PREFACE

State appropriations for public colleges and universities have formed the backbone
of support for this major segment of higher education since the founding of the first
public colleges in the latter part of the eighteenth century. The development of new
sources of funding for public higher education over the past three decades has done little
to change that basic fact.
Major infusions of federal funds to support research considered to be in the
national interest have greatly changed the support pattern for one major area of
university service since World War II. The growth of private gifts to public universities
has added another dimension to the financial framework, making possible the establishment
of countless new scholarships, endowed chairs, visiting lecturers, experiments with new
approaches to learning and more and better facilities.
Yet today, almost 200 years after the birth of public higher education in this
country, state funds remain the foundation for instructional support for the colleges
and universities included in this system. It is an enormous obligation. Together these
institutions now educate better than three-fourths of all students enrolled in higher
education and award approximately two-thirds of all degrees.
It is therefore safe to say that without the magnificent support provided by the
50 separate states, most students who are now working toward degrees and the millions
who have come before them would never have had the chance for a college education.
Because of the immense impact of state support on higher education, the National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) is pleased to publish
this nineteenth annual report of "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating
Expenses of Higher Education." We are enormously indebted to Dr. M. M. Chambers of
Illinois State University for the service he provides to higher education in compiling
these annual reports of appropriations in a manner that makes the data available while
still current.
Demands Outpace Support
In looking at the latest record of contributions from the states to the maintenance
of the major public network of higher education, it is obvious once more that in many
areas of this country support is not keeping pace with the demands of the times. A
two-year comparison of levels of support shows an overall gain of 20 percent. This does,
in fact, surpass increases in higher education prices as measured by an index developed
by D. Kent Halstead, a researcher with the National Institute for Education. Over the
same period, the Higher Education Price (HEP) index rose 13.5 percent.
However, Halstead points out that the index does not measure need and, if colleges
and universities had been able to raise professional salaries to match the 5.8 percent
inflation rate for the 12-month period ending June 30, 1977, the index would have risen
7.0 percent for that period, instead of 6.4 percent, thus boosting the overall two-year
rise accordingly.
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The NASULGC Office of Research and Information (ORI) calculated percentage changes
in state appropriations for state and land-grant universities for the same two years
covered in the Chambers' 50-state comparative table. Data, 9vailable for 94 institutions,
including all of the major state universities in every state but New Hampshire, showed
that these large campuses have not fared as well as has total higher education.
For 64 of the 94 institutions, increases in state appropriations over the two-year
period were smaller than the increase in the total state appropriation for higher
education. In addition, three member institutions, the University of Maine, the City
University of New York and the State University of New York, actually had decreases in
their state appropriations compared with the 1976 fiscal year. Appropriations in those
states rose only one and three percent respectively over the period.
Further illustrating the appropriations' squeeze for many large state universities,
31 of the colleges and universities, or about one-third of the total group, had changes
over the period which were less than the 13.5 percent rise in the HEP index, including
the three institutions which reported drops.
Crisis in Pennsylvania
In the midst of these no-growth situations, higher education in one state has an
even gloomier outlook five months into the new fiscal year. As of November 1, the
Pennsylvania legislature had yet to pass a higher education appropriations bill. Data
for that state reported in this document are based primarily on the governor's budget
requests, which may never become law.
Much of any possible increases the state universities finally receive will probably
be eaten up in payment of interest charges on the loans they have been forced to make
to stay afloat in the absence of state funds for this fiscal year.
The universities are caught in the middle of a partisan struggle over a tax increase,
which is necessary 'to meet the Commonwealth's proposed budget for 1977-78. Rather than
vote the increase in, the Pennsylvania legislature simply took $300 million originally
allocated in the budget for higher education and transferred the funds for use in meeting
general state expenses.
As one radio newsman put it, "The colleges and universities are being held hostage
by the legislature."
Although an isolated example, the Pennsylvania situation has set a precedent which
public higher education can ill afford to see repeated.
The Student Impact
The financial difficulties caused by the decreasing abilities of the states to fund
higher education at an adequate level not only affect the institutions. They are having
an impact on students and their parents. An increasing share of the burden for funding
instructional costs must be borne by the consumer.
During the 1965-66 academic year, student tuitions accounted for 15 percent of the
funds available for educational and general expenditures for all
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the public sector.
For public universities the rise has been steeper. In 1965-66 tuition and fees
represented only about 13.2 percent of educational and general expenditures. In 1975-76,
the percentage had crept above that for the public sector as a whole, standing at 16.7
percent.
Although there is no doubt that state support for public higher education will
continue to be strong, these signs of trouble must and are being heeded by the colleges
and universities which depend on public support for their survival. The pattern that
has worked so well for so long must be upheld.

Ione Phillips, Editor/Writer
Office of Research and Information
National Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges
Suite 710, One Dupont Circle, NW
Washington, DC 20036
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Nearly fifteen and one-quarter billion dollars was the aggregate of net state
tax-fund appropriations for annual operating expenses of all higher education by the
fifty states for fiscal year 1977-78.
This we know, even though as this summary went to press in November, 1977 the
legislatures of New Hampshire and Pennsylvania had not yet enacted the appropriation
acts.
Weighted Average Two-Year Gain of 20 Percent
The $15.26 billion exceeds the comparable figure of two years earlier (for fiscal
year 1975-76) by approximately 20 percent. This nationwide rate of gain was four
percentage points lower than its counterpart computed for the preceding year. Yet the
20 percent gain substantially surpassed the rate of general inflation during the most
recent two years, and amounted to a modest real gain, though far from satisfactory in
the face of present and prospective new demands upon higher education and a growing
backlog of unexploited opportunities to raise the educational level of the whole people
for concerted advance toward higher civilization.
State-by-State Distribution
The statewide rates of two-year gain were more nearly uniform than in any recent
year. The high-gains group and the low-gains group were relatively small and tended
strongly to be regionally concentrated. The middle-gains group was larger (including
half of all the states) and largely spread across the nation in a vast contiguous
grouping from coast to coast. As to rates of gain, these states were clustered rather
near to the median of 22 percent, all within the range of 17 to 25 percent inclusive.
Second largest territorially was the top quartile (12 states) composed of a
southwestern subgroup (Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah) plus two states
in the northwestern quadrant (Nebraska and Wyoming); a smaller southeastern subgroup
(Kentucky, Tennessee and Georgia) ,- with Maryland and New Jersey in the northeast.
These states were all within the two-year gain range of 26 to 36 percent inclusive.
Territorially much smaller than either of the two groupings just mentioned was
the bottom quartile (12 states), heavily concentrated in the northeast. Seven form a
contiguous group composed of the four northernmost states of New England, plus New York,
Pennsylvania and Delaware. Alone in the north central region were Illinois and South
Dakota; Alabama and South Carolina in the southeast and far-away Hawaii.
The 50-state median of two-year gains was 22 percent. The presence of four of
the ten most populous states in the nation—New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois and
Massachusetts—in the low-gains group pulled the nationwide average to 20 percent. The
12 states in this quartile all had two-year gains ranging from 16 percent downward.
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An encouraging feature was that four of the more populous states that were reported
a year ago (1976) as in or near this low-gains class moved upward substantially in 1977:
Illinois from a two-year gain of only 9 percent in 1976 to 15 percent in 1977; Michigan,
from 13 to 19; New Jersey, from 9 to 27 and Florida, from 6 to 19. However, New York
continued to drop from 8 percent in 1976 to 3 percent in 1977.
The incubus of unemployment among too many millions who had neither remunerative
work nor opportunity for education hamstrung the economy and slowed down recovery from
the worst recession in forty years. Sane recognition of the multiple values of higher
education will assuredly increase. Cynical talk of lack of confidence has been heard
for a decade. Will the legislatures of 1978 be convinced of a wiser view?

Some Limitations of This Summary
This brochure does not purport to offer more than reasonably close approximations,
in rounded numbers, of data that have limited usefulness if made available promptly.
The reports never appertain to expenditures, after the fact; but only to appropriations
made for operating expenses. Communications about the data are always welcomed, so
that in a limited sense they are self-correcting. They may be and are freely reproduced
and widely used in many states and institutions. I caution once more that they can
be misleading if over-interpreted or used in disregard of the innumerable pertinent
factors which they do not pretend to report.
Gratitude Everlasting
Now, as in prior years, I conclude by proclaiming my sincere thanks to numerous
alert and competent voluntary correspondents in every state who report the data, to
the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and to the
publisher and editors of The Chronicle of Higher Education for reproducing and
circulating the information widely on a nationwide scale.
To each of the very many persons who have had anything to do with this project
I am grateful, and especially I name Ms. Gwen B. Pruyne of Illinois State University,
who is now beginning her fifth year as my collaborator with skill and fidelity.

M. M. Chambers
Professor of Educational Administration
And Consultant on Higher Education
Illinois State University
Normal, Illinois 61761
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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
institutions 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 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.

