 341.22 300 87.80 - .38 S84 68;60 - .29
Linsoln 263 21 994,33 388 56,98 - .79 476 46.21 - .7
Ragnham 254 6 567.10 444 60.73 - .76 443 65.97 - .48
Hattapoisett 256 16,9885.19 3 46,00 - .96 449 57,83 - ,86
Narion 268 9, 819 00 303 27,81 -1.20 418 23.49 =1.13
Storling 287 30,660,958 308 100,85 - .21 426 71.99 - .22
Freetown 258 52 69,84 344 $4.9¢ - .29 381 85,72 + .02
lanesborough 259  29,823.25 336 89,02 - .37 401 74,37 - .17
lakeville 260 24,201,689 208 82,88 - .48 380 69,18 - .28
Tyngsborough 261 33 972.34 290 117.44 + .02 420 80.89 -~ .08
Chechire 262 22 660.78 307 78.81 - .58 368 61.58 - .41
Rowbury 263  17,287.98 236 73,66 - .8 264 65,48 - .38
Grandy 264 20,978.60 263 79,76 - .49 338  62.07 - .41
ley 266 21,882.39 306 71,81 - .61 373 58.67 - .46
‘Poylaton 267 17,98%,32 260 €0.17 - .64 316 66.92 « Bl
Nillville 268 18,426,338 197 83.53 - .31 213 86.51 <+ .04
West Brookfield 268 20,113.49 2 72,61 - .58 348 58.30 .~ .48



APPENDIX 3 194
Experimentsl State Ald (Con%)
SnouUP 1V - Towns
A1l Exper. Exper, Nes Ola itate
Town Index® Valustion Children State State Average 5tate Scaled
7=-16 Al4 Scores Member- Ald Soores
- —ARAD.
Venhan £70 8, 382,87 284 .76 ~1.16 286 20,31 +1.082
Slarksburg 271 15,78%7.71 206 76.883 - .63 206 76.64 - .14
Buskland 272 14,588,682 220 66,17 - .68 268  b4.32 - .06
¥, Newbury 273 £2,487.856 406 55.62 - .81 272 82,67 - .03
Hinsdale 274 20,930.80 249 84.06 - .43 202 71.68 - ,23
Celrain 276 23,7868.88 220 103.87 -~ .17 287 82.88 - .03
ton 277  20,832.17 239 84,66 ~ .43 258 76,42 -~ .10
Berlin 278  12,771.96 202 63.23 - .72 212  60.28 / -~ .46
Rechester 279 18,016,921 237 79.81 - .49 2450 77.21 - .13
Hampden 281 26,814,990 209 98,56 - .24 297 80.28 <+ .09
Russell 282 10,687.28 191 55.96 - .81 288 41,91 - 79
Berkley 28 17,808.72 212 83.99 - .44 237 %5.13 - .17
sherbora 284 8,868.08 191 44,86 - .96 221 38,7 - .84
E.Broekfriela 286 10,311,992 18l 56.97 - .7 228 45,33 - .7
¥, 8%cckbridge 286 10,577.31 1683 64,80 - .70 201 se.62 -~ .57
Swdbardston 287 20,3529.87 160 127,06 + .18 196 103,72 <+ .36
111 288 19,888,32 140 131,44 + 2 168 1l11e6.858 -~ .80
Paxton 269 11, 230,70 140 80,22 - .48 161 60.76 - .27
Pringeton 200 22,147.41 171 129,81 + ,)8 218 103,98 ¢+ .36
Brevater 291 12,150.90 129 ©4.19 - .29 184 78.20 - .10
Belten 202 12,114,851 168 72.11 - ,80 184 66,84 - .34
Halifax 203 12,758.52 201 63.46 -~ ,71 23 59.80 - .48
Boxford 2986 12,637,038 139 90,91 - .38 170 74.34 - .92
Sunderland 208 8,988, 37 122 73.43 - 83 168 63.32 - .57
Uarlsele 207 11,001.68 106 110,30 - ,08 167 70.01 - .27
Senvay 208 22,731.72 128 177.60 <+ .64 183 148,87 +1,19
Reyalaton 300 19,8863.29 179  110.97 + ,O7 211 04.14 <+ .19
leverett 301 18,167.79 116 156.61 + .88 136 133.9 + .9}
Besket 302 16,002.88 128 125,02 + .12 138 118,96 <+ B9
Granville 303 10,8%01.7M 8 108,07 - .11 1e2 88,82 <+ .08
Ri chmond 204 13,630,680 118 118,61 - .006 148 $3.36 + 17
? Son 308 11,880,61 135 88,11 -~ ,38 148 81,44 - .08
ro 307 5,5624,81 93 $9.40 - .77 111 48.77 - .64
1llipston 308 16,732,999 13¢ 123,03 + .10 180 105,44 + . %0
Cummington 309 12,798,987 88 148,80 + .48 110 116.33 + .60



Group IV -~ Towns

APPENDIX 3

mxpnril.uhllﬁliilh AMda (Cont)

106

Exper. Exper, Net Ol4 State
T Town Index* Valuation Children S5tate BState Average BState Soaled
. 7«16 AMa Soores Member- Ald Sgores
- — iR
Blandford 310 13,688,72 87 187.00 - .58 104 131,33 + .87
Palhan . . 311 11 383.87 84 121,16 + .07 103 110,62 <+ .48
Punstadle 312 13 703,95 94 145,79 + .41 110 124,68 + ,76
Yales 33 11 202,13 25 118,13 + ,04 08 118,13 + ,683
Chestorrield 314 13,409. 18 81 180,85 <« ,68 03 144,18 +1.11
Fisrida 318 11,338,988 110 103,05 - ,17 131 86,83 * ,04
BSev Bruintree 316 11 am.'rs 72 164,27 <+ .68 61 120,98 + .80
':m:ngtoa 317 9 587.156 68 140,99 + .34 88 112,79 ¢ .83
) 318 15 802,49 84 246,91 1.7 78 202,60 +2.,19
Yesthampton 319 12 430,04 72 172,64 » M 70 185.?8 +1,82
m 320 8,“5 83 78 111.10 - 007 M 96.” + .22
Bemberough 821 11,608.41 7 180,77 + .47 7 1l9.68 + .68
mo 322 b 892.77 80 .66 - .88 as 89,33 - .28
sfield 323 18 604,48 60 226,74 +1.51 68 200,30 +2,31
Yarvick 324 15 520,01 85 1ee. 69 <+ .91 103 150,68 +1,23
Nelland 325 7,835,482 7 116,98 + ,01 Y 101,76 ¢+ 32
Vindsor 326 17, 118. 06 60 201,93 +1.17 73 185.97 +),.81
Honterey 327 3,680,38 33 111,80 - .08 41 69,98 + ,10
Otis 378 15 298,18 63 211,08 +1,30 82 182,17 +1,.44
¥.2isdury 329 8 7168.20 40 82.68 - ,48 46 80,7 - ,08
VYendell -~ 330 8,088,858 34 99.98 - .22 6y 120,87 + &8
Goshen 331 15 088, 20 33 221,27 «+].44 71 183,868 +1.84
Leyden 332 10 870.49 18 247,056 +1.,79 57 190.71 +1,97
Neath 333 13,420,67 23 203,42 +1,19 66 203,42 2,20
Niddlerield 334 11,231,858 26 200,79 +2.28 47 238,97 +2,86
Vaghington 336 9 904,29 30 191,43 +1,03 82 19].43 +1.98
Hnrloy 337 125. 8b 13 304,20 +2,87 41 222,58 +2,58
m 338 ‘ ‘68.4‘ 8 91019 - 34 47 95.07 v .19
Prtnnold 339 5 17¢€.93 12 199,11 +1.13 30 172,56  +1,.83
Shatesbury 340  9,487.62 23 £87.50 +£,34 47 201.88 +2,19
Alford 341 s 494,43 22 148,80 + .48 30 140,868 +1,05
Rove 342 7,832.00 14 396.42 +3.83 33 228,24 *2.86
Shtlnark 343 3, ’011.%0 11 188,27 + .98 33 116.84 <83
Nenroe 344 4,975 41 13  198.94 +1.13 32 185,42 *1 32
Nomtgener 348 3,283,509 10 161.18 + .62 30 107,48 ¢ 43
Poru d 346 1o.m. 15 204,05 +2,43 46 228,687 +2.88
Rew Aghferd 347 4,459.14 11 318,81 + .78 18 247,78 3,02
ollana 348 8, 1687, 90 7 £91.,22 +2.38 186 416,08 +6,13
Head 340 2,621,082 6 331,11 2,91 18 174,74  +1.87



SROUP I - Cities

APPENDIX 3
Proposed Equalized Valuation

198

P AII Propesed Net
Town Index* v:“g:;"i‘ Children Equnnnd Boaled Aver. Val. {0!' Baaled
1062 7-16 Valuation 3core Member- pupi Saore
per pupil ship
Oanbridge $213,667,350. 12108 §17,646, +2,37 10121 $21,111 +4.03
Boston 1, 572 061,400. 94139 16,700 +2,01 87692 17, 927 +2.62
Hewton "217,833,700 10920 19,920 +3.26 18246 17,764 +2,61
Nolyoke 82,045,610 6203 13.226 + .67 4888 16,899 +2.12
Salem 69,736,540 4934 12,107 + .23 4934 16,479 +1.93
Pitohburg 61,199,300 5338 11,614 + .04 3764 16,2069 +1.83
fpringfield 300,571,566 18481 16,263  +1.84 18962 15,861 +1.18
Everett 100,481,028 65832 17,829  +2,21 6617 15,1856 +1.36
Naverhill 71,847,025 BE53 12,709 + .47 4883 14,774 +1.13
Lowell 107,637,800 12086 8,334 -1.23 8170 13,176 + .44
Gardner 24,733,974 2203 10,786 - .28 1942 15 149 <+ .43
lavrence 90,275,800 9644 9,360 - .83 6867 13,146 + .42
;&un 139,283,778 11435 12,177 + .26 10817 12,874 + .34
tSafield 99,331,340 6904 14,387  +1.12 37765 12.809 + .27
Woroester 319,537,750 23797 13.427 + .75 28072 12,7486 + .24
L 149,893,676 10801 13,877 + .92 11963 12,830 + .14
Vestfield 35,376,338 2802 12,625 - .44 2050 11,992 - .09
Nerthampton 32,246,496 2661 12,165 + .26 2798 11.525 - .30
Valtham 67,418,300 6151 11,463 - .02 5881 11,463 - .S3
Malden 81,245,700 7998 10,158 - .25 7136 11,385 - .38
Gloueester 42,376,020 3522 12,031 - .20 3792 11,176 - .46
Beverly 44 518 400 3815 11 667 + .06 4002 11 123 -~ .48
Leoninster 28,463,818 3393 8,388 -1.80 2675 11,065 - .51
N, Adamg 30,766,060 2721 11,306 - .08 2798 10,996 - .54
Nev Bedford 126,728,626 12612 10,130 - .53 11694 10,837 - .61
Fall River 124,438,750 15359 8,102 -1.82 11866 10,750 - .65
Somerville 127,761,700 13184 9,680 - .70 11986 10,680 - .69
Kelrose 43,700,300 3580 12,488 <+ .38 4107 10,840 - .70
Nedford 94,260,850 8389 11,237 - .10 8902 10,582 - .78
Atsleboro 36,395,050 3185 11,391 - .04 3480 10,549 - .74
Yoburn 27,281,060 2808 9,708 - .66 2709 10,080 - .96
Revere 54,491,760 5046 10,798 - .37 8807 9,806 1,04
Breckton ez 460,800 7795 10,673 - .36 B866p 9,512 -1.21
Peadody 27,776,060 2913 9,835 - .76 2084 9,403 .1,82
Chicopes 50,523,350 5967 8,438 -1.18 5389 9,376 .1.23
1borou 17,137,453 2180 7970 -1.37 1888 9,077 -l.4
z::;.., eh 44,733,700 4963 9,013 - .96 5043 a 870 -1, s%
aunton as 982,980 4615 8,808 -1,16 4733 &.205 -1.81
Newburyport 14,022,10& 1774 7,904 -1.39 1811 7,743 .2.01
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All  Proposed Ret  Old Eq. Sesled
Toun Valuation Children Equaliscd Scaled Average Valua- Scores
at Jan.l 7-18 Yaluation BScore Member- tion per
1982 per rupil

Breokline 159,626,000 5801 $28,986 +4,35 6425 §24,844 +4.08
Barnstadle 39 450 220 1528 25 810 +35.61 1048 20,272 +2.86
Vebater 18 569 653 1820 10 203 - .08 939 19, 776 +2.73
Belmont 59 498 ,000 3169 18 775 +1.,96 3282 18, ‘120 +2.29
V. Springfield 60 296, '9sa 2670 18,837 +1.,96 2034 17, *142 +2.03
Vellesley 56,108,375 2667 21,038 +2.,48 32092 17,133 +2,08
Falsouth 23 300,835 1394 26 308 +2,31 1722 16, 440 +1.88
Veston 14 677 495 788 19, ‘111 +2,03 975 18, ‘08¢ +1.48
Winghegter 40 613 825 2788 14 725 + .90 2766 14, 685 +1,38
Easthampton 15 225 606 1288 11 a6 + .97 1039 14,654 +1,37
Bedituate 18, 335,000 937 19,567 +2,14 1277 14, 366 +1,.30
Milton 44 010 248 2822 15 599 +1.20 3080 14 289 +1.28
Svampgoott 2? 371 %07 1620 16 895 +1.50 2028 15 497 +1,07
Semerget 13 955 840 1362 13 2924 + .80 1413 13, ‘433 +1.06
Plymouth 28 426 175 17758 16 014 +1.30 2120 13, ’ 409 +1.04
Uhtortoun 64,706,798 4666 13,870 + ,80 4867 13,206 +1.01
ao 677 980 2263 13,856 + 71 2322 13 212 + .99
lruningh 46 984 212 3338 14,075 + .84 3600 13 051 + .95
76 214 700 4922 15,484 +1,17 5071 13 400 + .87
In!blohnad 27, 915,295 1989 14,248 + 87 2238 12 480 + .80
Andover 21,103,797 1686 12,817 + .47 1710 12,341 + .78
N, Andover 12 522 480 1084 11,844 - + .26 1027 12 291 <+« .75
Needhan 59 591.728 2420 16,360 +1.38 3341 11 850 + .83
quingtou 34,397,730 2388 14,521 + .94 2035 11, ‘716 + .59
Greenfield 29,077,400 2319 12,538 + .47 2485 11 701 + .59
Avlington 64,127,650 5516 11,625 + 27 5777 11,101 + .43
Dedhan 31,120,200 2687 11 581 + 2% 2883 1o, 908 + .38
Vareham 16 ezo 235 1323 12 713 + .52 1588 10 796 + .35
R‘gﬂing 26 255 o117 2136 12,298 + .42 24387 10 ,686 <+ 32
Yalpole 19 130 070 1399 13,874 + .74 1815 10,640 + .
Methuen 29,923,700 3148 95,02 - .27 2810 10,283 + .22
Hingham 21,260,261 1660 12,587 + .40 2080 10,177 + .19
Seuthhridge 16, 577 060 2206 7,132 - .81 1612 10, '1s9 + .19
Canton 10, 023 010 1126 8,900 - .39 980 10 133 + .19
Concora 13, oea 106 1070 12,229 + .40 1306 10 019 + .14
Vegtwood 11,180, 237 892 12,533 + .47 1132 9,877 + .10
n::g.ou;h 16,775,676 1608 10,419 - .03 1705 9:838 + .10
ngton 1o 103,296 830 12,172 + .30 1037 9,743 + .07
552,768 520 10,677 + ,03 670 9,680 + ,02
Ipsvich 9,641,645 381 10,943 +.10 1007 19,8575 + .02
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ROUP II - Towngs Proposed Equalized Valuation
ALl Proposed Net 014 Eq.
‘own Valuation Children Equaliszed Boaled Average Valua- Scaled
Jan,1,1952 7-16 yrs Valuation BScore NMember- tion per g

fakefield $28,285,8675 2714  §10,422 - ,03 2057 9,666 + .01
ilinton 12,256,316 1847 7,922 - .82 1282 9,660 + .01
itoneham, 19,046,426 1902 10,013 - .13 2026 $,089 - .01
\ne gbury 10,836,545 1390 7,580 - .70 1123 9,382 - .02
\uberst 11,713,026 976 12,013 + .36 1262 9,366 - .02
Iraintree 41,564,760 3420 12,154 + .35 4873 9089 - .10
#lliamstown 8,207,985 741 11,076 + .13 912 9,000 - .13
Aams 11,310,750 1636 6,917 - .83 1630 8,880 - .16
South Hadley 13,261,065 1238 10,763 + .08 1495 6,880 — .16
Ayer 4,520,026 476 9,496 - .26 514 8,794 - .16
Hilford 16,881,600 1958 8,111 - .68 1827 6,608 - .21
¥inthrop 25,633,780 2438 1o 614 - .007 205) 8,686 - .24
Vare 6,628,660 908 7,190 - .80 769 8,400 - .26
Hudson 7,448,885 1045 7,127 - .81 89l 8,560 - .30
Nontague 10,892,520 1036 10,524 - .007 1332 8,178 - .36
Agawvan 15,216,266 1535 9,012 - .16 1933 7,872 - .43
Danvers 16,768,950 1806 9,286 - .30 2142 7,820 - .44
Rockland 9,780,996 123 7,694 - .63 1262 7,812 - .44
Ludlow 8,138,188 1201 6,776 - .89 1049 7,758 -~ .46
Natiok 20,100,200 2851 10207 - .08 3816 7,620 - .49
Tewksbury 1,394,710 869 8,809 - .48 981 7,538 - .52
Fairhaven 13,612,990 1927 7,064 - .85 1833 7,427 - .56
Shrewsbury 13,325,840 1488 9,229 - .31 1797 7,416 - .58
N. Attleboro 13,736,720 1709 8,037 - .60 1547 7,393 - .56
Randolph 14,982,870 1801 8,319 - .53 2066 70266 - .50
Foxboro 7,641,863 872 8,763 - .42 1057 7,230 - .59
Steughton 12,774,750 1785 7,156 - .80 1880 7,181 -~ .61
Pranklin 10,056,222 1145 8,782 - .42 1442 6,974 - .67
Westborough 6,393,024 747 8,668 - .47 918 6,964 - ,67
Dracut 7,263,460 1478 4,904 -1.34 1071 6,782 - .72
Chelmsford 10,509,150 1208 8,936 - .38 1578 8,717 - .73
Palmer 8,702,680 1276 6,826 - .88 1312 6,633 - .76
Bridgewater 8,707,938 962 9,061 - .61 1313 6,632 - ,76
Mansfield 8,802,160 1047 8,407 - .51 1333 6,805 - ,77
Uxbridge 7,004,228 947 8,346 - .52 1210 6,632 - .78
Billerica 16,040,540 2038 7,866 .64 2467 6,602 - .78
Swangea 6,500,462 1119 5,989 -1,10 1014 6,489 - .78

1tman 9,129,420 1190 7,671 - .68 1441 6,335 - .84

ugus 20,952,283 2586 8,102 - .68 3338 6,277 - .85
Athol 12,126,907 1544 7,668 - .64 1980 6,126 - .89
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ALl Proposed Net 01d tgq.

Town Valuation Children Equalized Soaled Average Valus- ccaled
Jan,1,1982 7-16 yrs Valuation Score Member- tion ner .core

Northbridge $ 8,008,773 1438 ¢ 65,632 -1.21 1326 & 6,113 - &9
grafton 5,98k ,326 902 6,636 - .03 983 6,080 -~ .89
Niddleborough 10,568,838 1485 7,116 - .81 1801 5,868 - .96
Abbington 7,373,478 1074 6,868 - .87 1274 5,768 - .98
Naynard 6,067, 266 871 6,954 - .86 1088 5,726 - .99
Epencer 5,130,666 263 5,327 -1.24 913 6,620 -1.03
Auburn 9,814,926 1418 8,921 - .78 1787 5,583 -1.03
Easton 6,449,006 883 7,303 - .77 1181 5,461 -1.06
leloester 4,511,450 76 4,827 -1.40 838 5,364 -1,09
Orange 5,896,876 885 6,687 -~ .P4 1100 5,360 -1,08
Wilaington £,343,326 1445 6,773 -1.14 1869 6,362 -1,09
Holden 5,972,047 €83 8,763 - .93 1202 4,068 -1,20
Nonson 3,410,460 632 6,306 -1,24 688 4,967 -1.20
¥inochenden 6,080,240 1059 5,741 -1,18 1231 4,939 -1.21
¥illbury 6,262,835 1237 5,062 -1,30 1342 4,667 «1.28
Oxford 4,349,602 226 4,702 -1.38 1126 3,833 -1.49
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A1l Proposed
Towa Valuation Children Equalised
Jan.1,1982 7-16 yrs
Chathan 12,887,270 323 § 38,969
Bantuoket 13,229,740 408 32,426
farvich 11,386,070 420 26,976
¥ellfleet 3,705,918 148 28,039
Kanehester 9,340,291 375 24,907
town 5,583,614 218 25, 337
orloans 5,921,890 240 24, 674
Oak Bluffs 6,244,369 287 24,297
Bourne 16,203,136 &7 24,004
Tarwouth 12,141,700 504 24,090
Marehfield 12,329,800 543 22,706
Sendvich 3,869,010 186 4,807
Previncetown 8,767,100 464 21,049
Usdury 5,888,080 308 19,117
Dover 4,877,520 291 16,073
Cohasset 11,198,265 569 19,680
Steekdbridge 4,781,430 262 18, 249
Duxbury 9,326,890 487 19,151
Hamilton 6,606,888 378 17,478
Kingeten 7,206,700 467 15,624
Langaater 4,545, 260 506 8,982
R, Marlborough 1,660,889 134 14,782
Beerfield 5,106,130 380 13,437
Roekport 7,586,460 513 14,786
Ratfield 3,458,306 289 13, 506
Petershan 1,849,814 144 11,467
Barvard 2,449,161 101 12,822
Rorwell 5,364,030 442 12,183
Topsfield 3.208,87C 239 13,793
Charlemont 1,462,047 117 12, 496
vestpors 9,863,600 856 11,160
thelburne 2,860,407 222 12, 864
Lenox 4,704,105 433 11,071
Littleten 3,024,100 325 11,766
R. Brookfield 3,227,071 825 6,146
Sheffield 2,788,800 264 10, 563
Peaboike 4,237,476 403 10, 514
ookfield 2,643,708 245 10, 382
n $,185,882 827 11,346

Net
Scaled Average Valua-
aluation Soores Meabder- tion

+4,110
+3.16
+7,38
+2,08
+2,04

+2.11
+2,00
+1.98
+1.90
+1.92

+1,71
+2.03
.77
+1,18
LN 1

+1.27
+1.08
+1.19
+ .90
+ .67

.ol
.58
-
.55
.36

.04
27
A7

.40
.21
.01
27
.0017
.10
72
.07
08
+10

.l‘
04

PE+4t A4 4+ e

t ¢4+ 4+ 4

414

014 kq.-

458 § 27,483
507 26,004
503 22,878
71 A,e7?
433 2A,8M
268 20,611
289 20,491
317 19,6986
833 19,482
646 18,708
893 17,782
238 16,200
547 18,028
374 15,744
299 15,644
744 15,081
323 14,803
860 14,132
530 13,132
583 17,516
390 11,688
172 11,517
451 11,322
676 11,223
316 11,07
151 10,026
228 10,742
502 10,727
328 10,08
146 10,014
999 9,563
301 5,503
816 9,291
448 8,994
377 8,560
339 Z,481
806 8,374
304 £,367
169 6,348
1127 8,124

Scaled
3oore

+3,40
+3,.14
+2,49
+7,33
+2, 31

+2,13
+2.11
41,96
+1.94
+*1.78

+1.62
+1.33
+1.29
+1.20
+1,.22

+1.11
+1,07

+
*
¢

P44+ S$+4 44

11 +94

L B A A

94
.76
.88

.49
.46
<43
.‘1
.38

1)
.
o2
.19
.19

«10
.09
.0B
07
.08

.10
11
.11
.12
.18
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froup III - Towns Proposed Bqnnnd Valuation
Valuation  All posed Net 014 Eq.
Town as of Children Esuduod S5caled Average Valua- Soaled
Jan,1,1882 7-16 yre Valuation soore Member- tion score
Vayland $e,0%,80 823 ¢ 0,78 - .19 1011 § 7,94 -~ .19
Agton 4,669,138 513 9 140 - .28 604 7 763 - .23
Ashland 4,761,568 489 9737 - .19 625 7,843 - .23
Nedrield 3,726,118 382 0,764 - .19 503 7y - +28
Seuthbridge 3,307,235 262 8,066 - .40 482 V.*&”}'l 8= .21
3
Bellingham 4,794,630 763 6,23¢ -~ .70 659 7,27 - .32
Badley 5,489,148 353 9,884 - .17 366 7,169 - .33
lnmnburg 5 038,628 641 8,168 - .43 736 7,114 - .38
Dllton 8 114 067 6835 8 822 -~ .33 862 7,07 = 36
E. Bridgewater e 476 036 728 8 920 - .31 917 7,062 - .39
Sroton 3,920,964 493 7 071 - 46 563 6,984 - .32
Nillis :5 352 730 413 117 - .43 482 8,068 - .37
‘Dllllton 4 575 615 549 7 970 - 946 630 6.945 - 037
Nedwvay 4 1:5'7 030 520 7 P56 -~ .46 623 6,916 - ,38
Huntington 1 328 188 189 ,02’7 - .58 196 6,811 - .40
¥. Bridgewater 5,313,086 642 8,277 - .41 782 6,795 - .40
Loe 742 640 730 6,496 ~ .67 699 6,78b - .41
Hanover 4 336 672 498 8,796 - ,33 643 6,744 - .41
Hopedale 8 8‘74 878 446 8 €88 - .30 582 8,638 - .45
Blaskstone 2,588,981 687 3,940 «1,08 389 6,686 - .43
Varren 2,049,479 484 6.095 - 75 £1.1.] 6,482 - ,46
Dighton 3 655 9168 486 7,481 « B3 563 6,458 < .48
Northfield 2, 059 433 207 6,867 - ,62 318 6,413 - 47
Sudbury 3 :570 802 449 7 507 - .52 537 6,277 = .50
Stow; 1 8:51 545 219 8 363 - .40 298 6,146 - .62
Rutland 1,990,917 290 6,804 - .61 324 6,146 - .52
Vv, Boylston 3,470,200 437 7,640 - .46 570 6,088 - .53
Bernardston 1 416 655 186 7,807 - .BO 242 5,66¢ - .58
Hopkinton 3, 921 050 584 7,077 - B9 €70 6,852 - ,68
Nevw Salem 534 1566 a7 4,987 - .89 64 6,846 - .68
Plainville 2,051,699 303 6,771 - ,63 38 5,845 . .58
Townsend 3,098,080 428 7,240 - .66 535 5,792 - .59
Hardwick 1,850,614 344 5,406 - .83 329 5,862 - .82
Yestford 4,433,466 €93 6,397 -~ .69 788 5,626 - .62
Ashdy 1,624,619 206 7,886 - .47 204 5,626 - .64
tovn 2, 419 gz2 360 6, 932 - ,61 458 H,282 - .68
}: 1 239 184 186 6 662 - ,60 238 5,279 - .68
lnuaburg 1 912, 176 329 5 81z - .7 371 5,154 < .70
.’5 205,768 828 6 oM - .74 626 5,121 «~ .70
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greup III - Towns Proposed Equalized Valuation
) Veluation All  FProposed Net 014 fq.

Town as of Ohildren Equalized Boaled Average Valuay Soaled

Jan,1,1952 7-16 yrs Valuation Score Member- tion per 3eore

,ropporci'i $3,171,788 472 $ e;'m - .84 634 § 5,003 =~ .73
Avon 2,196,671 36 6,082 - .78 446 4,035 .- .78
n‘lek ‘,036.3“ w 6.0” - - on 81’ 4|9” - .?5
Norton 3,060,076 728 5,440 - .83 80P 4,883 - .78
Burlington 3,446,610 6% 5,220 - .88 709 4,860 - .78
Nerrimac 2,311,800 403 5,735 < .79 476 4,886 - .75
Déuglas ° 2,306,421 397 5,800 .« ,77 486 4,746 - .78
Brinfield 1,119,160 207 5,406 . - ,83 237 4,722 - .78

leton 3,838,708 682 5,626 . .80 842 4,657 - .82
Forthborough 2,507,880 529 4,910 - .91 881 4,471 - .83
gutton 2,512,084 809 4,936 - .90 606 4,145 « .86
Groveland 1,834,008 363 5,066 - .89 443 4,142 - .89
Belshertown 2,086,944 484 4,311 - 99 543 3,843 - .96
Charlton 2,261,806 531 4,259 -1,002 611 3,702 - .97
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@roup IV - Towns Proposed Equalised Valuation
] e —ra —
Valuation All ed Net Ola Eq.
Town as of Children Equalized Soaled Average Valuation Soaled
Jan,1,1952 7-18 yrs Valuation Score Member- per pnpu Boore
- : ah4p

Chilmark $1,241,996 21 §$659,142 +6,09 33 § 37,636 +4.68
Telland ‘461,088 13 35,468 +3,456 16 28,818 +3.20
Dennile 10, 525 690 300 34 080 +3.20 384 27,410 +2,97
Nonterey 1 090 678 33 3:5 080 +3.09 41 =26.602 +2.83
¥, Tisbury 1 047 490 45 23 e7r +1.63 46 22,772 +2.19
Truro 2,024,582 93 27,146 +2.21 11l 22,744 +2,19
Nonroe 718, 636 28 28,621 +2.47 3% 22,361 +2,13
Easthan 3,096,060 103 30,049 +2,64 130 22. 267 +2.,11
Hall ao 801 5856 871 31 01l +2,40 936 22,224 +2.10
Mashpee 1 '?'71 600 80 22,145 +1.46 8b 20,842 +1,87
Rowe 887,500 19 36,184 +3,56 33 20,833 +1,87
Brevster 3, 010 830 129 25 366 +*1,635 154 19 548 +1.66
Head 289 (21 ] o 32 210 +2,97 158 19 326 +1,62
1lle 2, 044 650 98 20 ¢ +1.27 122 16 769 +1.19
Sandisfield 1,089,860 80 17,831 + .82 68 16,460 +1.14
Venham 4,674,425 264 17,7086 + .80 286 16,344 '01 12
Plainfield «2,5‘70 26 17 014 =+ .70 30 14 748 .88
Osis 1,130,630 63 18,056 + ,88 82 13 768 '0' .69
Narion 6 685 416 383 16,100 + ,56 418 13 6g7 + .66
Tyringhan 1 868 948 419 15 022 + .10 420 13 687 <+ ,686
longmeadow 17,317,960 1007 17,197 «+ .72 131} 13,210 + .60
Rgremont 1,483 528 21 16 302 <+ .5 116 12,900 + .56
x;n!hld 9,645, 259 a2 15 432 <+ 46 773 12 478 + .48
ord 472 480 37 12 769 <+ .06 39 14.. 116 + 41
Paxton 1, 888 867 140 13,491 + 17 161 11 722 + 3B
Florida 1,476,048 110 13,418 <+ ,16 13 11,268 + .27
Nentgomery 329 354 20 16,467 ~+ .61 S0 10,978 + 22
l&‘kfmd ’,930, 985 220 13,362 + ,16 268 10,937 + 22
Shutesbury 512 190 33 186,520 + A7 47 10,808 + .2
fherborn 7,390,680 191 12,816 =+ .02 221 10,817 + .2
Lincoln 5 059 518 386 13 107 + 11 478 10,629 * 17
Northington 902 700 68 1.3, 278 o+ 14 8% 10,620 + 17
Russell 2,681,630 161 14,030 + .26 297 10,516 + .15
Newbury 2,740,197 235 11,667 - .10 264 10,380 + ,12
Rahant 5,675,268 371 15,207, + .44 547 10,376 + .18
E,Longmeadow e, 995 398 768 1-'5 0l4 + .10 968 10 3286 + .12
Holland 787 evo 67 11 769 - ,08 K44 10,252 +« .10
‘xtapozutt 4,683,260 377 12,024 - .04 440 10,096 + ,08
1fax 2 093 ' 708 201 10 416 - .20 213 9 830 + .04
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APPEMDIX 3

IV - Towns
ﬂ“’ rerar et Salubion e

Jan,1,1982 7-16

$ 485,448
978, 468
1, ooe 245
1,841,026
5. 081,816

368,764
5, 588 66
188 373
618 830
4, 4?9 648

374,382
9,378,110
1 367, '986

485 289

‘w33, 220

757,968
593, 980
589, 688
803, 673

1,082, €98

1,085,490
1 254 930
217 641
668 088
803 725

478,107
2,132, 485
3,940,986
2,337,216
1,081,508

1,683,463
2,241,855
3,688,000
3?5 280
1, 323 916

677,648
983,700
1,377, 248
1,357,368
2,803, 598

40
87
139
ig2
19¢

%
620
14

60
411

14
984
108
1e8

72

8l
72
89
€8
128

118
149
147
78
88

292

478
283
128

400
538

163

24
136
171
202
444

¢

204

Children Equnud Scaled Average Valuatien Soaled
Valuation BScore MNember- per pupil Soore
ahip .
11,386 - .14 4”7 § 9,600 + 009
11,280 - .16 170 9 231 - ,006
12 67 + .04 168 e, '17%¢ - .008
lﬂ 738 - ,24 228 9, ‘123 - .009
12 292 - .000 41 8,994 -~ .11
10 313 - .50 73 ' ‘?7 - 01’
19'695 - .24 ‘5 o 8.819 - .23
9,850 - .43 1140 8,226 - .23
12,906 + .08 167 8,191 - .23
‘.“1 - 058 18‘ 8.072 bl .u
9,111 - .48 93 .taa - .28
8,249 - .87 78 7,020 - .28
’.‘89 - .‘2 n 7 335 - o”
’.681 - ‘m “ 7 632 - oaa
gi294 - .62 138 7,828 - .33
9.m - o“ 1‘0 7 505 - 033
8,422 - .59 168 7,470 - .33
8.283 - 061 1“ 7 m - .55
..500 - .53 90 367 - ..39
9348 - .48 110 7,307 - .39
8,486 - .58 350 7,080 - .43
7.”7 - 06’ m ' ’m - .“
'.2“ - oel “’ ‘.926 - .“
8,886 . ;52 338 6 915 - .48
7,018 - .80 246 6,790 =« .47
ng -1.00 333 G 753 - .48
"“’ - oez 5’1 ‘.688 - .“
8,546 - .54 07 6898 - .49
8,122 - .83 201 6,087 - .49
7,207 - .77 103 6,878 - .49
7,084 - .7 14¢ 6,532 - .49
8,084 - ,64 213 6,466 «~ B3
6,719 - .84 212 6403 - .54
6,314 - .90 443 6,328 -~ .58
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Group IV - Towns
Proposed Equalized Valuation

Valuation Propossd  Soaled Nes 014 Eq
Town as at Children Equalized SBoore Average anu-tlon Soaled
Jan,1,1982 7.16  Valuation Kember- per pupkl Bcore
abin
Sterling §2,684,700 308 § 8,808 - .83 426 § 6,302 - .80
Nanson 4,183,000 563 7,420 - ,74 670 6,243 - .56
Dunstable ‘5768980 04 7,200 - .77 110 6,164 - .58
8,Brookfield 1,403,030 181 7,751 - .69 228 6,154 - .68
fturbridge 2,827,462 472 5,566 -1,01 420 6.1% - .b8
Oskhan 478,235 64 7,472 - .73 78 6,131 .88
Vales 572,436 . 96 6,028 - .94 98 6,026 - .60
Freetown 2,242,476 344 6,618 . .87 3861 5,888 - .63
Seuthampton 1 516 546 2% 6,345 - 00 288 5,878 - ,63
Nerfolk g,2132,117 301 7,382 - 75 378 5,866 - ,63
Westainster 2,807,260 361 6,643 <~ .82 449 5,807 - .64
Celrain 1,648,885 229 7,200 - 77 287 5,748 - .68
Aghburnhen 2,258,042 398 8,676  -1.00 398 5,719 - .68
leverets 774,070 116 6,673 - .85 138 5,602 - .68
¥endeld 376,615 81 4,662 -1.15 67 5,624 - .67
¥, Newbury 1,520,215 406 3,753  -1.28 272 5,589 - .67
Acushnet 3,180,305 723 4,398 21,19 57 5,493 - .69
Dudley 3,307,276 748 4,439 =1,17 604 5,476 - .60
Middleton 2,464,738 369 6,679 - .84 463 5,323 - 72
Beylston 1,870,878 260 6,445 - .88 316 5,287 - ,7%
¥, Brookfield 1,802,792 277 6,508 - .87 34b 5,226 - .74
Bexborough 498,969 ™ 6,480 - .88 97 5,144 - .78
Phillipston 816,040 136 6,000 -~ .96 189 6,132 - .78
Rehoboth 3,761,080 649 8,770 - .98 746 5,028 - 77
Nudbardston 084,423 160 6,162 - .95 196 8,023 - .77
B, Reading 4,834,773 786 5,806 - 96 027 5,000 - 77
Xi11lville 1 083,234 197 5,346  -1.08 213 4,948 - .77
Ringdale 1 423 014 249 o 714 - .59 292 4, 'a73 - .70
Rowley 1,778,631 308 5,812 - .98 373 4 768 - 7
Bampden 1,412,298 269 5,260 -1.06 207 4,78 - .79
Lbans sboreugh 1,810,483 338 6,404 -1.04 401 4,818 . .86
-borough 1,888,046 290 4,418  -1,17 420 4,428 - .87
Ya ' 229,781 82 4,418 1,17 8e 4,810 - .87
Yarvi ' 444,803 68 8,072 -1.09 103 4319 - .80
Savoy 204,228 88 8,072 =1,09 60 4,264 - .90
Cheshire 1,529,480 307 4,982 21,10 368 4,166 . .91
ao,.;.;,n ‘a71.286 179 4,861 21,12 211 4120 - .92
Serkle 964,401 212 4,540 1,17 237 4080 - .92
.{.,, 762'658 206 3,702 -1.29 206 5702 - .99
1,623,180 380 4,657 1,18 449 3,615 -1.00
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APPENRDIX 4
*XEY DISTRICT* POUNDATION PCRNULAE

Poar ndazian-rragean

Equslized Nuniel- S5tate o 3tate tate
Valuation nality Consri- ala jealed Contri-~ Ald Scaled
busien doore bution Score
1 $126,517 Gosnold
2 37,638 Chilmark
3 28 818 Tolland
4 27.488 Chathan
] 27,410 Uennig
6 26,802 lMonterey
4 ae 094 Hantuoket
8 24 844 Brookline
9 22 722 ¥, Tisbury $183.31 $16.69 -£.476 £137.64 £12,43 -3.024
10 22,744 Truro 183,08 16,92 ~2.469 137,37 12,63 =3.021
12 861 Honroe 180,00 20,00 -7,388 135,06 12,94 =J3,009
18 22,257 Fagtham 179.28 20,78 -2.36868 134,49 15.61 2,912
14 22,224 [ull 178,90 21.10 -2,309 134,23 15,76 -2,902
18 21 672 ~wellfleet 174,486 25,854 7,242 130.90 19.10 -7,7706
18 20,842 Hsshpee 167.78 32,22 2,080 125,89 24 11 -7.584
19 20,833 Rowe 187,70 32,30 -2,084 126,83 24,17 -2, 584
20 20, 611 Edgartown 1656,%2 34,08 2,017 124,49 25,81 2,831
21 20,491 Orleans 164,956 5,08 -1,990 123,77 28,23 -2, 504
b4 4 20,273 Barnstadble 183,70 36.80 1,048 122,48 27,60 -2.454
28 19,776 Uebster 1989, 20 40,80 1,841 119,485 30.055 2,340
24 19,608 Osk Bluffs 188,57 41.43 -1.824 118,98 31,028 .-, 329
25 19,548 Brewster 167, ¢ 42.84 21,722 118,07 31.93 «2,28%7
26 19,4562 GOourne 108,89 43,11 21,780 117,49 32,51 P, 260
27 19,326 Gay Head 188,57 44,43 1,748 116,73 33,27 2,236
28 18,708 Yarmouth 160,680 49.40 1,814 113,00 37,00 -2,004
20 18,129 Belmont 145,94 84,06 21,480 109,80 40.50 -1.9681
30 17,927 Boston 144,31 55,68 -1,449 108.28 41,72 1,918
31 17,792 Harshfield 143,23 56,77 1,420 107.4€ 42,54 .1.684
32 17 784 Newton 143,00 87.00 -1.414 107,29 42,71 1.8
38 17 142 «.tpringfield 137,99 62,01 -1.283 103.B4 46,46 1,738
34 17 133 WOllosloy 137.82 62.08 -1.281 103,48 46.82 .1.733
36 15,759 Granville 134,21 68,09 1,202 101.82 48,78 1,647
18 480 Sandisfield 132,860 67,60 1,138 99.41 50.89 1,578
30 16 440 Palmouth 132,34 é7.66 -1.34 98,30 50.70 1.574
40 16, ’344 Wenham 131,89 86,43 1,114 98,72 61,28 1,852
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Equalized lMuniei- W&m@ Wumgnnl
Valuation pality oa su itate tate State

Gontrl- 3oaled Contrle aid sulod
Seore busion

n ¢ u.uo Sandwioh suo.ao $69.11 .-1.006 §98.21 #61.79 -1.552
M 15,851 xutnm 127,60 72.40 ~1,000 96,74 54,76 1,430
(1] 15 744 'r 186,74 73.26 - 90Y 96,09 84,01 1,414
48 16,644 Dover 126.20 73.90 - 990 94,49 .81 1,301
34 15,180 Lverelt 182,24 77.76 - 8868 91,72 s2.28 1,986
48 15 084 VWeston 121.18 78,82 .~ 841 90,93 89.07 1,288
“ 15.051 cm.”‘ 121.16 n.34 - .w 90091 59.“ -1.”5
80 14,803 Btockbridge 119,18 80.8¢ - .78 90.90 50.10 -1,288
81 14,774 Haberhill 118,93 81,07 - ,781 989.41 60,00 -1,98
e 14,766 Plainsfield 118,88 8l.14 - 780 80,23 6.7 1,191
] 14,685 Winchester 118,20 81,80 - ,762 086,19 60,81 -1,90
84 - 14,864 Easthampton uv 96 82,04 - ,706 86,69 61.31 -1.17Mm
86 14,289 Milten 1156.02 84.98 - ,679 86,72 63,28 1,006
o 14 132 Duxbury 113,96 86,24 - ,640 86,31 63.60 -1,080
& 18 507 Marion 199,46 90.54 - 8532 83,20 68178 - ,963
60 18,587 Tyringhan 109,38 90.62 - 830 82,13 €7.8Y - 922
6l 13,497 Swanpseott 108,886 91,36 - 811 82,07 67.898 - .919
62 15,422 Somerset 108,08 91,96 - .498 8)],51 68,48 . ,698
63 13,400 Flymeuth 107.94 92,06 - .492 81,07 68,95 - 881
64 13,296 VMatersown 107.02 92,98 - ,468 80,99 €9.01 - ,878
. 13,212 Norwood 106. 36 935.64 -~ .481 80,30 6.7 - .8%2
66 13,210 lengmeadew 106,34 935,66 - . 79,80 .20 - ,833
34 15,175 lowell 106,06 $3.94 - 443 15,79 .21 - ,832
% 13,1490 Gardner 108,80 94,186 - 437 79,068 70.42 - ,818
% 13,146 levrence 106,83 94,17 « 437 78.42 70.%8 - .818
» 13 13¢ Hamilton 106.7 04,20 = 44 79,40 70,80 - .818
71 13,061 ¥Frami 106,91 94,00 - 438 79,47 70.88 < .820
72 12 900 -:f" 103,80 96,18 - 386 77,92 72.08 - .781
73 12,874 103,64 06.36 - 308 77.76 72.2¢ - 785
% 12,800 rntaﬂold 103,11 f6.8090 - 366 7.3V 72,68 - .74
(] 12,764 VWeymouth 102.70 97.26 -~ 8686 77.00 72,91 « 730
7 12,7456 Vveraester 102.086 07.72 - 344 76,74 73.26 - 717
2 12 518 Kingston 100.76 .26 - 308 785,680 74,40 - 673
12 480 Marblehead 100.54 $0.46 - 268 75,48 74,87 - .887

80 12,473 Lynnfield 100,48 9.6 < 2086 75,37 74.863 - ,685
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Equalised Municipality$200 Foundation Froposal §$150 Foundation -roposal

Yaluation Lesal State  State Lesal  State 8tate
Cemtri- ald  Healed Contri- ald  Boaled
mtion Seere busion asore

81 €12,341 Andover $99.36 #100.65 - .268 § 74.54 $74.46 - 6N
82 12.”1 “. AMOVOI‘ 98.“ 101.06 - .u‘ 74.% 75.76 -~ om
a3 12,115 Alford 97.563 102,47 - ,219 73.17 76,83 - ,8581
84 11,992 Vestfield 96.854  103.46 - .193 72,43 77,87 - 583
85 11,880 Needhan 98,39  104.61 - .162 71.87 78.43 - .520
88 11,732 Paxton 9¢.44  105.56 - 157 70.86 78.14 - 493
87 11,716 Lexington 94.31 105.89 - .13¢ 70,76 75.24 - 480
a8 11,701 Greenfield 94.19 105.81 - ,131 70.87 79. - .486
e 11,685 Llancaster 93.82 106.18 - ,121 70.40 .60 - .476
20 11,6256 Northampten 9e.78 107,22 - 004 69,61 80,358 - ,448
’1 n,ﬁﬂ '.' u.l'l“”m 92.71 1070” - 0092 69.” 80.“ - 04‘2
1 11,465 Valtham - 92,28 107,72 - ,081 69.2¢ B80.76 - 432
98 n.m uﬂl“n ’1.“ 108.35 - .054 wo” 81.23 - cm
04 11,322 Deerfield 91.1¢ 108,86 - .051 88,38 8l1.62 « .39
.. 11.288 noﬂd‘ 90.” 1“.29 - 0089 M.Oﬁ 81.94 - .38'?
96 11,283 Rookpors 90,36 109.66 - .00 6779 82,21 - .376
" u,175 Gw..t.r 890“ 110.0‘ - 0019 07.50 83.50 - .365
98 11125 Bever £9.84 1)0.46 - .008 67.18 B82.82 - .383
#® 11’101 Arlington 80.3¢ 110.64 - .004 67.06 82.95 - .348
101 n.m 100!1!\!'02‘ 89006 u°.94 - .m M.ﬂz 33.13 - om
108 10990 N. Adams 88.47 111.85 + .016 66,38 B3.62 - .328
108 10,978 JNen ry 88, 37 111,63 + 021 66,31 83,860 - ,338
104 10.’” ‘m 88.0‘ m.95 * 0025 “o“ 33094 - .311
108 10,928 sShutesbury 87.94 112,08 + ,033 65,99 84,01 - 308
108 10,026 Petershas 87,96 112,06 + .024  65.99 84,01 - .319
107 ].O,QOB D.dh" 37.31 112.19 * .0“ 55.33 84.12 - .304
108 10,6875 COarver 87.54 112,46 + 043 66,82 £4.18 - 302
100 10,837 Rew Bedford 87.24 112,76 + ,08) 68.60 84.31 - 207
110 10,817 cSherborn 87.08 112,82 + ,085 65.46 ©B84,5%4 - ,288
13 10,796 Warehan 86.91 113.09 + .080 66.34 84.66 - ,.283
119 10,75 Fall River 86,78 113.20 <+ 064 5.2 84.7% - .278
118 10,742 Harvard 88.54 113.46 + 069 65.00 84.91 - .274
11¢ 10,727 Norwell 88,47 113,83 + 071 64.93 85.2? - 288
118 10,686 Reading 88,38 113.68 + ,074 64,79 88,12 . ,288
116 10,669 Somerville 86.02 113,98 + 083 64.54 685.46 - 253
7 10,640 Melrose 85.65 114,35 + 089 64,27 85.72 . .0A7
b{ 10.6” mnooln 8&.56 11‘.‘»‘ * .096 “.m 85.80 - .m
10,620 vorthington 88,49 114,81 <+ 007 64.14 85.86

120 10,589 MNedford 86,24 116,76 + ,104 63.9¢ 66,04 - ,231
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“XEY DISTRICT®' FOUKDATION FORMULAS

Equalised $200 Foundation P 180 Foundation proposal
Valuation Municipality Looal 1o ?&t‘:l &:01 sptatP:
Centri- 3tate Soaled 0“:"9 am. Scaled

E

121  $10,549 Atsleborough y84.02 {118,08 + ,112 363.72 $66.28 - 222
122 10,5640 Vialpele 84,85 115,18 + .114 835.66 656,34 - 218
123 10,516 Russell 84,66 116,38 + ,110 63,58 86,48 -~ ,214
124 10,380 Newbury 83,08 116,44 + .122 62.70 87,30 - ,183
128 10,378 Nahant 83,62 116,48 + ,123 62,67 87.33 - .l68
126 10,326 =, Longmeadew 83,20 116,80 =+ .187 62,43 87.57 -~ .173
1” 10.283 Kcthll.u 82." 117.23 * .1“ 6201@ 87090 - lm
128 10,232 Holland 82,37 117.63 + 179 81,80 88,20 -~ 149
129 10,177 Hinghan 81,02 118.08 81.47 88,53 - .13R
1% 10,168 Jouthbridge 381.78 118,22 + ,196 81.3¢ 88,64 - ,132
. ¥ . 53 .
131 10,133 Canton 81,57 118,43 + 200 61.20 88,80 - ,128
152 10,088 Mastapoisett 81, 27 118,73 <+ ,208 6,97 ™, 03 - .117
133 10,060 RNodburn 81,02 118,98 + 218 go.7¢ a98.21 - ,110
14 10,081 Topsfield 80,92 116,00 <+ ,218 60.71 688,89 - ,107
138 10,012 Coneord 80,68 119,38 + .224 Gq.bl 89,49 < ,100
136 10,014 Charlement 80,61 119.39 <+ 228 60,48 86,52 - ,009
13" 9.895 ROV.!'O 79.65 1m.3° * 0”1 59;" l0.23 - om
13‘ 9.8” .‘Q.tmd 79.51 lm.“ * .m ”.“ 90.3‘ - 00“
139 9,85 Dartmouth 79,20 120,80 ¢ ,263 59.43 920,57 < 009
140 9,830 Halifax 79.13 120,87 + ,284 55,37 ©$0,63 -~ 087
141 9,743 Gt . Barrington 78,49 121,57 + 283 88,86 91,16 -~ 0037
142 9,600 #i1d4dlefielid 78,00 122,00 + 294 83,83 91.47 - .N0%RS
143 9,500 Wrentham .20 138,80 + 318 §7.92 92,08 - 0019
144 9,576 Ipswich .08 122,92 + 318 57.83 92,17 + 0016
148 9,566 Vakefield 7.00 183,00 + 320 87.78 92,28 + 0034
146 9,683 westport 76,98 123,02 + ,321 §7.76 92,24 ¢+ ,0041
147 9,560 Clinten 7¢6.96 125.04 + .32 57.74 92.28 + 0040
146 9,512 Breokton 76.57 1285.43 <+ 332 87.480 92,58 <+ 01090
149 9,503 3helburne 76.80 123.80 + .34 87.40 92.60 <+ 0178
180 9,406 3toneham 78.72 124,28 *' - 354 56.81 93.19 <+ 0402
181 9,403 Peabody 76,09 124,31 <+ ,368 56.7%9 9©3.21 <+ ,0410
152 9,382 Amesdury 76,062 12¢.48 + 309 58,67 93.33 + 0482
163 9,376 chj..r. 76.4%7 124.83 + .34 86.62 .93.37 <+ 0471
184 9,360 Blandford 78,38 124,656 + 3684 568.83 93.47 <+ 0000
158 9,355 Amheret 76.31 124,00 +* ,369 88, £23.50 *+ 0820
18 9,201 Lenox 74,79 126,21 + ,378 66,12 93,88 + ,0660
u: 9:2,31 Boxford 74.31 188,60 + .391 86,76 ©S4.24 <+ ,0801
’ 9,178 Sunderland 73,88 126,12 ¢ ,402 850.44 94.56 <+ 002
'.1 9,128 Zrv 73.44 186,86 + 414 86.10 54.950 <+ 108
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Equalized  Munici- $200 Foundation 'roposal §150 Foundation FProposal

Valuation  pality  local  3tate State Looal ctate State
Contpd- ALl Scaled Contri- ald Soaled
bution Sgcore  bution Joore .

161 $9,077 Marlborough % 73,07 $126.93 + .424 $54,83 $95.,17 + .118
162 9,000 V¥illliametown 72.456 127.86 + ,440 h4,.36 95,64 + 133
163 8,994 Hawley 72.40 127.60 + ,444 54,32 96,68 + ,130
164 Epf28 Vilbraham 71.87 126,13 + 450 53.83 986,07 + 149
168 8,880 N, Attleboro 71.48 128,582 + ,466 53.64 96, 36 + ,160
166 8,870 S8outh Hadley 71,40 128,60 + .468 53,57 £6,43 + ,163
167 8,870 Chelsea 71.40 128,60 + .468  5£3.15 96.86 + .164
168 8,798 New Ashford 70.83 120.17 <+ .483 53.11 96,89 + .180
169 8,784 Ayer 70.79 120,21 + ,484 53,11 986,90 + .181
170 8,693 Hilford 69,98 130,02 + ,508 .81 97.49  + 203
171 8,886 Winthrop 66.92 130.08 + .506 52.46 97,54 + ,208
172 8,504 Littleton 69.18 130.82 + ,526 51.901 ©8,09 + .226
173 8,560 N, Brookfiela 68,81 131.09 + .633 51.70 98,30 <+ ,234
174 8,490 Vare 6€.34 131.66 + .b48 $1.28 98,72 + ,280
178 8,477 ¥indsor 68,24 131,76 + 851 51,20 98,80 + ,285
176 8,451 cheffield €8,03 131,87 + 668 51.04 68,96 + 289
1?77 8,420 Bedford 67.78 132.22 + 663 50;86 99,14 + .266
178 8,374 Pembroke 87.41 132,59 ¢+ .573 50,568 99.42 * 277
179 8,367 Brookfield 67.3b 132,66 + ,57% 650,53 ©6.47 + 280
180 8,360 Hudson 67.30 132,70 =+ 575 50.49 9.5 + 368
181 8,348 A~shfield €7.20 132,80 + ,578 50.42 99,568 + 268
182 8,319 Peru 66, 0 133,10 <+ ,5686 60,19 99.81 + 291
183 8,203 Tsunton 66,78 133.24¢ + ,.890 50,09 99.91 + 208
184 8,220 Seekonk 66.17 133.83 + 800 49.66 100,36 + 338
185 8,191 Carlisle 65,94 134,06 + ,611 49,47 100,53 + 342
186 8,178 Montague 65.85 134,17 + ,614 49,40 100,60 <+ ,344
187 8,124 GSharon 65.40 134,860 + ,626 49,06 100.93 + .334
188 8,072 Bolton 68,98  135.02 + .638 48,75 100,20 + ,308
180 6,067 New Eraintree 64,86 135,14 + ,640  46.63 101.34 + .349
190 7,943 Yayland 63.94 136,06 + .864 47,97 102.03 + ,376
191 7,935 Chesterfield 83. 88 136,12 + ,.660 47,93 102.07 + .37
192 7,920 ‘esthampton 63. 86 137.24 + ,669 47.84 102.16 + ,381
193 7,886 Goshen 63.48 136.52 + ,676 47,63 102,37 + .389
194 7,872 Agawam 63,37 136.63 + ,679 47,50 102,48 + 392
196 7,878 Danvers 83,02 136,98 + ,688 47,20 102.71 + _40°
196 7,812 Rockland 62,69 137.11 + .691 47,18 102,82 + ,408
497 7,763 Acton 62,49 137,81 + 702 46,89 103.11 + _417
g8 7,758 Ludlow 62.456 137.86 + 703 46.86 103.14 + ,418
“189 7,743 HNewburyport 82,33 137,67 + 706 46,77 103.23 + .421
200 7,643 ‘shland 62,33 137,87 + .706 46.77 103,23 + 421
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Iqualised Mumiol- $200 Foundstion Proposal %180 Foundation Proposal
Valuation 1nality Loecal State f: Loosl State State
oontri- aiA Scnloa Contri- ald Soaled

busion soore _ hutien Seare

201 § 7,632 Heath 62.2¢ $ 137,78 + .709 $46,70 -103.30 <+ .494
202 7,628 DBacket 81.41 138.%9 + 730 46.07 103.93 ¢ .448
<808 7,628 HRatisk 681,39 138,81 r .73e 46,06 103.94 + .448
04 7,838 Tewksdury 60.68 1%.32 + .760 45.83 104,77 <+ 468
208 7,505 Richmond 60.40 139.60 + 757  48.32 104,68 v ,476
208 7,470 A1l 60,13 138,87 <+ 767 48,12 104.38 + 484
207 7,427 Fairhaven 59.79 140,21 +» 773 44,86 1058.14 + 494
208 7,416 Shrewsbury .70 140,30 + ,778 14,79 106,21 + 497
200 7,408 MHedfield 59,69 140,37 r~ 77 44,74 106,26 <+ 408
210 7,398 Adams 59.51 140,49 + ,780  44.66 105,35 * ,501
11 7,380 VWhately 59.42 140.49 + 780 44.58 106.42 + 506
QA 7,367 ianceek 99.30 140;70 + ,786 44,50 108,80 + .508
N3 7,317 8outhborough 88.90 141.10 + 786 44,19 106,81 + .Bl®
fl¢ 7,307 Cummington 88,82 141,18 + 798 44.13 106,89 + .522
218 7,276 DBellinghan 88,36 141.44 + 800 43.94 106.06 + 029
216 7,266 Randolph 58,41 141.50 + 809 43.85 108,17 + 833
217 7,230 Toxborough 58.20 141.80 + .81% 43.67 108,33 + 0839
218 7,181 Jtoughton 57,81 142,19 + .828 43,37 108,87 ¢+ 581
200 7,114 Lunenburg 5? 27 142,78 + 839 42.97 107,03 + 568
221 7,093 Dalton 87.10 142.90 + 844 42,84 107.16 <+ 571
222 7,080 lakeville 56.99 143.01 <+ .847 42,77 107.°4 + 874
283 7,062 .. Bridgewater 88,80 143,15 t .850 42,68 107,38 + 578
22¢ 6,974 Franklin 56.14 143.86 + .89 42.12 107.88 + ,008
228 6,964 Oroton 88,08 143.97 + 872 42,08 107,54 ¢ ,800
226 6,964 Westborough 56,03 143,87 + .872 42,06 107,94 + .60}
227 6,080 GEssex 86.02 143.98 + .872 42,04 107.96 + .600
228 6,906 MNillls 56,00 144,00 + .873 4201 107.99 + .602
229 6,948 Holliston 55.91 144,09 + 878 41.95 108,06 <+ ,604
280 6,926 3alisbury 66,798 144,28 + . 8W 41.83 108.17 + 609
251 5,918 Medway 55.79  144.31 <+ .881 41,78 108.22 + .611
232 6,916 Jranby 55.67 144.38 + .881  41.78 108.22 + .611
233 6,873 Conway 56,33 144.67 + .890 41.50 108,48 + .62
254 6,811 Humtington 54.83 148,17 + .903 41.14 106,86 + ,636
238 5 795 ¥ Bridgewater 54,70 148,30 + .907 41.04 108,96 + .82
236 6,790 Roshester $4.66  145.34 <+ 908  41.01 105.99 *+ .640
6 782 Cracut 54, 60 146,40 + ,909 40.96 108.04 <+ ,G42

% 8 783 Shirley 84,38 148.64 + ,016 40.79 108,21 + 849
240 5.741 Hanover 64,29 145.71 + .918 40.73 106.210 + ,649



®XEY DISTRICT® FOUNDATION FORMULAE
eal $150 Feundation Froposal

Esunwl Muniol-

APPENDIX 4

$200 Foundation pre

212

aluation pality local State Stats Looc State 3tate
ontri- aid Soaled oontri- aid oaled
— bution
241 $6,717 Chelmsfora $54.07 £146,93 ¢+ 023  $40,87 $109.43 ¢+ 687
242 6,688 Seuthwiek 83.84 148,16 = 020 40,40 100.60 + .683
243 6,658 Hopedale 83.60 148,40 + .936 40, 109.79 + .67
244 6.“5 all‘kﬁwﬂ' 83, 67 146,43 + O3 wow 109.80 + 071
248 6,835 Paluer 83.40 146,80 <+ ,.641 40,06 109.96 + ,677
246 6,632 Bridgewater 63.39 146.61 ¢+ .p41 40,08 109.904 ¢+ 676
247 6,803 Mansfleld $3.18 146,88 + .948  39.88 110,12 * ,683
M8 6,096 Logdon 83.10 146.90 + ,.949 39.84 110,16 <+ .685
249 6,887 VW, Stoekbridge 53.08 146,97 + .981  39.79 110.21 <+ 687
20 6,876 Pelham 52,96 147,08 + 983  39.73 110,27 ¢+ 603
N
261 6,532° Uxbridge 52,56  147.42 + 963  30.48 110,86 v .699
:g 6,832 FPlympton 82.88  147.42 ¢+ 963  39.45 110,85 ¢+ .689
8,502 Billerica 52,834 147,86 + 960  39.27 110.73 ¢+ .708
£54¢ 6,490 3wansea 52,32  147.68 + 960  39.26 110.76 * 707
286 6,482 Varren $2.18 147.82 + , 39.15 110,86 <+ 711
256 6,466 Princeton 52,080  147.98 <+ 076 39,08 110,98 ¢ V17
287 6,488 Dighton 51.99 148,01 ¢ 978 39,00 111,00 +.718
288 6,413 Northfield 51.62 148.38 + .988 36,73 111.27 <+ 727
200 6,403 Berlin £1.54  148.48 + 089  35.67 111.33 ¢+ .729
200 €,338 hitman 51.00 149,00 #1.004 38,68 111.3¢ <+ 729
281 6,320 Raynham $0.95 149,08 #1,000 36,26 111.74 + 748
262 6,302 sterling 80.78  149.27 +1.011  38.23 111.77 + 746
263 6,277 Saugus ao.g! 149,47 +1,017  37.91 112.09 <+ .7%4
264 6,277 Sudbury 80.88  149.47 +1.01%Y  37.9)1 112,09 ¢+ ,766
265 6,243 Yanson 80,26 149,74 +1,0%4 37.71 112,20 ¢+ 767
266 6,154 Dungtadle 49.54  160.46 +1.043  37.17 118,83 <+ .786
267 6.164 GEast BrooRfield 49.854 180,46 +1.043 37,17 112,85 <+ .G86
88 clas  stov 49.40 150,62 +1.044 37,12 112,88 + .788
260 6,145 Rutland 49.4Y  180.53 +1.044 37,12 112.88 + .788
270 6,138 dturbridge 49.41  150.60 +1.,046 37,08 112,92 <+ .790
271 6,131 Oakham 49.38  180.66 +1.048 37,03 112.97 + .71
273 6,113 Nathbridge 49,21 180,79 +1.,061 36,92 113.08 <+ 798
274 6,084 Grafton 48,97 181,03 36.40 113,60 <+ .818
278 6,088 VW, Boylston 49,01 100,99 <+1,066 36,78 113.822 + ,801
26 6,028 Vales 48,081 18).48 +1,070 36.40 113.80 + .B16
877 5,886 Prestown 47.38 152,62 +1.089  36.56 114.45 + .848
ggg 5,676 Southampton 47,32 162.68 +1.,101 36,80 114,80 <+ 880
5,866 Middleborough 47,24 182,76 +1,103 34,44 114,56 <+ 882
20 5,856 Yorfolk 47.13 152,87 +1,106  35.36 114.64 + 853



APPERDIX 4 213
SKEY DISTRICT®™ FOUNDATION FORMULAE

Fqualised Munigi- $200 Foundasion Froposal $160 Feundation propossl
Yaluation pality Lecal Btate State local Btate st:te
Contri- aid Scaled Contri- aid doaled
281 §5804 Bernardston $47.12 §152.86 +1,106 $35.36 8114 u + 885
982 8882 Hopkinten 47,11 182,89 +1,108 35,36 11¢.65 + .80
285 5046 New Salem 47.06 182,04 +1.108 38.33 114.69 + ,807
M 5848 Plainville 47.08 152,95 +1,108 356,30 114.70 + .887
80 35807 Vestminster 48,75 153.256 +1.116 36.07 114,93 + .g86
26 08792 Towngend 46,63 163,37 +1,119 34.96 115.02 + ,860
87 8788 Avidgten 46, 59 153.41 +1,120 34,96 115:04 <+ 870
888 5748 Colrein 46, 25 183,78 +1.89 34.70 115.30 + ,880
% 5728 Menden 46.09 168,91 +1,33 34.59 115,41 <+,
20 8785 NMaynard 48,08 183.92 +1.34 34.58 115,42 <+ ,888
201 8719 Aghburnhan 48,04 163,96 +1,38 34,84 115,48 ¢+ ,888
92 5582 leverest 49,82 184,18 +1.140 34.38 115.62 <+ 892
93 8488 FHerdwieh 45,80 164,80 +1.149 34.14 118,86 <+ ,901
94 06486 Vexford 48,29 164,71 +),154 33.98 116,02 + .907
9% 5624 Wondell 48,27 154,73 +1,188 . 118,083 + .908
208 686,20 ‘ponoor 45,24 154,76 +1,1856 33.04 116,08 + .909
”7 065,80 | 44,99 168,01 +1.162 33.76 118.24 + ,916
298 685,83 44,94 186,06 +1,164 38,72 116,28 + 917
2909 85,%6 A.hby 44,48 186,82 +1,176 33.38 1148.62 + .93
300 04,93 Acushnet 44,22 158,78 +1.l162 33.18 1ll6.82 + 938
301 65476 Dudley 44,08 156,92 +1,186 33,08 116.92 + 942
302 5461 Easton 45,96 166,04 +1.189 32,98 117.02 + 948
303 5354 Leigegter 43,34 186.68 +1,206 32.52 117.48 + 963
30¢ 08360 Or 43,156 1566.88 +1.211 32,87 117.63 + ,969
308 53 Wil 43,08 186,92 +1.212 32,33 117.62 + 9
306 5328 Middleton 42,85 157.16 +1.219 o2.16 117.85 + 97
37 6287 DBoyleton 42,568 167.44 2.226 31.93 118,07 + ,98%
308 5202 Georgetown 42.52 167,48 31,90 118.10 + .986
300 5273 Chester 42,44 157.56 +1.2729 J1.84 118,16 «+ ,989
310 65225 W.Brookfield 42,08 157,94 +1,238 31,86 118.44 <+ ,999
311 5184 Willismeburg 41.49 168.51 1,254 Sl.13 118.87 +1,016
312 5la4 Boxbornu%h 41,41 168,60 +*l,266 1,07 118.893 +1.018
38 8132 Pnillipston 41,22 158,78 +1,261 30,93 118,07 +1.023
314 51z1 Barre 40,47 180,53 +1,281 30,37 119.63 +1,046
S$18 5028 ~choboth 40.47 159,563 +1,281 50,37 119.63 +1,048
316 5023 dubbardotoa 40,44  159.806 +1.282  30.34 119.66 +1.046
18 8000 N, ﬂudmg 40,28 156,76 +1,287 :50 20 119.80 +1.061
9 4568 Holdqn 39,99 160.01 +1,294 30.00 120,00 +1,056
320 49567 Monson 38,80 180,10 +1,.204 29,94 120,06 +1,061



APPENDIX 4 214
XKEY DISTRICT® FOUNDATION FORMULAE
Equalized Muniocipa}ity §200 Foundation Proposal ¢150 Foundation Froposal

Valuation Looal Contrib- State Locel State Htate
ution State Scaled Contpd- ald Scaled
ald Sgore  butlon _8COre. .

321 § 4945 Millville § 39.80 § 160,20 +1,209 $20.87 $120.13 +1.064
322 4939 Winchenden 38,76 180.24 +1.300 29,83 120,17 +1.065
323 4935 Avon 39,73 180.27 +1.301 20,81 120.19 +1.066
324 4929  Holbrook 39,68 160.32 +1.302 29,77 120.23 +1,067
325 4883 Norton 39,31 160.69 +1.312 20.49 120.51 +1.078
326 4873 Hinsdale 39,23 160.77 +1,.314 29.43 120,67 +1,080
827 4861 Burlington 39,13 160.87 +1.316 29,36 120,64 +1,083
328 4856 Merrimac 39,09 160.91 +1.317 20,33 120.687 +1.084
329 47688 Fowley 8,38 161.62 +1.336 28,80 121.20 +1.104
330 4755  Hampden 38, 28 161,72 +1.339 28,72 121,28 +1.107
331 4746 Douglas 38,21 161.79 +1.341 28,87 121,33 +1.109
332 4722 Brimfield 38,01 161.99 +1,348 28,52 121,48 +1,116
333 4669 Milbury 37.57 162.43 +1.357 28,19 121.81 +1,333
334 4575 Lanesborough 36..83 163,17 +1,377 27.63 122,37 +1.149
338 4557 Templeton 36,68 163.32 +1,381 o7.62 122,48 +1,153

336 4471 Northborough o6, 99 164,01 +1,399 27.00 123,00 +1,173
337 4426 Tyngsboraugh 36,63 164.37 +1.408 26,73 123,27 +1,183

338 4429  Washington 35,57 164.43 +1,410 26,69 123,31 +1.188
339 43192 Vvarwick 54,77 165.23 +1,431 26,09 123.91 +1.207
340 4264 Savoy 34.33 165,87 +1,443 25,76 124,256 +1.220
341 4156 Cheshire 33,46 166,54 +1.485 25,10 124,90 +1,245
342 4145 Sutton 33,37 166,63 +1,468 25,04 124,96 +1,247
343 4142 CGroveland 33,34 166.66 +1,469 26,02 124,98 +1,248
344 4129 Royalston 33,24 166.76 +1,471 24,94 125,08 +1,262
346 4069 Berkley 32.76 167.24 +1,484 24,58 125,42 +1,268
346 4863 Oxford 31.10 168,90 +1.528 23,33 126,67 +1,318
347 3843 Belchertown 30,94 189,06 +1,532 23.21 128,79 +1,317
348 3702 Clarksburg 29,80 170,20 +1,562 22,36 127,64 +1,349
349 3702 Charlton 29.80 170.20 +1,662 22,36 127,64  +1,349

30 3615 Upton 29.10  170.90 +1.843  21.83 128.17 +1.371
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Municipality

T ostal school support
City rank
State rank
City scaled score
State scaled score
. _.ocal School
= support
City rank
State rank
ity scaled score
Stete scaled score
State aid per
pupil
City rank
State rank
City scaled score
State scaled score
Fqualized 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 valmation
City rank
School support per
$1000 valuation
City rank
State rank
State scaled score
Assessed valuation
per capita
i(\v'erage teachers’
laries

Boston

289.13

17,927
+ 2,62
+ 1.66
19.63

1.27
16,700
+ 2,01

62.80

14.44

224

1,960

5,148

Worcester

13,427
v .15

48.40
2]

15.60

192
- .11

1,570

4,019

Springfield

[
o
w

.83
73
+ 1.02
+ .58
212.79

33
+ .94
+ 1.29
17.51

335
- 1.54
15,851

44
+ 1.15
+ 1.25
17.96

38

1.44
16,263
+ 1.84

47.00
24

13.42

258
- .44

1,850

4,362

Cambridge

281.28

49
+ 1,59
+ .90
247.24

11
Fo1.94
+ 1.98
22,86

321
- 1,06
- .85
21,111

17
+ 4.03
+ 2.29
19.10

37
- 1,32
17,646
+ 2.39

42.90
30

11.71
37
290

1,770

4,302

COMPREHENSIVE

Fall River

224.41

15.37

203

1,110

3,911

New Bedford

229.27
144
Jd1

176.74

52.00

16.31
10
164
0.00

1,160

3,371

Somerville

T AT A

3

g B

b [+)

. =
268.09 271.39
6 5

66 62

+ 1.15 + 1.26
+ .67 + .72
213,72 196,80
5 15

31 62

+ .97 + .47
+ 1,3t + .97
26.71 63.48
30 1
309 122
.71 + 3.61
.78 - .06
12,874 13,178
13 10
73 67

+ .34 + .44
+ .77 + .71
25.26 39.94
31 8

- .71 + .66
12,177 8,334
13 36

+ .26 - 1.23
56.80 55.80
5 6
16.60 14.94
9 20
156 212

+ .05 - .21
1,400 1,110
3,961 4,053

194.71
16
64
.41
+ .92

19.75
36

330
1.34

- .91

12,530
16
ki

+ .14

+ .59

21.87
33
-~ 1.08

13,877
7
r .92

46.80
25

15.54
i5
194c¢
.16
1,790

3,927

Newton

287.61
3

45

+ 1.79
+ 1.00

256.43
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
225

- .29
2,650

4,300

GRCUP 1

Iy
]
= W
P
o [
. P
248.47 244.17
12 15
103 115
+ .52 + .37
.32 + .25
187.85 201.34
18 9
73 49
+ 2.10 + b4
¥ .19 + 1.10
50,04 32,07
2 23
181 283
+ 1.40 - W22
- W3 66
13,146 10,589
12 29
69 120
+ .42 - .72
+ L7t .20
35.62 34.03
i5 20
+ .33 + W17
9,360 11,237
31 21
- .83 - .10
47,60 49,40
22 i7
14.29 19.01
25 2
227 94
- .31 + 42
1,120 1,430
3,814 3,982

LPPEI I1Ix 9

F ge

Brockton

176.88

298
1.82
.94

137.13
34

175
1.23

28.38
27
301

- .74

9,512

148
1.21

-~ .014

31.54
24

10,573

53.80

14.48
21
222
1,310

3,681

1

35.25
.29
10,158
.23

51.60

17.42

130
+ .19

1,360

3,548

bolyoke

16,899
4

35
2.1.
1.46
20.99
o4
1.38
13,224

+ .67

46.00
34

11.90
36
286

.68

1,500

3,841



Municipality

otal school support

City rank

State rank

City scaled score

State scaled score

;ocal school

upport

City rank

State rank

City scaled score

State scaled score
tate aid per

supil

City rank

State rank

City scelled scpre

Srate scaled score
Equalized valua-
tion per pupil

City rank

State rank

City scaled score

State scaled score
Cxperimental state
ard

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
# -erage teachers'
¢ aries

Pittsfield

229 14
22

146

- .12
- .02

34.48
+ .21
14,387
+ 1.12

39.60
37

14.20

233

1,860

3.985

Chicopee

199.68
31
234
- 1.08
.54

123.79
38

217

- 1.66
- .53
42,43
8

229

+ .72
47
9,375

153

38.19
+ .58
8,438

34
- 1.18

49.00
19

13.20

260
- .48

1,030

3,583

Haverhill

Waltham

222.12

178.98

11,463
.02
45.60
15.61
13

191
1,430

3,931

COMPREHENSIVE

Everett

225.09
26
161

203.79

44
+ .68
+ 1,11
17.24

337
- 1.56
15,185
+ 1,35
+ 1.11
19.55
- 1.28
17,222
+ 2.21

41,60
32

13.42
32
257

2,190

3,662

Fitchburg

251.23
10
95
+ .61
-~ .36

16,259

42
+ 1.83
+ 1.33

31.35
25
.10

11,614
18

+ .04
54,80
11.48
38
297
T4
1,430

4,274

Salem

293,73
1
40
+ 1.98
+ 1.10

233.88
4
17
+ 1,58
+ 1.70

38.05
‘9

254

+ .32
.54

16,479
5

37

+ 1.93
+ 1.37

27.95
28
- .44

12,107
15
+ .23

54.50
8

14.19
28
234
- .32
1,430

3,896

D ATA
g o
6 v
E “
a &
3] 8]
193.81 190.84
33 35
249 253
- 1.27 - 1.37
- .65 - .70
141.37 137.05
33 36
160 178
- 1.14 - 1.27
- .16 .24
41.86 39.72
9 15
232 244
+ .66 + .47
49 - .52
8,293 8,870
38 37
183 166
1.81 - 1.50
- .26 - .14
42.93 40.36
2 5
+ 1.06 + 80
8,505 9,013
33 32
+ 1.16 - .96
49.20 64.20
18 1
17.05 15.45
8 16
139 195
+ 12 - .13
980 1,150
3,185 3,783

Revere

196.28
243
1.19
156.89
131
+ .16

35.3¢

10,798
23
- .27

53.50
11

15.86
12
180
- .07
1,480

3,464

Northampton

212.67
194
31

165.958

111

14,23
26
229
32

1,060

3,644

GROUP

2 »
5 g
> T
M p>
243.83 226.67
16 24
116 155

+ .36 .20
+ .2. - .07
200,70 187.60
L 19
53 74

+ .59 + .20
bo1.05 + .79
25.02 22.94
31 33
314 320
- .86 - 1.05
- .80 - .8%
11,123 10,040
22 28
98 117

- .48 - .70
+ .31 i .09
25.25 26.31
30 29
61 .61
11,667 12,485
17 i2

T .06 + 38
58.00 46.00
4 26
18,04 17.63
5 6
117 127
+ .27 + .20
1,540 1,620
3,369 3,940

APPENDIX I

liag— 2 u
o -
‘(;; 15}
v g
3 B
K g
V] =1
187.25 263.25
38 7
269 75
1.4 + .90
- .75 + .58
127.91 204,82
2T s
201 52
1.54 .59
47 + 1,085
27.87 47.'4
28 4
302 14
60 + 1.6
.76 - .37
14,175 1,06.
21 23
97 01
- .46 W51
22 .29
30.0¢ 35.9¢
27 14
- .24 (-1
12,031 8,388
16 35
LAY 1.20
52.00 49,00
12 Z0
11.45 18,15
39 4
299 114
- .75 + .28
1,680 1,180
3,217 3,459

Attieboro

"6
36
260
1.41

189,

145.74

10,749
3
121
.71

PR

+ .24
4,91
22

{4
41.00
13,81
3
246

+ .38
+,530

3,421



/
COMPREHENSIVE D ATA APPENDIX{I/

2 " ) GRCUP 1 Page 3
e E o 2 .

o ] M ©

& 5 E: g g g 3 3t

v -g - -] -5 = L o

] 2 4 H 2 & M B A

5 H 5 4 & 5 3 2z

3 e z

Total school support 246.82 236.38 251.76 235.68 232.39 191.11 188.31
City rank 14 i8 9 19 20 34 37
State rank 108 127 93 131 136 251 265
City scaled score + .46 + .12 + .62 + .10 + .01 - 1.36 - 1.45
State scaled score + .28 + .10 + .35 + .09 + .04 - .68 - .73

Local school

support 2.0.74 178.25 171.23 183.08 185.79 137.,8 109.14
City rank 7 25 27 22 21 35 39
State rank 36 91 101 82 77 177 267
City scaled score + .88 - .07 - .25 + .07 + .18 - 1.29 - 2.09
State scaled score + 1.25 + .61 + .48 CLTL + 7T - .24 - .79

State aid per

pupil 31.85 41,06 44.31 41.71 39,46 45.91 40.68
City rank 24 11 7 10 17 5 14
State rank 284 235 218 233 248 208 240
City scale~ score - .24 + .59 + .89 + .65 + .45 + 1.03 + .55
State scaled score - .68 - .49 - .43 - .49 - .52 - .47 - .50

Equalized valuation

per pupil 9,403 10,990 11,992 10,060 13,149 9,077 7,743
City rank 34 24 17 31 11 36 39
State rank 151 102 84 133 68 161 199
City scaled score - 1.22 - .54 - .09 - 96 + .43 - 1.41 - .20
State scaled score - .04 + .28 + .48 + .09 + .71 - .10 - .37

Experimental state

Loperimentat 8 32.29 42.22 46.65 40.24  32.37 40.3] 41.52

23 3 1 & 22 7 4
Cit k
cni o led score - 0+ .99 + 1.42  + .19 0.00 + .79 + .92

T i 1 1 -

;:E"e‘;neztaﬂ vatua 9,535 11,306 12,625 9,705 10,786 7,970 7,904
Citp ra:kp 30 20 11 28 24 38 39
Citi nled score - 16+ .08 + .44 - .70 - .28 137 - 1.39

Total tax per

5?020 valiation 51.80 45.00 40.00 39.80 39.00 47.60 62.00
City rank 14 28 35 36 38 23 3

School support per

$1000 valuation 22 41 16.21 14.35 18.20 14.13 15.11 14.10
City rank 1 14 24 3 29 19 30
Stare rank 33 167 226 1 235 206 237
State scaled score + 94 0.00 - 30 o+ .29 .33 .18 - .34

Assessed valuation 1,230 1,430 1,690 1,330 1,260 1,090 990

per capita '

! . h !
Average teachers 3,449 3,621 3,672 3,781 3,658 2,058 2,865

salar:ies



Munici-
pality

Toétal szchool

S® pport

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
_ocal school
support

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
State aid per
pupil

THwn rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
Equalized valuation
per pupil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
Lxperimental
state aid

Town rank

Town scaled score
Experimental 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
per capita

Average teachers’
salaries

Brookline

386.35
12

+ 3.58
+ 2.33
315,10
+  3.90
+ 3,34
9.28
344

- 1,95
+ 3 04
24,844
+ 407
+ 3.04
10.82
94

- 2.08
28,986
+ 4.33

38.90
84

12.68
86
272
2,770

4,721

Arlington

203.43

+ +
-
o
-

29,61
62

289

- .83
+ .31

11,101
26
98
+ .43
+ .31

25.75
79.5
- 1.00

11,625
33
+ .27

54.20

P
18.33
39

106

+ .31
1,450

3,965

Watertown

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

Weymouth

194,65
63
245
490

- .61

+ .87

36.00
90
12.53
88
276
- .58

2,330

3,689

C

C'M PIRIE'HE NS IV E
% -
[
§g & £ K
= _a [ Q N
I ] =2 [5]
244.82 335.57 200.38 190.60
20 2 57 68
112 16 228 285
+ .78 + 3.06 32 - .58
+ 25 + 1.87 - .52 .70
193,34 304,18 154,78 151,57
18 2 45 51
66 3 138 145
+ 1.05 + 3,87 + .16 + .09
+ .93 + 3.14 + .12 + .06
22.67 11.38 41.48 23,75
79 92 36 k¥4
322 343 234 316
- 1.02 1.78 + .36 .94
+ .69 + 1.70 + .14 - .10
13,051 18,129 10,283 9,089
18 4 31 46
70 28 126 159
+ .95 + 2.29 + .21 .10
+ .69 + 1.70 + .14 + .10
25.45 11,78 38.32 31.76
83 92 52 71
- 1.09 - 2.00 - 1.09 - .49
14,075 18,775 9,502 9,089
17 7 47 50
+ .84 + 1.95 - .27 .35
46,00 38.00 43.60 43.80
51 87 65 63
14.81 16.78 15.05 16.68
72 47 68 51
215 147 208 152
- .23 + .07 .21 + .06
1,670 2,170 1,200 1,790
3,825 4,123 3,582 3,495

D ATA

Milton

235.63
26
132
+ .54
+ .09

199.67
14
56
+ L19
+ 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

Wellesley

223.93

23
+ .72
+ 1.50

8.50
95

346.

- 2.01
+ 1.50

17,133
6
33
+ 2.03
+ 1.50

10.49
95
- 2.03

21,036
3
+ 2.48

38.80
85

13.07
83
262
.50

2,740

4,082

W.Spring-
field

259.93

80
+ 1.16

217.61

27
+ 1.60
+ 1.38

26.21

73

311

- 17
+ 1.56

17,142

32
+ 2.03
+1.56
28.80

76
- .78
18,837
+ 1.96

35.50
91

12.69
85
271

2,470

3,599

Natick

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
4]

115

+ .28

1,460

3,419

APPENDIX 5

Wakefield

9,089
159

+ .01
0.00
36.22
60
10,422
- .03

46.00
52

17.24

152
+ .14

1,440

3,678

Winthrop

226.08

173

183.60

25.03

10,514
007

42, 80
69

21.14
2]
5%

1,310

3,516

Dedham

228.12

N

T .36

.04
194.98
63
£ 1,08
r .93
29.43
64
291
. .26
10,908

27
105

31.20
72
.61
11,581
+ .27

46.40
50

17.88
43

122

+ .24

1,680

3,624

2/%

Southbrid .

2.5.88

130

36.63
W22

7,132

56.20
19

16.23

166
0.00

2,050

3,448



Munici
pality

Total 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 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
Town rank
Town scaled score
Total tax per
$1000 valuation
Town rank
Schoel support per
$1000 valuation
Town rank
State rank
State scaled score
ssessed valuation
per capita
Average teachers’
salaries

Greenfield

197.23

19.09
30

- 1.48
12,538
+ .47

42,00
72

15.03
69
209
1,680

3,253

Lexington

209.93

11,716

27.94
14,521

45.00
56

13.70
81
252
.40
1,980

3,817

Saugus

163.16

+ .18

Norwood

264.60

71
+ 1.27
+ .60
228.97

19
+ 1.86
+ 1.60

19.55

13,212

64

20.05
88

- 1.41
13,556
+ .71

41.80
75

17.33
44

132

+ .16

1,800

3,587

COMPREHENSIVE DATA

Needham

200.16
59

231
.33

- .52

163.34
34
113
+ .37
+ .30

14.80
91
339

- 1.57
- 45

11,8590
23
84
+ .63
+ .45

20.43

87

- 1.38
16,360
+ 1.38

42.00
74

13.78
79

247

- .39

2,430

3,426

Danvers

224.39

31.56

.35

1,070

3,317

Winchester

255.06
13
87
+ 1.04
+ .44

226.43
6
21
+ 1.82
+ 1.86

11,18

93

343

- 1.83
+ 1.01

14,683
9
52
+ .14
+ 1.01

11,20
93

- 2.05
14,725
14

+ .99

40.00
81

15.42

197

2,620

4,161

Milford

211.61
47
199

- .06

- .34

155.72
43
135

+ .16

17.91
42
121

+ .25

1,030

3,302

Reading

247.23
17
187

1,870

3,601

head

Marble -

19.89

14,248
16
+ .87

42.00
13

15.93

179
.06

2,030

3,435

Plymouth

261.98

76
- 1.24
+ .54

201.59
12
47
+ 1.24
+ 1.10

27.34

305

13,409
15
62
+ 1.04
+ .76

32.65

16,014
11
+ 1.30

44.80
60

15.03
70
210

2,080

3,651

GROUP

Sioneham

- .06

34.06

9,406

+ .04

36.26
59

- .23
10,013
45
52.00
32
15.66

190
- .10

1,440

3,443

II

Webster

84,77
66
+ 4.02
+ 2.03
19,776
22
+ 2.73
+ 2.03
43,73
+ .29
10,203
44
.08

34.10
93
6.24
96
348
1.55

800

3,461

APPENDIX §

Page

Fairhaven

222.43
37
169

+ .21

134.75
63
183

46,74

199

52,00
28

18.15
40
113

1,070

3,223

Andover

32,91
- .48
12,517

26
+ .47

40.00
79

10,64
91
306

1,700

3,602

L
~

Clinton

245,13
19
Y

- .78
+ .26

177.12

95

49.07
22
187
0.00
9,560
146
.01
0.00

40.66

7,922
62

56.80
17

18.53

104
+ .34

1,0000

3,585



Munici-
pality

Total 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 valuation
per pupil

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
Toial tax per
$1000 valuation

Town rank
School support per
$ 1000 valuation

Town rank

State rank

State scaled score
Assessed valuation

'r capita
~verage teachers’

salaries

N.Attle-
borough

176.88
79

299

- .94
109.05
268

- .79
49.45

185

8,880
48
164

- .56

44.76
34
+ .37

8,037

39.00
83

12,28

279
- .62

1,130

3,154

7,393

209
.16

- .44

40.48
46

+ .06

6,917
70

- .83

+

52,00
27

18.57
37
103

940

2,935

Swampscott

224.79
32
162
- .27
- .10

201.57
13
48
1.24
1.10

+ +

7.25
96

348

- 2.10
- .78

13,497
13
60
+ 1.07
+ .78

9.07
96
- 2.20

16,895
9
v 1.50

44.00
61

14.94

71

213

- .21
2,360

3,738

Athol

174.80
83
306

140.90
56
163
.16
- .18

28.57

69
298

6,125

271

36.63
67
22

7,854

57.00
14

23,01

23

- 1.03

1,050

3,097

COMPREHENSIVE

Stoughton

46.64

200

+ .66

48

7,181

217

- .61
- 49

+

46.48
.57
7,156
.80

50.00
37

16.47
54
160
.03
1,150

2,883

Dartmouth

213.74
44
191

.007

- .29

159.36
38

123

+ .27
+ .22

46,53
27

202

+ .66
+ .05

9,839
37

138

+ .07
+ .05

49.33
23
+ .70

10,419
42
- .03

43.60
64

16.20

57

168

- .02
1,510

3,297

Bellerica

151.71
96

346

- 1.57
- 1.38

91.58
94
319
+ 1.29
- 1.18

47.06

24

198

+ .69
- .63

6,502
76

252

- .78
.61

56.93
10
+ 1.258

7,866
66
.64

39.00
82

14.08
76
238

1,440

3,066

D AT A

2

- o]
w 3
§ 3
& ®
& E
< <
259.69 260.97
12 10
82 77

+ 1.15 + 1.18
+ .51 + .53
196.81 154.55
16 46
61 139

+ 1.12 + .16
+ .97 + 12
27.56 53.14
70 10
303 165
- .68 + 1.11
+ .07 + .04
9,355 9,382
45 44
154 151
- .02 - .02
.07 - .04
55.38 42.93
61 39

- .30 + .24
12,013 7,880
30 69

+ .38 - .70
47.00 58.00
46 11
21.04 16.47
22 53
59 159

+ .13 + .03
1,080 970
3,208 3,232

E.sthampton

1,420

3,338

Hengham

288.84

44
+ 1.89
+ 1.02

216,04

29
+ 1.60
+ 1.37

290.81
83
327
1.15

+ .24

10,177
32
128

+ .19

25.74
81
- 1.00
12,587
23
52,60
26

21.23
19

1,990

3,193

GRCUP II

Shrews -
bury

161,21

120

35.25

267
.13
- .43

7,416

63
207

42.28
41
+ .20

9,229

52.80
25

21.74
16
42

1,260

2,875

Barnstable

222.53

168
21

166.23
30
106

+ .43

18.58
85
332
- 1.30
- 2,13

20,273

21

+ 2.86
+ 2,13

23.63

85

- 1.15
25,810
+ 3.61

30.50
95

8.20
94

339

- 1.25
3,760

3,396

APPENDIX »~

Page

bridge

45.56
209

+ .56
.69
6,113

272
.87

41.97

43
5,632
- 1.21

52.00
30

22.87

26
+ 1.01

770

3,314

3

Agawam

177.63

296
- .93
106.98

274

45.00

13.59
82

255

- 42

1,500

3,538

&
>

2

Middlckorough

201.20
56

225
.32
51
129.9.

197

63.95
+ 1.83
7,116
75

.81

57.00
16

22.14
14
36

1,040

2,910



.

Municipality

Total 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 valuation
per pupil

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
Total tax per

$1000 valuation

Town rank
School support per
$ 1000 valuation

Town rank

State rank

State scaled score
\ssessed valuation
per capita
Average teachers’

salaries

S.Hadley

164.44

331
- 1.25
- 1.46

33.00

13.72
80
251

1,310

3,311

Randolph

154.09
95
345
- 1.50

+ .13

44.84

32

+ .38
8,319

60

- .53

45,00
57

14.07

239
.34

1,500

2,897

Palmer

211.11
48

201
.06
.34

154.4)
47
240
+ .16
+ .12

49.46
20

184

+ .86
- .59

6,633
72

244

- .76
- .59

50.89
20
+ .83

6,825
80
- .88

43.00
66

23.28
5

120

+ 1.07

910

2,966

1

1

+

+

COMPREHENSIVE

Bridgewater

70.67
87
317
1.09
1.05

24.32
73
213
.52
50

31.67
59
286
.39
61

6,632
73
245
.76
59

43.22
37
26

9,051
51
61

46.80
49

18,75
35
899
.38

920

2,565

Chelmsford

180.09
76

289

- .85
- .87

113,20
82
251
- .78
LT

46,51
28

203

+ .72
- .57

6,717
71
240
- .73
- .57

56.54
12
+ 1.22

8.936
52
- .38

48.00
41

16.85
46
144
+ .08

1,130

2,958

Walpole

217.60
179
- W22

170.06
28

103

+ .52
+ .46

18.52
86

333
1.31

+ .19

10,540
30
121
+ /31
+ .19

24,02
84
- 1.12

13,674
20
+ .74

41.20
77

16.14
59

173

- .02

2,100

3,548

1

1

+

Rockland

81.20

284
.79
.86

26.43
71
206

.46

37.90
43
255
.05
.35

7,812
58
195
44
.35

38.30
52
.09

7,894
55
.63

52.00
31

16.19
58
169
.02
1,090

2,964

1

1

+

+

+

D ATA
] -
" )
3 :
H
< =}
62.40 212,71
92 45
337 193
1.30 - .03
1.17 - .31
24.11 139.94
74 57
215 164
52 - .18
.50 - .20
37.30 70.70
45 3
260 95
.004 + 2.34
.80 - .56
5,583 6,782
87 70
297 237
- 1.03 - .72
.81 - .56
46.24 51.23
27 19
.55 + .84
6.921 4,918
78 92
.86 - 1.34
47.00 48.40
47 40
22,23 20.64
13 24
34 66
.91 + .67
1,110 840
3,085 2,979

GRCOGUP 1II
|
5
B 5
c E
B S
236.10 237.69
24 23
129 124
+ .56 + .60
1.10 + W11
177.75 154.01
25 49
92 142
+ .69 + .16
+ .59 + .12
16,80 52.47
89 12
338 168
+1.43 - .30
+ 1.36 - .36
16,440 7,758
7 59
38 197
+ 1.85 - .46
+ 1.36 - .36
20.75 45.82
86 30
1.36 + .45
20,308 6,776
4 81
+ 2.31 - .89
38.00 52.00
88 29
10.81 19.85
90 29
304 79
- .84 + .55
3,260 940
3,408 3,345

Concord

12,229
+ .40

56.80
18

22.60
11
29

1,520

3,604

Somerset

168.32
320

- 1.14
- 1.09

+ 1.05
+ .76

30.57

73
13,924
. .80

30.50
96

9.57

322
1.04

2,210

3,250

APPENDIX Y

Page

N.Andover

232.48

2
“

135

179.29

34.68
64
- .35

11,644
32
+ .26

48,00
43

14,59
74

219

- .26
1,490

3,690

4

Whitman

189.:1

262
.20
T2

134.02
64
) 84
.30
.30

33. 5

277

6,335
78
259
.84

40.14
.04
7,674
68
.68

58,00
13

21,15
20

54

+ .75
1,080

2,761

a2l

Millbury

155.71
94

343
1.47
13

106.87
89
275
.94
.85
44.40
32
216
r .50
.98
4,667
332
- 1.28
- .98
48.16
+ 62
5,062
1.30

59.40

22,90

25
+ 1.01

3,262



COMPREHENSIVE DATA APPENDIX 47 2 22

GROUP 11 Page 5

= -
| . ~ E g )
a -1 © ) F]
b 8 & 5 & 2 n [ g i) o h & 2
2 S o = o g ) g b3 o 5 5 © g o
g - : £ : : $ 2 g : 2 e 2 : i 3

[ = = G ) o 5 » < a e 5 8 £ ]
b S : - p 2 = & 8 = b 2 & i iy 3 2

Total school

-upport 186.22 230.64 192.36 246.72 224,76 200.22 183.33 215.52 212.06 179.56 173.14 156.48 191.06 175.68 183.02 202.46
Town rank T 28 65 18 33 58 73 43 46 T7 86 93 66 81 74 55
State rank 271 142 250 109 163 229 277 187 195 290 313 342 252 304 279 223
Town scaled score - .68 + .42 - .55 + .82 + 27 - .32 - LT + .04 - .05 - .87 - 1.03 - 1.44 - .58 - .97 7 .19
State scaled score - .77 0.00 - .66 + .28 /10 - .52 - .82 - .26 - .31 - .89 - 1.00 - 1.30 .68 .96 .82 .49

.ocal School

support 115.72 156.63 135.92 185.66 158.75 123.80 96.41 154.30 152.92 133.63 115.31 89.12 142.38 110.28 141.14 '66.76
Town rank 80 41 62 20 39 75 93 48 50 66 81 95 54 85 55 29
State rank 239 132 191 78 126 216 308 141 144 187 242 321 159 263 161 105
Town scaled score - .73 + .20 - .27 + .87 + .25 - .55 - 117 + .16 + .11 - .32 - .73 - 1.33 B N .85 - L4 + .46
State scaled score - .67 + .16 - .28 + .75 + .20 - .52 1.05 + .12 + .08 - .32 - /61 - 1,19 .14 - .17 W16 . .38

State aid per

>upil 51.60 51.09 42.39 31.26 28.80 60.75 50.56 44.21 38.94 35.42 33.96 51.43 35.65 54,42 32.40 28.76
Town rank 14 16 35 61 66 8 17 33 42 48 51 15 47 9 58 67
State rank 175 179 230 288 296 134 179 220 250 266 272 177 265 158 281 297
Town scaled score + 1.00 + .97 + .36 - .59 + 1.64 + .92 + .49 + .49 + .12 - .12 - .12 + .99 B Y + 1,20 .39 - .59
State scaled score - .70 - 24 - .52 - .28 + .24 - .22 - .41 - .43 - .54 - .60 - .64 - .29 - .65 - .23 .66 .74

' Equalized valuation

ser pupil 6,089 8,360 6,974 8,178 10,796 8,490 7,538 10,133 6,964 6,603 5,788 5,352 7,230 5,620 6,532 5,725
Town rank 82 54 68 55 28 53 o1 34 69 74 84 91 66 86 75 85
State rank 274 180 223 185 110 173 203 130 226 246 286 304 217 296 251 289
Town scaled score - .89 - .30 - .61 - .31 + .35 .26 - .52 + .19 - .67 - .7 - .99 - 1,20 .59 1.03 - .78 - .99
State scaled score - .70 - .34 - .52 - .28 + .24 - .22 - .41 + .11 - .52 - .59 - .76 - .84 - AT -9 - .6} - .11

Experimental state

AidP 56.22 43.56 53.38 40.23 33091 51.45 57.08 33.83 47.84 45,10 40.28 55.49 43.20 51.59 41.39 34,93
Town rank 13 36 16 48 67 18 9 50 25 31 47 14 38 17 44 63
Town scaled score + 1.20 + .29 + 1.07 + .05 - .41 + .86 + 1.34 + .02 + .60 + .40 + .05 + 1.15 + 1,26 + .87 + .13 - .34

Experimental valua-

:io: per pupil 6,635 7,127 8,782 10,524 12,713 7,190 8,509 8,900 8,558 8,407 6,865 5,773 8,763 5,327 8,346 6,954
o x M moE o nomomowm o owomo w T m TwoT
Town scaled score - .93 - .81 - 42 - .007 + .52 - .80 .48 .39 - . - - . - 1. - . . - . - .8

;‘T:)‘c)lot::lﬁi:ion 57.00 60,00 45.00 51.00 41.00 54.00 14,00 58.60 49.00 47,00 56.00 54.00 58.00 60.00 47.50 65.50
Town rank 15 5 55 35 78 23 62 9 39 48 20 24 12 7 45 [ 4

3 t

;clt;c:)(:)l::l?;c:ironper 19.01 18.74 19.49 22.70 14,70 14,58 12,79 15.23 21.96 20,24 19.92 16.65 19.68 19.63 21.61 29.13

34 36 33 10 73 75 84 66 15 25 28 52 31 32 17 1
g;“t"::::: 93 100 89 28 217 220 266 204 39 72 77 154 84 85 43 6

Gtate scaled score + .42 + .38 + .50 + .98 .25 - .26 - .54 - .16 + .86 + .61 + .56 + .05 + .52 + .51 + .82 + 1.97
-sessed valuation 720 910 1,250 1,390 2,220 870 990 1,340 870 1,230 1.030 1,180 1,090 730 1,130 870

per capita ’

1

Avlerllge teachers 2,939 2,926 3,365 3,298 2,960 2,777 3,070 3,426 3,183 3,006 3,292 2,682 2,836 2,903 3,336 3,008

salaries



COMPREHENSIVE DATA APPENUIX S 223

GROUP 11 Page 6
o
§ :
] £ 3 g b 3 £
2 5 i Z : S - S N s+ oy 3 Tk
3] e o ] a 4 E] w
g z 4 H B 3 g g g 8 9 ] 3 = s ¢ s
2 2 5 & & E 3 & 3 @ 3 S 5 4 < B 4
otal school
u’l?:::trank 230.;0 218,158 173.86 208.68 265,55 216,95 206.57 197.21 190.68 196.60 174.60 167.09 206.26 290.72 206.38 313.39
State rank 14‘3) 40 8% 50 7 42 52 61 67 62 84 89 54 5 53 4
Town scaled score N . 178 311 207 70 311 211 240 254 242 309 326 213 42 2:2 33
State scaled Score 41 + .10 - 1.01 - .13 + 1.30 + .07 - .19 42 - .59 44 - .99 - 1.18 - .19 + 1.93 .19 + 2.52
_ocal school support 0.00 21 - 1.00 /38 + .62 - .24 - .42 - 58 - .70 - .59 - .98 - 1.08 42 + 1.0% 42 + 1.46
~own rank P 156.14 163.47 111.34 126.77 192.29 133.68 102.95 111.77 139.59 122,36 108.49 103.39 155.45 60.91 145.92 235.83
42 33 84 70 19 65 91 83 59 77 87 90 44 96 53 3
State rank 133 112 259 204 69 259 293 256 166 219 270 289 137 346 152 16
Town scaled score + .20 + .37 .82 - 48 + 1.03 - .32 + 1.03 - .82 - .18 ~ .57 - .89 + 1.01 + .16 2.00 - .04 + 2,02
State scaled score + .16 + .30 .75 - .46 + .89 .32 - .93 - .15 - .20 - .54 - .81 - .9 + 14 1.76 + .08 . 1,72
#tate aid per
wupil 40.38 27.39 39.63 37.75 49,50 72.37 62.81 69.86 21.34 62.15 44.89 50.44 33.34 62.78 33.13 47.78
Town rank 38 71 40 44 19 2 5 4 81 7 31 18 52 6 55 23
State rank 242 304 246 257 183 90 126 Qg 324 128 213 180 274 127 217 193.5
Town scaled score + .22 - .69 + .17 + .04 +.86 + 2.45 + 1.79 + 2.28 - 1.03 + 1.74 + .54 + .92 + .27 + 1.79 - .29 + .74
State scaled score .50 .76 - .52 .56 .33 + .16 .08 + .10 - .87 - .08 43 - .33 .64 .08 - W6t - .37
Tqualized valuation
ser pupil 9,575 9,743 4,939 5,461 9,0000 4,987 6,499 5,384 14,358 4,968 5,360 3,863 9,877 8,794 9,590 15,054
Town rank 40 38 94 88 47 93 77 89 11 92 90 96 36 50 39 8
State rank 143 140 321 301 161 319 253 302 54 318 303 345 137 168 142 47
Town scaled score + .02 + .07 - 1.21 1.06 - .13 - 1.20 - .78 - 1.09 + 1,30 - 1.20 1.09 1.49 + .10 +  .004 + .02 + .48
State scaled score 0.00 + .03 - .92 - [82 - .12 - .92 - .61 - .B4 + .95 - .92 - .84 - 1.14 + .06 - .16 0.00 + 1.09
Zxperimental state
aid 46.15 34,21 46.06 50.49 60.91 78.78 56.91 60.04 29.07 84.59 55.17 61.40 42.30 57.78 36.89 60.66
Town rank 28 66 29 21 6 2 11 8 75 ] 15 5 40 3 55 7
Town scaled score + .55 - .39 + .47 + .79 4+ 1.54  + 2.83 4 1.25  + 1.48 - 76+ 325+ 1.16  + 1.58 . .20 + 2.04 .19 bo1.52
| Experimental valuation
ser pupil 10,943 12,172 5,741 7,303 11,076 5,396 5,889 4,627 19,567 6,763 6,587 4,702 12,533 9,496 10,677 9,111
Town rank 36 29 87 70 35 89 85 94 5 82 84 93 25 46 38 I
Town scaled score 4 .10 + .39 - 1.16 Nai + .13 - 1.24 - 1,10 - 1.40 + 2/14 - .93 - .94 - 1.38 + .47 /26 + .03 + 2.03
Total tax per
$1000 valuation 50.00 42.00 62.00 48,00 45.00 60.00 37.00 64.80 43,00 58.40 55.00 64.00 40.00 42.80 48,00 38.70
Town rank 36 71 4 42 59 6 89 2 67 10 21 3 80 68 44 86
;cl‘(‘)‘:,%l ::ﬁ’f::ﬁnp" 16.31 16.78 22.54 23.2, 21.37 26.97 15.84 20.76 9.72 24.63c  20.24 26.97 15,74 6.93 15.22 15.67
Town rank 55 48 12 6 18 2 61 23 92 4 26 3 62 95 67 63
State rank 163 148 31 21 46 10 181 64 319 16 73 i1 188 347 205 189
State scaled score 0.00 4 .07 + .96 + 1.06 + .78 + 1,64 - .07 + .68 - 1,01 + 1.28 + .61 + 1.64 .09 1.44 17 .10
ation
?»s:z::z?av.lu 1,400 1,510 920 1,030 1,320 560 1,070 750 3,060 1,000 1,000 740 1,910 790 1,040 800

. erage teachers'
salaries 3,206 3,350 2,752 3,713 3,364 3,322 3,354 3,020 3,282 3,044 3,755 3,051 3,101 3,948 2,690 3,847



Municipality

T'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
Experimental state
aid
Town rank
Town scaled score
Experimental 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 capita
..verage teachers’

salaries

Westport

180.36
75
287
- .75
- .87

130.60
49
196
- .19
- .38

46.30
68

205

- .39
- .49

9,563
146
+ .10
6.00
50.03

70
-~ .51
11,160

33
+ .01

43.60
57

13.66

253

1,910

3,030

Blackstone

263,66
23
74
+ .55
+ .58

139.26
37
167

- .009

- .20

20.93
2‘

62

+ .72

520

3,286

Sharon

189.21
64

138.15

1,890

3,255

1

+

COMPREHENSIVE

)
Y

]
202.94
58
222
- .40
- .49

44,53
35
155
.12
.10

43.40
75
225
45
.58

6,785
57
237
.40
.56

41.56
83
1.03

6,496
71
.67

54.00
19

21.30
17
50
17

980

3'395

Dalton

226.09
41
159
- .04
- .07

182.92
16
83
+ 1.01
+ .69
32.56
87
279
- .66
- .94

7,093

25.79

13
+ 1.46

1,280

3,328

1

Templeton

169.65
83

318

- .92
- 1,07

00.89
80
299

- .90

.95

57.28

+

48
151

.17

.13

70.72
.18
5,625
83
.80

50.00

22.15

2,507

Bourne

237.33

128

158,81
26
124

32.37
88
282
.66

- .95

19,452
9

26

+ 1,94
+ 1.96

40.55
84
+ .10

24,004
11
+ 1.90

37.00
5

B.16
91
340

- 1.28

3,410

2,999

D AT A

=

g

e 3
3 s

5 P

O ®

b ®
187.84 211.73
68 49
267 197
- .63 - .27
- .75 = 34
107.27 110.51
74 70
273 262
- .74 - .67
.83 - .17
53.70 79.43
56 16
163 76
- .25 + .29
- .25 + .59
7,408 3,843
44 93
209 347
- .29 - .95
- .43 - 1.14
70.71 89.10
40 18

+ .18 + .95
9,754 4,311
41 92

- .19 - .99
55.00 52.00
17 24
14.48 28.77
64 4
223 7
- .28 - 1.92
820 460
2,821 2,727

E.Bridgewater

114.30
65
246
- .58
- .69

46.63
66
201
- .39
.48

7,062

50

223

- .35
- .50

58.89
64
.31

8,920
45
.31

47.00
47

16.18
52

171

- .02

1,470

3,541

+

53.00

18.92
30
96
40

1,820

3,138

Norton

164.63
330

- 1.00
+ 1.6

5,440
.83

50.80
29

15.67

59
188

900

2,681

GROUP

Westford

162.

@ o~
@

336
- 1.03
+ 1.20
104.54
77
284
- .89
54.01
162
.23
5,626

294

61.42

6,397
69

45.00
53

18.58
34
102
+ .35

1,040

2,793

111

37.78
- 1.19

14,788

47.00
48

12.27
74
280

1,790

2,783

2af
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Bellingham

6,234

39.80
68

15.95
56
178
- .05

1,170

2,981

1

+

V. .Bridgewater

65.51
14
0.00
.14
6,795

56
235

79,79
56
8,277

41

58.00
12

18.74
35
0y

1,310

2,892



x
i .
g n
g a
3 ]
¥ fotal sc hool support 139.31
Town rank 94
State rank 350
Town scaled score - 1.40
State scaled score - 1.60
Local school
support 95.08
Town rank 85
State rank 313
Town scaled score - 1.03
&S::;::yled score - 1.07
- aid per
pupil 37.33
Town rank 83
State rank 259
Town scaled score - .56
State scaled score - .79
Equalized valuation
per pupil 4,929
Town rank 83
State rank 324
Town scaled score - .5
State scaled score - .93
Experimental state
aid 46.04
Town rank 81
Town scaled score - .84
Experimental valuation
pery pupil 6,079
Tuwn rank 7‘7
Town scaled score - .73
Total tax per $1000
valuation 50.00
Town rank 30
School suppor: per
$1000 valuation 19.29
Town rank 28
State rank 92
State scaled score + .46
Assessed valuation
Aer capita 1,000
Average teachers’
salaries 2,597

Harvazrd

w
w
[2ad
.

<

10.40
- 2,33
12,822
+ .27

38.00
72

16.52

158
+ .04

610

2,250

Lunenburg

181.56

283

111.94

671.22

1,330

2,725

Provincetown

42.09
- 1.00
21,049

i2
+ 1.47

38,00
74

9.91

316
- .98

2,310

2,550

COMPREHENSIVE D ATA

13

o - ¥

2 ) H #

] 3 . % 9

2 9 2 g g

o L Q @ 5

n 2 8] Nt 3
167.43 181.87 268.87 255,55 238.30
84 73 21 27 34
323 282 65 85 123
- .96 - .13 + .64 + .42 + .15
- 1.08 - .86 + .67 + .44 + .14
121.79 109.28 206.65 192.90 137.91
54 71 9 14 41
220 265 41 68 173

- 41 - .70 + 1.56 + 1,25 - .03
- .56 - .79 + 1.17 + .89 - .24
43.47 40.70 37.53 51.70 68.94
74 78 82 58 25
224 238 258 172 104

- .45 - .50 - .56 - .29 + 08
- .58 - .68 - .78 - .32 + .25
6,945 6,918 15,051 9,291 11,655
53 54 16 33 21
229 231 49 156 89
- .37 - 38 + 1.11 + .08 + .49
- .53 - .53 1.09 + .06 + .41
49.88 46.80 49.07 61.61 53.:3
76 80 77 55 72

- .70 - .81 - .71 - .20 - .55
7,970 7,955 19,680 11,071 8,932
54 L1 13 34 44

.46 .46 + 1.27 0.00 + .31
46.00 46.00 47.50 56.00 43,00
50 52 44 14 59
17.54 15.79 13.73 20.76 11.83
42 57 68 23 75
128 183 250 65 288

+ .19 - .07 - .40 + .69 - .69
1,170 1,100 3,000 1,320 1,260
2,837 3,150 3,183 3,090 2,756

Acton

198.68
61
235

.54

131.79
46
191

.36

54.39
54
159
23
.23

7,763

197

64.04
50
.12

9,140
43
47.00
46
16.98
46

141

+ .10
1,340

2,745

GROUP 111

= -

o 2 £
A B
d 8, ]
a [+] o
< b 4
227.59 174.72 250.85
39 81 31
152 307 98
- .01 - .84 + .35
- .08 - .98 + .35
137.97 110.84 229.57
40 69 5
172 260 i8

- .03 - .06 + 2.09
- .24 - 11 + 1.63
58.26 52.07 13,24
46 57 93
148 171 340
- .06 - .27 - 1,03
- .10 - .30 - 1.57
7,643 5,852 26,094
43 69 2
200 282 7
- .23 - .58 i 3.14
- .39 - .74 + 3/23
74.22 62.98 16.46
54 92

+ .33 - .14 2.08
9,137 7,077 32,425
42 63 2

- .19 .59 + 3.16
44.00 50.00 38.00
54 31 73
18.05% 18.94 8.80
37 29 90
116 95 334

+ .27 + .41 - 1.15
1,360 1,120 3,800
2,884 2,461 2,815

257.19

34.96
- 134
8,688
48
.35

42.50
60

33.98

+ 2,71
1,100

3,278
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- .19
.38

43.68

223

37.00
76

10,45
84
350
.90
2,110

2,518

2 as

Pepperell

[\
o

178.

1]

n-N
N |
-0 W oo

119.89

227

- .45
- .59

56.15
51
155

5,003

6,719

49.00
39

23.97
10
18
+ 1.18
926

2,855



>
2 ki
:} i
Bl
u
: ;
2 Z
“otal school support 200.15
Town rank 60
State rank 232
Town scaled score - .44
State scaled score - .52
Local school
support 98.34
Town rank 83
State rank 305
Town gcaled score - .93
State scaled score - 1.00
State aid per
pupil 84.22
Town rank 13
State rank 67
T wn scaled score + .39
State scaled score + .75
Equalized valuation
per pupil 8,560
Town rank 35
State rank 173
Town scaled score - .0B
State scaled score - .20
Experimental state aid
per pupil 60.48
Town rank 60
Town scaled score - .24
Experimental valua-
tion per pupil 6,146
Town rank 74
Town scaled score - .72
Total tax per
$ 1000 valuation 50.00
Town rank 34
School Support per
$1000 valuation 11.49
Town rank 78
State rank 296
State scaled score .74
Assessed valuation
per capita 940

Average teachers’

salaries 2,881

o]

. ; :
; 5 g
] = ]
217.29 211.68 184.08
45 51 70
181 198 276
- .18 - .26 - .70
.22 - .34 - .80
130.92 107.71 107.92
47 73 72
193 272 271
- .19 - .73 - .73
.38 - .83 - .83
69.30 63.32 46 .45
24 34 67
102 122 204
+ .10 + .06 - .39
+ .26 + .06 - .49
5,121 6,482 6,744
80 61 58
314 255 240
- .70 -~ .46 - .41
- .89 - .62 - .57
82.16 59,63 60.58
22 62 60

+ .63 - .28 - .25
6,071 6,093 8,796
78 75 47

- .74 - .73 - .58
59.10 8.00 53.00
10 43 22
25.57 16.62 16.00
[} 48 55

14 155 177

+ 1.43 t .05 - .04
940 870 1,280
2,884 2,776 2,955

COMPREHENSIVE

Yarmouth

272.15
19
60
+ .68
+ .74

133.66
45
186
- .13
- .32

60.10
41
38
- .2
- .04

18,708

7.14

346
- 1.41

3,680

2,813

Marshfield

267.02

+
+

22

69

60
.65

187.33

1

+
4+

2

+

42,71
7
228
47
b1

7,792
11

31
1.62
1.63

47.14
79
.49

2,706
12
1.72

42.50
61

10.53
82
308
.89
3,770

3,151

Burlington

154.68
91

- 116
- 1.33

69.06
93

342

- 1.63
- 1.58

5,229
88

57.00
13
14.21
65

230

- .32
1,060

2,775

19.151
+ 1.19

43.00
58

10.23

312
- .93

2,940

2,863

D ATA

Charlton

160.47

339

- 1,07
- 1.23

78.51
90
335

- 1.41
- 1.41

+

2,895

Northborough

174.57
82

310
.92
.98

89. 40
88

320
1.17

- 1.19

57.96
47
149

.11
4,471
336
.83

- 1.02
63.66
5]

- .11
4,910
.83
66.00
20.00

26
75

+ /57

830

2,857

Sutton

203.21
57

221

- .40
- .49

115.46
63
240
- .55
- .87

63.16
35

124

- .06
+ .06

4,145
91
342
- .89
- 1.08

75.19
34
.37

4,935
90
- .89

68.00
1

27.85

GROUP

)
2 F
B 8
1 5
=] [
277.56 203.81
16 55
52 219
+ 77 - .39
- .83 - .47
193,08 78.04
13 91
67 336
+ 1.25 1.42
+ .93 - 1.41
59,02 109.62
44 6
144 43
.14 + .87
.08 + 1.58
11,322 6,145
23 66
94 267
+ .43 - .52
+ .35 - .68
70.04 122.47
42 6
+ .16 + 2.32
13,437 6,894
23 65
+ .35 - .61
39.00 36.00
70 79
17.05 12.71
44 71
137 270
+ .12 - .55
1,650 650
2,849 2,479

II1

81.42

+ .63

7,481
61
- .53

34.00
85

21,05
20
58

1,230

2,988

APPENDIX §
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Groton

203.69
220
47
126.88
50

203
.29

56.21
50
154

6,964

64.18
.09

7,971
46

53.00
21

18.22
35

109

+ .30
1,350

2,533

3

Manchester

278.54

5.

260.15

+ 2.80
2.24

9.15
94
345
1,13

- .74
21,571
+ 2.31
+ 2.38
10.55

94
2.32

24,907
+ 2.04

46.00
51

12.06

282

3,260

3,342

126


file:///verage

Municipality

" stal school support
Town rank
State rank
Town scaled score
State scaled score
ocal school
support

T>wn rank

State rank

Town scaled score
“tate scaled score
State aid per
pupil

Town rank

State rank

“nwn scaled score

State scaled score
Eqvalized valuation
per pupil

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
Total tax per
$ 1000 valuation

Town rank
Schoel support per
$1000 valuation

Town rank

State rank

State scaled score
Assessed valuation
per capita
- .vorage teachers'
salaries

1

1

+

Townsend

87.49
69
268
.64
.75

88.65
89
322
1.18

- .21

+

71.33
21

94
.14

+ .31

5,792
72
286

- .59

.76

89.16
17

+ .95

7,240
62

- .56

52.00
27

15.31
63
202
.15
1,100

2,340

1

1

Merrimac

48.64
92
348

i 25
1.44

0:1.58
79
296
.88
.95

45.19

4,856
86
328
.75
.94

§3.37
71
.54

5,735
82

- .79

+

64.00
4

20.92
22

63
.71
820

2,743

Hamilton

236.20

128

38.00

13.04
70

264

- .50

2,390

3,008

Southborough

60.89

8,066

50.C0

24.45

17
+ 1.258

1,200

3,144

COMPREHENSIVE

Avon

165.16

329
- .99
- 1.14

105.41

58.90

6,082
76
- .73

53.00
20

21.37
16
45

+ .78

820

2,356

Harwich
Hadley

276.70 243,72
18 32
55 117
+ .76 + .39
+ .81 + .23

199.79 145.41
11 34
55 154
+ 1.40 + .14
4 1.03 + .08

33.62 60.67
86 39

273 135

- .64 - 12
- .91 .02
22,578 7179
3 47

11 219

+ 2.49 - .38
+ 2.59 .48
40.16 83.83
86 20
1.09 + .80
26,976 9,884
3 39

4+ 2.35 - 17
32.00 42.00
90 62
8.85 20.26
89 25

331 71
1.46 + .61

4,260 1,320

2,744 2,492

Douglas

178.19

294
.79
.91

124.35

+

53
212
.35
.50

51.68

173
.29
.32

4,746
87
331
78
.96

63.27
52
W12
5,809
80
7

51.00
28

26.20

12
1.52

2,706

DATA

Sudbury

189.67
63
259
- .61
.12

114.24

52.34
- .58
7,507
60

52

65.00

18.20

110
+ .29

1,300

3,402

Pembroke

233.43
37
133
+ .08
+ .06

148.04
32
149
+ .24
- .04

59.36
42

142

- .14
.07

8,374
37
178
- L1
.24

74.53
35
+ .34

10,514
36
52.00
25
17.68

41
126

1

1,640

2,609

2

1

+

W.Boylston

10.90
52
202
.28
.35

36.51
43
179
.06
.26

62.84
36
125
.08
.05

6,088
67
275
.53
.70

81.96
23
.65
7,940
46

40.00
67

22.42
13

32
.94
1,350

2,387

2

1

+

+

Millis

11.96
48

.26

19.86

80.05
57
8,117
52
.43

50.00
33

17.24
43
134
.14
1,310

2,341

GROUP III

Norwell

218.27

10,727

114

82.49

21
+ .68
12,183
[

35.00
83

10.52

83
309

2,140

3,113

APPENDIX 5~
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Chatham

259.85

81

197.48
12
60
F 1.35
+ .99
34.48
85
269
.88
27,483
+ 3.40
t 3.5%6

48.89

38,969
+ 4,12

27.00

7.19

344
1.40

5,120

2,887

4

323.

o & Sandwich

64,44
33
118
.04
.10

16,2¢6
12

41

1.33
+ 1.33
98.30
i1,33
24,807
+ 2.03

37.00
78

12.68
72
273
.56
1,600

3,077

22.7

162.

O W
3y Georgetown

w
w
x

1.04
1,7

95.25
B4
3i2
1.02
1.07

58.29

147
.16
10

5,282

7

308
.68
.86

76.24
30
.06
6.912
6!

55.16
16

18.03
38
118

1,000

2,647



Municipality

“otal school
upport

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
~ocal School
~upport

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
Stcte aid
ser 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
Town rank
Tswn scaled score
Total tax per
$ 1000 valuation
Town rank
School support per
$ 1000 valuation
Town rank
State rank
State scaled score
Assessed valuation
per capiia
Average teachers'

salaries

Littleton

™~
(=
o
N3
v

59
226

- .52
119.92
57
226
.59

46,31

35.00

13.95

241

1,630

2,865

Hardwick

216,27
184
.24

115.01
64
245
- .56
- .67

75.19

85

5,652

293
- .62
- .78

71.91
38
.23

5,405
87
.83

49.00
38

20.35
24

70

+ .62

790
2,963

Groveland

143.27
93
349
- 1.33
- 1.46

94.55

314
- 1.04
- 1.09

47.72
65
195
- .37
- 44

4.142
92
343
- .89
- 1.08

58.23
65
- .34

5,085
89
- .89

60.00
7

22.84
i2

27

+ 1.00

780

2,701

Stockbridge

283.37

169.69
23
104
+ .71
+ 44

64.51

32

114

- .04
+ .10

14,803
17
50
+ 1.07
+ 1.04

79.53
27
+ .55

18,249
17
+ 1.06

42.00
63

11.46
79

298

- .4

2,050
2,647

COMPREHENSIVE

Northfield

252,18

18.84
32

98

+ .39

910
3,088

Hatfield

73.67
+ .31
13,506
24
33.00
87

11.37

301
- .76

1,600
3,484

Sheffield

220.37
174
W13

138.83

169

8,451

176

101.93
14
+ 1.48

10,563
35

36.00
80

16.43

50
161

1,300
2,802

Plainville

178.83

291
.78
.91

104.81
76

282
.80

- .89

51.40

60
177

59.54

.28
6,77}
- .63

52,00
26

17.94
39
120

+ .25

980
2,810

D ATA

Williamsburg

182.51
71
280
- .72
- .82

100.85

Tisbury

329.28

+
+

20
1.58
1.77

297.61

+
+

+

1

+

3.67
2.97

20.73
92
328
1.33
8,744

45
1.25

+ 1.23

+

1

+

+

25,17
9:
.71

9,117
1.18

33.00
88

18.90
31
97

.40

3,090
2,933

Orleans

+ .07

24,674
8
+ 2.00

29.50
92

10.15

86

313

- .95
3,360

3,158

GRCUP

Shelkurne

113.45
+ 1.96
12,884
+ .27

44.00
56

15.45

196
- .13

1,630

3,069

111

Dover

312,47
10
35
+ 1.32
+ 1.44

253.03

ki

0
+ 2,64
+ 2.09

38.67
8.
252
- .54
74

15,644
15
46
+ 1.25
v 1.21

39.73
87
Y

16,073
19
+ .74

28.50
93
16.18
51

170
- .02

2,720

2,995
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Page 5
5
[

3 B
8 o
@ =
204,40 188.96
54 68
218 262
.38 62

- 45 73
94,04 120.71
87 56
317 224

- 1,07 -~ .43
- 1,09 - .57
76.14 66,67
i8 309

83 1o

+ .23 + .04
+ .48 + i8
6,146 5,726
65 73
266 289

- .52 61
68 .79
103.61 70,55
i3 4]

+ 1.B5 + .18
8,363 6,059
49 79
.40 -~ .74
50.00 50.00
36 32
15.31 21.09
62 19
201 56

- .15 P14
1,080 1,090
2,672 2,891

Brookfield

115.96
62

236
.55

60.94
133
.12
.02

8,367

179
1l

.
ol

75.62
31

10,382
37

34.00
84
13.86

243

1,610

3,088



Municipality

7 .tal school support
Town rank

Srate rank

Town scaled Score
State scaled score
.ocal school sup-
Pwrt

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
State -id per pupil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
Equalize’ valua
tion per pupil

Town ranin

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
Experimental state
aid

Town rank

Town scaled score
Experimental valua-
ion per pupil

“own rank

Town scalei score
Total tax per
$1000 valuation

Town rank
School support per
$ 1000 valuation

Town rank

State rank

State scal d score
Assessed valuation
ser capita
Average teachers'
salaries

Oak Bluffs

35.57
- 1.36
24,297
+ 1.95

40.00
65

9.22
88

326

- 1.09
4,100

2,929

Edgartown

269.44
20
+ .68
223,03
24
+ 1,94

+ 1.50

44.30
71
219

.56
20,611
30
+ 2.13
- 2,19
54.46
69
.49
25,337
+ 2.11

33,00
86

10.82
81
303
.84
3,660

3,480

1,110

2,306

+ .06

- .02
2,330

2,842

COMPREHENSIVE

w ok
¥ o & Chester

100.34
7
49
+ .70
+ 1.27

5,273

78
309
- .68
- .86
126.77
+ 2.24

6,662

Huntington

305.80
11

+ 1.21
+ 1,32

157.78

90.23
+ 1.00
7,027
63

.58

44.00
5

23.17
11
22
+ 1.06
1,010

2,720

Brim field

Wellfleet

48.32
63

191

- .35
- .43

21,672
4
15

+ 2.33

+ 2.40

55.83
67
- 44

25,039
5
+ 2.06

33.00
89

7.59
92

342

- 1.34
3,280

2,416

D ATA

Bernardston

-
-2
o
-
°

- e W .
0 m S ®
w»o—- SO

16.97
47
142
+ .10

1,270

2,529

New Marl-
borough

278.74

99.67

9

51

+ .68
+ 1.26

11,517

127.93
+ 2.56
14,782

22
+ .55

37.00
k)

15.56
60
193
- .11

2,000

2,829

Ashfield

242.83

8,348
39
181
.2
- .25

106.98
12
+ 1.69

10,149
38
.14

39.00
69
17.84
40

123

+ .24

1,440

2,611

GROUP III

Charlemont

146,07

24

+ 1.59
+ 2.77
10,014
136

+ .08
i82.28
+ 3.51
12,496
28

' 21

40.00
64

11.62

294
- .72

1,710

2,687

Petersham

122.29
+ 2.33

11,457

APPENDIY &
Page 6

New Salem

226,96
1.82
4,987
90

.89

60.00

41.79

+ 3.90

950

2,603



COMPREHENSIVE DATA APTDENCIX 57 230
2 GROUP 1V Page 1
; 3 ] g u
@ o K
3 : x . E g ¥ i 2 3 L ¥ £
g g g f 5 & ¥ g oy ) 3 2 & K 3 p
4 B = g 0 ] = B k] ] @ 3 = £
o o 0l 2 =} a3 5 o}
: : s 3 T A g g 2 £ 5 : ; E 2 :
0 m < 1) fh] [ = oo} 2! 2]
. = 3 a & z B 3 &
Eot 1 school
quport 247,70 180.18 184.24 215.40 206.90 197.74 171.75 167.62 213.07 200.05 176.46 248,55 162.76 180.40 167.31 i71.22
own rank 46 100 96 71 77 85 107 111 72 84 104 44 118 %9 114 109
State rank 106 228 278 188 210 236 314 321 192 233 302 102 335 286 325 31¢
Town scaled score + .02 - 92 - .87 - .42 - .58 - .68 - 1.08 1.10 - .47 - .64 - .97+ .03 - 1.7 .92 - 1.10 1.05
State scaled score + .30 - .87 - .80 .26 - .42 - .58 - 1.04 - 1.09 - .29 52 - .94 . .32 - 1.20 - .87 £.08 - 1.04
ocal School
upport 240.25 113.03 100.42 140.95 155.67 105.92 108,55 68.06 149.16 162,87 85.71 202,53 79.42 109.27 88.71 83.47
Town rank 4 66 87 38 33 77 73 116 35 28 102 17 111 72 100 106
State rank 13 252 298 162 136 279 269 343 147 116 kY1) 46 334 266 323 329
T>wn scaled score + 2.54 - .46 - .15 + 17 + .50 62 - .87 1.48 + .35 + .66 - 1.08 + 1.56 - 1,22 .55 - 3.02 i.13
State scaled score + 1.84 - .1 - .71 - .18 + .14 .87 - .81 1.60 - .02 + .28 - 1.27 + 1.11 -~ 1.39 LTy - 1.21 1.31
t te aid per
upil 5.95 44.05 71.81 47.45 34.01 64.81 61.83 72.47 63.20 37.08 59.72 26.51 57.65 44.8) 63.36 79.93
Town rank 120 110 71 106 115 82 87 69 85 114 92 117 95 109 84 59
State rank 349 221 92 196 271 116 131 89 123 261 141 310 150 214 121 75
Town scaled score - 1.45 .75 .23 67 - .93 .36 - .41 - 22 - .39 .88 46 - 1.07 - .48 .72 - .38 - .08
State scaled score - 1.18 - .43 + .14 - .37 - 62 - .04 - .10 + .16 - .06 .86 - .14 - .78 B ¥ § .43 .06 .29
qualized valuation
er pupil 13,210 8,226 5,476 8,420 10,326 5,000 5,493 6,753 8,928 12,478 5,028 22,224 6,243 5,323 6,688 6,139
Town rank 22 53 99 51 38 107 98 73 48 24 105 10 83 100 74 86
State rank 66 184 301 177 126 318 300 239 164 80 315 i4 265 306 242 270
Town scaled score + .60 .23 .69 - .20 + .12 .77 - .69 - .48 W1 + .48 - .77 + 2,10 - .56 -T2 - .49 .58
State scaled score + .72 - .27 .82 - .23 + .15 - .91 - .81 .56 .13 . .58 - .91 + 2,61 - .67 .85 -~ .57 - .69
xperimental state
’fid 7.75 51.03 58.22 61.42 42.86 76.43 49,51 60.14 76.07 45.86 38.64 36,98 68.60 56.21 64.89 72.47
Town rank 120 110 102 96 118 77 111 99 78 112 87 11¢ 88 107 92 82
Town scaled score 1.48 .89 - 19 - .18 .98 - .54 .89 .75 - .58 - .96 - .65 - 1.07 - .65 .81 - 70 .58
Experimental valua-
tion per pupil 17,197 9,530 4,439 10,899 13,014 5,896 4,398 5,604 10,747 15,432 5,779 31,011 7,429 6,679 6,849 5,566
Town rank 18 54 116 47 33 99 118 104 48 24 101 7 77 87 84 105
Town scaled score ¥ .12 - 42 - 1.1 .22 + .10 - .96 - 119 - 1.00 - .24 + .46 .98 + 2,77 .74 .84 .82 1.0l
Total tax pe
$Tooo "lg.:ion 35.00 30.50 60.00 50.00 40.00 64.00 44.00 44.00 36.00 34.00 44.00 54.00 54,80 51.00 50.00 55.00
Town rank 105 114 21 47 87 11 70 717 102 107 76 ig 37 45 52 35
School support
perc $1000 szluntion 18.19 13.74 18.34 16,74 15.08 21.19 19.76 10.08 16.71 13.05 17.05 9.1 12.72 20.53 13.20 13.60
rank 34 72 31 46 58 15 25 99 47 77 42 108 80 19 76 73
;;v::“,,k 112 249 105 150 207 83 82 315 151 263 138 328 269 67 261 254
State scaled score + .29 .39 + .31 + .07 - .20 + .78 + .83 96 + .06 .50 + .2 1.11 .55 + .65 48 42
A d valuation
ls:ec:::t‘v u 2,660 1,540 630 860 2,050 1,050 720 530 1,400 2,460 1,110 6,150 1,280 840 1,290 940
Average teachers'
497 2,607
,alaries 3,713 2,646 3,008 3,218 2,803 2,550 3,159 2,736 2,978 2,748 2,211 3,49 , 2,414 2,791 2,698



W
3
S E
o £
g H
2 B
Total school
upport 165,51
Town rank 118
State rank 328
Town scaled score 1.13
State scaled score 1.14
ocal school
upport 96.11
Town rank 98
State rank 310
Town scaled score - .84
State scaled score - 1.0%
§iate aid per pupil 67.45
Town rank 78
State rank 108
Town scaled score ~ W31
State scaled score + .06
qualized valuation
ber pupil 5,807
Town rank 92
State rank 285
Town scaled score - .64
State scaled score - .75
xperimental state
id 79.49
Town rank 74
Town scaled score - .53
Experimental valuation
per pupil 6,843
T-wn rank 85
Town scaled score - .82
Total tax per
$1000 valuation 46.30
Town rank 63
5chool support per
$1000 valuation 16.55
Town rank 49
State rank 157
State scaled score - .04
Assessed valuation
4r capita 940
Average teachers®
ialaries 2,612

Norfolk

174.62
108
3o8

1.00

- .98

120.21
53

41.00

20.53
20

68

+ .65

820

2,679

+

Salisbury

57.97
+ .79
8,244

61

68.00

19.55

88
.50

1,460

2,727

Nahant

209.30

179.45

84
+ 1.04
+ .63
19.86
119
329
- 1,19

10,375
37
125
+ .16
29.27
118
- 1.18
15,297
25
+ .44

55.00
33

17.30

133
+ .15

2,120

2,833

COMPREHENSIVE

£
o
E|
£ "
g 2 B
Py & [}
=9 2] [
=] < a
173.22 217.06 317.18
106 68 18
312 182 28
- 1.02 41 + 1.00
- 1,00 .22 + 1.53
102,84 113.89 223.01
86 T 68 7
294 250 25
- .68 44 + 2,02
- .93 - .1 + 1.50
65.65 77.07 68.60
80 63 17
113 81 106
- .34 .13 - .29
0.00 + .25 + .08
3,615 5,719 27,410
121 94 4
350 291 5
- 1.00 - .6§ + 2.97
- 1.19 - .17 + 3.55
84.22 76.48 87.80
65 a6 62
+ .43 ~ .54 + .38
4,637 5,675 35,085%
114 103 4
- 1.15 1.00 + 3.28
80.00 65.00 35.00
2 9 104
28,45 19.92 8.14
3 23 117
8 78 341
+ 1.87 + .57 - 1.26
610 870 4,210
2,744 2,172 2,586

267.20

13,107
31
+ .11

44.00
73

20.46
21

69

+ .64
2,080

2,618

D ATA

44,00
75

18.01
35

119

+ .26
1,150

2,380

Mattapoisett

12,024
39
- .04

45,00
65

12.77
79
267
.54
2,000

2,783

Marion

23.49
118

318
- 1.13

13,597
20
59

27.81
119
- 1.20

16,100
22
+ .56

38.40
95

13.52

74

286

- .43
2,530

2,959

GROUP

Sterling

167.49

322
1.10
- 1.08

84.27
105
328
1.11
- 1.29

71.99

100.55
57
21

8,802
60
.53

45.00
68

13,38
75

259

- .45
1,240

2,591

v

Freetown

6,518
.87

50,00
51

16.79
45

146

+ .08
1,070

2,708

APPENDIX 5

Page

Lanesborough

232.64
52
134
.19
+ .04

133.34

42

189
006

.32

74.37

67

87

.17

4,515
112
335
1.00
89.02
60
.37
5,404
106
1.04

68.00

29.53

5
+ 2.03

870

2,585

13y

fb

. 2

= 5
2 B

@ (]

- &
A ey
185.30 180.59
94 98
273 285
.86 .92
.79 87
103,55 99.70
83 88
288 300
- .68 7
- .91 .95
69,15 80.89
76 57
103 73
.28 - .06
+ .10 .31
7,080 4,426
67 113
222 337
.43 .87
- .50 1.03
82.88 117.14
68 41

.45 + .02

8,486 6,410
64 93
.58 - .88

35.20 68.60
103 4

14.63 22.54
62 7
218 30

- .26 + .96
1,200 300
2,380 2,690



Municipality

Fotal school support

I Town rank

g State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score

ocal school

upport

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score

tate aid per

upil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score

Equalized valuation

er pupil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score

lflxperimentll state

i

Town rank

T wn scaled score

Experimental valua-

tion per pupil

Town rank

Town scaled score

Total tax p:r

$1000 valuation

Town rank

School support per

$1000 valuation

Town rank

State rank

State scaled score

Lsgessed valuation

per capita

Average teachers’
laries

Cheshire

163.17
117

- 1.17

- 1.08
73.81
- .58
4,982
111

- 1.10

57.00

23.68

19
+ 1 14

2,442

73.66

11,667

79.76

- .49

8,886

- .52

42.00
78

14.10

236
.34

1,250

2,743

1

-

Essex

215.94
69
185

.26
39.26

168
.13
.20

51.47

102

175
.64
.29

6,969
68
225
- .44
- .52

58.33
101
.19

7,897
73
67

62.00
14

19.99
z2

76
.45

1,190

2,639

COMPREHENSIVE
3

{

g L o
by 3 o R
Tl L] > LK
: % 2 5 &

) 2 = B
150,84 201.49 194 .46 178.40
121 81 101
347 224 246 292
- 1.34 - .63 .73 - .95
- 1.40 -~ .51 .91
84.79 121.27 106.58 111.35
163 52 75 69
326 222 277 258
- 1.10 - .28 .50
- 1.29 .56 .75
58.67 56.92 86.51 58.30
94 97 95
145 182 146
.46 - .51 + - .48
- i - .19 + .16
4,768 5,287 4,945 5,225
110 101 108 102
329 307 321 310
.79 .72 - .74
16 - .19+ - .16
71.51 69.17 93.53 72.61
85 86 83
- .61 - .64 .58
5,812 6,445 5,346 6,508
100 92 107 90
- .98 .88 1.05 - .87
62.00 55.0C 45,00 47,00
15 32 61
17.79 22.95 21.56 21.32
37 . 6 14
125 24 49
+ .23 + 1.02 + .81 + .77
1,010 980 620 1,880
2,737 2,624 2,491 2,440

Wenham

245.38
47
110
.01
+ .25

193.87
20
65
+ 1.36
+ 93

29.31
117
293
+ 1.02

16,344

40
+ 1.12
- .72
31,75

117
- 1.1%
17,706

17
+ .80

32.00
113

11.86

287
- .68

2,840

2,743

Clarksburg

204.99
79
216

128.15
46

200
42
76.64
82

.14

3,702
120
349

+ .23

76.63

.53

3,702

120
- 1.29

57.00
27

34.64

+ 2.82
610

2,630

GROUP v
-3
3 M
2 5 g
3 'U [
v @ I
4 £ °
z T [§)
232.21 229.22 190.37
53 57 91
137 145 256
- .20 - .24 .78
+ .04 .02 .70
162.05 117.48 104.07
30 56 80
119 232 285
+ .64 - .36 - .67
+ .28 - .63 .89
54.32 82.67 71.68
98 56 73
160 70 93
56 - .03 - .23
23 + .37 + 14
10,937 5,589 4,873
29 97 109
104 297 326
+ .22 67 .19
.23 + .37 + .14
66.17 55.52 84.0%
90 109 66
- .68 .81 43
13,362 3,753 5,714
29 19 102
i .16 - 1.28 .99
40.00 61.00 80,00
84 20 i
14.82 21.02 21.35%
60 17 13
108 60 48
- .23 + .73 + .78
1,820 850 910
2,927 2,541 2,803

APPENDIX 5

Page

125.07
210
.19

82.88
55
69
.03
+ .21
5,745

288

103.87

7,200
17

53.00
40

2i.78

10

41

+  .B4
1,060

2,909

3

Scuthamptor

226.52

157

12,02
85
283
.66

2,310

2,569

232

14.79

1,090

2,760



nicipality

=

Total"school support

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled Score

State scaled score
Local school
support

Town rank

State rank

T>wn scal:d score
,State scaled score
State 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 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

SBerlin

.49
87
238

104.01
286
.87
-~ .89
60,25
137
- .12
6,403

259

63,23

- .12
6,719

86

- .84

62.00
13

16.25

165
0.00

1,010

2,756

« Rochester

79.81

7,018
83
- .80

40.00
92

14.52
63

221

- .27
1,250

2,421

10,738

36.00
99

21.06
16
57
+ .73
1,560

2,788

Hampden

228.43

4,755

+ .49

98.56

5,250
108
- 1.06

56.00
31

24.92

15
+ 1.32

1,070

3,388

COMPREHENSIVE

Russell

35
2
—
o
«©

24.00
119

20,01
18

+ .57
2,060

2,881

Berkley

157.73
120
341

- 1.24

- 1.28

80.30
109
332

- L.20

- 1.37

75.13

4,069

345

+ 21

83.99
67
44

4,549
115
1.17
58.00
19.74
26

83

+ .53
750

2,605

Q
&
=
5 2
Qo Q
N Ind
i 8
@ %)
272.47 158.95
31 119
59 340
+ .37 - 1,22
+ .74 - 1.26
211.80 112.55
11 67
34 254
+ 1,77 - .48
+ 1.27 - 73
38.77 45,23
113 109
251 2190
- .84 - .72
- .54 - .41
10,817 6,154
32 :13
110 269
+ .20 - .58
.54 - .41
44,86 56.97
114 106
- .96 79
12,516 7,751
37 74
+ .02 - .69
48.80 49.00
56 54
19.59 18.29
27 32
86 107

+ .51 + .31
1,920 1,130

2,933 2,329

DATA

W.Stockbridge

163.18
116
332

- 117

- 1.6

110.56

261

52.62

50.00

16.80

145

1,140

2,356

Hubbardston

221.26
65
172
- .34
- .15

97.14

127.06
36

+ .15
6,152

- .93

61.00
18

19.35
30

91

+ .47
860

2,790

Gin

222.58

105.99
278
.87

116.58

+ 1.00

8,422
.59

40.00
88

14.20
66
232
.32
1,170

2,137

GROUP 1V
; 5
g H 2
g
¥ 7 6
& R [
208.56 250.38 378.76
76 43 8
208 99 10
- .53 + .06 + 1.86
- .38 + .35 + 2.64
133.56 143,11 272.54
41 36 1
188 157 5
0.00 + .22 + 3.14
- .32 - .12 + 2.47
69.76 103,98 78.90
75 4 61
99 46 7
- W27 v .36 - .10
+ .10 + .76 + .27
11,732 6,466 19,548
26 79 13
86 256 25
+ .35 - .53 + 1.66
+ .10 + .76 + 27
80/22 129.51 94.19
71 35 56
- .48 + .18 .29
13,491 8,054 23,366
27 72 11
+ 17 - .64 + 1.63
34,00 51.00 32,50
109 46 111
11,39 22.14 13.94
93 8 68
300 37 242
- .76 + .90 - .36
1,770 1,330 3,050
2,454 2,938 3,425

APPENDIX &

Page 4

Bolton

217.53

180

8,072

0.00
72011
84
8,841
- .53

44.00
71

14,27

228

1,550

2,498

23

Halifax

190.28
92
257

115,7¢
59
238

59.89
92
140
.45
.14

9,830
4,
140
+ .04
.14

63.4¢6
94
- W71

10,416
51
- .29

41,00
80

11.78
89
289
- .70
2,210

2,544
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Municipality

lotal sehool support
| Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
ocal School support
Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
tate aid per

ypil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
qualized valuation
er pupil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score
State scaled score
jxperimental state
d

Town rank

Town scaled score
xperimental valua-
on per pupil

Town rank

Town scaled score
otal tax per

1000 valuation
Town rank

fhool support per
1000 valuation
Town rank

State rank

State scaled score
ssessed valuation
br capita

verage teachers’
hlaries.

Whately

239,16
95
122
- .10

47.00

17.09
41
136

+ .12

1,300

2,551

1

+

74.34
W22
.19

9,231
157
.007
.19

90.01
.35

1,289

45
.16

45.00
64

16,67
48
153
.05
1,690

2,750

1

+

Sunderland

9,178
45
158

.009

.25

73.43
81
.53

2,637
36
.04

36.00
101

12.58
81
275

57

1,700

2,692

Carlisle

230.82
55

139
- W22
6.00

158.64
31
127
+ .57
+ .20

70.01

T4

97

- W27
+ .12

8,191

54

185

- .23
+ .12

110.30
47
- .08

12,905
34
+ .08

41.00
79

19.38
29

90

+ .47
1,560

2,454

COMPREHENSBIVE

Conway

260,28
38
79
+ .21

+ .53

105.61
78

280
62

- .87

148.57
23
23
+ 1,19
+ 1.63

177.60
22
- .84

8,218
70
- .62

50.00
49

15.37

56

198

- .14
1,200

2,632

9.37
106

328
- 1.07
3,590

3,529

- 1.35

1

+

94.14
46

54
.19
.58

4,129
118
344
.92
.58

10.97
46
.07

4,867
112
1.12

55.00
34

19.77
24

81
.53
1,040

2,505

Leverett

290.96

133.59
+ .91
+ 1.34
5,692
292
- .78
156.61

28
+ .58
6,673

88
.85

69.00
16.47
50

162

+ .03
980

2,348

D ATA

Becket

267,22
34
67
+ .29
+ .65
119.73
54
229
- .30
- .59

115.96
36
38
+ .59
+ .99

7,628
61
202
- .33
- .39

125.02
37
+ .12

8,224
69
- .62

63.00
12

15.71
55
187
1,380

2,893

Granville

12.40

82

277

- .60
2,760

2,658

Richmond

221.99

7,503
62

205

- .33
- 4l

115,51
43
0.00

9,283
57
- .61

49.00
55

13.82
70
245
- .38
1,490

2,135

GROUP 1V

Egremont

176.98

22.00
121

9464
102
320

- 1.02
2,030

2,165

Plympton

88.114
61
- .38

7,064
82
- .79

53.00
42

15.82
53

182

- .07
1,370

2,490
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Truro

277.14
27
53

+ .43

+ .83

191.67
22
71

+ 1.32

+ .87

49.77
104
182

- .64
- .33

22,744
7
10
+ 2.19
+ 2.62

59.40
100
7

27,146
+ 2.21

29.00
116

8.43
115
337

- 121
3,810

2,839

2

5 o
Q

g )

i £

& g

=) E

= 3
[*N Q
169.45 275.32
110 29
319 57

120 32
349 134

105.24 116.33
40 35
45 37

+ .39 + .0

+ .80 + t,00

5,132 7,307
104 66
313 214

- .75 .39

- .92 45

123,03 148.80
38 30

+ .10 + .45

6,000 9,345
98 56
- .96 .45
52.00 56.00
44 29
8.81 21.35
112 12
333 47
- 1.15 + .78
1,280 1,300
2,786 2,417

w
x



nicipality

E]

rotal ?&hool support

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
‘Local school
Isupport

T-wn rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
State a2id per
pupil

Town rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
Equalized valuation
per pupil

T wn rank

State rank

Town scaled score

State scaled score
Experimental state
aid

Town rank

Town scaled score
Experimental valuation
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
per capita
Average teachers'
jalaries

landford

- .05

157.00
27
- .56

11,189
46
A7

40.00
83

17.45
38
129

+ .18
1,600

2,672

7,207
79
- 77

39.00
94

17.82
36

124

+ .23
1,170

2,300

ODunstable

7,201

40.00
86

17.37

131
+ .16

1,300

2,587

118,13
+ .04
6,025

97

- .94

45.00
69

10.13
98
314
.95
1,150

2,341

COMPREHENSIVE

% Chesterfield

(4

.64
61
156

- .07

76.32
113
339

- 1,30
- 1.45

144,18
24
+ 1.11
+ 1.51
7,935
191
.28
- .39
165.55
+ .68
9,111
58
- .48

56.00
28

9.63
103
321
- 1.03
1,480

2,268

Florida

2

+ +
w
@
W o W
-0 WD B

172,69
26

100

+ .50

86.53

51
63

+ .43
11,268

27
95

103.05

13,418
28
+ .16

50.00
50

15.33

199
.15

3,080

2,385

New Braintree

129.98

+ .85
+ 1.26

8,057

DATA
g
7}
b
80
£ g
|
F ;
o ]
& o
270.80 251.15
33 42
63 96

+ .35 + .07

+ .70 + .36

109.69 44.02
71 21
264 350

- .53 - 2.12

- .79 - 2.08

112.79 202.60
37 18
40 i

+ .53 + 2.19

+ .93 + 2.63

10,620 6,131
34 87
119 271

+ .17 -~ .58

+ .21 - .69

140.99 246.91
33 10

+ .34 + 1.79

13,275 7,472
30 76

+ .14\ - .74

48.00 61.00
60 19

10.34 7.18
97 119
311 345

- .92 - 1.40

1,940 1,050

2,205 2,270

Westhampton

55.00
36

11.91
87
285
.68
1,310

2,658

Hancock

218.92
66
175

115.81
58
237

- .40
- .67

96.29
44

52

+ .22
+ .62

7,367
65

212

- .39
- .44

111.10
45
- .07

8,500
63
- .58

41.00
8l

15.72
54
186
- .09
1,490

2,155

GROUP 1V
<
&
: s
c -
P =
" w
3 t]
'] =
205.87 296.86
78 23
214 38
- 57 + .11
- .43 + i.14
54.47 205.08
119 16
348 43
- 1.79 + 1.62
- 1.90 + 1,15
119.68 69.33
31 76
31 101
+ .65 - .28
+ 1.07 + .10
5,144 20,842
103 11
312 18
- .75 + 1.87
- .88 + 2,24
150.77 73.66
29 80
+ .47 - .58
6,480 22,145
91 13
- .88 + 1.46
50.00 40.00
48 89
10,61 9.84
96 100
307 317
- .88 - 1.02
1,140 4,000
2,518 2,634

APPENDIX &
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Sandisfield

352.24
10
13
+ 1.78
+ 2.18

142.54
37
158
v .20

209.30

+ 2.31
+ 2.82

16,460
16

+ 1.14
+ 1,37

226.74
i1
+ 1.51

17,831
16
+ .82

48.00
58

8.87
113
335

- 1.14
2,440

2,240

6

Warwick

230.70
56

141
W22
0.00

72.71
115
341
1.37
- 1.52

150,68

22
22

v 1,23
+ 1.68
4,319
115
339

.89
1.05

182,59

5,232
109
- 1.06

62.00
17

16.87
43

143

+ .09
1,030

2,476

234

Holland

204.52

95.89

311
.85

- 1.07

101,76

43
48

+ .32

10,232
128

+ .10

116.95
42
v W01

11,759

32.00
112

9.38
105
.324
- 1.07
2,080

2,628
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GROUP IV Page 7
2 z
3 2 3 g g 5 =
1 n > .3 I g 4 v 3
i Q h & 2 q P2 % oo . ) b ] o
9 ] [ [ by o - . o q © jnd
-] o " i ° & = = > a - - g b o
d g H “ H ] W S o o [4 n S [ ‘3 £ g
3 y o v ® © © ® 3 » ] 8 > o & Z
= 2 5 S S O 3 = 3 B z = & B &
;tal schoc;l support 275.90 327.13 315.83 282.12 211.37 272,12 284.54 317.89 371.16 295.36 253.66 313.06 227.22 408,78 400,77 255.16
iy "“k 28 14 19 26 73 30 25 17 9 24 41 21 60 4 6 40

tate e ed 56 21 29 48 200 58 46 27 11 39 89 34 153 5 7 86
B o asore + 42+ 114+ .98 + 50 - .49 4+ .37  + B4 4+ 1.00 + 1.86 + .69  +.10 .94 - 27+ 228 o+ 217 o+ .3
tate scaled score + .81 + 1.73 + 1.49 + .91 - .34 + .14 + .95 + 1.53 + 2.52 + 1.14 = .40 + 1.46 - .05 + 3.18 + 3.03 + .44
ocal school
upport 162.99 237.15 125.99 201.33 79.76 84.34 76.53 104.73 111.50 94,07 57.02 80.78 132,14 235,22 162.82 114,28
Town rank 85 5 49 18 110 104 112 79 63 98 118 108 43 6 29 63
State rank 292 14 208 50 333 327 337 283 257 316 347 33, 190 15 117 247
Town scaled score - .68 + 2.34 - v + 1.53 - 1.21 - 1.11 - 1.29 - .65 - .50 .89 1.73 - 1.19 - .03 + 2.32 + .66 44
State scaled score - .93 + 178 - .48  + 1.10 - 1.39 - 1.29 - 1.45 - .89 . - 1.09 - 1.82 - 1.37 - .34+ 1.76 + .28 - .69
tate aid per
upil 165.97 89.98 162.17 80.79 120,87 183,88 190.71 203.42 238.97 180.59 191.43 222.58 95,07 172,56 201.86 140.88
Town rank 18 45 20 59 30 14 13 9 4 15 12 7 45 17 11 25
S ate rank 18 56 20 74 31 14 13 9 x3 15 i2 7 53 17 10 26
Town scaled score + 1.51 + .10 + 1.44 - .06 + .68 + 1.84 + 1.97 + 2.20 + 2.86 + 1.78 + 1.98 + 2.50 + .19 + 1.63 + 2.9 + 1,05
State scaled score + 1.96 + .49 + 1.90 + .31 + 1.09 + 2.31 + 2.45 + 2.70 + 3,38 + 2,25 + 3.50 + 3.07 + .60 + 2,10 + 4.66 + 1.48
Fqualized valuation
er pupil 8,477 26,602 13,788 22,712 5,624 7,886 6,596 7,632 9,690 4,264 4,419 8,994 13,587 14,746 10,898 12,115
Town rank 50 5 19 6 96 59 75 60 42 116 114 47 21 18 30 25
State rank 175 6 58 9 295 193 248 201 142 340 338 163 60 52 107 19
X aled score - .19 + 2.83 + .69 + 2.19 - .67 - 28 - .49 - .33 0.00 - .90 .87 - 11 + .66 + .85 + .21 + .41
Town s8¢
State scaled score - 22+ 339 4+ 84+ 2.62 - 19 - 34 - 60 - .39+ .02 - .06 - 1.05 Jd2 0+ .80+ 103+ .26+ .50
Fxperimental state
lidp 201.93 111.80 211.08 82.58 99.98 221,27 247,05 203.42 280.79 214.85 191.43 304.20 91.19 199.11 287.50 148.50
Town rank 16 44 14 69 52 12 9 15 8 13 19 4 58 17 7 31
Town scaled score + 1.17 - .06 + 1.30 - 46 - .22 + 1.44 + 1.79 + 1.19 + 2.25 + 1.43 + 1.03 + 2.57 - .34 + 1.13 + 2.34 + .45
[ xperimental valua-

P il 10,313 33,050 18,036 23,277 4,652 9,489 8,545 7,631 11,386 5,072 4,418 12,292 13,032 17,014 15,520 12,769
1?::5:2525 52 5 15 12 113 55 62 75 43 110 117 38 32 9 23 35
Town scaled score - .30 + 3.090 + .85 + 1.63 - 1.1% - .42 - .54 - .70 .14 - 1.09 - 17 0.00 + .10 + .70 + .47 + .06
[Total t r
s?o.oo ::15:“0,1 38.00 34.00 40,00 25.00 48,00 53.00 64.00 58.00 59.00 62.00 58.00 44.00 33.00 68.00 45.00 37.60
Town rank 97 108 91 118 39 41 10 24 22 16 25 72 110 7 6T . 98
School s ort per
;m‘:)% v;‘ﬁﬁonp 12.17 8.92 9.14 8.85 14.21 10.71 11.63 13.74 11.52 22.08 12.95 9.00 9.7. 16.03 14.95 9.44
Town rank 84 110 107 11 65 95 91 71 92 9 78 109 101 52 59 104
State rank 281 330 327 337 332 305 293 248 295 38 265 329 318 176 211 123
State scaled score - .64 1.15 - 1.10 - 1.15 - .32 - .86 - - .39 - .14 + .89 - .52 - 122 - 101 .04 -2l - 1.06
lpssessed valuation
ber capita 1,660 2,970 3,140 3,020 1,100 1,740 1,230 1,650 1,540 1,0000 820 1,510 2,720 1,940 2,400 2,220

A teachers'
ll‘vle:;.‘ig: e 2,463 2,573 2,588 2,271 2,415 2,320 2,137 2,353 2,537 2,333 2,242 2,122 2,361 2,378 2,185 2,545




Municipality

ital schoel support
Town rank
State rank
Town scaled gcore
State scaled score
1 ocal sehool
~apport
Town rank
State rank
Town gcaled score
Siate scaled score
~-.ate aid per
1pil
Town rank
State rank
Town scaled score
State scaled score
zqualized valuation
ser pupil
Town rank
State rank
Town scaled score
State scaled score
~xperimental state
d
Town rank
Town scaled score
~rperimental valua-
“n per pupil
Town rank
Town scaled score
otal tax per
000 valustion
Town rank
#chool support
r $1000 valuation
“own rank
state rank
State acaled score
Assessed valuation
per capita
Average teachers'
alaries

8.51
114
336

-~ 1.99

3,400

2,678

YMonroe

419.45
3
4

+ 2.43

+ 3.37

261.54
3
6
+ 2.90
+ 2.28%

155.42
21
21
+ 1.32
+ 1,77

22,361
8
12
+ 2,13
+ 2.54

198.94
18
+ 1.13

28,621
9
+ 2.47

40.00
90

11.81
90
291
- .1
4,110

2,343

3

4
+

Montgomery

07.47
22

21
.86
.35

200.02

+
+

1

+

14
1.50
1.08

07.45

35.00
106

18.24
33
08

.30

2,100

2,530

COMPREHENSIVE

294.0%
H
+ 2,43

10,695

13.8%
69

244

- .38

2,620

2,351

New Ashford

321.03

24
+ 1.05%
+ .60

73.30
114
340

1.36
- 1.50

241.73
+ 3.02
+ 3.5%5
8,799
168
.14
.16
318.51
+ 2.76
11,312
44

- .6

36.00
.00

3.3
(16
338

- 1.22
1,340

2,320

291.22
+ 2.39
35,4568
+ 3.45

38.00
96

7.49
118
343

- 1.3%
4,310

4,073
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+ 1.62
+ 1.94

331.1

+ 2.91
32,210
+ 2.97

$6.00
30

10.99

302
- .82

2,477



ABSTRACT

THE POUNDATION PROGRAM
IN MASBACHUSETTS

by
Jeseph VW, Riordan

Educationsl state fiscal patterns in the
Unifcd S8tates present a variety of methods of support.
The complexity of these state-support programs makes
clagsification extremely difficult. Considerable
effort 1g made in all gtate programs to bring about
bﬁth the equalization of educational opportunity and
the equalization of tax support. To facilitate the
equalization of educational opportunity, many states,
ineluding Massachugetts, have left congiderable
freedom and control with local school districts.

Congolidation or other methods in respect
to small districts will save troublesome inequalitiss
from ocourring.

Inequalities between classes due to the fastors
of equalized valuation, site, wealth and local state
support can be best equated by using correctly
apportioned state ald techniques,
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Equalization of educational opportunity 1is not
being adequately taken care of in the Commonwealth of
K&lsachn.ctte. The oqualizaflon of ocertain taxes
sush as Local 8ohool Support and State Ald per Pupil
need supplementation and revision in the form of state
support. -

State aid apportionments formulated through
school census teschniques need revigion, both when all
public and non-public school children in the geven to
gixteen-year old bracket are considered and when only
public school children within those age limits are
congidered.

Methods could be evolved to adminiater more
equitably those state tax refunds and educational state
revenues intended for munioclipalities than merely to
return them to the general fund of a partisular commu-
nity.

The present study questions the assumption as
to whether or not the principal provisions of
Ghapter 70 of the General Laws of the Commonwealth of

Massachusetts, (8chg

Schools) have been adequately ocarried out, Research
shows that a properly finaneed Foundation Program
will guarantee all ochildren an equal opportunity.

However, in Massachusetts the educational need factor

of $130 in the principal state ald formula is totally
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Anadequate, A $200 Foundation Program amount would
bring certain municlpalities into a close relationship
with the principle of adaptability. The West Virginia
gtudy referred to in Chapter I shows that higher
investments in education laad to a higher economio
status and toward adaptability.

The existing state ald formula makes no pro-
vislon for the extra costs of educating secondary
sohool pupils in Massachusetts,

The gecondary part of the Foundation Program
formula in Massachugsetts leads to a basic inequality.
In the long run this part of the formula gives
certain towng more state ald than the principal
formula, With the additional twenty-five per cent
gtate aid guch municipalities ghow larger state aild
apportionment than other classes not receiving this
consideration,

To attaln economy and efficiency in the admini-
atration of school funds, @stablighed by legislative
enactment and supported by designated tax rates,
there should be a wider latitude pof appraisal and
uge, particularly in regard to earmarking,

An extension of the provisions of the sschool
bullding assistance program to include other than the
public schools of the Commonwealth would, by 1ts

intrinsic improvement in the educational program
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avalilable to children attending such schools, tend to
equallze eduoational opportunity for gll children in
the gtate.

Adoption of the S8trayer and Halg formula for
eatablishing a Foundation Pregram, would, if amended
as suggested by Dr, Paul R, Mort, go a long way toward
equalizing the burden of the costs of schools to the
various municipelities.

Whatever methods be ohosen to revige the present
apportionment of state support, it is clear that at
the date of writing, equality of taxation, or of
opportunity, education-wise does not exist in the

Commonwealth of Massachusetts,



