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PREFACE

The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges is
pleased to publish the 1982-83 compilation of Appropriations of State Tax Funds for
Operating Expenses of Higher Education by Dr. M. M. Chambers.

This marks the 24th annual report which Dr. Chambers has developed from data
furnished to him through a nationwide network of consultants. The Association presents
the "'Chambers Report,™ as it has come to be called, as a valuable reference for its
membership and others concerned about higher education in the United States. Over the
years, the report has proven to be a source of useful information for university and
college administrators, state planners and media representatives with a special
interest in American higher education.
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INTRODUCT ION

To enable prompt circulation of figures from all the 50 states early in the
fiscal year to which they appertain, it is necessary to abstain from any extensive
detailed analyses at this point. it should be said here that the "bottom line" for the
aggregate of 50 states for fiscal 1983 is $24,249,393,000 (twenty-four and one quarter
billion), representing a two-year gain of 16 percent over the comparable figure for
fiscal 1981; -- and a ten-year gain of 185 percent over fiscal 1973.

The scale of two-year gains ranged from one percent or less in three states to
40 percent or more in four other states. Curiously, all of these seven states are west
of the Mississippi River. The median percentage is 17.

A prominent feature of the.map is that eight of the states having highest per-
centages of two-year gains form a great cresent extending from North Dakota through
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas to and including Louisiana.
Also included in the top dozen are Alaska and Hawaii; and Massachusetts and Florida.

At the lower end of the same scale are 13 states achieving two-year gains of
less than 10 percent. They embrace the three Pacific Coast states; another somewhat
irregular contiguous group of seven states running north-south chiefly along both
banks of the Mississippi from Minnesota through Arkansas; Alabama and South Carolina
in the Southeast; and New Hampshire in New England.

All the other 25 states are in the bracket showing two-year gains of from 10
percent through 24 percent. (See accompanying map.)
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The Ten Most Populous States

Since the U.S. Census of 1980, Massachusetts has lost its place as 10th among
the most populous states to North Carolina. Third place (after California and New
York) has, been taken by Texas, putting Pennsylvania, Illinois and Ohio in fourth,
fifth and sixth. Florida has jumped to seventh, leaving Michigan and New Jersey as
eighth and ninth.

As to aggregatee sums appropriated by these 10 states for operation of higher
education in fiscal 1983, California continues far ahead ($3,274,865,000). Texas
($2,035,534,000) has marginally surpassed New York ($2,010,001,000). Illinois
($1,029,282,000) has become the fourth member of the "billion dollar club.”

Florida ($905,756,000) has spurted into fifth place, relegating Pennsylvania,
Michigan, Ohio and North Carolina to sixth, seventh, eighth and ninth in that order
(all in the bracket of $800 million upward). Tenth place is held by Virginia
($616,745,000), which is not among the 10 most populous. New Jersey, ranking ninth in
total population, stands at 15th in appropriations ($498,065,000).

Opportunities and Limitations

Prompt circulation of this collection of data from each of the 50 states pro-
vides limited information from which interested persons everywhere are free to make
analyses and comparisons of their own choice, involving all states or many or only a
few. The data herein are strictly limited to the scope indicated (See "What the
Figures are Intended to Mean™).

Innumerable comparisons and contrasts among states and major regions can be
made by bringing into the picture any number of economic, social and historical
factors, often producing comparative insights that are valuable and hitherto all too
scarce. One caution is that the detailed differences among the states as to economic
and social setting and as to legislative and administrative practices are so
multifarious as to preclude literally exact comparability, either from state to state
or from year to year.

This difficulty should not, however, prevent increased observation and thought
in the use of such data as we have here to advance knowledge about state support of
higher education.

Putting It All Together

In this 24th consecutive annual edition of this brochure, let me not fail to
say that the entire enterprise would have been quite impossible had 1 not had the
generous and painstaking collaboration of key persons in every state capital and in
many state universities. After a quarter of a century, the numbers of these persons
run into the hundreds. Everlasting gratitude is also due to the National Association
of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, and to the national weekly Chronicle of
Higher Education for giving the data wide circulation.

Not to be forgotten are the secretaries who worked with me at Indiana
University and at the University of Michigan in prior years, as well as at lllinois
State University. Expecial ly deserving of prominent praise is Gwen B. Pruyne, now in
her eighth year in this enterprise, and functioning meritoriously as Managing Editor
of Grapevine, the series of monthly reports from which this accumulation of data is
drawn, and which is an ongoing self-correcting project.

M. M. Chambers October 1982
Professor of Educational Administratioh and Foundations

Il1linois State University

Normal, IL 61671



4

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 ap-
proach 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.

2.

We exclude appropriations for capital outlay and include only sums appro-
priated for operating expenses.

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.

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).

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.

We include sums appropriated for state scholarships or other student
financiall aid,eexcept for capital outlays.

We include sums appropriated for state aid to local public community col-
leges (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.

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













































































