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PREFACE

In Mav 1976, The Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching issued a com-
mentary on the important role of the states in
the support and development of higher educa-
tion. That commentary had the following major
t hemes:

High: rduc,uion in the United States, with
its tripartite support based on state, fed-
eral, and private sources of funds, has been
comparatively effective in both quantitative
and qualitative terms.

a Sonic surplus facilities iiow exist as a result
of the great expansion of the I960s, but the
greater imbalance is in the deficiencies that
remain. Entirely new information on the
deteriorating position, on a comparative
basis, of research universities in a number
of states was presented.

The states are, or will be, in a better position
to remedy their deficiencies than is com-
monly supposed, although the capacity of
the states varies greatly.

Several major problems lie ahead; (1) of how
to maintain dynamism without growtli, (2) of
how to avoid parochialism as the individual
states become a greater source of funds and
policy, () of how to support the private
sector while maintaining its independence,

) of how to get accountability by higher
education without stiffing it with detailed
regulation, and (5) of how to balance the
public interest against the need for institu-
tional autonomy in academic areas of de-
cision-making.

The commentary also attempted to convey an
appreciation of the diversity of higher educa-
tion in the United States in several dimensions.

Entitled The States and High Education: A
Proud Past and a Vital Future, the commentary
lay be ordered from Jossey-Bass Inc., 6 /5

Montgomery Street, San Francisco, California
941 I 1.

A considerable amount of data was gathered
for the study, but only the most immediately
relevant materials could be included in the
commentary itself. It is our belief, however, that

uch of the information that could not be
included in the commeutary will be of interest to

any persons who wish to obtain a more inten-
sive and detailed appreciation of some of the
findings reported in the basic documet t. hi
their interest, we are pleased to present this

pplem en t.

CLARK KERR

C hairperson
Carnegie Council on Policy
Studies in Higher Education
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Statistica Tables

igti Tv A .1. Selected Nleasures Relating 1( --a1 Ca1iteity if Statcs

Per,.

Income
tax

revenue
as

percent Heath'
1 icelfart it C het lke Lin m plo y-

( riTenue
per tax

r
a cit :., expentht bfres

g
men t

capita, capita, reren4e until IIL I'd per capita rate

State 1 9 7-1 197,30 197-111 1074( I9731 j91 OM 19704975 197,5e

8.5"A

8,9
Siates

lx,1111.1

S5,448

4,215

S 541

-178

31.1'N,

21,3 25 151

11.5%

5 4.9

ALLS 7,062 1,268 46,0 71.2 185 35.6 16.7) 8,7

5,127 513 27.8 2.8 95 25.4 10.0

Arkansas 4,200 449 76.9 25.6 125 7,7 10,0
6,032 615 35.7 258 27,0 6.2
5,5 I 5 577 38,1 8.4 157 25.8 14.8 5,4

Connect' LIt 6,455 560 14.6 7.4 149 19,6 10.1

Dela wzi re 6,306 725 42,5 22.8 5.6 9.1

1 [or 41.1 5,416 460 0,1 120 37,1 23.1 11,4

Georgi 4,751 484 71,1 202 .4 7.3 9.4

Idli11.tvc

LII

c)

6,042 909
527

34.3
77,1

12.8 209
122

21.7
6.9

12.4
15.0

7,4
7.3

6,234 517 32.2 4.0 185 10.2 0.3 8.3

Lndiana 5,184 384 74.2 10.6 111 11.4 2.3 8.6

5,279 168 38,3 4.8 108 9,.1 1.6 5.7

Kansits 5,5Q0 463 31,9 11.2 133 5.2 0.8
Kentuc k
lApois Lin a

4,391
1,803

531 22,3
12,7

20.8
15.8

121
164 11.9

r ,
4.1

7,5
8.2

Maine 4,590 531 15,5 11.7 151 2.5 6.6 10.0

N.iart.'I.uicl 5,913 571 42.0 166 26.5 4.5 7,4

Masiarhtt se t ts 5,757 582 56.9 15.2 257 10.5 2.-1 13.3

Mi c higan 5,883 611 34.6 2.7 215 15.1 3.2 13,6

Minrieso 5,422 653 48.3 7.9 (72 11.5 3.2 5,8
529 13.9 7.1 164 7.5

Mkso mei 5,036 397 26.9 16.3 128 8.3 1.8 7.2

Mon lam 4,956 573 43,2 110 1.9 7,7 8.3

1 0



Figure A-1. Sekcted :1* t iti/ to Fiscal Capac es (Continued)

corne

tax
7eveTt lie

Personal Geo percent Percent Health and
income of state of tax welfare Percentage change Unemploy-

per per lax capacity expenditures tn population men1

capita, c4ii1a, 1e7.4e7lue tem iilized per capita, rate
State 1974 197,134 19746 fr 974-C 1973d 1960-1970 1970-1975 1975c

Nebraska $5,278 $428 .?.?4,9% 7..5% $116 5,1% 4.2% 5.4%

Nevada 6,016 629 7.9 160 71.3 21.1 9.6-

New
Ilamps 4,944 408 19.4 17.6 114 21.5 10.8 6.7

Jersey 6,247 45C 11 .3 9.2 159 18.2 2.1 10.1

N w Mexico 4,137 677 16.9 11.5 128 6.8 12.9 7.7

.ew York 6,159 7516 50.6 32.8 338 8.7 -0.7 10.1

North Caroltn 4,665 495 36.4 14.1 106 11.5 7.3 9.0

North Dakota 5,583 608 27.4 23.4 91 -2.3 2.8 5.2

Ohio 5,518 391 21.9 23.8 129 9.7 1.0 8.4
Oklahoma 4,581 313 20.7 23.8 175 9.9 6.0 6.2
Oregon 5,284 53I0 C2.4 8.1 113 18.2 9.4 10.2

Pennsylvania 5,447 532 i5.9 11.6 166 4.2 0.3 8.9

Rhode Island 5,343 587 .12.6 4,6 206 10.5 -2.4 14.4

South Carolina 4,311 498 30.to 15_3 11 2 8.7 8.8 10.9

South _Dakota 4,685 504 OA 0.5 97 =2.1 2.5 4.9
4,551 499 11.S 19,2 137 10.0 6.7 8.4

Texas 4,952 414 - 21,0 114 16.9 9.3 6.0

Utah 1,473 595 37,n 12.6 108 18.9 13.9 7.4

Vermont 4,534 742 33.9 18.8 176 14.1 5.9 10.0

Virginia 5,339 479 18.1 17.0 III 17.2 6.0 6.8
Washington 5,710 655 3.9 162 19.5 4.0 9.2
West Virgini 4,372 593 18.5 19.5 118 -6.2 3.4 7.4

Wisconsin 5,247 618 47.-I -15.1 173 11.8 4.3 7.0

Wyoming 5,404 694 = 19.3 136 0.7 12.5 4.4

a1nclude- general revenue TeCeiVCII try staleS I ram all sourees including federal, state, and local sources.

bIncludes rev nue from personal and carsate income taxes.

ethIttljli?e(j tax capacity tkas determi by ( I ) computing an average rate for each type of tax, in most Cases 45 2
percentage of personal income. ).2) determining the potential revenue from the tax if the state taxed at the average rate,

ing the statc's revenue frrnn the potential revenue in order to determine the unutilized potential amount (the r, -ult
would be negative for those states taxing at more than the national average rare), and (4) making some final adjustments to
allow for the fact that taxpayers paying high taxes of a particular type would have their capacity to pay other taxes impaired-in

other words, deriving a measure of Met .o vet- ny underutilization.

dIneludes state and local espe health and welfare.

"Prelimina ry.

Sources: For a number of th serid s. tr.s. ilurcau of he Census, Statistical Abstrart of the United States, 1974 (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. government Printing Office, 1974 ) and Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1975 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.

(,overnment. Printing Office, 1975); for 1974 state personal income, Survey of Current Business, August 1975, p. 11; for
percentage of unutilized tax capacity, R. L. Qiiindry turd M. G. Currence, State and Local Revenue Potential, 1974 (Atlanta.:

Southern Regional Education Board, 1976); and for 1975 unemployment rates, preliminary data provided by the U.S. Bureau

of Labor Statistics,

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Figure A-2. Changes in Public and Private Shares of Total Economic Costs of Higher Education, Isur lotting
Estimated Forgone Earnings of Students, 1929-30 to 1973-74 (in Constant 1967 Dollars)

$ Billions

Total economic costs
(Induding forgone earnings)

$45.36

Percent

Total private costs as a
percentage of total costs
(including forgone earnings)

Pe n

100 100

Total public tostx ar a
percentage of total costs
(including forgone earnings)

1973-74 1929-30 1973-74 1929- 0 197371

Sources: Estimates developed from U.S. National Center for Education Statistics and U.S. Bureau of Lahor Statistics data.
br method of estimating forgone earnings, see Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, ilkher Educalion: Whcp Pays? Who
B s? Who Should Pay? (New York; McCraw-llill, 1973), pp. 49-50.
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Figure A-3. Estimate of Needs for Additional Public Tw -Year College Campuses by 1980 for Metropolitan
Areas with Populations of 500,000 or More

Area

Average
Populo- Percentage Estmated FTE TotGl

don change in 'need for enrollment enrollment Estimated
1974 (in population Number of ; new Additional per as percent need for

thou- 1960- 1970- campuses campuses campuses campus of popula new
sands) 1970 1974 1968 1968a 1968-1974 1974 tion 1974b campuses

Alabama
Birmingham 785 2.7 2.3 2 1 0 3,100 3.8 0

Aruon
oenix 1,172 45.9 20.9 4 1-2 1 4,600 6.7 1

California
Anaheim-

Santa Ana-
Garden
Grove 1,661 101.8 16.9 5 2-3 1 7,800 8.5 2

Los Ar.gcks-
Long Beach 6,9 6 16,6 -1.6 18 2-4 2 8,200 7.2 2

Riverside-San
Bernardino.
Ontario 1,214 40,9 6,4 8 2-3 1 3,300 5.7 0

Sacrament() 883 28,4 9.8 3 1-2 1 6,500 9,0 1

San Diego 1,518 31,5 11.8 5 1-2 0 5,600 8.3 1

San Francisco.
Oakland 3,136 17,3 0.9 11 2-4 4 5,200 7.9 0

San Jose 1182 65.9 10.9 5 2-3 0 6,900 9.8 2
Colorado

Denver-
Boulder 1 391 32,5 12,2 2 1-2 2 2,500 5,0 0

Connecticut
Ilartford-New

Britain.
Bristol 1,059 22.6 2.3 4 0 3 1,500 6.2

Delaware
Wilmingt i

Del.,
NJ,, Md, 513 20.2 2.8 2 na.' 1,000 5.2 0

District of
Columbia

-- Washington,
D.C.-
Md., Va. 3,015 39.0 3,6 5 3-5 1 4,900 6.1 1

(Virginia)
Florida

Fort
Lauderdale-
Hollywcwd 807 85,6 30.1

Miami 1,416 35.6 11.7

Orlando 579 31.0 27.7
Tampa-St.

Petersburg 1,333 33 5 22.5
Georgia

Atlanta 1,766 36.5 11.3
Hawaii

Honolulu 691 26,2 9.6
Illinois

Chicag- 6,971 13.6 -0.1

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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1-2 0 7,900 1.8 1

2-3 1 7 100 4.2 1 (under
construc-
tion)

n.a.c 0 3,000 4.0 0

1-2 1 4,200 3.5

1-2 2 2,700 3.5 0

0 1 2,500 5,7 0

19 34 1 3,700 4.2

1 3



Figure A-3. Estimate of N eds for Additional Public Tuo-Ye-1 College r:a puses by 1980 for Metropolitaii
Areas with Populations of 500,000 or Nlore (Continued)

Area

Pop u la- Percentage
tion clumge in

1974 (in population
- 1960- 1970-

sands) 1970 1974

Number of
campuses

1968

Estimated
need for

new
campuses
1968a

Additional
campuses
1968-1974

:lverage

FTE Total
enrollment enrollment Estimated

per as percent need for
campus of popula= new

1974 tion 19746 campuses

Indiana
Cary-

Ila mmond-
East Chicago 644 2.7 1.7 1(1 0 n.a. 2.8

Indianapolis 1,144 17.6 2.9 1(1 12 n.a. 2.5
Kentucky

Ky-Ind. 892 15.0 2,9 1-2 0 1,400 2.4
Louisiana

New Orleans 15.3 4.2 1-2 2,400 4.0 0

Maryland
Baltimore 2, I 40 14,8 3 3 1-2 2.700 4.6 0

Massachusetts
Boston -Lowell-

Brockton-
Lawrence-
laverh

Nlass.-N.11. 3,918 1.8 2-3 4 1,600 6.2 0
Springfield.

Chicopee-
Holyoke,
Nlass.-Conn. 590 7.5 3,300 9.1 0

Michigan
Detroit 4,434 12.3 0.0 8 2-3 2 4,300 3.5 0

Flint 522 18.9 2.7 n a c 0 10,000 5.5 1

Grand Rapids 559 16.7 3.6 1-2 0 4,100 4.2 0

Nlinnesota
inneapolis-
St, Paul 2,011 93.0 2.3 1,800 4.6 0

Missouri
Kansas City,

Mo.-Kans. 1,302 14 9 2.2 1 2,400 3.3 0

St. Louis.
7lo.-111. 2,371 12.5 -1.6 1-2 2,900 3.9 0

Nebraska
Omaha, Neb.-

. Iowa 575 18.6 6.0 1 700 4.1
New Jersey

jersey Cit y 8S 0.5 -4.1 2-3 0 3.0
New

Bruns ick-
Perth
Amboy-
Sayreville 590 2 .- 1.1 0 5,400 6.5 0

Newark 2,019 12.2 -1.9 2-3 2 3,000 4.5 0
New York

Albany-
Schenectady-
Troy 799 8.8 2.7 2,600 6.6 0

Buffalo 1,331 3.2 -1.4 0 5,100 4.9 0
Nassau-Suffolk 2,621 29,9 2.5 0 10,600 4.2
New York,

J. 9,634 4.5 -3.4 10 4-5 2 6.200 5.1 0

STATISTICAL TABLES
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Figure A-3. Estimate of Needs for Additional Public Two-Year College Campuses by 1980 for Metropolitan
Areas with Populations of 500,000 or More (Cantinued)

Area

Popula-
tion

1974 (in
thou-
sands)

Percentage
change in

population
1960- 1970-
1970 1974

Number of
campuses

7968

Estimated
need for

new
campuses

19680

Additional
campuses
1968-1974

Average
FTE

enrollment
per

campus
1974

Total
enrollment
as percent
of popula-
tionlg74b

Estimated
need for

new
campuses

New York
(Continued)

Rochester 966 20.1 0.5 1 1-2 3,700 5.8 0

Syracuse 646 12.9 1.5 2 1 3,000 7.3 0

North Carolina
Charlotte-

Gastonia 589 25.7 5.6 n c 0 4,200 4.5

Greensboro-
Winston-
Salem-High
Point 760 16.4 4.9 0 0 1,200 4.1 0

Ohio
Akron 671 12.2 -1.2 0 1-2 0 6.0

Cincinnati,
Ohio-
Ky.-Ind. 1,376 9.2 -0.7 2 1-2 1 1,200 4.0 0

Cleveland 1,984 8.1 -3.9 5 1-2 3,800 3.3 0

Columbus 1,067 20.5 4.8 0 1 2 1,400 6.5 0

Dayton 855 17.3 -0.9 1 1 0 4,600 5.2 0

Toledo,
Ohio-Mich. 781 9.8 1=2 1 1,100 4.7 0

Youngstown-
Warren 543 5.5 1 0 1,000 2.8 0

Oklahoma
Oklahoma City 766 23.5 9.6 1,600 7.4 0

Tulsa 576 156 4.9 0 n.a.c 2 2,000 2.8 0

Oregon
Portland,

Oreg.-Wash. 1,080 -0.2 7.2 4 1=2 0 5,300 51
Pennsylvania

Allentown-
Bethlehem-
Easton, Pa.-
N. J. 6 7 9.0 3.7 1,300 3.2 0

Northeast Pa. 633 0.2 1.8 4 n.a.c 900 3.7

Philadelphia,
Pa.-N.J. 4,810 11.1 -0.3 8 2-3 3,100 3.9

Pit tsburgh 2,334 -9.2 -2.8 1 1 1,800 3.5 0

Rhode Island
Providence-

Warwick-
Pawtucket 854 10.7 -0.1 1-2 0 4,700 6.8

South Carolina
Greenville-

Spartanburg 522 14,5 10.3 n.a 1 2,000 5.7 0

Tennessee
Memphis,

Tenn.=
Ark.-Miss. 853 14.7 2.3 1-2 1 2,200 4.0 0

Nashville-
Davidson 745 17.1 6.5 0 2 1,000 54

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Figure A-3. Estimate of Needs for Additional Public Two-Year College Campuses by 1980 for Metropolitan
Areas with Populations of 500,000 or More (Continued)

Area

Popula- Percentage
(ion change in

1974 (in population
thou- 1960- 1970-
sands) 1970 1974

Number of
campuses

1968

Estimated
need for

new
campuses

1968a

Additional
campuses
1968-1974

A verage
ETE

enroPmen
pe-7

campus
1974

Total
enrollment Estimated
as percent need for
of popula-
tion 1974b sampuses

Texas
Dallas-

Fort Worth 2,499 36.8 5.1 3 1 3,800 4.5

Houston 2,223 39.8 11.2 4 2.3 2,300 3.7

San Antonio 980 20.6 10.3 1 1 8,100
Utah

Salt Lakc City-
Ogden 766 22.4 8.5 0 1 0 4.8

Virginia
Norfolk-

Virginia
Beach-
Portsmouth,
Va.-N.C. 766 16.5 4.6 1-2 0 4.800 33 0

Richmond 570 18.6 5.0 1-2 1 2,100 5.5

Washington
Seat tle-Everet t 1,396 28.7 -2.0 6 1-2 3.400 6.7 0

Wisconsin
Milwaukee 1,415 9.8 0.8 9,400 46

aEstimated by Carnegie Co
Table II,

iiiion on High Education, New Students and New Place,' (New York: McGraw-1 II, 1971),

bIncludes enrollment in all institutions of higher education.

cEstimate for 1968 not available, because population was less than 500,000 in 1968 or because area was not defined as

separate standard metropolitan area in 1968.

dThe Hammond carnpu9 of Purdue University was predomiaantly a two-year campus in 1968. It is new classified as a

four-year campus but continues to have substantial enrollment in two-year programs. We have therefore not regarded its present
four-year status as a reason for indicating that the area lost a two-year campus between 1968 and 1974. The same comments

apply to the Indianapolis campus of Indiana University-Purdue University,

eThere is a need for a two-year campus in the city of Omaha. The existing two-year campuses are irs the Iowa portion of the

metropolitan area.

Source: Adapted fro the Census and U.S National Center for Education St tistics data.

STATISTICAL TAMES
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Figure A..4. Federal Flands for Research and Devdoponcm Fi a Year 1974: Percent of Funds Rec ived ir
State Going to Prkate Institutions

Massvchulset s

nnectieut 82.0'

New York 783

jasoari 22.6

oshire 65.7

Pennsy Ivan iia 64.5

Maryland 63.3

Rhode Island 58.7

I iiinois 57.4

New Jersey 51.3

Tennessee 51.0

Lo9isiana 48.4

North Carolina 46.2

Ohio 43.8

Florida 43.7

Georgi

California 31.2

Texas 24.4

IIndiana 11.5

Nebraska 10.c

Colorado 9,5

Wisconsin 7_0

Alabarna 6.4

7 Maine 4.6

3 Utah 3.3

GTegon 3,0

South Dakota 1.4

Mississippi 1.3

South Carolina 1.2

20

Statcs with zero percent of federal
rescarchk and' development funds going to
private institutions:

Maska Nor th Dakota
Delaware Nevada
ilawaii Vermont
ldaiiu Washington
Kansas West Virginia
Montana

WYoming has no private institutions.

Source: National Scieutx, Foundation, "De.
taited Statistical Table, Appendix B," Federal
Support 10 Unieerm7ties. Colleges. avd SeZected
Nonprofit Institutions, Fkeal Year 1974
(Washington. D.C.: U.S. Omennuent 'Printing
Office, n.d.), Tables B-2I and B-22,.
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Figur A-5. Federal Funds foc Research and EcvcIopmcnt, Fiscal Year 1974, to all institutions, Compared with
Population Ratak of States
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Montana (0)

Delaware (+2)

Wyoming (+4)

.North Dakota (-1)

Nevada (0)

South Dakota (-4)

Idaho (-7)

Maine (-12)

4

Millions of dollars

New York (0)

Note Figures in parentheses
denote difference between popula7.
Lion rank of the state and vs---i/tik lit
receipt olf federal funds ftit Wsearch
and development in all institutions. A
minus figure indicates that the state
is lower in R&D funds received than
in its population rank.

Sources: States ranked in popula-
tion from U.S. Bureau of the Census,
"Estimates of the Population of the
States... July I, 1973," Current
Population Reports 8ff:ries P-25,
No. 518 (Washington. D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1974),
Table I. Data on federal funds from
N a t ion al S i en ce Foundation,
"Detailed Statistical Table, Appen-
dix B," Federal Support to Universi-
ties. Callekes, and Selected Nonprofit
Institutions, Fiseul Yrar 1974 .(Wash-

ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, n.d.), Tables }ELI 1 and

8-22.
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Figure A-6. Rank on Quality of Faculty in Graduate
Departments Compared with Population
Rank: Public Institutions, 1969

California WU

Michigan (+5

Indiana 1+8)
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Illinois (0)

Minneso

To s (-3)
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d 4

Florida t-6)
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Virginia (-1)

New York (-16)

Arizona (+13)

ryland (-1)

sachusetts (-9)

New Jersey (-10)

Utah (+17)

Delaware (+22)

Georgie (-10)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 60 90 100

Note: Numbers in parentheses
denote population rank as corn-
pared with rank in number of
-distinguished" graduate depart-
ments in public institutions in the
state. A minus figure indicates
state is lower in rank on graduate
departments than on population.

The -25 states not included
had no graduate department rated
over 3.9. For additional informa-
tion, refer to Figure A-13.

Source: K. D. Roose and C.J.
Andersen, A Raring of Graduate
Programs (Washington, D.C.:
American Council on Education,
1979)1.

Numbe,r of departments ranked over 3.0 by quality of
graduate faculty
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Figure A.7. "Distinguished" Graduate Departments,
1969: Percent of Ranked Programs in
State in Private Sector
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California 36

Texas 15

92
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Percent of departments ranked 3.0 and above that are in
private sector

States with ranked programs but with none of them
in private sector:

Arizona Iowa Oregon
Colorado Kansas Utah
Delaware Michigan Virginia
Florida Minnesota Washington

Wisconsin

Note: For additional infornwion, refer to Figure A-11
Source: K. 1)- Rome and C. J. Andersen, A Rating of

Graduate Programs (Washington, D.C.: American Council on
Education, 19701.
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Figure A-8. Rank on Quality of Faculty in Graduate Departments Compared with Population Rank: All

fnstitutions, 1969
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Note: Numbers in parentheses denote difference between
population rank and rank in number of "distinguished"
graduate depanments in all iostitutions in the state, A minus
fivre indicates a state is lower in rank on traduate
departments than in its population rank.

The 21 states not included in the figure had no graduate
department ranked over 3.0 by quality of faculty. For
additional information, refer to Figure A-13,.

Source: K. D. Roose and C. j. Andersen, A Rating of
Graduate Programs (Washington, D.C.: American Council on
Education, 1970).
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Figure A-9. Higher Education in Its Totality

Number of
ins titu t ions,
fall 1974

rollmen
count), fall 1974

Current-funds educationa
and general expenditures,

1973-74
(in thousands of_dollars

Public Private Public Private Public Private

Alabama 31 21 127,200 17,000 $ 254,000 $ 43,900
Alaska 7 2 13,000 1,100 45,200 3,200
Arizona 15 -5 147,100 5,100 299,300 7,800
Arkansas 14 13 47,000 9,700 107,000 17,500
California 130 117 1,377,700 152,500 2,203,100 544,900
Colorado 26 12 123,100 13,400 271,200 46,100
Connecticut 27 24 91,100 53,800 138,500 218,600
Delaware 5 4 25,000 4,100 60,500 5,000
District of Co umbia 3 14 14,400 67,000 39,900 253,600
Florida 37 34 259,000 49,100 515,000 145,400
Georgia 33 33 127,300 28,300 308,600 102,600
I lawaii 9 4 40,400 3,500 96,600 7,000
Idaho 6 3 28,500 7.200 56,500 9,600
Illinois
Indiana

60
22

85
40

397,500
150,000

135,700
9,700

762,400
385,700

435,300
126,900

Iowa 25 38 76.400 37,400 285,100 79,300
Kansas 28 26 100,900 12,300 204,800 27,600
Kentucky 21 26 94,300 19,000 254,200 39,500
Louisiana 19 11 119,700 20,900 201.900 66,600
Maine 10 15 27,700 8,900 63,900 27,500
Nlaryland 30 22 153,400 33,200 283,500 143,000
Nlassachusetts 35 87 151,000 109,800 228,300 745,200
NI ichigan 47 48 397,000 55,600 833,700 119,400
Minnesota 31 33 132,900 03,300 347,200 81,200
Mississippi 27 18 77,500 9,400 166,500 17,500
Missouri 27 51 142.400 58,300 295,400 189,500

iMnntaia 9 3 25,200 2,800 56,600 4,600
Nebraska I 5 14 54,000 13,300 130,100 36,800
Nevada 5 1 24,600 200 ' 40,100 100
New Ila mpshire 10 14 19.700 -14,700 52,600 58,700
New Jersey 30 33 206.900 67,400 368,400 177,000
New Mexico 14 46.30'0 4,400 122,600 6,100
New York 84 199 575,000 379,500 1,270.700 1,496,100
North Carolina 72 43 173,400 49,800 423,800 226,700
North Dakota 11 4 26,800 1,700 59,500 3,300
Ohio 61 69 308,700 99,700 604,000 271,500
Oklahoma 28 14 111,700 21,100 167,800 33,400
Oregon 22 20 127,100 14,500 202,800 35,100
Pennsylvania 67 114 268,300 178,500 679,400 537,900
Rhode Island 3 10 31,000 28,400 66,800 66,700
South Carolina 30 23 91,300 23,100 185,200 44,400
South Dakota 7 9 20,700 6,200 52,700 13,400
Tennessee 23 44 124,100 39,800 246,500 132,500
Texas 88 55 469,100 79,700 884,900 220,300
Utah 9 4 54,400 29,900 145,900 45,200
Vermont 6 16 16,600 11,700 . 47,500 31,000
Virginia 39 34 186,100 28,900 323,100 77,900
Wasington 19 185,800 24,200 387,900 45,500

21
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Figure A.9. Higher Educat on in Its Totality (Gontirincitl)

Number of
institutions,
fall 1974

Earollrne ead-
a I), fall 1974

Currentiunds educational
and general expenditures.

1973-74
(in plousaiids of dollar

l'c Private Public Private Public Private

West Virginia 16 12 61,100 10,200 91,700 19,700

Wisconsin 43 29 197,600 29,700 515,300 93,200
Wyoming 8 0 16,100 44,200
Service schools (federal 8 29,200 245,800

Total United States 1,460 1,565 7 ' 200 2,247,700 $16,123,900 7 180,800

Sources: E w number of mstitutions, data adap
"Opening Fall Enrollment, 1974," Chronicle of 1
National Center for Education Statistics, Financial Statist
Expenditure5, 1973-74 (Washington, D.C.), prepublication tables.

U.S. National Center for Education Stat stit , tor enrollment,
n, December 16, 1974, p. 8; and for expenditures, U.S.

tions -)f Higher Education, Current Funds Revenues and

Figure A-I0, Undergradut e Degree-Credit F-nrollmeni
Group, 1970, by State

Utah
North Da kota
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1 South Dakota
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Nebraska

_71 Dragon
Montana
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Colorado

Iowa

New Hampshire
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Idaho

1 District of Columbia
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1 Wyoming
New York
Arizona

1 Washington

Illinois

Michigan

Pennsylvania

Percent

us Aged 18 to 24 as a Percentage of Their Age

Missouri

Rhoda Island
I Maine

I Indiana

II Ohio

1 New Jersey
I West Virginia

Delaware
New Mexico

F I ori da

I Maryland

1 Texas

I Tennessee

Hawaii

Oklahoma
Ar kansas

1 Mississippi

Alabarria

Louisiana

North Carolina
Kentucky

1 Vfrginia

Georgia

South Carolina

Nevada

J Alaska

0 20 40 60
Percent

Note: Students attending college in states other than their stale of residence arc classified as lying in the state in which they
attrnding college.

Source: Computed from 1970 census data.
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Figure A-1 2. Federal Obligati
in Thousands of

Uisiverities antl Colleges, Fiscal Year 1974, for Research and Development,

PtiPlec Percent Przi'ate Percent
Total to all
institutions

Alabama $ 22.207 93.6 1,521 6.4 $ 23,728

Alaska 8,947 100.0 0 0.0 8,947

Arizona 15.609 99.5 82 0.5 15,691

Arkansas 4.682 99.2 40 0.8 4,722

California 222.403 68.8 100,722 31.2 323,125

Colorado 37.42S 90.5 3,908 9.5 41,336
Connecticut 8.497 18.0 38,589 82.0 47,086
Delaware 1837 100,0 0 0.0 3,837
Florida 25.185 56.3 19,541 43.7 44,726
Georgia 17.562 63,7 9,994 36.3 27,556
llawaii 15,668 100.0 0 0.0 15,668
Idaho 2,164 100.0 0 0.0 2,164
Illinois 41,0162 42.6 55,327 5 7.4 96,389
Indiana 32,373 88.5 4,204 11.5 36,577

Iowa 24,461; 99,9 30 0.1 24,496
Kansas 13,09 100.0 0 0,0 13,939

Kentucky 10,637 99,6 45 0.4 10,682

Louisiana 9,759 51.6 9,168 48.4 18,927
Maine 1,9137 95.4 92 4.6 1,999

, land 22,952 36,7 39,642 63.3 62,594
.achusetts 10,08 1 6.1 154,668 93.9 164,751

61,586 99.6 261 0.4 61,847
Minnesota 36,56 5 99.4 211 0.6 36,779

Mississippi 8,82 1 98,7 115 1.3 8,938
Missouri 12,82 l 27.4 3 928 72.6 46,749
Montana 4,12 4 100.0 0 0.0 4,124
Nebraska 6,74 9 89,8 763 10.2 7,512
Nevada 2,36 5 00.0 0 0.0 2,365
New Ilampshire 2,723' 34.3 5,215 65.7 7,938
New jersey 14,29 GI 48,7 15,052 51.3 29,342
New Nlexieo 17,12 9 99.8 28 0.2 17,157

New York 53,00 7 21,7 183,708 78.3 234,715
North Carolina 31,38 T 53.8 26,967 46.2 58,354
North Dako ta 3,064 100.0 0 0.0 3,064
Ohio 32,29 T 56.2 25,116 43.8 57,413
Oklahoma 9,20 5 98.9 104 1.1 9,309

Oregon 24,676 97.0 759 3.0 25,435
Pennsylvania 36,90 7 35.5 67,009 64.5 103,916
Rhode Island 5,29 2 41.3 7,527 58.7 12,819
South Carolina 8,14 3 98,8 98 1.2 8,246
South Dakota 2,19 9 98.6 32 1.4 2,231

Tennessee 14,624 49,0 15,237 51.0 29,861

Texas 80,389 75.6 25,870 24.4 106,259
Utah 28,80 6 96.7 971 3.3 29.777
Vermont 6,14 7 100.0 0 0.0 6,147
Virginia 26,30 1 99.6 115 0.4 26,418
Washington 62,03 4 100.0 25 0.0 62,059
West Virginia 4,312 100.0 0 0.0 4,312
Wisconsin 52,99 2 93.0 4,018 7.0 57,010
Wyoming 3,57 3 100.0 -- 3,578

Total United States 61 11 $873,781 $2,085,286

Sources: Adapted from tqat ional 3'cience Jowsdaticia,
(.lniversities. Colleges,. and Selected Nonprofit Institittios,
Of lice, n.n.), Tables 8-21 and 8=22. Pita b al include hand

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Figure A-13 Rankings of Graduate Departments, 1969

Rank

3

4
5
6
7

8
9 North Carolina

10 Iowa
10 Pennsylvania
12 Oregon
13 Ohio

Colorado
14 Florida
14 Kansas

'irginia
ork

Pub lie

ranked oz

State

3.0 by qual
ity of grad-

uate faculty

California 84
Michigan
Indiana 35
Wisconsin 30
Illinois 28
Minnesota 25
Texas 23

19 NItrylatid
19 Nlass.tcliiisctts
19 New J ersey

Utah
24 Delaw-are
24 Georgia

Total

Rank

Priv

State

Number of
departments
ranked over
3.0 by qual-
ity of grad-

uate faculty 1?4ak

Total

Stai

Nvmnber of
depart ments
ranited over
.3.0 by qual-
ity of grad,

nate faculty

4
4

3

2

374

New York
Massachusetts

98
64

1

2

California
New York

152
101

3 California 48 3 Illinois '75

4 Illinois 47 4 Massachusetts 65
5 Pennsylvania 32 5 Michigan 46
6 Connecticut 30 6 Pennsylvania 42
7 New Jersey 28 7 Indiana 56

Maryland 23 8 Connecticut 50
9 Rhode Island 8 New Jersey 50

10 North Carolina 8 Wisconsin
11 Ohio 1 0 I I Texas 27
12 Missouri 9 12 North CaroLina 26
13 Texas 3 Mary land 25
14 Tennessee 13 Minnesota 25
15 Georgia 15 Washington 22

5 Indiana 16 Ohio 18

To ta 428
16
18

Rhode Island
Iowa

19 Missouri
19 Oregon
91 Colorado 4
21 Florida
21 Virginia 4
25 Arizona 2

25 Georgia 2

25 Tennessee 2
25 Utah 2
29 Delaware

Total 8 2

Source: K. D. Koose and C. J. Andersen, 4 Rating
Education. 1970).

26

Programs (Washington, D,C trican Cotmcil on
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Figure A-14. Changes in Percentage Point 1967-68 to 1973-74 in State Expendituresa for Higher
Education as a Percentage of State Personal Income
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Figure A-14. Changes in Percentage Points from 1967-68 to 1973-74 in State Expendituresa for Higher
Education as a Percentage of State Personal Income (Continued)

North Dakota -.44

South Dakota -.57

Montana -.04

Iowa -.05

West Virginia -.05

Louisiana -.18 L

.17 Florida

;16 Maryland

.16 Nebraska

.15 Idaho

.14 Colorado

.14 Missouri

.14 Wyoming

.13 New Mexico

.12 Kansas

11 Arkansas

.07 Indiana -

.07 New Hampshire

Nevada

.03 Oklahoma

.01 Oregon

Hawaii -.19 1

-.60 -.40

Percent

,20

aIncludes revenue from state arid local sources and state appropriations for undergraduate scholarship programs.

Sources: Revenue from state and local sources from U.S. National Center for Education Statistics, prepublication tables;
state personal income from Survey of Current Business, August 1975; data lot 1967-68 from Carnegie Commission on Higher
Education, The Capitol and the Campus: State Responsibility for Postsecondary Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971).

STATISTICAL TAB ES

19



Figure A-15. Percentage Changes in Expenditures per FTE Student from S ate and. Local Sources in Public
institutions of Higher Education 1967-68 to 1973-74 (in Constant 967 Dollars)

Dist rjct of Colu bia
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United States 11 ,1
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Figure A-15. Percentage Changes in Expenditures per FIE Student from State and Local Sources in Public
Institutions of Higher Education 1967-68 to 1973-74 (in Constant 1967 Do liars) (Continued)

-1.2 Massachusetts

-2.0 Conne icut

-2.9 New Hampshire 17

-4 3 Hawaii I

-5.3 Pennsylvania LI

-7.2 Washington I

-8.8 Alaska I__

-8.8 South Carolina

-11 3 Oregon I

-14.8 West Virginia =
-18.3 Illinois

Montana 76

New Mexico 63

Maryland 6.7

Virginia 6.4

Maine 8.4

1 Missouri 5.1

Georgia 3.9

Iowa 1.2

lorth Dakota 0.4

-23.6 South Dakota I

-219 Vermont

-25.8 Louisiana

-28.5 Nevada

-30 -10

Percent

I

0 20

Note: Postbaccalaureate students in universities are weighted 3 to 1 and postbaccalaure uden t in four-year colleges are
weighted 2 to I. in comparison with undergraduates, in computing FTE enrollment.

Source: Adapted from U.S. National Center for Education Statistics data.
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Figure Change in Percentage Points in State Appropriations for Higher Educa i n as a Percesitage of
State General Revenue, 1969-70 to 1974-75

Nehraska 9.3

Idaho

-0.2 New York

ISouth Carolina 6.0 -0,4 New Mer:ico

Alaska 6.78 -0.6 Nevada

Mississippi 5.4 -0.5 Oklahoma

Delaware 4 2 -0,8 United States

Jersey 3,4 -0,9 E Kentucky

----= Wyoming 3,11 -1.5 I_
r

Connecticut

1 Alabama 2.7 -1-5 t Illinois

ISouth Dakota 2 6 =1 7 Cal ifornia

North Carolina 2.3 -1.9 1 Florida

Texas 1.92 -1.9 I. Hawaii

Vermont 1.7 -1.9 {--- New Hampshire-
a

Virginia 1 7 -2.0 1 Oregon

Arkansas 1.3 -2 1 I Wisconsin

_I Kansas 1.3 -2 I Ohio

Maryland 1,3 1 Pennsylvania

Utah 1.3 -3-2 1 Minne a

Tennessee 1.2 -3.2 I Missouri

Kentuz:ky 1.1 -3.2 Washington

Georgia 1.0 Rhode Island

Massachusetts 1,0 -4 Iowa

Michigan 0.8 -4.2 L.- Ariz.
Ind ana 0.3 Colorado

Maine 0.3 -73 Montana

West Vir inia 0.2 9,1 I North Dakota

2 4 10 =1

Percent

-4

aEstimated from U.S. National Center for Education Stat3tks arid U.S. Bureau of the Census data.

Source: Data provided by Lyman Ulenny and associates, Center for Research and Development in Higher Education,
University of California, Berkeley, except for Alaska, New Hampshire, Texas, and Wyoming.
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A-i 7. Changes in Expenditurec per Full-Time-Equivalent Student from State and Local Funds, for
Public Research Unit,ersity Campuses and All Other Public Institutions of Higher Education,
36 States, 1959-60 to 1974-75 (in Constant 1967 Dollars)

Groups of s
order of relative lag

ipt research university
expenditures)

Expenditures per
weighteda FTE

Percentage
change

Relative chang--
for research
universities

(difference in
percentage point91959-60 1974-75

All research universities 51,053 $1,222 16.1% -12.6
Research universities I 1,032 1.259 22.0 - 6.7
Research universities il 1,078 1,179 9,4 -19.3

All other public institutions 707 910 28.7

GrO up I
Research universities 1,159 1,182 2.0 -104.2

lyttblic institutions 483 996 106.2
Group II

Research universities 1,167 1,404 20.3 -62.5
Other puhhe institutions

a up 111
505 923 82.8

Research universities 1,068 1,178 to.a
Other public institutions 539 807 49.7

Group IV
Research universities 1,095 -0.4 - 0.4
Other public institutions 895 895 0.0

Group V
Research universities 892 1,188 33.2 15.1

Other public institutions 772 912 18.1

Group VI
Research universities 855 1,305 52.6 69.4

Other public institutions 1,115 928 -16.8

Note: Group I includes Kansas, Kentucky, Mkhigan, Tenesce, West Virginia, and Wisconsin; Group II includes Coltuado,
Florida, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carohna, and Washington; Gruup Ill includes Alabama, California, Indiana, Minnesmz,
Ohio, and Oregon; Group IV includes Illinois, Louisiana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, and Virginia; Group V includes Arizona,
Arkansas, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Pennsylvania, and ULM; and Group VI includes Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Iowa, and

Maryland (only five states).

Although New York includes one public research university campus-SUNY, Buffalo-it is omitted from this analysis,
because the earliest year for which SUNY. Buffalo, formerly a private institution, could provide relevant data was 1963-64.
Certain otlwr research university campuses. such as Temple University an-' the University of Pittsburgh, were not included in the

analysis for similar reasons.
aPostbaccalaurrate students in doctoralgranting institutiony are weighted 3 ki 1 and in ocher four-year institutions, 2 to I,

as compared with undergraduates,
SOurct5.! Carnegie Council Survey of Research Universities, 1976; U.S. National Center for Education Statistics data; and

3ropriations provided by Lyman Glenny and associates, Center fur Research and Development in Higher
Education, University of California, Berkeley. The Council is most grateful for the cooperation of research university campuses

in providing the requested information.
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Figure A-18. Average Tuition and Required Fees, in Public Institutions 0f Higher Education, by T0e of
Institution and State

Average tuitzon
in all public

Vitutions 19 73-74

Comprehensive
urziversities

and colleges
I'wo-year
co lieges.

State 19 7,3-74 universities 19 73-74 19 72-73

United States S 434 S 376 $459 $252

Vermont 1,000 1,082 810 860
Pennsykal 832 958 768 624
New liampsi 829 984 729 286
Ohio 738 789 672 546
Indiana 657 660 629 365
Rhode Island 598 761 400 300
Minnesota 574 682 521 373
South Dakota 564 556 579

547 610 . 600 410
Maine 534 550 417 340
Nlichigan 599 688 528 337
Virginia 528 589 695 233
Nlaryland 596 698 564 305
New ,Jerscy 595 585 605 367
South Carolina 520 605 560 318
Kentucky 500 715 494 367
Nebraska 500 535 538 254
Connecticut 487 715 519 229
IkIaware 481 525 345 390
Montana 459 479 428 185
New York 459

SUNY 661 SUNY
Lower Div 750
Upper Div 900

SUNY 762 SUNY 533

87 CUNY 138 CUNY 0
Alaska 445 472 200

insin 445 Loss 7r Div 573 555 1

Upper Div 628
Illinois 443 618 561 232
Nevada 443 519 532 300
New Mz.Jeo 437 461 375 355
Kansas 433 504 474 220
4".tah 430 467 395 330
OreQun 428 519 523 301

lorado 424 527 399 232
North Dakota 420 446 407 350
Alabama 409 518 455 203
Georgia 405 506 414 281
Florida 404 570 570 244
Missouri 560 333 241
Washington 564 495 244
Massachusetts 520 363 337
Ai kansas 400 404 187
Oklahoma 373 447 355 252
Wyoming 362 430 252
Mississippi 358 500 418 181
"Fennessee 346 374 369 188

339 380 325 298
North Carolina 339 457 464 120
Louisiana 303 32Q-, 308 121
West Virginia 290 284 253

242 330 48
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Figure A-18 rage Tuition and Required Fees in Public Institutions of Higher Education, by Type of
in 'lotion and State (Continued)

A verage Mai
in all public
institutwAs 1973-74

omprehensive
universities
and colleges

Iwo-year
colleges,

State 1973-74 universities 1973-74 1972-73

Texas $ 239 299 267 145

Hawaii 160 993 228 50

Cal if orn ia 133 6:37 160

District of Columbia 115 90

'Average tuition comirated by weighting average tuition in univers
t i-year colleges by full-time equivalent enrollment in each segment.

Sourct:: Carnegie Council on fifgher Education Low Of No TuitiO O.; The
Year ilh.ge (San Francisco: Jussey-Bass, 1975).

Figure A-19. Tuition in Public
State, 1973-74

mprehenswe universitiet and colleges, and

y n/n Vatioiiul Fedi, r IWO

stitutions as a Percentage of State and Locat Expenditures per Studen by

925 Vermont

75.6 New Hampshire

15 30

67.0 Ohio

54.9 Pennsylvania

50.5 South Dakota

45.8 Indiana

43,4 Virginia

42.8 Oklahoma

41.9 Minnesota

40.2 North Dakota

Maryland

37.1 Oregon

Maine

35.6 Michigan

35.5 New Mexico

34,9 Rhode Island

34.2 Nebraska

33.7 Colorado

33.7 Kansas

33.2 !OHO

33.2 Montana

45 60 75 90

Percent

3 4
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ligur 1 uition in I'iihIR 1nttutn a Per
S tate, 1973- 74

t ki

32.7 Dela

32.0 South Carolina

31.8 Conn icur

2 Nevada

31.2 New Jersey

Alaba a

I29.1 Kentucky

I27_7 Nla chusetts

I27.3 Missouri

I 27.3 Washingt

25.5 Gaawgia

I25 4 Tennessee

Jj 25,2 Louis,,ana

244 Pvlississio,,

24.1 Illinois

23,2 Florida

22.5 Arkansas

22.5 West Virginia

22 2 Wiscontin

21.4 Idaho

20.5 Wyoming

19.6 New York

19.1 North Carok 7

Arizona

16.9

14_4 Alaska

12.6 Hvvaj

California

4,4 District of Columbia

e and Local Ex. erulitures per Stuilen by

1

0

Smut:I.% ure

30 45 60 75 90

a hd Edu
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Figure A-20. Relationship Between Rdative Expenditures per Full-Tin -Fqutvaknt Stur_ent I. .rom Stat and
Local Sources and Relative Tuition and Required Fees. by State, 1973-74 (States Ranked by
FTE Exp('nditures plus Tuition)

Expenditures in lower half,
tuition in upper hz,if

$2.0931 Indiana

$2,081 Vermont

'$-17974-51 Minnesota

New Hampshire

$1,8981 Maryland

$1,8611 NevadA

$1,8431 Montana

$1,539 Ohio

---ST-7171 Virginia

S1,68R1 South Dakota

$1,667-1 New Mexico

1,500 52,500 53,500
FTE expenditures plus tuition

Expenditures in upper half,
tuition in upper half

$3,532 Alaska

52,4501 Wisconsin

$2,3471 Penmylyania

$2.312 Rhode Island

$2,2791 lllinois

$2.217 Kentucky

$2,205 New Jersey

$2,197 Iowa

52.1471 South Carolina

Connecticut

$2,015 Michigan

$2,008 Maine

$1,961 Nebraska

$19521 Delaware

51,500 $2,500 53,500
FTE expenditures plus tuition

Expenditures in lower half, Expenditures in upper half,
tuition in lower half tuition in lower hall

ehusett

si.iJ Alabama
$1,725 Utah

$1,719 Kansas

51,7071 Tennessee

681 Colorado

52 I Texas

$1,58d Arizona

51.583 Oregon

1,519 I West VUginia

Louisiana

1,466 North Dakota

1,427 Hawaii

$1,244 Oklahoma

A - -I
$1,500 $2,500 $3,500

FTE expenditures plus tuition

aFor purpows of Mis uomputation, tuition in siuNy an
e,teh system.

Sources: Aserage tuition and required Ices from Figure xpenditurcs per full-I ivalent student from Figure 23,
The States and flikher Ed tica I

$2,771 New Vorka

$2,144 I Florida

$2,771 Wyoming

$2,1-51 ArkanSaS

$2,110j North Czroiina

1,995 I Georgia

,922 I Idaho

$1,8591 Missouri

$1.856 Washington

$1,826 I Mississippi

$1,775 I California

$1,500 $2,500 $3,500
FTE expenditures plus tuition

aged on the basis of relative FTE enrollment in
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Figure A-21, Expenditures per Weighted Full-Time-Equivalent Student from State Funds in Public Research
Universities and Public Comprehensive Universities and Colleges. Compared with Selected
Explanatory Variables, by Quintiles of Expenditures per FTE in Current Dollars

Quintile

Average
expenditures

per FTEa

Average
expenditures

per FTEa
plus tuition

Average
of median
faculty
salaries

Average
student-
faculty
ratiob

Average
faculty
cost per

FIE student

Percent
with Percent that

medical are
school on land-grant
campus institutions

Research university
campuses, 1974-75

First quintile $2.841 $3,416 $17,220 14.5 $1,190 64 64

Second quintile 2,192 2,780 16.990 16.0 1,060 45 64

Third quintile 1.856 2,497 17,020 14.6 1,170 73 82

ourth quintile 1,594 2.215 16,100 17.3 930 45 55

Fifth quintile 1,103 1,700 16,190 19.4 830 18 45

Comprehensive
universities and
colleges, 1973-74

First quintile 2,267 14.050 19.9 706 (Not (Not
Second quintile 2,038 13,100 20.0 655 relevant) relevant
Third quintile 1.347 1,835 11,350 20.4 556
Fourth quintile 1,190 1,628 12,910 20.4 633
Fifth quintile 1.007 1,517 12,120 22.9 519

'Pthacca1aurratc students in research universities arc wright-cl 3 to 1 and in comprehensive universities and colleges, 2 to
I. as compared with undergraduates.

hf-TE students divided by FTE faculty.

Sources: Adapted from Carnegie Council Survey of Research Universities, 1976, U.S. National Center for Education
Statistics data, and data from American Association of University Professors, -Two Steps Backward: Report on the Economic
Status of the Profession, 1974-75,- .4A LT Bulletirc 1975, 01 (2), 118-199.

Figure A.22. Affiliation of Members of the National Academy of Sciences, 1975

State

Number of members in
public institutions
of higher education Rank

Number of members
private institutiolis

of higher education Rank

Total
in

state
Rank
(all)

California 143 I 97 3 240 1

Massachusetts 3 17 168 I 171 2

New York 7 11 118 2 125 3

Illinois 24 3 53 4 77 4

Connecticut 3 17 30 5 33 5

Wisconsin 31 2 t 16 32 6

Pennsylvania 6 13 23 6 29 7

Texas 13 5 8 9 21 8

New Jersey o 19 7 19 9

North Carolina 11 7 6 11 17 10

Maryland 1 23 13 8 14

Mivhigan 14 4 0 14

Arizona 12 6 o 12 13

Colorado 9 8 1 16 10 14

Indiana 8 10 1 16 9 15

Minnesota 9 8 o 9 15

Missouri 1 23 7 10 8 17

Washington 7 11 1 16 8 17

Florida 4 15 1 16 5 19

Iowa 5 14 0 5 19
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Figure A-22. Affiliation _embers of the National Academy of Sciene. 1975 (Continued)

State

Number of mein hers in
public inslitutiopis
of hIgher dcation Ronk

r of menzhe-s
private instilutior
of higher educalio Rank

-1

state
Rank
(all)

Utah 15 16 5 19

Ohio 23 3 13 4 22

Rhode Island 4 12 4 22

Virginia $ 17 16 4 qr)

Georgia 3 17 3 25

Nevada 17 0 3 25

Oregon 17 3 25

New llam1mhirc 14 2 28

Tennessee 0 14 2 28

Delaware 23 0 1 30
23 0 30

South Ca Fr 3 1 30

TOW 331 560 891

rce I %c,nitzn of SOrnces berihip Jo/y 1. 1975 (Washingto

Figure A-23. Guggenheim Fellowship Awards and Rene -a 964-1975

State

Nur-Tiber of a _Ws
in public

Rank

her of awards
in private

institutions Ranh
Total number

of awards
Rank
(all)

California 521 1 151 3 672 1

New York 134 2 425 1 559 2

Nlassach ii e t ts 2'1 16 329 2 350 3

Illinois 94 3 128 5 222 4

Pennsylvania 44 7 136 4 180 5

Connecticut 7 21 124 6 131 6

New Jersey 20 17 81 7 101 7

78 4 3 18 81 8

Wisconsin 76 5 3 18 79 9

Indiana 69 6 2 21 71 10

Texas 40 9 17 12 57 11

Nlaryland 19 IS 3 9 54 12

Nordi Carolina 28 II 24 10 52 13

Ohio 25 13 24 10 49 44
Rhode island ,-) 31 3 8 45 15

Washington 44 7 0 44 16

Minnesota 35 JO 3 18 38 17

26 12 2 21 28 18
05 13 2 21 97 19

'irginia 13 2 21 27 19

Nfissouri . 31 16 13 18 21

New Ilampshire 26 13 14 18 21

Kansas 12 19 0 12 23

Georgia 7 21 4 17 11 24

Arizona 8 20 0 -- 8 25

Florida 7 21 1 26 8 25

Tennessee 2 31 6 15 8 25

Colorado 6 25 I 26 7 28

New Niexico 7 21 0 7 28

Vermont 0 6 15 6 30

Delaware 0 5 31

Hawaii 26 0 5 31
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' 2 (.uggcisheiin Fellowship Awards and Renewals. I 963l 975 (Continued)

Stair

Louisiana
Kentucky

ii nc
South Carolina
Alabama
Arkansas
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Utah
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

'Fotal Unite

Nu of awards
in public
c RiMk

er of aws ds
in private

institu liWtS Ha u it
To tat number Rank

ujati'ard.c (all)

.7

1.422

29 2 21 5 31
31 1 26 3 3-4

31 1 26 3 34
29 0 3 34
31 0 2 37
31 0 2 37
31 0 2 37
31 0 9 37

0 9 37
41 0 1 42
41 (4 I 42
41 I 42

1.585 3.007

Source: Jhn imon (uggcnheim Merin rial Foundation, Reports o" the Pri 1 the Treasurer (New York, 1964
r nigh 19.

Figure A-24. Diversity in the Private Sector

lic Private Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Ins' itutions attended
predominantly by black
students. 1973 50

Men's colleges. 1973 9

Women's colleges. 1973 2

Institutions with
religious affiliation,
1973

7.1

1.4

64 56.1 114 100

1 I S 92.9 127 100

140 98.6 142 100

Protestant 493
Catholic 250
Other 35

Small colleges, 1974
Enrollment less

than 500 69 17.5 326
Enrollment between

500 and 1,000 177 35.8 317

82.5

64.2

395 100

494 100

Sources: For men's and women's colleges and colleges with religious affiliation, U.S. National Center for Education
Statistics, Digect of Educational Statistics (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975), Table 109; for black
nilleges, ibid., Table 97; for small colleges, U.S. National Center for Education Statistics data.
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5 Aver3gc Public luition as a Percent of Average Frivate Tuition and Average Tuition in
Private Instit ations Minus Average Tuition in Public Institutions, by State and Type of
institution, 197,-75 (Four-Year Institutions Only)

Slate

Publu tU,iUtL
of average prwafr

collegt's

Co

and fess
Srket We college

rage tuition in private
iii tutu (1005 minus average tuition

in public institutions

Universitws
and highly instit

selective liberal and less
arts colleges selective colleges

Compr ensiee

22% 95% 82,090 $1,400

A laba tn. 36 840
Alaska 16 1,810
A.riy,ona 31 740

42 580
California 10 2,230 1,71(1

Colorado - 24 9,250 1.420
Connei I icut 21 26 1,520
Delaware 20 1,510
Florida 32 2,0811 i ,2.0I

Georgia 21 31 2.010 1,120
9 9 980

Idaho 18 1,540
!,7 28 1,42(1

Indiana 98 26 1,850 1,150
hisva 31 2,160 1,340

Kansas 32 1,090
KentuCky 54 30 560 990

12 24 2,280 970
Nlaine IS 20 2,570 1,820
Marvlancl 28 13 1,850 1,170
Nlassachuse 19 17 2,400 1,810
Nlichigan 32 30 1,500 1,250
Niinnesota 28 1,760 1,330
Mississippi 34 840
Missouri 23 19 1,960 1,390
Nhuitana 1,020
Nebraska 1,220
Nevada 35 970
New Ilam 98 31 2,590 1,580
Ness' .lersey 23 33 1.960 1,280
New 7slexico 37 670
New York 26 21 2,090 1,720
North Carolina I S 30 2,110 1,090
North Dakota 34 810
Ohio 99 3-1 1,930 1,330
Oklahoma 35 32 850 790

Oregon 20 34 7,150 1,130
Pennsylvania 38 42 1,650 1,130
Rhode Island 23 25 2,700 1,510
South Carolina 29 31 1,490 1,160
South,Dakota 34 1,130
Tennessee 28 2,090 990.

Texas 14 19 1,820 1,120
lit 73 29 170 1,060

Vermont 30 33 2,570 1,460

Virginia 24 41 2,108 1,014

Washington 23 27 1,916 1,341

Virginia 14 -- - 1,653
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Figure A-25. Average Public Tuition as a Percent of Average Private Tuition and Average Tuition in
Private Institutions Minus Average Tuition in Public Institutions, by State and Type of
Institution, 1974-75 (Four-Year Institutions Only) (Continued)

State

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Public tuition as a percent
of average private tuition

Universities
and highly

selective
colleges

21%

Comprehensive
institutions

and less
-selective colleges

Average tuition in private
institutions minus average tuition

in public institutions

Universities Comprehensive
and highly institutions

selective liberal and less
arts colleges selective colleges

35% $2,119 $1,085

Note: Data for public institutions mlate to tuition and required fees, state residents. Differentials are based on average
institutional tuitions by state. U.S. figure is weighted by number of institutions. Dashes indicate that comparable institutions do
not exist in the category for comparative purposes.

Source: Prepared by the staff of the Carnegie Council. See Figure A-26 for actual average tuition charges.

Figure A-26. Average Undergraduate Tuition and Fees in Public and Private Four-Year Institutions, by State
and Type of Institution, 1974-75

State Public

Universities and
highly selective

liberal arts colleges

Comprehensive institutions
and less selective

liberal arts colleges

Prftvte Public Private

United States $589 $2,682 $474 $1,873

Alabama 572 473 6

A las ka 472 340 2,150
Arizona 391 336 1,080
Arkansas 400 - 415 995

California 644 2,869 180 1,891

Colorado 572 2,825 440 1,855
Connecticut 715 3,075 545 2,062
Delaware 625 -- 386 1,900
Florida 585 2,660 576 1,816
Georgia 526 2,525 492 1,612

Hawaii 350 279 1,259
Idaho 380 335 1,878

Illinois 621 2,527 544 1,959

Indiana 731 2,583 653 1,804
Iowa 610 2,765 600 1,937
Kansas 504 -- 500 1,587

Kentucky 665 1,222 428 1,413
Louisiana 320 2,600 314 1,282

Maine 575 3.147 467 2,284
Maryland 708 2,554 589 1,757

Massachusetts 550 2,950 378 2,183
Michigan 711 2,207 543 1,793

Minnesota 714 2,474 526 1,852

Mississippi 505 -- 436 1,271

Missouri 601 2,558 328 1,715

Montana 520 -- 464 1,484

Nebraska 555 530 1,749

Nevada 524 532 1,500
New Hampshire 982 3,570 728 2,307
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Figure A-26. Average Undergraduate Tuition and Fees in Public and Private Four-Year Institutions, by State
and Type of Institution, 1974-75 (Continued)

State Pub

Universities and
highly selective

liberal arts colleges

Comprehensive institutions
and less selective

liberal arts colleges

Pr va Public Private

New Jersey $ 585 $2,549 $625 $1,903
New Mexico 465 -- 384 1,049

New York 719 2,811 465 2,187
North Carolina 471 2,577 460 1,553
North Dakota 451 -- 421 1,229
Ohio 774 2,704 683 2,009
Oklahoma 455 1,300 382 1,176
Oregon 551 2,704 573 1,700
Pennsylvania 1,011 2,662 824 1,950
Rhode Island 797 3,500 511 2,017
South Carolina 613 2,099 515 1,679
South Dakota 586 -- 573 1,702
Tennessee 396 2,481 389 1,376
Texas 297 2,088 264 1,387
Utah 467 640 408 1,464
Vermont 1,088 3,660 725 2,186
Virginia 670 2,778 714 1,728
Washington 564 2,480 499 1,840
West Virginia 310 =- 259 1,912
Wisconsin 573 2,692 575 1,660
Wyoming 430

Note: Data for public institutions relate to tuition and required fees, state residents. Figures by state are institutional
averages. U.S. figure is weighted by number ol institutions per state. Dashes indicate that comparable institutions do not exist in
the category for comparative purposes,

Source; U.S. National Center for Education Statistics Education Directory, 1974-75, Higher Education (Washing n, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975).

Figure A-27. State Aid for Private Institutions, by State and Type of Payment 1974-7 (in Thousands of
Dollars)

State

Student
financial

aida

General
support
grantsb

Funds for
specific

programs or
purposes<

Total state
aid for
private

institutions

Alabama 0 1,510 1,510
Alaska 758 188 946
Arizona 0
Arkansas 0
California 33,109 3 139 36,248
Colorado 0 0

Connecticut 3,820 594 165 4,579
Delaware 90 0 0 28
Florida 1,433 0 4,124 5,557
Georgia 4,689d 0 0 4,689

0 0 0 0

Idaho 12 0 0 12

Illinois 36,173 6,000 9,187 51,360
Indiana 6,586 0 0 6,586
Iowa 6,312 0 400 6,712
Kansas 9,580 0 0 2,580
Kentucky 241 0 0 241

4 2
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Figure A-27. State Aid for Private Institutions, by State and Type of Payment 1974-75 (in Thousands of
Dollars) (Continued)

State

Student
financial

aida

General
support
grantsb

Funds for
specific

programs or
purposesc

Total state
aid for
private

znstitutions

Louisiana $ 0 $ 0 $ 505 505
Maine 356 0 0 356
Maryland 307 2,996 0 3,303
Massachusetts 8,468 0 0 8,468
Michigan 12,521 1,960 540 15,021
Minnesota 4,518 1,476 928 6,922
Mississippi 0 0 0 0

Missouri 2,964 0 0 2,964
Montana 0 0 0 0

Nebraska 0 0 0 0

Nevada 0 0 0 0

New Hampshire 0 0 25 25
New Jersey 9,062 9,090 630 18,782
New Mexico 0 0 0 0

New York 50,400 58,900 29,000 138,300
North Carolina 4,436 0 1,465 5,901
North Dakota 20 0 0 20
Ohio 8,742 0 5,323 14,065
Oklahoma 255 0 0 255
Oregon 460 1,590 0 2,050
Pennsylvania 37,873 20,946 21,418 80,237
Rhode Island 909 0 615 1,524
South Carolina 6,294 0 171 6,465
South Dakota 55 0 0 55
Tennessee 2,290 0 229 2,519
Texas 8,700 0 12,835 21,535
Utah 0 0 0 0

Vermont 924 0 0 924
Virginia 0 0 0 0

Washington 588 0 0 588
West Virginia 926 0 0 926
Wisconsin 6,080 0 3,629 9,709
Wyoming 0 0 0 0

Total United States 262,889 105,062 94,516 462,467

aData include only scholarship aid allocated to students attending private institutions and thus, for this and other reasons,
differ from the data in Figure 14 in The States and Higher Education, which include total state scholarship appropriations for
1975-76. These data also include, in addition to comprehensive undergraduate student aid programs, loans and special types of
scholarships, for example, for war orphans and widows, medical and dental students, etc. Although responding agencies were
asked to exclude proprietary institutions from their figures, these adjustments were not always possible. In addition, the data
include appropriations to Pennsylvania's state-aided institutions for scholarships and to Connecticut and North Carolina
institutions in the form of grants earmarked for student aid.

bGrants which are not designated for specific programs or specific purposes (see footnote c, below). This column Wso
includes general support grants for general purpose institutions, such as Madon College in Alabama and the University of
Pennsylvania.

,`Grants which are designated for specific programs (e.g., schools of law and medicine) or for specific pu o s (e.
counseling of disadvantaged students, interinstitutional cooperation, and endowed chairs).

dEstimated.

Sources: Prepared from (I) direct surveys, (2) the sixth and seventh annual surveys conducted by Joseph Boyd for the
National Association of State Scholarship Programs, and (3) Education Commission of the States, -The States and Higher
Education," Higher Education in the Srares,1975, 5 (1), 1-24.
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Figure A-28. State Appropriations for Institutional Operations and Institutional Share of Student Financial
Aid, 50-State Aggregate, by Control of Institution, 1974-75 (Funds in Thousands of Dollars)

Public
institutwns

Private
institutions

Private as
a percent
of public

State funds for institutions
(exclusive of student aid) $10,038,315a $199,578b 2.0%

Institutional sh.-3re o
student aidc 159,817 236,600 148.0

Total state funds
for institutions $10,198,132 $436,178 4.3

Total per full-time.
equivalent studentd $1,781 $243 13.6

aPreliminary data from the Center for Research and Development in Higher Education (see source note). Data include 5 talc
appropriations for institutional operations and other grants-in-aid for the administrative offices of state systems, and for
statewide coordinating or governing boards. They do not include fringe benefits, which would increase expenditures an

estimated 8 percent.

bThis figure is the sum of columns 2 and 3, Figure A-27.

cNot all student aid received by students from scholarship programs flows to institutions in the form of tuition and fees,

became some of it may he used by students for subsistence payments either (1) to auxiliary enterprises of institutions, revenue
of which is not included in institutional education funds, or (2) to other providers of goods and services. In estimating the
amount of tuition and fees received by institutions from state scholarship funds, we included 100 percent of scholarship aid in
those state programs that limited such aid to mition and fees, and one-third of scholarship aid on those progams that covered

educational costs in general. For the 50 states as a whole, our estimates indicated that 77 percent of scholarship aid was received

by public institutions, and 90 percent by private institutions in the form of tuition and fee revenue. (Note: Because of the
allocation procedure used, the institutional share of student aid for private institutions will not correspond with the total in
column I, Figure A-27.

dEnrollment on a full-time-equivalent basis is calculated as full-time plus 33 percent of part-time students.

Source: L. A. Glenny and J. H. Ruyle, State Tax Support for Higher Education, Revenue Appropriations 1953-75
erkeley, Calif.: Center for Research and Development in Higher Education, University of California, forthcoming).

Figure 429. State Aid to Private lnsti utions, by Type of Program, 19754976

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky

Aid for
general

purposes

Funds for
Aid to specific

specified program or
institutiona purposea

Financial
aid to

private
college

studentsb

Facilities Other
construction types

aidc of aid

x 0

x M

x AVU

x MDO

4 4

G L

G L
Ge
G L

Ge

G

xh
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Figure A-29. State Aid to Private Institutions by Type of Program, 1975-1976 (Continued)

State

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevadad
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New. Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Funds for
Financial

aid to
Aid for Aid to specific private Facilities Other
general specified program or college construction types
purposes institutiona purposea studentsb aidc of aid

x M

x DOL
x M

x M
x VU

x MDOVU
x M x AO

x MD xU

x M
x MU

x U

x NI
x MDO

x MD

G L

G L
G L
Gf

Gf

Lg

G L

B L

xh

Note: States in italics have no progams. An x indicates that the state has a program of this nature.

aWhere aid is givsn for specific programs at specifically named institutions, it is reported under aid to
institution."

M = medicine
D = dentistry

= other health-related professions
L r- law
A = aid to students
V = disadvantaged students
U = unclassified or progam fields other than above

bTwo types of programs are indicated here:

G gants
L = loans

`Three types of programs are shown here:
B Lax-exempt bond issuing authority
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G != non-repayable gants
L = loans by,a state agency

dData are for 1974.75

cified

`Very small program

ilnformation not available on whether private students included

gNot known whether program is operating

bTax credits for donations to pdvate colleges

'Authorization to use state purchasing facilities

Source: Prepared from questionnaires and other



Figure A-30. State Aid per Student Enrolled in Private Institutions, 1974-75 ( ncludes Aid to Students in
Private Institutions and General Institutional Support of Private Institutions: Arrayed in

Descending Order of Aid)

State

State aid
per FTE

Aid receive
by students

attending private
institutions
per FTEa

(2)

histitutional
support per FTEb
(column 1 minus

column 2)

Alaska $978 $978 S 0

Pennsylvania 402 259 143

Illinois 388 55

New York 377 174 203

New jersey 363 181 182

Michigan 310 268 42

South Carolina 295 295

Calilornia 273 273

Wisconsin 236 236

Kansas 229 229

Minnesota 189 143 46

Iowa 188 188 0

_ irgia 182 182 0

Oregon 160 36 124

Indiana 146 146 0

Maryland 137 13 124

Texas 128 128 0

Connecticut 108 95 13

West Virginia 106 106

Ohio 102 102 0

Alabaml 99 0 99

North Carolina 93 93 0

Vermont 84 84 0

Missouri 66 66 0

Tennessee 61 61 0

Massachusetts 52 52 0

Rhode Island 43 43 o

Maine 41 41 0

Florida 35 35 o

Washington 28 28 0

Kentucky 15 15 o

Oklahoma 15 15 o

North I)akota 12 12 0

South Dakota 10 10 0

Delaware 9 9 0

Idaho 2 2 0

Arizona 0 0 0

Arkansas 0 0 0

Colorado o 0 0

Hawaii 0 0 0

Louisiana 0 0 0

Mississippi 0 0 0

Montana o 0 0

Nebraska 0 0 0

Nevada 0 0 0

New lIarnpshire 0 0 0

New Mexico 0 0 0

Utah 0 0 0
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Figure A-30. State Aid per Student Enrolled in Private Institutions, 1974-75 (Includes Aid to Students in
Private Institutions and General Institutional Support of Private Institutions; Arrayed in
Descending Order of Aid) (Continued)

State

Virginia
Wyoming

State aid
per FTE

1)

$ 0
0

Aid received
by students

attending private
institutfons

per FTEa
(2)

Institutional
support per FTEb
(column I minus

column 2)

$ 0
0

$
0

aExcludes loans and special types of scholarships, such as for war orTphans and widows, Native Americans, nursing, and
medical and dental students, etc. Although responding agencies were asked to exclude proprietary institutions from their
figures, these adjustments were not always possible. Financial sid figures also include appropriations to Pennsylvania's

-aided institutions for scholarships and to Connecticut and North Carolina institutions in the form of grants earmarked for
student aid.

13Grants which are not designated for specific programs (e.g., law, medicine, physical therapy) or for specific purposes (e.g.,
counseling of disadvanaged students, intninstitutional cooperation). This column also includes general-support grants for
general-purpose institutions, such as Marion College in Alabama and the University of Pennsylvania.

Sources: Prepared from ( I ) direct surveys, (2) the sixth and seventh annual surveys conducted by Joseph Boyd of the
National Association of State Scholarship Programs, and (3) Education Commission of the States, "The States and Private
Higher Education,"ifigher Education in the States, 1975, 5 (1), 1-24.
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State Funds for
nnovation 1960-1975

State Sponsoring agency Title of program

Amount of state
funds (annual,
in thousands

of dollars)

Program now
operating or

defunct years
of operation

Arizona Board of Regents Faculty Instructional 75 Operating 1 year
Improvement Program

California California State
University and

Fund for Innovation
and Improvement in the

1,400 Operating 3 years

Colleges Instructional Process

Mini-grant Program
within FIIIP

200 Operating 2 years

University of
California

Fund for the Improve-
ment of Undergraduate

1,000 Operating 2 years

Board of Regents Instruction

Connecticut Commission of Improvement of Teacher 60 Operating 7 years
Higher Education
and State Board
of Education

Education

Commission on
Higher Education

Contracts with Inde-
pendent Colleges to
foster interinstitu-
tional cooperation

165 Operating 2 years

Florida Division of Staff and Program 2,100 Operating 6 years
Community Development
Colleges, State
Department of
Education

Board of Regents Service through Appli-
cation of Research

1,300 Operating 2 years

(STAR)

Hawaii Board of Regents Curriculum Develop-
ment Grants

19 Defunct 2 years

4 8
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klaho

Illjnei

Oregon

Peniicylvapja

as

S ate span. _ 1g agency

Kentucky

Michigau

Minnem

Missouri

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina

Ohio

Idaho Research
Foundation,
University of
Idaho

Community
College Board

Board of lligher
Ed uca tion

Council on Public.
Iligher Educatio-n

CRET, University
of Michigan

State College
System

University of
Missouri System

Department of
Higher Education

City University
of New York

State Universit
of New York

Board of
Governors,
University of
North Carolina

Board of Regents

Educa tion
Coordinating
Council

tate Department
Education

Texas
Coordinating

ard

Title p )gratn

Short-term Applied
Research Projects

Disadvantaged Students
Grants

Public Service Grant
Project

Higher Education Coop-
erative Act (MCA)

Summer Faculty
Fellowship Program

Area Health Education
System (AIIES)

Fund for Consortia

Instructional Development
Fund

Faculty Improve ent
Grants

Improvement in Teach-
ing Fund

Senior Faculty Develop.,
ment Fund

Research and Develop-
ment Fund

Grant Program for
Curricular Diversity

instructional Develop-
ment Program

Program Development
Fund

Instructional Develop-
ment Fund

Contracts for Services

Improvement of Under-
graduate Education

Faculty Implementation
Grants

Innovative Programs at
State Colleges and
Universities

Faculty Applied Research
Grants

Amount of stat
funds (annual,
in thousands

of dollars

Program 71 ow

operating or
defitnet years

of operation

75 Operating 3 years

400 Operating 2 years

225 Operating 2 years

350 Operating 2 years

30 Operating = 1 year

2,000 Operating I year

400 Operating 2 years

35 Operating 12 years

200 Op rating = 6 years

500 Defunct 1 year

100 Defunct 1 year

600 Op ating 3 years

291 Operating 3 years

500

1 10

1,000

45 Operating 1 year

325 Operating 6 years

60 Operating 1 year

250

235

Defunct = 2 years

Oper 'ng cars

Operating 1 year

Defun I year

Defunct 2 years
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Pate

Washington

Wisconsin

onsoring age Title of prugram

Amount of state
funds (annual,

'n thousands
of dollars)

Program now
operating or

defunct years
of operation

Council on Higher
Education

Board of Regents

Innovative Educauonal
Programs

Undergraduate Teach-
ing Improvement
Grants

1,400 Defunct 2

225 Operating = 3 years

Note: The above programs were selected from a much longer list supplied by Finkdstein, identified below.

excluded two types of programs: those funding basic faculty research (which, though desirable, are not necessarily
"innovative') and those funded by multicampus systems (where direct state approval was not at play).

Source: M. Finkelstein, The Incentive Grant Approach in Iligher Educati'an: A 15 Year Record (Washington, D.C.;

Postsecondary Education Convening Authority, December 1975).
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Methods of Assisting
Private Instjtutions

In the last ten years state governments
have added many new programs to assist
private nstitutions, and funding levels, on the
whole, have been increase(1. The following list
describes ways in which states have aided or
could aid private institutions)

I. ti al purpose gran ts, all quali fying
private ins ti tu tions
a. Enrollment-driven formulas, such as

number of students or state residents
enrolled, credit hours completed,
earned degrees conferred

b. Trailer grants related to number of
students receiving state student finan-
cial aid
Grants for increased enrollment of
state residents beyond the number in
some base year

d. Fixed-sum grants related to institution
size

2. Grants to specifically identified institu-

t should he noted that sOrfle classification systems used
"contractual aid" as a separate category. Contracts ue
essentially a delivery mechanism. Most of the forms of aid
under points L, 2. and 3 below could or could not use
contracts, depending upon the inclinations of the state.
"Convactual aid- is. therefore, not used in the classification
shown here.
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tions (the institutions are specifically
named)
a. General grants
b. Specific purposes or pro Yra s c

below)

Grants for all qualifying private institu-
tions for specific programs or purposes
a. Professional programs

(1) Medicine
(2) Dentistry
(3) Nursing
(4) Other health-related fields
(5) Law
(6) Social work
(7) Business education teachers

b. Occupational programs, such as
(1) Occupational therapy
(2) Legal assistant
(3) Medical secretary
(4) Legal secretary
Academic programs, such as
(1) Foreign languages
(2) Public administration
(3) Textile chemistry
(4) Nautical engineering

d- Other specified purposes or pro
such as
(I) Computer services
(2) Library resources



(3) Endowed chairs
(4) Interinstitutional cooperation
(5) Supervision of practice teachers
(6) Disadvantaged student programs
(7) Financial aid to students
(8) Certification of foreign-trained

nurses
4. Aid to students attending private

instittifions
a. Gran ts

(I) Need-ba d; not need-based
(2) Undergraduates only; gradua tec

and professional students
(3) All students; special students

(such as in medicine and nursing
(4) Competitive; noncompetitive

b. Loans
c. Work-study

5. Facilities construction assistance. Tax-exempt bond issuing authority
b. Loans
c. Grants

5 2

d. Land condem nation proceedings
c. Soil tests

Taxation of institutions
a. Exemption from sales and excise taxes
b. Exemption of property used for

educational purposes from property
taxes

e. Exemption of property not currently
used for educational purposes from
property taxes

d. Exemption of income from
institution-owned enterprises from
business income taxes

Other
a. Tax credits for individuals and cor-

porations for gifts to private institu-
tions

b. Bail-out aid for institutions in serious
financial difficulty

c. Use of state's purchasing facilities
d. Use of state's legal services

METHODS OF ASSISTING PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
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Actual and Potential
Controls over:Private

institutions

To date, controls over private institutions by state or quasi-state agencies have been
relatively light. Two A the more frequently found controls include reporting requirements
imposed by various state agencies and program review by state coordinating agencies for the
purpose of preventing uneconomic duplication of programs. The types and degree of control
vary significantly among thc states. Within states, requirements change from time to time.

An illustra list of the vays in which private institutions now have to make themselves
accountable:

. Reporting requirements, such as
a. IIEGIS data
b. Other financial data and reports

(balance sheets, certified audits;
one state legislature proposed
requiring unit cost data by degree
and majo

e. Long-range institutional plans pre-
pared according to specified for-
mats; progress reports on plan
ach ievem en ts

d. Enrollment statistics not covered in
FIEGIS e.g., age and marital
status, transfers, at trition data,
number of entering freshmen gradu-
ating four years hence, etc.

c. Student/faculty ratios
f. Employment statistics new

2. Program approval by state coordinating agency
a. Establishment of new programs,

degrees, etc.

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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appointments by in-state and out-
of-state; terminations; full-timc and
part-time, faculty, administrators,
others; salaries and benefits; faculty
distribution by rank and tenure
status
Affirmative action reports
faculty, administrative staff, others;
studen ts
Student financial aid statistics
number offered aid, number receiv-
ing aid, number receiving each type
of aid and amount of aid, average
aid payment, income distribution
of aid recipients, minority status,
unfunded aid

Review of existing programs with
power to recommend or authorize
termination



3. Accreditation and accreditation review
a. Accreditation of the institution by

the regional agency

4. Heal h and safety ,compliance

5. Pressure upon institution to participate in projects involving int
a. Attendance at state and regional c.

meetings
b. Participation in project planning

and actual project

State human relations commission interven tit
41. Appointmcn tt promotion, tenure
b. Personnel procedures and records

Ca ntal controls, when assistance is available for facilities construction

Accreditation or credentialing of
individual programs in disciplines or
occupational areas.

itutional cooperation
Stihmnission 0f reports

n and control uffectng directly or indirectly
c. Reports

Sonie indieaiion of the degree to which private institutions might lose their autonomy can
be obtained from the types of controls exercised over public institutions by legislatures,
governors, executive departments, and state coordinating bodies. In some states, controls
exercised over the individual public institution are relatively minor; in other states, they are
burdensome and heavy. Within a state, the degree of control may vary from one area or type to
another. Control is also fluid. It comes and goes.

Thc following list is illustrative of the types of controls that arc or have been exercised c er
public institutions:l

Personnel policies and flair implementati n
Control over selection, appoint-
ment, promotion and termination
of faculty and staff

b. I imitations on rank distribution ol"
faculty

c. Tenure quotas
d. Required use of standardized !

employee classificatid is and pay
plans, including faculty
Cen tral agency de terminal.'
senior administrative salaries

f. Standardization of salary in
(lock-step)

g. Bureaucratization of personnel pro-
cedures, such as time off for
emergencies, sick leave, compen-
satory4ime, vacations, leaves with-
out pay

h. Co n t r o I over fringe benefit
packages
Limitations on types and amount
of perquisites, such as house,
domestic help, and entertainment

Much of the following is taken from Harcirroad.

allowance for president, profes-
sional perq isites for faculty, etc.

j. Prescribed "office hour" egula-
tions for faculty

k. State agency approval to travel
out-of-state at state expense
no expense to the state

I. Salary appropriations made by
category with no discretion to shift
funds among categories

m. Preparation of salary checks by
state controller's office, neces-
sitating extra documentation and
travel

n. Compliance with civil service rules
and reg-ulations

o. Loyalty oaths and information on
political affiliations, etc.

p. Control by state agencies (a New
York report lists 6 basic house-
keeping agencies and 12 other
quasi-state agencies with some con-
trol over institutional expenses or
activities, and more agencies may
impact the institution from time to
time)

5 4
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Long-range planning
a. Required periodic submission of

long-range plans with prescribed
formats

Academic affairs a Id programs
a. Establishment of admissions
b. Control over standards for granting

degrees and for retention of
studen ts

c. Control o er programs or degrees --
establishment of new programs,
termination of old

d. Approval of specific courses

Control over academic freedom
Control of research or intervention
in the publication of research
findings

b. Control over school publications
c. Control over use of campus facili-

d.

5. Budgetary process, development and implementation
a. Rigid timing of the budgetary

process
b. imposition of prascribed budgetary

procedures
c. Use of line item budgets with

detailed justification
d. Use of funding formulas, such as

studen it faculty ratios, maintenance

6. Control over capital outlay and construction
Selection and acquisition of sites e.
Selection of architects
Determination of building needs F.

and planning of building
Limitations on building features
(cost-lowering and cost-raising)

7. Control over the board of trustees
Appointments to the hoard r.
Requirements of open meetings

C.

Prescribed growth
Prescribed enrollment ceilings
Progam control

P rescribed standardized course
numbering system for all institu-
tions
Prescribed record keeping formats,
reports, etc.
Use of faculty with respect to class
size and workload

ties by student political organiza-
tions, campus speakers, etc.
Intervention in internal affairs of
the campus

cost per sq. ft. (failure of formulas
to take into account special slum-
tions, such as unusual number of
older buildings with higher mainte-
nance costs; also inadequate flexi-
bility when prices rise rapidly or
enrollments fall)

Supervising the construction of
buildings
Control over and outright purchase
of major equipment

Prescriptions as to the conduct of
business

Source F. fiatcleroad, Institutional Efficiency in State Sysleins of Public Higher Education (Tucson, Ariz.: University of
Arizona, College of Education, 1975),
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Proposals to Define
Areas of institutional

Independence and
State Control

Figure E-l. American Association of State Colleges and Unive
Education Functions

ie- Levels of Decision for Higher

Function State government

Elements in the system

Coordination element Governance element institution

Sys tem
organizational
structure

Program
allocation

Budget
deve lopm en t

Fiscal
policies

Establishes broad
structural arrange-
ments; defines
role of elements

Adopts broad
general guidelines

Very broad
policy; appro-
priates funds

oad regula-
ns, relations

with other
state agencies

Develops detailed
coordinating policies
and procedures

Assumes major
recommending and
decision-making
responsibility
recognizing interests
of governing element
and institutions

Reviews and relates
budget to entire
state's needs and
recommends in terms
of priorities

Organizes broad
policy guidelines

Develops detailed
governing

Approves on basis
of coordinating
element recom-
mendations and
institutional capa-
bilities and
interests

Approves budget
request with respect
to justifiable needs
(for own
institution)

Approves institu-
tional recommenda-
tions which conform
to state and coordi.
nating element broad
regulations and
guidelines

Participates in devel-
opment of coordinat-
ing and governance

Develops and executes
programs

Prepares budget
request

Executes broad
policies and develops
internal policies

Note: Although original sources are cited in each case, the first three of the four sets of proposals in this
section were first published together in Education Commission of the States, Coordination or Chaos, Report of
the Task Force on Coordination, Governance and Structure of Postsecondary Education,: report no. 43 (Denver,
Colo., October I 973).
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Figure E- I, American Association of State t:ullegvs and Universities: Levek of Decision for Higher
Education Functions Continued)

b unction

Program
content

Personnel
selection

Planning

State goi.ernazen Coordination

Rico:cos in the syst
Goi,ern. hist

Establishes
broad policy

Approves in terms
of needs of state

Coordinates among
elements within
state policy

Expresses state Articulates plans of
interests and institutions and
needs government elements:

executes necessary
statewide plans

sic Coorchina ces arrumg
elements

1 ta tn Establishes tr
Intit V requirenients

i tal
truai.inls

Very broad
policy: appro.
priates funds

Approves in terms (if
state prioritieS and
needs

Approves mainly in
terms of institu.

r l capability

Approves institu-
tional policies and
considers institu-
tional recommenda-
tions within policies

Expresses governing
element interests
and concerns: coor-
dinates with other
elements

Establishes ba-' -
policy

Approves in terms
of institutional
goals and needs

Proposes, develops
and operates

Participates in devel-
opment of policy
and executes selection

Maintains continuous
planning program;
initiates planning of
institutional program

Executes policy.
accepts responsibility
for effective
performance

Prepares and proposes
capital program and
recommends
priorities

source: American Association or State Coilcges;ood Universitic
timumhyr i 9, 19 7 t),

igure 11-2. Carnegie Commission: Distribution of Authority

Rights and Respansi (itashizmgton.

'hi achieve balance between public control and influence versus institutional independence, the Commission
l'avors the following patterns for the distribution of authority between public agencies (including coordinating
o(1ncils) and academic institutions (including multicampus systems):

PUBLIC CONTROL

Bask esponsibility For law enfo cement

Right to insist on political neutrality or n
of higher education

Duty to appoint trustees of public inst iLL ti(iIi5 of
higher education (or to select them through popular
election)

Right to reports and .u-cotiatah,ility on matters of
public

Duty oh courts to hear alleging denial of
gcno'ral rights of a citizen arid of unfair procedures
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INSTITUTIONAL NDEPENDENC

Right to refuse oaths not required of all citizens in
similar circumstances

Right to independent es: NE) ex officio regents
with subsequent budgetary authority

Right to nonpartisan trustees as recommended by
me impartial screening agency, or as confirmed by

some branch of the state legislature, or both; or as
elected by the public



Figure E-9 Carnegie Commission: Distribution of Authority (Continued)

PUBLIC CONTROL INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDENCE

Financial and Business Affairs

:propriation of public funds on basis of 7eneral
formulas that reflect quantity and quality o f --mtput

Postaudit, rather than preaudit, of expenditures, of
purchases, of personnel actions

Lxa ination
postaudit basis

Standank for accoulitirig pri ticc s and pustaudi
theni

ivy use of resources on a

General level of salaries

Appropriation of public funds for buildings on b
of general formulas for hoildine requirements

Assign ent of all funds to specific purposes

to make expenditures w-thin budget, to
make purchases, and to take personnel actions
subject only to postaudit

Determination of individual work loads and of
specific assignments to faculty and staff members

ination of specific salaries

Design of buildings and assignment of space

Academic and Intellectual Affairs

General policies on student admis: n

Number of places
Lquality of access
Academic level of general eligibility among
types of institutions
General distribution cit studcut s by level of
division

Policies for equal access tic eniplicvmcut for women
and for members of minority groups

ciii im differentiation of fun/ tions ong
its of higher education and on specialization

by major fields of endeavor among institutions

No right to expect secret research or set-ince from
members of institutions of higher education; and no
right to prior review before publication of research
results: latt right to wients where appropriate

lillort 11 national Bill of Ris,

Policies on size and rate of growth on campuses

Lstablishment ot new campuses and other major
new endeavors, such as a medical sclutol, and
definition of scope

Selection of individual s tudents

Academic policies for, and actual selection and
promotion of, faculty members

Approval of individual courses and con

Polk_ s on and a --mstration of re--arch !- d
service activities

l)rtrrininaticcn of grades and issuance of individual
degrees

Selection of academic and administrative leadership

Policies on academie freedom

Policies on size and rate of growth of departments
and schools and colleges within budgetary
limita lions

Academic programs for new campuses and other
major new endeavors within general au
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Figure E-2. Carnegie Commission: Distribution of Authority Continued)

INFLUENCE BUT NOT PUBLIC CONTROL INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDENCE

Academic Affairs Innovation

Encouragement of innovation through inquiry,
recommendation. allocation of special funds,
application of general budgetary formulas, starting
new institutions

Developmen t of and detailed planning for
innovation

Source: Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Gove
w-11i11, 1973), pp. 25-27.

Figure E-3. Gknny, Berdabl, Palola, and Paltridge: Powers

cc EduCatlo

-or Coordination

York:

s a partic patory agency, the coordinating board
roust rely on widespread consensus for its decisions
and on persuasion and cooperation rather than fiat
and pure power for policy and implementation.
Nevertheless, certain legal powers are necessary to the
board to underpin and reinforce the intent of the
state to plan and create a comprehensive system. We
recommend that the board have the following
minimum powers:

1. To engage in continuous planning, both
long-range and short-range

2. To acquire information from all post-
secondary institutions and agencies through
the establishment of statewide management
and data systems

3. To review and approve new and existing
degree programs, new campuses, extension
renters, departments and centers of all public
institutions, and, where substantial state aid is
given, of all private institutions

4. To review and make recommendations on any
and all facets of both operating and capital
budgets and, when requested by state
authorities, present a consolidated budg
the whole system and

5. To administer directly or have under its
coordinative powers all state scholarship and
grant programs to students, grant programs to
nonpublic institutions, and all state-
administered federal grant and aid programs

Perhaps the key jurisdictional issue between thc
coordinating board and the institutional boards is
where to draw the dividing line between their
respective powers and responsibilities. Some coordi-
nating staff members, impatient with group processes
and widespread participation by interested parties
and often lacking skill in leadership and persuasion,
seek increased power to intervene directly into the
legitimate provinces of institutional governing boards
arid their staffs. The exercise of such power finally

leads both legislators and institutional leaders to the
conclusion that institutional governing boards are
superfluous. Thus, the chief advantages of coordina-
tion have been lost to the state and to the

institutions.
If the coordinating board is not to preempt the

raison d'etre of the institutional governing boards, it
should stay out of the following matters (and if the
law now allows these interventions, the board should
use great restraint in exercising the powers):

1. Studen t affairs except general admissions
standards, enrollment ceilings, and enrollment
mixes applicable to the various systems and
subsystems of institutions

2. Faculty affairs (hiring, promotion, tenure,
dismissal, searies), except general guidelines
applicable to salaries

3. Selection and appointment of any rrrson at
the institutional or Agency level, including the
president or chief executive and board
members

4. Approval of travel, in-state or out-of-state, for
staff of any institution

5. Planning of courses or programs, including
their content, and selecting subjects of
research

6. Presen ting of arguments and supporting
materials for institutional operating or capital
budgets, except that the board should present
and support its own recommendations on
budgets

7. Contractual relationships for construction,
land acquisition, equipment, and services

8. General policing or maintenance of civil order
on campus and

9. Negotiations and contractual relationships
with unions representing institutional person-
nel, except that such negotiations may be
conducted within guidelines and/or budgetary
parameters set by the state or board.

Source: I.. Glenny, R. Berdahl, E. Palola, and J. Paltridge, Goordinoting Higl
Center for Research and Development in ffigher Education, University of California,
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Figure E-4. Halstead: illustrative Worksheet for Outlining the Principal Level of DecisioriMakirsg far Selected
Component Operations Within a State System of Higher Education

Deci n-making Central decision
level

Student entrance
and passage
through syssem

Higher educa-
tion programs
and SP rv ice

State system
and organiza-
tional structure

Operating
capabilities

Financial sup-
port, allocation,
;Ind efficiency

Equal and open opportunity
Statewide student financial aid
Application policy
lsionresident polity
Transfer policy
Articuktion between segments

Development of comprehensive
program of ferings

Specialized programs
Research centers
Large research projects
Estimation of trained manpowe

requiremen ts

Institutional role and Scope
Criteria for establishment, expansion,

and curtailment of programs and
enigaimgai

Geographic and institutional
distribution of programs

Planning and coordination
Data collection and management
Specialized libraries
Academic calendar

Faculty
Recommended salary scale
Basic policy for appointment,

tenure, and termination

Facilities
Projection of space needs
Project priority system for

capital construction

Recommendations for state and
local tax support

Recommendations regarding tuition
and fees

Allocation of state funds between
public and private sector and
to individuals

Allocation of state funds to
institutions

Institutional or campus decision

Remedial work
Counseling
Institutional student financial

aid program
Admission criteria
Student selection

Major academic fields
Curriculum organization and

developmen t
Instructional procedures
Public service
Innovative educational media
Research organization and

development

Institutional role and scope
Institutional research and planning
Cooperative arrangemen ts
Department and specialized pro-

gram quotas

Academic freedom
Recruitment
Selection
Appointment
Rank and salary
Promotion of research opportunities

Campus planning
Design and construction of new

facilities
Utilization of physical plant

Allocations of funds within
institution

Research support and fiscal
management

Note: The concept for this type of.chart was originally introduced by Provost Harry Por, State University of New York

Systems Office, Albany.

Source: K. lialitcad, Statewide Planning in nigher Education (Washington.,D.G., U.S. Government Printing Offic 1974),

p. 24.
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State 1202
Commissions and

Their Relations with
Other State Boards

Section 1202 of the Education Amend-
ments of 1972 to tht Higher Education Act
of 1965 authorized states so desiring to
designate a new or existing state agency as the
recipient for that state's share of whatever
funds might become available under Section
1203 for the improvement of comprehensive
postsecondary education planning. Thc law
mandated that such agencies had to bc
broadly and equitably representative" of all
units of public and private postsecondary
educat on, including vocational education and
proprietary schools.

It was anticipated that such agencies, if
established, would also qualify to receive
funds under Title X of the same act, relating
hi planning for community college and
occupational education. But Title X has never
subsequently been funded, and the central
purpose of the 1 202 commissions has

remained the improvement of comprehensive
postscomdary education planning. Besides
the authority to spend any funds forthcoming
under Section 1203 or Title X, the law gave
such agencies no additional powers.

Concerns on the part of the Administra-
t about the funding of Title X, plus

opposition from some circles in higher
education, delayed immediate implementa-
tion of the 1202 provisions, but in 19741
when $1 million was made available under
Section 1203, 44 states accepted the Commis-
sioner of Education's invitation to designate
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-1 a state commission. The first-year's grant
amounted only to $26,100 per state. With a
second-year total grant retaining that amount
ar the smAer states and graduating up to

$100,000 for the larger states, two more state
commissions were designated, leaving only
four states (Colorado, North Carolina,
Tennessee and Wisconsin) without one.

Among the many kinds of activities
undertaken by the various 1202 commissions
have been: assessment of planning efforts,
development of cooperative relations and
comprehensive planning, development or
expansion of inventories and/or data bases,
and studies of educational and financial
needs. To the best of our knowledge, no one
has yet attempted to assess how well these
activities have been carried out although a
project of the Education Commission of the
States, currently underway, will attempt to
do this. The activities of the various 1202
commissions reflect two major factors: the
extremely modest amount of federal funds
available, and whether or not an existing state
agency was designated the 1202 commission.
If an existing agency was so designated, it is,
of course, difficult to judge vvhich of its many
activities can be labelled "1202" and which it
would have undertaken in any case.

Of the 46 states complying, 31 chose an
existing or an augmented-existing agency,
while 15 decided to designate a separate
agency. The creation of new agencies



stemmed partly from the rt'quirernen I of
broad representation, which put a strain on
existing consolidated governing boards, with
their osually narrower mcmbership base.
Reflecting this fact, 9 of the 19 states with
consolidated boards chose to establish new
1202 commissions, 7 augmented their existing
boards with additional representatives from

other sectors, 1 asserted that its existing
board already met the criteria, and 2 chose
not to establish such a commission at all. In
contrast, 16 of 28 scates with coordinating
hoards designated their existing agency, 7
others augmented the existing board, 3
decided to create a new 1202 commission,
and 2 states Chose to create none.

Type of
state boar( Existing

Coordinatin,

Co nsolkla ted

) board

Totals

16

7 9

3

9 19

3

17 14

Figure F-1 nalwes the pattern of statewide boards resulting from the creation of the 15 new 1202 commissions.

Figure F-1. A Classification of States t ern of Statewide Boards and 1202 Commissions, 1975

No statewide coordinating hoard
(1202 only)

Consolidated hoard
(acting as 1202

21). Consolidated board
(with separate 202)

COMolidd(cd ho ird
(with no 1202).

3a. Advisory coordinating hoard
(acting as 1202)

3b. Advisory coordinating board
h separate 1202)

.ory coordinating board
ith no 1202)

Regulatory coordinating board
(acting as 1202)

Delaware
Nebraska

Hawaii (augmented)
Idaho

AIas ka
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Iowa
Kansas
Maine

North Carolina

Arkansas (a d)
California
Maryland (augmented)
Michigan

Alabama

Connecticut
Illinois
Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts (augmented)
Missouri
New Jersey (augmented)

6 2

Vermont

Montana (augmented)
Nevada (augmented)a
North Dakota (augmented)
Rhode Island (augmented)
Utah (augmented)
%Vest Virginia (augmented)a

Nlississippi
South Dakota

Wisconsin

Minnesota
New Hampshire
Washington
Wyoming

New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania (augmente
South Carolina (augmented
Virginia
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4b. Regulatory coordinating bo- d
(with separate 1202)

Regulatory coordinating board
(with no 1202)

Kentucky Texas

Colorado Tennessee

31cgally speaking, the 1202 commissions in Nevada and West Virginia
in fact, they are merely the existing boards with augmented membership.

Source: Education Commission of the States, The Changing Map of Postsecondary Education, (Denver, Colo., 1975), Table
2, p_ SI; N. M. Berve, "Survey of the Structure of State Coordinating Governing Boards and Public Institutional and
Multi-campus Governing Boards of Postsecondary Education as ofjanuary I, 1975, Higher Education in the States, 1975,
(10): and R. Millard, State Boards of ifigher Education, (Washington, D.C.: Educational Resources Information Center,
forthcoming).

cc separate bodies from the copsolidated boards. But
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State Patterns of
(1) Campus

Governance of Senior
Institutions, (2) State

Coordination, and
(3) Association of the

Private Sector to
Public Policy

Column one:
Governing board

or boards over
campus

Column two:
Coordinating

boards

Column three:
Relationship of
private sector Stat

5 Delaware

3 Michigana
Washing ton

fl 4 Missourib

I) 5 Kentuckye

II A 5 Nebraska

11 California
Minnesota

4 Connect len td
Illinois
Louisiana
New Yor ke
Tennessee

Ill A 2 North Carolinaf

III A 5 Arizonah
Floridah
lowah
Kausash
Mississippih
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Column one:
Governing hoard
or boards ocer

-impus

Ill

Co/ton n two;
Coordinatbzg

boards

II

Colu m n three;
Relationship of
private sector

nclinitto

gme)

IndiNidslai heird gn wools each public senior
lost; ninon.

or more multicarn pits boards govern all
piddle %CM of g ins, e.g., separately tor
universities aud for suck collet, (Note: some
times these boards haws: rorisdic nun tIvrr some
two-year insti to MUSS AS. r

III All senior publ ic in sti to tions governed by a single
consolidated board.
Mixed pattern with individual boards for some senior
institutions and Rath_ icarn pus boards for othris.

IV

(Column two)

No coordination ove r Elm iii ti me public :sector 1202
commissions, as phouzing agencies, arc trvated in

(olumn three).
The consolidated board that governs the public
sector also coordinates it.
Advisory orslinatia ismewl that given advice to

both state gavel-motor And e inst non. of higher
education.
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s in pattern

1 Wiscon

lawaii
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
North Dakota
Rhode Island
Utahf
%Vest Virginia

Alaska
Georgia
Nlainel
South Dakota

New I lampshire
Wyoming.'

4 Orego n

Ve rmont

Arkansas k
NIarylandk

Alabama

Colorado
Indiana

cliustta
New jerseyk
New Mexico
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvaniak
South Caroli
Texas
Virginia

D Rewalatory coordinating board that has authority in
its own right over one or more important aspects of
the conduct of higher education, such as the right to

sr disapprove programs or present a single
i" kited budget for public higher education.

(Column three)

direct contacts with statewide planning
(excludes specialimal agencies such as scholarship
commissions).

2 The consolidated governing hoard that coordinates
all public institutions in the state also acts as the
(-flannel for private-sector concerns, by acting with
augmented membership (except Idaho) as the 121)2
commission.

3 Advisory coordinating hoard also
commission, and is the channel for rivate-sector
concerns.

4 Regulatory coordinating hoard serves as a major
channel for private-sector concerns, and, except in
Texas, where tbe 1202 commission is separate and in



Colorado and Tennessee, which have no 1202
commissions, the coordinating board also serves as
the 1202 commission.

5 State 1202 commission acts as a major charnel for
'soicing private-sector concerns. In this catego the
1292 commission is either separate from any other
statewide boards or is the only statewide board.

tt(Column o Michigan rs included in Category
hiiisusv 13 of the 14 senior institutions have separate
gm uniting boards. The University Of Michigan board,
however. goverris three campuses of that system.

b(Colurno one) Missouri is inclodcd in Category 1 hecause
8 of the 9 5.e II 10r institutions have separate governing boards,
The University of Missouri board, however, governs four
campuses of that .systent.

' (rt doom on( ) While Keritucly does Fiat: setaarate
lii turtle for all senior institutions, the Univers jf Kentucky
board also gin cilIS I 3 two-year colleges.

'd(Colionn one) 'the University of Connectico
board is S ambit .11-nott board, bur it governs only GaV senior
ca tripti 3nd fik.'r two-year campuses.

three) The NeW York State Huard DC Regents
bv state law has authority over private higher education
whirdi gi ws far beyond the normal regulator 000 tint-WHIM
Isitard or 1202 Commission relationship.

1(f:idiot-in one) Each campus in the multicamp OA system

also has an individual bo d with powers largely &le ed
from the central board.

g(Golumn three) North Carolina requires two smali flea
lions to fit this category: il re is no 1202 Commission arid
the governing board covers only oil public senior institutions.
But this board has been given statutory jurisdiction to
consider private sector- concerns,

hicolumn one) While no storwide coordination ciists .11
these states, the single governing board for senior iristiwtioris
does, of course, coordinate them.

'(Column one) The Maine Maritime Academy is governed
by a separate individual board.

1(Colurnn one) There is only one senior institution its the
state.

k(Column three ) Board is tugatienteti in membrniship Co
serve as 1209 Commission.

Sources: 14. NI, But-ye, Survey of the Structure of State
Coordinating Governing Boards and Public Institutional and
Multi-carnpus Governing Boards of Postsecondary Education

as of January 1, 1975,- Ifiglie7 Education in the States
4 (iil): J. L. Zwingle and M. E. Rogers, Slate Itownis

Responsink foe fligher Educatiov 19 70 (Washington,d)C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972); U.S. National
Center f Or Edua Lion Statistics, iiiiAtlier Educatium Directory,
1974 71 (WaLih gt on, D.C. G ove mmen t Fri t ing

(lUar. 1975).
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State Organizational
Charts of Public

Higher Education

L. Cafiforoia
2, F Iwida
3. Illinois

Nfithigan
New York

5. North Carolina
gas

Wis consin

Cou

Elects =

Appo in ts +14+444-1-1>

Coverns

Coordinates =

Liaison 2Z

Classi flea

e\AIN/VNA

of Insthutions

4 yr = Four-year colkgcs, univcrsiiies and separate professional I AI (e.g., separate medical
or engineering schools).

2 yr = Community colleges and other le s-than-baccalaureate institutions that offer programs
either kading to an associate's degree or wholly or principally creditable toward a bachelor's
degree. Vocational-technical institutions that offer only terminal occupational programs are not
included on the charts.

Os soorLm 'or the 1o1lewig eharti are A rnericam Association of Community and Junior Colleges, 1976 Community.
funfor,, i4 7'echrtka1 College 116,ectory (Washington, D.C., 1976); N. M. Berve, "Survey of the Structure of State Coordinadng
or Govern:rig Boards and Public institutional and Blulticamptas Governing Bouds of Postsecondary Education-as of January 1,
1975," hir,gitier. Xducorion su Mc States, 1915, 4 (1.0)1; and J. L Zwingk and M. E. Rogers, Stele Boards Responsible for Higher
Eduetari.eat 11979 (Washington, 1s.C.: U.S. Government Fein sing Office, 1975).

Where sotaces have differed u to the number of separateprofessional schools, we have relied on data supplied by Berve.
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Figure H-L California

Electorate

Senate Assembly Governor

Advisory Council
on Vocational Ed

Calif Postsecondary
Education Commis,siona

State ed
of Ed

Bd Gower nom
CaliF Mat itinse
Academy

Regents
U of
Calif

Trustees of
Calif State

& Cols Sys

Od Governors
Calif Community
Cols

4 yr
9 units

4 y
19 units

a commission is composed of 25 members 12 members represent the general public; 6 rnembezr reprtsenh the three
public s-ystems of higher education, with each governing board appointing 2 representatives; 2 members I-epees-eel the
independent colleges and universities; the remaining 3 members represent, respectively, California Alvisoqs Coluncil on
Vocational Education and Tcchnical Training, the Council for Private Postsecondary Et,acation, anti the 5100- lt.csavel of
Education.

Gomm'ssicneri representing die gcneral public serve a six-year term and are appointed as follows: four by the govershor,, four
by the Senate Rules Committer, and four by the Speaker of the Assembly, Representatives of the independent intritudia-us yore
a three.year teem and are appointed by. the governor from a fist or lists submitted by an association or associations (rd suds

institutions. All other Member% serve at the pleasure of their respective appointing authorities.

Note; The appointing processes illustrated above for the University of California and the California State Croliorraity, and
Colleges account for the inojoriry or members of these boards, but there is also a minority on each board serving ex oEficio er as
student representative chosen by tbe board. These ex officio members include four state officials, the elle( executive eficer of
the particular board, and, for Mc University of California, representatives of the alumni association.

6 8
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Figure i12. Fbrkla

Electorate

Governor State Board of
Education

Bd of Regents
State U System

28 instl
boards:
2 yr units

4 y
9 units

'The State Board of Education i compord of the governor and six other ex officio members, all elected to statewide
offices.

he gm ernor's appom tments to the board of rcgcntt must bt. approved by three members of the group identified in
b,otnote a and confirmed by the senate.

'lhe board of:regcnts is de facto the major Ntairce of governance and coordination for four-year inatittltiont in Florida, but
in certain technical respects it is subject to supervision by the State Board of Education, for which it acts as the division of
uni%ersities.

Code

Elects =

Appoints = 4-1-44-441-4-1->

Governs =

Coordinates =

Li -aison rVVIVLA
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Figure 1-1-3. Illinois

Electorate

Governor

Rd Trustees
U of Illinois

Rd Trustees
So III U Bd Regents

Regency U's

Rd Gov's
State Cols
& Univs

III Jr
College
Hoard

4 yr
2 umts

4 yr
3 units

39 instl
boards

local
electorate

Note: The electing and appointing processes illustrated above account for the majority of members of each board, but there
is also a minority on each board serving ex officio or as student representatives chosen by students.

STATE ORG
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Figtire H-4. Michigan

Governor

-------
11 instl
boards:
4 yr units

Electorate

Regents of
U Michigan

1Bd Trustees
Mich State U

Bd Governors
Wayne State U

z

State Board
Education

State Bd or
Public Community
and Jr Colleges

4 yr
1 unit

a

4 yr
3 units

4 y
1 unit 29 instl

boards:
2 yr units

local
electorate

aTwen4y-five of the institutions have boards
hr 1wsl public school system. (For one of these,

Nlotez The electing and appointing processes
chief executive officer of each board also serves
Hoard of Education.

Code

Elects 7-7-

/\ppctints

Governs

Coordinates

f,iaison evtiv-VVI
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elected by the local community college districts our institutions are part of
a separate community college board is elected.)

illustrated above acount for the majority of members of each board, but the
ex officio as a member. In i,c1dition, the governor serves cx officio on the State
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Figure H.5. New York

Electorate

Legislature

Rd of Regents
U of State of NY

ii
New York City
Electorate

Mayor
NY City

Rd Higher Ed
City of NY

4 yr 1
30 units

2 yr
B units

30 ins
boards:
2 yr units

.1Governor appotnts three of ten CUNY board members.

bNew York City ma appoints seven of ten CUNY board members.

CEach board has ten t:-ernbers: five appointed by the county legislature, four appointed by the governor, and one student
(nonvoting) member elected by the student body.

72
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Figure 11-6, No

egislature

Bd o Governors
U of NC System

aGovernor appoints I I o

16 instl
boards:
4 yr units

Electorate

Govern6r
State Board

of Education

17 instl
boards:
2 yr units

te board members with legislative confirmation; the other 2 we ex officio.

bGovenun appoints 4 of 12 board members; 4 are appointed by the local board of education, and 4 are appointed by the
county legislature.

LEach hoard of trustees is composed of eight members eh; ted by the board of governors, four members appointed by the
govenior, and the president of the student government of the institution, ex officio.

Code

Elects Ii

Appoints t>

Governs

Coordinates

Liaison
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Figure 1-1-7. Texas

Electorate

Governer

Coordinating Bd
Texas Col & U
System

Ta

Iinstl Bd Regents I
I

boards: = U of Texas
4 yr units System

I

I

I

:2
_V__ I

yr
11 units

I

Bd Regents
Lamar U

Rd Directors
Texas A&M U
System

4 yr
4 units

Ekl Regents
U Houston

4 yr
3 units

d Regen s
State Sr
Colleges

4 yr
4 units

Bd Regents
E Texas St

4 yr
2 units

State Board for
Vocational Ed

a

-
Advisory Council
for Voc,Tech Ed

oint Committee

1110111I1

Bd Directors
Texas A&I U
System

4 yr
3 units

Bd Regents
Texas Tech
U

4 yr
2 units

aState Board (or Vocational Education must review programs relating to vocational. technical, and adult educatiun and
manpower training at the junior colleges.
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Figure 11-8. Wisconsin

Board of Regents
U Wise System

a Board members are appointed by a local appointment
in the third case, by the local school hoard president.

Note: The appointing processes illustrated above fo
Technical and Adult Education account for the majority of
each board-

Code

Elects =

Appoints

Governs =

Coordinates =

Liaison = tvw/VA
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Bd of Vocational,
Technical and

I; Adult Education

3 instl
boards:
2 yr units

committee headed in two cases by the county board chairman and,

he University of Wisconsin boaid and the Board of Vocational,
members of these boards, but two ex officio members also serve on


