


PREFACE

State assistance for higher education continues to be among the most dynamic topics
concerning educators and others who occupy themselves with the operation of the nation"s
colleges and universities. Indeed, the very basis for this support has been challenged
during recent months, and future discussions promise to bring the traditional relationship
of the states and higher education into national focus.

For this reason, this annual report on state tax appropriations for the operating
expenses of higher education, now in its fifteenth year, takes on an added dimension. As
the most timely document providing data on the total amount of Financial assistance going
out from the states to campuses, it serves as a guide to the economic realities of tax support
of higher education. The philosophical basis for this support can only be defended or
challenged in the light of these black and white statistics.

Because of the strong relationship between its institutions and the states, the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) has been
pleased to issue this annual report since 1959. It is a compilation of data reported monthly
by Dr. M. M. Chambers of Il1linois State University In his publication GRAPEVINE.

CONTINUED SUPPORT IS ESSENTIAL

The nation”s state and land-grant universities stand firmly on the side of continued
state assistance. These Institutions pioneered the concept of low-cost public higher
education for students as the means to providing education for the greatest number of people.
These institutions first showed the world that education can and should be of far greater
benefit to society as a whole than to the individuals who are educated.

Fred Harvey Harrington, former president of the University of Wisconsin and of
the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, summed up the
historic' pattern of these institutions this way:

This 1s a pattern of mass education, which Is necessary and desirable
now and for the future. This is a pattern of opportunity as well as
excellence, a pattern of low-cost to the student so that higher education
will be within the reach of the poor as well as the well-to-do. It is
a pattern of practical education, relevant education, education for life
as well as i1n theory. It is a pattern of applied as well as fundamental
research. It is a pattern of university involvement in the economic,
social, and political life of the community, a pattern of public service
and problem solving.

And 1t is exactly this pattern that is now being challenged by groups such as the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and the Committee for Economic Development, which
propose to shift the major emphasis of state aid from the institutions to students.
Institutions can make up the resultant loss in income according to these groups by greatly
increasing tuition—an increase which students purportedly would be able to handle with
grants-in-aid they would receive from the state.

Since students at most public universities now pay tuition equivalent to ap-
proximately 30 percent of the instructional costs, schemes to reduce greatly the largest
source of revenue—state appropriations—would bring about substantial increases in
student fees. It is highly doubtful that any program of student subsidies could equalize
all of the inequities that would result from this shift.

Plans for increased tuition charges at public institutions, if adopted, would
strike an especially hard blow at middle-income students, many of whom already have been
frozen out of private colleges by skyrocketing tuitions. Most of these students could not
qualify for state grants-in-aid since proposals make no provisions for assistance to
students from families with annual incomes of $12,000 or more.



NO SOLUTION

_ A change in emphasis would certainly not solve the ﬂroblgms that have beset higher
education finance iIn recent years. Galloping inflation, huge increases in the student
opulation, a mushrooming in diversity of ;I)rograms to be financed with funds earmarked for
igher. education and an iIncrease iIn social programs requiring state funding have created
the crisis. Although enrol Iment increases have now sloved, the other problems are as pressing
if not more so than they were a few years ago.

State and land-grant universities, which enroll approximately one out of every
three college students, have probably suffered the most. 1In 1971 the Office of Research
and Information of NASULGC calculated that an_institution needed an increase of ten percent
annually In 1ts operating budget just to maintain existing programs. This figure was
determined on the basis of the amount needed to provide for enrollment increases and for
inflation. A 1973 re-evaluation of this figure In the light of a lessening of enrolIment
pressure revealed that an institution still needs an increase of approximately 9.5 percent
iIn_1ts budget, primarily because of a rise in inflation from six percent to seven and a
half percent annually.

_For the purposes of analyzing how NASULGC institutions are faring in state
appropriations, It was assumed that the institution would need an increase of 9.5 percent
in this area just to stand still. Twenty-nine of the 94 multi-campus Institutions holding
membership 1n NASULGC received appropriations that were less than this stand still figure.
Four of these Institutions actually experienced decreases.

) Many institutions that have not received adequate appropriations fron state
legislatures have been forced to raise tuition. This has been done reluctantly, especially
by institutions enroll |r11=g a preponderance of lowv-and lower-middle-income student For these
students, an increase of even a few dollars per term often makes the difference in whether
or not they can remain in school.

__Itmight be noted that at this time when the very basis for state support to public
institutions Is being attacked, state legislatures seem to be making great efforts to
increase the assistance they give to higher education. The 29 institutions receiving what
might be considered stand still appropriations in 1973 represented a decrease from 1972
when 57 NASULGC institutions either experienced decreases or increases of less than ten
percent in their state appropriations.

) Clearly, it is the legislative assistance and_supﬁ)ort, detailed in this report
which has made 1t possible to maintain the cherished ideal of low-cost education in U.
S. public colleges and universities-assistance which has opened the doors to all who wish
to pursue advanced education and to enrich their lives through its benefits.
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INTRODUCTION



The event of the moment iIn October 1973 is the appearance of recommendations from
several sources advocating a sharp turnaround in the financing of public higher education
in the United States. This would involve steep escalation of tuition fees in public
universities and colleges, and the development of a vast bureaucratic scheme of tax-paid
icholarships and guaranteed student loans to enable the majority of students to pay the high

ees.

This is far different from the principle under which the greatest nationwide system
of higher education in the world has grown up - - that of keeping student fees low or
non-existent in the public sector of higher education, so that access is generally open
to middle-income and lower-middle-income people. There are also moderate student aids for
the economically deprived.

Economists agree that college students”® sacrifice of their time and earning power
amounts to about three-fourths of the total cost of their education. The other one-fourth,
the cost to the institution, has been largely but not wholly subsidized by appropriations
of tax funds, chiefly but not wholly state tax funds, to the institutions. These
appropriations by fifty states for operating expenses of higher education for fiscal year
1973-74 are the subject and substance of this present annual summary.

WHY THE TURNAROUND?

As nearly as can be deduced, there are two main motives for urging the drastic change
already mentioned: (1) '"'10 place public and private institutions on a fair competitive
basis,” and (2) a belief that "there are already too many people in college"™ and that the
expansion of public higher education should be slowed down, halted or cut back.

Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller®™s Task Force on Financing Higher Education in New
York State recommended the turnaround for that state some months ago. The legislature did
nothing directly about it. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education urged in September
that tuition fees in public universities and colleges be raised 10 to 12 per cent per year
over the next ten years. This would mean a tripling of the number of dollars extracted
from students. It seems possible, but rather doubtful, that inflation will be sufficiently
rapid to make these dollars equal only one-third of the institutional cost of the education
in 1983.

The candid Clark Kerr, chairman and staff director of the Carnegie Commission, was
heard to say ""this will be a bitter pill for middle-class families to swallow."™ Edward J
Boling, president of the University of Tennessee, was quoted as commenting, ""That tuition
charges at public institutions should be iIncreased to give private colleges and universities
a better competitive position, makes as much sense as forcing one person to undergo surgery
because another person has appendicitis.”

About October 1 the Committee on Economic Development, a private organization of
two hundred representatives of very large corporations, announced a report in which it
proposed that tuition fees in public institutions should be raised over the ensuing five
years to reach half the institutional costs. Sterling M. McMurrin, dean of the graduate
school at the University of Utah and project director for the study committee, was reported
to have said he did not concur in this particular recommendation, because he believed it
might make it impossible for many middle-class people to go to college.



ANOTHER REPORT YET TO COME

Due near the end of this calendar year is the report of the President"s Commission
on the Financing of Postsecondary Education. Its recommendations are not yet known, but
it is widely thought that at least one option that it will propose will be the same turnaround
scheme as above described; for that seems to be the tenor of the national administration®s
attitude: to advocate aid to students rather than support for institutions, and to favor
pri:j/ate education, even including proprietary, with various forms of tax subsidies to
students.

The proposals to raise tuition fees at public colleges immediately touches off
well-reasoned opposition In many quarters, including the Congress of the United States.
Representatives James G. O"Hara of Michigan, speaking in the House on October 2, said, "It
is time to blow the whistle on the growing tendency for the rich to make grandiose plans
to aid the poor with the money of the middle-class.'" He noted that the report of the
Committee on Economic Development suggested that added tuition costs could be met by making
grants to middle-income students whose family incomes are below $12,000 a year. This, he
thought, was a "'surprisingly outdated version of who is a rich family and who is a poor
one."

_ Finally, Representative O"Hara concluded: "We have built a magnificent public
education system on the belief that investments iIn education were and are the soundest
investments we can make with public funds."

Allan W. Ostar, executive director of the American Association of State Colleges
and Universities, pointed out that under the CED proposal at a family income level of $10,000,
""a student would receive a grant of only $338 - - which would not go very far," and continued,
"Experience with federal student aid programs proves that they are grossly under-funded,
and dependent on the shifting political priorities .of bureaucrats, Congressional
committees, and private bankers.

"Low tuition public higher education,”™ Ostar said, "which now enrolls about 75
per cent of all American college students, is the envy and wonder of the world, just like
our public school system, of which it is an outgrowth. It has contributed enormously to
our progress and well-being as a nation. There Is no reason for abandoning it now."

This present report for Fiscal year 1973-74 shows that the fifty state legislatures
appropriated 25 per cent more state tax funds for operating expenses of higher education
than for 1971-72, two years earlier. This year™s total of $9.7 billion is also more than
50 per cent above the comparable total of $6.1 billion for 1969-70, four years earlier.
Erratic current inflation takes some of the rosy color out of these gains; and it is true
that the large universities have not been treated as well as the smaller state colleges
and junior colleges; but the fifty legislatures in general deserve praise for standing up
to their responsibilities in a time of much uncertainty, divisiveness and low public morale.

In offering this fourteenth consecutive annual summary, 1 am conscious as always
of the debts I owe to the persons in every state capital who generously provide me with
the necessary data, promptly and accurately. Those who criticize me and rectify my mistakes
are especially appreciated. 1 am also grateful to my many advisers and questioners by
telephone and air mail from all parts of the nation. Let me thank my faithful and competent
assistants here; and express my gratification at the excellent job of reproducing and
distributing this document done for me by the Office of Research and Information of the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges.

I1linois State University M. M. Chambers
Normal, Illinois 61761 Visiting Professor of Educational
Administration and

October 1973 Consultant on Higher Education
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 small monthly mimeographed newsletter GRAPEVINE. Their cooperation is indispensable.
The ground-rules used to achieve an approach to 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. Hence,
it is necessary to peel off the non-tax institutional receipts iIn order to report
appropriations of state tax funds.)

(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 cannot 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.)

(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. We cannot request this except in
instances where it is easily practicable and would not involve delay in reporting.

(6) We include sums “derived from state tax funds and appropriated for state
scholarships. This iIs 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.

(8) We exclude sums received from federal revenue sharing; and all income except
from appropriations of state tax funds for annual operating expenses.

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.




































































