PREFACE
APPROPRIATIONS GROWTH MASKS FINANCIAL CRISIS FACING PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges Is proud to
publish this ninth edition of Dr. M. M. Chambers' annual report on state tax appropriations
for operating expanses of higher education. For nearly a decade now, Dr. Chambers has
coordinated a nationwide network of volunteer correspondents devoted to the timely collection,
and dissemination of useful data summarizing state support of higher education. Dr. Chambers'
work during this period has filled in a major gap in the information available about public
higher education. The dedication with which he has tarried out this task has earned him the
well-deserved appreciation of university and state officials throughout the country and of
many others concerned with financing higher education,
Over the past nine years, Dr. Chambers has documented an unprecedented growth in
state tax support for higher education. In 1959-60, a total of $1.4 billion was appropriated
by all 50 states for operating expenses of higher education. This year^ the total has
surpassed $5 billion; and the amount appropriated by California, Hew York, and Illinois
together exceeds the entire 1959-60 national total.
These figures are impressive and reflect an Important commitment on the part of the
states to higher education. However, despite the large sums involved and the impressive
percentage increases reported, public higher education still is not receiving the support
it must have to keep up with rising costs and demands. In fact, although state tax support
is rising in dollars, it has steadily declined as a percentage of total income for many
public institutions. With growing competition from areas such as welfare, highway, and
urban programs £or state tax dollars, this proportion threatens to decline even more
although dollar Support will continue to grow. An understandable reluctance on the part
of many legislatures to increase state taxes or modernize their tax systems puts further
pressure on the already squeezed state tax dollar.
In short, despite the significant efforts made by the states, they have not been able
financially to meet fully the even greater demands that have been placed on public colleges
and universities. As a result, despite apparently large increases in appropriations, state
and land-grant universities throughout the nation are faced with dangerous threats to their
quality and to the educational opportunity they have long provided to the citizens of this country.
Because of budget cuts, many of these institutions are being forced to postpone desirable
expansion in certain programs, delay improvement or initiation of others, and consider steps
which may limit their enrollments or raise the cost to students.
Facts such as these put the seemingly large increases reported by Dr. Chambers In a
sobering perspective. To explore this perspective, the Office of Institutional Research of
the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges conducted a special
survey of the Association's members. Responses were received from 61 of the Associations 100
member institutions in 41 states. Throughout all of the responses ran a-warning that cannot
much longer be ignored. A day of reckoning is rapidly approaching when it will be harder and
harder to catch up and compensate for years of reduction, postponement, and in some cases,
neglect.
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-2State Universities Must Cope with Rising, Enrollments, Salaries, and Costs
The DIE survey sought the reasons behind growing university budget requests, three
major areas — expansion, inflation, and salaries — stood out and were cited by nearly all
responding institutions. Fewer institutions, but still a majority, also listed needs for
new academic programs, research activities, service projects, and additional facilities.
By and large, these latter areas appeared to have been subordinated to the demands of
expanding enrollment, increasing salaries, and other rising costs.
Plans to increase faculty salaries by at least five and as much as 15 percent were
reported by almost all universities, reflecting increased costs of living and the need
to close the significant salary gap that still exists between public and private
universities according to the most recent (1967-68) survey by the American Association
of University Professors. Last year, public universities raised full professors'
salaries an average of 7.3 percent. In spite of this increase, private universities
are able to offer full professors an average of $2,110 more per year in salary and $3,281
more in compensation (i.e. salary plus specified fringe benefits). Public universities
have often been forced to increase teaching loads to conserve limited funds for faculty
salary increase. The ratio of undergraduates to regular faculty actually deteriorated
in public universities during 1953-64 from 10.61 to 11.71, while it improved in private
universities from 3.78 to 7.17, according to a recent study by Professors Young and
Taylor of the University of Wisconsin. All but four of the institutions participating
In the OIR survey requested additional funds to accommodate increased enrollments. They
also requested funds to hire additional faculty and supporting staff to serve the new
students.
Nearly all of the universities were hard-bit by inflation. The "University of Alaska,
for example, noted that steel products have risen eight to 12 percent and library books six
to 15 percent. Florida State University reported a 50 percent increase in freight costs on
office furniture. FSU also reported that some types of electrical wire, particularly those
containing copper, have increased 75 percent in cost. Office furniture prices increased five
percent on July 1, the second such increase in two years, according to the University of Iowa.
"Laboratory glassware has gone up' 20 percent in five years. Even our common fluorescent light
tube is up 6.62 percent from last year,11 Iowa added. Kansas State University reported a 10-15
percent increase in construction costs. Oregon State University reported a ten percent increase
in the average price of hardcover books and binding over a two year period. Many institutions
mentioned higher postage rates.
Inadequate Financing Threatens Quality and Opportunity
Survey institutions were also asked to comment about the effect on their plans of
failure to receive their full budget requests. Their answers emphasized the threat to
quality and the threat to opportunity that inadequate state Support is creating.
"The final appropriation of Operating funds...fell considerably below the
original request...(and) placed the University in a position of merely 'holding its own'
rather than progressing in quality of education and service to the state," responded
one major midwestern university. "The University was not forced to make specific
curtailments, such as in enrollment, but a number of plans for doing a better job of
what we do now had to be shelved,” the institution continued. "However, a major reason
why out-and-out curtailments were avoided was because tuition charges to students were
increased,...” the institution added.
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Reported an institution in the South, "The failure to receive the full amount requested
will simply result in a lower degree of service and the inability to make desired expansion
and improvements in existing programs.... Economies will be effected in certain areas so
that there should be no dilution of the quality of the academic program, "but some highly
desirable improvements cannot be funded.”
The responding institutions produced many specific illustrations of the adverse
effects of budget cuts on their development and on their states. Louisiana State University,
for example, has been unable to offer curricula in the computer sciences, despite an urgent
and growing need for highly trained personnel in state agencies, business, and industry.
A post-graduate program to enable physicians to keep abreast of new developments in medicine,
which has been operated with federal funds, will be phased out early next year because state
funds have not been made available for its continuation. Like many other state universities,
LSU also reported the loss of outstanding faculty members because of an inability to offer
competitive salaries. The head of its department of chemical engineering left to accept
a $7,000 increase at a neighboring university. This individual was instrumental in
attracting about $1.5 million in research contracts and grants to LSU last year.
Elsewhere, the University of Montana reported that an honors program could not be
instituted as planned. Colorado State University was able to hire only 24 of 70 needed
additional faculty members. The University of Massachusetts eliminated educational television
and reduced its 1969 summer program because of a lack of funds. A number of institutions reported
deterioration in building maintenance funds. Still others reported overcrowding, growth in
class size, and an inability to hire enough additional staff members to reduce growing
student-faculty ratios.

Furthermore, in order to at least partially offset budget cuts, several institutions
reluctantly announced increases in their tuition. As President James Fletcher of the
University of Utah explained, "It is a poor choice, indeed, to decide between breaching the
concept of public education by tuition increases and suffering a telling loss in institutional
quality which makes the education received less than adequate." The University of Michigan
reported a fee increase for the second consecutive year, adding that "loan funds
and-scholarships cannot continually be increased to meet these demands."
Added Michigan, "Several consecutive years of inadequate appropriations are resulting
in revising downward future enrollment projections." Several other universities raised the
possibility of limiting enrollments and slowing down their growth. As public institutions,
with a strong commitment to providing educational opportunity in their states, they each
expressed a reluctance to do this. Several states noted inadequate expansion of new urban
campuses operated by a number of state universities.
Facilities Needs Are Crucial
It is in this area of enrollment growth and expansion that the fate of university
construction (capital) budget requests, which are not included in Dr. Chambers' report
but which were included in the OIR survey, becomes crucial. As one university noted,
"Because of the large cut in the University's capital budget request, present facilities
will be taxed. Unless significant increases in capital appropriations are forthcoming,
the University will be unable to accommodate projected student increases as well as its
present level of research and service programs." The lack of response to capital
requests is particularly critical because of the long leadtime needed to complete many
building projects and also because of the pinch many institutions are feeling from
recent cuts in Federal programs which had been providing substantial sums for college
buildings.
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About one-quarter of the universities reported no capital appropriations in response
to their requests. Only one out of nine got as much as 80 percent of the capital dollars
it requested from state appropriations. Some two-thirds got substantially less than
half of the appropriated capital funds they requested.
Those institutions reporting requests for bond authorizations received somewhat better
support. About half of those requesting authorization for construction bond issues reported
approval for the entire amount they sought. One even received more than requested — but the
extra bond authorization was granted as an apparent substitute for outright appropriations.
Operating Budgets Lose One Out of Every Five Dollars Requested
Turning to operating expenses, in every single case, the state appropriation was less
than the university request, with a median budget cut of 17 percent of the original request.
This means that state universities this year are generally operating with only a little
more than four out of every five dollars requested from state appropriations. Among the
responding universities, this year's median appropriation increase is only 12 percent
higher than last year's. This may seem adequate to some but state university requests are
carefully reviewed and pared before they are ever presented, and each further reduction
has a detrimental effect on the university's ability to carry out its mission.
Budget cuts came particularly from state governors and legislatures.
Forty-three institutions in 27 states reported budget cuts by legislatures. Thirty
institutions in 25 states reported cuts by governors. Twenty institutions in 19 states
reported cuts by both governors and legislatures, with 15 institutions in as many states
reporting that their legislatures subsequently restored at least some of the money
eliminated by the governor. Ten institutions reported budget cuts by state budget or
finance agencies; nine, by state coordinating higher education boards; and three, by
boards of regents.
Although Dr. Chambers presents appropriations figures for two-year intervals,
the OIR attempted to compare 1968-69 appropriations with figures reported for 1967-68.
Using figures reported by Dr. Chambers for both years, the one-year increase in state
appropriations was 15 percent. In about one-third of the states, the appropriation
increase for all higher education was greater than the increase for the state or
land-grant university, reflecting the demand for state tax funds from other segments
of higher education, such as junior colleges, private higher education, and newly established institutions.
In sum, the 1968-69 report by Dr. Chambers, taken with the OIR's special survey,
cautions against complacency about the significant gains reported in state tax appropriations for higher education. Our state governments have demonstrated an impressive
commitment to higher education. As costs increase and demands on state universities
continue to grow, state governments must not allow themselves to lose the momentum of
their support. Only with regularly growing support from state governments can our state
universities and other segments of public higher education succeed in carrying out the
many activities that have become their responsibility and that have become so important
to society today.
A Note to Users of This Report
Detailed information about the procedures used in compiling this report are
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the material contained in this booklet.
First, this report covets only appropriations of state tax funds for operating expenses
of higher educational institutions. The Office of Institutional Research believes that these
figures are a more valid measure of state support of higher education than total appropriations
made by state legislatures since the latter may include reappropriated income received by
institutions from student fees and other non-tax sources. The report does not include
appropriations for buildings and other capital purposes.
Second, users of the data contained in this report should keep in mind that appropriations
from state tax sources listed herein include support not only for instructional programs, but
also for research, including agricultural and engineering experiment stations, and a great many
public services such as general extension, county agricultural and home demonstration agents,
adult education programs, hospitals, and other activities assigned by state legislatures to
institutions of higher education.
And finally, the data contained in this report are 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, 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. While the
tabulations are subject to change, they provide a reasonably accurate picture of state tax funds
appropriated for 1968-69.

Edwin M. Crawford, Director Office of
Institutional Research National
Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges 1785
Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

INTRODUCTION
THE NEAR FUTURE OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
This ninth edition of the annual summary of Appropriations of State Tax Funds for
Operating Expenses of Higher Education records the total for the fifty states as approximately $5 billion.
This total shows a rate of increase of 233 percent over the period of eight years 1961-1969.
The facts of the national birth rate during the most recent twenty years, together with other
factors affecting the demand for education beyond the high school, indicate that up to the year
1980 enrollments in higher education will probably increase at about the same rate as during
the decade 1960-70 (doubling within ten years).
Children who will be ready for college in 1980 were born in 1962, and in 1968 were
already six years old. The year of their birth was one in which only a slight decline had
yet occurred from the all-time record number of births in 1957, the peak year of the prolonged
postwar baby boom. Continued decline has occurred since 1962, and the year 1967 has been
reported as showing the lowest birth rate in thirty years. This means some decline in the
total number of births per year, which conceivably could have some effect on college
attendance after 1980, but not before.
Meantime many powerful factors operate to push college enrollments upward. Among them
are (1) the real and increasing necessity of some formal education beyond the high school,
for breadwinning and for performance as a citizen in a complex society; (2) the rising general
expectation that all, or nearly all, high school graduates will get some further education;
(3) the tendency of increasing numbers of persons above "college age", including many mature
women, to resume study which was interrupted in youth, to upgrade and update their earning power
and their esthetic satisfactions; and (4) the strong trend toward longer stays in college
or university, including graduate and professional schools.
Today only a little more than half of the annual crop of high school graduates go on
immediately for further formal education. The percentage is somewhat more than fifty. This
will rise to seventy-five or eighty-five or more. Even when it approaches one hundred it will
fix no ceiling on college and university enrollments, on account of the factors mentioned in
the foregoing paragraph, and others related to them.
Seventy percent of 1968 enrollments are in public universities and colleges; 30 percent
in private institutions. The public sector will bear the brunt of continued increases. It
is a difficulty challenge to maintain and improve quality while large-scale expansion is
doubling the numbers of students every ten years. This challenge has brought about, and will
continue to require, large annual increases in tax support of higher education.
The private institutions, whose rate of enrollment growth is only about fifty percent
every ten years (contrasted with one hundred percent in the public sector), are somewhat
less overwhelmed with the sheer weight of numbers. It is not altogether surprising, then,
that the record as compiled by the United States Office of Education and projected into
the future shows that for more than ten years private colleges and universities have been
able to spend more annually per student enrolled than the public institutions; and that
the gap has steadily widened, and is expected to become even wider in the ensuing several
years.
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This appears in a simple tabulation:1
EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES, BY
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES,
PER STUDENT PER YEAR,
IN SELECTED YEARS FROM 1955-56 TO 1965-66, PROJECTED TO 1975-76

Year

Public

Private

1955-56
1957-58
1959-60
1961-62
1963-64
1965-66

$1,280
1,304
1,411
1,459
1,509
1,545
Projected
Public
$1,582
1,613
1,649
1,658
1,710

$1,189
1,323
1,507
1,762
1,943
2,103

Year
1967-68
1969-70
1971-72
1973-74
1975-76

Private
$2,247
2,326
2,551
2,668
2,798

The growing disparities indicate that, insofar as quality in higher education can be
measured (admittedly crudely) by expenditures for the instruction of one student for one year,
the public colleges and universities are fast falling far behind, being outstripped by the private
institutions, and being unable to maintain the nationwide average expenditure per student.
Argument could go on at length as to whether this means the public institutions are in general
more efficient in getting educational productivity for each dollar expended, or that their
instruction and related services are generally of lower quality. Either conclusion would justify
the need for swiftly augmented tax support of the public institutions. This seems likely to
be forthcoming. It is within the capacity of the states to provide, without hardship, if they
update their revenue systems. It will pay large dividends in economic growth, wise citizenship,
and humane civilization.
Bloomington, Indiana 47401
October 10, 1968

1

M. M. Chambers
Indiana University

Data from pages 9 and 82-85 of Projections of Educational Statistics to 1975-76.
Washington: U. S. Office of Education (OE-10030-66), 113 pp.

