


PREFACE 

The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges is proud to publish this 
20th annual report on Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education 
by Dr. M. M. Chambers. 

The "Chambers Reports," as they have come to be known, provide a most timely summary of state 
efforts to support higher education.  Through 20 years they have documented a growth in vital tax 
assistance for universities and colleges and the current report shows the investment by the 50 states 
in these institutions stands at $17 billion.  Dr. Chambers notes that this support adds up to a 
weighted average gain in all the states of 22 percent over the preceding two fiscal years. 

At the same time, the report shows that in some areas of the country this support— impressive 
as it is—does not match the needs of the times.  In the northeast, for example, three of the nation's 
most heavily populated states reported two-year gains of less than 16 percent, according to Dr. 
Chambers.  This placed them in the lowest quarter among the 50 states. New York reported a 14 percent 
gain, Massachusetts a 13 percent increase and Pennsylvania six percent. 

On the brighter side, eight states south of the Ohio River and east of Texas showed hefty 
increases.  Mississippi had a gain of 42 percent, Alabama, 39 percent, Tennessee, 33 percent, 
Kentucky, 33 percent, Georgia, 31 percent, Louisiana, 30 percent, North Carolina, 28 percent 
and South Carolina, 26 percent. 

In California, where voters last June 6 approved a reduction of property taxes, the only segment 
of higher education heavily affected directly. Dr. Chambers reports, was that made up of more than 
100 community colleges.  The state provided $260 million to these institutions from a $6 billion 
surplus. 

In addition, these colleges received more than $535 million in regular apportionment of state 
tax funds, ironically, this increased the total of state support by close to 50 percent over what 
it had been two years earlier despite the "Proposition 13" initiative.  It also explains California's 
gain of 27 percent over the same period. Dr. Chambers points out. 

It is clear that without the great support provided by the 50 states most students now pursuing 
degrees would never have had an opportunity for a college education.  But the financial pressures 
which beset state legislatures often impair the abilities of the states to fund higher education 
at adequate levels.  The result is that the student must bear an increasing share of the cost of 
his education.  This trend is abundantly reflected in steadily rising tuitions with student 
contributions now accounting for more than 16 percent of the funds available for educational and 
general expenditures for all public universities. 

In many states the appropriations increase for 1978-79 for all of higher education once again 
was greater than the increase for the state or land-grant university.  The figures reflect the demand 
for state tax funds from other segments of higher education including community and junior colleges, 
private higher education and newly established institutions. 

Against these pressures, the need among colleges and universities which depend on public 
assistance for survival continues to be great and the continuing support by the 50 states is critical. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A matter-of-fact traverse of the 50-state scene in 1978, as compared with 1977 and recent 
earlier years, reveals a few changes which could be incipient trends.  The range of two-year 
gains as reported in 1977 was from one percent to 36 percent.  As presented herein for 1978 it 
is from 6 to 42—a slightly wider range, a little higher on the scale. 

For fiscal 1978-79 the median of two-year gains is 21 percent; the 50-state average is 22 
percent—the difference between the nationwide "bottom line" of slightly under $17 billion for fiscal 
1978-79 and the comparable figure two years earlier, when it was a little less than $14 billion.  
The rate of gain continues to exceed the rate of general inflation over the identical periods.  Hence 
it represents, nationwide, moderate real gains. 

How the Map Looks; the Slowest Gainers 
Are Along the North Atlantic Coast 

There were some changes in the regional distribution since 1977.  The Northeast continued to 
be a "disaster area" (though that cliché is a bit too harsh), as was the case in 1977 and prior recent 
years.  In 1978 in that area three of the nation's ten most populous states had two-year gains of 
less than 16 percent, placing them in the lowest quartile among 50 states:  New York, 14 percent, 
Pennsylvania, 6 and Massachusetts, 13. 

Contiguous with that bloc were Maryland, 14 and Delaware, 13.  Maine reported 15 percent. These 
six states make the northeast corner of the map predominantly shaded.  The bright part about this 
picture is that from 1977 to 1978 the gains over the immediately preceding two years in five northeast 
states turned upward:  in New York, 3 percent to 14; New Jersey, from 27 to 35; Vermont, from 14 
to 31; Maine, from 1 to 15; and Connecticut from 20 to 22. 

Among all 12 states in the lowest quartile in 1978 (two-year gains of not more than 16 percent), 
the remaining six are all west of the Mississippi River, including Hawaii and Alaska.  The only heavily 
populous one among them, and the only Southern state, is Texas. During the middle 1970's Texas made 
a phenomenal expansion of the public higher educational enterprise.  In 1976 the two-year gain was 
a remarkable 72 percent.  A short breathing spell may be the best explanation of its drop in 1977 
to 27 percent, and in 1978 to 13 percent. 

Observe that Texas has forged ahead of Pennsylvania to become the third state in total 
population; and in 1978 Texas became the third state (after California and New York) to exceed 
$1 billion in appropriations of state tax funds for annual operating expenses of higher education. 

The Fastest Gainers; One-third of the States 

Seventeen states in 1978 had two-year gains of from 25 percent to 42 percent, inclusive. Eight 
of them are in a solid bloc south of the Ohio River and east of Texas:  Mississippi, 42 percent; 
Alabama, 39; Tennessee, 33; Kentucky, 33; Georgia, 31; Louisiana, 30; North Carolina, 28; and South 
Carolina, 26. 

The other nine, scattered across the country but mainly in the southern half:  New Mexico, 
36; New Jersey, 35; Vermont, 31; Oklahoma, 29; Wyoming, 29; Kansas, 28; Utah, 28; California, 
27; and North Dakota, 25. 

California needs a special note because of the adoption on June 6, 1978 of the initiative 
"Proposition 13" which mandated reduction of property taxes by more than half.  The governor and 
the legislature acted promptly to allocate the state surplus of some $6 billion to the local public 
services which would be decimated without it.  About $2.2 billion goes to California's system of 
K-12 public schools.  The only segment of public higher education heavily affected directly was 
the more than 100 community colleges.  For them, $260 million went, in 
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addition to their regular apportionment of state tax funds in the amount of more than $535 million, 
thus increasing their total of state support by some 50 percent over what it had been two years earlier, 
in 1976.  This explains in considerable part California's gain of 27 percent over the same two years, 
because the 1978 appropriations for the other two segments (the 9-campus University of California 
and the 19-campus state university and colleges) made only modest two-year gains of about 16 percent 
and about 9 percent respectively. 

The sudden and sharp upward shift in state support of community colleges was overdue and may 
again be accelerated in the future.  It must also be said, however, that some "budget control language" 
in the 1978 appropriation acts as well as in some earlier statutes still in effect makes it possible 
that expenditure under the acts may be somewhat reduced by executive fiat before fiscal year 1978-79 
ends. 

The Mid-Range of Two-Year Gains:  Twenty-One States 

Within the compact range of two-year gains of 17 to 24 percent inclusive, are 21 states, 
extending across the map from coast to coast, but mainly in its northern half.  Only Florida, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island and New Hampshire are apart from that contiguous stretch.  The bloc includes 
all five states of the Old Northwest Territory, plus West Virginia and Virginia; plus a great crescent 
extending from Arkansas to Minnesota to Washington to Arizona. 

Colorado and Oregon, in this middle group in 1977, dropped out to join the slower gainers in 
1978.  On the other hand, Connecticut, New Hampshire, Illinois and South Dakota climbed into this 
category from the lowest quartile, and Alabama jumped from there to the top quartile in 1978.  The 
progression of Illinois seems healthy:  two-year gains of 9 percent in 1976, 15 percent in 1977 and 
19 percent in 1978. 

The coming of Illinois into this middle category brings up to four the number of the nation's 
ten most populous states, the other three being Ohio, Michigan and Florida. 

Limitations of the Data and the Method 

Timeliness of circulation is the first priority of this enterprise.  Appearing early in the 
second quarter of the fiscal year to which it appertains, it reports only appropriations.  Please 
do not confuse it with an audited report of expenditures, after the fact. A few of the many factors 
limiting the comparability and other usefulness of the data from different states and institutions 
can be sensed by reading the page entitled "What the Figures are Intended to Mean" (page 6); and 
footnotes appended to the separate tabulations. 

Twenty Years of History 

This brief brochure summarizes what might be called (if we were addicted to five-syllable words) 
the twentieth annual segment of the GRAPVINE longitudinal study of state tax support of higher 
education in the United States.  We have no wish to be ceremonious, nor do we attempt any long-term 
history that would be better done in book-length than here. But, as always, there is a feeling of 
inadequacy to voice all that is owed by this enterprise to literally thousands of persons. 

These include hundreds of voluntary correspondents in fifty state capitals and many state 
universities; many hundreds of graduate students who have filled my classes in five state 
universities; colleagues in those universities who have been both tolerant and helpful in making 
a congenial academic workplace; to say nothing of the National Association of State Universities 
and Land-Grant Colleges, which reproduces this annual brochure and circulates it widely; and the 
weekly Chronicle of Higher Education, which publicizes much of the data nationwide each autumn. 
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Let me not forget the faithful services of a succession of persons who have collaborated 
in my office (usually part-time) over the years; especially the five-year veteran of GRAPEVINE, Gwen 
B. Pruyne of Illinois State University. 

M. M. Chambers 
Professor of Educational Administration 
And Consultant on Higher Education 

Illinois State University  
Normal, Illinois  61761 

ADDENDUM #1 

LATE REPORT FOR CALIFORNIA 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1978-79 

The data below should be inserted on page 9. 

State tax-fund appropriations for oper-
ating expenses of higher education in Cali-
fornia, fiscal year 1978-79, in thousands of 
dollars. 
  

Institutions        Sums Appropriated 
(1) 

U of California 
Los Angeles                         $174,828 
Berkeley  138,719 
Davis  111,286 
San Diego  67,802 
San Francisco  63,378 
Santa Barbara  50,494 
Irvine  51,425 
Riverside  38,644 
Santa Cruz  27,127 
University-Wide & Spec Prog_______43,970 

Subtotal, U of C - $767,673_______________ 
 

October, 1978

(2)
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WHAT THE FIGURES ARE INTENDED TO MEAN 

The data for this report are supplied by key persons in each state who report them to the monthly 
newsletter, GRAPEVINE.  The ground rules used to achieve an approach to uniformity of reporting are 
enumerated below.  Diversities of practice among the 50 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 and include only sums appropriated for operating 
expenses. 

(2) We exclude appropriations of sums derived from any source other than state tax funds.  Also 
excluded are all funds derived from federal sources, local sources or student fees. 

(3) We include sums destined for higher education but appropriated to some other state agency 
(examples:  funds intended for faculty fringe benefits may be appropriated to the state treasurer 
and disbursed by him; certain funds for medical and health education may be appropriated to the state 
department of health and disbursed from that department.  Sometimes these sums have to be approximated 
or estimated because the exact amounts disbursed cannot be known until after the end of the fiscal 
period). 

(4) We include sums appropriated to statewide coordinating boards or governing boards, either 
for broad expenses or for allocation by the board to other institutions or both. 

(5) We include sums appropriated for state scholarships or other student financial aids, except 
for capital outlays. 

(6) We include sums appropriated for state aid to local public community colleges (and for 
operation of state-supported community colleges) and for vocational-technical two-year colleges or 
institutes which are predominantly for high school graduates and adult students. 

(7) Appropriations directly to private institutions of higher education at any level are 
included. 




















































