


PREFACE 
 

The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges is pleased 
to publish the 22nd annual report on Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating 
Expenses of Higher Education by Dr. M. M. Chambers. 
 

Through the years, these reports--the "Chambers Reports" as they have come to be 
called--have provided extremely timely and up-to-date information about tax assistance to 
public universities and colleges across the country. The Chambers Report, in fact, fur-
nishes the earliest annual compilation of data on state appropriations for operating ex-
penses of higher education in existence. For this reason it has become an invaluable 
guide for university and college administrators and for media representatives with a spe-
cialized interest in higher education. 
 

This year's report indicates that despite the pressures of inflation and 
recession, plus the uncertainties of a long, long presidential campaign, overall state 
support of universities and colleges has remained fairly steady. At the same time, the 
report details. the effects these factors have had in a number of states where colleges 
and universities have instituted austere cutbacks. 
 

The total appropriated by the 50 state legislatures for all higher education for 
Fiscal 1981 was slightly less than $21 billion, according to the Chambers data. The range 
of the percentages of two-year gain for fiscal 1981 falls between 6 percent in the case 
of Pennsylvania to 50 percent in Wyoming. The median rate of two year gains is 21 
percent, with four states at that point, according to the report. The states are: Con-
necticut, Iowa, Montana, and Tennessee. 
 

The costs of goods and services purchased by colleges and universities continue to 
soar and the cost of operating a typical college or university is still on the rise. The 
financial pressures are unpleasant facts of life at these institutions as they are for 
other enterprises in the United States. The support which the 50 states have provided for 
colleges and universities for fiscal 1981 is essential and it makes possible, once again, 
opportunities for students who otherwise would miss their chances to gain a higher educa-
tion. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

After the dust is settled, and all is said and done, in October 1980 it does not 
appear that the legislative year 1980 was very different from its predecessors in the 
nineteen seventies, so far as state tax support of higher education in the fifty states 
is concerned. 
 

The uncertainties of inflation, recession, and a far-too-drawn out national presi-
dential campaign have not capsized the steady ship of state support of universities and 
colleges, nor even rocked it very seriously. Some of the passengers and crew are a bit 
seasick, to judge from the prophecies of gloom that continue to fill large parts of the 
current literature of higher education. But look at the record: 

 
Fiscal years - 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
Billions of $ - 12.7 13.9 15.3 16.9 19.0 20.9
2-year gain, % - 28 24 20 22 24 23 
 

The Panorama of Fiscal 1981 
 

At press-time in early October 1980 the total appropriated by fifty state legisla-
tures for annual operating expenses of all higher education for fiscal year 1981 appeared 
to be slightly less than $21 billion. The gain over the immediately preceding two years 
is 23 percent--very much in line with the percentages of two-year gains recorded since 
1975, as exhibited above. 
 

The range of the percentages of two-year gains for fiscal 1981 is from 6 percent 
in Pennsylvania to 50 percent in Wyoming. The median rate of two-year gains is 21 
percent, with four states at that point: Connecticut, Iowa, Montana, and Tennessee. 
 

The top quartile of thirteen states ranges upward from 26 percent (in Maryland) 
with eleven of its states in the South and West. The lowest quartile of thirteen states 
ranges downward from 17 percent (in Kansas and New Jersey), with five of its states in 
the Northeast, and eight widely scattered. This latter indicates considerably less 
concentration of slow gains in the Northeast than has been the case in some recent years. 
 

Twenty-four states are in the mid-range from 18 percent through 25 percent. At 18 
percent are five states: Illinois, Nebraska, Wisconsin, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts. 
At 25 percent are two states: Georgia and New Mexico. 
 

Make Your Own Analyses, If You Wish 
 

Many other observations can be made from the data. At this point there is neither 
time nor space to make elaborate analyses. The top priority is to make the data available 
in this timely publication, at the end of the first quarter of the fiscal year in most 
states.. From no other source are these data obtainable so promptly. 
 

On another page in this document is a series of statements and definitions: "What 
the Figures are Intended to Mean". Persons wishing to ask further questions about the 
data are invited to communicate by telephone (309) 438-7655, or mail to M. M. Chambers, 
Professor of Educational Administration and Foundations, Illinois State University, 
Normal, Illinois 61761. 
 

A Product of Joint Efforts 
 

My gratitude and appreciation of the contributions of between fifty and one 
hundred key persons across the nation, whose prompt and careful reports make this annual 
collection and dissemination of data possible, can never be-expressed too often. 
 

We join our efforts, in the hope of adding a little to the stock of public 
information about state tax support of higher education in the United States, in this 
twenty-second consecutive annual edition of this 50-state summary. 
 





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 dis-
bursed 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 
aid, 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. 












































