PREFACE

The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) is
pleased to publish this seventeenth edition of Dr. M. M. Chambers' annual report on state tax
appropriations for operating expenses of higher education. Over the years, Dr. Chambers has
coordinated a nationwide network of correspondents who help in this useful collection and
dissemination of data summarizing state support for higher education.
This support continues to be the most critical factor in the financing of the nation's
public colleges and universities—more so today than ever before as inflationary pressures
annually pose the troublesome question: Will there be enough funds available to meet required
expenditures?
The latest Chambers survey shows that legislatures in all 50 states appropriated for
fiscal 1975-76 a larger sum for net state tax assistance for all higher education than the
comparable figure of two years earlier. The gains—nationwide and for all of higher
education—are encouraging although, as Chambers points out, less than would have been
desirable in the long run public interest.
State appropriations for a large number of state and land-grant universities failed to
keep pace with the rise in the Higher Education Price Index over the past two years. The index,
constructed and brought up to date annually by D. Kent Halstead of the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, measures both wage and price changes in 10 categories involving the
types of goods and services which are purchased by universities and colleges. It applies
to all institutions of higher education rather than to any single segment.
Final index figures covering the 1975 fiscal year compiled by Halstead show an
unprecedented 8.6 percent jump from 1973-74 to 1974-75.
For almost half the state and land-grant universities the gap between state
appropriations and the soaring index meant that revenue was not sufficient to cover the
cost of necessary goods and services.

In addition, the majority of these institutions continued to face demands to educate
more students.
The adequacy of revenue in meeting the needs of all students served by state and
land-grant universities has been analyzed by the NASULGC Office of Research and Information
by calculating total income per student for each of the past two fiscal years. This takes
into account the 8.6 percent rise in the Higher Education Price Index. The analysis of data
for 94 state and land-grant universities and colleges for which comparable information on
both enrollment and revenue were available revealed that the amount of income per student
dropped from $4,138 in 1973-74 to $4,045 in 1974-75 when the effects of inflation were
considered. This means that state and land-grant universities had an average of $93 less
per student in 1974-75 than they had in 1973-74.
Typical of the critical financial problems faced by these institutions is the situation
at the 27-campus University of Wisconsin System. It faces a year of operation with a state
approrpiation which provides $6.8 million less in general purpose revenue (excluding
increased compensation) than was available in 1974-75. At the same time, the university is
up against record enrollments.
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University administrators, in submitting their annual budget to the University of
Wisconsin Board of Regents, noted: "The proposed budget is an attempt to manage as responsibly
as possible with resources which are not equal to the task required for us... For the record,
we would have the Regents know that if the present deficiencies are not soon rectified and
if the state is unable or unwilling to provide the conditions and resources which make possible
the continuation of quality education, the Board cannot long avoid the choice—the obvious,
yet unfortunate, choice—between quality and access."
In an attempt to survive in a time when revenue is not keeping pace with inflation, public
universities and colleges have instituted extensive campaigns to cut costs.
But, as the Wisconsin report to the state Regents points out, the hard choice is
approaching: Will financial cutbacks force a comparable cutback in the quality of the teaching,
research and extension efforts of state and land-grant universities which have been unique
features of U. S. higher education and the models for higher education systems around the
globe?
Garven Hudgins
Director, Office of Research and Information
National Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges
Washington, D. C. 20036
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If one were addicted to the use of five-syllable words, and also to the sometimes
mystifying jargon of education researchers, one might say this brochure reports the
seventeenth annual segment of a "longitudinal" study of net state tax support of operating
expenses of higher education in the United States.
I write briefly of this seventeenth annual summary with especial verve and enjoyment,
because it is possible to announce that although the fiscal year 1974-75 was fraught with more
panicky apprehension and uncertainty regarding the current and future condition of the
national economy than any of the preceding forty years, not one of the fifty state legislatures
failed to appropriate a larger sum for net state tax support of all higher education for fiscal
year 1975-76 than the comparable figure of two years earlier (for fiscal year 1973-74).
The nationwide weighted average rate of gain for all fifty states over the two-year period
turns out to be approximately 28 percent. The comparable two-year gains as of each of the
five consecutive years 1972-76 inclusive are respectively 24, 23, 25, 29 and 28 percent. Each
is higher than the rate of price inflation current at the time, and represents some real gains,
though less than would have been desirable in the long-run public interest.
One must note that these figures are nationwide and for all higher education, and that
there is always wide variation among the states and even wider variance among institutions.
For example, for fiscal year 1975-76 twelve states show two-year gains of less than 20 percent,
the lowest being New Jersey, with only 4 percent. At the other end of the continuum, twelve
states made two-year increases of more than 40 percent — reminiscent of the expansive years
of the latter half of the 1960's.
Almost everywhere the local public two-year community colleges show larger increases
in state support than the four-year state colleges or the large state universities, some of
which are in standstill or backsliding condition because their percentages of gain are less
than the rate of price inflation, to say nothing of the generally steady but modest increases
in student enrollment.
RECOVERY FROM TEMPORARY SLOWDOWN

Misled by sensational news of declines in enrollment and support in a relatively small
number of exceptionally unfortunate institutions, some public and some private, many persons
have lost sight of the continued growth in the nationwide picture. Since 1971 the tendency
among speakers and writers has been to proclaim gloom and doom for the future of higher
education in the United States. The air resounds with lamentations. It would be more accurate
to perceive the most recent five years as a period of temporary slowdown (with no actual
nationwide decline), from which some recovery is already in progress.
The statistics in this present brochure attest that, by and large, the fifty state
legislatures are inclined-.-to rally to continued and increasing state tax support of higher
education, even under the conditions of unusual psychological stress which have
characterized the most recent two years in this nation.
The figures are testimony that the state legislators are generally persons of good sense
and good will toward higher education; that they are aware of the significant short-term and
long-term benefits that accrue to the whole society from more and better higher education
for more people. This ideal has by no means lost the confidence of the public. It is due
for a revival of unprecedented vitality. It is a durable and leading element of the American
Dream.
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Meantime the appearance of allegedly "objective studies" (whose sources I do not name
here for the sake of courtesy and comity), predicting that total enrollments
will eventually decline to half what they are today, can be easily tolerated. The same is
true of a flood of writing which stresses the asserted "declining value of college-going,"
persistently viewing higher education exclusively in the narrow context of private pecuniary
benefits to the individual and ignoring the non-pecuniary gains for the individual and the
fact that all jobs tend inexorably to be upgraded, as well as the vastly more important public
benefits for the whole society.
Equally tolerable (if not taken seriously) are the dust gathering reports of prestigious
commissions, committees and task-forces solemnly recommending that tuition fees be drastically
raised in public colleges and universities, and that huge and complex national and state
schemes of student financial aids be fabricated on an unprecedented scale. It is quite
difficult for citizens and legislators to see the logic of fixing tuition fees at a level which
will exclude most students from middle-income backgrounds, and then screening them through
a complicated "welfare" process which would require a vast and far-flung organization of
student aid functionaries to administer it, not to mention the injustices involved.
The gist of it is the misconceived idea that "those who are able to pay high tuition fees,
should pay," ignoring the truer concept that the advancement of higher education is a public
obligation resting upon all citizens and a public service to be expected of all students.
Formal study is not a parasitic nonproductive waste of time, but a most fruitful form of public
duty. Nearly all students in most other countries of the world are paid stipends rather than
being charged prohibitive fees.
The eminently sensible recommendations of Howard R. Bowen and a fast-growing company
of other economists and educators (not to omit increasing numbers of intellectually awakened
students), that tuition fees in public universities and colleges be kept low or non-existent,
and that student aid systems for the economically deprived students of both sexes and all races
be developed on an increasing scale, but not on the overwhelming scale that a high-tuition-fee
system would necessitate, seem likely to be implemented. We overlook the few hopelessly
reactionary economists who insist that all students should pay the full cost of their
instruction. They belong in the eighteenth century.
In the nationwide arena of policy-making concerning higher education, there are
perceptible signals that divisiveness is diminishing, that some of the more fatuous
proposals are sinking from view, and that a reasonable consensus may be reached which will
enable this greatest of all public service enterprises to expand and improve toward higher
potentials for the public good.
The report which follows represents a compilation of state reports which are printed
monthly as appropriations are finalized in the newsletter, GRAPEVINE. The annual report has
been reproduced and distributed by the National Association of State Universities and
Land-Grant Colleges for each of the 17 fiscal years since 1960.
My gratitude to my correspondents in fifty states, my universities, my graduate students
and all others who have given me ideas, is well known but can not be too often proclaimed.
Especial mention is due Ms. Gwen Pruyne of Illinois State University, my current collaborator.
M. M. Chambers
Professor of Educational Administration
and Consultant on Higher Education
Illinois State University
Normal, Illinois 61761

November, 1975
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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 in 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.)
(4) We include any pre-allocated state taxes whose proceeds are dedicated to •
any institution of higher education, bypassing the process of periodic appropriation the
by 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 hot involve delay in reporting.
(6) We include sums derived from state tax funds and appropriated for state scholarships.
This is 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 emphasize that the data 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 some items.
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.
(9) If any funds from federal general revenue sharing are applied to operating
expenses of higher education, they are meant to be excluded here. This summary is intended
to include only net state tax funds.

