


PREFACE 

State appropriations to higher education continue to be the single most important 
factor in the finance of the nation's public colleges and universities.  Without the 
contributions provided through taxes paid by citizens within the 50 states, it would 
have been impossible for the great complexity of large universities, four-year and 
two-year colleges which make up public higher education ever to have come into being. 

Since the chartering of the first state university in 1785, the states have been 
involved in providing higher education for their citizens.  The dimensions to which 
the involvement has grown are shown in this document. The service that Dr. M. M. Chambers 
has provided through the years in making available current information on 
appropriations of state tax funds for the operating expenses of higher education has 
been invaluable.  Without Dr. Chambers unfailing devotion to this undertaking over 
more than a decade, information on the amount of money being appropriated by the states 
for higher education would not be as complete or as up-to-date.  Since 1960 the National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) has published the 
annual summary of information from all 50 states, as first reported in Dr. Chambers' 
monthly newsletter, GRAPEVINE. 

Of special interest to the members of this association is information on the 
amount of appropriations being made to the major state universities. During recent 
years, appropriations to these institutions have not been keeping pace with the rate 
of increases being shown for all higher education within most states.  This has been 
attributable primarily to the growth of the higher education complex to include more 
institutions and a variety of new undertakings, especially in the areas of research 
and public service.  In many states, private institutions are also now receiving a share 
of the state tax dollar. Although attempts to expand the outreach of higher education 
are laudable, at times state universities have had cause to fear that this was being 
done at their expense. 

Once more in 1974-75 the majority of NASULGC universities did not receive 
increases in their state appropriations that were as large as the increases in total 
appropriations for higher education.  Sixty-one out of 96 NASULGC institutions for 
which appropriations were reported received appropriations which represented a 
smaller increase (Including 8 institutions with reported decreases) than the total state 
appropriation. 

KEEPING PACE WITH INFLATION 

Coupled with this concern has been the need to obtain a certain amount of new 
revenue each year just to maintain existing services.  As a result, the effort to see 
that state universities do not lose ground in providing the best possible higher 
education for the citizens of their states has at times seemed to be an almost 
impossible task. 

In 1971 the Office of Research and Information of NASULGC calculated that an 
institution needed an annual increase in its university budget and thus in its state 
appropriation of approximately ten percent just to keep up with inflation and 
increasing enrollments.  Although enrollment growth has slowed down considerably 
since that time, double digit inflation alone makes the ten percent annual increase 
just as necessary as ever. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



An analysis of appropriations for 1974-75 showed that 26 institutions had 
increases in their appropriations which were less than 20 percent over the 
two-year period since 1972-73 and eight institutions actually reported decreases 
compared with two years ago. 

Although there were fewer institutions with standstill appropriations than in 
either 1971-72 or 1972-73, many institutions still are faced with serious budget 
problems.  For universities which in past years have received increases which were 
less than the ten percent standstill amount, increases of more than ten percent for 
the current year will still not enable them to do much more than "catch up" to where 
they were in past years.  And, despite the fact that the number of universities with 
standstill appropriations was less than for the first two years for which ORI 
calculated appropriations changes, there were more institutions with standstill 
appropriations in 1974-75 than in 1973-74.  Last year 25 institutions showed standstill 
appropriations compared with two years before and four institutions had decreases. 

FIXED COSTS POSE PROBLEM 

As enrollment growth slows down, institutions face another problem related to 
state appropriations. Many institutions are funded on the basis of FTE enrollments.  
With fewer students, these universities receive proportionately less money, both from 
the state and from student fees.  But there are major commitments that are not reduced 
when enrollments decrease.  These include such things as library support, utilities, 
maintenance, janitor service, the operation of new specialized facilities and campus 
security costs. 

This, undoubtedly, is a problem that most state legislatures will have to address 
within the next few years.  Hopefully, new formulas, which will take into account many 
of the fixed expenses that are not reduced by enrollment drops or slowdowns, will be 
adopted in many states. 

GOOD NEWS FROM THE STATES 

There is some good news for the 1974-75 year.  Two points stand out in 
summarizing the encouraging aspects of the state appropriations picture as shown 
in this document: 

1.  Many institutions show increases which are far greater than the necessary 
standstill increase of twenty percent over the two-year period from 1972-73 to 1974-75.  
This means that many institutions can make a start toward catching up in the areas 
where they have fallen behind in recent years and can, in some cases, begin some new 
programs. 

A close look at the itemization of funds appropriated for some of the 
institutions with the largest reported increases shows that quite often the 
increase is accounted for by the inclusion of new types of appropriations. This 
evidence of growth sounds an encouraging note in the midst of gloomy forecasts 
that higher education is no longer expanding. 

Three institutions - University of Florida, Mississippi State University and 
the University of Tennessee - showed new appropriations to be used either for planning 
or opening new schools of veterinary medicine.  The University of Mississippi received 
an appropriation for start-up faculty for a new school of dentistry. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The appropriation for the University of California, which showed an increase of 
32.4 percent over two years ago, contained a number of new items, including $1 million 
for undergraduate teaching excellence, $1,425,000 for the health sciences and $500,000 
for deferred maintenance.  The University of Tennessee appropriation, which was 34.4 
percent more than in 1972-73, included new sums for urban and public affairs, continuing 
education and county technical assistance totaling $1,857,000. 

2.  Increases in state appropriations were a large factor in helping state and 
land-grant universities keep tuition close to the 1973-74 level.  It would appear that 
many of the state appropriations were made with the idea of giving the public colleges 
and universities enough revenue to forestall possible tuition increases. 

The median charge for tuition and required fees for state and land-grant 
universities in 1974-75 is $531 compared with a 1973-74 median of $517, according to 
information from 121 of 130 members participating in the NASULGC annual survey of 
student charges.  This represents an increase of only 2.6 percent, indicating that 
institutions for the most part were able to hold the line on tuition charges. 

The state of Ohio, which imposed a two-year freeze on tuition at all public 
institutions in the state in 1973, has been applauded for its efforts to keep student 
charges down. According to information from Ohio State University, the action has 
brought about a drop in the share of operating funds being provided by students at 
that institution.  In 1973-74 student fees accounted for 34 percent of the institution's 
total support compared with 35 percent in 1971-72.  More legislative actions of this 
type would be of invaluable aid to institutions as they attempt to keep tuition at 
the lowest possible level. 

Although inflationary pressures will probably continue in the months" ahead, 
the progress made in 1974-75 toward maintaining the historic commitment to low 
tuition as a means of making higher education accessible to the largest number 
of people should not be lost in 1975-76. 

Office of Research and Information National 
Association of State Universities 

and Land-Grant Colleges 
Washington, D.  C. 

October, 1974 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



INTRODUCTION 

Within the twelve months immediately preceding October, 1974, price inflation has 
grown at an erratic rate, already causing some substantial hardships for many millions 
of persons.  The lower the individual earnings or family income, the greater the 
hardships.  As fear and uncertainty grow, the recently installed President of the 
United States presides at a series of "domestic summit conferences", from which he 
hopes what he regards as "the best brains of the nation" will provide acceptable 
consensuses as to the most effective steps to be taken to reduce the rate of inflation 
and help to restore public confidence in the condition of the nation's economy. 

At such a juncture it is a pleasure to record that the fifty states, which continue 
collectively to be the largest single source of financial support of higher education, 
have provided for fiscal year 1974-75, in appropriations of state tax funds for 
operating expenses of all higher education, an aggregate of nearly $11 billion.  The 
present preliminary figure, necessarily subject to some subsequent minor 
rectification, is $10,963,180,000. 

In the middle of the time-span between 1960 and 1990 it is well and widely 
recognized that this is an era in which public higher education has become an 
enterprise of permanently increased scope and importance, from which the whole society 
and every individual within it (not merely students and alumni) reaps benefits as its 
infinitely varied and diverse programs and services are made accessible to larger 
numbers of persons.  Legislators and the public in general prize tax support of higher 
education as one of the best possible investments of public funds, assuredly 
productive in the short run and the long run. 

THE INCREASE IS PERMANENT AND REAL 

The volume of the nationwide enterprise of higher education has been permanently 
enlarged manyfold since the beginning of this century and will continue to grow until 
it approaches the broadly accepted ideal of universal higher education.  This is a 
quite different matter from a worrisome uncontrolled escalation of prices of everyday 
consumers' goods.  It points to a more enlightened and humane civilization.  Its 
ultimate influence on the national survival may turn out to be more important than 
the somewhat overblown complex of activities supported by the national defense budget, 
which currently claims some $85 billion a year; and such other undertakings as futile 
military adventures in distant lands and both economic and military aid to national 
allies where a tendency sometimes appears to use these resources against each other. 

This, together with long-term economic changes which have irrevocably placed the 
bulk of the taxing power in the federal government, is ample evidence that not only 
should the states continue to enlarge their traditional support of higher education, 
but also the federal government will inevitably come into the picture on a larger scale 
as a major partner in support but not control.  The proposal that the Congress should 
provide for annual unrestricted (non-categorical) grants direct to each reputable 
institution of higher education (private or public) to support a fraction of its 
regular annual operating expenses, has the support of many thoughtful and 
knowledgeable citizens, among whom are some members of each House.  It may be the wave 
of the future as a balancing of priorities in the developing federal system goes on.  
No more is said here on that subject, because this present discourse is limited to 
the role of the fifty states. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



RATE OF GAIN IN STATE SUPPORT SHOWS UPTURN 

The nearly $11 billion appropriated by the fifty states for operating expenses 
of higher education for fiscal year 1974-75 represents a gain of 29 percent over the 
comparable figure for fiscal year 1972-73, two years earlier. 

Comparable percentages for the immediately preceding three years were: 

These rates of gain are not phenomenal, but they exceed the rates of general inflation 
over the same periods and therefore include substantial real gains.  The upward trend would 
seem to portend a recovery from the temporary slowdown which was largely due to the resurgence 
of an ultra-conservative tone in the political climate beginning with the state and national 
elections of 1968.  It is also a pleasure to note that the barrage of reports from half a 
dozen state and national commissions which characterized the year 1973, in general urging 
drastic escalation of tuition fees in public colleges and universities, to be accompanied 
by vast bureaucratic provision for student loans and scholarships - meaning the abandonment 
of the ideal of low-fee public institutions accessible to all - has had little effect.  Although 
the shifting of federal support from institutions to individual students, including even 
students attending proprietary profit-seeking schools, was a favorite policy of the Nixon 
administration, and appears as a trace element in the Education Amendments of 1972, its 
prospects of expansion seem poor.  To be sure, the national government will finance student 
aids on an appropriate scale, but not on an exaggerated dimension, to the exclusion of 
institutional support. 

It is notable that the great twenty-campus City University of New York continues 
tuition-free for regular full-time undergraduate students and that the great California 
system of 100 public community colleges is tuition-free. Legislatures in Ohio and Vermont 
have halted the escalation of fees. 

The undeniable general tendency of the much-publicized commission and committee reports 
of 1973 would be to cut back enrollments and restrict educational opportunity, which would 
be a trend in precisely the wrong direction. They seem to have prompted no action of any 
significance in the Congress or in state legislatures - a matter of congratulation. 

Contrary to much rumor and hearsay, and to occasional sensational headlines, the 
over-all nationwide total of enrollments in formal education above the high school was about 
4 percent larger in the fall of 1973 than a year earlier.  Gains of about 5 percent were 
made in state institutions and in university graduate schools.  In two-year community 
colleges the gains were more than 9 percent.  There is no basis for the doleful 
prognostications that occur repeatedly in the current literature of higher education.  If 
any exhortation may properly accompany this report, it is to summon a restoration of 
reasonable confidence in the health and growth of the reputable universities, colleges and 
public community colleges.  The best and largest national system of higher education in the 
world is not systematized in a national sense, but it is prized by the American people, and 
they will continue to support it on an expanding scale.  The call is to restore speedily 
the confidence and morale of all who are connected with these institutions - students, 
teachers, parents, and many others. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Year 
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25 
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1974-75 

29 
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Year 
1971-72 

24 

Year 
1972-73 

23 



WHY IS THIS SUMMARY ISSUED EACH YEAR IN OCTOBER? 

The main purpose of this report is to make available timely data for circulation as 
promptly as possible.  No other agency within our knowledge provides data of this kind as 
early as the fourth month (October) of the fiscal year in which it is current.  For whatever 
this is worth, most of the credit rightly belongs to our anonymous but generous and cooperative 
correspondents in each of the fifty state capitals.  Also indispensable is the hospitality 
of the graduate department of educational administration at Illinois State University to the 
data-gathering process which goes on throughout the year, and is now nearing the end of its 
sixteenth consecutive year.  Added to that is the service of the National Association of 
State-Universities and Land-Grant Colleges in reproducing and widely circulating this 
fifty-state annual summary each autumn. 

Reports from such states as make them available earlier in each calendar year are 
circulated at approximately monthly intervals in the small offset-printed reports called 
GRAPEVINE.  These are distributed to approximately 1,000 key persons. Additional thousands 
are reproduced and circulated by the American College Public Relations Association (now 
merging with the American Alumni Council) and also by the American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities.  None of the material is copyrighted, and there is no restraint 
on reproducing the data for local use or publication if desired, other than the expectation 
of the usual courtesy of a suitable notation identifying the source. For a few years past 
the data have been published in the well-known weekly CHRONICLE OF HIGHER EDUCATION and on 
occasion some parts find their way into the dispatches of the national wire services. 

Other offshoots of this 16-year project include three volumes published by the 
Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc., of Danville, Illinois 61832, described as follows:  
Higher Education; Who Pays? Who Gains?  (1968); Higher Education in the Fifty States (1970); 
and Higher Education and State Governments (1974). 

A part of the background is some forty feet of shelf-space containing files of 
correspondence and documents sent to me from each of the fifty state capitals over the last 
sixteen years. 

Over the years this project has had the benefit of editorial and clerical services by 
a succession of persons who have collaborated in it for greater or lesser lengths of time.  
Currently for somewhat more than a year Ms. Gwen Pruyne has performed that work with competency 
and fidelity, for which I am grateful. 

M. M. Chambers 
Professor of Educational Administration 

and Consultant on Higher Education Illinois 
State University Normal, Illinois  61761 

October, 1974 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



WHAT THE FIGURES ARE INTENDED TO MEAN 

The information for this report is 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 uniformity of reporting are enumerated below.  
Diversities of practice among the fifty 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.) 

(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 can not 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.  
GRAPEVINE'S thrust is the prompt reporting of appropriations not later reporting of actual 
expenditures.) 

(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. 

(6) We include sums derived from state tax funds and appropriated for state scholar 
ships.  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. 

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. 

 
 
 
 



APPROPRIATIONS OF STATE TAX FUNDS FOR OPERATING EXPENSES OF HIGHER EDUCATION  
IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS, FOR FISCAL YEARS 1964-65, 1972-73 AND 1974-75,  

WITH PERCENTAGE GAINS OVER MOST RECENT TWO AND TEN YEARS. 
 

States Year Year Year   2-Yr Gain 10-Yr Gain States 
 1964-65 1972-73 1974-75 % %  
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Alabama $30,421 $113,457 $158,110 39 419 1/2 Alabama 
Alaska 5,330 21,978 36,073 64 580 1/2 Alaska
Arizona 29,742 112,712 152,549 35 413 Arizona
Arkansas 20,369 56,371 82,421 46 304 1/2 Arkansas
California 351,982 1,009,272 1,365,861 35 1/2 288 California
Colorado 35,837 117,509 167,154 42 366 1/2 Colorado
Connecticut 19,706 113,724 135,247 19 586 1/2 Connecticut
Delaware 6,889 25,887 37,206 43 1/2 440 Delaware
Florida 75,695 302,112 412,299 36 1/2 444 1/2 Florida
Georgia 41,770 177,819 237,416 33 1/2 468 1/2 Georgia
Hawaii 12,580 64,478 58,740 -10 367 Hawaii
Idaho 11,203 36,785 50,238 36 1/2 348 1/2 Idaho
Illinois 148,170 516,726 612,545 19 1/2 313 1/2 Illinois
Indiana 80,134 210,595 247,119 17 208 1/2 Indiana
Iowa 48,328 125,505 147,785 18 206 Iowa
Kansas 44,103 93,087 126,502 36 187 Kansas
Kentucky 42,782 139,485 169,604 21 1/2 296 Kentucky
Louisiana 65,031 146,664 185,531 26 1/2 185 1/2 Louisiana
Maine 9,709 33,612 45,705 36 370 1/2 Maine
Maryland 39,177 159,156 181,704 14 364 Maryland
Massachusetts 28,415 154,451 199,761* 29 603 Massachusetts
Michigan 138,063 417,815 524,173 25 1/2 279 1/2 Michigan
Minnesota 55,059 174,040 193,235* 11 251 Minnesota
Mississippi 25,931 97,100 130,729 34 1/2 404 Mississippi
Missouri 46,847 161,464 197,007 22 320 1/2 Missouri
Montana 13,367 30,798 38,249 24 186 Montana
Nebraska 18,820 56,780 85,400 50 1/2 353 1/2 Nebraska
Nevada 6,518 20,656 29,720 44 356 Nevada
New Hampshire 5,104 13,761 18,380 33 1/2 260 New Hampshire
New Jersey 45,816 236,280 289,512 22 1/2 532 New Jersey
New Mexico 18,636 50,968 61,382 20 1/2 224 New Mexico
New York 228,614 822,425 1,159,880 41 407 New York
North Carolina 51,431 223,486 337,044 51 555 North Carolina
North Dakota 12,109 27,476 31,730 15 162 North Dakota
Ohio 67,670 304,405 386,017 13 1/2 470 1/2 Ohio
Oklahoma 33,505 81,720 105,970 29 1/2 216 Oklahoma
Oregon 39,998 106,990 129,889 21 1/2 224 1/2 Oregon
Pennsylvania 68,819 396,476 485,242* 22 1/2 605 Pennsylvania
Rhode Island 10,283 35,344 47,036 33 357 1/2 Rhode Island
South Carolina 19,286 104,980 180,558 72 836 South Carolina
South Dakota 12,338 22,736 32,221 41 160 South Dakota
Tennessee 31,892 128,175 169,833 32 1/2 432 1/2 Tennessee 
Texas 114,156 463,528 509,180 10 346 Texas
Utah 19,154 57,195 75,740 32 1/2 295 1/2 Utah
Vermont 5,445 16,743 20,120 20 269 1/2 Vermont
Virginia 42,421 185,572 242,359 30 1/2 471 Virginia
Washington 71,973 190,467 232,343 22 223 Washington
West Virginia 23,761 77,922 89,034 14 274 1/2 West Virginia
Wisconsin 60,410 257,243 327,321* 27 442 Wisconsin
Wyoming 6.707 18,316 24,306 32 1/2 262 1/2 Wyoming
TOTALS 2,441,476 8,512,246 10,963,180    
WEIGHTED AVERAGE PERCENTAGES OF GAIN 29 349  

* These totals are probably understated.  See the respective state tabulations. 
















































