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PREFACE

With this edition of Appropriations of State Tax funds for Operating Expenses of Higher
Education, Dr. M. M. Chambers marks a quarter century of reporting these important data, which
provide prompt information on what legislatures in the 50 states are doing to support higher
education in this country.

Once again, the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges is
privileged to publish Dr. Chambers® compilation and to offer it as the earliest up-to-date
report on state tax appropriations for higher education.

In his latest analysis for 1983 and 1984, Dr. Chambers reports that aggregate
appropriations by state legislatures showed a gain of approximately 11 percent, and he notes
that this two-year gain is less than for any earlier two years since 1960.

At the same time, the Congressional Budget Office projects that the Consumer Price
Index rise will increase between 4 and 5 percent in 1983 and 1984, and this means that many
university administrators will be forced again to defer much needed, but expensive, facility
renovations and maintenance projects in order to keep operational costs as low as possible.

To help meet other cost-pressures, such as the high cost of fuels and utilities -- a
component of the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) which has doubled in recent years --
universities have had to hold back real cost-of-living increases to faculty and staff because
of operating budget pressures.

Against this background, the support of the states to higher education, recorded by Dr.
Chambers, emerges as a vital factor in the survival of higher education.

The "Chambers Report," as this publication has come to be called, is intended as a
reference for university and college administrators and others with a special interest in
American higher education.
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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this 25th consecutive annual edition is to make available a timely summary
of state tax support for operating expenses of higher education for fiscal year 1984 in each
of the 50 states, from data collected and circulated promptly within a few weeks or days after
the state legislative appropriations had been made.

This enables interested persons anywhere to make analyses and comparisons among many
states, all states, or only a few states, of their own choice. The information is concise, and
strictly limited by the simple ground rules used by our correspondents. (See "What the Figures
are Intended to Mean™ herein.)

Some Highlights of Fiscal 1984

The aggregate of appropriations by 50 state legislatures for fiscal 1984 appears to be
$25,476,649,000 -- a gain of about 11 percent over the comparable figure for fiscal 1982, two
years earlier. Though this two-year gain is less than it was for any earlier two years since
1960, the main point is that it is a gain; and though it may be said to be moderate, it is
substantially more than the rate of general inflation current during its own period.

The percentage of two-year gain (nationwide) was heavily influenced by California, the
most populous state, where, after long deadlock and disputation between a Democratic
legislature and a Republican governor, the appropriation for higher education turned out to be
5 percent less than it was two years ago. Omit California, and the two-year gains for the 49
other states amount to 14 percent.

In its way, this provides something of an affirmative answer to a question that was
urgent in 1981 and 1982: With a national administration threatening to reduce federal support
for higher education, and promising to turn back to the states many of the responsibilities
which have come to be borne either wholly of cooperatively by the federal government, will the
states step into the breach and continue to improve state support of higher education? Thus
far, apparently, yes. In both 1981 and 1982, the 50 states levied higher increases in the
state tax revenues than in recent years and the early months of the 1983 sessions seemed to
offer the prospect that this trend would continue. At this moment a complete summary of
improvements in state revenues enacted in 1983 is not yet available.

Among examples of bright spots in 1983 are Michigan and Illinois. Both had lost much
ground during the past 10 years. The 1983 regular sessions raised the rates (at least
temporarily) of the state income taxes (and some other types of state taxes), and thus eased
desperate situations.

All readers of this compact and timely collection of data are free to make their own
interpretations in accord with their own knowledge of related facts and their own
philosophical propensities. Continuing volatilities and uncertainties as to the condition of
the national and world economies offer room for conjecture and speculation. Some progress in
commercial and industrial recovery from recession gives reason for expectations that ensuing
legislative years will find the states better financed and under less stress of straitened
fiscal circumstances. It is reasonable to expect that they will continue to improve their
record of tax support for higher education.

A Glance at the Accompanying Map

The range of variations of the percentages of two-year gains among the states is
narrower than in former years. For 1984 they run only from minus 7 (South Dakota) to plus 29
(Massachusetts). The weighted average for 50 states is 11 percent. It is 14 percent for 49
states (with California omitted because this most populous state shows minus 5). The top
quartile inclpdes five states in a contiguous S-SE strip from Canada to Mexico: Montana,
Wyoming, Colorado, Oklahoma, and Texas; also Florida, Ohio, and Kentucky; and three New
England states: Vermont, Massachusetts, and Connecticut.

In contrast, the lowest quartile (8 percent or less in two-year gains) includes far
western states: California, Oregon, and ldaho; six north central states: Illinois, Indiana,
Michigan, the two Dakotas, and Nebraska; plus Arkansas, West Virginia, Delaware, and New
Hampshire. All other states (the two middle quartiles) show two-year gains of 9 to 17 percent.
They are found in all major regions.



3
A Quarter of a Century

In reflecting upon the 25 years during which this enterprise has operated, the first
thought is of gratitude to many correspondents and collaborators in every state, and to
students, colleagues, and others who have helped to advance it in numerous ways, including
giving the data extensive ciruclation. For the most recent decade, special appreciation is due
to Gwen B. Pruyne of Illinois State University, who serves as managing editor of Grapevine,
the series of monthly reports from which the data are annually summarised.

As one might imagine, observing the changes that have occurred in 50 states and in the
nationwide higher educational scene has been a source of keen pleasure. Much could be written,
but 1 content myself with merely pointing out that for a quarter of a century (and indeed it
could also equally well be said for a,century) phenomenal progress has been made in the
accessibility, scope, and quality of higher education in the United States, all for the good
of the states, the nation, and the whole society; and that for fiscal 1984 progress bids fair
to continue.

There have been ups and downs, often depending on the fortunes of conflicting
ideologies; but for the long future, it is legitimate to assume that the general trend is
upward.

M. M. Chambers October 1983
Professor of Educational Administration and Foundations

I1linois State University

Normal, Illinois 61671
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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 monthly newsletter, Grapevine. The ground rules used to achieve an approach to uniformity
of reporting are enumerated below. Diversities of practice among the 50 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.

2.

We exclude appropriations for capital outlay and include only sums appropriated
for operating expenses.

We exclude appropriations of sums derived from any source other than state tax
funds. Also excluded are all funds derived from federal sources, local sources or
student fees.

We include sums destined for higher education but appropriated to some other
state agency (examples: funds intended for faculty fringe benefits may be
appropriated to the state treasurer and disbursed by him; certain funds for
medical and health education may be appropriated to the state department of
health and disbursed from that department. Sometimes these sums have to be
approximated or estimated because the exact amounts disbursed cannot be known
until after the end of the fiscal period).

We include sums appropriated to statewide coordinating boards or governing
boards, either for broad expenses or for allocation by the board to other
institutions or both.

We include sums appropriated for state scholarships or other student financial
aid, except for capital outlays.

We include sums appropriated for state aid to local public community colleges
(and for operation of state-supported community colleges) and for vocational-
technical two-year colleges or institutes which are predominantly for high school
graduates and adult students.

Appropriations directly to private institutions of higher education at any level
are included.




































































