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FOREWORD

This Commission was appointed during the month of June,
1952, by Governor Theodore R. McKeldin, jointly with
Senator George Della, President of the Senate of Maryland,
and Mr. John Luber, Speaker of the House of Delegates of
the General Assembly of Maryland, pursuant to the terms
of Resolution 2 of the General Assembly of 1952. Resolution
2 was originally introduced as Senate Joint Resolution 1 by
the President of the Senate, as a part of the program of the
Legislative Council, and, for the purposes of reference, is set
forth in full in the Appendix.

Examination of the Resolution discloses immediately that
the scope of the investigation outlined for this Commission
could be interpreted as a mandate to inquire into every phase
of the Public School System of Maryland — not only of the
elementary and high schools, but the public vocational and
specialized institutions of learning, the teachers’ colleges, and
all the allied educational institutions under the jurisdiction
of the State Department of Education, as well as that depart-
ment, itself.

The Resolution states that “There is a need for a fresh
study and reconsideration of the entire structure and opera-
tion of the Public School System of this State” and directs
that a commission be appointed “to study and re-evaluate the
Public School System of this State”. The study was to in-
clude, but not be limited to, all phases of finance, curriculum,
physical plant, administration, and personnel policy.

Obviously, such a project is a gigantic task which neces-
sarily would involve the employment of a staff of experts in
pedagogy and the making of highly specialized and technical
studies and surveys at very substantial expense to the State,
and would require a very considerable period of time, far too
long to supply the Legislature and the Governor with the
information and recommendations they need to meet the
immediate and pressing problems confronting them.
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divisions!’; and that this was deemed a matter of immediate
importance, is indicated in the Report to the General Assem-
bly of 1952 Proposed Bills by the Legislative Council which

recommends
. that the General Assembly request the Governor
to appomt an able and competent commission to make a
complete reappraisal and revaluation of the respective
responsibilities and the interrelationships in the adminis-
tration ‘and financing of the public schools, as between
the State and the several political subdivisions. This is a
question of basic importance in the future treatment and
consideration of legislative matters concerning the pub-
lic schools; and a fresh determination of the State’s policy
will do much to avoid such a deadlock as has occurred

- over House Bill 610.”

After the introduction of House Bill 610, two other bills
dealing with teachers’ salaries and the raising of funds with
which to meet salary increases were passed by the Legisla-
ture and subsequently vetoed by the Governor. Both of
these bills will be before the next General Assembly for
consideration.

Under the press of such events, numerous state, county
and local officials, and organizations and groups interested in
public education, have urged at least a partial report by this
Commission’ at the earliest possible moment, on the specific
financial and tax problems involved.

As a consequence, we felt we were faced with two choices:
(1) we could embark upon a complete investigation and study
of the public school system of Maryland, employing qualified
experts to make the necessary studies and analyses and then
to advise us, a task which, under any circumstances, could not
have been completed within four or five months by the most
expeditious and diligent study, and which, therefore, would
have been of no value at all for Legislative action in 1953; or
(2) we could lay aside for later and more detailed inquiry,
if desired and directed by the General Assembly, all other
phases of the public school system problems save those press-
ing ones which must be considered and acted upon at the next
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APPROACHES TO THE PROBLEM

In determining the proper approach to a consideration of
these two specific problems, the Commission was again faced
with two alternatives. : '

It could employ the services of some nationally recognized
person or organization, at considerable expense to the State,
to do its research for it and to supply it with information upon
which its decisions could be based, or it could do the job itself.

The former procedure would require the selection of
experts who would be familiar with public school systems
and with economic and tax problems involved in financing a
public school system, but who would be without specific
knowledge of the geographical and economic peculiarities of
the State, the industrial and agricultural backgrounds of the
various political sub-divisions, and their financial potentiali-
ties. Such an approach would probably result in the adoption
by the Commission of a report embodying the ideas and
opinions of the person or organization employed to make and
present it, rather than a report based on the study, experience
and knowledge of the members of this Commission, who are
representative not only of various businesses, professions,
parents and teachers, but of every part of the State itself.

The second alternative — to do the job themselves — would
be the more difficult one for the members of the Commission.
Obviously, Maryland is not the only state that has been con-
fronted by the problems encompassed by the Resolution creat-
ing this Commission. The same economic forces which affect
Maryland’s problems have been and are at work in other
states. The tremendous increase in pupils, as a result of
recent rapid population growths, the crying need for better
facilities, the frightening increase in the costs involved in the
expansion of plant, facilities, personnel and means of transpor-
tation, the insistent demand for higher salaries for teachers,
the difficulty of obtaining qualified school teachers, and ever-
mounting increases in federal, staté and local taxes, are only
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE FINANCING
OF EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

The Constitution of the United States makes no mention
of education. By the Tenth Amendment to the Constitution,
ratified in 1791, which provides that “powers not delegated
to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by
it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to
the people,” the control of schools and education passed, as
one of the powers thus reserved, to the people of the different
states to handle in any manner they saw fit.

Yet the Federal Government from its inception has been
concerned with public education, justifying its concern un-
der the General Welfare clause of the Constitution. Early
in its history the new Congress, in the Ordinance of 1787
enacted for the government of the Northwest Territory, pro-
vided that “Religion, morality, and knowledge being neces-
sary to good government and the happiness of mankind,
schools and the means of education shall be forever encour-
aged” in the states to be formed from this territory.

When the first state from the Northwest Territory was ad-
mitted to the Union — Ohio in 1802 — it received from the
Federal Government the sixteenth section of land in each
township for the maintenance of schools within that town-
ship, in return for the state’s promise not to tax the public
lands of the United States within its borders. A similar plan
was followed in the admission of other states, except for
Texas, which owned its own land when admitted, and West
Virginia and Maine which were carved from original states.
In all, the national government has given to the states for
common schools over 154,000,000 acres of public lands, nearly
equal to the total area of California, Oregon, and Wash-
ington.!

These land grants were supplemented by federal money
grants, the most important of which were a percentage of

1 Arvid J. Burke, Financing Public Bchools in the United States, page 113.
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setts laws, which asserted for the first time among English-
speaking people the right of the State to require communities
to establish and maintain schools, became the basis for school
legislation in the other New England colonies.?

In the Middle Colonies of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and
New York, a different system prevailed. The number of
religious denominations existing there made impossible the
close unity between Church and State which existed in most
of the New England colonies. The result was dependence
upon the various religious denominations and upon private
effort for the support and administration of education. As a
consequence, the provision for education, aside from certain
rudimentary instruction thought necessary for religious pur-
poses, and aside from the apprenticing of orphans and the
children of the very poor, was left largely for those who could
afford to pay for the privilege.

Still a different system was followed in the Southern
Colonies. There, the tutor in the home, education in small
private and select pay-schools, or education in the mother
country were the prevailing methods adopted among the.
wealthier people, while the poorer classes were left with only
apprenticeship training and that which the few pauper or
charity schools of the time might provide. There was no
state interest in the problem of education except to see that
orphans and children of paupers were properly apprenticed
and trained in some useful trade.

As the description of these educational systems indicates,
nearly all the early schools were completely local in char-
acter. Even where the colonial or state government ordered
schools to be established, their support, organization, man-
agement, and control were of necessity left to local initia-
tive. In many cases where the local community employed a
school teacher, educational support was not on the basis of
taxation but by local contributions. Various members of the
community helped in building or supplying materials for a

¢ Ibid., page 19.
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Most of the country is still laboring under the old district
system, established in the early 1800’s and carried on to a
large extent to the present. In almost all states, there are
more or less autonomous school districts, on the basis origi-
nally established, crossing city and county lines. In at least
half a dozen states, there are several thousand school districts,
each with its own complete school and each with a right to
use some form of limited taxing power. Maryland is almost
unique in its modern system of twenty-four school districts,

corresponding with the twenty-three countles and Baltimore
City.

Generally, the various states afe now, and have been, at-
tempting to get away from the obsolete, inefficient, expen-
sive and too decentralized system of numerous school dis-
tricts by consolidating them and reducing their number.*

Despite the national land grants for education, the provi-
sions made in the various constitutions, and the early efforts
in behalf of public education made in the few cities of the
time, we can hardly be said, as a people, to have developed
an educational consciousness before about 1820, outside of
New England and New York. Indeed, in some of the states,
and especially in the South, that did not come not until much
later. It was not until the 1830’s that the battle to eliminate
the pauper-school was won in.the North, while the system
continued in most of the Southern states down to the Civil
War. Growing success was attained in the second quarter of
the nineteenth century in the attempt to secure tax-sup-
ported, publicly controlled and directed, and non-sectarian
common schools. In 1825 such schools were the distant hope
of statesmen and reformers; by 1850 they were becoming an
actuality in almost every Northern state.

The chief problem which had to be met by those advo-
cating the development of free public schools was. the substi-
tution of financial support by taxation for the early non-tax

' ¢ Report of School.Problems Commission of Illinois, March 1951; Harlan
Beem, School District Reorganization in Illinois, State Government, J uly, 1951,
p. 179; Edward B. Logan, Pennsylvania’s School Building Authority, 1951.
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support the property of those consenting and residing
therein. '

2. Taxation of all property in the taxing district per-
mitted.

3. State aid to such districts, at first from the income
from permanent endowment funds, and later from
the proceeds of a small state appropriation or a state
or county tax.

4. Compulsory local taxation to supplement the state or
county grant.”®

In the first years after the formation of the Union, prop-
erty taxation for schools was made permissive. In Massa-
chusetts and Connecticut permissive laws were carried over
from colonial times. Vermont (1782), New Hampshire (1783),
and New York (1795) adopted state-wide permissive laws.
Other states granted taxing powers to particular cities or
school districts. Optional state-wide laws were adopted in
other states after 1820 — Ohio, New Jersey, Missouri, Illinois,
Rhode Island, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Iowa, Mississippi,
and Indiana.

The Civil War years brought new activity by the Federal
Government in support of education. The passage of the
Morrill Act in 1862 marked a new departure in federal policy,
and the stimulation of specific types of education within
states. The Act provided land grants to establish colleges of
mechanical and agricultural arts which would also provide
military instruction under state control. In later years, the
precedent set by the Morrill Act in the federal direction of
state educational activities through stimulation grants, was
followed by special aids for nautical schools (1874), agri-
cultural experiment stations (1887), and cooperative exten-
sion work in agricultural and home economics (1914). In
addition to such federal stimulation grants, various bills were
introduced into Congress, proposing federal aid to raise edu-
cational standards in the South, but such proposals were
uniformly defeated.

¢ Cubberley, op. cit., page 180.
T Burke, op, cit., page 115.
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One of the earliest policies adopted to overcome the fiscal
inadequacies of the decentralized state school systems was
that of state collected and locally shared taxes for schools.
For example, New Jersey in 1828 and 1837 apportioned school
revenues to localities in proportion to taxes paid; after 1851
it combined this method with a population measure; from
1881 to 1945 it appropriated ninety per cent of its state school
property tax according to source.® The objective was im-
partiality, but equalization was confused with equality in
the allotment of available revenues.

As various states found that state minimum demands
created unequal tax burdens and failure to comply in the
weakest districts, and that per capita apportionments failed
to meet the needs, they gradually began to adopt policies
seeking to give extra financial assistance to weak districts.
District, school and teacher quotas were crude, early attempts
to give special aid to sparsely settled districts with high costs,
low valuations, and high tax rates.

The aid-to-weak-districts policy was the forerunner of
today’s equalization programs. In 1872 Massachusetts intro-
duced the policy of distributing available state funds to the
poorer rural districts only, a plan which was adopted by
Vermont in 1894, New Hampshire in 1899, and New York in
1902. “When Vermont introduced the concept of using aid
to equalize local tax rates in 1894 and Connecticut refined
it in 1903, by supplementing the yield of a specified local tax
rate in order to provide a specified amount of money per

child, the key had been found to present-day equalization
aid.”®

Since about 1920, numerous bills have been introduced
in Congress at every session proposing substantial financial
aids to the states for public elementary and secondary edu-
cation. The greatest development that has occurred in this
direction, however, has stemmed from some of the emergency

8 Ibid., page 257,
* Ibid., page 259.
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by aid to the so-called “weak” or poor districts as determined
by the proportionate amount of taxes produced in varying
communities. Naturally, both of these forms of aid put a
premium on lack of effort in the local district. Even with
such aid, there were tremendous variations in the type of
educational program offered by large and populous districts
and that available in sparsely settled and poorer districts
within the same state. Even among the poorer districts, the
quality of education varied greatly since there were often
wide differences in the amount of effort that local units were
willing to make for financing the education of their children.

The period of the past thirty years, since 1920, has brought
two important developments in the field of education. In
these thirty years there has been more research, more infor-
mation available, and greater progress made than in the
entire previous 150 years. The first of these developments
was the appreciation of the fact that every child, in every
state, regardless of where he may live, is entitled to an ade-
quate education. The second was the conception and adop-
tion of improved methods of financing education. Costs of
education have increased tremendously and taxes on real
estate are now completely insufficient for meeting them in
full. Consequently, students of school finance have come to
advocate the assumption by state governments of more of
the burden of school support, and the states have, in fact,
been forced to do this.

Problems in school financing led some of the states to
experiment with various types of equalization programs.
Most states had introduced some equalization features into
their state aid laws before 1920. But the equalization laws
enacted in the latter part of the nineteenth century and in
the early decades of the twentieth century reflected little
understanding of what was called for in the way of state
support if equalization was to be served and other principles
not offended.’* Many laws required the locality to raise all

1 The Financing of State Departments of Education, Misc, Release No. 15,
U. 8. Federal Security Agency, Office of Education,
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manner as to bear upon the people in all localities at the
same rate in relation to their tax-paying ability; and (3)
to provide adequately either for the supervision and
control of all the schools, or for their direct administra-
tion, by a state department of education.”*

Strayer and Haig pointed out that it would be possible for
the state alone to bear the cost of the foundation program,
but they favored instead a requirement of as much local sup-
port as possible for the foundation program so that local
control of schools and school finances might be retained.
Consequently, they recommended that: _

“l. A local school tax in support of the satisfactory mini-
mum offering would be levied in each district at a
rate which would provide the necessary funds for
that purpose in the richest district.

. 'This richest district then might raise all of its school
money by means of the local tax, assuming that a
satisfactory tax, capable of being locally administered,
could be devised. '

. Every other district could be permitted to levy a loc¢al
tax at the same rate and apply the proceeds toward
the cost of schools, but —

. Since the rate is uniform, this tax would be sufficient
to meet the costs only in the richest districts and the
deficiencies would be made up by state subventions.”**

Similar conclusions were reached at about the same time
in other states. After Maryland inaugurated a program in
1922 based upon a state minimum salary schedule and allow-
ance for other current expenses with the state making up
the difference between the costs and the yield of a local tax
rate of $.67, the equalization movement spread rapidly. By
1925-1926 four states were apportioning over fifty per cent of
their state school money on an equalization plan — South
Carolina (88.3%), North Carolina (78%), Ohio (75%), and
New Hampshire (54%).!® In 1926 Georgia adopted an equali-
zation program based upon the foundation program concept,

 Quoted in Mort and Reusser, op. cit., pages 404-405.

4 Ibid., page 405.
15 Burke, op. cét., page 342,
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4. The determination of the level of expenditure that
reasonably assures an educational program acceptable
in terms of our social and personal needs as persons
and as a people.”?®

The entire problem of financial support for a foundation
program is greatly complicated by the structure of the exist-
ing local school administrative units in most states. A number
of states have so many small, inadequate districts of varying
wealth that the development of a finance program that would
be adequate and equitable for all districts becomes almost
impossible.2! In fact, the effort to satisfy the demands of all
districts has led in some states to so many special and in-
equitable adjustments in provisions for financial support that
the program has become greatly involved and tends to be-
come even more so, as a result of efforts of pressure groups.
On the other hand, during recent years a number of states
have made substantial progress both in solving problems of
district reorganization and in establishing a satisfactory pro-
gram of school support. In Wisconsin, for example, the number
of districts was reduced from 6,391 in 1946-1947 to 5,792 in
1949-1950.22 Today there are 84,468 school districts in the
United States, a reduction of fourteen per cent from 1948.2

Along with the newer concepts of the scope and function
of public education which have evolved in the past fifty years
have appeared changes in the sources of revenue for the
financing of an adequate educational program. The period in
American education from about 1900 to the present shows a
rapid growth in pupil attendance and a consequent increase
in educational expenditures. With the exception of the years
from 1930 to 1935, costs increased rapidly during every decade.
From 1940 to the present time we have experienced a period

® Mort and Reusser, op. ¢it., page 387.

n Dr, Ross Pugmire of the University of Oklahoma observes: “. , . small
districts have proved everywhere to be wholly inadequate for modern educa-
tional purposes. . ., . As long as Oklahoma is burdened with such districts, there
is dim prospect for suitable education for all children no matter how much
money might be provided.” See Oklahoma's Children and Their Schools, June,
1950, p. 2; also, Financing Public Education in Mississippi, 1948, B

8 Wisconsin Tazpayer, page 4. E
2 Book of the States, page 244.
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The local property tax still provides over half of total
school revenues in the United States; but its use as a means
of raising revenue and its amount have been decreasing. In
1900 the percentage of public school revenues from property
taxation was 83.9; in 1940 it was 69.0; and in 1950, 55.4.2" The
past century-has seen an increasing diversification of forms
of wealth due to our shift from a rural to an industrial econ-
omy. One of the results is that real property holding has
become less and less representative of the ability of all the
people to pay taxes and taxes based on real property have
become . an ‘unsatisfactory means of properly financing the
increasing cost of government. The breakdown of the local
property tax during the depression forced most states to
assume a larger share of the tax burden for schools. Between
1930 and 1940 the per cent of school revenues derived from
state taxes almost doubled.

Property taxes levied by the state governments have de-
creased in importance, and the proportion of state revenues
obtained from other tax sources has greatly increased. On
the other hand, local taxation, except for the larger cities
and heavily populated areas, has been almost entirely re-
stricted to property taxes. The nationwide trend has been
for some time toward a lessening of the importance of local
taxation and an increase in state and federal taxes. This
shift has been’ especially apparent in prosperous times when
such prospenty is immediately reflected in the income tax
collections of the federal government and in the income and
sales tax receipts of the state governments.

Not so quickly, however, are periods of prosperity and
inflation reflected in property taxes. There is always resis-
tance to increased property assessments; and at present the
federal government is taking so much in taxes that resistance
to state and local taxes is constantly increasing. The assess-
ment problem might perhaps be called the greatest single

= Ibid., p. 118.
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in our inequalities and inequities. This is far from true. Im-
proper assessments are the primary sources of the financial
difficulties in state-subdivision relationships insofar as educa-
tion is concerned in Maryland and in every other state.

The growth of equalization programs has intensified the
problems of assessment and school finance. Obviously, if
two counties each levied a $1.00 per $100 tax on property but
if the assessed valuation of one county was.computed at one
hundred per cent of market value and the assessed valuation
of the second county was at fifty per cent, one county would
be making only one-half the tax effort to support education
that the other was making. At the same time there has been
no real method under equalization by which any distinction
could be made, for assistance purposes, between the two
counties. No child in either county has anything to do with
the inequity, nor should any child be deprived of an adequate
education because of a bad taxing system.

Consequently, during the past ten years practically every
state in the country has been faced with the problem of try-
ing to strengthen its property assessment system in such a
way as to promote uniformity and equality and to equalize
the tax effort of local subdivisions.®* Assessments have al-
ways been made on the local level and are still being made
there. Despite attempts at state control and supervision, in-
equities continue. It has been particularly difficult to get re-
sults on a state level since the amount of state property taxes
is inconsequential and the only concern of the state is the in-
direct one of equalization for the purpose of education.

Yet, substantial progress is being made throughout the
country. Assessors in many states are no longer mere politi-
cal appointees, and they are being better educated in methods
and manner of property appraisal. Some states, notably Ala-
bama, Florida, Texas and West Virginia, have developed sys-
tems of economic indices, based on such thlngs as sales tax
payments, auto license receipts, public utxhty valuations, and

® Tagation, The Over-All Picture, Kentucky, 1951. E. B. Schmidt, “‘Cate-
gorical Inequalities in Assessment in Nebraska 1930-1950,” Natwnal Taa
Journal, June, 1952,
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legislature authorized school districts to adopt any tax which
was not already being used by the state. At about the same
time New York State developed a list of local non-property
taxes and made it available not only to cities but also to
counties. Out of the extended experience of cities having a
variety of local non-property taxes.and from attempts to de-
velop forms which are usable in smaller jurisdictions may
well come important changes which will simplify taxing
problems.

The years since 1933 have seen a decline in the use of ear-
marked or dedicated taxes for school support. During the
period 1920 to 1933 there was a tendency for states to ear-
mark all or part of new tax sources for school support. In
particular, the state income tax in many states was a source.
of school revenue. In 1928 in over half the states the schools
had claims upon certain tax sources other than the general
property tax. Since 1933 the trend has been away from ear-
marked state school taxes. New taxes adopted after that
date generally have not been dedicated to schools; and the
number of states with ear-marked state school taxes has de-
clined. In 1948 only ten states — Alabama, Illinois, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota, New
Mexico, Texas and Utah — continued to get most of their
state school revenues from ear-marked tax sources.®

This reversal in trend is due primarily to the inflexibility
of the ear-marked taxes. In a time of rising costs and ex-
panding school programs, it is difficult to provide allocated
sources of revenue that will adequately meet school needs
during every school year. Appropriations from the state’s
general fund make it possible to increase or decrease state
aid so as to meet the needs of the schools,. especially in a
time of rising state collections when relatively large amounts
accumulate in the state treasury.

- % Burke, op. cit., p. 194. See also Benjamin F. Pittenger, Local Public School
Administration, p. 402, and The Committee on Tax Education and School
Finance of the National Education Association, The Economic Outlook for
Public Hducation, p. 13; The Forty-Eight State School Systems, Council of 87
State Governments, 1949,
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cation. Because of the lack of additional state aid and the
resulting necessity for further local appropriations, the
State’s percentage of total school appropriations had de-
creased last year to 33.8%. At the same time preliminary na-
tional figures had shown that the average contribution of
the various states had climbed by 1950-1951 to 44.8%.%

Such a shift in the locus of school support has raised the
question of the proper amount of state control and centraliz-
ation in educational finance. As of this time, every state
contributes toward the support of education yet all retain
a decentralized system with some contribution from local
sources. It is now a recognized principle that extreme decen-
tralization is bad because of the lack of proper financial sup-
port and because of all the inefficiencies and extra expenses
arising from numerous independent educational units within
the boundaries of one state. Equally recognized is the fact
that extreme centralization is also bad because of the fact that
good education does not prosper when directed from too far
away and unless it is accompanied by local and personally
interested support and control. As a matter of fact, the al-
most exclusive early reliance upon local taxation is explained
by the desire to keep the control and operation of education
close to the people. Inequalities, inefficiencies, and the shift-
ing of the tax burden caused the change to a cooperative or
partnership system.

It is a historical and political fact that central financial aid
is always accompanied by some measure of central control.
The greater the amount of central aid, the greater the amount
of central control. As the burden of financial support is re-
moved, the privileges of control in operation are taken away.
This axiom applies not only to federal-state relations but to
state-county relations as well. This has been proved true
over and over again in all fields of governmental finance, and
particularly in such activities as road building. It is equally
true in the field of education.

# Report of the New Jersey State School Aid Commission, March, 1952, p. 23,
Beside showing national averages, this report showed a 99 increase in state
aid in New Jersey and advocated still greater state support.
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federal contributions in the future would probably parallel
state-county aid by helping most those states which are least
able to be educationally self-supporting.

The general conclusion that one must reach after a study
of the development of School finance in the United States is
this: every state has embarked upon the project of making
available to each child a minimum foundation program of
education, regardless of where the child may live in the state.

A major objective in every state should be to develop a
system of school finance which will achieve this goal, and
which is based on a system of taxation and administration
which assures that the responsibility for, and the burden of,
support will be equitably distributed among all citizens and
taxing units. Revenue raised in the local unit must be sup-
‘plemented by state aid so that the minimum foundation pro-
gram may be realized; and additional monies raised in the
locality should be used to extend the program beyond the
minimum. Other important objectives are to develop a sys-
tem that will encourage desirable local initiative and respon-
sibility, promote bona fide economy and efficiency, and facili-
tate educational progress. In seeking these objectives all
states are affected by the decreasing importance of property
taxes-and the increasing competition for revenue by the
federal government.

Because of all these developments, it is now fundamentally
true that while the dollar amount of local effort is surging
ahead, it is completely unable to keep pace with spiralling
costs. The net result is that, percentage-wise, local contri-
butions to education are on the wane. The corollary is that
State contributions, both monetarily and as a per cent of the
whole, must rise drastically if the integrity of the public
school system and an adequate education for all children is
to be maintained in the United States.

The experiences of other states are helpful in making an
analysis of our problems in Maryland. They offer some yard-
stick for measuring the effectiveness and efficiency of our own
program and point the way to future progress.
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With the Constitution of 1867, education was fixed as an
interest and a responsibility of public authority in Mary-
land.** Since the adoption of the present Constitution, the
history of financial policy in education has shown certain
well defined trends. In law, in the reports of official com-
missions, and in practice, the philosophy of the citizens of
Maryland in educational finance has been reasonably clear
and constant at least for the past half century. It'is not un-
fair or inaccurate to say that the history of Maryland finan-
cial policy in education is the history of this philosophy’s
gradual implementation in action.

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY

Certainly one of the basic tenets of previous policy has
been that the State and its sub-divisions are jointly responsi-
ble for the support and encouragement of education and that
Maryland’s school system is a cooperative enterprise.

The Constitution contains specific language to this effect;
its Declaration of Rights directs

“That the Legislature ought to encourage the diffusion
of knowledge and virtue, the extension of a judicious sys-
tem of general education, the promotion of literature, the
arts, sciences, agriculture, commerce and manufactures,
and the general amelioration of the people.”*®

Article VIII provides that

“The General Assembly, at its first session after the
adoption of this Constitution, shall, by law, establish
throughout the State a thorough and efficient system of
free Public Schools; and shall provide by taxation or
otherwise, for their maintenance.”#

® Our Constitutional provisions are simple and flexible. In many other states,
educational finance is operating under the handicaps of archaic and detailed
constitutional restrictions, in which limitations are placed on taxation and on
division of funds. Therefore, while Maryland may operate directly and without
fetters, other states need indirect approaches and must use artifice and device:
There, proper educational methods give way to necessity and expediency. This
latter handicap has a deterring effect upon educational progress as well as
efficiency and economy. .

“ Constitution of Maryland, The Declaration of Rights, Art. 43.

4 Constitution of Maryland, Article 8, Section 1.
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of New York under the direction of a three man commission.
In the words of their report:

“Public education in America has developed most
satisfactorily in those states in which a judicious combi-
nation of state and local authority has been effected. The
reason is plain. The influence of the state makes for
unity of design and uniformity of standard; local initia-
tive insures the interest, effort, pride, and sacrifice of the
community to which the school belongs. The public
school system of Maryland is of this prevailing American

type.*

In 1941, a survey staff headed by Dr. Herbert Bruner of
Columbia University studied the State’s schools and had this
to say: '

€«

. . important changes have occurred in the Mary-
land State School System since the General Education
Board Survey Commission wrote its report in 1915. In
the intervening twenty-five years strong leadership in
the State Department, combined with active and capable
local initiative, has brought to fruition many of the rec-
ommendations which the General Education Board Sur-
vey Commission made.”’*

The Bruner Commission found that “The present system of
State aid in Maryland is one of the most advanced in the
country.’4®

Finally, in practice and over a long period of years, the
Maryland school system has been a system jointly supported
by the State and its sub-divisions. Although the longtime
trend has been for the State to assume an increasing share
of an increasing total cost of education, Maryland showed an
early liberality in its grants to the local units on behalf of
public schools. According to the 1915 Commission report, in
the period between 1870 and 1915, the State bore on an aver-
age about 33% of the total cost of schooling, even reaching

“ Abraham Flexner and Frank Bachman, Public Education In Maryland
(New York, 1921), p. 8.

“The Maryland State School Survey Commission, The 1941 Survey of the
Maryland Public Schools, p. 63. .

@ Ibid., p. 421.
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Education, summarizes the extent of State participation in
school support since that time.

The gradually rising cost of education to the State treas-
ury revealed in Figure I parallels the nation-wide trend and,
although the extent of State support varies widely from state
to state, Maryland’s contribution has been near, but slightly .
below, the national average: during the school year 1939-40,
according to a Federal Security Agency report, the State of
Maryland provided 21.6% of all funds available for schools as
compared with a national average of 30.3%; in 1949-1950 the
State gave 40% of all school funds while the national average
for the states was 42.7%.%°

During the period from 1946 to 1949, national educational
costs increased tremendously. In the nine years from. 1937
to 1946, school costs went from $4,000,000,000 to $6,000,000,000,
an increase of $2,000,000,000; while in the four years between
1946 and 1950, they rose from $6,000,000,000 to $13,000,000,000,
an increase of $7,000,000,000. Maryland, like other states, has
been faced with the problem of keeping pace with these in-
creasing costs. The State in 1947, upon the recommendation
of the Commission on the Distribution of Tax Revenues, took
action by increasing State salary minimums for teachers and
the flat grants, and by establishing the Incentive Fund for
school building. ‘

Although exact figures are not available for the most
recent years, educational costs have continued to go up
rapidly. The State, however, has taken no further action.
The localities have been forced to bear most of the burden

© Federal Security Agency, Public School Finance Programs of the Forty-
Eight States, p. 71. Note that these figures differ somewhat from those quoted
in Figure I, giving a practical example of the way in which different statis-
ticlans may arrive at different answers in such calculations. The same source
reports that in the school year 1949-50, 89.29, of the revenue receipts for public
schools in Delaware came from state sources while the comparable figure for
Nebraska was 5.9%, thus underlining the observation above that the amount
of state support varies considerably from state to state. It is noteworthy also
that some of the states considered most backward educationally -have a high
percentage of their disbursements for education provided from the state trea-
sury ; the state contribution in Georgia for the year 1949-50 was 67.7% of the
total; in Louisiana, 67.4%; in North Carolina, 78.19%: in South Carolins,
64.0% ; and in Tennessee, 63.3%. Idem,
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ficulty in retaining teachers and in acquiring new ones.
Statistics of a year or two ago, showing Maryland ahead of
Delaware are thus of no practical aid or significance.

It would be erroneous, therefore, to frame future school
finance policy in terms of dated statistics or of unrealistic
minimums.

Other states are facing exactly the same problems. For
example, the State of New Jersey has neither sales nor in-
come taxes. It has, therefore, assessed property near full
value, and has set very high property tax rates. As a conse-
quence, districts were able largely to finance their own edu-
cational systems, with the State contributing only about
twenty per cent of the total expenses of $150,000,000 in 1949
(the cost in 1951 rose to $200,000,000).

Now New Jersey faces a crisis in education. Despite a new
increase in minimum salaries from $2,200 per year to $2,500,
a commission in that state now recommends further sub-
stantial increases, an additional State appropriation in excess
‘of $50,000,000, and other revisions.5!

New Jersey’s experience is typical of the situation every-
where and is indicative of the fact that the fantastically rapid
developments of the past two or three years make statistics
of historical value only.

EqQuarizaTion

A second principle of long standing in the State’s financial
policy toward education has been that the quality of school-
ing received by her children should not be solely dependent
upon the wealth or poverty of the county in which they live
— that every Maryland child is entitled to at least a reason-
ably good education.

In practice, this has meant several things. It has meant
(1) that there should be a defined minimum educational

% See Report of the New Jersey School Aid Oommission (1952), Parts One,
Two and Three,
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But they also warned that relaxation in the effort of the
counties to provide schools for themselves should not be
encouraged:

“While there is, therefore, some reason for encourage-
ment in the increasing local support of the schools, the
fact cannot be ignored that the three counties receiving
from the State from 60 to 70 per cent of all the money
locally available for education are the very counties that
are doing the least for themselves . . . The moral is plain:
the State cannot afford to dispense its school funds with-
out requiring a minimum school levy on the part of the
several counties. Even so, the situation will continue
to be more or less chaotic, unless and until property is
assessed upon an equitable and uniform basis.”**

Later commissions have joined that of 1915 in their com-
mendation of the equalization principle. The Maryland State
School Survey Commission said, in 1941:

“It is vital to the well-being of the State that adequate
educational opportunities be provided for every child
regardless of the socio-economic status or the geograph-
ical area in which the accident of birth has placed him.
The economic configurations within the State, leading
to the concentration of wealth in certain areas, preclude
the possibility of some of the counties’ offering an ade-
quate program without State aid. But the broader and
more inclusive taxing power of the State enables it to
reach out and tax wealth wherever it may be located
and to extend its benefits to all areas.”s

And the Report of the Maryland Commission on the Distribu-
tion Revenues of 1946 observes:

“Without some plan of equitable and variable State
aid for schools, it should be obvious that there would be
no equality in the quantity or quality of education offered
to all the children of Maryland. The Commission sub-
scribes to the theory that public education is a State re-
sponsibility and the program of education for every child
should be adequate.”’s®

5 Ibid., p. 154,

% The Maryland State Survey Commission, op. cit., p. 61.

® Report of the Maryland Commission on the Disiribution of Taz Revenue,
1946, p. 90.
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have been abolished and a more rationally integrated system
of State grants has taken their place. The tax rate required
of the counties in order to participate in equalization has
varied from time to time. Established at 67¢ in 1922, it was
lowered to 47¢ in 1933, raised again to 51¢ in 1939, to 56¢ in
1945, and finally to 65¢ in 1947.

FinaNcian Arps

At present, State aid to the local units for education falls
into two principal categories: (a) flat grants for general use,
including one of $20 per pupil and one of $400 per classroom
unit, and (b) the Equalization Fund. These, taken together,
are set up to insure support of the program defined as the
minimum requirement for every Maryland child. In addition,
there are State grants designed to promote special aspects of
the school program, such as supervision, education for the
handicapped, public libraries, teachers’ retirement (at a not
inconsequential cost of $5,000,000), junior colleges, adult edu-
cation, and the improvement of school buildings and facilities.
The State also helps the sub-divisions to obtain money at low
rates of interest under the terms of the General Public School
Construction loan; some $19,000,000 has been advanced to the
various counties to be paid back at State rates and upon the
favorable State amortization and interest basis. The State also

supports entirely five teachers’ colleges and defrays the cost
of the State Department of Education.

To insure that every Maryland child receives at least
a reasonably adequate education, the law now requires among
other things that (1) if available, only qualified teachers
may be employed, (2) a school year shall include a minimum
of 180 actual school days, (3) twelve years of education be
available for all children, (4) transportation shall be pro-
vided for pupils not within reasonable walking distance of
school, (5) qualified teachers be paid at least as much as that
prescribed in the State minimum salary schedule if the local
unit is to receive equalization aid, and (6) minimum salaries
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that aid for salaries would lead sub-divisions to slight other
aspects of the minimum educat1onal program.

Funds to meet the cost 1mp11ed by the requirements listed
above derive from four sources: (1) a grant of $20 per pupil®®
to each county and Baltimore City, (2) a grant of $400 per
allowed classroom to each county and Baltimore City,* (3)
the monies that can be raised by a county with a tax rate of
65¢ on its property at the assessed rate; and (4) the Equaliza-
tion Fund which provides all additional monies needed by
county to maintain the State defined minimum standards for
its schools.

Obviously, the total sum drawn from the Equalization
Fund is not fixed, inasmuch as transportation costs vary, the
number of teachers fluctuates, salary costs vary with the
experience and required increments of the teaching staff,
and because the 20% figure for expenses above teachers’ sal-
aries will increase or decrease with the total cost of the
teacher payroll. It is interesting that although equalization
was intended only to bring the poorest counties to the basic
minimum, every sub-division in Maryland has received equal-
ization aid, excepting Baltimore City. Perhaps one of the
counties (Baltimore) may show sufficient economic strength
so as not continuously to require equalization assistance, but
by no stretch of the imagination can it be hoped that more
than two or three counties will come out of equalization as
it is currently computed. Equalization presently supplies
around one-half of all the State aid given in Maryland.

Certain other factors, while not directly a part of the
State’s system of school aid, must nevertheless be taken into

%8 Calculations of the number of students for flat grant purposes are made in
almost all the states and the methods vary considerably as between them, The
method used in Maryland is one designed to produce the highest amount of
sub-division aid: In Maryland law, “per pupil enrolled” means the average
number of pupils enrolled in the public schools in the month having the highest
average pupil enrollment in the school year in which the payments are to be
made. Article 77, Sec. 199A of The Maryland General Oode.

® In effect, “per classroom unit’ means “per teacher and principal”, t.e., the
local unit receives $400 for each member of the instructional staff allowed under
the minimum program. Article 77, Sec. 199A, The Maryland General Code.
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In recent years, shared taxes have eased the burden on
real property somewhat: in the fiscal year 1951, the gasoline
tax yielded $5,000,000 for the counties and municipalities and
$7,600,000 for Baltimore City; motor vehicle revenues yielded
around $9,000,000 for the local units; $8,200,000 from income
tax receipts were passed on to the local governments by the
State. Both of these developments — the abandonment of
the State real property tax and the distribution of a share of
State taxes to the local units — would seem to make the
concentration of county taxation in support of education rela-
tively easier than it has been.®

(GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATIONS

A third principle of importance is expressed in a trend
toward the exclusive use of general fund appropriations for
the financing of State aid to schools. Unlike many other
states, Maryland abandoned special funds, endowments, and
ear-marked taxes as sources of revenue for her school system
relatively early. The theory which dictated that abandon-
ment must be apparent. In ear-marked taxes, the object taxed
usually bears no particular relationship to education and the
yield is unconnected with educational needs. Whereas the
schools need a steady flow of revenue, the amount raised by
such taxes is always uncertain and dependent on factors over
which school administrators can exert no control. Since the
1920’s, in accordance with good practice followed now by
most of the states, ear-marked taxes and special endowment

funds have played no substantial part in Maryland school
finance.

DECENTRALIZATION

A school .system characterized by cooperation between
the State and its sub-divisions implies not only State finan-
cial support for education, but a reasonable operational de-

© In 1949-50, 58.7% of all funds for schools derived from property taxation.
Federal Security Agency, op. cit., p. 72
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sistance to consolidation is not nearly so strong as it is in dis-
trict system states.

Transportation costs are a case in point. Assume that
within the borders of Harford County, as an instance, there
were fifteen school districts, largely independent of each other
and of the county government. Costs would soar simply be-
cause children living but a short distance from one school
might require transportation to another school miles away.
That this is not an unreal consideration is evident from ex-
perience elsewhere in the nation.

The county unit organization is, therefore, one of the im-
portant factors to be remembered when attempting to compare
school costs in Maryland with those in other states. It goes
far toward explaining Maryland’s high degree of educational
value attained at a comparatively low cost per pupil. The
Bruner Commission in 1941 observed: ,

“The money that has been used has been spent most
economically. The county unit system by its very na-

ture permits greater economy in the operation of schools
than is possible in states which have the district system

. .. Through good management Maryland has been able,
therefore, to secure better services for the amount ex-
pended than is possible in most states.”%?

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The citizens of Maryland have imposed upon themselves
the task of insuring that every Maryland child, regardless of
race, color, or creed, of the wealth of parents or of community,
receives a reasonably good education with which to begin his
or her adult life. Toward this end, they have evolved a school
system based on the principles of shared responsibility be-
tween State and sub-division, of equalization of educational
opportunity and of tax burdens, of general fund appropria-
tions, and of decentralization.

The Maryland school system is good in basic outline and
in concept, and is recognized to be so throughout the country.

® The Maryland State Survey Commission, op. cit., p. 341,
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estimated that the State would drop to fourth rank in 1950-
51.% Obviously, during the past two years, however, Mary-
land’s position has declined rapidly and drastically on a com-
parable basis.

Statistics comparing Maryland’s tax “effort” on behalf of
schools with that of other states have often been used as a
basis for questioning the adequacy of its school finance pol-
icy. Such comparisons invite misinterpretation, since the
wealthier states, of course, need to exert less effort to sup-
port their schools. For instance, Maryland’s State and local
revenues for public schools during the school year 1949-50
were 2.14% of total income payments to individuals for the
preceding calendar year, giving the State a rank of 38th
among the states in this respect. But in the same year, Illinois
ranked 44th; New York 45th; Rhode Island 47th; and Connec-
ticut, 48th. New Mexico and Arizona, both with extremely
high transportation costs, ranked 1st and 2nd, respectively.*

Here, again, Maryland’s position has become worse, if
only because no new state appropriations have been made
when all other states have increased school support. The rise
of payments resulting from an increased school population
has been offset to some extent, by assessment increases. Al-
though this has also been true in other states, they have gen-
erally strengthened their financial structures and improved
the condition of their teachers, while Maryland has not.

These statistics cannot be used in the absolute — because
Maryland can operate more efficiently than other states and
get more for less money. Nevertheless, the stigma of these
figures cannot be altogether ignored.

While Maryland’s educational structure and financial sys-
tem are excellent and are often used as a model for the
country, the State has not provided funds sufficient for its
proper functioning. The lag in building forced by World War

% National Education Association of the United States, Economic Status of

Teachers in 1951-52, pp. 25-26.
= Federal Security Agency, op. cit., p. 124,
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As has been noted above, because property taxes supply
most local money for education and because of the general
use of some form of equalization, the assessment problem
throughout the country looms as the largest single factor in
any consideration of school financing.

Every state has been wrestling with two complications —
first, that of insuring that assessments are raised high enough
to guarantee that proper tax rates will produce reasonable
local effort and, second, that of securing uniformity in assess-
ments between counties, to prevent impositions on some citi-
zens and inequities between sub-divisions.

Every Maryland investigatory body considering public
finances or education has recognized this situation. Through-
out America, state, local and national committees, commis-
sions and organizations have been attempting to find some
one, simple way to attain reasonableness and uniformity.

All,sorts of recommendations have been made — all the
way from setting up a central, dictatorial, and uncontrollable
assessing agency to the required use of economic indices,
based on such things as county automobile registrations, in-
come tax payments, retail sales, and value of manufactures.

As of now, no sihgle, definite and workable answer has
been discovered. Two principles have been uniformly agreed
upon, and their validity has been recognized in Maryland.

First, it has been generally agreed that responsibility for
control of valuations should be centered in a competent agency
and that this agency should not be permitted to judicially re-
view its own procedures and decisions. Recommendations in
accordance with this principle have been made in Maryland,
although they have not yet been completely adopted. They
should be. ‘

Second, assessment techniques and the training of person-
nel need to be improved. Maryland has done much along
these lines in recent years. Under able career leadership in
the State Tax Commission, techniques have vastly improved.
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Further, the City of Baltimore presents special problems in
the administration of State aid to education in Maryland. It
lies in no county, a situation comparable to that of only one
other big city in the United States. Like all other big cities,
however, despite the fact that it contributes more to State
revenue than any other local unit, it receives in return the
least. This apparently is the inscrutable and inescapable po-
litical penalty levied on cities and their citizens for bigness
and prosperity, particularly in states where there is only one
large city. It must not be forgotten, of course, that these
same cities depend upon their hinterlands to supply the raw
materials which permit industrial greatness. Baltimore
spends annually about $47,000,000 for education, and this may
be expected to increase. In return, it receives only about
$6,000,000 from the State. The counties receive from State
sources a much greater proportion of their total school funds
while remaining free of the special difficulties which beset
the City in financing, on a restricted tax base, the extensive
services required in urban centers. While some proposals for

fairer treatment of Baltimore City, though philosophically
correct, would be politically unrealistic, one feature does
stand out. If the Equalization Fund in which Baltimore City
does not share is to be enlarged, then the flat grants, of
which Baltimore City is almost the sole actual beneficiary
(since flat grants are part of equalization in the counties)
must be reviewed and readjusted.

In summary, it may be said that developments of the post-
war years have been such as to disalign both practice and
thinking on the subject of educational finance. Primarily this
means that spending has not kept up with minimum require-
ments. We feel, however, that the basic outlines of our sys-
tem, as it has developed historically, are correct, and that
practical adjustments can be made to take care of present
practical needs. It is proper at this point, thereto, to examine
more specifically present problems and some of the means
which have been proposed for their solution.
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proved over a period of years, is a most powerful instrument
for making greater equality of educational opportunity for
all the children of Maryland a practical reality, so long as it
is adjusted to changing economic conditions.

Three recent bills designed to revise State minimum salar-
ies for teachers have been at the center of the public and
legislative controversy over the teacher salary problem.
House Bill No. 610 was passed by the General Assembly at
its 1951 session and was vetoed by the Governor. While the
1952 General Assembly sustained this veto, it enacted two
- more salary measures, Senate Bills No. 7 and No. 48, both of
which again received the Governor’s veto and are pending
reconsideration in 1953.

This Commission feels that both pending and future
teacher-salary bills should be evaluated in the light of the
following requirements. First of all, they should not un-
necessarily violate the principles of school finance which
Maryland experience has shown to be sound and workable.
Secondly, they should be drafted in such a way that salary
money is distributed among teachers in an equitable manner.
Thirdly, and other things being equal, preference should be
given to legislation which guarantees the greatest amount
of actual salary increases for teachers. Fourthly, changes in
the distribution of the financial burden for schools, attendant
in varying ways upon each piece of legislation, should be
taken into account.

In order to facilitate the comparison of the three recent
bills with each other and to provide a basis for a critical ex-
amination of them, the Commission, with the cooperation of
the State Department of Education, has prepared tables show-
ing (a) the increased amount to be paid to teachers and (b)
the increased cost to the State which would result from each
of the bills if it should become effective for the school year
1953-54. It should be noted here that none of the proposed
bills would legally place one penny of additional cost upon
any locality, but that each of them requires the State to pay
the localities a sum in excess of the amounts to be received
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of House Bill 610. Only eleven counties were at that time
paying their teachers salaries as low as those fixed in the
State minimum scale, and only in those counties would the
$300 increase for teachers have been automatic. In the re-
maining eight counties the salary increases required by
House Bill No. 610 would have varied: school teachers em-
ployed in counties with a $2,400 starting salary would have
received a $100 increase; those employed in counties with a
$2,300 starting salary would have received a $200 increase.
It should be remembered, then, that the pay raises for school
teachers resulting directly from the passage of this bill would
have been unequal, uneven, and, in a great number of cases,
non-existent. It is believed that these facts were not made
sufficiently clear either to the public or to the school teachers
themselves.

How were the new minimum salaries to be financed? Un-
der the terms of section 196 of Article 77 of the General Code
of Maryland (Equalization Fund Act), as heretofore in-
terpreted, the cost of the legally required minimum educa-
tional program includes (1) the amount needed to pay the
salaries fixed by the State minimum schedule to an allowed
number of teachers, (2) an amount equal to 25% of the
teacher payroll as computed on the basis of the State mini-
mum schedule, which sum must be expended for purposes
other than teachers salaries, and (3) the cost of transporta-
tion for all pupils not within a reasonable walking distance of
school. To defray the cost of the minimum program, the
State is required, also under the terms of section 196, to sup-
ply to the counties all funds necessary to support the mini-
mum program which are needed beyond the monies which
derive from the State per pupil and per classroom grants
and from a county levy of 65¢ per $100 of assessable prop-
erty, together with federal monies. As originally introduced,
since House Bill No. 610 would have increased the cost of
the minimum educational program, it would have resulted
in automatically increased grants to the counties from the
State’s Equalization Fund. '
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resulting problems can be foreseen. Neither the locus of
responsibility for payment of amounts needed beyond the
yield of the corporate income tax, nor the method by which
State funds would be distributed in the case that the yield
was insufficient, are specified in House Bill No. 610. It would
seem, however, that equalization was being abandoned.

It may have been the intention of the authors of this legis-
lation to continue Equalization in effect, since there is no
direct mention in it of section 196 (which establishes equali-
zation). If this was the intent, there is nowhere a clue as to
how equalization payments would then be calculated, or as
to what part of the minimum program would be supported
by the Equalization Fund and the other basic aid grants and
what part would be supported by the new tax. The computa-
tion of equalization benefits is already an extremely compli-
cated one, based on a number of factors for which only esti-
mated figures can be obtained and necessarily subject to
readjustment in each subdivision, at the end of every year.
The amount due any county from the Equalization Fund will
vary with changes in the number of school teachers, the
average experience of school teachers, the certification status
of school teachers, the cost of transportation, the number of
pupils, the number of allowed classrooms, the amount of
federal aid, and the amount of the assessments.

If the new tax had become law, it would have been im-
possible to determine its yield during the course of the school
year, since such a tax is not assessable or collectible until the
end of the year; and the fiscal year would not have coincided
with that of some of the local units. A sound school finance
program allows the school administrator to budget expendi-
tures with a reasonably accurate estimate of revenues in
mind. House Bill No. 610 would have made an already too
complicated equalization calculation almost incalculable.”™

™ Simplified forms of the equalization calculation appear in the appendix.
This Commission found that few, if any, state officials outside the State Depart-
ment of Education understood the way equalization benefits are computed.
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entitled to any salary increases; the remaining teachers, con-
stituting by far the majority, would have no legal claims to
greater pay. Further, $35,200, or nearly one-third of the
total increase in salary, would go to the teachers of St. Mary’s

FIGURE II

COMPILED BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Cost oF Housg BILL No. 610*

COost to State to Raise
State Schedule with
Total Additional Required Tax
Teacher Payroll Rate of 65¢
: (5,566,500) **
(1,624,875) **
State of Maryland $131,700 $3,974,363

Baltimore City — 403,761

. : (3,941,625) **
Total Counties 3,570,602

Allegany ....... 229,125
Anne Arundel 292 875
- ' 699,750) **
Baltimore .. 328,727
Calvert . . 42375
Caroline . " ) 60,000
Carroll ’ 124,875
— 98,375
Charles : ’ 88,875
Dorchester ..... PN — . 77,250
Frederick ) 154,875
Garrett - 68,625
Harford 147,750
Howard . 81,375
44,250
Montgomery 547,500
Prince George'’s 586,875
Queen Anne’s : 51,375
St. Mary's . 51,375
Somerset . 58,875
) 56,625
Washington e 219,375
Wicomico : . 93,375
Worcester y 18,100 67,875

* Salary schedule $300 above present minimum schedule.
** Additional cost of the minimum program.
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the State would be saddled permanently with an additional
cost, as high as $4,000,000, from which Baltimore City, source
of a substantial amount of State revenue and an even larger
proportion of the corporate income tax, would receive nothing.

The Legislative Council submitted a report to the 1952
General Assembly on House Bill No. 610 and the teacher
salary problem in general. The increased costs resulting from
the schedules in that bill, as amended, were estimated at
$3,463,814. It was also estimated that the one per cent in-
crease in corporate income taxes would produce a sum suffi-
cient to meet this added cost; and it was shown that the
increases in local property taxes necessary to finance $300
and $500 “across the board” raises for school teachers would
be considerable. The group recommended that the Governor’s
veto of the bill be overridden. '

Some comments on these findings of the Legislative Coun-
cil are in order. First of all, it should be borne in mind that
the cost of any new salary schedule will not be static. It will
in all probability continue to rise, since the number of teachers
employed will almost certainly become greater and, in addi-
tion, the average experience of teachers may increase, par-
ticularly if salaries go up and give greater incentive to stay
in the profession. This latter is as it should be. Secondly, no
information was given to the Council as to the language of
the bill which would seem to make the State responsible for
the entire cost of the school teachers’ minimum salaries and
not just the increased cost of the new minimums. Nor was
there any discussion of the way in which the cost of support-
ing the minimum program would be divided, if that was the
intent, between the Equalization Fund and the tax on cor-
porate income.

Finally, there seems to have been confusion as to whether
the bill was designed simply to raise salary minimums or to
give an actual $300 increase to all school teachers. House
Bill No. 610 would have given no equal, “across the board”
increase; at the time of its reconsideration, all counties were
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received Legislative approval in 1952 but were subsequently
vetoed by the Governor. Whether either or both of these bills
should now be abandoned in favor of new legislation is, there-
fore, of immediate concern. This Commission undertook a
careful analysis of these bills, considering the philosophy of
educational finance which they embody, as well as their spe-
cific provisions and probable results. '

. It should be stated plainly and categorically, that these
bills reincorporate most of the defects of House Bill No. 610
and include features which depart from the fundamentals of
the proper financing of education in Maryland. Therefore, it
is the opinion of this Commission that the Governor’s veto
should be sustained.

The problem of analysis was simplified somewhat since
the two bills are obviously written as substitutes for one
another. They were not created out of different philosophies
nor are different methods of financing teachers’ pay increases
involved. Senate Bill No. 7 is, in reality, only a smaller
edition of Senate Bill No. 48; it was designed for approval
only if final passage and adoption of the larger bill could
not be consummated. Apparently both bills. grew out of the
study of the Legislative Council. The major bill, Senate Bill
No. 48, was introduced by the President of the Senate, who
is the chairman of the Council, and by other members of that
body. The minor bill, Senate Bill No. 7, was introduced
directly by the President of the Senate as a stated part of
the legislative program of the Council. Both bills assume the
continuance of a minimum or foundation program of educa-
tion, and both invoke the equalization principle of section 196
for the financing of new minimum salaries. Senate Bill No.
48 and Senate Bill No. 7 are attached in full in the appendix.
It is proper that the major bill be considered first.

Senate Bill No. 48 was originally introduced for the pur-
pose of “increasing by $400 annually the minimum salaries”
for school teachers. The meaning of the word “annually” in
the title of the bill is obscure. Certainly it does not appear
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required for a teacher to reach the maximum salary from
seventeen to thirteen.

Like the earlier House Bill No. 610 and the parallel Senate
Bill No. 7, Senate Bill No. 48 would guarantee no “across the
board” increases in teacher pay. The schedule it proposes is
lower than those now in effect in Baltimore City and in
Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George’s, Washington, and
Wicomico counties, so that the majority of the State’s teachers
would not benefit by the terms of the bill. In addition, many
teachers in other counties would not receive any significant
salary increases.

This is not to say that these teachers might not receive
pay increases as the indirect result of its adoption, just as
they might have if House Bill No. 610 had become law. The
extent of such increases is not predictable; they would de-
pend on economic conditions, political pressures, and the in-
terest in education in each of the affected sub-divisions.
Baltimore City with its high cost of living or Montgomery
and Prince George’s counties, faced with the competition of
the District of Columbia and neighboring Virginia counties,
have quite different salary problems than do other parts of
the State; and the final pay scale set depends at least as much
on such special conditions as on the action taken by the State.
Nevertheless it is true, for school teachers as well as for
employees of private business, that increases at the bottom
of the wage structure often result in higher pay for those at
the top. It is likely, then, that increases in the State minimum
salary schedule would result in some adjustments in the
schedules of those counties legally unaffected. However, the
bill does not provide for any of this, directly or indirectly.

' The distribution of salary increases among the various
classes of teachers as provided in Senate Bill No. 48 is worthy
of careful attention. In Figure III, the lines lead from the
salary that a teacher with a given level of experience would
receive according to the present minimums to that which he
or she would receive the following year on the proposed mini-
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salary increases among teachers would be at least as varied:
In Worcester County, for' example, a teacher of one year’s
experience would receive a $250 increase under the terms of
Senate Bill No. 48; a teacher of twelve years’ experience
would receive an $800 increase.

How best to attract new teachers to the public school sys-
tem, to encourage long service by teachers, and to promote
the morale of the instructional staff are all questions that
should be considered in the drafting of a new salary schedule.
It is difficult to justify the extreme dollar differences in the

. amount of pay raise granted to the different classes of teachers
by Senate Bill No. 48. It would seem. highly questionable
that the bill provides for the distribution of the limited amount
of money available for salaries in the manner best calculated

to further the purposes of the minimum program of education.

Unlike House Bill No. 610, the Senate bill would finance
the new minimum schedule in accordance with the equaliza-
tion principle of section 196. The total additional cost to the
State of the program it proposes would be, if it became effec-
tive in the school year 1953-54, $8,282,613.* The counties
would be required to contnbute no more. toward education
than they now do. ' R -

Figure IV also shows that the total actual salary increase
guaranteed the State’s teachers by the bill would be $1,055,450.
As noted before, the bill ‘would not entitle the teachers of
Baltimore City and of Baltimore and Montgomery counties to
raises. In addition, only a very few teachers in some of the
other counties would get anything. Further, the variations
in present salary scales as between counties: could result in
some striking variations in the amounts of money their
teachers would receive in additional pay; Caroline county
teachers would receive only $20,600, while those of Calvert
county would get $37,500; Wicomico county teachers would
get increases of $15,100, Talbot county teachers would get

™ See Figure IV.
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The reason for the discrepancy between the amount of
money guaranteed teachers and the additional cost to the
State was explained above: regardless of the size of increase,
if any, which Senate Bill No. 48 requires the sub-divisions
to give to its teachers, the State must pay the difference be-
tween the cost of the present minimum program in that sub-
division and the projected new one. Thus, Baltimore county
will receive $821,789.50 from the Equalization Fund although
its teachers need be given no salary increase, and Prince
George’s county will receive $995,312.50 to pay a total addi-
tional required teacher payroll of $24,800. Furthermore,
Baltimore City would become eligible for equalization bene-
fits under the terms of the bill and, although not legally
compelled to make any additional teacher salary expendi-
tures, would receive $1,763,823.50. Again this advantage for
the City, since assessments can be expected to increase, is il-
lusory and soon Baltimore would be receiving, little, if any-
thing. The same is true in lesser degree for Baltimore county.

Senate Bill No. 7 requires only brief comment. Leaving
starting minimums at their present $2200 level, this bill (1)
increases the annual increments from $100 to $150, (2) sets
the pay for maximum experience on the minimum schedule
at $4,000, and (3) decreases the amount of time required for
a teacher to reach the maximum from seventeen to thirteen
years. Like Senate Bill No. 48, it involves the questionable
policy of giving increases most unequal in amount to the
different classes of teachers.

The financial results of Senate Bill No. 7 are summarized
in Figure V. The total additional amount paid to Maryland
teachers as a direct result of the bill would be $177,560; the
total additional cost to the State of Maryland would be
$2,850,618.50. Baltimore and the three most populous coun-
ties would divide about 50% of these additional State grants
between them, as under Senate Bill No. 48, although their
teachers would be entitled to no salary increase. Baltimore
City, since it would become eligible for equalization to the
extent of $220,000 only, would receive comparatively little
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division, now receives only about 13% of the funds given
by the State to the sub-divisions for aid to schools. Senate
Bill No. 7, giving it only about 5% of the total additional funds
to be made available by the State, does not correct this situa-
tion, especially since Baltimore City, in the second year,
would probably receive nothing.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION .

Without further burdening the point and supplying all
the calculatlons and comparisons which this Commission
made, the ana1y51s of the recent teacher salary bills reveals
certain deficiencies and problems. The provision of House
Bill No. 610 for a corporate income tax involved, in the
opinion of this Commission, an unnecessary departure from
the principles of sound school finance. Senate Bills No. 48 and
No. 7 would result in greatly unequal raises to individual
teachers, a practice difficult to justify. All of the recent bills
shift much of the present cost of education from the political
sub-divisions to the State; in a real sense they are sub-divi-
sion benefit bills more than they are teachers’ pay raise bills.
This latter point has been little recogmzed and should now
be apparent to all.
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understandable basis for arriving at the cost of the founda-
tion program.”™ The State deals at all times only in mini-
mums, leaving to the sub-divisions the initiation and support
of programs above those minimums.

The requirement of tax effort on the part of the sub-divi-
sions, given some uniformity of assessment practices, is in-
surance of continuing local effort and a guarantee of State-
local partnership in school support.

This Commission, then, has determined that the method
and basic structure of Maryland school finance policy are
commendable. It must necessarily look elsewhere for the
causes of the present controversy and for the cures of any de-
fects. The defects it finds are financial ones, and the remedies
it proposes are to be made within the framework of the pres-
ent financial structure.

I. Tue PRESENT StaTE MINTIMUMS For ScHOOL TEACHERS’

Savraries ARe Too Low

The present State minimums for teachers’ salaries do not
represent adequate pay for persons possessing the qualifica-
tions required of public school teachers in Maryland. We re-
quire of them college training; but we set their minimum
salary at $2,200 per year, the equivalent of about $40 per
week.

The interest and welfare of children, of parents, and ot
the State itself, as well as fair treatment for teachers, re-
quire an upward revision of the State minimum salary sched-
ule. Teachers have dedicated themselves to training and
developing the potentialities of Maryland’s children. The
citizens of the State should not turn to their own financial
advantage, a teacher’s devotion to his task.

© Avrid J. Burke, a leader in the field of school finance, finds that Maryland
“has one of the best minimum salary laws”. See The American School Board
Journal, February, 1948, “New State Minimum Salary Schedules and Their
Financing.”
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secondary to the very real satisfactions which are derived
from the work. But remuneration cannot be ignored. It will
profit the State little to provide good teachers’ colleges if it
does not also provide teaching positions with salaries attrac-
tive to their graduates. Today there are few other forms of
employment which do not offer higher pay to a beginner;
and some of them require very little training or education.

An adequate State minimum salary schedule, based on a
reasonable estimate of future conditions, is fundamental to
the integrity of education in Maryland. The young man or
woman discouraged from entering a teachers’ college now
cannot be replaced in four years. The State minimum wage
must be raised, if for no other reason than that it is now so
low as to deter students from preparing for the profession.

B. The Present Minimums Place Maryland Under A
‘ Handzcap m the Race for Competent Teachers .

Maryland if it is to acquire the addltlonal teachers who
are needed, must attract them from outside the State. A re-
cent study made by the State Department of Education re-
vealed that 36% of new teachers in the secondary schools of
this State came from West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Delaware
and Virginia. It must be remembered, however, that- the
methods which have brought teachers to Maryland, may also
serve, when used by other states, to draw our teachers away.

For a number of years, the competitive advantage was
in our favor. Maryland’s standing was high in average salary
paid teachers, fifth in the nation, while the salaries paid in
our neighbor states were lower. In more recent years, Mary-
land’s position has declined, and that of bordering states
“has moved forward. Virginia, Pennsylvania, Delaware and
West Virginia have increased their minimum salaries con-
siderably; the District of Columbia has an even higher rate.

Far from being able to secure teachers from other states,
we are now, and will continue to be, ata serious disadvantage
if immediate steps are not taken. This is not to say, of course,
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on prices in thirty-four large cities. The figure 100.0 repre-
sents the average of consumers’ prices in the period between
1935 and 1939. '

To the individual teacher, these conditions mean greater
difficulty in maintaining a decent standard of living and the
greater attractiveness of alternative occupations. To the
state’s school system, they mean a danger that the state
may not be able to maintain the quality of its minimum edu-
cational program. Recent salary legislation in Maryland
shows a realization that the present minimum salary sched-
ule is inadequate. There has been little disagreement among
both friends and opponents of recent bills that the pay of
teachers was too low — the controversy has rather concerned
the relative responsibility of the State and its sub-divisions
for the financing of increased salaries.

Since the State’s minimum program was above that which
they would have been able to support witliout a much greater
effort than that required in the wealthier sub-divisions, the
State undertook to supply the additional funds to the poorer
counties in 1922. Today, the intent of the equalization pro-
gram is not being realized. The poorest of the counties, in
order to secure a sufficient number of teachers, regardless
of qualifications, must offer salaries at least ten per cent
higher than those provided in the State minimum schedule.
The cost of these above-minimum salaries have been paid
from their own funds, and, in many instances, they now find
themselves unable to satisfy the need for teachers without
raising them still higher. Such increases in local pay scales
are not voluntary nor are they due solely to pressure groups.
They aré dictated primarily by economic nece551ty in much
the same way as are industrial salaries.

If Maryland is to achieve the purposes implicit in an
equalization program, the State minimum salary schedule
must be adjusted realistically to present-day costs of educa-
tion.
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A. The Annual Increment of $100 is too Small

Little argument should be required for this proposition.
Under a system that provides annual increments of only $100,
a teacher with five years of experience receives only about
$10 a week more than he did as a beginning teacher, with no
experience whatsoever. This does not constitute a fair recog-
nition of the increased value to the school and the community,
which his additional teaching experience gives him.

B. Sixteen Years is too. Long a Period Over Which to
Spread the Increments

Under the present schedule a teacher reaches his top
salary after sixteen years of experience. We do not believe
that it is a wise policy to defer the payment of the maximum
salary for this long a time. A teacher should be able to at-
tain a professional standard of living at a point reasonably
early in his career and should receive his highest salary at
a period in life when his family costs are likely to be at their
highest point. If higher compensation is received at an earlier
point in the teaching career, teachers should be able to de-
velop their teaching ability and capacity through advanced
study at institutions of higher learning. In this way teacher
growth would be encouraged and the training of our teachers
improved.

C. Larger Annual Increments Should Go to Those With
Greater Length of Service '

In its studies of the state’s educational problems, this
Commission has found that teacher turnover in Maryland
is particularly high among first and second year teachers. We
believe that the adoption of a probationary period, during
which increments would be somewhat smaller than in later
years, would have the double advantage of encouraging con-
tinuous service and of reserving the benefits of higher pay for
those teachers who have served the school system well and
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tance of the budgetary responsibility, he would permit the
partial institution of our program for the year 1953-1954, as-
suming that the General Assembly passes the necessary con-
firmatory legislation.

Similar considerations apply to the program for the budge-
tary and school year 1954-1955. Aside from the possibility
that the Governor’s vetoes of the 1952 legislation would be
sustained in any event, as in the case of House Bill No. 610,
we must independently urge that these vetoes be upheld. As
indicated above, this Commission believes Senate Bill No.
7 and Senate Bill No. 48 to be bad legislation, highly dis-
criminatory, of questionable legality in certain respects, and
involving a shifting of millions of dollars of the educational
burden from the sub-divisions to the State. The bills would
compensate only some of the teachers, and then to a com-
paratively minor extent, in the light of the staggering sums
involved. The school teachers themselves must remember
that if the State is immediately saddled with more than $8-
000,000 in additional cost, of which they would receive only
$1,000,000, it may be a long time before they will be able suc-
cessfully to secure further salary increases from the State.

Assuming that the Governor’s veto will be sustained, there
is only one possibility for any change in the financing of State
education for the school year 1954-1955. This would be
through the passage of adequate, transitional legislation by
the General Assembly of 1953 and approval of that legislation
by the Governor. Such action would insure the inclusion of
appropriations necessary to implement such legislation in the
State Budget for 1954-1955. Either the Legislature or the
Governor could block the program, but the agreement of both
is required for its adoption.

The ultimate recommendations of this Commission should
be realized by the third year, 1955-1956. While there are num-
erous other reasons necessitating the transitional period, the
practical considerations here stated are of the most vital im-
portance.
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C. The State Must Bear the Entire Transitional Cost

Since the use of the equalization formula with the tran-
sitional program would: cost the State an amount far out of
proportion to the actual salary increases that teachers would
receive, the expense must be defrayed in some other way.

The concept of a partnership between the State and the
sub-divisions in paying for schools has been fundamental to
the Maryland educational system. In recent years, however,
one partner — the State — has offered little help to the other
partner — the sub-divisions — in meeting the financial crisis
in education. For that reason, the cost of all needed salary
increases above the State minimums has been paid solely by
the local units. The counties, therefore, cannot be asked to
carry the expenses of the transitional program, particularly
since the greatest share of the new costs: would fall upon
those sub-divisions which are financially weakest.

As a matter of fact, by reason of increases in local assess-
ments, the amount presently estimated in the State’s Budget
for 1953-1954 for the cost of equalization, instead of rising, is
less than the Budget figure for the same item in 1952-1953.

Thus, the demands of both reason and justice require that
the State bear the temporary burdeén in its entirety. Assump-
tion of these expenses by the State means also that some
financial consideration should be given to Baltimore City and
Baltimore County. Neither receives equalization benefits,
because of their comparatively highly assessed wealth; but
both recently have had to pay additional educational costs
without State aid.

D. A Transition is Required to Give Time for Budgetary
Adjustment and Financial Implementation
The recommendations of this Commission for a permanent
school finance program will require substantial increases in
appropriations for education and some changes in present
methods of financing school costs.- The exact additional cost
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Implicit in the recommendations of this Commission is
the assumption that valuations for property tax assessment
purposes in Maryland will more nearly approach uniformity
and equality. If and when this is true, no citizen will have an
unfair property tax burden, and no Iocality will be unduly
penalized because of lack of effort by another.

The recent activities and 1mprovements on the part of
assessing authorities give promise of a substantial realization
of these assumptions.

Howevér, time — at least several years — will be required,
and this constitutes the principal reason for the transition

program,

IV. TuE ULTIMATE GoaL oF THis CoMMISSION Is A LonNag
RANGE ProGRAM OF GooD EDUCATION AT A PRICE (FOVERN-
MENT CAN AFFORD, THE CoSsT oF WHICH 1S SHARED
BY THE STATE AND ITS SuUB-DIVISIONS

The foregoing constitutes the basis upon which the fol-
lowing recommendations are made. The Commission lays no
claim to infallibility in approach, in reasoning, in research
and statistics (which it has found to be confusing and con-
flicting), or in its presentation of the subject matter. It has,
however, labored long and hard; it has striven to be honest,
unbiased and impartial; it has studied the subject carefully
and as completely as time would permit; and it has used all
the intelligence at its command, all with the prayer and the
hope that the desired goal might be achieved for the good of
the State of Maryland and its children.

Here, then, is the considered and unanimous opinion and
recommendations of the Commission. They are set forth in
two parts, the Program — Transitional and Permanent —
and the Proposals for Financing the Estimated Costs.
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In addition, the State flat grant per classroom, which is in
reality calculated per teacher (chosen in preference to the
aid per pupil in order to encourage the employment of more
teachers for a smaller number of pupils) should be increased
from $400 to $440. Of this increase $20 should not be included
in equalization calculations, so that each locality would re-
ceive $20 per teacher more than it is now receiving. The
remaining $20 should be included in the equalization calcu-
lations, the net result of which is that only Baltimore City
and Baltimore County, excluded as they are from receipt of
any equalization funds, would benefit thereby.

Thus, the estimated total additional cost to the State
would be $1,172,305.

II. For the year 1954-1955, the procedure would be ex-
actly the same, except that the flat grant per teacher should
rise to $480, $40 of which should be included in the calcula-
tions for equalization purposes, and $40 of which should be
excluded from such calculations.

Thus, the teachers would receive $1,139,065 more than
they are now entitled to receive during the year 1954-55. By
reason of the increased reimbursement cost and the increase
in the flat grant, the cost to the State would be $1,992,965.

III. For the year 1955-56 and succeeding years, the calcu-
lations and financing used during the two previous transitional
years should be entirely discarded.

The new salary schedules should be incorporated into the
equalization program. The required county tax rate, for cal-
culation purposes, should be raised from 65 cents per $100
of assessed valuation to 75 cents. All of the counties except
two or three are now taxing at or above that figure and those
few below are within a few cents of the new 75 cent require-
ment. Although county expenditures will normally increase,
this program will not involve any additional cost to the
counties.

In order partiélly to compensate Baltimore City and
Baltimore County for the additional expenditure of State
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Introduced by the President (Legislative Council)
RESOLUTION 2

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1

Joint Resolution requesting the appointment of a Commission
téo study and re-evaluate the public school system of this
tate. .

By the SENATE, February 6, 1952.

Introduceg, read the first time and referred to the Committee on
ules.

By order, C. ANDREW SHAAB, Secretary.
REPORT OF COMMITTEE
Approved by Rules Committee for referral to appropriate

Committee.
GEORGE W. DELLA, Chairman.
By the SENATE, February 7, 1952.
Referred to the Committee on Education.
By order, C. ANDREW SHAAB, Secretary.
REPORT OF COMMITTEE
Favorable, with amendment.
LAYMAN J. REDDEN, Chairman.
By the SENATE, February 15, 1952,

Reported favorably by the Committee on Education, with pro-
posed amendment; amendment adopted; read second
time and ordered printed for third reading.

By order, C. ANDREW SHAAB, Secretary.
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40

95

school system of this State, this commission to include in
its study and re-evaluation such topics as curriculum, phys-

40a ical facilities, administration, salaries, THE PROPER
40b DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITY AS TO THE AD-
40c MINISTRATION AND FINANCING OF THE PUBLIC

41

42

43
44
45
46

47
48
49
50

51
52
53
54

SCHOOLS, BETWEEN THE STATE AND THE

41a SEVERAL POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS and others; and

be it further '

Resolved, That said commission shall have the use in its
‘work of such funds as may be provided therefor in the
Budget or as may be allocated thereto by the Governor
from contingent funds at his disposal; and be it further

Resolved, That all departments and agencies of the State
government be directed to extend such cooperation and
assistance to the said commission as may be in their power;
and be it further - -

. Resolved, That said commission be requested at the con-
clusion of its studies to make its report and recommenda-
tions to the Governor, the General Assembly and the Legis-

lative Council.
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Baltimore City
Total Counties

Anne Arundel

Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne’s

97

SALARY SCHEDULES FOR TEACHERS
WITH BACHELORS' DEGREES

1950-51

- Minimum Mazimum
......... $2600 $4600
............... 2400 3900
.......... 2400 4000
Baltimore ......... XERPR 2600 4600
................ 2300 3900
............... 2200 3800
............. 2300 3900
............ 2200 3800
.............. 2400 4000
.......... 2200 3800
........ e 2400 4000
............. 2200 3800
.......... .. 2400 4000
........... 2500 4800
......... 2400 4000
.......... 2200 3800
cereaaes 2200 3800
.............. 2200 3800
............. 2200 3800
.............. 2200 3800

Additional for
Master's Degree

$200

200
200
200
100
100
200
100

100
200

100
200
200

~-
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SAi;ARY SCHEDULBES FOR TEACHERS
WITH BACHELORS' DEGREES

1952-53
Minimum Mazimum

Baltimore City .......eeeee... e .. $3000* $5400
Total Counties cv.vvrvneerenonss .o

2700 4100
Anne Arundel .... oot 2600+ 4200
Baltimore 3000° 5400
OCalvert ........ 2400* 4000
Caroline ......covvtviiiinininnnninene, 2600
Carroll ...... 2600*
' 2600
Charles ........ " 2500
Dorchester ' 2500
Frederick ceens ' 2600¢
Garrett ' ' 2400*
2800*
2600°
2600
MOontgomery .....eceeoveecccscccnes . 2040
Prince GEOrge’s «...uvvvvee.n. : 2900
‘Queen ADNE'S coveevecrnnnnnn 2500
St MAry'S coveeesreeceroncccencceennss " 2400*
Somerset ......... creeerenenes 2400*
TAIbOt «vveveerecocoecanennn ceee 2500
Washington ... . 2700¢
Wicomico .... cereeeeisresenaos 2700
2400* . 4000
* Stars indicate counties who keep their 1951-52 salary schedule in effect.
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A BILL ENTITLED

AN ACT to repeal and re-enact, with amendments, Section
93, of Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland
(1947 Supplement), title “Public Education”, sub-title
“Chapter 8. Teachers’ Certificates, Salaries and Pen-
sions”, relating to the compensation of teachers; AND
TO ADD A NEW SUB-SECTION TO SECTION 230
OF ARTICLE 81 OF THE ANNOTATED CODE OF
MARYLAND (1947 SUPPLEMENT), TITLE “REV-
ENUE AND TAXES”, SUB-TITLE “INCOME TAX”,
SAID NEW SECTION TO BE KNOWN AS SUB-
SECTION (D-1) AND TO FOLLOW IMMEDIATELY
AFTER SUB-SECTION (D) OF SAID SECTION 230,
INCREASING THE RATE OF TAX ON THE IN-
COME OF CORPORATIONS IN THIS STATE IN
ORDER TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR THE ADDI-
TIONAL COMPENSATION FOR TEACHERS HERE-
IN PROVIDED.

SECTION 1. Be it enacted by the General Assembly of
Maryland, That Section 93 of Article 77 of the Annotated
Code of Maryland (1947 Supplement), title “Public Edu-
cation”, sub-title “Chapter 8. Teachers’ Certificates, Sal-
aries and Pensions”, be and the same is hereby repealed
and re-enacted, with amendments, se a8 AND THAT A
NEW SUB-SECTION BE AND THE SAME IS HERE-
BY ADDED TO SECTION 230 OF ARTICLE 81 OF
THE ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND (1947
SUPPLEMENT), TITLE “REVENUE AND TAXES”,
SUB-TITLE “INCOME TAX”, SAID NEW SUB-SEC-
TION TO BE KNOWN AS SUB-SECTION (D-1) AND
TO FOLLOW IMMEDIATELY AFTER SUB-SECTION
(D) OF SAID SECTION 230, ALL to read as follows:

93. No teachers or principals regularly employed in
public schools in the counties and in Baltimore City of the
State of Maryland shall receive salaries less than the
amounts provided for in the following schedules for vary-
ing amounts of training and successful experience; pro-
vided that teachers and principals having [twelve] fifteen
years’ or less experience prior to September 1, [1947]
1951 shall receive the salary in the new schedule corre-
sponding with their years of experience, and teachers and

EXPLANATION : Italics indicate new matter added to existing law.

[Brackets] indicate matter stricken from existing law.
CAPITALS indicate amendments to bill.
Strike eut indicates matter stricken out of bill.
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eighth year of service; [$3,000] $3;60¢ $3,300 per school
year for the ninth year of service; [$3,100] #2608 $3,400
per school year for the tenth year of service; [$3,200]
$3:700 $3,500 per school year for the eleventh year of
service; [$3,300] #8368 $3,600 per school year for the
twelfth year of service; [$3,400] #8868 $3,700 per school
year for the thirteenth year of service; [$3,500] $4;000
$3,800 per school year for the fourteenth year of service;
[$3,600] #4206 $3,900 per school year for the fifteenth
year of service; [$3,700] $+426¢ $4,000 per school year for
the sixteenth year of service; [$3,800] $4;%06 $4,100 per
school year for the seventeenth year and each succeeding
year of service thereafter.

(3) Any such teacher having charge of a two-teacher
school, shall receive $200 per school year more than the
appropriate foregoing schedule requires. A principal of a
school, holding a regular principal’s certificate, shall receive
the following amount in excess of the appropriate schedule
required for teachers as provided in- Sub-section (1) or
Sub-section (2) of Section 93 for schools with the follow-
ing number of assistant teachers:

Two to five assistants........cccoeveerereenreneirveresneennns $300
Six to nine assiStants.......ccccovrrvievreereeereerenssinennn. 400
Ten or more assiStants....ccccccvrvvrvneeireereersersssrsnene 600

(4) The principal of a school, holding a regular prin-
cipal’s certificate, who has completed at least one year of
required work beyond the bachelor’s degree: shall receive
the following amounts in excess of the schedule provided
for teachers with degrees in Sub-section (2) for schools
with the following number of assistant teachers:

One assistant .....cococvvveveiiierereneicrerereeereereereesersseseene
Two to five assiStants.......cccccrerrrivrrerreeeeeerrereersnnne
Six to nine assistantsS.........ccoceererererererererererereeenen
Ten to fourteen assistants.........cccceeevevverevevenenenene
Fifteen to nineteen assistants..................

Twenty to twenty-nine assistants
Thirty or more assistants.......ccccoceeeevererieecrcenennnns

(5) The salary of a teacher holding a regular second
grade certificate shall be [$1,300] #4864 $1,600; and the
salary of a teacher holding a regular third grade certificate
shall be [$1,100] #4606 $1,400.

(6) The salary of a teacher or principal holding a pro-
visional certificate shall be $200 less per school year than
that required for a teacher or principal holding a regular
certificate for the same grade.
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SAMPLE: EQUALIZATION CALCULATION

MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DivisioN OF FINANCE AND RESEARCH

Bupeer DATA FOR 1953-54 .o ) Present Salary Scale

County — Frederick
Date — 8/19/52
I. Bquallzation 1953-54

A. Minimum program
1. Minimum salarles 1952-53 $1,227,284.13
2. Salary increases allowed 209.34 x $100 20,934.00
3. Salarles-additional teachers allowed
23.4 x $2300 53,820.00

. Total (1 plus 2 plus 3) $1,302,038.13
divided by .8

. ‘Transportation
. Total cost of minimum program (4 plus 5) $1,872,547.66
B. nds available for minimum program
. Federal vocational aid (day school) 1,105.00
. Aid per allowed classrooms 416 x $400 166,400.00
. Aid per pupll 11,468 x $20 229,360.00
. Assessed valuatlon $115,855,502 =x
$.0085 753,060.76
11, Total funds avalable for minimum program $1,149,925.76

"C. Amount estlmated for Equalization 1953-54 (6—11).... $ 722,621.90

SAMPLE: EQUALIZATION CALCULATION

MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Di1visioN oF FINANCE AND RESEARCH

Bupaer DATA FOR 1953-54 Present Salary Scale

County — Calvert
Date — 8/19/62
I. BEquallzation 1953-54

A, Minimum program
1. Minimum salaries 1952-53
2. 'Salary increases allowed 68 x $100
3. Salaries — addltional teachers allowed .
5 x $2,300 11,500.00
. Total 1-42-43) $340101.75 = 8.......... 425,127.19
. Transportation
. Total cost of minlmum program (4--5) $551,527.19

B. nds available for mlnimum program
. Federal vocational aid (day school)
. Aid per allowed classrooms 113 x $400..
. Ald per pupll 3,159 x $20
. -Assessed valuatlon $15,369,351 x $.0065..
. Total funds avallable for minimum program $208,686.78

C. Amount estimated for Bqualization 195354 (6—11) $342,840.41
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Introduced by Senators Della, Crothers and Malkus.

1
2
3
4
b
6
7
1
2
3
4
b
6
7
8
9

SENATE BILL 48 YLD

CHAPTER No

AN ACT to repeal and re-enact, with amendments, Section
102 of Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland
(1951 Edition—being Section 93 in the 1947 Supple-
ment), title “Public Education,” sub-title ‘“Chapter 8.
Teachers’ Certificates, Salaries, and Pensions,” increas-
ing by $400: $300. annually the ANNUAL minimum
salaries payable to certain public school teachers IN THE
COUNTIES AND BALTIMORE CITY. in this State:
AND PROVIDING FURTHER FOR $150 ANNUAL
INCREMENTS IN THE MINIMUM SALARY SCHED-
ULE ESTABLISHED BY THIS ACT.

SECTION 1. Be it enacted by the General Assembly of
Maryland, That Section 102 of Article 77 of the Annotated
Code of Maryland (1951 Edition—being Section 93 in the
1947 Supplement), title ‘“Public Education,” sub-title
“Chapter 8. Teachers’ Certificates, Salaries and Pen-
sions,” be and it is hereby repealed and re-enacted, with
amendments, to read as follows:

102. (a) No teachers or principals regularly employed
in public schools in the counties and in Baltimore City
E‘)f the State of Maryland] shall receive salaries less than

e amounts provided for in the following schedules for
varying amounts of training and successful experience;
PROVIDED THAT EACH TEACHER OR PRINCIPAL
REGULARLY EMPLOYED IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN
THE COUNTIES AND IN BALTIMORE CITY DURING
THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1953, SHALL RECEIVE
AN INCREMENT OF $150 DURING THE FOLLOWING
YEAR; EACH SUBSEQUENT YEAR THEREAFTER
HE SHALL RECEIVE ONE INCREMENT OF $150
UNTIL THE MAXIMUM SALARY PERMITTED BY
THE SALARY SCHEDULE IS REACHED; PROVIDED
THAT THE LAST INCREMENT SHALL NOT EXCEED
THE MAXIMUM SALARY PERMITTED BY THE

EXPLANATION : Italics indicate new matter added to existing law.

[Brackets] indicate matter stricken from existing law.
CAPITALS indicate amendments to bill.
Strike eut indicates matter stricken out of bill.
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Siwteonth

Seveniteonth end after

FIRST $2,300.00
SECOND 2450.00
THIRD 2600.00
FOURTH 2750.00
FIFTH 2900.00
SIXTH 3050.00
SEVENTH 3200.00
EIGHTH 3350,00
NINTH 3500.00
TENTH ' 3650.00
ELEVENTH 3800.00
TWELFTH 3950.00
THIRTEENTH AND AFTER 4100.00

[(2)] (¢) No teacher, with degree, holding a regular
Bachelor of Science, Academic, Special, Vocational, or
higher certificate, shall receive a salary less than the
amount provided for in the following schedule for varying
amounts of successful experience; no teacher, with degree,
holding a regular certificate shall receive a salary less
than [$2,200 per school year during the first year of
service; $2,300 per school year for the second year of
service; $2,400 per school year for the third year of
service; $2,500 per school year for the fourth year of
service ; $2,600 per school year for the fifth year of service;
$2,700 per school year for the sixth year of service; $2,800
per school year for the seventh year of service; $2,900 per
school year for the eighth year of service; $3,000 per
school year for the ninth year of service; $3,100 per school
year for the tenth year of service; $3,200 per school year
for the eleventh year of service; $3,300 per school year for
the twelfth year of service; $3,400 per school year for the
thirteenth year of service; $3,500 per school year for the
fourteenth year of service; $3,600 per school year for the
fifteenth year of service; $3,700 per school year for the
sixteenth year of service; $3,800 per school year for the
seventeenth year and each succeeding year of service there-
after.J the amount specified in the following table, for the
school year applicable to him or her:
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for teachers with degrees in Sub-section [(2)] (¢) for
schools Wi_th the following number of assistant teachers:

One assistant $ 400
Two to five assistants 500
Six to nine assistants 700
Ten to fourteen assistants 900
Fifteen to nineteen assistants 1000
. Twenty to twenty-nine assistants 1100
Thirty or more assistants 1200

[£(5)7 (f) The salary of a teacher holding a regular
second grade certificate shall be $35600; [$1,300] $1700
and the salary of a teacher holding a regular third grade
certificate shall be $1;400. [$1,100] $1500.

[(6)] (g) The salary of a teacher or principal holding
a provisional certificate shall be $200 less per school year
than that required for teacher or principal holding a
regular certificate for the same grade. '

£(7)] (k) The County Board of Education of any
county and the Board of School Commissioners of Balli-
more City may, in its discretion, pay to teachers and prin-
cipals annual salaries in excess of the salaries provided for
in this section.

5(8)] (i) The County Commissioners of each county
and the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore shall levy
sufficient funds WHICH WHEN ADDED TO THE STATE
AID TO WHICH THEY ARE ENTITLED SHALL BE
ADEQUATE to meet the schedule of salaries herein
established.

SEC.1A. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, THAT
THE MINIMUM SALARY SCALE HEREIN PROVIDED
SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE FOR THE SCHOOL
YEAR BEGINNING AFTER JULY 1, 1958.

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That this Act shall
take effect June 1, 1952.
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By the SENATE, February 22, 1952.

Reported favorably, with amendments, by the Committee on
Finance, and laid over under the Rule.

By order, C. ANDREW SHAAB, Secretary.
By the SENATE, February 25, 1952.

Reported favorably by the Committee on Finance, with proposed
amendments, amendments adopted, read second time
and ordered printed for third reading.

By order, C. ANDREW SHAAB, Secretary.

A BILL ENTITLED

AN ACT to repeal and re-enact, with amendments, Sec-
tion 102 of Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Mary-
land (1951 Edition—being Section 93 in the 1947 Supple-
ment, and having been amended by Heuse Bill 610 of

l&)él—;wh&ehw&s over the Governorls xeto to
beeome Chapter ............ of the Aects of 1952); title “Publie
Edueation=; sub-title “Chapter 8: Teachors’ Certificates;

eame Ghapter ............ ef@heAetsef-L%Q—)-;t*ﬂe—Revenue
and%eslsab-t*ﬂeﬁlneemeillaxﬁ-%l&t'mgteéhedw-

position of the funds eollected from the additionsl in-
eome tax on eoxperations: TITLE “PUBLIC. EDUCA-
TION”’, SUB-TITLE “CHAPTER 8. TEACHERS’ CER-
TIFICATES, SALARIES AND PENSIONS”, PROVID-
ING FOR THE AMOUNT OF THE ANNUAL INCRE-
MENTS IN THE SALARIES OF CERTAIN PUBLIC
SCHOOL TEACHERS.

1 SECTION 1. Be it enacted by the General Assembly of
2 Maryland, That Section 102 of Article 77 of the Annotated

EXPLANATION : Italics indicate new matter added to existing law.
[Brackets] indicate matter stricken from existing law.
CAPITALS indicate amendments to bill.

Strike eut indicates matter stricken out of bill.
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115 .

lent experience and grade of certificate who 18 already in
the Maryland Public School System; but no teacher or
principal whose certificate is rated by the county superin-
tendent as second class, as provided in Section 86 100 of
Article 77, shall receive any salary increment based on
experience

[(1)]J (b) No teacher, without a degree, holdmg a regu-
lar first grade or higher certificate shall receive a salary of
less than [$2;300 pessehoelsehoel year during the first year of

- year year
thereafter.] [$2,000 PER SCHOOL YEAR DURING THE
FIRST YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,100 PER SCHOOL YEAR
FOR THE SECOND YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,200 PER
SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE THIRD YEAR OF SERVICE;
$2,300 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE FOURTH YEAR
" OF SERVICE; $2,400 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
FIFTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,5600 PER SCHOOL
YEAR FOR THE SIXTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,600
PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE SEVENTH YEAR OF
SERVICE; $2,700 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
EIGHTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,800 PER SCHOOL
"YEAR FOR THE NINTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,900
PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE TENTH YEAR OF
SERVICE; $3,000 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
ELEVENTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,100 PER SCHOOL
YEAR FOR THE TWELFTH YEAR OF SERVICE;
$3,200 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE THIRTEENTH
YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,300 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR
THE FOURTEENTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,400 PER
SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE FIFTEENTH YEAR OF
SERVICE; $3,600 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE SIX-
TEENTH YEAR AND EACH SUCCEEDING YEAR OF
SERVICE THEREAFTER.] the amount specified in the
folowing table, for the school year applicable to him or her:
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ICE; $2,300 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE SECOND
YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,400 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR
THE THIRD YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,600 PER SCHOOL
YEAR FOR THE FOURTH YEAR OF SERVICE;
$2,600 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE FIFTH YEAR
OF SERVICE; $2,700 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
SIXTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,800 PER SCHOOL
YEAR FOR THE SEVENTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $2,900
PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE EIGHTH YEAR OF
SERVICE; $3,000 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
NINTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,100 PER SCHOOL
YEAR FOR THE TENTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,200
PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE ELEVENTH YEAR OF
SERVICE; $3,300 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
TWELFTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,400 PER SCHOOL
YEAR FOR THE THIRTEENTH YEAR OF SERVICE;
$3,500 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE FOURTEENTH
YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,600 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR
THE FIFTEENTH YEAR OF SERVICE; $3,700 PER
SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE SIXTEENTH YEAR OF
SERVICE; $3,800 PER SCHOOL YEAR FOR THE
SEVENTEENTH YEAR AND EACH SUCCEEDING
YEAR OF SERVICE THEREAFTER.] the amount speci-
fied in the following table, for the school year applicable
to him or her:

Year of Teaching Minimu'rri Salary
Hiret $2;600:00

Lighth

Nonth and aftor
FIRST
SECOND
THIRD
FOURTH
FIFTH

SIXTH
SEVENTH
EIGHTH
NINTH
TENTH
ELEVENTH
TWELFTH
THIRTEENTH
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addition o the tax impoesed by sub-seetion {d) of this see-
$ion; & tax on the net income of every eorperation {(domes-
tie or foreisn); at the rate of 1% of such pertion thereef
as is allocable to the State under the provisions of Seetion
bo used to the extent nceessary to pay the salaries pro-
as amended by this aet] and to the extent not so neees-
subsequently reappropristed: ‘

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That this Act shall
take effect June 1, 1952.
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ESTIMATED COST OF STATE TEACHERS' SALARY SCHEDULE
RECOMMENDED FOR 1954-55*

Additional For Additional
Teachers’ For
Total Salaries Basic Aid

State of Maryland $1,992,965 $1,139,085 $853,900
Baltimore City 378,480 — 378,480

Total Counties 1,614,485 1,139,065 475,420
Allegany ......... TEETER . 150,740 125,300 25,440
Anne Arundel . 174,800 139,200 35,600
Baltimore 175,240 9,800 165,440
Calvert 33,080 28,300 4,760
Caroline . 30,400 23,600 6,800
Carroll 69,700 55,500 14,200
45,140 - 39,600 5,540
79,580 69,300 10,280
59,240 50,800 8,440
Fre(_ierick 82,820 65,100 17,720
Garrett ........ NN 66,780 59,300 7,480
Harford 39,860 22,900 16,960 .
54,930 45450 9,480
25,360 20,400 4,960
Montgomery - 78,475 10,715 87,760
‘Prince George’s .......... 76,020 69,100 -6,920
37,860 32,100 5,760
58,600 52,800 5,800
56,420 49,900 8,520
Talbot ........ certenensn .o 44,680 ) 38,400 6,280
‘Washington 75,160 50,600 24,560
Wicomico 35,300 . 24,100 11,200
Worcester . 64,320 56,800 7,520

* Figures compiled by the Maryland State Department of Education.
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