PREFACE
CLOSE LOOK AT CHAMBERS FIGURES REVEALS SERIOUS FINANCIAL
PROBLEMS AT MANY PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
With the publication of this tenth annual report on state tax appropriations for
higher education, the enormous value of Dr. M. M. Chambers' virtually single-handed effort
to acquire and disseminate accurate data grows in influence and utility. All interested in
the support of public higher education are indebted to Dr. Chambers for his dedicated
service.
Dr. Chambers pauses and takes stock in this tenth year, describing it as merely the
half-way point in what he sees as a 20-year pattern of growth and development. It may be
that Dr. Chambers' sanguine view of higher education and its support will prove to be most
discerning and correct. However, this year, as never before, there are increasing signs of
and causes for disquiet and apprehension about the future support of public higher
education.
State legislators are finding it increasingly difficult to obtain and provide the
funds needed by public higher education. Growing demands from welfare, health, highway and
urban programs for state tax dollars are seriously affecting the amount of funds available
to support higher education. While state tax support continues to rise in actual dollars
appropriated, it continues to-decline as a percentage of total income at most public
institutions.
Students' Share of Cost of Education at All-Time High
Increasingly, students and their parents are being asked to pay -a larger proportion
of the total cost of education at public institutions. In the current year, for example,
tuition and required fees increased 16.5 percent at state and land-grant universities.
While institutions sought to avoid major increases in charges to students, the failure of
many legislatures to provide requested and needed funds forced numerous increases on the
eve of the 1969-70 academic year.
An extreme example is found in South Dakota where students are now paying better than
50 percentt of the instructional cost of their education. In many other states the
percentage of the instructional cost of higher education borne by the student has edged up
from the traditional 20-25 percent to new levels of 30-35 percent. For example, at Purdue
University the 1969-70 appropriation will require the students to provide about 32 percent
of the cost of their education, where previously they had paid about 24 percent.
Increases in student charges over the nation are exceeding the consumer price index.
At the same time, in many states, the salary increases for faculty will not even meet
inflationary costs. The funds provided by the State of Indiana per undergraduate student,
in terms of real dollars (adjusted for the decline in purchasing power) have not been
increased in the past 10 years. In 1959-60 the appropriation for undergraduate students was
$936 and in 1968-69 it had dropped a dollar to $935.
Appropriations to Major Universities Lag Behind States
In most states, the appropriations increase for all of higher education was greater
than the increase for the state or land-grant university, clearly reflecting the demand for
state tax funds from other segments of higher education, such as junior colleges, private
higher education, and newly established institutions and programs.
At Ohio State University an inadequate appropriation resulted in an increase in
student fees. Although the state increased the total appropriation to higher education in
Ohio by 50 percent, much of it went to new areas such as new institutions (community
colleges and new four-year programs), vocational and technical training, grants to
individuals, and other expenditures that do not directly aid the state's established fouryear public institutions.

The Ohio State example underscores the significant gap between the Chambers figures
for a state's total appropriation to higher education and the increase at a major state
university within that state. This was documented in a special study by Dr. Chambers which
showed that state tax support in all 50 states went up about 233 percent during the period
1961-69. However, state appropriations to state universities with large graduate centers
increased only 157.5 percent during the same period. A look at the figures reported in this
year's Summary will show this gap is widening in most states.
Dr. Chambers points out that large state universities are now in the critical stages
of developing advanced graduate instruction and research programs. He notes that this type
of instruction and research is "many times more costly than at the undergraduate or fifth
year levels. As a result such institutions need redoubled support for these efforts and
care must be taken not to penalize or pinch financially those universities strengthening
their services at the top."
This squeeze is illustrated by the significant margin between public and private
universities in salaries and compensation for faculty. The gap is greatest at the university level where the public university professor trails the private university professor
by nearly 15 percent in salary and by almost 11 percent in compensation according to the
1968-69 salary survey of the American Association of University Professors. A full
professor at the public university level receives an average of $17,140 in salary which is
$2,043 less than the amount received by his private university counterpart, who averages
$19,183 a year in salary. Compensation figures indicate that the public university
professor averages $18,729 a year, which is $3,174 less than the $21,903 a year that the
private university professor receives in compensation, including fringe benefits.
Many State Universities Face Serious Financial Crisis
Throughout the nation the seemingly large increases reported by Dr. Chambers are
placed in sobering perspective when one looks at the serious financial needs of numerous
individual state universities.
For instance, the University of Wisconsin reports it has the most unsatisfactory
budget in two decades. The budget provides funds for only about half of the 12,000 additional students expected in the fall of 1969. During the coming year, students will get
fewer library books, classes will be larger, there will be fewer-faculty per student, there
will be greater dependence on teaching assistants, and there will be reductions in
counseling and computer services. Faculty salary increases have been limited to five
percent. In the State of Wisconsin the appropriation went up two percent; fees went up 36
percent. The legislators' $2.2 million increase is wiped out by the need for $1.8 million
for classified worker pay hikes and the $415,000 in increased costs of state and county
indigent patients referred to the university hospitals. Thus, funds other than state funds
must provide for 4,800 new students, faculty salary increases, start-up costs at two new
campuses, and a variety of other increasing financial obligations.
At the University of Colorado the state funds increased by 10.5 percent but it was
predicted that the budget would not be sufficient to keep pace with the salary increases
and other cost rises as well as expected enrollment increases. The University Medical
Center's new Colorado General Hospital, completed five years ago, has never been fully
utilized at its full 450-bed capacity, for lack of funds.
At Iowa State University the president stated that the money appropriated for his
university for the coming biennium, although seemingly representing a 12 percent increase
in operating funds, actually was practically no increase at all., Instead, Iowa State
University reported unmet needs of $18 million for operations and more than $25 million for
construction. Even after an unprecedented 50 percent increase 'in student fees, the deficit
leaves the university functioning with a minimum-level budget that represents a holding
action, not permitting new programs or improvement in the quality of existing programs.
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Chambers Figures Mask Major Financial Problems
The Chambers figures mask other important financial needs of established public
institutions. As, noted earlier, where the states have found themselves unable to provide
the support required, public institutions have been forced to raise tuitions. These
increases in tuition have often required state scholarship programs so that the needy
student would not be deprived of the opportunity for education at a public or private
institution. State scholarship dollars, going directly to the student for payment of
tuition, do not provide new support for the institution but they do boost the total.
reported by Dr. Chambers in many states.
Also not revealed in the Chambers tabulation of funds available for operation is the
increasingly difficult situation with respect to the acquisition and operation of capital
plant. Here, the public institutions are caught between the upper and the nether
millstones. It is clear that, even with Federal assistance, many states are not providing
adequate funds for capital plant. Thus, old, inefficient plants, with excessive operational
and maintenance costs, continue to be used out of necessity. The capital programs at many
public institutions are falling ever farther behind. A recent survey by the Office of
Education indicates that, compared to private institutions, public institutions are in a
worse situation with respect to physical facilities than they were ten years ago. Many
states have apparently been unable to provide that minimal share required by the Higher
Education Facilities Act.
In effect, many public institutions are living off their capital. Capital improvements are delayed, while the money that ought to go into capital improvements in used
for operations. It is apparent that a day of reckoning is close at hand. The operating
program at many institutions cannot continue to be subsidized out of the deterioration of
the capital plant.
Campus Unrest and State Support
It is also apparent in some states that current upheavals and soul searching in
academia are testing the patience, goodwill, and, in some cases, support of state
legislators. Generally speaking, state legislatures in 1969 rejected most of the harsh and
repressive proposals for dealing with campus unrest and disruptions. However, a small but
disturbing number of punitive actions affecting support of public higher education were
noted in several states. A reduction in the University of New Mexico's appropriations in
response to a "filthy" poem assigned in one English class and significant reductions in the
Rutgers University budget by the legislative appropriation committee following the takeover
of a building are two clear examples of negative legislative response. In some states, such
as California, a total state philosophy with respect to public higher education is
apparently being seriously threatened and has already been altered to some extent. Other
examples could be cited to reflect the growing public frustration and concern over campus
unrest and disruptions.
In summary, one cannot dispute Dr. Chambers' conclusion that state legislatures are,
indeed, providing substantial sums of money to higher education. However, there are some
very real questions whether they are doing enough. The questions raised here deserve
extended and intensive research and analysis. The projected demands on public higher
education in the next decade will dwarf the pressures of the late Forties and the decade of
the 1950's. Neglect today may have a many-fold cost in the years to come.
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A Note to Users of This Report
Detailed information about the procedures used in compiling this report are found in
the appendix. We would like, however, to emphasize the following three points about the
material contained in this booklet.
First, this report covers 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 1969-70.

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
*New address effective
Nov. 26, 1969:
One Dupont Circle, N.W.
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INTRODUCTION
TIME FOR A LONG LOOK AHEAD
The approaching end of one decade and beginning of another provides a stimulus toward
pondering the lessons of the past and the prospects of the future; to view big pictures and
broad horizons.

This present annual summary is the tenth in a consecutive series. At the moment,
neither time nor space permit extensive or detailed analyses of the full ten-year record.
Some work of that kind will appear later in the well-known GRAPEVINE, and through other
outlets.1

The year 1970 is not a summit. It is a mid-point in a twenty-year period of expansion
and development of public higher education in the United States. In general, the trends of
the decade just past will continue until 1980 with no great deflection. The evidence is
everywhere in the statistics of births prior to 1958, of the necessity of at least some
education beyond high school for all persons in an age of advancing technology and
complexity of social problems, and of economic progress.

This report for fiscal year 1969-70 indicates that the total tax-fund contributions
of the fifty states to the operating income of higher education has exceeded $6.1 billion
with a dollar gain of about $1.1 billion since one year earlier, and about $1.7 billion
over the most recent two years. These dollar gains are larger than in preceding comparable
periods; but the percentage of gain, as might well have been expected, shows a slight
downward turn--being about 38.5 per cent over the most recent two years, as compared with
figures generally above 40 per cent for other comparable periods since 1965.

This is no cause for panic. Insofar as it represents any slowing down at all, it' is
to my mind scarcely at all a reflection of public anger at student unrest, but much more
probably a result of the slight rightward swing in the state and national elections of
1968. With some notable exceptions (which I shall hope to discuss in later analyses),
legislatures and governors continue to develop the wise policy of increasing state support
for public higher education in long strides.

Most of the states have large revenue potentials presently unused. There is competition from impoverished central cities, highways, welfare, and other state functions; but
eventually the federal contribution in all these areas will inevitably increase. The states
need. not and will not retreat from the vital sphere of public higher education which has
thus far evolved largely with their support.

M. M. Chambers
Visiting Professor of Educational
Administration
Illinois State University
Normal, Illinois
October 1969
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A preliminary step has been accomplished in a timely manner in an assembly of 300
tabulations and 60 graphs pertaining to the first nine years of the decade, in which the
annual or biennial tables for each state for the entire period are juxtaposed. The result
is a 45-page, 14 x 17-inch document, A Record of Progress in State Tax Support of Higher
Education, published in February 1969 by the Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc.,
Danville, Illinois 61832 ($10.00 postpaid).

