


PREFACE

For the past 13 years the Office of Research and Information (ORI) of the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) has
published the annual report by Dr. M. M. Chambers on state tax appropriations for
operating expenses of higher education. The worth of this document as a measure of
what is the most significant area of support for public colleges and universities is
immense. The timeliness of the Chambers® data gives it an advantage over other reports
on-state appropriations for higher education issued by various agencies a year or two
after the year for which the appropriations were made.

Inconsistencies in data presentation, attributable to the variety of ways in
which states make appropriations, at times make comparability of Chambers® figures
impossible. With full awareness of problems that statistics presented in this somewhat
rough form may produce, ORI remains committed to the validity of a report which sets
out financial data for the current year. The rapidly changing financial status of
state colleges and universities within the past few years has borne out the necessity
for current rather than historical information.

It is essential, however, to point out facts about state appropriations that
even the most thorough examination of the statistical data will not always reveal.
Among these are:

1. Dramatic increases in total sums appropriated do not necessarily mean that
existing institutions are receiving correspondingly high boosts in appropriations. In
fact, this has seldom been the case in recent years. The increasing complexity of
higher education within the past decade has demanded that state resources be provided
for an ever growing number of new programs and/or institutions. At times this has been
done at the expense of existing colleges and universities.

The best illustration of what has happened is provided by a simple analysis of
statistics reported by Dr. Chambers for the 1972-73 fiscal year. Total state
appropriations rose to a record $8,528,509,000 for the year, increasing 22 3/4 percent
over the 1970-71 total appropriations of $6,974,320,000.

However, a look at appropriations to 98 single and multi-campus state
universities for the 1972-73 year revealed a much less optimistic picture. Eleven of
the universities actually experienced decreases in the amount of the state
appropriation they received compared to two years ago and 46 additional universities
received increases of less than ten percent, the amount calculated by ORI as necessary
for an institution simply to maintain the status quo.

The appropriations picture for the current year is more serious than in 1971-72
when 54 of 97 institutions had increases of less than ten percent in state
appropriations, including five institutions with reported decreases.

2. State appropriations represent approximately 50 percent of the revenue for
state universities. A survey regarding operating revenue conducted by ORI during the
1970-71 academic year revealed that 50.4 percent of the total revenue for state and
land-grant universities came from state appropriations. Other sources of revenue and
the percentage of total support provided by each were: Federal appropriations (13.7
percent); Earnings (13.3 percent); Student fees (13.1 percent); Private gifts (5.3
percent) and miscellaneous sources (4.2 percent).



The importance of state appropriations to public universities therefore remains
substantial. An inadequate appropriation can necessitate drastic economy measures
including cutbacks in faculty and staff coupled with hiring freezes, elimination of
new programs, deferment of needed maintenance and cutbacks in extension and research
activities. It quite often means that faculty and staff members do not receive needed
and deserved pay increases.

Such economy measures have been taken by virtually all state and land-grant
colleges and universities. Although budget tightening and economizing where feasible
are commendable steps, cutbacks of the type mentioned here cannot go on indefinitely
without causing irreparable damage to the quality of an institution.

3. The low tuition principle hinges upon strong financial support at the state
level. If states, through tax funds, do not provide public institutions with an
adequate measure of support it is generally the student who must bear the resultant
financial burden.

Information provided by 92 institutions participating in the 1972-73 NASULGC
survey of student charges showed that the median percentage of state and land-grant
university operating budgets received from student fees now stands at 19.5 percent.
This is better than a six percent increase over the 13.1 percent figure reported by
institutions in 1970-71.

Increasing dependence on student fees for operating revenue runs counter to the
guiding precept upon which public higher education was founded in this country. Stated
in its simplest form, the philosophy embodied in the Northwest Ordinance, the
Ordinance of 1787 and the Morrill Act of 1862, the three pieces of legislation which
established a public system of higher education in this country, was that society as
well as the individual benefits from higher education and therefore should be expected
to bear the costs. With tax support to cover the bulk of the costs, higher education
would be accessible to the poor as well as the rich.

The low-tuition principle was thus established and is zealously guarded by
those institutions that were subsequently established to serve the public. However, a
growing number of advocates suggest that the student should be required to pay the
full costs of his education because he is the chief beneficiary. Thus, tuition
increases seem to them a perfectly reasonable way out of the financial bind in which
many institutions are caught.

In a time when such debate abounds, there is a need for more actions of the
type taken in fall, 1972 by the University of New Hampshire. Tuition charges at that
institution have been traditionally among the highest for any public university in the
country. This was a problem of great concern to Dr. Thomas Bonner, the new president
of the institution. Lowering tuition charges became one of the key points in his
program for the institution. He stumped the state stating that If the university was
to be able to provide greater service to the state, something must be done about the
high tuition rate. He noted that an unknown number of New Hampshire young people were
not able to take advantage of higher education because of the costs involved. He
provided statistics showing that the university was experiencing a decline in
applications despite the fact that the number of high school graduates in the state
was increasing.

Dr. Bonner®s message was quickly grasped by citizens, the governor and the
state legislature. As a result, the university received a special supplementary
appropriation from the legislature that enabled them to put a five percent tuition
decrease into.effect in fall, 1972. There is already indication that there is
legislative support for an additional reduction in fall, 1973.

It is legislative support such as was demonstrated in this one state that will
be required throughout the nation if the low-tuition principle, which opens the doors
to higher education to all who wish to participate, is to survive.
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INTRODUCTION

There are ways to convey well-grounded ideas about progress in state tax
support of higher education without swamping every reader or listener in dense clouds
of statistics.

The basic data, carefully collected and verified with the generous aid of
knowledgeable key persons in each of the fifty states, are here for inspection. The
data are the indispensable first essential for the closely limited purpose of this
effort.

This document will stand for years, we expect, within reach of executive
officers, legislators and administrators at various levels, as well as many students
and other citizens. It will be a ready-reference source for all who wish to see at a
glance how any or all of some 500 universities and colleges fared as to support from
50 state legislatures, 48 of which were in session at some time during calendar year
1972.

Anyone who wishes, however, can make much more of this than merely. an
"almanac" to which he may turn at will for bits of information. A great deal of
analysis and interpretation of these data can be made--not solely of these data alone,
but in combination with many other factors, some quantifiable and some not.

MEASURING STATE APPROPRIATIONS

Reducible to exact figures are such matters as the growth-rates of population
in each state over recent years, the appropriations of state tax funds for operating
expenses of higher education per citizen, the gross and per "capita average annual
personal income in each state, the total of state and local tax collections in each
state for any recent year reduced to per capita terms, the state and local tax total
per $1,000 of personal income, the ratios between per capita incomes and per citizen
appropriations of state tax funds for operating expenses of higher education in each
state and nationwide and scores of other quantitative relationships.

All such interpretations, as every good statistician knows, are subject to
limitations peculiar to each one. Above all, such computations may fail to produce a
reliable picture unless they are projected against a carefully studied backdrop of
non-quantifiable factors: the history and traditions of the state and the institution;
the historic and current propensity of its people to understand, appreciate and
encourage education beyond the high school; the degree to which discriminations on the
ground of race, religion or sex are present, though unconstitutional; the present
status of the determination that no able person shall be denied opportunity for
education up to the limit of his ambition and capacity on account of economic
underprivilege and many other such influences.

TIMELINESS OF DATA

With knowledge, then, of the shortcomings of statistics, please accept my
invitation to make what you will, and what you can, of these figures, which represent
only Ffirst steps in what could and ought to be a complex and continuing study. It
would be comparatively easy for me to supply you with analyses that would double or
triple the size of this document, but 1 refrain for two reasons: (1) a principal aim
of this entire enterprise, and a major reason for its beginning fourteen years ago, is
to circulate the data promptly; there are other outlets for some of my detailed
interpretations after sufficient time hap elapsed for the necessary analytic studies;
and (2) it is undoubtedly better that many of the uses of these data should be made by
you who have more direct familiarity with your own states and institutions.



I am ever mindful of my debt of gratitude to the key persons in each and every
state whose collaboration make this enterprise possible. 1 am also thankful to
I11inois State University for its hospitality to this project and to me and to the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities and the American College Public
Relations Association. Each of these organizations has a part in the reproduction and
distribution of the data which culminate annually in this report.

Its circulation brings me many inquiries by mail and telephone, from all parts
of the nation. For some of these | can give a quick answer; for others, not; but it is
always a pleasure to be in communication with responsible and interested persons in
different states. It is a fascinating-task to funnel current information into the
small monthly reports called GRAPEVINE and into other timely outlets such as this
present annual summary.

For comparable data in greater historical depth, there are now available at $10
each from the Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc., of Danville, 1llinois 61832,
three larger publications: (1) A Record of Progress: State Tax Support of Higher
Education, 1969-70 Through 1971-72, a large format (14" x 17") offset-printed
document; (2) the earlier edition of the same title, covering the ten years 1959-60
through 1968-69 and (3) the 452-page hardback book published in 1970, entitled Higher
Education in the Fifty States.

Let me conclude with a word of confidence in the students, faculty members and
administrators; and especially in the citizens and legislators in every state, who
have consistently encouraged public higher education for a hundred years, and in
general are continuing to do so.

I11inois State University M. M. Chambers

Normal, Illinois 61761 Visiting Professor of Educational
Administration and

October 1972 Consultant on Higher Education
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WHAT THE FIGURE"S ARE INTENDED TO MEAN

The data for this report are supplied by key persons in each state who
report them to the small monthly mimeographed newsletter GRAPEVINE. Their cooperation
is indispensable. The ground-rules used to achieve an approach to uniformity of
reporting are enumerated below. Diversities of practice among the
Tfifty states make it impossible to eliminate all inconsistencies and accomplish
absolute comparability among states and among institutions. We emphasize that
comparisons are of limited usefulness, but have value if correctly interpreted.

(1) We exclude appropriations for capital outlay.

(2) We exclude any sums appropriated which clearly originated from sources
other than state taxes, such as student fees or other institutional receipts. (Some
states capture these non-tax funds for the state treasury, and appropriate them to the
institutions as a part of the total appropriations for operating expenses; but many
states do not. Hence, it is necessary to peel off the non-tax institutional receipts
in order to report appropriations of state tax funds.)

(3) We include any sums appropriated for the annual operating expenses of the
institutions of higher education, even if appropriated to some other agency of the
state for ultimate allocation and payment to the institutions. (Some states
appropriate either occasionally or habitually, sums for such items as faculty fringe
benefits under conditions such that only the total made available at the time can be
known, and the actual allocations to several institutions cannot be known until after
the end of the fiscal period. GRAPEVINE wants to report the total made available at
the time of appropriation, and generally does not wait for subsequent institutional
allocations unless they are obtainable without delay.)

(4) We include any pre-allocated state taxes whose proceeds are dedicated to
any institution of higher education, bypassing the process of periodic appropriation
by the legislature.

(5) We would like to include, whenever practicable, separate appropriations for
medical centers (including schools of medicine, dentistry, nursing, teaching hospitals
and other appropriate appurtenances of a medical education complex); separate
appropriations for agricultural experiment stations and cooperative agricultural
extension services; and separate appropriations for branch institutions, regional
campuses and any other off-campus outposts of universities or land-grant institutions.
We cannot request this except in instances where it is easily practicable and would
not involve delay in reporting.

(6) We include sums derived from state tax funds and appropriated for state
scholarships. This is regardless of whether such scholarships are tenable in public or
private institutions, or tenable within or without the state.

(7) We include sums appropriated to statewide governing or coordinating boards
regardless of whether for the expenses of the board or for ultimate allocation to the
institutions.

(8) We emphasize that the data in this report is in preliminary form and
subject to verification and change. In several of the state tabulations the items may
not add up to the indicated total. Minor discrepancies may be attributed to rounding.
Where the discrepancies are substantial, the investigator, while reasonably confident
of the total, may have encountered difficulty in obtaining from his sources consistent
reports of such items as state scholarship programs, expenses of central governing
boards and supplementary budget increases or decreases. To check and verify every item
would be a costly and time-consuming project which would delay the publication of this
report beyond the time when it is most useful.
















































































