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I. Introduction

.

1. Proposition 23. on Néyeﬁber L, 1980, 2% million
. — : b . .

' Maéséqhu%ettsf§oters--moré.than'BO percent of those registered

to vote--went to-the polls for the general election. Much of

the interest was im the presidqntial‘élection, and the state

and federéi legislétive races, But there”Were also a numbenv;

Qf~$igpificanf.referendum‘questions on the ballot, Questibn

'

2 concefned a(law proposed by initiative pqtitioh,‘hnibersally

~ known as;PrOpos tion 2% because of. its centﬁal’provisibn; The

2 . .

Question_ﬁas su‘marized'on the ballot as follows: (numbering

" has been added):;

SUMMARY
The proposed law wguld limit .certain taxes, and change
laws relating to sthool budgets arnd compulsory binding
arbitration, . . :

(1) It would impose a limit on state and local taxeg on
real estate and personal property 'equal to 2i% of the
full and fair cash value of the.property being taxed.
If a lqcality currently imposes a tax greater than
234 of that cash value, the tax would have tobe
decreased.by 15% each year until the 23% level .1s
reached, If a locality currently imposes a tax of less

.
o

f 4  than 214, 1t would not be allowed to increase the tax

rate. . In either situation, a city or town could raise
1ts limit by a 2/3 local vote at a general election.

(2) The proposed law would provide that the total taxes on
real estate and personal property imposed by the state . -
or by localities could never be increased by more 'than
21% of the total taxes imposed for the preceding year,
unless .two thirds of the voters agreed to the ingrease
at a general election. R

(3) It would further provide that no law or regulationf’

" which imposes additional costs on a city or Y{own, or -
a law granting or increasing tax exemption, W
effective unless the state agrees to assume the\added.
cost. A division of the State Auditor's Department .°
would determine the financial effect of laws and |
lations on the various locallties., T

4 H



A

.8 . * M ! “. .
) ~ . J el . .
- : . " : e, S
| o \ g . A\
! . . . 4 .

. - .
\1-1.‘ : »

e R o I " 2?2 , .
7 l4) . The proposa1 would limit the amount of money required*B
v to ‘be appropriated for public schools: to. that amount
: voted upon by thé local appropriating authordty,
1_[thereby ending school committee Tiscal autonowy]«

W (5) . It would also repeal the law which provides for compul-.
. . 'sory binding arbitration when labbr negotiations o
e concerning police and fire personnel come to an impasse.

' ;(6)“ In addition, the petition would provide that no county,u;“

A  G¥strict, or authority could -impose any annual . increase
~ 7 in tosts onga locality of greater than u% of ‘the total
tthe yean bé%ore.k_, ) 9 3

f(?); The 'proposed law- would alsg reduce the maximum excise. .
. tax rate on motor Vehicles from $66 per thousand to-
: s25 per thousand, 7r;= . _ R -)f:“
. . . [ * ‘
(8) and it would.allow a state income tax deductiod °qua1
"~ to one half of the rent paid for the taxpayer's principal

el

p1ace of residence..; . L]
The Question read- ‘ . -

4 .

Do youlapprove .of a law summarized below, ‘which was
~disapproved by the Massachusetts House of Representatives
*,  on May 6, 1980, by a vote of 5-145, .and on which n
‘ vote Jas taken by the Senate before May 7, 19807

“voters did

T N N

By the 1ands1ide margin of 59 to ul percent th

approve. Proposition 22 was to be’ laa. B

.y

2"Background” In one stroke the voters'had’rad‘caiky'changed

the context~and propess of government for Massachusetts' 351
c o '

cities and towns. Vhy had they done so° :

A .full study of the background of Proposition 2% remains

to be’ done.:L But some factors seem indisputable

--A 1ong-standing perception,_particularly strong in

the business community, that the level of overall .taxation

‘ and expenditure in Massachusetts wasvery high relative to -

‘ A J

other states Massachusetts was“Taxachusetts . dhether or
!

not it was true--and itwas frequently debated--its influence
{isvundeniable.z

Q ' . . 5
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{T-An equally powerful perceotion that Massnchusetts'i

-

."government whs often corrup‘ dr inefficient° the)citizen

S did ‘not get an adequate return for his ‘or her) ax dollar.

Whila Proposition 2 ‘was being debated faor instance, the
«
ward Commission was investigating corruption in—the award

Vlof state build1ng contracts. Periodic scandals in the
city ol Boston, always prominent in metropo itan newspapers,

"\tended to affect attitudes toward all local government

.And there was’ a general conviction that public employees \\‘
-protected by patronage or civil service or unions or school

4
fiscal autonomy,\do not work as hard as others. Polls

(

.consistently revealed a low level of public confidence in

_ state and local government.
N .
A portion of voter unhappiness was directed at the

\ public .schools. An‘analysis of voter attitudes based on:

a survey conducted immediately after the election found
€

©* thet 25 percent-of thev"Yes vote for Proposition 2; could

be accqunted for by perceptions of sdhool inefficiencies,

Ag

desires for less school spending, and expectations of more

A}

voter controlg Underlying this discontent is the fac~t '

that (to quote the study) v T e

local education spen&ing in-Massachusetts increased

by 29% bstween: 1976 and 1980 despite ' a 13% decline

in the number of ‘pupils. The resulting 47% growth

in- per pupil’ spending translates into a growth of

nine percent. in real terms during a period when real
per cap‘ta income in the state grew by only one percent,

_'--A’high burden'of propertyxtaxes. This_perception

is solidly supportable. The 1980° per capita property tax

burden in Massachusetts wa s $SSS, 90 percent greater than ,
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the national average of $290. Property \axes ﬂa ﬁassachusetts
constituted 56 percent of - directalocal expenditures, only ’
29 percent nationally:z High property taxes were askleast_
partially offset by lower sales and oth%m taxesv but ghe.

property tax, paid in larbe lump sums, is par ularly

-
-

¢ e

visible and. painful. And the problem has not :} ne one,ly_
unlihp California, Massachusetts had experienced n:\dramatic’
recent rise in property tax ratesf \Betdeen 1927 and,lQBO

no less than five. special commissions and 126 legislative
prop;salsfcalled for proper§§ tax limitations, buk none

‘was endcted. | _;' . : | -

™A recent promise of relief had awakened unfulf*lled

expectations. The Governor had pledged in his 1978 elect*on»

o
'

cawpa gn to incre@se direct local -atd by more than a billion
dollars over tbree years to maxe possible larbe property tax
reductions, In fact, the'increase had been $l90émillion in

hisbfirstvyear,-and almost noth ng at ‘all in the year of the

‘Proposition 2% vote. Instead, he,supported a cap on lpcal
2

expenditures, which d‘d restra1n property tax growth in 1ts

A4

first yeary but was routinely overridder for" 1980 81 to

cope with 1nflationary pressures and,the’failure_to increase
state aid;//_ | R

‘e

- =-=The precedent of Proposition 13. The'first version
of Proposition 2%, modeled after an old Massachusetts | p
proposal, was introduced in the legislature just three days
after Calﬁfornia voters approved Proposition l3 in June of

1978 Furthermore, Propos*tion l3 made the initiative roﬁgi

N



~and a desire |to keep service leve's high: (except welfare),

K

‘an attractive one wh%n the legislative one failed- and

-Proposition 13's apparent first year success was often

()
cited by those who voted for Proposition 22.lvv Few "Yes"

apparently, R e
voters were ‘aware, that unlike Massachusetts, California

'had_a large state surplus to cushion-the initial effects

of Propositio‘ 1

<

--Grassroo citizen 1eadership. Citizens,fogxtimited

Taxation (CLT), a seven year veteran of previous t —cutting
,campaigns, collected 70 000 signatures to qualify its L
petition for the 1980 bdllot. It speaﬂheaded the campaign‘
for passage, with’important:financial assistance from the
Massachusetts High Technology Council,*a high tech lobbying’
group. Opposition was led by public employee unions which

while we11 financed were hardly in a position to make a

strong case to the general public, despite alliance with

.the League of Women Voters and some other public interest

-
lobbying groups.’ ' S

P«--Optimism that'Propositionjgg‘would not cut. services.

A post-election voter survey‘2 found that voteﬂs for‘ahd
gainst'Proszition'Z shared a belief that corruption and

inefficiency are widespread i

\E%sachusetts govennment
but sharply iffered on their expectations concerning the

effects of Proposition 23, "Yes™ voters were optimistic

that Proposition 2% would reduce waste gha corruption, so that

«service cuts would not be serious, "No" ‘voters were more

pessemistic, partly because they tended to locate the problem



-6~
primarily in state government, and understoéd\more often
, thanv"Yes . voters that Proposition 2 placed no limits
" on state taxation and expendituré)(since it did not

utilize property taxation),

3. Crisis. Passage’ of Proposition 2l initiated what is
best described as a nine month governmental crisis in
Massachusetts. At the center of it were state and local
'officials;F who found themselves in a very uncomfortable
position. Many of them had campaigned against Proposition 2%,
prophesying terr;ble consequences for essential services if
it passed.< Now it had passed, by a statewide margin so
~decisive that except in those few communities which had
v_voted against it, its mandate could not be questioned"'
Their leadersh*p had, been repudiated but they were still
in office,'now with responsibility for implementing the .
new lawbin full view of a very suspicious electorate.: And
the law importantly changed'the rules of their game; they
would have to learn to playzit all over again1
The situation of local employees wag even more difficult
The game Ehez now had to play was musical chairs:, scrambling
‘for remaining positions in the midst of wild rumors about
the number and\¥§pe,of chairs that‘would have to be removed.
Their unions could jiow do'little for themﬁexcept fight“to
influence the layoff rules. | - > 3 » h :
\ﬂSurprisingly,’statewide.civic leadership wss littleﬁ%n
evidence. The directorsof CLT and (to & lesser bxtent) of
@& the High Technolognyouncil were well positioned to speak
, .
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for the sdpporters of Proposition Ql'gand"they did so

' frequently and forcefully. On the'ﬁther sidse, 1eaders
of the fight against 2% (the League of Women Voters and
the unions) withdrew t@ regroup. Having come together
to step on the ant hi11 the general® public was now for
\the most part fragmented into indiv{duals and local
intérest groupé scurrying to hold on to the services most A
1mportant to them. | i

The media served as mirror and perhaps magnifier

. of the turmoil. It was a difficult story to cover,

'hecause'it was at least 351 stories. Boston Globe =
readers-iearned about Pelham (population IZOb) which{
proclaimed 1tself too small td survive'under~Proposition' 7
21; about Freetown~(popu1ation’7,000) thch heid'an auction
to raise money"lost to,Z%;'about Hopedale (population 3,900)
which announced it was firing its fire department. ' Filing.
clippings uas_an'impossihle task; 1t seemed that every '
story was about Proposition 23. Indeed, in those months

'of crisls it seemed that every other word one _heard or

(R}

saw was “21“ I o

bh. This study. During this crisis period Massachusetts

school districts were gtruggling to prepare their'budgets-
for the 1981- 82 year, the first undep Proposition\Zz.
The budget process was affected in two ways:

--Local school districts lost their fiscal autonohj;

\ o . .

the power of ‘their school committeesﬁfo\Seterminevtheir
4 k ' ', . '\'7\ SN ’ )

own budget totals. Previously if a city council or town

.

R PO
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meeting refused to appropriatehfunds for a school committee
budget, ten taXpayers”could take them to court to force
the'appropriation; Now the local appropriating authority,
could set its own cdp on the school budget "bottom line .
‘(However, this provision did not apply to Bostonr,governed .
in this respect by separate legislation) : There were
, new actors in the sbhool budget process. |
'-—School budgets, like budgets for all other municipal
services, were now heavily constrained by the limitations
of Propositionaé% on the local property tax iein,bften
requiring'sizeable'cuts'in.overall expenditures. Once |
the size of the pot was\determined, schools, police,
fire, public works,,and other services would have to
compete for their*share of it; and similar mpetition
{would also occur among departménts and progijmsfwithin'
«jthe school department |
S Correspondingly, two major question and sowe subquestions
provide the primdry focus of th1s study of school budgetiné for
\the first year of Proposition 23: S 4;“’

(1) Eow did the end of~fiscal autonomy affect school

,budgeting’procedures?' Wwho were the new. actors, and what

roles did they play? How did the roles of the old actors

change? Who gained power? Who lost power? ‘

(2) What changes in school spending resulted from
\

Proposition 2z in the first yeari

-

. --How was school spending affected° Were the

~

effects distributed f%irly among the Commpriwealth's

>

school districts? .
o~



- --Pow successful were school districts in competing
with other . local services for - share of the I8
» - 4

reduced revenues? Were budget‘cuts diszributed ) -

Lo

,-.. fairly9 ) - , ] ] .. .‘ -‘ »:‘\'.. ‘j‘.v.‘. i .

--dhat strategies were employed by/school districts
‘ to absorb requir\ﬁ budget cuts”; What kinds of

priorities were. adopted and why° '
"Underlying both of these questions is a deeper and more _u ; Toae

difficult one: What‘was the first year impact of Proposition
, 21 on the education -of Massachusetts school child;en;/?

. “f’The dtudy will draw from a variety of sources"

N
€ A

'--research reports on the first year of Proposition 2% .

_ --interviews c&gducted in six diverse municipalities ‘ ®

_with participants in school budgeting processes, including‘;:
superintendents, principals, schbol committeemen, city

-councilors,ecity managers, mayors, and leadérs of civic_
. . B - 4‘1,

i @.. :’ R . . . . - 3 . N ) M
.'SPOUPS»-' ' L T
: . : . C _ . .

o wﬁ

--newsoaper artfcles in the Boston Globe and local e

| newspapers, oo _ ’ _ R ' .
’._‘ . . . \ i

--oersonal eXperience as organizer and chairman *of’ an
N . 3

~

abtive local citizen group monitoring budgeting unoer'

-

M

: Proposition 2% and as & participant in (abortive) efforts
to form a post election statewide citizens coalition. o

CL ‘\
The paper is described in its title as "a citizen .
assegsment". Th % is to say,vits.viewpoint is.not that

of a"social scientist “or professionél educator, or . W‘*\g~

*‘oublic administrator., Rather it/is that of a college teacher

.who has also served as a consultaﬁg' administrator, or
. v . " I ¢

-'cbmmigbion chairman in several Massachusetts cities, and




-

>was_drayn\info the Peros1t1oh 2% crisis as a parent
.gnd.cigiZeﬁ degply worried aboﬁt its effect on local
services in geﬁbra{, and education in parficular.
Some of Phese_worries have prerd exaggerated; some
h;vé not:‘and some new ones have emerged.
. This paper,.then, is iIn thg nature of a ﬁersdnal

_report, a recapitulation of one citizen's education ’
concerning Proposition. 23. Its aim is not merely to
‘present“the'results of_that edhcatioﬂ, but rather to
shgre'gﬁe educational prpcesé‘with thé reader, .and to
recreate an extraordinary period‘of high drama.

The preéentation<has begun.chronoiogically; so
1far'as possible;if Qill continue chronoldgicélly;
‘fhrough the budgét process:.from déterminafion éf
| 1o§a1 revenﬁé'limifs (Sgction II) througﬁfestablishment
of the schodi share (Section_IiI),‘to articulation of
schooi budget briorities-(Section IV), and an accounf.
of the appropriatioh and distribution' of new stéte
aid (Section V). The final sectibn summarizes the first
year impact on school spending and deciéion-making,
and’discusses the impact oﬁ education. An attempt will .be
made to tell an orderly.stor&; but it must be‘remembered

that during the crisis period from November, 1980 through
» July, 1981 the situation was anything but orderly.
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. II. Determining local revenues. ‘ . ..

1. Imélbmentiné the law., Under Proposition 2%, the first
7

order of business in municipal budgeting must be to establish
the total amountlavailable”for expendituré in the coming
fiscél year, Unfprtunately, in the first year .especially
‘this was extremely;diﬁﬁicult. Firstly,_determihation of |
the 1oc%1 limit on propefty taxes dépended"on specification
- of. the tootal "full and fair.caéh'éaluation" of the property
tax baée; and'this involved a briar patch of administrative,
legal, factual, and political complications.‘ FurtFermore,
the 1aw set limits notfﬁp total expenditures, but'only on
specific sources of revénue; a municipality could seek to
"'of fset lost property and excise tax revenues elsewhere.
Findlly, it was possible tﬁ hope at least that one's
community might bé exempted from the Qorst effects of 23

by state leglislative actioﬁ before the new fiscal year.

Thé State Departmént of Revenue assumed the burden of
'overseeing implementation of the new law, pﬁrticulariy 1t§
tax.limgtation features, Thé law became effective on
. December L, 1980 (Qaving survived legal .challenges by~
 '¢unic1pa1 employee pniong); ?ut the Revenue Department
aélayed reduction of the automobile excise tax to January 1,
1981,'and restrictions on property taxes until July 1, 1981
(the beginningléf the }981-82 fiscal yea;).

Excise tax losses, at least, were éasy for a community
to estiﬁate. Buf f%ey were not negligible. Statewide the
excise gax shortfall for 1981-82 amounted to $145 millians,

30 percent of the eventual firat year loss 1n local revenues,

14
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And it ie often forgotten that even before the first full
~ fiscal year, commun?ties lost some $70 million in excise
tax revenues already budgeted for. The most immediate

(freezes on hiring, etc,) just to get through the 1980- 81

* year (and of course to build” up & surplus for the lean

.

years to follow) ,

.The property tax 1imit for 1981 82 was interpreted to be
2% psér:zent of the full and fair cash-valuation of & municipality's
property as‘of January l,“lQBl. But how wasg this to be
determined? Clearly, in many cases one could'not use actual
assessed valuations; these were often long out-offdate, |
a small fraction of current market value (sometimes less
than 10 percent). In fact, since the Sudbury decision of
1974, the Department of Revenue had been under court order
to require revaluation of all taxable property at-lOO percent
of current market value. |
' Buu many communities found it exped*ent not to comply
,promptly. By February, 1981, upwards,of lOQ municipalities
" had not yet completed revaluations; some 25 (including most
of the larger cit‘es)'were not scheduled to do so for,anOthers
year, In the absence of an up -to- date revaluation, the

"Revénue Department mandated use of a state measure, the

so-called equalized valuation, based on periodic statistical

surveys of market values,,and used primarily to compare
municipal tax bases for state aid distribution formulas.
In December and again in February the Department 1issued

widely publicized estimates of property tax limits and first
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'year revenue logses for most cities and towns, By the

-

February estimate, about half (mostly small towns) would '

not have to cut property taxes (though they would of course

lose exclge tax_revenue) of the other half, more ‘than :
z "152}' !

80 would communities, subject to.the maximum first

yehr reduction (and perhaps to additional cuts in subsequent W,

years). Every one of-the 30-largest cities and towns, witL

almost half.the.state's population, fell“into this category.3 ‘
.2, ﬁn-example; Among them was listed the‘City of'Newton,

whose situation; while by. no.means typical isvinstructive;

A relatively affluent residential ﬁuburb of Boston,L'l

(1980 poepulation 83 000), Newton had carried out a

revaluation a few ye rs back but rejected it after a

flood of homeowner-p otests. The city was scheduled for

revaluation in time for 1982-83, but not 1981-82. The

Mayor had been in no| hurry, not only because of the political

pain of revaluation,| but also because the undoubtedly

lower equalized valuation had made Newton eligible‘for more
state aid under the Lo-called lottery formula. (See Vfl'below)

Now however the equalized valuation was being used for

a new purpose, to determine the base for property tax limits.

As such, it was disastrous for Newton: according to the

published Revenue Department figures, Newton would lose

$11 million in property tax revenues alone during the first
1
" year. Being a good mayor had previously meant minimizing

the city's offlcial}tax base, now the name of the game was

]
i

to maximize it.

.16
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There were determined efforts to substitute a higher
éstimate of total property value for the.equalized raluation,
in lengthy negotiations with the Revenue Department and
a subsequent court suit. When these failed there was no
_alternative except somehow tolcomplete“an accelerated
revaluation in time fﬁr use‘during'l981-82 Inon only three

”months away). With the help gf 8 lenient Department of
"Revenue (whicéh allqwed completion of revaluation more than
halfway through the fiscal year), and special state
legislation allowing use of estimated tax bills before
completion, Newton succeeded,in'increasing-its official
_tax base to a value re .ring no first'year property.tax
losses at all under 2# (bf course; it lost excise tax
. revenue, and: inflation took its toll). ’
~ The Town of Arlington,Ain‘a similar situation, was
not so lucky. It had already contracted for revaluation
with an outside firm: and the firm refused to accelerate
the process. 'Therefore Arlington was faced with a first
year property tax loss of $6 million. | |

It was especially important to maximize the tax base
in the first year of Proposition 21 because of what has
been called "the second 2} invZ%"f Once the tax rate
reached the 2% percent maximum (by yearly reductions of

" up tollS percent if necessary).total'property taies co&ld‘
increase by a maximum of 21 percent per year, no matter

how fast the tax base grew, Therefore, sizeable upward

reraluations after the first year could not be immediately

reflected in the tax rate. (This "no-growth" provision

\‘1 P
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has since been amended to allow growth through new construction
or renovation--but not revaluation) . -
'fThus an unanticipated conSequenoe of«PropositkonVZ%

was a strong‘first-year impetus to finish revaluation, 1

»

Ironicati) many homeowners found their resulting tax bills

-

higher, not 10der, in consequentce of shﬁfts of the tax

e el

“burden from previously overvalued residential and commercial
4 t

property. Many but ‘not. all bommunities compensated for this

\ by rechurse to classification : allowable taxation of

»

non- residential property at higher rates hithin the overall

2% percent limitation.- Still, utilities particularly
received large first ir windfalls.7

Q’Q .
3. Alternative revenue sources. Once the property tax limits

.‘ b

" Were fixed, the quest for revenue had to turn elsewhere._
The options were however very limited:

-=Alternative local taxes.'_Cities and towns cannot1

impose local taxes without state~authorization, which
they do not receive., Boston, for instanee, periodically has %
sought permission for'Iocal taxation of commuters and

visitors, so far without success, | S S

--Ugser fees, This was a more promising direction.

HELP!, a.well-titled post-election publication of the

-Massachusetts Municipal Association, listed a number of
local services that might be made self-supportingj
(Proposition 22 stipulated that the fee must not exceed
the cost of aervioe):q

--permits and licenses;

--water and sewer services;

--parking and recreation;
'~ --ambulance service; '
. =-gervices to tax exempt &gstitutions.hhﬁ




Analogously,_a January Department of Education
) memorandum outlined the possibilities for school fee
expansion, and 1imitations ‘on them., No fees could be’
charged for participation in most courses“given for academic
éredit or mandated b} stateblaw (or for materials required
.by them, like textbooks) ~ But there was a considerable

J
1ist of services,vtypically allowing revolving funds, that

could be fee- suppor ed: - ' ' .” )
~ ©‘__athletics (through admission fees):
i --non-curricular driver education,
--adult educetion; -
--summer schools; 10
—-school 1unch programs;
Fees- for participation in extra- curricular activities,
such as athletics, cohstituted a gray ‘area, much argued
locally, and even on the sports pages of the Globe.

' There is-little‘statistical data on fee adoption
or'increases;'but no doubt these were universal tactics,
in some form.” In\some.localities (e. g., Carbridge),
they became a significant sodxce of new income.

--Federal aid. This had been a declining source of
/}71/’/4//1[
{oodl:

revenue at least since 1976 and could. be expected
“a, ,) AN

- to decrease still further under the new administration. N

In fact “those experienc*ng most federal cutbacks during

1976 BO\were just those hardest hit by Proposition 2l.12'
--State aid This seemed at least a reasonable hope.

But while budgets were. being prepared in early 1981 it

was Jjust that a hope, rendered less reasonable by the

Governor's proposed state budget which included only $37

million in new local aid,vless than 10 percent of local

1
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. revenue losses under 2—. We will take uyp this theme again
after finishing with the local budget proceSses, it was o

’

‘only resolved then,

v ---Fines for par&ing and traffic violations. It 18
not customary o 1list ticketing of motorists as a revenueO
| source, But in these desperate days itﬁreceived serious
‘l,attention ‘since the. courts returnea a large proportion
of fines ‘to the municipalities (whén they got around to it).
" One c‘ty sent volunteer cleAEEMto the courthouse to speed
up fine collection. "An'd it is not surprising that in this
'period police and meter. maids ‘beéame much more zealous
in enforc*ng parking and traffic regulatlons, and "bootin

scofflaws. : .

--Fundraising events and campaigns. Freetown, we

have noted, held an ‘auction. to raise money for town
functions...The-mayor of Worcester announced he 'was going
‘to}gail anduwould remain until'the citizens bailéd him
lout,'with the proceeds going to a fund for school athlet*cs.
In Upton, the teachers volunteered to substitute teach during
their free periods, saving the school 87, OOO But it is
'safe to say that the -spi rit of giving could not solve the}
:problems created by Proposition 25.’

ﬁ--Borrowing. This was not a wise strategy, since the
fiscal pinch of Propositlion 25 would not lessen in subsequent
years. And it was next to' impossible anyway. Bond interest

/ 3

~rates grew; -and lending institutions were reluctant to invest,

M355achusetts communities,'whichsissued a total of 6l bonds
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in 19580, 1ggued onl& 6 in 1981. 1Instead they in effect
'borrowed fro ‘themselves,rusing up one-third of their

surplus "ffee cash" reserved for unforeseen bi11s
IH: . |

o

(e g., in bad winters)

u.. Fishting 2%+ A numper of communities hard hit.by .
Propesition 2% had voted against it. Gambridge, Brookline,
‘and little Pelham among others filed home ru1e petitions ‘
asking the. 1egislature to allow them €0 override Proposition
25 (in Brookline's case, by two 'thirds .vote of a May town |
meeting). Their argument was simple: They had opposed it
and their services should not be hurt by it. Proposition 2%
ltself made local override very difficult: It required.aﬂ‘
;two_thirds vote at a November general election, too late
to aﬁfect‘the first year.’ a - oA
The'iegislature approved no home'rule requests. CLT
advocates for Proposition 2% argued that.the-statewide
majority for Proposition'Z% had precedence over‘anyﬂiocai
majorities against_it; that only. the yoters should be H
able to oVerride'it, after an‘opportunitg t% live with it;
| and f;;ally that Brookline (for efample)\spent 32 percentﬂmore
for its schools than eleven other communities ih_the area,
.and would benefit by bud et cutting.ls_ And opponents of .
ﬁProposition 2% like the co-ohairmen of the Joint Committee
on Taxatio%ﬁopposed piecereal 1oca1 revisions that would ‘
make comprehensive ones less likely,
The co-chairmen hopeduthat a series of February hearings

“around the state would bring forward large numbers of citizens

Ioutraged by threats to their local sig:ices, and supportive N
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.i‘of.alternativ§8»to Proposition 2% or amendments %b it. .
Bug‘in factkfhese hearings kere atﬁended largely by 1oéa1
lofficials_and eyployees, in one case bqsed’in by.ra‘union,'_‘6
whose'opposition was too obviously selfisggving.
| ~ One thdhg, at least, quickly became cleaf: Af'leasp‘
‘ fo; thé fir;t yeér, the citieshand towns would have‘to

-1ive with Propoesition 2} unchanged.
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IIIa Determining the school 'share

N

1. Local*diversity. With the end of fiscal autonomy,
school budgeting became»part of one municipal budget
iprocess, and s?hool committees'elected to oversee school

departments had to, compete with other municipal programs

’ and services for a share of available revenues. >

The magnitude of the thange should not be overstated

) School committees in Massachusetts had not 1evied their own

taxes. Rather, their budget had been incorporated by mayors,“
_managers, or finance committees into the municipal budget |
with thelir share of the tax dollar Indicated on tax bills.‘

And that shareiwas of course a subject”of,great interest

and often acrimony to other local officials, Especially

so in the two years prior. Eo the adoption of Proposition 2
when total 1oca1 operating budgets (includingdthe school

budget) had been sub ject to: a state mandated but easily

»overridden cap. -

TR : ‘
.Furthermore; school committees retained an'importantf
prerogative under 22. in‘early January, the-state commissioners
of Lducation‘and Revenue issued a joint memorandum emnhasizing :
that the local appropriating;authority now had the power to’
determine the total appropriation, or;"bottom 1ineW of the

school budget; but that Proposition 2% did'not remove'from a

»8chool committee "its power and duties to operate and manage

; the public schools by determining how tke appropriated budget

1s>to be spent."
Nevertheless,'the‘context of school budgeting had now
SN : o



(1980 population 650 OOO) followed by Worcester and

..,. " | \~-21_
A W

/&
fundamentally changed How in fact were school "bottom
- #

lines" now determined° ’ ey

" In one sense .there are as many answers as'there are

school districts in Massaﬁhusetts, as becomes apparent

3
if one, briefly examines some  of the dimensions -of their

I

< A . L . /.l
--Relation to municipalities. 297 Massachusetts school

S

diversity.

districts are municipal. But the picture is complicated

by 52 reglonal academic -and 27 regional vocational school

districts. These are funded by member communities under

'contractual'agreements. The'end of fiscal autonomy meant

that their school committees now had to negotiate with -

all member appropriating authorities. If one member chose
;to reduce its contribution--which it now could do--then.v

;-there were ripple«effects throughout the region, by

rules concerning proportional contribution.

--Demographics. The largest city is of course Boston

-

: Springfield\{\fs OOO) and eight cities in the range
;75 llO 000 (Brockton, Cambridge, Fall River, Lowell, Lynn,

New Bedford, Newton,_Quincy). Most of them had been losing:

_ population, particularly to towns'in'the southeast shore

area (e.8., Plymouth), and along the new- interstate Rte. MQS

At the other. extreme, there are some very small towns,

the smallest being Mt Washington (population 80) Per o

capita incomes ranged from $21,000 in suburban Weston’to ‘
$4500 in college town Easton, while percentages of residéntial

e

property were as high as 91 percent'(Longmeadow, Arlington),
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'and as low as 35 percent (Boston, .Chelsea). There was Y

enormous variety, too, of. ethnic and racial composition,

average level -of education. geographical situation,'and —
A ’ A x
‘economic base. - PR’

_-Form of government. There are 312 towns, and ‘39 .
cities. "~ The tbwns-are governed‘by town meetings, 266 of .
whichrare open to all voters, while 46 are composed of
elected representatives. All towns ‘have Boards of Select-
.men elected by the town meetings, except flve with town
councils. In 31 towns there are town_managers:.in'Bé others
there are other administrative officers answerable-to’the

o - are ’
selsctmen. In all to&ns there finance committees (by some

name) resoonsible for advising town meetings on budget =~
_‘matters;ibnt the method of their selection varies 5reatly.'
Most_of.thé 39 cities haversome variant of a mayor- -
conncil form of government; The powers of the mayor vary
considerably. in Boston, Newton, and "Plan A" cities,w

fo" instance, tie position is. a strong one. in Lynn and

| "Plan ‘B" cities the city council has more, power over

R
appointments and appropriations. Four cit1es have city

managers, and largely ceremonial mayors elected.by the
A‘city council: one og/them (Cambridge) elects its council,
by proportional representation. Lawrence has a. Commission’
form of government, while Everett reputedly is the last
" city in the United States to have a bicameral legislative

‘body. With several exceptions, most-have non~partisan

~elections, In ‘a number of cities the mayor sits on. the




_illustrating imoortant alternatlve ways of determining

generalizations about#shifts of power.

B body, must merely pass on the school budget total as

non-school services and fixed costs.« _

1 . o .{

» nschool committee,\sometimes ‘as chairman. And the state
'legislation authorizing all this‘gs scabtered in special :

.legislative charteis, and a great number of special actsk

© .
3 . . . . . - SR
- . . o - e
. At

- and general laws,"” S -

When one- adds these dimensions of . community d*ﬁergence;
{r

.Ilocal differences “of personality, politics, and admin.strative'

-

.style, and finally, the: variations of Prop051tion 22 s.-

_fiscal impact it ought to- be very clear that we.are dealing

uith 3>l special cases. Still, some generalizations are _.,ﬁy“"

possible. We shall present sonme brief case studies

. tﬁé school share. And in ‘Section VI we summarize data %1- -

A

on the results of these allocations, and venture some ;"
] i

" Before launching into the case st es,.a,commehtii_

is needed‘about‘the legal“roles of mayors and city managers,

in budgeting under Proposition 2%. Section 7 of the law gave the

power to- specify the school appropriation total to "the,~b 1 *n}
legislative body of the ity or town". 'This left it unclear -

whether mayors, in submitting a municipal budget. to that

recommended by the school committee, or: could demand cuts in :
that total prior to submission. Since mayors and wanagers

are legally required to submit a balanced budget “the

"question was of:great practical importance in determining

"how much money would be available to them for budget ng of p

. . . ‘-
o

In April, 981, a Superior Courv judge ordered t?ﬁ\

w
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;Medford City Manager not to cut the School Committee

_‘budget request R;In May, the State Department of Revenue
and- the Education Department issued legal memoranda on

' opposite sides of the issue.; It: was not definitively

| resolved for another year, when the Supreme Judicial Court

‘.found that the Leominster mayor had the power to reduce:

';the school committee request before submitting it to; nis
city»council -In the absence of a resol%tion, city
-executives were left pretty much on'their own during the

?{firstgyear. o ‘“" 'ﬂ f.;3; s

SRS . ‘ - . L
.. U T . S : N °
o

¢

: 2.'B£amples;f' o \ :

R | --Boston.f Of the 351 special cases;.thefmost special,
and certainly the most publicized was»Boston; Ny | _

| - In theﬁfirst place, its legal situation under Proposition

ZL&was unique.:-While the city‘was‘subject'to'the tax
limitations in the law, the repeal of fiscal autonomy did’

; not ‘touch it, superseded by longstanding special legislation.

’Id Boston the Mayor could c%f the SchooliCommittee budget,
butxnot below the previous year s appropriation, the schools

.rwere assured of at least level funding. Prior to Proposit*on

21 the Boston School Committee had less autonomy than other

{ school,committees-'now it had more.‘};

S However, in early 19 l the Proposition 23 crisis xms in

ey

Boston only a rather smalk part of a larger and more immediate

05

r*sis. Under the so- called Tregor decision, now belmg,

/ 5
enforced by the courts, Boston would have to repay. $90 million'

to $125 million in rebates to over assessed commer”ial e

g

— : . - : “ B 2
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property owners., As part'of his austerity prongm, the

© Mayor had told the School Committee in September, 1980 that

1t.would have to live with a level-funded budget of $195

million, not the $236 million it had requested. But the

Committee had already signed a three year teachers contract
permitting no layoffs in the first two years. It sought court
relief and continued to spend at the higher level There were
prophecies that the schools would run out of money and have to
close "in February, 1981 The Mayor meanwhile was threatening
to lay off policemen and firefighters, and seeking a "Boston
bail-out" from the financial community and the State House
that would resolve his Tregor woes and keep the schools open.
Proposition 2k entered this situation as one additional

element of the crisis, that would cost the city another

-$100 million in lost revenues in the following flscal year.

There was no question of seeking exemption from it. Boston

. property taxes were currently 11.4 percent of equalized

valuation, the highest in the state; and Boston voters had
voted for Proposition 2% by a margin of almost two to one,
despite a large number of resident public employees, |

Still another complication was administrative discontinuity
in the schools: In one year the School Department had four
superintendents--one dismissed, one dead of a heart attack,
one temporaryﬂ& And it did not help that a School Committee
member was indicted foribribery and'extortion in oonnection
with the award of a school bus confract,

J‘iv .
The jmmediate financial crisis was. somehow surmounted,

" In February the Supreme Juchial‘Court prdeﬁgd anladditional ﬁf
. : " v = -1y

amy . a0, e ,
i . ) It
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school appropriation of $15 million for contractual raises.and
‘benefits; and in April the Iegislature agreed to advance $9.4
million in state aid to keep the schoals open, The Sch601
Department claihed thaf it would need another $30 million to
get through the year, and'each‘week'was'thought to be its
last, Bgt in July the actual défiéit'was found to be much
smaller (although'still subs}:ant.ial).7 lwhether the discfepancy
was due to austerity measures or simpiy fo poér.bookkeeping
was not immediately‘apparent. .

| Now finally Proposition 2%‘héd to be faced. The Mayor
again demanded level funding, at $210 Aillionj-in fact a cut
of $20 million or so 5rom the actual'deficit spending. This
time thg School Comhittee accepted the 1limit, and voted in
August'to-lay off nearly 1000 teachers, §ne fifﬁh of the
tegghing Qtaff,‘in order to stay withingit. The teachefs*
union responded with threats of a strike. .

One more power center, rémaining from'an earlier school
crisis,-kas now heard from. The Boston schools were still
under federal court order fo desegfogate. The Jjudge now
‘handed doﬁn affirmative action.guidelinés fof layoffg,
requiring that four whites be laid off\fbr every black to
keep the percenfage of black staff\at 19 percent., This however
violated union seniority rules; thg unioh,appealed the ruling.

Thié-abcount of crisis as an'appérent municipal way of 1life
has perhgp%%@phﬁlod long enough. It indicates that the Boston
School éaﬁmit£ge, while.retaiﬁing a measure of fiscal autonomy,

was nevertheless hard pressed to live with level_funding. Somé

théught the pressure long overdue, By atate Department of Educatipn'
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formula Boston spent $3300 per pupil in 1980-81--one of
thé highest rates in the stqte. But the Boston Municipél
Research Bureau pointed out that when $95 million in
federal and state grants 1is faotoréd in the true cost 1s
seen to\.e $53004per pupil.g In an April address, the
Sta?e Commissioner of Education launched a fierce and
very unusual attﬁfk onv"unjuspifiable" spending in the
Boston School Department. According to 'a Boston Globe
account, he unfavprabiy.pomparéd the‘Bosfon gystem with
Springfield, which also Eas a.high minority enrdllment,‘
a majority of needy children,.and a desegregation order.
Springfield provides moré vocational education aéd prodhces
better reading séores émong ninth graders than Boston, at_
1ower‘cosﬁ, hé 1s reported to have said.,jAndlhe is
quoted-a; continq;ng,
Total School expenditures in 1979-80, including
federal funds, were almost $285 million in Boston
and just over $66 million in Springfield. Boston
has<two and one half times as many students as
Springfield but spends more than four times as much,
‘--Newton, This subgféﬁn city 6f 83,000 has been well-
known for stroné support of its échools. Its response fp ’
Propbsitionl2% weil {1lustrates that support.lo |
By its 1970 charter, Newton elects a strong Mayor ‘
every four years,'andva 2ly-member Board of A}dermep every

two years. ‘The‘Mayor'is aﬁ\gi;officio member (but not

éhairmah) of the otherwise blennially elected 9-member

Schobl Committeé.

In December of 1980 the School Committee 1ssued its

30-
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annual guidelines to the Superintendent for preparation
“of his budget, after prior consultations with him, 1In
this year of Proposition 2% (howton voters had narrowly.
opposed it), 'he was instructed to cut $3 million from a
projected budget total of $4,0.8 million. The projected
budget was the current budget adjusted for contracted
pay raises and inflation; the cut brought it back to
approximately level funding (slightly less). .
The essential rationale of the $37.8 million guideline
\was that by the city's own estimates of its property value
(which differed from the itate"s preliminary estimate--
_see'II.Z above) a level-flinded total municipal budget
should be achievable under Proposition 2%.‘ But the
important point here is not the amount, but the fact that
it was the School Committee's figure. Through all the
twists and turns of the budget process, commitment to
the ouality of education in Newton was interpreted by.
school supporters as commitment to a $37.8 million school
budget. And indeed, that was the amount of the final
School Committee budget request, and tﬂat 'was the amount which
was aoproved by the Board of Aldermen. Despite uncertainties
.somet*mes approaching panic concerning the city's revenue
outlook, ‘the Superintendent and ‘School Committee consistently
refused even to discuss budget fall-back positions, lest
ammunition be given to school department critics.\
The Mayor's role in the school budget process was

complex. He had been advised by the City Solicitor that

Proposition 2% was ambiguous concerning mayoral powers over

31



-29--
the school budget. In December he was reported as
commenting that "now the School Department budget will be.
reviewed by the executive ‘and the Board of Aldermen“. ®
But in fact he never officially sought to reduce the budget
total. As a member of.the School Committee, he voted for the

original $37. 8 million guideline in December, and abstained

. from the final budget vote in March. And his budget

‘recommendations to the Board of Aldermen in April included

the Scnool Committee request unchanged

vén-year veteran, the Mayor: had been a consistent
supporter of the Superintendent and the schools; and no
doubt had no desire to appear as the villain to school

supporters just before he came up for re- election. 'So

‘most of his considerable energles and skills were devoted

to increasing the official property valuation (IT.2 above)
and restructuring the financing of municipal services
(e. g.,'introducing s sewer use fee, and contracting out
the ambulance gervice).

However, unofficially and in private the Mayor

forcefully argued for various school. budget savings. The

‘Super*ntendent ‘was called in for instance to speak long

distence with an Idaho superintendent who was reputed to
have achieved good educational results with_larger classes.

There was a history of antagonism between the Board.of

Aldermen ‘and School Cowmittee, and school supporters were

nervous about the Board's new powers. It considered the’

school budget in three stages. The Human Services Committee

after a hearing first supported the school budget but two

32
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days later in executive session voted to:cut $20,000 in order
to restore equivalent funding on the municipal side. The |
School Committee cried'“éoul'"; but the incident illustrated
the new Proposition 23 crunch: What was added to one budget
must be subtracted somewhere else. |
The Finance Committee's turn came next The_Chairman
insisted that it was. necessary to examine school budget line

-

items in order to make a judgement about the pottom 1ine.

The S¢nool Committee protested but corplied 150 school

supporters were mobilized to attend the hearings--more

than had attended School Committee hearings. The Finance

'Committee finally voted to cut $250,000, an amount earmarked for.

payment of unemployment compensation claims, and * place it
in budget reserve under their power. - .

However, “the full Board overruled both committees,: and

voted the full school budget request in approving the

'total city budget as reoommended by the Mayor. Signs that

school‘supporters were now’ organizing to infilluence the com*ng
aldermanic elections may have had some effect.
Thus in the first year of Proposition 22 the Newton

School Comwittee was successful in preserving a de facto

‘fiscal autonomy. But fundamental to this achievement was the

success of the Mayor's crash property revaluation which

made possible level. funding under Proposition 22. And
underlying both of them was Newton's property affluence, ‘
unique among 'the larger-cities. The dike was clearly cracking.

After the Leominster decision and two years of the Proposition

33
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2% crunch, the Mayor recently used his,judicially enlarged

powers to cut $750,000 from the sschool budget.

--Arlington)a'A suburb of‘BostOn and Cambridge,

"Arlington is an overwhelmingly residential town of 48,000.

it has a representative town meeting, and a Town Manager
appointed by the five-member Board of Selectmen. ‘Hé- has
great power over all departments except the Selectmen,
Treasurer, Comptroller, Finance Committee, Board of Assessors,
and tne Schools. |
Arlington has prided itself on efficient andrresponsive
éovernment4 keeping taxes relatively low, but service levelqal°
and citizen involvement high. In 1980 its property tax R

levy was $608 per capita, low in relation to comparable

o - R
-cities and towns (Newton raised $879) . Still, Arlington

voted for, Proposition 2% 16‘000 to lO 000.

The major steps of the school. budget process before

13

(1). By December 20 the School Committee was required

Proposition 2% were ag follows:

‘

to give tentative approval to a complete budget. Since

¥

1977 a program budget format had been used. Budget components
were.developed’by school administrators working closely with
School Committee subcommittees: elementary, secondary,
pupil personnel, and operations and maintenance. a

(2) In February the budget was normally reviewed by the
Town Finance Committee, a 21l- member appointed body dhich '
advises the Town Meeting on all budgetary matters.

(3) In March the Sch@ol Committee considered revisions

.suggested by the Finance Comwittee and a public hearing

34
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and voted its final approval of the budget
. (4) In late March or April the Town Meeting received -
the final. school budget in the form of an article in the
warrant (i.e., one of the list ‘of expenditures to be.
decided). Members voted on the Finance gommittee's.motion
to approve or not approve the budget. |
Under fiscal autonomy, the School Committee was usually

assured of success at the Town Meeting. The Courts would

much money it needed to run‘the schools, exacting penalties
tfor Town Meeting resistgnce.
. Under Provosition 2% there was no such guarantee. Now
- the Finance.Committee budget review and recommendation became
rmach more important the final School Committee vote much.
less important (at/least with respect to the budget total)
And clearly the S/hool Committee required guidance at an
] earlieristage in 1its deliberations, before the tentative

- .

December vote, .

In the first year of Proposition 2% the preliminary;
estimate was that Arlington would lose $6 2 million, or
20 percent of its local tax revenues (assuming that ‘the
State's equalized valuation Wwould be used as the measure
of properﬁy value) How much must be cut from operating
budgets, fnd how were these cuts to be. distributed° "
The Chairman of the Finance Committee concluded that the
' total cut from operating budgets.would be 20 percent, and

that it should be allocated in proportion to the size of




current departmental-budgets. _The'School Department share

was about 50 percent,.or $3.1 million. This guideline'was

accepted by the Town Manager, the Board of Selectmen,.and ,

the School Superintendent. S o |
The: Superintendent had already prepared a pre -2% budget

‘totalling $17.1 million, &n adjustment of the current $16.4

million budget for inflation end pay raises. Now he also

prepared a "worst case" budget of $13.3 million as required -

'mfbjmthnginance"Comm ‘ aT?FEnTs guideline, However,
the School Committee, which had not been a party to the guideline,
refused even to debate 1it. Instead a third budget of $14.9
million was prepared, which the School Ccmmittee felt was the’
_minimum that they could live with. On the eve of the public
hearing they gave it tentative approval in the hope that
‘it could be funded through revaluation, state aid, or savings
elsewhere in the town budget | |

In the absence of firm revenue totals, the Finance
Committee recommended postponement of the ‘Town Meet‘ng
until June. In eaqu May, the Selectmen organized an ad hoc
Budget and Revenue Task: Force, composed of the Finance '.,
-Committee Chairman, Town Wanager, Treasurer, Comptroller,
School Superintendent, and a Selectman.' This group reduced
. the total cut required from $6.2 million to ¢2 5 million, ' .
mainly by utilizing their state legislator's (accursate)
.prediction of new state aid and by committing almost all
of the.town's "free cashﬁfsurplus. As a résult, the Finance |

 Committee was able to recommend to .the Town Meeting an -

¢ . '. : 36 _ . 7



‘dut ies are to preside over the Council and also the School

"adroit administrator.; Before Proposition 21 he of course : o

had no lega power over the School Committee budget total,

=34~

increased school budget of $15.4 million, which was adopted.

Thus the Arlington first year "pottom line" emerged from

t——

a, complex cooperative interaction of a number of town leaders.

But this was not new, behind it, they emphasize, was a.
history of good relationships, particularly between Superintendent

School Committee, and Finance Committee.

- _ L S . . ok

--WOrcester. ‘A metropollitan central city of 162;0001'
forty miles dest of Boston, Worcester has a "Plan E" S
Counci_-Manager form of government The city 1s administered

by a City Manager appointed by the City Council Legally ’

“the Council can subtract but not add,to the Manager S .

budgetsi but he is descr1bed_hs responsive to its requests.

‘ The Council chooses one of 1its number as Mayor, whose main '

VK

‘Committee.

Tne incumbent Manager in 1980 had served for th*rty

years, and was legendary as a poweriul and politically‘f”

’bﬁt 1t seems clear ‘that’ in fact he had some role An ' ~_;5$V"

7

determlning it. He already supervised the WOrcester Vocational-

Technical HIgh School ‘no great ‘change under Proposition 2*-

was required to bring the School Department also more directly S

/.r B o IR

RN
A,

under his admwnistrat‘ve wing.

s r.,;n_ LT

Worcester was & "15%" city, required to. loder its property

_levy by 15 percert or $12. 5 million in the first year whileff'

1losing $3.h‘million-in excise. The City Manager allocated/-rﬁ
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1981-82 budget cuts among his departments (nowlincludingﬂ
the School Departm\nt) strictly and mathematically in
accordance with their percentage of the current 1980-81.
budget;. the school share was [2 percent Departmentvheadsv
were instructed to p;epare three budgets,“at 100 percent,
66.7 percent, and 33,3 percent of the required revenue cuts..
The strategy was to begin with the deepest cuts, and "putl
bacx" positions and programs as the city found new sources
'(e g., user fees) to fund them. | | .

By February the middle budget was the operative one.
"Accordingly, the Superintendent prepared a 1981 82 budget
.cutting $h 5 million (8 percent) from the current year
total q? $55 o million. After only three meetings the 'T
.Scwgol Committee approved it According to &’ member, there
was considerable time pressure from the City Manager, and B
“ﬁvery little back= up information in the budget. -
“15' By the middle of March the City Manager had not yet s
lrsubmitted his budget to the Council, whild*auaiting

further clarification ‘of - the city's revenue picture.
There was hope that in ‘the end the "best case" 33.3 L;ﬁ;;"

‘percent cut; budgﬁt level aould be achieved, through new:

e, I

' ﬂ,.state aid But these hopes uere dashed when Wo rcester

vreceived a demand from the. State Department of Educatioo

for: repayment of some $u 7 million in miscalculated previous}fguh

educational aid.
Worcester's first year response to the end of fiscal
autonomy illustrates a third pattern.. Here the School

¢i§9perént9ndent became suwfect to the direct budgetzsupervﬁsion

o Lad

iy

v




‘}’weakened if not effectively eliminated..

-36-
of a strong executive, like any other department head,_ _ggﬁﬁ:f,f;f
while ‘the School Committee's role was at least temporarily

A

ARt
8

_ —-LGn! This north shore eity of 78,0Q0 is a declining
manufacturing center, with a proud history but  many of the
16

current problems of an inner city. It has a Mayor Council

form of goveinment in which the Mayor, elected for a

"Itwo-yearaterm. also is ex- officio Chairman of the School i:ﬂ”,*fl

the SChOOI Committee 1tself argued for $3 75 millibg,“”

'-departments, although often itself fragmented into the évﬁyqf

iproperty tax rate in 1980 81 was sécond only to that of =
:2% - It was scheduled to lose approximately $9 S million 'ﬂ"dwf

Jdut’(from the current total adjusted for inflation and pay

Commit‘ee.

Lt . " PR Leroa
. oy, ‘_ . . “' . L
: L e

.._‘,.

Lynn has a- tradition of intense politics” manifesting

itse%; in a maltiplicity of power centers hhich engage

u;in on- goling competition for dominance. Thus the Cozpcil

fhas played a strong role in the supervision'df executive g,

, .

differing interestSof its ward constituencies. - \ "?f: ﬂ

By Department of Revenue estimate, Lynn's effective

L}

“Boston° and almost 70 percent of ts.voters supoorted Proposi ion

l\z o
:

in, tax revenues in the finst year: the total required budget
increases) ‘was” estimated to be, $15 million.;’Of this‘amountfe&f'T
the school sbare was: accordibg to the Mayor $7. 5 mill;\:fp,:

according to the City Counci& it was ‘$6.2 million,’whjj

, The School Committee hadgdirected the Superintendéntﬁgw

to preparefbudgets for each of: these bottbm lines. but in

s I3 L
. i,,_.:_\.- .

‘ . | / . 39
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*f in Chapter 70 state educational aid’ Which goes into the"'wf

AY

B3
bes o
by
N %y

T

o

1»59'3. Budget process oatterns. The school budget processes

\-

.
(

April it was preparing to approve the $3 75 million version
(despite the Mayor's role as: Chairman) It argued that
,.Lynn's school budget 18 really offset by ‘some $17 million ,_fﬂ*ﬁﬂf

general fund (see V. l below), so that the school share of“
. 1s

local’revenue losses effectively only 25 percent,ior ¢3 75 s

million 3'The Eommittee feared that if 1t approved deeper

cuts they would become final' past experience ‘made it K

S unlikely that the Council would retunn any new state aidjto

the schools.. However, it wa's under no illusion that the
battle was wonj; 1trexpected the Council to send the budget

right back for further cuts.

Thus in Lynn we find still a fourth procedural oattern -

LR

of response to Proposition 21. budgetaryiaar'&re between 1 . J%;ﬁ

several elective centers of power, with”the School Committee fﬁ*

in a legally weakened p0sition, but retaining considerable o

political clout. In late April the budgetary outcome

‘ ;

was still in doubt

-

that have been briefly characterized illustrate two

general points that might perhaps survive further inquiry into

the enormous diversity of Massachusetts localities ‘and their

responses to. the loss of fiscal autonomy undeerroposition 25.-
Firstly, the e responses do seem to exhibiﬁéone of 4
a relabively smal number of basic patterns.i In the

determination of school budget totals we have seen instances of

/ - . L PRI . . N - . Lo
: el et R . . .
/ . . : . - - ’ N . - . e °
. . . _E
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plays the dominant role), and of course -most cases will

fall somewhere between the extreme cases;- but the %xamples

described perhaps suffice to make the point.

This is not to say that the patterns are equally

likely.

strongly encourages budgetary centralization, as® onp

f”

survey of case studies ‘has found

-
N . ,\
" i-.

- In VI. 2 below it wi11 be suggested that Proposition 2%

L. o e

B AT

But it does not‘enforce it.

The-'second general point is that the local response pattern -

emerges naturally and perhaps predictably,from the local

4

style of pglitics and governance,

.governmental structures

. '1f'

5

No doubt the formal

are important in setting-a legal

context for the 10ca1 politioal subcultures; but these are

"g enormously influentdal‘in their own righti,

Adaptation of

—old institutions to a new crisis situation follous paths ;

~5prepared in advance.

-,
'3
Ay
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E,normal circumstances, under Proposition 2% budget-making

butszfcessfullyresistedat"

”budgetwcutting,lg

. The contextfof school budgeti;g. While still uncertaln
about the total sohool appropriation, schooPScommittees

and superintendents ‘had to prepare detaﬂled school budgets,

‘often involving large cutbacks. Complicated enough under ?:3y

A

wa's oﬁten excruciatingly_painful ‘as well,

ducation tried to make it

The,state Departm,nt 0.

_ﬁfa little easier. Proposition’zl was directed in part at

state mandated but unreimbursed 1ocal.exnenditures. The
¢

Education Department reviewed its mandates, and mod*fied

'regulations or,i”troduced new legislation for instance‘ ‘ ‘-,J@%“'

allowfng incre%,,s tn lunch and adult education charges,
and reducing requirements for pupil transportation.

It also reviened the regulations of Chapter 766 the law
mandating 1arge local expenditures for specia1 education.

?mets to substitute a weaker -,

federsl 1aw for Chapter 766;%4ds advocated by the Massachusetts'

Assoc*ation of School Cowmittees;1 It is gignificant that
while one often heard expressions of great unhaopiness

about the demands of Chapter 766, its base of support was o

such that it did not become a prime target of Proposit*on 21

;Aftef/all, it was serving about 160,000

_ children.

In examining school budget -making, we are once agaln

oonfronted with many dimensions of local diversity. Among :

~rh

the most important: ' : - <3

&
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D 'ted changA in total® school appropriation.

l A 10 percent cut requires a very different budgeting
'fﬂstrategy than level funding, - OT- a S percent increase.w
'f;Uncertainties about the final total often induced preparation

“1:bf'mu1tiple budgets yCambridge is reported to ' have produced

.
e _-'.

*four. S

- --Expected changes in enrollment In many communities,

continuations of long-tern declines in enrollment could be
expected to cushion the effects of - Proposition 22, 1In
fact, between the 1980-81 and 1981-82 school years, 33 percent

!

of school districts experienced enrollment declines greater

~than 6 percent, 38 percent declines ‘between 3 and 6 percent,
and 17 %ercent declines less than 3 percent; only 12 percent
registered increases.z‘ Declining enrollment is the‘factor
that most complicates the interpretation of Proposition 2%'s .
impact‘on education. We shall return-to it later, -

w--Per pupil expenditure. 1In Massachusetts there has

been very wide variation in per pupil educational expenditures;
it is said that the disparity between communitfes ‘at the '
" Sth and 95th percentiles is the largest in the—country.
The highest quintile in 1975-80 spent on average $27OO
per we*ghted pupil, almost double the exoenditure in the .
b,lowestquintilegg (The welghting takes account of additional
services needed by bilingual, specialveducation, and low

income pupils)

--Relationships between school committees, school

‘ administration, and school staff. In some the superintendent

e ; 43
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3

‘'was new and in a weak position; Worcester, for instance,
had an interim. superintendent. In others the superintendent
was well estab1ished, with.strongaschool committee and
community support. In still others, Proposition 2%
intensified 1atent‘power struggles between“superintendentb
and committee. And a similar spectrum is to be found in
relationships with employee unions. As a matter of policy
union members would not participate in drawing up budgets. .
But th:y of course sought to influence the results, through
pre- existing contract provisions, public and private
1obbying, 1ega11y mandated "impact bargaining"(concerning

' 1ayoff decisions, and possible court actions or,job actions.

Union contrac;s ivposed powerful- constraints on budgeting

decisions, though - in some cases the unions agreed to,renee>.‘_;

Y

--?ducational priorities. There was much talk in -

gotiate their contracts, or walve certain provisions.

this year of Proposition 2% of nfat", "muscle , and "bone"
Everyone was for cutting the fat. But of course, one
person“s fat was another's muscleror.bone. Not much
blatant waste was to be found; »more'frequently it was

the hard choice between expénditures a11 of which could
be well argued. And here differences of educational

K2
philosophy became prominent within communities, and

~

between communities.

44
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2. Two examples., The interplay of many of these factors

is illuminated by a recent monograph comparing school

budget preparation under Proposition 2% in Newton. and

'»Brookline.

At first glance these comvunipies are too similar for

fruitful comparison. They are contiguous residential

suburbs - just west of Boston, each often identified.as

" politically liberal, each voting against Proposition 2%

(Kewto= by a much smaller margin}. 'And they were each
well-known for "lighthouse" school systems, with strong - 4':

and long- established superintendents. But in the-preparation

_ of their school budgets for the first year . of Proposition 21 i

' they are found to have been strikingly different L

,,--Newton has a school tradition of administrativeﬁ

decentralization, principals have a great deal of power
over budgets for their schools, within the amount allocated
to them. Also, by 1981 the Newton system had- been living
for a decade with declinlng enrollment' its numbers had.
fallen from 18 097 in 1973~ -7 to 12,426 in 1980 81 (and
they would fall another 6.4 percent the following year)

The Superintendent had received a lengthy education in ’
retrenchment. A nuwber of ’ schools had been closed and in
1977 a hostile school committee had demanded that he prepare
a level funded budget (which it then increased), In the
course of this éfercise, the Superintendent had initiated‘

the practise of going off on retreat with his principals :

. 45
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and central staff to establish & consensus on‘budget
priorities, especially'important in a decentralized
gystem, ' | | | -
\\ When Proposition 2% passed in November, 1980 th;;_g.
Superintendent had an excellent relationship with the

current School. Committee Chairman. They agreed on the

basic strategy of preparing Just one almost level funded

budget (although it was consistently presented as a

$3 miilion cut from an inflation -ad justed progection)

In the cours ,pf a retreat with administrative staff

in November and meetings ‘with. the School Committee in Decem-

ber, budget guidelines were roughed out. The goal would

be a "balanced program", maintaining, “to the. extent possible,

FUL N § t

-_ereasonable olass sizes 3 by looking first at all areas

"-1'-’,.

'.ﬁfothen»than*regular classroom instruction. The Superin-.

,,

tendent was given a great deal of flexib*lity in working out
the details of staff and other cuts thet would be required

In December, the School Committee voted to close one
elementary school,,rejecting staff recommendations to close -
a second. Proposition 2% probahly hastened the closingﬁ but
1t would have come anyway. o ' R

On February 2 the Superintendent presented his budget.

A total of 176 staff positions were cut, but so distributed

-that no programs were eliminated, and elementary school

e

class sizes rose 2 percent, gsecondary 8 percent Aﬁgreat

variety of small but nevertheless painful cuts were made. -

The budget was termed "masterful by the PTA; the School

46
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Committee made few changes in it. But fears were expressed
that 1t was a’ high wire balancing act not to be repeated

without damage tb the quality of education in Newton.

--Brookline's situation was very different “:Administratively,

the - Superintendent had instituted g dual system, by which the

principals were. essentially building managers, and curricular

l

‘matters ‘were controlled by central staff A 1975 consultant

report commissioned by the School Committee had recommended :

i
‘T

changes in this system- to increase the power of . principals. ;:4'{

but it remained unimplemented a bone of sontention between'
a strong Superintendent and an assertivéLSchool Committlj
_faction, - L _
Brookline had not. felt the pinch of declining ‘enrollment;
the~total in 1980-81 had declined. less then one percent, from
that of 1973-74. But Brookline appeared to be hit much harder
.than Newton by Proposition 2% Newton fought to avoid all

property tax loss by revaluation. (II.2 above); but Brookline'

leaders seem to have expected that even after revaluation ' fg,ké
f._’l'

A'O
D

e

1

i
Brookline must'expect to lose 15 percentuof.its property iti

L

tax revenues, oOr $6.9§million in the first year, in addit g%?]a

to excise tax losses. " Thus a schoolvsystem with no recer:
exnerience of retrenchment and no cushion of declining
enrollment“was suddently faced with the prospect of a
massive reduction, first estimated“at $3.6 million (20 percen
from the current budget total!~finally established at -

$2 2L million (12 percent)

-

The Newton budget strategy had been to emohasize

L 47
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continuity, combining fiscalbausterity under Proposition 23

with reassurance to nervous 'parents who mightvotherwise

turn to private’ schools. The Brookline Superintendent chose

a different,strategy. " He continugd as a. leader in the right
against Propositiontag, now after the election seeking home:_:
rule exemption.for Brookline as'its escape.hatch from_ \

educational disaster. Unfortunately, this battle was

.‘ultimately 1ost in the legislature, "and had the side effect

’of in: easing the panic of gtaff and parents.
RY

: Meanwhile, the Superintendent initiated a much modif1ed

' budget process, in which he solicited parent and staff
'input even before consulting with his administrators.

Ultimately, the budget that ‘he. presented, 15 percent less

than the cu*rent one, gave priorfty to regular classroom‘vt"

1nstruction over support services, to Deople over th*ngs,

to'secondary over elementary schools, and to small class

Y

size. The dual admi at igf” i) ure,was retained,bwith

ve . structure, he
grams,

le sessibn e

The proposed elimination of prog. aroused,strong

opposition andggave an opening to’ School Committee opponents
of the Superintendent They proposed an alternative budbev
which reduced adminigtrative costs and saved some prograws

by eliminating central curriculum coordination, assigninb

48
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this tabk to the principals as recommended in the old

consultht report. The Superintendent Was too busy in

statewide efforts against Proposition 2% to fight back effec-

tively,.the alternative budget was adopted 6- 3, over his

strong opposition.

W%thin a year he had resigned. A few months later
the Newton Superinuendent too had stepped down. Proposition

- 2% had perhaps taken its ‘toll.
. B . | -
\

- 3. Bu get trade offs, There are limited case materials

\
on school budget preparation ‘in some other cities and

8
towns, embedded in municipal case studies. _ But it may

\

be more useful at this poiﬁl'to survey somelof the major
trade- offs that were common y involved in the determination
" of school ‘budget priorities. | | B
--People vs. things. This was not really a cholce
at all, In a year of biological metaphors, layoffs were:
‘vividly descrlbed as "blood on the floor Nothing was
.i__more painful to school committees than to terminate

employees,?elEEZnown to them. One hears that the Lowell

aqchool ommittae would consider pudget line items until

it reach d the administrative position of a beloved‘former

!
~-—wrestlin _coach, slated for elimination, and then adjourn

rather than vote. The universal slogan was '"'people over
things". Equipment, materials, and supplies items were cut‘
before salary. accounts. ‘Unfortunately, little could be .
done to avoid fuel costs, for instance‘ and payroll item

typically constituted 85 percent of_th° school budget--
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they could not be spared the aXe. Furthermore, while o (),

things don't bleed, they do wear out and brea& down: ' |
? one cannot put. people over things ezery year.

f-gggs vs. wages. This also was not a real choice,

at least in the first year.' Unions uniformly rejected -

suggestions that jobs be saved by opening contracts and )

:

ﬁ Al
renegotiating salaries and benefits dodnward Positions - : E>

could easily be- restored should funding become available.

»‘but'wéges and benefits once reduced might take years to-
win back. however, in:new contracts this trade off is 7/
continuing issue. |

--Class- size vs.;programs. Sometimes a very high

X[
value was placed on. maintaining what were considered

reasonable class sizes, if necessary at the expense of .
- a variety of non mandated programs guidance, music, art, athletics
_and others. Elsewhere, a great effort was made to maintain. . |
a balanced program, if necessary “at’ the expense of class
size. In one’ very political city, balance meant allocation
"~ of layoffs equally among different categories of .employees:
'clerical, teaching, and so on. f. |

-&Fees vs. fairness. Even in program areas where
1.

institut on of new fees was & legal option, such as‘lunch
charges, and (disputedly) extra mural- athletics, schoolmlm;,”.
'committees were not . eager to make ability to pay the.cpndition
of participation.;

--Seniority XE: school need. The standard contractualn'

insistence on strict'seniority as the sole basis.for reductions




;in force ("RIF ing") clashed hea

o
Tl

"educational concerns of the community: and of the/teachers

'and also cheaper--ypunger teachers. Thereawas the freque

| .-[.;8;3},

-on with a_variety'of

i f’competent and creativep'

themselves. There was: the.l
resulting mismatch of positlons and teacher oompetencies.

In Boston and elsewhere, gsenior teachers and administrators

/ . .,'.'

: could "bump" their" juniors without regard to/competence, K

some feared the, prestigious Boston Latin School would lose

many of its most able faculty. And not least there 1

.~

’was the loss of "last hired first fired" minorities,

that might negate years of struggle for a4, more representative
_ . ¥ _

faculty.

'
[

' "
. A numbeér of strategies were employed to weaken the

‘seniority principle or its effects.” Normal attrition

helped. Attractive early retirement plans paid for theJ

)

gselves in salary savings. A federal cdurt ruling super-

“'imposed affirmative action guidelines on’” Boston's layoff

,r'

_ nrocedures. A new- Burlington ” achers cohtract tempered

seniority with allowances for: certificetion by area..

Most radically, in gambridge the following year a new

~contract replaced strict seniority by a system "channeling

seniority into 27 lanes by program area, discioline, and

‘“grade level “The ~retention-of-minority. teachers essential e

®

to the success of .a voluntary desegregation plan was a

major contractual goal both. of the Cambridge School Committee

(~._

and a majority of the teachers union.

-
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’ ~-:Putback vs. cutback This last trade off- has to
do with process rather than product- Was 4t better to :

”'(

staru with a "dorst case" budget, putting back budget items
as the reyenue picture improved or to begin with a.bettér

ﬁh or best case budget, cutting back only as forced to.by

political and fiscal constraints

.’r-..,fm o

Tﬁe case for & putback strategy was strong. Firstly,
it corresponded to the revenue trajectory, which began at

7,1Proposition 2% rock~bottom, and gradually rose as new.

A

:sources were found Secondly, worst case budgeting forced )

perhaps long overdue examination of educational values

Wy
N

E“and priorities. It demanded the very "zero based " budgeting
that administrators had been talking about for years but
’rarely implementing. Thirdly, it might- brlng home - to the_‘ | :
citizenry that had voted in Proposition 22 just’what its T
-consequences for services coulﬂ.be, shocking them into |

support of repeal or amelioration._ Fouruhly, it would

~ensure & future of good news: The half refilled cup dould

seem half full rather than half empty. And finally,.
"personnel matters,»April budgetary pessemism was legally o

recuired: Staff ‘had to be notified of impending layolfs.

: weré€
However, there, also strong argume ts on the other

o --.'\

~ side, For ‘one thing, horst case- budgeting gave ammunition

to enemies.. It was not a long step from thinking the

.7unthinkable to enacting it better not to start the journey.

Furthermore, to publicize plans for drastic cutbacks that_“

vv

' would most 1ikely prove unnecessary was to be very

Cwe o L




”; realistic budget, no dougm with cutback and putback f"

',,2%' it QAs essential to rebuild it by credible leadership.

___{

vulnerable to charges of« saber rattling (v.2 below)

PR

And: it would needlessly frighten already apprehensive

parents, students, and teachers. Confidence in public

1.

orricials was already at nadir in this year of Proposition'q

N

On. this one School Committees were truly between a’

: , e

' rock and a hjrd place. Many compromised, rejecting demands

" to prepare ‘8 worst case budget, and preparing what they

6 -

deemed to be a both educatLonally derensibfe and ultimately

a

option f ItﬁWas not an easy time”to be a Schoor Committee ' ifi

membe"‘or Superintendent
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V. Determinij State Aid P RO

1. The state aid programs. During local budgeting, one’

iig important part of the revenue picture remained veryfuncertain.

P

“The level of state aid to municipalities was the central .
,fqued%ion of the parallel state budget process" but the state
dia not settle it until July,‘after local budgets had been

.completed, and Proposition 2% had taken ‘effect in the new.

fiscal year. S . - S ';-;' o 7 o

There were essentially three*ﬁypes of state aid relevant
o T

< o ST 13

‘tto school budgeting~“5af” f’gV5¥f§f°§ e

‘--Education Reimbursements were repayments under a:

u

mvariety of statutes for 1local expenditures of. the previdus :;{ ﬂ;ff
iﬁ?year, particularly involving pupil transportation,'schodl |
lunches, school construction, and racial tmbalance.iOSoA
»immediate help was to be 1ooked for in this direction~ _
and’ anyway, statewide they offset no-. more thanyfive percent ff!_;
of school expenditures.g:;._“ g‘fi_ﬁjp' fdbbfifiikttf;f"-:” 1=-F3¥

-

Jd“--Educational Distributions were moneys allodated to

' the cities and towns under the distribution fbrmula of the

o

'1978 Boverrni Collins 1aw 1better known as- Chapter 70)
yQThese Lndeed were substantial° they amounted in 1980 81 to

f”f$725 million, ‘or about 30 percent of statewide educational

1 ‘-._ : ¢ : .T.. . ‘-'L 'Y ) _ﬁ . .o . » .. i N ._. . .-,:., ‘ : "
. e e N H . . .Q:'_—
B Chapter 70 funds were intended—toﬂequalize“the—educational___

“expenditures.

f%;lfburden among communities, the complex distribution formula s:‘
. R i . " q
favored property poor schbol districts with large numbers e

o N - TTT T T T T T

a . . e . - ©
. - . . Co

of students'gnwmandated high cost special programs. However \w
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for political reasons a "save harmless" provision was

vainserted in the new law that (as amended) guaranteed each

al s'f"rl_t“nﬁ_‘le-ss~than—},e'}_pe;vcepf of e aid it racnivnd 1n
1978 79. It was expected that this floor would become
insignificant as the state assuqu a higher percentage h i

o& local eduoational costs. ’ But increases in Chapter 70

R v .
funding did not stay ahead of inflationary and other increases o

IR

iniﬂocal per-pupil costs° so in 1981 most of Chapter 70 money é‘;f
qop

wag - still being distributed by the save harmless provision, and"‘
. L ek .
:? pnly a few poorer cities were receiving significanﬂ,funds

‘““*calculated under the rvrmula—a

--General Government Distributions include a number

of categories .of relatively unrestricted local aid totalling x
-$250 million in *980 81 Most important were'. two distribution.s '
chanheled through the Local Aid Fund: a portion of the- state'
‘lottery proceeds, and Additional Assistance originally
intended (1978) ”solely for the reduction of proyerty taxes" %_
-The Local Aid Fund: distribution formla (better known as the‘;'
"logtery formula") allocated ‘aid directly in proportion to
population, and inversely in proportion to per ‘capita property':‘;@
‘wealth (measured by the state's equalized valuation) B .
On the other side of the ledger it must not be forgotten gh
that local aid was “offset by 'a “variety: of assessments from }_
other units of government- regional transportation, water,
sewerage,uand park authoritie5° counties, and some state’
charges. In 1980 81 the City of Lynn, for instance, received
-,_$3 9 million from the Local Aid Fund but was mgsegsed almost

-;i$3 tiiillion.’*L Proposition 2% capped assessments, but allowed '
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u percent annua1 growth» 1arger than the permitted'growth‘
'“ ) "\
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*in the, local property tax levy. ° : > R
e e -~ 7S » -
'Kn“important~aanual event ﬂor each loca} government L. »
» ‘ ¥ .

whs receipt of* the cherry sheet" (so qalfed for its @olor),
detailing dssesaments andﬁstaﬁe aid for te coming fiscal* ’

- year. This wﬁs sent out uponwcompletion of the state budget
&

. ° . o .
processy-usualty in June,,nn oy LS Ll =
-_: . Vi . L] N < v o 2

> . * o W ®

2. The state debatéé- The passage of Proposition 2k 1left:

# -

state lawmakers no 1ess than local officials in a, state

e
' 4 v Ll

- of shock What they had fafled to do, the voters had

now done for. tnem. Uega}iy——of—eourseT—they—had”the—peuerb———~—

" to amend the new law, or even overturn it it was -a law, t

not a constitutional amendment But politically this was
out of the question. Dozens of amendments were in fact ;
introduced and debated over the next few months. but none

- werevadopted before the law took full effec% on July 1.. | \J:;*:‘

PR R

Not until January, 1982 was a package -of amendments adopted

"fine tuning" the law by making local override somewhat

easier, xempting new construction and renovation from R

he restriction on property tax growth and introducing some” " -

other, sma11 changes. . : | . : . *

~‘

; Thus it rather quickly became c1ear that the- central . 5

*

question would be not how-to change the law but how to live
e with it,, What was the mandate of Propositioh 2% for state

government° Three dominant interpretations emerged E ".. .

»

“By oneé interpretgtion the law™was aim&d‘at iocal, not

v T ‘s

‘state government The mandate was to "cut" local fat“ 'v” SRR

i, :

gby reducing local revehue and expendituresy and thd state I
EMC Lo ' ! ‘a . ) . . \ . ‘ , ' ‘

"B . . . " s 56 | . - . -
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should not baillout the cities and{towns with additional
local aid | -

A second view was that the real target was the tax
structure. The hidden mandate of Proposition 2% was tax
reform, not tax cutting; and the state should replace

, losttproperty and excise tax revenues with increases in.j
other taxes, distributed to the municipalities to maintain
s%rvice levels: '

. . Still a third position was that Proposition 2% called
_l_rpr_belt tightening”at all levels of government State /
4 government should "share the pain“ by budget reduction that
would allow increases/in'state aid offsetting at least ‘

half of local revenue ‘losses, ‘without any new state taxes,

The opening salvo was fired by proponents of tbe-“share
the pain“ view, which not surprisingly included many local

- officials, The Arlinéton Town Manager drafted a proposal,
supported by the Massachusetts Municipal Association and

the Massachusetts Taxpayers ‘Foundation, that would‘freeze .

"_state spending at current levels, and turn back the resulting
e

. The "cut local fat" position soon found 1ts champion
in the Governor,' His proposed $6.39 billion state budget,
' presented'to a silent legislature on January«28, was higher
bya$390 mlllion than the approved. budget for the:current"1
"4 year, a 6.5 percent:%ncrease. But it provided for only |
$37 6 million in new direct local. add. Boston alone wa%%}v

expacted to lose more than twice that amount

s
2
»

EBJ(; L ;é; - | . 57 R R

surplus (estimated at $350 million) to the cities and towns. I
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The Governor himselfl characterized the.proposed budget

as "frugal". 1In "constant" dollars, with double digit

‘inflation factored in, it actually represented a decrease

of $145 million from the current budget, he stressed.

And it required no new taxes. ’

. Observers agreed. that in comparison with previous state

budgets it might be consldered austere. But it appeared

simply to ignore the

crisis created by Proposition 22.

. The Governor's ~current view of that crisls was

clgriffed three days

later, in a UPI interview He

characterized as "gaber rattling" local warnings of police

and fire layoffs (the phrase became identified with him).

\

He suspected that ﬂocal officials, particularly in Boston,

were using scare tactics to mobillze public opposition

to Proposition 2%.

"1will be very promﬁt,

6 . .
genuine crisis" he was quoted as saying. ' Clearly he was

not yet convinced a genuine crisis existed

"The executive and the legislature...

and responsible in acting on any

l

The House~Ways_and~Means Committee began a very slow

deliberation on the Governor's.budget. Meanwhile,the

spotlight shifted to the Joint Committee on Taxation,

which was the focus

of efforts to change Proposition 2%, .

and to use it as a stimulus for tax reform, Lobbylsts in

this effort were for the most part participants in the pre- .7

election coalition against Proposition 2%: the American

Federatlon of State,

County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME),

the Massachusetts Teachers Association, Fair Share, the

League of Women Voters, and other groups.. They recognized the,

.Y

f
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need for decreased reliance on-the property tax, but did
not want to sacrifice state or local services or jobs.
Many of.them would have preferred a progressive lncome
tax to generate'new revenues; but this‘was‘politically
dead in Massachusetts after decisive earlier defeats.
Increases in the relatively "underutilized" sales tax,

'although regressive, .were . considered politically more

marketable. In late May thils coalition formed the Massachusetts

Tax Reform Association.

The House Co- Chairman ‘of "the Taxation Committee supported~~ﬁm@

tax restructuring, with its concomitant selective tax
inereases. His hope was, apparently, that the pressure
for additional state aid, coupled with the desire to retain
state services,would in the end produce a state fiscal .
crisis in which tax reform andltax increases, and'perhaps
relaxations of Proposition 2L, would become politically
tolerableg Meanwhile, he kept the lid onpthe pressure
cooker by rejecting local exemptions'from é%, and “worked.

on reform packages.

"It was clear to most. people, however, that in a year
of local and federal tax-cutting state taxes would never
be raised: significant increases in state aid would require
'ﬁ-' reductions in other state budget items. The House Ways
E?“' and Meaﬁ& Committee's efforts to produce a state budget
{i5lwere cqmplicated by the resignation of the. committee
f%; .Chairman upen his appointment as State Auditor. MeanWhile

'5;}concern grew about the impact of the delay in setting 1ocal
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aid on municipal budget development. A March 9 attempt to

aischarger'the local ald section of the budget from HWweM — ———
failed, and a March 10 attempt to direct HW&M to include

$300 million in new iocal aid in the budget was ruled in
violation of House ru1es. Clearly, however, the House wasg

growing restive- as -members—-tried to- respond to theirwam

vvvvvvv constituents~_pleasifon_help. Even with the pressure, fh&im'-

HW&M asked for and was given an extension on the - deadlin"
for reporting out the budget from April 22 to May 18. ‘
****—*—The~one definitive step taken during this period was’
the passage of measures allowing city and town meeting .,"' 'wfﬂ.j;
budget decisions to be postponed until June. ~ N
The Governor had been rethinking his position (and
taking much criticism for his stand that 2% was not aimed
at state government)., He submitted a proposal for an
additional $17O mi11ion in local aid to be funded through
a decrease in human services and a slight increase in some
taxes and fees. This had 1itt1e impact on the 1egis1ature,

_nhow completely submerged in, its own: efforts to resolve the

( - ——————

dilemma., - - o . - S .

\'j

By now most 1egis1ators had accepted the "share the
pain" position;- However, when the Hw&M budget emerged it .
l;contained 1itt1e additional state aid and many reductions-nm«wmﬁe_«
ain human services funding. Immediately an unusual -coalition
' of 1egis1ators including the minority 1eadership and’a group _;,
of Democrats ‘concerned about human services mpved to substitute |

: their "Better Budget" containing a $3OO mi11ion increase in -4

local atd. The "Better Budget"'failed 70-86 but the debatef
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and vote put great pressure on the House leadership. 1In
an almost unprecedented move the budget was sent back to
committee for revision, Finally, at 2 a. m. on June 6,
with a Julyvl new fiscal year not far away the House budget
| passed It was the Senate's turn in the spotlight o
| The Senate ‘ways- and Means Committee ‘Was ready with its e

own sweeping revision. . This- responded to 2% head -on by

putting state Lureaucracy and providing significantly
.increased local aid ($303 million, up $70 million from the
_ffinal House version). -The budget reduced authorized but
ftunfilled state positions by ll 931, cut 3833 currently
filled positions, eliminated 32 state agencies and severely.ﬂ

reduced 26 others. It al”

o sharply reduced 'uport for ';;‘."

furdely hailed as 'L,V'

higher education. This Sw&w'budget dasy
‘a statesmanlike effort to address the problem of living
with reduced income for government at all. levels.ﬁ It:
bpraised many hard questions including the impacts of possible;
federal reimbursement reductions. After ‘a marathon* tightl‘*
Acontrolledkgrenty-hour session, the budget‘passed the Senat
‘The House faﬁled to concur, and matters rested with a confer
comm*ttee. The first stated 1ssue was the.accuracy of*"
various revenue estimates, but the drama qentered on the‘
'relative_competence of committee chairmen and staffs.:7

a

Meetings were acrimonious, and some ended witb the walk ~out

of House members. - . o .j fji;gi&ﬁj;;,;
.tThe clock ghd calendar advanced and local budgets wer
set using clearly uncertain early local aid estimatesi

the new fiscal year dawned without a state budget, the.,

61
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Senate refused to &cin,the House 1n providing an interim

1/12 budget; whichvnould have permittedbspending to‘continuei‘
in all departments at the previous year's level,. Finally

the conference report emerged,_and on July 15 it passed\

both branches. The Governor signed it on July 2k, and

"cherry sheets" went out to cities and towns on July 31.

The first year state .debate was over.

3. Distribution of state aid The“budget finally'signed

by the Governor totalled $6.3 billion, not far ‘from the
budget figure he had submitted to the legislature 1n ' ;

january. But legislative effgrts 'had increased the

"nount GI‘ new loca

.aid from $37.6 to $265 mil'ion.,“

ocal

'hus. the goal of replacing more than half of lost 1
"’ﬁfachieved statewide at least.

7\chieved in individual localitieL

7

of *
own -

of their
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of the lottery formula to Proposition 2} losses. Sald
one legislator afterwards, MThis was 1ike throwing a deck
of cards in the air and seeing how they landed".

It came as a most unwelcome surprise to many legislators i }\

--and local ,ficials to discoVer after passage of the budget

that its distribution would not help their communities very -, }gﬁf

mach, especially after subtracting new assessments from

'”counties and,regional authorities. While some towns were to

~_-pecelve. more than lOO percent of their revenue losses

. (suburban wayland 117%, college town Amherst 3&0%),

oﬁe older cities did well’(Chelsea 98%) , other communities
‘ éwould get less than 25 percent (urban Cambridge 13%,1suburban
%%ﬁArlington Zu%) Statewide, 156 localities received more ’
;than their Prooosition 2l losses,‘while 53 others received
- _;less than 25 percent.’y 'In percentage terms it appeared
that the lottery formula generally benefitedﬁthe poorest ﬂ
cities~and wealthiest towns, while hurting large towns and .
middle size cities.' ‘ Much anger and frustration was;d

“““““““ xpressed-and—there were many calls for legislative correction,

‘fbut the dle ‘was cast for the first year. J
) ~ The remaining tas& yas local appropriation of the ..?/.
hjgadditional aid.  How d! °the schools fare in this process°
The Massachusetts Association of School Committees surveyed
'local school districtswon this question’.3 ofr 211 districts I
'responding, 120 reported that they had requested 'a ghare
of the new aid; 107 reported a response to the request
'}4‘0f these about half received their total request Quincy

_»and Billerica school committees asked for half the state aid

ic 63
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but receiVed 8 percent; one fourth of the reported requests
were totally rejected. About ten districts said they

" got ‘more than they asked for. - R . . ‘;fn

\‘{It is unclear from the data whether the additional

g+

or ‘was anticipated in the original school budget

_schoolgbunding was in the form of supplemental appropriations,m_mo_i

-appropriation. In the case of Arlington**for—instance,‘;

-

in the June budget and one suspects that this happened

in most of the school districtstthat reported receiving}-‘




fVI. Qutcomes

l. Introduction. When Massachusetts school'children

'returned to school in September, 1981, the governmental
'.crisis chronicled in preceding Sections was over, o
'i,State and local governments had decided how they would
live with Proposition 2% during its first year.,.The

schools could get on:““th the business of educating

children, and prepar 'g for yet another budget cycle.qh

But all was not "back to normal"55 Proposition 21?~

5 el e
*ﬂ;had already left its mark on the schools. What/was

ya

‘;fthe first year impact of Proposition 2% on school
' spending and decision making. and most important, on.;i

:education° In this concluding section we summarize
available evidence on changes in spending and - shifts

of power, before venturing some final remarks on

the educational impact and import of Propositioq 2L,

q.

1 LT T




Tpe results here summarized are drawn from‘jf“

,.': I'r. . »

staéist%cal studies based 6n state%ide data, or }tﬁge '

\(r gr se,ntat;‘i‘e samples.; : L " o

‘ E> It must be*underscored that in this summary budget
d

uctionaianidih effeet substantially understated° They

T are’ calculated from previous year figures, with no. - ', 5
- adjustment for the double digit infyation rate. _, o o

“_I final account ‘the total first year ‘local revenue K3

.o

‘' 1loss resulti;g from Proposition 23 wag $u56 millton.

Property tax revenues fell $3ll million, from $3 347 billion :
-to $3 ;036 billion, or 9 3 percent There were - also lpsses.
. of $lh5 million in. excise taxes.;L" ,' - “J ‘ |

'--Local spending fell by onlx $108 million, or 1. 9 percents

'"Wbelow ‘the 1980 81 level of $5 676 billion.m The difference .
7of $3u8 million is accounted for by $265 million in new m
state aid, increases din local user fees, and use of local

Z

surpluses. ST T ' R T

_ --School committee expenditures, however,’dropped _I

: $136 million or 5. 5 percent from the $2. hOB bihlion level

of 1980-81. Thus non-school expenditures (which include

‘:non;diScretiona;i fixed costs and ‘agsessments) actually
rose slightly (0.9 percent)
--70 p rcent of school districts spent less in 1981 82

than in the previous I_ar, in 1980 81 less tgan 10 percent

! \

hadldone‘so.. of 65 regional achool districts responding

| ,?664'
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"to a survey (there are 79 altogether), 76 percent reported}v-f'_ﬁ.-;
e decreasing their asSessments on member cities and towns.;;Ti-fTi

' For all school districts the distribution of expenditure

changes is summarized in ble*f;Z;The ..... largest reduction--"” B
more than 25 percent--OCcurred in the city of Leominster
'D.

(population 3, SOO) t the other extreme, Otis (population

V 965) increased its: school appropriation by 15 percent ¢ an”

'--The larger citi s “nd‘towns-in~general sustainedﬂthe:ﬁ

largest\school budget cutbacks, as shoWn by Table II'.?;,

-based on a sample of 132 cities and towns.ﬁ The average

. sample community sustained a. 5 9. percent school budget nE
.cut but in cities and towns withvpopulations above _
5 000 the reductions averaged more than 9 percent tlYQ RN
* 13 true that these municipalities had also experienced
greater declining enrollments, but the data shows that t.‘

.x,

in 1980 their expenditures per weighted pupi1 were noﬁyiﬁyfe] rfl';

'greater on average than those of the smaller communitieswiytyrftri

==-School. budgets were in a gregate deeply cut relativerff\7t .

: Wto other departmental budgets. ‘A survey of 33 severely

affected angd: u2 moderately affectéafcommunities—companau__gg;;_;_;
"aggregate departmental budget changes in each groupﬁilt
:-was found that in the severe impact group, the schools,

- with 65 1 percent of the aggregate 1980-81 budget, absorbed

"70 percent of the total cut In the moderate impact group

the disparity was even greater, representing 7T1. 3 percent

Ao Sl _ PR :
of the 1980 81 budget, they suffered 85 percent of the total cut
~e v—qvw’ el -t _ E-Re .

-
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 TABLE'1 _
LI
" School Committee Expenditures A SRR
' 1980 - 1981 to. 1981 -.1982 S T

: Percent‘Ch%ngeTU] Actual 1-f Sohool B - ?1981432ﬁ
~In Expenditures han e $“ j Districts o EnrOllment :

¥1olcr;greafef‘.i;-65.0 P 3. 13,7 170.459 18.0
-5 to =10 . -72.4 10 26,9 420,1hk - bh.3
Oto-5" - =~ =13.2 . 119 "30 7" 191,876 .. 20.2 .

0 to +5 P - I A . ¥y 9*-——~12u uu7—mm—13rlwcil;;;
+5. to +10° . 3,8.. 2 - 6.5  2l,323 2.2
410 ‘or greater 8.1 .«»9 2.3 .. 20,649 . ... 2.2

’ Total' <T133.1 - 37 IUGTD o B ;;;IGGTG“
R _Source- C‘mmonweaith—ef Massachusetts Department 6f Education;
"Report on the Effect of Proposition 22 on'Massachusetts—-ﬁn
School Districts, 1981 1982"‘ . T
' ) | ) o \ [ o X
i}/. “. .

rw . .;

.% . '\?
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| TABLE 11 J
 Impacts on Preliminary School Budgets# ¢ ¢
: N T S P i s

L ;. %change  °  S-year' ' Fxpend/ Siyear. 10-year
Population - District 1in school % change welghted pergent . percent
Grodp  © Sample pupils .committee “##  per pupil pupil (c) change  change

~ o+ . size 1980 budget .  expend.(b) 1980 - “students population
] " (a) . FYBI-FY82 ., 1975-80 . . 1975-80(d) 1970-80(e)
5000 or less’ 36 308 -3.7 0,8 6l 218y 37 o+ 335
5001-10000 30 1269 47 . -L5 ¢ Sh2 Tl -8 159
10,001-25,000 2 2959 -6.8  -3.0 ~ 56,0 1900 ~ -9.3 1.0 »
25,001-50,000 15 6135 .-9.6 . ~ -5.9 = 6L3 1971 157 - -Lh-

50,001 or-more 6 11325 -9.2  -6.0 9.3 1791 152 1 55T

from

(a)
.(b)

- Dept. of Education, - \

(c)
(4)
.(é)
*.Rep
Tmp
# Mu

FullToxt Provided

Aversge sample 2577 - -5.9  -2.5 .58 1938 -85 . 16,3
community . e | . : E

. . . . 7‘

Notes: The'table 13 baged on the 132 citles and'towhs for which we have data

the June 1981 survey of school committees by the Massachusetts Dept. of Ed.
Net' average membership of-students in the local school district excluding
students attending regional schools. ' - S
The expenditure concept used for this calculation is average integrated
cost. This includes expenditures made on behalf of all students in the
city or town, including those attending reglonal schoolg.-Source: Mass,
EThe weighting 1s that of Chapter 70 See V.i] Expenditures exclude those
made for students attending reglonal schools, . \
Students are defined as net average membership and include local pupils
attending regional schools, Source: Mass, Devartment of Education,

Baged on 1970 and 19%&

rinted with permission from Bradbury, K.L.'ahd Ladd, H.F., "The Initial
acts on State and Local Finances", in P23, p. 317, & ..
nicipal revenue loss after new state ald as % of nonfixed expendltures

Censug of Population, o B

"t
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v " a 3 . Q &
. _’éﬂ-‘ ) . ' l . . < ;"." L .
',?‘% o ?'-.*:ﬁ‘-"'w-‘ R g}i R 2 *
' = BRI ﬂ’,.‘-:‘ : ' < " .
3K THEN TABLE III #d,. S :
3 Lo r 2 > " S :
‘ 4 . |
¥ . Aggregate B#dget Reductions - * o j% :
e (000's omitted) . SRR SN
LA ; BY 81 FY 82 . % . -~
* Department. Budget .  Budget Change .. R, 8
R M Bt~
- S : s . KX . e - . Ty,
’ - ., Severe Impact Communities . I e %
Polite 6L, LL5 62,233 -3.5 ¢ ¢ - .
Fire - - 64,584 61,519 & ~-L.8 " ;
« " § y ) &Y ’
. gchools 36,622 393,369 9.9 . L
Public Works . 83,14 74,189 - =108 .o .
. . . i P » B ‘ VoW . L
Libraries 13,297 11,360 & -6, o
sRecTeation 8,895 - 6,602 -25.8 - ‘;., o Y
+  Moderate Impact Communities = “ . ‘1ﬁg
t 4 " @ ‘ L .‘ TR ' >
Polige 19,361 19,527 - ¢ +0.9 o *
Fire 10,566 "10’,95& ) +3.6 oy
N ’ 2 ] .
Schools 159,52 151,881 4.8 - - & G
. : . h n & LA %
Public Works  27,0llf 26,260 -1.5 o e
. " ’ 3 N :y % S
‘Libparies 3,663 3,609 -1.5. N
" Recreation 3,915 3,479 .oa11.1 -, t@' - '
: . Y PR ueai
von o A | . ,,'
Note: The budget figures on this table .are the totals of all Qf
MMA-sutvey communities. Thus, the $64.4s5 million figure
at the top of the FY 81 Budget column ia the total police: ,
sppropriation for &ll 33 Severe Impact communities in the .
MMA.. survey. T ' o

- ' “ i
- Source: Reprinted from the Massachusetts Municipal Assocﬁation
"Report on the Impact of Proposition 24", January, 1982

”.



TABLE IV !

Percent Change in Local App:opriations FY81 - 82

Source: Beprinted wigh perm
from the Impact:

A Report
“Chapter 22:

| by -Lawrence Suss

r* !

*
()
y
Q L?J
ERIC 4
. @Y )

Note~ For aomé municl
~are not 1ncluded

gommunity ' Schools Police Fire Streets Parks GaroggggiLibrary Debt Total -
Amesbury I -7.7 % 10,5 - 9,0. n.a, - N8, 10.6 -8.2 -2.8‘, fS.S |
Arliogton ) -5l?' n.a, ‘3,5 e-éﬁn'a' n.8. . n.a, @n.a. ln.a.'-6;3 o
Burlington 6.5 "2 0.0 9u n.a, 8.0 101 -6 -1,3 2.0
olses b8 WO T 159 Lo 29 9.5 -9 LS
Prantnghan 9 17 L8 W8 AT 6.2 +15.0 -13.0 9.5
Mashfield  -9.0 2047, 0.7 n.a. 9.9 | 1é._3 66 39.0 8.0
Quinoy , =19.5 ;B.é?' -655, -67.7 -23.7 -17.0 72;,1_ -1,5 -11,5 "
salem  415.7° -L.6 T8 ey -6 LT -io.o b6 =91
Springfield -10.1 b2 55 <125 -12.0 50,80 6.8 - 5.9 1.6
wagland 55,0 2.9 <19 5.6 -2l +100.0 0.6 b0 6.1
Con ”

1gsion from Propositiou gﬁ Its Impact ou Massachusetts

‘"

.2 Project at M.I.7
"inderstanding How and Why the
kinq and Cyntﬁia Horag -

’ Ta
-

W

-

Most Drastio Cuts were Avolded"

i

A

palities, supplementll appropriations of‘oow sfato;aid "
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The results are broken down by department in Table III.
Public safety’ was: almost universally given highest local
priority, recreation lowest. Putlic works budgets, with

| large‘hon-personnel expenditures, wereé heavily cut in

N severesimpact communities by‘the "people over, things"

prlnciple.

--There was, however, enormous looal variation in the

profile of budget cuts., This.is well shown by the examples
in-Table IV. | | i

LR [-—Within school budgets, eliminat*on of t‘ﬁbhingwand

other positions wasg the primagy method of cutti;g costs.

but there were many others. " We heére summarize Massachusetts

Department of Wducation data., : _ ,

oo -
I {’ﬂk* ll 3) percent or 7, 782 full time equivalency teaching

positions wers eliminated, and 9,355 other jobs were cut.
Overall there was a 14.3 percent reductionain total school’
committee employees. Especially hard hit were reading

teacher (22 ), guldance counselors (17.6%), librarians (23. 2%)
audiod/isual specialists (23. Bp), and teacher aides, foreign
langéage, art, drama, and music~teachers. ‘However, whille

- ~ "thére was a 5 percent drop 1n teaching expenditures, the

& . reduction in general administrative costs was only 0.Z%.

School committees also radically cut evening and adult

',education, enrollment declined 48 percent. Food program .
support was cut by Su L percent pupil participation in

)/ ; the lunch program dropped 25 percent. Extracurricular

l/ | activity expenditures were cut more than 20 percent, and

fees_raised 23 percent. New equipment purchases dropped

EBiqf o . - E - 72}




36 percent, and textbook expenditures 30 percent.- 278
schools were closed, while 16 new ones were opened, -
on the other hand transportation costs rose slightly, ‘i
. even though fewer students were: transported and insurance
| and employee benefit costs rose considerably (perhaps
because of higher unemployment "taxes and early retirement
'tincentives) | L
Some of these cuts may be attributed ;o declining

:enrollment. Just hou much will be discussed in VI u

o

,‘;y
4

below.
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2. Shifts'of'power. The end of school committee fiscal

"autonomy and the constraints of the property tax .cap
' profoundly altered school budget processes. Four
generalizations emerge concerning the roles of old ~ g
. and new participants (with many.exceptions and qualifications) s

‘F-Budget-makigg-at all levels became less political

and more hierarchical and technocratic.‘ This was a

fundamental and no doubt unanticipated consequence of the
tax cap. It was to a large extent masked during the first
‘ year's budgeting by general confusion about the interpretation
of the new" 1aw and particular uncertainties about new state
agid; and also ‘by many local factors. But it is discernible
nevertheless, and in 'subsequent ‘budget cycles has
become increasingly evident o .'v o .
Proposition ZA did not directly limit local expenditures'il :\
communities could seek replacements for lost tax revenues.' |
But as we have seen (Section II above), the- options were L {,"ﬁ:
- very limited The citles and ‘towns were. not (and are not)
empouered to impose alternative taxes. and the user fee
saturation point was- quickly reached Given good estimates
of the tax base and state aid a cap on expenditures was V

»calculable.,' o . ':" , x;'»ulﬁ f'. } .735 '-;55@; B

i f','u But capped expenditures dictate top-do«n bu/gqting

| When budget totals and the local tax rate were pobgticalké

. N
a3

‘ ’ﬁwm
.

‘_ negotiable, in the days before Proposition 2%, muq_;bf the.

s budgetary initiative could come "from below, from,ﬂeparﬂhenti‘_éﬁ )

C A S
and program heads and their community and legii%aﬁiye e Q{jﬂ.";ﬁ
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supporters. One could 1obby for particular budget

;increases or, restorations without worrying "about the rest

'or tbe budget‘e71t was possible for a11 such 1obbyists

Xow the'buggetéprooess became a conatant:sum gﬁﬁeixd O

e TR ERSEEI

:1.{&n addition t
'somewhere élse.

budget (iq&luding the proposed appropriation or ac"

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Town Accountants, Finance Committeesy

!
J

SR ) _ "’Administrators, "and other officials--add
S ' : are
utions to fhe budget allocation problemncorrespond ngly

varied.u, A locally powerful official or board might assume

or an ad hoc committee might be appoint d. It

. /
'eﬁinteresting to see how the budget allocgtlion function

mas k@ﬁggly institutionalized in subseouent budget S

and whether any standard solutions emerge.
vt weakéned in the budgetary proce S were school
: v;fees, by loss of fiscal autonomy, nd police and

?nions, by the loss of binding ar itration.. But there

.ievidenee that deoartment heads, aH their community and -

’ gislative lobbyists also lost power, at least over -

: ‘.&’bf r -
*fd°partment budget totals. A report on 13 municipal case

studies found that department heads had litgle input into
13

,nd little recourse later,

budget allocation decisions,

tAppeals to:town meetings for restorationfﬁwzfuﬁding were usually

: reiected 'According to thy report; "in some towns, local

officials required that nyone proposing an_ enpenditure

ad to propose ‘an: equivalent decrease

.
M
o
i’
!
» ..
.‘.“".
O
U
Y
Vi
¥
A

b

increase at town meeti g h
H : .
I, "City councils‘were under.slmilar

Tt
X

¥
14

| elsewhere in ‘the bud et".

;f;e pressure when they. equested appropriation increas°s._

ask, because usually they had legal power only to

(They could only

'.' cut the executi e budget certainly there was rarely anything 'J '

)‘A.‘. L ' | , _'-;-;}_“ , “‘_:f'::.

3 expenditure cap now has a limited

,.:r'urt.hér to out

The Pro osition 2

safety valve' a local vote to override. This_wasunot




' ‘Proposition Zzn;

q0- -

a'practical option during the first budget cycle under .

B Proposition 2l but the. law has since been amended to

'Qmake certain overrides easier (e.g-» to increase bonded

l'indebtedness) A number of communities have,already

availed themselves of override provisions (e. g., Cambridge),

| and one suspects that as the budget squeezes continue,

pressures will build up for more frequent use of. themf

'--Participation of citizens in local budget processes

.declined, particularly after the first crisis. year of

Proposition 2%, This is an empirical conclusion of the-.i

6 .
survey of* l3 case studies as already noted I - And it is

to be expected as a conComitant of top down budgeting.

.,,-

'In K- citizen assessment of Proposition 2~ it is however

fideserving of more detailed attention.. Illumination W ill

here be . sought through the case history of an’ unusual venture

in citizen participation a. broad based: citizen coalition R

formed in Newton to- monitor local,budgeting»under. o
17 e B L

k]
e
i

SGAK 2% (Service Cut Analysis Network) was organized_"

',in December; 19680 at a tine when 1t was thought that kewton '

' was faced with large revenue losses (II 2 above)

"o minimize destructive connetition for a shrinking pie"

'it sought participation from every hue of.the local political

.. gpectrum. In particular, it was. carefully neutral concerning

PropoSition'Zg (although the organizers had opposed it)
‘.\ ‘ . . 3

-According to the statement of purpose

It provides an opportunity for all residents to

participate with our elected’ officials in the

development of Newton budgets. It examines carefully,,
 the rationallty and fairness of proposed spending and



:service cuts; with the primary goal of assuring Co

the continuation of a high level of services ‘“,fa:;fi,,

. peflecting informed consensus on educational and . .- Wl
--wunicipal priorities. : o : ,*\T'<gj7{g

SCAN was launched with o.ficial blessing at a January

‘public meeting addressed by the Mayor and School Superintendentfgyt‘v

- The’ League of Women Voters and ‘the: Newton Council of PTA‘s,

3 "principles and procedure ﬁbr integrating devolopment

leading opponents of Proposition 2%, agreed to merge their' | f.ffgf

' the local carpaigr for the law., :

‘appointed Budget Integration group, charged with investigating

ormal budget monitoring activities with those of SCAL,
as aid the Newton Taxpayers Association, which had led .'.,f'ti.gﬂ

+

- An elaborate organizational structure quickly evolved.:
Phop working groups corresponded to maJor budget categories--P
Education, Public Safety, Public Facilities and Public

Works, and City Administration ahd Fiscal Policy. Others .

vwere concerned with neighborhood issues, long-range plann*ng, l%‘ff

‘ano the legal nd'legislative fron FRN There—was alsoaa_soecial"*

—

and approval of School and City budgets in ‘the- absence of j

fiscal autonomy " Two former School Committee Chairmen T

:aand two forwer Presidents of the Board of Aldermen were among

‘those who agreed to serve.' It wastthought that a group f
iof "elder statesmen“ might be - helpful should bitter conflict

'uarise between School Committee and City Hall.

A Steering Comrittee composed of two elected representatives :

"from each working group (four from Education because of its

ssize) had the task of reviewing, integrating, and approv‘ng

their budget recormendations (by two thirqs vote) ,f" | ,j/--3



» ‘ In structure and function SCAN was thus a shadow
-government imitating but integrating the budget roles |
_of School Committee and Board of Aldermen.f In February,
fi_;“while the School Covmittee was reviewing the Superintendent's
’%%:budget, SCEN'S 25 member ?ducation group (itself divided i
"hinto subgroupsyxwas doing the same.* Its four recommendations xffé
iwere transmitted to the Steering Committee on- March l 3
'r\]'aoproved and presented to the School Committee before Q‘:b
- 1ts final vote.‘ In March and April the Mayor's revenue
sfand budget recommendations to the Board of Aldermen~were'
ilsimllarly monitored and SCAN recommendations were duly
'“fpresented to* Board comrittees,%and to"the Board as a whole ’”‘ W;;
oLbefore its final vote. i”“f-i 1-;%?7fiw " e BT |
The working grouos received excellent cooperation from ‘:1€;f ffu

fcity and school admin strators.“ Many of their members ‘f51<ﬂ7’;*T'v4

;_nere able and diligent, and the level of cooperative effort
".‘to reach consensus before deadlines was, extremely *mpressive I.
"And yet in the end SCAN confirms rather than negates tbe | v
‘.Judgement that citizer participation declines under Prooos tion 23 .
' Responsible budget lobbyin 'under Proposition 2— requires o
fsometh*ng like a shadow'goveﬁn/i % To question a budgee,:f |
ca’ respon51ble citizen group must acquire an understand*nl of

o o

"flit approaching that of its maker,'and then reach a consensus )

?:uon an alternative._ This would be hard enqugh if the group
haere given as much time and,staff‘resources as the budget maker
had* ft is impossible in the brief period between pub1ic" -
presentation of a budget and its final disposition. f’ff" ?“x{‘ .

SCAN tried hard; its members learned more than they

S

T £ R
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'”oﬁiﬁ,',-—The poher over school budgets of school constituencies

,”’: an illustration of the heroic efforts needed for citizen

. hfcorolla"y of mun clpal budget cen_g

13-
wanted to know about abatement overlays, free cash, and '
the details of department budgets. but in the end SCAN

could reach consensus only on relatively minor adjustments,

Boa*d of Aldermen. And by that time there das usually

_ insufficient time to lobby for them effectively - It was -.

not enough payoff for all that work., '.F P

13

" To be sure there were other reasons for the lack of

. i

many of them already supported by the School COmmittee or . ‘ﬁfﬂ*"

)\dramatic results. Vehton's revenue crisis was mostly avoided».f

v ¢
, by revaluat*on,-adroit budgeting by the Mayor and Super-?

intendent left little room for criticism and SCAN had some t
,organizational weaknesses.‘ At the time, these factors |

| loomed large.lg In retrospect SCAN is more fundawentally

participation in the era of Prooosition 2% Such efforts

o

| are only called forth, if at all by a crisis.\ when Newton's' .

‘.,

first year bﬁdget crisis ended, so did SCAN 2

»

(primarily parents, adminstramor

scbool staff) wa s weakened this lS merely a

°,

alizationﬂ- A survey of _”

20 mayors in November, 1982 (after mayoral budget poder bao o
¢

been judi%ially confirwed) found l9 agree%ng that-as a. result ,]fg”

\?e

fgiof the loss of school committee autonom3 they had gained-

greater control of the local buoget process. 17 also agreed

that they now had rore responsibility for preparing the

eachers, and other 'g€n§1-~

overall c‘ty budget, and 15 said that they had gained more Jmt'

oower “than city councils over the budget process.: Furthermore, '

S T

'*‘&. .
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%ﬁ?h _12 felt that as a result of the loss of school*cOmmittee'
"f‘ ’L“

X _-gautonomy the committees"responsiveness to the needs and

-_uishes of parents of school children had ueakened 19 One

vlir?have been found in. surveys of toun officials.' ﬂﬁ'f'

On the éther side of the coin& school committee members
| ”ff_in both cities and toﬁns felt weakened}and often demoralized, )
ﬁ‘accordingﬁﬁo a Boston Globe SAmpling in November, 1981 20 |
The center of power over the schools had shifted away from themg:”
' However, their constituencies could still lobb}\in the
new power centers for attention to school needs. But evidently
lhsuch efforts were not in gjneral very successful We have
| 5i'found that in the first year of Proposition 2% school budget
:di;totals were frequently hard hit relative to other large
T munioipal budgets."What considerations and constituencies,
then,shaped the school budget decisions of mayors, managers,."

?_finance committees,vand other mn cipal budget makers°

he schools universally had

'éf”}s' | fvSome factors are obvious.,
wthe largest deq&rtmental budget, and it is much easier teo

Teifcut a large buglet than a smailer one (though this did not deter -
ff . llibrary slash%:) %lBecause of declining enrollpent .and increasing
L »divorce school arenEs°now coﬁktituted a decreasing\minority
ghof voters, much larger were'the 8onstituencies for a continueds:
o high level of police dhd‘iire serices., And declining |

‘m

"-enrollment provided aY serviée need as well as a’ political

-~

_argument for deep sc” Tgcuts. Teachers unions uere in such

» ‘ ‘..
a weak position relative to public safety unions that they
g‘u-fﬁﬂggenerally chose not to lob actively.zoa%ﬁ '

i@ ’bo;l {31.::

fgsuspects (without confirmation) thathimilar results uould 3-;5:‘5,
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P e e e EETCRR d':\& | .
\JSQiL But in talking to city hall and town hall officials : | >
= mione often found in addition to these easilj ouantifiable f{f;7 %
i;ﬁfactors others no 1ess important but more difficult to rﬂ?f; o :ﬁ
l.farticulate.: In particular thera were frequently deep %' f’; ;tr
?accumulated resentments concerning éhe school committee o .fl
"-»A;and school department that deserve separate attentgon. if?iﬁﬂ;i@_ifl
.ﬂ”_In part these reflect simple frustration built up while iilf{ﬂf&%ﬁff
75 ‘a huge chunk of the municipal budget,,crucial to the ':'{'“ll;;f'é%l
J iy ‘eir control.;iaf 13iféiii

budget total and tax rate, was not under

ol

“.l$gracefully. no - doubt others agreed &ith one maybr's Vled thatex

g "Pronosition 2% dbesn't go: far enough—-I'm given SRR

s "'”~Q.w;reSp0nsibility, I shou1d have control. :I: should@havefi
' v£~"fi$,'_:line -item, -as well as. bot%om-line control [pver o
' » ,‘school budgets§ s )ffv~j,_f.,;u- o : s

” ER »,,.ﬂ.-- ';.

: But there is something élse as well. Those who hawe *

tfthad budgetary dealings dith both School Departments and

z';-City Halls in Massachusetts may confirm.tﬁat they save }'i.

.5It is” not typical of mayors and manasers to Share pOﬂerr’}@?f"lrt“7“

.*lconstituted distinct fiscal subcultures, *F-times it seems ;ﬁ]_fi
iseparate dorlds. Their bud?etary procedu were different j“
t'their salary scales wer° different, their ld§alties ,f___

',neﬁ% different ~ It was a "de‘they" situation,.pne often hea"d

e

-

rthat “ e hevewour act together over here (in City Hall) they

-}don't” or that "They have had a blank check too long H

ar N
”of that "nven their custodians make more woney than ours .,j'u

.

”and so on.k

e e
B v

| Nowhere was this more a:parent than in personn‘i
' “In at 1east one city, the names of non school city.emplbyees

were routinely listed in the Mayor's budget and custodians

.82,

«jslated for layoff were allowed to com before the City Council:;'
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to plead their cases personally. These were "our"
employees,‘meqpers of the City Hall fagily, but laid-off

teachers were just “thelr" statistics, and it was much

‘less painful to remove them.

The end of fiscal autonomy’"equlred the partial merger

of these subcultures, and. 1 &é; ek %n&eresting to see how
g: Voo
_ 1t proceeds. One step towfruﬂw‘ atlon has been taken by

«©
.school commlttee members and school supporters who-have

<

N !Wn K]

‘bhopen to run for mayoral and city council positlons to be -

“’where the school action ls.22 (The latter may be‘disappolnted).

AT . - : s

‘Andther bridge 13 already provlded by mayors who serve ex

officio on achool committees. It 1s no doubt awkward to‘ ; *
-dellberate with mayors who control the overall outcome of

budget debate and therefore have great de facto power over'

line items also; but there ‘'would be more problems if mayoral ,

membershlp were ended. One city has, made the mayor lts

"school ‘committee chalrgan. :

’--The indirect power of of ‘state government over school T

budgetl_g has 1ncreased, while the direct role has decreased

'\

In general the state under - Prbposltlon 2% has an

B
o

lncreabed role in municlpal budgeting.i The Department of

Revenue controls local tax revenudb by certifying revaluations,

»and the Governor and Leglslature determlne the crucial variables

of total” local ald, and the distribution of 1%, It is 1ronio

that a measure presumably passed’to make local government more

-
accountable to 1ts citizens in fact mdﬁbs it mord dependent on

a branch of govarnment more remote apd by popular perception

more corrupt and inefficient. 23 wod S Eﬁ

~ o | _853
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The gole of

the era of Propos
. &

The %aw removed f

F

mandates on the s

. T

tHe State Department of Education in
jtion 21 is still in process of definition,
rom it the poder to impose new.unfunded

chool districts, stimulating a review of

old ones, “and a’ weaken?ng of some* (Ivﬂl) ‘And most of

state aid includ

(V. l), goes into

© can be appropriat

Vducation was not

esoecially heavy

.
W

*

<,

o

ing Shapter 40 "educational distributions
theLlocal general fund, from which it

ed for anngurpose. The Department of
overioyed tha‘?school districts made

first year cuts iﬁ@the numbers of reading

teachers and guidanze counselors, but could do 1ittle about it.

Ny
There would

Department ig def
mandate,particula
that may fall bet
them, as required
imprcve Chapter 7

education.s

For instance

that vitiates the
formula is now be
per year. .

There is a P

“to improve the di

There is als
educational use,
B
local governments

q&complished: or

4

,<,~

seem to be tuo main ‘options for the - o

ining a new. leadership role. One is to
r statewlde priorities (like reading programs)
ween the crdcks locally--and fully fund

by Proposition 2r .The second is to,,‘ :
0 as a vehicle rér state supoort .of |
* o - v . . .’4

N Y

, the "save harmless" provision (v.1) N
equalizing features of the distribution

fng phased out, at the rate of 10 percent

[

&

1

v'oposal by. the state League of Woren Voters
stribution formula. |

o talk of "earmarking' Chapter 70 funds for
to protect school committees from oredatory

. It is not clear how this is.to be

that 1t 1is desirable. The Magssachusetts

84 : S
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Nunicipal Association points out that there isfa_iocaL
political remedy for mayoral excess, at least one mayor
who heavily cut the school department was subsequently
defeated at the polls. Something like the "levellin&-up
provision of Chapter 70 should be used to penalize; \
communities that fall too far below the state average oer%m
pupil expenditure. - But basically, the battle for
education 'gshould be fought in each locality.

The abilitv of local officials to respond to

" Tocal wishes and needs has a1ready been weakened by /

the revenue constraints of . Proposition cl.. Local
democratic processes shou1d not be further ueakened in

the name ' of support for education .

@
.
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L. Wffects on education. The focus of this paper has been

on school budget ‘processes and prior ties in the firs}t year

of Proposition 2 But the primary business of the.schools

is education, not budget- making. And the vote for Proposition
2% was 8 'vote against simple identification of se(vice levels
#ith budget levels, In. this final gection ~e offer some |
tentative judgements concerning the first.year.impact of
Proposition 2% on educational services, concluding with
a_brief.discussion of its longer range educational~significance.

--dithin school budgets, elimihation of teaching and

other positions was the primary me%hod of’ cutti_g costs: L

‘but there were many others. ‘we here summarize Massachusetts_

Department of Education data.zg. | y oo 8

11.8 percent or 7,782 full time equivalency teaching | N »
positions were eliminated, and 9,355 other jobs were cut., °® .

“Overall there was a 14.3 percent reduction in total scﬂpol s
committee employees. Especially hard\hit were reading® e

_teachers (22.2%) 5 guidance counselors (17. 6%), librarians |
(23.-p),audio-visual specialists (23. 8%), and teacher aidesy
foreign language, art, drama, and music teachers. 'Howéver;

while there was & five percent drop in teaching expenditures,\

. the reduction in general administrative costs was only O, 2%.

School committees also radically cut evening and adult
education,lenrollment declined'uB percent. Food program
gupport was cut by sh.h percent pupil participation in the
lunch program dropped 25 percent : Extracurricular activity

support ‘was cut more than 20 percent, and fees raised 23

&

,percent Nen equipment purchases dropped 36 perc“ht, and

14

% ' 8(; Lo o g@
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textbook expendizzres 30 percent 278 schools were closed,’ ;
lt_‘%%i 1le’ 16 new ones ﬁere‘bpened On the other hand -

transportation costs rose slightly, even though fewer
i $ .
_students were tranqurted and insurance and employee T

beneﬁdts robe considerably (perhaps because of higher L \;
Lo ;\&} ) 0
. unemployment taxes and early retirement incentives) e
-7 ‘

e . —-The ag regate loss of teaching positions is onlx - : . J

partiallx accog&tgd-for _1 declining enrollment.y The

9 , s+ Departmeny of Education points out that the pupil- K

¥ e“'1;.eachexﬁ#ratio provides a. good measure of the relationship

e &mtween enrollment declines on the pupil side and staff
» cuts on the teacher side. “To quote its findings-ﬁ

: , Between 1980-81 and 1981 82 the median pupil -teacher
¢ ratio rose by nearly one unit from 15.3 to 16.2. Of
the 379 operating districts, 273 had more- pupils per
teacher in 1982 than in the year before., Thirty of

. these districts increased their ratios by more than o

v three units. . , S

These results suggest that in most districts, more. :
teachers were eliminated than’ would have been . AT
warranted by smaller numbers of pupils. Further . RS A
statistical measures demonstrate that pupil- -teacher
ratios rose significantly more in wmunicipalities
with levy losses than in .those with levy galns. , -
However, after controlling for other sources ‘ «of i
. pevenue--including increases in state. ald--it: ) B
- appears that' declinin enrollment and budget cuts '
. ggsumed about equal im ortance in n'H_termInIng .
' TcEanEes Tn the number of feachi_g positions.

STIp asTs, _H'deaj 26 -

It mﬂ \be objected thgm increases in the pupil-

e)
~ -ty

fa]
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enrollment decl@nes of grevious years. However, this does j ;ﬂﬁ;;W

to be the case.' A study of 8 f%rge representative ‘

. ¥ _.not &

,ysanpie ﬂk-12 school districts found that in the five year

_ period ¥ r to PrJFZsition_Zz,ﬂthe aggregate pupil-
SRRV S - _ : .
- teacher rati deolined from-@,@9»to 15 0.: However,

cline is acc nted ﬁor by~dramatio
5o

:ional, and special education ;3&7:i"'

Twith*gnrolfment declinesKZZfﬁf!f

)

‘estimate, Ebout‘aix ercent of a11 {uri t*me equivalenc
A S TN .~ 0
. . & . .' a . ,,,

ﬁf&eé%hing positions, or 3900‘;ositi.“”: were eliminated

It is difficqgt toﬁbﬁ reﬁ&gz about this. But it ig - . : d
very clear tbﬁ 'thewgriteria used to determine schoo%7 EROURES

needs of the';ohools, by almost any philosophy of educatioh

. e
EKCg - whiéh takes 'the enterprise seFQously. ’. 88 )
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: 3




& o

o w B - & "? _-?L} s
i "‘ié-ﬂﬁk»esont new Jgéfe»éiﬁ
L o 81l

NEI

a ﬁ%oportion towProﬁQsition 21~revenue

-
"
A
.

\

fwere in general the property poor older dnd

an§ differgnces except taﬁ@;atg*-*
,.,,’ , |
rxwffé Distripution of new g atef

: o 5 X
;-é§ut frfm the p8lnt of view of qervi€b|_mpact éhow fair
Jg woﬁld*thisrhave*béen°
e A R
‘& a- coﬁ@uniby 1osinb;.

he

rcent reimbursement |
- M@i&v S

fAt.expected SOYJ
“tax revenues"

A,

,ﬁbuld st111 be H&rt“muEh more*th f ?Pﬁf1uent_bné. And
oy L Tkt .' @ ,'.’_: S . o N . )
-“3Q§ aocdﬁ%t£§ou1d bertahen of prior serv de

s @e & @

\‘“'excellence'_the inefficient WQ bexhélﬁgﬁ
q%%ave 1itt1e to do. E

‘as mueh Anyday,

A g‘i‘g

th g%venue 1os%%s, and even less withiservice effects."
) - 5 g
y named achance was king.

4\‘ Q@

"botta;y f‘rmula dasba
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1boa1 nie, once : more” education%lly irrelevant criteria

,

ﬁeré%eommoq?‘ Priority das usuélly given to politically
',Asaﬂeggydepéktments' and sometimes to'

_ “_vmoré ?gtent publ
SRR o & S
' ‘-prote tion of "o ur", nonuschool employees, or to sett1ement

SRR )
“_;of old'sco§§? W'th,ﬁhe school committee. Alternatively

11ocation formu%;s were used that were based solely and

]

_-Aarbitrarily on prior budget percentages.
éﬁ;' ~ Thus it would be surprising indeed 1if school budget

'cuts were found to be well corre1ated with deciining

N
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”_enr llment, per pupil expenditures, or other possible

j'y-indicators of ability to absorb cuts. Just the reverse-;
mIt appears that the schools in the older, poorer cities,

" with arguably the greatest educational needs, were hitif

‘the hardest. The question cries out for more detailed
vstudy,
There was still another source‘of.educational'

arbitrariness.

. ==The distribution of budbet cuts within the schools

was also in part educationally arbitrary. It-is not in

the nature of any bureaucracy consistently to give priority
to the needs of its clients.‘ School ‘budgets were prepared
by school admihistrators, and%{ayoff policies heavily

constradned by teachers contracts; each group was-sgnf-

protective.
A study of administrative staffing in the five year
period of declining enrollment just before Proposition 2%

ifound evidence strongly suggesting administrative gelf-

- protection, particularly in large urban centers ang. industrial
7suburbs.Zq, In 1975- 76 standard economies of scale existed-
) '/ lThe larger urban systems had about @W percent fewer admini-"
'/ strators per, 1000 students than %?sidential suburbs and

_ / al towns., Five years lﬂper, thefh\gfudent bodies had

dziinished,lE percent but they now had more administrators

’ than before, and the ratio of administrators to students had
" ) caught up to that of the smaller communities. This admini-

f? ’ strative growth is partggfatgributable to the. staffing

e /

o 0
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ﬂprequirements of mandated special education (ch. 766): but

o £ _
the s udy also found evidence that large systems were
more protective of administrative positions and less

responsive to outside pressure

ﬁn “the first year -of Proposition 25 administrative v
self protection continued | According to the state Department
, of Education, while teaching expenditures declined by

e

five percent from 1980- Bl to 1981-82, general administrative

costs (superintendents, assistants and staff) dropped only

“

0.2 percent
Teacher self- protectiveness toox the form of insiStence
on adherence to strict seniority principles in layoffs.

"We have already discussed the ways that seniority may

conflict with educational concerns. (v.3) However, in

view of the following, it 1s arguable that failure to-

o gobperve seniority would have had worse effects.
‘t-Proposition 2% had-a traumatic initial effect on

I 4
' . {

ggacher morale.' The point hardly needs belaboring.

‘TJust as i%fortant as the ultimate actual cuts in program andf,J
%
staff was the preliminary uncertainty CIf the reality was

difficult "the expectations were worse. Howeverﬂimpersonal

the collective judgement dubodied in Propositio_

éy\it was

. difficult not to take 1t personally, as a judgement one's;,
ichosen career and job performance. Many actively sought .
alternatives, there was an increase in teacher absenteeism

attributed to job quests. . Some jumped before they were

pushed, particularly science and mathematics teachers with

<

\ i . . ‘fﬁg.' - ; | l..:);.
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skills valued by the high tech . industries. dAs‘"pink slips"

t'in April, nglationships among teachers were

&

'.ﬁenv_

in the words of the president of the Massachusetts S

Teachers'Aséociation,_"People are thinking, ‘Why me and
ﬁnot you°'"‘f?l It is hard toﬂ.htimate the negative effects
g of all this turmoil on the educational process, but they
| Fﬁwmust have been considerable. : ‘ |
- However, the schools stayed open), and the.work'offv
education went on. Thanks to new state aid and local-.
'economies, the reality was not ‘ag bad ‘s ﬁworst case"
scenarios. ‘The sch ols (and public works departments)
were fortunate tﬁ/ the winter of 1981 82 das a mild one
(Mother Nature was -also kind the following year) | And
some feared consequences did not occur. There was for
instance no wholesale flight of students .from the public
schools. The number :of non- public school students rose
overall by only 3, 916 fron 11. 50 percent to 12. 36 percent -
of the school attending population, and local changes |
S nvshowed no correlation with effects of Proposition 21.;3gb

~ The responsibility for educating the children of

Massachusetts remained primarily a public one.

™

The drama of the first year crisis was ovVeér, and the
& spotlight of media attention moved %lsewhere.w But it is
important to emphasize, in concluding this paper, that the

f; ¢ ° impact of Proposition ZL on Massachusetts schools was just s

beginning. - . o

a8 e
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--Year—_y year erosion of education’due to‘Proposition

"_é may b:>more damagi_g, though less dramatic’, than:its'

first yedr impact:' more damaging in large part because e
‘1t is less dramatic, and hence not immediately visible.
In ‘the first year of Proposition 2- 276 school,

dai stricts, with F Sy percent of the state's school children,

were required to. reduce their expenditures. In the second

'.year, by - preliwinary ‘budget reports this figure dropped,

gto 59 districts, serving 30 percent of -the pupils.33 By

the fourth year, all municipalitieSWwill probably fall. within
the law's property tax rate limit of 2% percent' thereafter

their schools have a chance at an annual share of small

,revenue increases allowed within the liwit, and of’ any

‘new state aid

&

But in many cases'this°fiscal'improvement could be

merely a recipe for slow strangulation.' Even if inflation

,stays low and no salary increases are, negotiated, the

,schools are each year b d with unavoidable cost increases

¢

for such items as medical nsurance, pension liabilities,.

and step increases for a aging staff Expenditures for

&
capital improvements, equipment, and materials postponed

in the first years of Proposition ZL-finalLy become inescapable;

And pressures build up - from demoralized parents and teachers
-\

to restore courses or}programs lost, or merely,to try

something new (like buying computers) Some systems, not

30 badly hurt earlier, or with .a cushion of declining

£

enrollment, may (with difficulty) be‘able to accommodate

s S
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-_fsuch increases. But‘others; especially'those property-poorer

S mMog communities which have to cut tax ‘revenues twice
'or even three times to come- down to the “levy limit. may N
fall further behind each- year. The decline will no‘doubt
finally become sufficiently visible to warrant local
.override of tax levy liwits or state intervention. but

by that time, many Massachusettsssohools may be in a

B U
g ﬂ5w.uﬁ _ : 7

Those concerned to avoid this scenario are best

sorry state.f

advised not to attempt to. attempt a frontal attack on"

fProposition 2t. It was aimed primarily at the property

-

tax, not at’ the schools; and there seems to be very little fw.i'

entiment for overturning it.: Furtherwore,,to the extent ‘
\that it wes directed at school spending and auton;%y,'

it expressed fundamental voter attitudes that would not -
:go away dith 4ts repeal. The primary constituency of

the schools has shrunk' but even more important rthe publi%
generally is apparently no longer convinced that greater~1
'_school expenditure ydelds commensurate educational benefits
for the students themselves or for the larger society C
In its educational bearings; Proﬁ%@ition 21 is a dramatic

\ .

manifestation of the need for thdﬁ;estoration of that %l“_
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