ED 129 129
TITLE
INSTITUTION
PUB DATE

NOTE
AVAILAELE FROHM

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

DENTIFIERS

[
s
w3

TRACT

o

B!

DOCUMENT RESUME
HE 008 122

The States and Higher Education., A Proud Past and a
¥ital Future. Supplement.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
New York, N.7¥.

76

75p.

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher
Fducation, 2150 Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley, California
94704 (%6.00)

MF-%$0.83 Plus Postage. HC Not Available from EDRS.
*Governance; *Governing Boards; *Higher Education;
Organization; Private Colleges; Public Policy; State
aid; #*State Boards of Education; State Colleges;
*#*State Programs; State Standards; State Universities;
*Statewide P?lanning

#1202 Commissions

Data collected by the Carnegie Foundation for the

Advancement of Teaching as part of a commentary on the important role
of the states in the support and development of higher education is

presented. Topics are:
methods of assisting private institutions;
controls over private institutions;
institutional independence and state control;
commissions and their relations with other state boards;

(1) state fands for innovation, 1960-1975; (2)
(3} actual and potential
{4) proposals to define areas of
(5) state 1202

(6) state

patterns of campus governance of senior institutions, state
coordination, and association of the private sector to public policy;
and (7) state organizational charts of public higher education.

Statistical tables are also included.

(Anthor/KE)

e a3 e s ook o o sk ok ok ok o e o ofe sl ok st et ok o ook ok ke ok ok ook sk ok ok ok kol ook ok ok sk ok skl ok oo sk kool ok ok sk o e e ok ek ok
pocuments acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished '
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality

via the ERIC Document Reproduction Serviee (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for *the gquality of the original document. Reproductiomns
supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.

*
%*
*
*
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
%
M
*
«

s 3 s s o e ke sk ok ke sk ol she s ook e o o ok ok ok ok sk ook ok ok e ofe e e o o e b ok sl e ok e sl o o o Kok sk o s ol koo sk skl o ok kol ok ok ook o

*
*
#
%
E
*
%*
%
%



The States
and Higher

Education

SUPPLEMENT A Proud Past
- to a Commentary and a Vital
L of The Carnegie Foundation Future
for the Advancement of Teaching )




) ‘The States
and Higher
) ) ) Education

A Proud Past
and a Vital
Future

SUPPLEMENT
TO A COMMENTARY
OF THE CARNEGIE FOUNDATION

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
A Proud Past and a Vital Future

Copyright © 1976 by The Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching

Copyright under International, Pan American, and
Uiniversal Copyright Conventions. All rights reserved.
No part of this book mav be reproduced i any
form—except for brief quotaticn {noi 1o exceed
1,000 words) in a review or professional work—
without permission in writing from The Camegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,

This report is issued hy The Carnegic Foundavion for
the Advancement of Teaching with hexdquarters

aft 497 Madison Avenue, New York, New York 10022,
Copics are available from the Camnegie Council on
Poliey $tudies in Migher Educatioi:, 2150 Shaituck
Avenue, Berkeley, Califomia 94704,

Liteary of Congress Catalogue Curd Number
LC 76-1 7440,

Minufactured in the United %tates of America



D

ol

G

H

Preface

Statistical Tables

State Funds for Innovation 1960-1975

Methods of Assisting Private Institutions

Actual and Potential Controls over Private Institutions

Praposals to Define Areas of Institutional Independeizce
and State Control

State 12092 Commissions and Their Relations witi

Other Siaie Boards

State Patterns of (1) Campus Governance of Senior
Institutions, (2) State Coordination, and (3) Association of
the Private Sector to Public Policy

Statc Organizational Charts of Public Higher Education

o5

44

47

o
b

fam
A

[ |
o



THE CARNEGIE COUNCIL SERIES

The Federai Role in Postserondary Education:
Unfinished Business, 1975-1980
The Carnegic Council on Policy Studies in Higher

Education

AMore than Survival: Prospects for Higher Education
in a Period of Uncertainty
The Carnegic Foundation for the Advancement af

Teaching

Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Educa-
tion: An Analysis of Institutional and Federal
Policies with Recommendations

The Camegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher
Education

Presidents Confront Reality: From Edifice Complex
1o University Withour Walls

Lyman A. Glenny, john R. Shea, Janet H. Ruyle,
Kathrvn H. Freschi

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Low or Ne Tuition: The Feasibility of a National
Policy for the First Two Years of College

The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher
Education

Managing Multicampus Systems: Effective Admin-
istration in an Unsteady State
Eugene C. Lee, Frank M. Bowen

Challenges Past, Challenges Present: An Analysis of
American Higher Education Since 1930
David D, Henry

The States and Higher Education: A Proud Past and
a Vital Fulure
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of

Teaching

Changing Practices in Undergraduate Education
Robert Blackburn, Ellen Armstrong, Clifton Conrad,
James Didham, Thomas McKune



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PREFACE

In May 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
themes: o

e Higher education in the United States, with
its tripartite support based on state, fed-
eral, and privaie sources of funds, has been
comparatively effective in both quantitative
and qualitative terms.

@ Some surplus facilities now exist as a result
of the great expansion of the 1960s, but the

gre
rematn. Entirely new information on the
deteriorating  position, on a comparative
basts, of research universities in a- number

of states was presented.

® {'he states are, or will be, in a better position
to remedy their deficiencies than is com-
monly supposed, although the caparity of
the states varies greatly,

Several major problems lie abead: (1) of how

to maintain dynamism without growth, (2) of

how to avoid parochialism as the individual
states become a greater source of funds and

policy, (3) of how to support the private -

sector while maintaining its independence,

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

The commentary also atempted 1o 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 Vitel Future, the commentary
may be ordered from Jossey-Bass Inc., 615
Montgomery Street, San Francisco, California
94111.

A considerable amount of data was gathered
for the study, but only the most immediately.
relevant materials could be included in the
commentary itself. [tis our belief, however, that
much of the information that could not be
included in the commentary will be of interest to
many persons who wish to obtzin a more inten-
sive and detailed apprediation of some of the
findings reported in the basic document. In
their interest, we are pleased to present this
supplement.

CLARK KERR
Chairperson

Carnegie Council on Policy
‘Studies in Higher Education
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~Stafistical Tables

Figure A-1, Sclected Measures Relating to Fiscal Capacity of States

Income
fux
Fel'e e

= ax
Pervanal  General  percent  Percent Health aned .
ineams  revenue  of state af tax welfare Lereentage change Unempiloy-
per per tax capacity  expendiiures in population ment
capita,  capite,  revenwe unutilized  per capita — rate
Staie 1974 19731 19740 1974¢ 19734 1960-T1378 [Q270-1875 1975¢
United States S50 8 541 3L1% 1.4% 8178 13.5% 1.9% . 85%
Alibrarma 478 0 2148 25.2 151 5. 3.9
; 1,268  46.0 31.2 185 33, 8.7
51% 258 2.8 95 36.1 10.0
449 769 Q5.6 125 1.7 5.8
615 55.7 7.7 258 27.0 6.2 9.8
Coloradn 27 381 5.4 157 258 148 5,4
Conmnecticut 1,45 560 146 7.4 149 19.6 2.1 10,1
[reliwire 6,506 725 445 19.9 138 22.8 5.6 9.1
Florida 5416 460 0.1 16.6 120 371 23.1 1.4
Grenrgia 4,751 d84 0 311 14.8 202 164 .3 HE
Haw iz 6,042 969 343 ~12.8 - 209 21.7 12.4 7.+
fdaho 527 19.5 122 6.9 15.0 7.3
[llinois 517 42 .0 185 10.2 0.3 8.3
[ndiana 384 &L 10.6 111 114 2.3 8.6
lowa 468 383 4.8 108 2.4 1.6 5.7
Kansas 463 319 11.2 133 3.2 0.8 4.9
Kentueky 531 2% 20.8 121 6.0 5.5 7.5
Eosisdsizina 3,803 565 12,7 15.8 164 11.9 4.1 4.2
Maine 4,690 31 1A.5 “11.7 151 2.5 6.6 10,0
Marvland 5,943 571  42.0 2.4 - 166 26.5 +.5 7.1
Massachuserts 5,757 582 56.9 ~15.2 257 10.5 2.4 13.3
Michigan hHEG G611 516 2.7 215 134 3.2 13.6
Minnesoia A422 653  4H.3 -7.4 172 115 3.2 5.8
Mississipp 3,803 5290 139 7.1 161 1.8 5.8 7.5
Missouri 5,056 397 26.9 16.3 124 8.9 . 1.8 7.2
Mon tana 4,956 573 3.2 2.4 110 29 7.7 8.3
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Figure A-1, Selected Measuves Relating o Fiscal Capacity of States (Continued)

Income
dax
SEYETUE
as
Personal Genersl percent Percen?  Heglth and
income revenue of state oftax - welfare Percentage change Unemploy-
per per Jox capacity  expenditures in population ment
capita, cepils, 7vevenue unulifized per capita, — SEE—— rate
State 1974 ¥9734 19749 r974¢ 1973d 1960-1870 1970-1973 1975¢€
Nebraska $5,278 5428 249% 7.5% g116 A% 4.2% 5.4%
Nevada 6,016 629 - 7.9 160 71.3 21.1 9.6
New
Hampshire 4944 4038 194 17.6 114 21.5 10.8 6.7
New Jersey 6,247 456 113 9.2 159 18.2 2.1 10.1
New Mexico 4,137 677 169 11.5 128 6.8 12.9 7.7
New York 6,159 756 506 - 32.8 338 8.7 -0.7 10.1
North Carolina 4,665 495 3644 14.1 106 11.5 7.3 9.0
North Dakota 5,583 6038 274 25.4 91 ~-2.3 2.8 5.2
Chio 5,518 391 219 25.8 129 9.7 1.0 8.4
Oklahoma 4,681 513 2.7 25.8 175 9.9 6.0 6.2
Oregon 5,28 5350 67,4 8.1 113 18.2 9.4 10.2
Pepnsylvania 5447 532 359 11.6 166 4.2 0.3 8.9
Rhode Island 5,343 . 587 36 4.6 206 10.5 -2.4 144
Scuth Carolina 4,311 49§ 3040 16.5 112 8.7 8.8 10.9
South Dakota 4,685 504 0.0 0.5 a7 -2.1 2.5 4.9
Tennessee 455 422 11.8 19.2 137 10.0 6.7 8.4
Texas 471+ - 21.0 114 16.9 9.3 6.0
Utah 595 30,3 12.6 108 18.9 13.9 7.4
Vermont 742 339 -18.8 176 14.1 59 10.0
Virginia 3¢ 479 5.1 17.0 111 17.2 6.0 6.8
Washington 5,710 655 - 5.9 162 19.5 4.0 9.2
West Virginia 4,372 595 18.5 19.5 118 =6.2 3.4 7.4
Wisconsin 5,247 618 47+ ~16.1 173 11.8 4.3 7.0
Wyoming 5,404 694 - 19,5 156 0.7 12.5 4.4

Includes general revenue received by states from all sources, including federal, state, and local sources.

blacludes revenue from personal and corporate income taxes,

Clinutilized tax capacity was detexemined by (1) vomputing an average rate for each type of tax, in mosi cases as a
percentage of personal incore, (2) determining the potential revenue from the tax if the state taxed at the average fate,
{3) subtracting the state's revenue from the potential revenue in order to determine the unutilized potential amount (the ro .ult
would be negative for those stales taxing at more than the national average rate), 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
uther words, deriving a measure of net over-oF underutilization,

dhicludes state and local expenditures for health and welfare,

“Preliminary.

Sources: For a number of (he series, T8 Burcau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United Siates, 1974 (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Goveyament Printing Office, 1974) and Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1975 (Washington, D.C.: U.5.
Government Printing Office, 1978); for 1974 state persopal income, Survey of Current Business, August 1975, p, 11 for
pereentage of unutilized tax capacity, K. E. Quindry and M. G. Currence, State and Local Revenue Fotential, 1974 (Atlanta:
Southern Regional Education Board, L976); and for 1975 uvnemployrnent rates, preliminary data provided by the U.5. Bureau
of Labor Statistics,
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Figure A-2. Changes in Public and Private Shares of Total Economic Costs of Higher Education, Including
Estimated Forgone Earnings of Students, 1929-30 to 1973-74 (in Constant 1967 Dolflars)

2 Billions Percent Percant
Toral ecanomic costs Torsl private costs a5 3 Tatal public costs ar 3
(including forgone earnings) perzentage of toral costs percentage of tofal costs

(including forgone earnings) {inciuding forgone earnings)

50 |- =100 100
$45.36
B82%
, ) 73%
40 — i ~ 80 . -~ 80
. 7
S~

/ 27%
) 18% - ]
10 b / 20 20
%1.86 / .
192030 197374  1929.30 197374 1929-30 197374

Sources: Estimates developed from U.$. National Center for Education Statistics and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data,
For method of estimating forgune earnings, see Carnegic Commission on Higher Education, Higher Educaifen: Who fays? Whe
Benefits? Who Should Pay? (New York; McGraw-Hill, 1978), pp. 49-50.
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Figure A-3. Estimate of Needs for Additional Public Twa-Year College Campuses by 1980 for Metropolitan
Areas with Populations of 500,000 or More

Average
Popula-  Percentage Estimated FTE Total
tion change in need for enrollment enrollment Estimated

1974 (in  population Number of © new Additivnal per as percent  need for
thou- 1960- 1970- campuses campuses campuses campus of popula- new

_— Area sands) 1970 1974 1968 196584 1968-1974 1974  tion 1974b campuses
Alabama

Birmingham 785 27 23 2 1 0 3,100 3.8 0
Arizona
Phoenix 1,172 459 209 4 1-2 1 4,600 6.7 1
California :
Anzheim-

Santa Ana-

Garden

Grove 1,661 101.8 16.9 5 2.3 1 7,800 8.5 2
Los Angeles- o

Long Beach 6,926 16.6 -1.6 18 2.4 2 8,200 7.2 2
Riverside-San

Bernardino- . .

Ontario 1,214 409 6.4 8 2-3 1 5,300 5.7 1]
Sacramento 385 2854 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 15182 659 10.9 5 2.3 0 6,900 9.8 2
Colorad

Boulder 1,591 325 12.2 2 1-2 z 2,500 5,0 0
Connecticut
Hartford-New

Britain-

Bristol 1,009 226 2.3 4 G 5 1,500 6.2 0
Delaware
Wilmington,

Del.,

N.J., Md. 513 202 2.8 2 n.a.t 1 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 L

Fort :

Lauderdale-

Hollywood 807 85.6 350.1 i -2 0 7,900 1.8 1
Miami 1,416 356 11.7 Z 2-3 1 7,100 4.2 1 (under

construc-
) tion)

Orlando 579 31.0 27.7 2 n.a.® 0 3,000 4.0 0
Tampa-5t.

Petersburg 1,333 33,5 225 2 -2 1 4,200 3.5 o
Georgia . )

Atlanta 1,766 36.5 11.3 3 1-2 2 2,760 3.5 0
Hawaii
Honalulu 691 262 9.6 3 0 1 2,500 5.7 0
Ilinois
Chicago 6,971 13.6 =0.1 19 3-4 1 3,700 - 4,2 0
THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION 13
4
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Figure A-3. Estimate of Needs for Additional Public Two-Year College Campuses by 1980 for Metropolitan

Areas with Populitions of 500,000 or More (Continued)

Average

Popula-  Percentage Estimated FTE Total
tion change in need for enrellment enrollment Estimated
1974 (in population  Numberof  new " Additional per as percent need for
theu- 1960- 1970- campuses campuses campuses  campus  of popula- new
Arean sands) 1870 1974 1968 19684 1968-1974 1974  tion1974b campuses
Indiuna
Gary- )

Hammeond-

East Chicago G644 2.7 1.7 1d 0 0 n.a. 2.8 0
Indianapolis 1,144 17.6 2.9 1d -2 1 ., 2.5 0

Kentucky
Louisville, -
Ky-Ind, 492 150 29 2 1-2 0 1,400 2.4 0
Louisiana
New Orleans 1,090 153 4.2 1 1-2 1 2,400 4.0 0
Muaryland
Baltimore 2040 118 5.3 5 1-2 2 2,700 4.6 0
Massachusetts
Roston-Lowell-
Brockion-
Lawrence-
- Haverhill,

Muss. -NL1H. 3918 7.8 1.8 6 2.3 4 1.600 6.2 0
Springfield-

Chicopee-

Holyoke,

Mass.-Conn. 590 7.5 LI 2 1 0 3,300 9.1 0

Michigan

Detroit 123 0.0 3 2 4,300 3.5 o

Flint 189 2.7 1 0 10,000 5.5 1

Grand Rapids 16.7 3.6 1 0 4,100 4.2 0
Minnesota

Minneapolis-

50 Paul 2011 230 2.3 ) 0 1 1,800 4,6 0

Missouri

Kansas City,

Mo.-Kuns, 1,302 149 2.2 2 | 3 2,400 3.3 0
5t. Louis,

Mo.-111 2,371 125 -1.6 5 1-2 3 2,900 3.9 0

Nebraska
Omaha, Neb.-
fowa 575 186 6.0 1 1 1 700 4.1 I
New Jersey
Jersey City +8% 0.5 4.1 0 2-3 0 3.0 1
New .

Brunswick-

Perth
- Amboy-

Sayreville 590 202 1.1 i n.a.t 0 5,400 6.5 0
Newark 2,019 122 -1.9 2 2-3 2 3,000 4.5 0

New York
Albany-

Schencctady- :

Troy 799 88 2.7 1 I 2 2,600 6.6 0
Buffalo 1,331 3.2 -1.4 2 I 0 5,100 4.9 0
Nassau-Suffelk 2,621 29,9 2.5 3 n.a.% 0 10,600 4.2 1-2
New York,

N.Y.-N.J. 9.634 4.5 -3.1 10 4.5 2 6,200 5.1 0

F 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 (Continued)

Average

Popula- Percentage Estimated FTE Total
tion change in need for enrollment enrollment Estimated

1974 (in population Numberof  new Additional per as percent need for
thou- 1960- 1970- campuses campuses campuses ‘“campus of popula-  new

Area sands) 1970 1974 1968 19684 1968-1974 1974  tion 19740 campuses
New York
(Continued)
Rochester 966 20.1 0.5 1 1-2 1 3,700 58 0
Syracuse 646 129 1.5 2 1 0 3,000 7.3 0
North Carolina
Charlotte-

Gastonia 589 25,7 5.6 2 n.a.t 0 4,200 4.5 1
Greensboro-

Winston-

Salem-High

Point 760 164 4.9 4 0 ] 1,200 4.1 0

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

Ohio- .

Ky.-Ind. 1,376 9.2 -0.7 2 1-2 1 1,200 4,0 0
Cleveland 1,984 8.1 -39 ) 1-2 -1 3,800 5.3 0
Columbus 1,067 20.5 -4.B 0 1 2 1,400 6.5 0
Dayton 855 17.3 -0.9 I 1 0 4,600 52 0
Toledo,

Ohio-Mich. 781 9.8 24 1 1-2 1 1,100 4.7 0
Youngstown-

Warren 543 55 1.1 S | 1 0 1,000 2.8 0

Oklahoma .

Oklahoma City 766 23.5 9.6 2 1 2 1,600 7.4 0

Tulsa 576 15.6 4.9 0 n.a.© 2 2.000 2.8 D
Oregon

Portland,

Oreg.-Wash. 1,080 =-0.2 7.2 4 I-2 1] 5,300 5.7 0

Pennsylvania .

Allentown- )

Bethlehem-

Easton, Pa.-

N.J. 617 9.0 3.7 3 0 0 1,500 3.2 0
Northeast Pa. 633 0.2 1.8 4 n.a.t 0 900 8.7 0
Philadelphia,

Pa.-N.J. 4,810 11.1 -0.3 8 2-3 | 3,100 39 0
Pittsburgh 2.3%4¢ -0.2 -2.8 8 1 1 1,800 3.5 4]

Rhode Island
Providence- -
Warwick- . ]
Pawtucket 854 10.7 -0.1 1 1-2 0 4,700 6.8 )]
South Carolina
Greenville-
Spartznburg 522 14.5 10.3 2 n.a.© 1 2,000 5.7 0
Tennecssee .
Memphis,
v Tenn.s

Ark.-Miss. 853 147 2.3 1 1-2 1 2,200 4.0 0
Nashville-

Davidson 745 17.1 65 0 1 - 2 1,000 54 0

1 ~
THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION 1o
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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)

Average
Popula-  Percentage Estimated FTE Total
tion change in need for enrgllment enrallment Estimated

1974 (in population Numberef  new Additional per as percent  need for
thou- 1960- 1970- campuses campuses compuses campus  of popule-  new

Area sands) 1970 1974 1968 19688 1968-1974 1974  tisn 1974° campuses
Texas
Dallas-

Fort Worth 2,499 36.8 5. 3 I 4 3,800 - 4.5 0
Houston 2,225 %9.8 11.2 4 2.3 2 2,300 3.7 0
San Antonio 980 20.6 10.3 1 | 1 8,500 5,2 1
Utah
Salt Lake City-

Ogden 766 22.4 85 ] 1 1 1,900 4.8 ]
Virginia /

Norfolk-

Virginia

Beach-

Fortsmouth,

Va.-N.C. 766 16.5 4.6 i 1-2 0 4,500 3.7 0
Richmond 570 18.6 5.0 1 1-2 1 ¢ 2,100 5.5 0
Washington .

Seattle-Everett 1,396 28.7 -2.0 6 1-2 3 3,400 6.7 .0
Wisconsin

1

Milwaukee 1,415 9.8 0.8 1 12 1 " 9,400 4.6

AFstimated by Carnegie Commission an Higher Education, New Students and New Flaces (New York: McGraw-iiill, 1971),
Table 11.

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 nat defined asa
separate standard metropolitan area in 1968,

dThe Hammond campus of Purdue University was predominantly a two-year campus in 1968, It is now classified as a
four-year campus but continues to have substantial enroliment in two-year programs. We have thercfore 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.

€There is a need for a two-year campus in the city of Omaha. The éxisting two-year campuses are in the lowa portion of the

meétropolitan area.

Source: Adapted from U.S. Burcau of the Census and U.5. National Center for Education Statistics data.
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- } Massachusetts 93.9

e l Connecticut 82.0'

— i New York 78.3

— } ] Missauri 72.6

—_— J New Hampshite 65.7

) ] Pennsylvania 64.8

) j Maryland 83.3

t Ahode Island §8.7

:,J tlinois 57.4

States with  zero percent of federal
research and development funds going to

— } California 31.2

| Texas2aa

. Indiana 11.5

— ,i‘ Nebraska 10.7

;I Calorado 8.5
: Wisconsin 7.0
:’ Alabama 6.4
: Maine 4.6

j Utah 3.3

j Cregon 3.0

j Sauth Daknta 1.4

] ohicans
7 . I . l Florida 43.7

_ _ J Gaorgia 36.3

i private institutions:
New Jersey 51.3

— — —— Alaska North Dakota
- i _! Tennassee 51.0 Delaware Nevadia
I R Hawaii Vermont
— i } Louisiang 48.4 Idanu Washingion
——— = — ) “} Kansas - West Virginia
—— — e North Caroling 46.2 Montana

Wyeming has no private institutions.

Source: National Scienee Foundation, “De-
tailed Statistical Table, Appendix B, Federal
Support to Universities, Colleges. and Selected
Nonprofit  Institutions, Fiseal Year 1974
(Washington, D.C.: WS, Government Printing
Office, n.d.), Tables B-21 and B-22,
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Oklahoma 1.1
Arkansas 0.8
Minnesota 0.6
Arizona 0.5
Heantucky 0.4
Michigan 0.4
Virginia 0.4
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40 80

'nt in all institutions. A
minus figure iadicates that the state
is lower in B&D funds received than
in its population rank.

and develop

Sunfees: States ranked in popula-
tion from U8, Bureau of the Census,
“Estirmates of the Population of the

States, July 1, 1973 Currend
Population  Reports, Series P-25,

Mo, 518 (Washington, D.C.: US.
Government Printing Office, 1974),
Table {. Data on federal funds from
National Seience  Foundation,
“Detailed Statistival Table, Appen-
dix B, Federal Support to Universi
tes, Colleges, and Selecied Nonprafi
Institutions, Fiscal Year 1974 {W:
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, n.d.), Tables B2l and
B-22.
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Figure A-6. Rank on Quality of Faculty in Graduate
Departments Compared with Population
Rank: Public Institutions, 1969

Californiz (D) %

— ! Michigan (+5)

tridiana (+8)

Wisconsin (+12)

_— 1 fllinois (0)

Minnesots (+13)

Z Texas (-3)
I ! Washington (+14)
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] denote population rank as com-
:l Colorado (+14)  pared with rank in number of
= *distinguished” graduate depart-
ZI‘ Etorida 1-6) ments in public institutions in the
:, state, A minus figure indicates
;I? state {s lower in rank on graduate

Kansas (+16) departments than on population.
= The -25 statzs net included
had no graduate department rated
over 3.0. For additional informa-
) ~ tion, refer to Figure A-13.

New York (-16) Source: K. D. Roose and C. J.

Andersen, A Rating of Graduate
Arizona (+13) Programs  (Washington, D.C.:
American Council on Educadon,
1970).
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Figure A-7. “Distinguished” Graduate Departments,
1969: Percent of Ranked Programs in
State in Private Sector

g:gﬁljnscﬁrsut 100

— I
T " Rhode lsland | 100
| _ ) 777 7 . Terrzfxessgei;;j_ 100
- T Newvork | 97
e %
I
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: i Geargia 50
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0 10" 20 30 40 S0 60 70 B0 90 100

Percent of departments raniked 3.0 and above that are in
private sector

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

Arizona lowa Oregron
Colorado Kansas Utah
Delaware Michigs Virginia
Florida Minnesota Washington
Wisconsin

Note: For additional informstion, refer to Figure A-15.

Source: K. D. Roose and C. J. Andersen, A Rating of
Graduate Programs (Washington, D.C.: American Council on
Eduyeation, 1970).
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Figure A-8, Rank on Quality of Faculty in Graduate Departments Compared with Population Rank: All
fnstitutions, 19692
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Source: K. D. Roose and C. J. Andersen, A4 Raling of
Graduate Programs (Washington, D.C.: American LCouncil on
Education, 1970).
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Figure A-9. Higher Education in Its Totality

Current-funds educational

Number of and general expenditures,
institugions, Enrollment (head- 1973-74
fall 1974 - count), fall 1974 (in thousands of dollars)
Public Private FPublic 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 i5 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 48,100
Connecticut 27 24 91,100 53,800 138,500 218,600
Delaware 5 4 25,000 4,100 60,500 5,000
District of Columbia 3 14 14,400 67,000 39,900 255,600
Florida 37 34 259,000 49,100 515,000 145,400
Georgia 33 33 127,500 28,300 308,600 102,600
Hawaii 9 4 40,400 3,500 96,600 7,000
ldaho 6 3 28,500 . 1,200 56,500 9,600
Hlinois 60 85 397,500 135,700 762,400 435,300
Indizna 22 40 150,000 52,700 385,700 126,900
lowa 25 38 16,400 37,400 285,100 79,300
Kansas 28 26 100,900 12,300 204,800 27,600
Kentucky 21 26 94,500 19,000 254,200 39,500
Louisiina 19 11 119,700 20,900 201,800 66,600
Maine 10 15 27,700 8,900 63,900 27,500
Marylund 30 22 155,400 33,200 283,500 143,000
Massachusetts 35 87 151,000 199,800 228,300 745,200
Michigan 47 48 397,000 55,600 835,700 119,400
Minnesota 31 33 132,900 33,300 347,200 81,200
Mississippi 27 (8 77,500 9,400 166,500 17,500
Missouri 27 51 142,400 58,300 295,400 189,500
Montana g 3 25,200 2,800 56,600 4,600
Nebrasks 15 14 54,000 15,300 130,100 36,800
Nevada 5 i 24,600 200 * 40,100 100
New Hampshire 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 3 46,300 4,400 122,600 6,100
New York 84 199 575,000 379,500 1,270,700 1,496,100
North Carolina 72 45 173,400 49,800 423,800 226,700
North Dakota 11 4 26,800 1,700 59,500 3,300
Ohio Gl 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 55,100
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 25,100 185,200 44,400
South Dakota 7 9 20,700 6,200 52,700 15%,400
‘Tennessee 25 44 124,100 39,800 246,500 152,500
Texas 84 55 469,100 79,700 884,900 220,300
Yiah 9 4 54,400 29,900 145,900 45,200
Vermont G 16 16,600 11,700 . 47,500 31,000
Virginia 39 34 186:100 28,900 323,100 77,900
Washington 32 12 185,800 24,200 287,900 45,500
21
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Figure A-9. Higher Education in Its Totality (Continued)

Current-funds educational

Number of arnd general expenditures,
institutions, Enroliment (head- 1973-74
_Jalt 1974 _count), fall 1974 (in thousands of dellars)

7 ) Public  Private  Public Private Public Private
West Virginia 16 12 61,100 10,200 91,700 19,700
Wisconsin 43 29 197,500 29,700 515,500 93,200
Wyoming 3 0 16,100 0 44.200 -
Service schools (federal) 8 o 24200 —— 245,800 R
Total United States 1,460 1,565 7,892,200 2,247,700  §16,123,900  $7,180,800

Sources: For number of institutions, data adapted from U.8, National Center for Education Statistics; for enrollment,
“Opening Fall Enrollment, 1974, Chronicle of Higher Education, December 16, 1974, p. 8; and for expenditures, U.S.
Nutional Center for Education Statistics, Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education, Current Funds Revenues and
Expenditures, 1973-7-1 (Washington, [.C.), prepublication tables, :

Figure A-10. Undergraduate Degree-Credit Enrollment of Persons Aged 18 to 24 as a Percentage of Their Age
Group, 1970, by State
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Note: Students attending college in states other than their state of residence are classified as living in the state in which they

are attending college.

Source: Computed from 1970 census data.
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Figure A-11. Distribution of Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollment in Public Institutions of Higher Education in
Each State, by Type of Institution, with States Ranked by Percentage of Public Full-Time-

Equivalent Enrollment in Universities, 1974.
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Figure A-11, Distribution of Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollment in Public Institutions’of Higher Education in
Each State, by Type of Institution, with States Ranked by Percentage of Public Full-Time-
Equivalent Enroliment in Universitics, 1974 (Continued)
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Figure A-12. Federal Obligations 1o Universities and Colleges, Fiscal Year 1974, for Research and Development,
in Thousands of Dollars

Totalto all

State Public Percent Private Percent institutions
Alabama § 22,207 93.6 $ 1,521 6.4 § 25,728
Alaska 8,947 100.0 0 0.0 8,947
Arizona 15,609 99.5 T 82 0.5 15,691
Arkansas 4,682 899.2 40 0.8 4,722
California 222,405 BR.8 100,722 31.2 525,125
Colorado 37.42% 90.5 3,908 9.5 41,336
Connecticut 8,497 3.0 38,589 82.0 47,086
Delaware 3.837 100.0 0 0.0 3,837
Florida 25,585 56.3 19,541 43.7 44,726
Georgia 17.662 63.7 9,994 36.3 27,656
Hiwali 15,668 100.0 i 0 0.0 15,668
lduho’ C 2,164 100.0 0 0.0 2,164
thinois © 41,067 42.6 55,327 574 96,389
Indiana | 32,375 88.5 4,204 11.5 36,577
[owa 24,466 99.9 30 0.1 24,496
Kansas 13,939 100.0 0 0.0 15,939
Kentucky 10,637 99.8 45 0.4 10,682
Louisiana 9,75% 51.6 9,168 484 18,927
Maine - 1,907 95.4 92 4.6 1,999
Maryland 22,952 36.7 . 39,642 63.3 62,594
Massachusetts i0,08% 6.1 154,668 93.9 164,751
Michig 61,586 99,8 261 0.4 61,847
Minnesot: 36,568 99.4 211 0.6 36,779
Mississippi 8,825 98.7 115 1.3 8,938
Missouri : 12,821 27.4 33,928 72.6 7 46,749
Montana 4,124 100.0 0 0.0 4,124
Nebraska 6,74 89.8 763 10.2 7,512
Nevada 2,96 5% 100.0 0 0.0 2,565
New Hampshire 2,725 34.3 5,215 65.7 7,938
New Jersey 14,290 48.7 15,052 51.3 29,342
New Mexico 17,12% 99.8 28 0.2 17,157
New York 53,007 21.7 183,708 78.3 234,715
North Carolina 31,387 53.8 26,967 46.2 58,354
North Dakota 3,064 100.0 0 0.0 3,064
Ohio 32,987 56.2 25,116 43.8 57.413%
Oklahoma 9,205 938.9 104 1.1 9,509
Oregon 24,676 97.0 759 5.0 25,435
Pennsylvania 36,907 35.5 67,009 64.5 103,916
Rhode I[sland 5,292 41.3 7.527 58.7 12,819
South Caraolina 8,148 98.8 98 1.2 8,246
South Dakota 2,199 58.6 32 1.4 2,231
Tennessce 14,624 49.0 15,237 51.0 29 861
Texas 80,338% 75.6 25,870 24.4 106,259
Utah 28,800 96.7 971 3.5 29.777
Vermont 6,147 100.0 0 0.0 6,147
Virginia 26,303 99.6 115 0.4 . 26,418
Washington 62,03+ 100.0 25 0.0 62,059
West Virginia 4,312 100.0 0 0.0 4,312
Wisconsin 52,992 93.0 4,018 7.0 57,010
Wyoming 3,678% [00.0 — —_ 3,578

Total United States 81,211,505 873,781 $2,085,286

Sources: Adapted fram Natlonal Science Foundation, “Detailed Statistical Table, Appendix B," Federal Support to
Universities, Colleees. and Selected Nonprofit Fastitutions, Fiscal Year 1974 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, n.d.), Tables B-21 and B-72. Data do not include funds for federally funded research and development cenlers.
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Figure A-13. Rankings of Graduate Departments, 1969

Total

Public L Private
Number of Number of Number of
e partments depariments departinents
ranked over ranked over ranhed over
3.0 by qual- 3.0 by qual- 3.0 by qual-
ity of grad- ity of grad- ity of grad-
Rank State - uate faculty Rank State uate faculty Rank State rioke faculty
I California 84 1 New York 98 I California 132
2 Michigan 46 2 Massachusetts 64 2 New York 101
3 Indiana 35 3 California 48 3 lllinois 75
4 Wisconsin 30 4 [llinois 47 4 Massachusetts 66
5  llinois 28 B Pennsylvania 32 5  Michigan 46
6  Minnesota 25 6  Connecticut 30 6  Pennsylvania 42
- 7 Texas 23 7 - New Jersey 28 7  Indiapa 36
%  Washington 22 &  Maryland 25 § Connecticut 30
9 North Carelina 13 "9 Rhode Island 18 8 New Jersey 30
10 Town 10 10 North Carolinn 13 g  Wisconsin 30
10 Pennsylvania 10 - 11 10 1l Texas 27
12 Oregon 9 12 5 9 12 North Carolina 26
.13 Ohio 8 I3 EXils 4 13 Maryland 25
14 Colorado 4 14 Tennessce 2 13 Minnesota 25
I+ Florida 4 15 Georgia 1 15 Washington 22
14 Kunsis 4 13  Indiana 1 16  Ohio 18
14 Virginia 4 16  Rhode Island 18
1§ New York 3 lotal 428 18 lowa 10
19 Arizona 2 19 Missouri 9
19 Maryland 2 19  Oregon 9
{9 Massachusetts 2 21  Colondo 4
19 New Jersey 2 21 Florida A
19 Uah 2 21 Virginia 4
24 Delaw: l 25  Arizona 2
24 Georgia I 25 Georgia 2
. A 25  Tennessee 2
l'otal 374 a5 Utah P
20 Delaware i
Total 802
Source: K, . Roose and €. J. Andersen, A Rating of Gradugte Frograms (Washington, D.C.: American Council on
Fducation, 1970).
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Figure A-14. Changes in Percentage Points from 1967-68 to 1973-74 in State Expenditures® for Higher

FEducation 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 Expenditures® for Higher
) Education as a Percentage of State Personal Income (Continued)
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A cludes revenue from state anid 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 for 1967-68 from Carnegic Commission on Higher
Education, The Capitol and the Camnpus: State Respansibility for Fostsecondary Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971).
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Figure A-15. Percentage Changes in Expenditures per FTE Student from State and Local Sources in Public
Institutions of Higher Education 1967-68 to 1973-74 (in Constant Y9687 Iollars)
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Figure A-15. Percentage Changes in Expenditures per FTE Student from State and Local Sources in Public
Institutions of Higher Education 1967-68 to 1973-74 (in Constant 1967 Doliars) (Continued)
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. Change in Percentage Points in State Appropriations for Higher Education as a Percentage of
State General Revenue, 1969-70 t0 1974-75
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i

\‘;‘U\

Virginia 1.7 20 L Oregon
Arkansas 1.3 Wisconsin
Karsas 1.3 Ohig
Maryland 1.3 Fennsylvania
Litah 1.3 Minnesota

Missouri

Tennesiee 1.2

Washington

Kentuzky 1.1

Geargia 1.0

Massachusetts 1.0

U UOU U]

Michigan 0.8 Arizons

Indiana 0.3 Colarado

-1.7 l ] — Maontana

L
=
o
3
£
o=
ad

West Virginia 0.2 9.1 l — ) ] North Dakota

i | D | S i ] I [ | o _
2 4 6 8 10 -10 -8 -6 4 -2

Percent

A srimated from U.S, National Center for Education Statistics and U.S. Bureau of the Census data.

Source: Data provided by Lyman Glenny and associates, Center for Rescarch and Development in Higher Education,
University of California, Berkeley, except for Aluska, New Hampshire, Texas, and Wyoming.
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cal Funds, for

Figure A-17. Changes in Expenditures per Full-Time-Equivalent Student from State and Lo
Public Research University Campuses and All Other Public Institutions of Hig
36 States, 1959-60 e 1974-75 (in Constant 1967 Dollars)

Groups of states (in Expenditures per for research
order of relative lag weighted? FTE universities
11 research university - Percentage (difference in
exgenditures) 1959-60 1874-75 change percentage poinis)

All research universities £1,053 £1,222 16.1% -12.6
Research universities | 1,032 1.259 22.0 - 6.7
Research universities 11 1,078 1,179 9.4 -19.3

All other public institutions 707 910 28.7

Group |
Research universities 1,159 1,182 2.0 =104.2
Other public institutions 483 996 106.2

Group [I
Research universitics 1,167 1,404 20.3 -62.5
Other public institutions 505 923 82.8

Group I
Research universities 1,068 1,178 10.5 -394
Other public institutions 539 807 49.7

Group IV
Research universities 1.1G0 1,095 -0.4 - 0.4
Other public institutions 895 895 0.0

Diroup V
Research universities 8§92 1,188 33.2 15.1
QOther 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, Michigan, Tennessee, West Virginia, and Wisconzin; Group I1 includes Co
Florida, Missouri, New Je , North Carolina, and Washington; Group III inciudes Alabama, Califomnia, Indiana, Minnesowg,
Ohio, and Oregon; Group IV includes Illinois, Louisiana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, and Virginia; Group V includes Arizona,
Arkansas, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Pennsylvania, and Utah; and Group VI includes Conneeticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Towa, and
Maryiand (only five states).

Although New York includes one puhlic research university campus—SUNY, Buffalo—it is omitted from this analysis,
because the earliest vear for which SUNY, Buffalo, formerly a private institution could provide relevant data was | 4.

Certain other rescarch university campuses, such as Temple University an< the University of Pittshburgh, were not included in the

analysis for similar reasons,

Apgsibaccalaureate students in doctoral-granting institutions are weighted % io 1 and in oiher four-year institutions, 2 to 1,
as compared with undergraduates,

Sources: Carnegie Council Survey of Research Universities, 1976; U.5. National Center for Education Statistics datas und
data on state appropriations provided by Lyman Gler and associates, Center for 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. Averuge Tuition and Required Fees in Public Institutions ef Higher Education, by Type of
Instituticn and State

Average tuition Comprehensive
inall public universities Two-year
Institutions 1973-74 - and colleges colleges,
State 1973-74 uRiversities 1973-74
United States § 434 & 376 $459
Vermont 1,082 210
Pennsylvania 768
New Hamopshire 722
Ohio 672
Indiana 629
Rhode Island 490
Minnesata 521
South Dakota 574 -
lowa . 600 410
Aaine 417 340
Michigan ¢ 528 337
Virginia 15 695 235
AMarvhind 6 564 305
New Jersey 505 58¢ 605 367
South Carolina 520 605 560 318
Kentucky 500 715 424 367
Nebraska 500 535 538 254
Connecticut 487 715 519 229
elaware 481 525 345 390
Montana 4159 479 128 185
New York 159
SUNY 661 S5UNY SUNY 762 SUNY 333
Lower Div 750
Upper Div 900
CUNY &7 CUNY 138 CUNY 0
Alasks 15 472 - 2300
Wisvunsin 415 Loser Div 573 555 112
Upper Div 628
Nlineis 413 G618 561 252
N fa 445 519 532 300
3 487 461 375 355
133 504 474 220
430 467 395 330
Oregon 128 519 523 301
Colorade 4244 527 399 232
Narth Dakota 420 416 407 350
Alabama 409 518 455 203
Cieorgin 405 506 “414 281
Fiorida 404 570 570 244
Missour: 399 560 333 241
Washington 398 564 495 244
assachusetts 395 520 563 337
Arkansas 339 400 404 187
Oklahoma 373 447 355 252
Wyoming 362 430 —n 252
Mississippi 358 500 418 181
’ CSECE 346 374 369 188
Idaho 339 380 325 298
Morth Carolina 339 457 464 120
Louisiana 303 324 308 121
West Virginia 290 31 784 253
Arizona 242 166 330 43
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Figure A-18. Average Tuition and Required Fees in Public Institutions of Highe
Institution and State {Continued)
Average tuition Comprehensive
in alz pub!u universities Two- yegr
1975-74 and colieges ilege
State universities 1973-74

Texas § 239 § 299 267 145
Hawait 160 - 223 228 50
California 133 537 160 2
District of Columbia 115 —= 132 90

SAversge mition compueied by weighting average tuition in universities, comprehensive universities and colleges, and
two-year colleges by full-time equivalent enrollment in ¢ach segment.

Source: Carnegie Council on Higher Education, Low or No Tuition: The Frasibility of & National Policy for the First Two
Years of College (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975).

Figure A-19. Tuition in Public Institutions as a Percentage of State and Local Expenditures per Student, by
State, 1973-74

— 7 L ) 7 77,, 7 B e ] 92,5 Vermont

7! 75.6 New Harnpshire

J 6§7.0 Chin

,,J 549 Pennsylvania

| 50.5 South Dakota

. i J 45,8 Indiana
_ . _l 434 Virginia

J 42,8 Oklshoma

;I 41.9 Minnesota

] 40.2 North Dakota

I 33.3 Maryland

,J 37.1 Oregon

| 382 Maine

| 356 Michigan

1] 355 New Mexico

. J 34.9 RBhode lsland

,J 34,2 Nebraska

I %317 Colorado

| 337 HKansas

"1 332 lows

,_l 33.2 Maontana
- i I A N .l — J
g 15 30 45 60 76 20

Percent
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Figure A-U*L {uition in Public Institutions as a Percentage of Stute and Local Expenditures per Student, by
State, 19753-74 (Continued)

— ] 3 I 320 South Carolina

,J 318 Connecticut

. _ —l 31.2 Nevada

i . ‘! 31.2 New Jersey

. 7i] 30.3 Alshama

; - _ 7 - ] 291 EKentucky
) _ I 27.7 Massachusetis
7' 27.3 Missouri
— e _ ",7”] 27.3 Washington
; 77] 2556 Georgia
— - 77' 254 Tennessee
- e W! 25.2 Louisians
,,,,,,Vj 24.4 Mississiene
- j 7] 24,1 ilinois
- ] 232 Florida
_ 777! 225 Arkansas
- ]! 22.5  West Virgima
7, J 227 Wisconsin
— ,J 21.4 1daho
- W l 20.5 Wyoming
— l 19.6 New York

o ,l 19.1 Nerth Carolina

’ 18.0 Arizona

169 Texas

14.4  Alaska

12.6 Hawaii

I 8.1 California

; 4.4  District of Columbia
L N S N I _J

0 15 30 a5 60 75 g0

Pergant

Saurces: Digures 28 and 26, 78y Stutes and Higher Education,
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Figure A-20. Relationship Beoween Relative Expenditures per Full-Time-FEquivalent Student from State and
Local Sources and Relative Tuition and Required Fees, by State, 1973-743 (States Ranked by

FTE Expenditures plus Tuition)
Expenditures in lower half, Expenditures in upper half,
wition it upper haif tuition in upper half

S3§3§J Alaska

~$2,450] wisconsin

527,7347[ Pennsylvania

Inchana

Vermont

ST]?] Virginia

i ‘g!é&ﬁl South Dakota

5 ',éEJ New Mexico

i —i | I 1 el i i —i 1

$1,500  $2.500 $3,500 31,500 52,500 '$3,500
FTE expenditures plus tuition FTE expenditures plus tuition
Expenditures in lgwer half, Expenditures in upper half,
tution in fower half tuitian in lawer half

51813 l Massachusetts
51,759 l Alabama
51,725 Utah

! 5171§ Kansas

32735l New York?

Tennesses
51,6 Colorado
E Texas )
E Arizona :: 17(37' North Caroiina
2 Oregon - 77'77;1,935 Georgia

%$1.57 West Virginia idaha
51‘.:@:17! Lauisiana Missouri
l %1,466 North Dakota Washington

,hr:ﬁfi.EEE Mississippi
"$1,775 | California

1 $1,427 Hawaii

i | 57,244 Oklahoma

L PR | N T DU s
$1,500 £2,500 $3,500 $1,500 $2,600 %£3,500
FTE expenditures pius tuition FTE expenditures plus tuition

3 or purposes of this computation, uition in SUNY and CUNY was averaged on the basis of relative FTE enrollment in
earh sysiem.

Sources: Average wition and required fees Trom Figure 26; expenditures per full-time-cquivalent student from Figure 23,
The States and Hyh

r Educalion,
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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

Percent
Average Average  Average Average with Percent that
Average expenditures of median student- Sfaculty medical are
expenditures  per FTE® Sfacully  faculty cost per schaol on  land-grant
Quintile per FTES plus tuition salaries ratie” FTE student campus  instituiions
Research university
campuses, 1974-75
First quintile §2.,841 £5,116 §17,220 14.5 £1,190 64 64
Secund 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
Fourth 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
¥irst quintile 1,758 2,267 14,050 19.9 706 (Not {(Not
Second quintile 1,586 2,038 15,100 20.0 655 - relevant) relevant)
Third quintile 1,347 1,855 11,350 20.4 556
Fourth quintile 1,190 1,628 12,910 20.4 633
Fifth quintile 1,007 1,517 12,120 229 529

4pcthaccalaureate students in resenrch universities are weightad 3 1o 1 and in comprehensive universities and colleges, 2to
I, a3 cumpared with undergraduates,

YETE students divided by FTE faculty.

Sources: Adapted from Carnegie Council Survey of Research Universities, 1976, U.5, 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," AAUF Bulletin, 1975,01 (2), 118-199.

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

Number of members in Number of members in Totai
public institutions private institutions in Rank
State of higher education Rank of higher education Rank state {ali)

240

California 143 i 97 3 1
Massuchusetts 3 17 168 1 171 2
New York 7 i1 118 2 125 3
Illinois 24 3 53 4 77 4
Connecticut 3 17 30 5 33 5
Wisconsin 31 2 1 16 32 6
Pennsylvania 6 13 23 6 29 7
Texas 13 5 8 9 21 8
New Jersey . 0 - 19 7 19 9
North Caralina 11 7 6 11 17 10
Maryland 1 23 13 8 14 11
Michiigan 14 4 0 — 14 11
Arizona 12 6 0 = 12 i3
Colorado 9 8 1 16 i0 14
Indiana 8 10 1 16 9 15
Minnesota 9 ] 0 —— 9 15
Missouri 1 25 7 10 8 17
Washington 7 11 1 16 8 17
Fiorida 4 15 1 16 5 19
Iowa i} 14 0 —— 5 19
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Figure A-22. Affiliation of Members of the National Academy of Sciences, 1975 (Continued)

Number of members in Total

Number of members in
public institutions private institutions in Rank
State af higher education Rank of higher education Rank state  (all)
Utah 4 15 I 16 5 19
Ohic 1 23 3 13 4 22
Rhode Island 0 - 4 12 4 22
Virginia 3 17 1 16 4 22
Georgia 3 17 0 — 3 25
Nevada 3 17 G - 3 25
Oregon 3 17 0 —— 3 25
New lampshire 0 - 2 14 2 28
Tennessee 0 - 2 14 2 28
Delaware 1 23 0 - 1 30
Kansas I 23 { - 1 30
Sauth Carslina 1 25 0 - 1 30
Total 331 560 891
Source! Nattonal Avademy of Suiences, Membership July 1, 1975 (Washington, D.C., n.d.).
Figure A-23. Guggenheim Fellowship Awards and Renewals, 1964-1975
Number of awards Number of awards
in public in private Total number Rank
State mstitutions Rank institutions Rank of awards (all)
Califernia 521 1 151 3 672 1
New York 134 2 425 1 559 2
Massachusetts 21 16 329 2 350 3
llinois 94 3 128 5 222 4
Pennsylvinia 44 7 136 4 180 5
Connecticut 7 21 124 6 131 6
New Jersey 20 17 81 7 101 7
Michigan 78 4 3 18 81 §
Wisconsin 76 5 3 18 79 9
Indiana 69 6 2 21 71 10
Texas 40 9 17 12 57 11
Maryiand 19 18 35 9 54 12
Sorth Caroling 28 11 24 10 52 13
Ohio 25 13 24 10 49 1
Rhode Island 2 31 43 8 45 15
Washington 44 7 0 - 44 16
Minnesota 35 10 3 18 38 17
(Jregon 26 12 2 21 28 18
[owa 25 13 2 2 27 19
Virginiu 25 13 2 21 27 19
Missouri 2 31 16 13 18 21
New Hampshire 5 26 13 14 18 21
Kansas 12 19 0 - 12 23
Geoprgia 7 21 4 17 11 24
Arizong 8 20 0 e 8 25
Florida 7 21 i 26 8 25
Tennessee 2 31 & 15 8 25
Colorado 6 25 1 26 7 28
New Mexico 7 21 0 —= 7 28
Vermont 0 e 6 15 6 30
Delaware h 26 0 - 5 31
Hawaii 5 26 0 — 5 31
STATISTICAL TABLES
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Figure A-23, Guggenheim Fellowship Awards and Renewals, 196341975 (Continued)

Number of awards Number of awards

in public n private Total number Rank

Staie mstitutions Rank institutiaons Rank af awards (all)
Leuisiana 3 29 2 21 5 31
Kentueky 2 31 1 26 3 34
Maine 2 31 1 26 3 34
South Carolina 3 29 0 - 3 34
Alabama 2 31 0 - 2 37
Arkansas 2 51 0 - 2 37
North Dakota 2 31 0 - 2 57
Oklihoma 2 31 0 —— 2 37
Utah 2 31 0 - 2 37
Montana I 41 0 - 1 42
Nebraska 1 41 0 - ] 42
Nevada 1 41 0 = 1 42

e
Had
Hongi

Total United States

....
ham
fex)
o

3,007

Source: John 3imon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation, Reports of the President and the Treasurer (New York, 1964

through 1975).

Figure A-24. Diversity in the Private Sector

Public Frivate Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
predominantly by black
students, 1973 50 43.9 6 56.1 114 100
Men's colleges, 1973 9 7.1 118 92.9 127 100
Women's colleges, 1973 2 1.4 140 98.6 142 100
Institutions with
religious affiliation,
1973
Protestant * - — 493 — - —
Catholic — —= 250 — - -
Other —— - 35 - — ——
Small colleges, 1974
Enrollment less
than 500 69 17.5 326 82,5 395 100
Enrollment between
500 and 1,000 177 35.8 317 64.2 494 100

Sources: For men's and women's colleges and colleges with religious affiliation, U.5. National Center for Education
Statistics, Digest of Educational Statistics (Washington, D.C.: U.5. Government Printing Office, 1975), Table 109; for black
colleges, ibid., Table 97; for small eolleges, U.5. National Center for Education Statistics data.

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
30

i

39



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figure A-25. Average Public Tuition as a Percent of Average Private Tuition and Average Tuition in
Private Institutions Mines Average Tuition in Public Institutions, by State and Type of
Institution, 1972-75 (Four-Year Institutions Only)
Average tuition in private
Public tuition as a pereent institutions minus average tuition
af arerage private tuition in public institutions
Universitics Comprehensive Universities Comprehensive
and highly institutions and highly institutions
selective and less selective liberal and less
State colleges selective colleges arts colleges selective colleges
United States 20, 25% £2.090 £1,400
Alihama 6 e 840
Alaska 16 JE. 1,810
Arizong - 31 N 740
A Siin - 412 s 580
California 20 10 1,710
Colorado 20 24 1,420
{oanecticut ) 26 - 1,520
Delaware . 20 1,510
Florida 2 32 2 KM HIRAE ]
Cieorgia 21 31 s010 1,120
Hiwii 22 980
{daho is e 1,540
Minois 25 28 1,910 1,420
Indiana 25 26 1,850 1,150
Towa 22 31 2,160 1,340
Ransis e 32 _— 1,090
Kentucky 580 30 560 990
Louisian 12 24 ‘ 2,250 970
Maine 18 20 257 1,820
Maryhind s 3 1.850 1,170
‘husetrs 19 17 2,400 1,810

32 50 1,500 1,250

20 28 1,760 1,330
Mississippi : 34 - 840
Missouri il 19 1,960 1,390
Montana 31 i 1,020
Nebraska - 30 e 1,220
Nevada i S 35 - g70
Sew Hampshire 28 32 2590 1,580
New Jersey 24 33 1,960 1,280
New Mexico 37 —— 670
New York 21 2,090 1,720
North Carolina 30 2,110 1,490
North Dakota 34 — 810
Ohio 54 1,930 1,350
Oklahoma 32 850 790
Oregon 34 2,150 1,130
Pennsylvania 42 1,650 1,130
Rhode Island 25 2,700 1,510
South Carolina 31 1,490 1,160
South.akota 34 —— 1,130
Tennessee 28 2,090 : 99{;
Texas 19 1,820 1,120
Utah 29 170 1,060
Vermant 33 2,570 1,460
Virginia 41 2,108 1,014
Washingtun 27 1,916 1,341
West Virginia 14 e 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 (I'Qur-\’:ar Institutions Only) (Contmucd)

Average tuition in private

Public tuition as a percent institutions minus average tuition
of average private tuition m puhluz m:t;tut:an:
Universities Comprehensive . Universities C‘amprehmsm&'
and highly institutions and highly institutions
selective and less * selective liberal and less
State colleges ‘selective colleges arts c’r:v[lége_f selective colleges
Wisconsin 21% 35% $2,119 §1,085

Wyoming —— . - -

Note: Data for public institutions relate to tuition and required fees, state residents. Differentials are based on average
institutional tuitions by state. U.5, figure is weighted by number of institutions. Dashes indicate that l‘;ﬂmparahle institutions do
not exist in the category for comparative purposes.

Source: Prepared by the staff of the Carnegie Couneil, 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

Universities and Comprehensive institutions

highly selective and less selective
liberal arts cullrges liberal arts fﬂllegu
State Public P)",!LJQZE Public Prwate
United States §589 §2.682 $474 $1,873
572 —_ 473 1,516
) 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 520 2,525 492 1,612
Hawaii 350 —_ 279 1,259
Idahe 380 - 335 1,878
Illinois 621 2,527 544 1,959
Indiana 731 2,583 653 1,804
fowa 610 2,765 600 1,937
Kansas ’ . 504 500 1,687
" 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 —_ 164 1,484
Nebraska 555 —_ 530 1,749
Nevada 524 - 532 1,500
New Hampshire 982 . 3,570 728 2,507
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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)

Comprehensive institutions

Universities and

highly selective ‘and less selective
liberal arts colleges liberal arts colleges

State Public Private Public Private
New Jersey $ 585 $2,549 $625 $1,903
New Mexico 465 —_ 384 1,049
New York 719 : 2811 465 2,187
North Carolina 471 2,677 460 1,553
North Dakota 451 —_ 421 1,229
Ohio 774 2,704 683 2,009
Oklahoma 455 1,500 382 1,176
(regon 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
Tennessec 396 2,481 389 1,376
Texas 297 2088 264 1,387
Utah 467 640 408 1,464
Vermont 1,088 5,660 725 2,186
Virginia . 670 2,778 714 - 1,728
Washington 564 2,480 499 1,840
West Virginia 310 - 259 1,912
Wisconsin 575% 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, U5, figure is weighted by number of institutions per state, Dashes indicate that comparable institutions do not exist in
the category for comparative purposes,

Source: U.5, National Center for Education Statistics, Education Directory, 1974-75, Higher Education (Washington, D.C.:
U.5. Government Printing Office, 1975).

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

Dollars)
Funds for Total state
Student General specific aid for
financial support programs or private
State aidd grantsb purposest institutions
Alabama 5 0 § 1,510 $ 0o § 1,510
Alaska 758 0 188 946
Arizona 0 0 0 0
Arkansas 0 0 0 0
California 33,109 0 3,139 36,248
Colorado 0 0 0 .0
Connecticut 3,820 594 165 4,579
Delaware 28d 0 0 28
Florida 1,433 0 4,124 5,567
Georgia 4,689d 0 0 4,689
Hawaii 0 0 0 0
Idaho 12 0 0 12
Mlinois 36,173 6,000 9,187 51,360
Indiana 6,586 0 0 6,586
Towa 6,312 0 400 6,712
Kansas 2,580 0 0 2,580
Kentucky 241 0 o 241
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Dollars) (Continued)

Funds for Total state

Student General specific aid for
financial support programs or private
State aid8 grants purposest fnstitutions
Louisiana § 0 $ 0 § 505 $ 5056
Maine 356 0 0 * 356
Maryland 307 2,996 0 3,303
Massachusetts B,468 0 a 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 (1]
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 5,523 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
Tennessec 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

3Data include only scholarship aid allocated to studeénts 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 proprictary 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 ¢, below). This column also

. includes general support grants for general purpose institutions, such as Marion College in Alabama and the University of

Pennsylvania.

CGrants which are designated for specific programs (e.g., schools of law and medicine) or for specific purposes (e.g.

counseling of disadvantaged students, interinstitutional cooperation, and endowed chairs).

A stimated.

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

Private as

Public Private a percent
institutions institutions of public
State funds for institutions
(exclusive of student aid) $10,038,3152 $199,578b 2.0%
Institutional share of
student aid€ 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

2preliminary data from the Center for Research and Development in Higher Education (see source note). Data include state
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 prreent.

BT his figure is the sum of columns 2 and 3, Figure A-27,

€Not all student aid received by students from scholarship programs flows to institutions in the form of tuition and fees,
hecause some of it may be 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-taition and fees, and one-third of scholarship aid on those programs that covered
educational costs in general, For the 50 staies as a whole, our estimates indicated that 77 percent of scholarship aid was received
by public institutions, and 90 percent by privaté 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
enlumn 1, Figure A-27.

SEnrollment 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, Revenus Appropriations 1963-75

(Berkeley, Calif.: Center for Research and Development in Higher Education, University of California, forthcoining).

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

Financial

Funds for aid to
Aid for Aid to specific private Facilities Other
general specified program or college construction types
State purposes instituliont purposet students® aid¢ of aid ~
Alabama X
Alaska xO G L
Arizana
Arkansas G
California x M G B
Colorado
Connecticut X x AVU G L B
Delaware Ge
Florida xM G L
Georgia G
Hawaii
Idaho Ge
Iilinois % x MDO G B
Indiana G xh
fowa x 0O G
Kansas G
Kentucky G L
STATISTICAL TABLES
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Figure A-29, State Aid to Private Institutions, by Type of Program, 1975-1976 (Continued)

Aid for Aid to

general specified

State purposes institutiond

Financial
Funds for aid to
specific private Facilities Other
program or collzge construction types
purposed studentsb aid¢ of aid

Louisiana x xM
Maine

Maryland %

Massachusetts

Michigan x

Minnesota x x M
Missiszsippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevadad

New Hampshire xM
New Jersey x

New Mexico

New York X X
North Carolina xM
North Dakota

Ohio x MD
Oklahoma

Oregon X

Pennsylvania x X
Rhode Island x MU,
South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee xM

Texas x MDO

Ltah 2
Vermont
Virginia
Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin x MD
Wyeming

-

(=~~~}

Q0QRO0Q00
=

-

=

x VU

x MDOVU
x AO

xU

[l o ol

x M

x U

(AEakaRaRnlnlaNalaRalaln'

]
=

Qo

L

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

AWhere aid is given for specific programs at specifically named institutions, it is reported under “aid to specified

institution.”

medicine

dentistry

other health-related professions
law

aid to students

disadvantaged students

wonom

GO E

aEowon W

bTwo types of programs are indicated here:
G
L

“Three types of programs are shown here:

grants
loans

B = tax-exempt bond issuing authority

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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unclassified or program ficlds other than above

non-repayable grants
loans by a state agency

dpata are for 1874-75
Very small program

[l ]
‘un

[

finformation not available on whether private students included
ENot known whether program is operating

bTax credits for donations to private colleges

i Authorization to use state purchasing facilities

Source: Prepared from questionnaires and other materials.
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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 Institutioral Support of Private Institutions; Arrayed in
Descending Order of Aid)

Aid received
by students

attending private Institutional
State aid institutions support per FTEY
per FTE per FTE2 (column 1 minus
State (1) (2) cofumn 2)
Alaska $978 978 £ 0
Pennsylvania 402 259 143
Hlinois 388 333 5b
New York 377 174 203
New Jersey 363 181 182
Michigan 310 © 268 42
South Carolina 295 295 0
California 273 273 0
Wiscaonsin 236 236 0
kansas 229 229 0
Minncsota 189 143 46
lowa 188 188 0
Genorgia 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
Alabama 99 0 99
North Carolina 93 93 0
Vermoni 84 84 0
Missouri 66 66 0
Tennessee 61 61 0
Massachusetts 52 52 0
Rhode Ishand 43 43 0
Maine 41 41 0
Florida 35 35 0
Washington 28 28 0
Rentucky 15 15 0
Oklahoma 15 15 0
North Dakota 12 12 0
South Dakota 10 10 0
Delaware 9 9 0
Idahe 2 2 0
Arizona 0 0 0
Arkansas 0 0 0
Colorado 0 0 0
Hawaii 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 0
Montana 0 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 0
Nevada 0 0 0
New Hampshire 0 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0
Utah 0 0 0

46
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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)

Au’! rscewed
by students

attending private Institutional
State aid fastitutions support per FTED
per FTE per FTES (column I minus
State (1) (2) column 2)
Virginia £ 0 § 0 $ 0

Wyoming 0 0 0

3Excludes loans and special types of scholarships, such as for war orphansz and widows, Native Americans, nursing, and
medical and dental students, etc. Although responding agencies were asked to exclude proprictary institutions from
figures, these adjustments were not always possible, Financial aid figures also include appropriations o Pennsylvamas
state-aided institutions for scholarships and to Connecticut and North Carolina institutions in the form of grants earmarked for
student aid.

ﬁauns:lmg of duadvytagsd students, lnttnnst;tutmna.l cgﬂpﬂ‘atmn} “This column also mc!udés genéral‘suppnrt grant,s fgr
general-purpose institutions, such as Marion College in Alabama and the Univérsity of Pennsylvania,

Sources: Prepared from {1) 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,” Higher Education in the States, 1975, 5 (1}, 1-24.
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~State Funds for
Innovation 1960—1975

Amount of state - Program now -
funds (annual, operating or
in thousands defunci — years
State Sponsoring agency Title of program of dollars) of operation
Arizona Board of Regents Faculty Instructional 75 Operating — 1 year
Improvement Program
California California State Fund for Innovation 1,400 Operating ~ 3 years
University and and Improvement in the
Colleges Instructional Process
Mini-grant Program 200 Operating — 2 years
within FIIIP
University of Fund for the Improve- 1,000 Operating — 2 years
California ment of Undergraduate
Board of Regents Instruction
Connecticut Commission of Improvement of Teacher 60 Operating — 7 years
Higher Education Education

and State Board
of Education
Commission on Contracts with Inde- 165 Operating — 2 years
Higher Education pendent Colleges to
foster interinstitu-
tional cooperation

Florida Division of Staff and Program 2,100 Operating — 6 years
Community Development
Colleges, State
Department of
Education i
Board of Regents Service through Appli- 1,300 Operating — 2 years

(STAR)

Hawaii Board of Regents Curriculum Develop- 19 Defunct — 2 years
ment Grants

48
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Program now
operating or
defunct — years

Amount of state
funds (annual,
in thousands

State Sponsoring agency Title of program of dollars) of operalion
Idaho Idahe Research Short-term Applied 75 ; Operating — 3 years
Faundation, Research Projects
University of
Idaho
linais Community Disadvantaged Students 400 Operating — 2 years
College Board Grants
Public Service Grant 225 Operating — 2 years
Project
Board of Higher Higher Education Coop- 350 Operating — 2 years
Education erative Act (HECA)
Kentucky Council on Public Summer Faculty 30 Operating = 1 year
Higher Education Fellowship Program
Area Health Education 2,000 Operating — 1 year
System (AHES)
Fund for Consortia 400 Operating — 2 years
Michigan CRLT, University Instructional Development 35 Operating — 12 years
of Michigan Fund
Minnesota State College Faculty Improvement 200 Operating — 6 years
System Grants
Missouri University of Improvement in Teach- 500 Defunct — 1 year
Missouri System ing Fund
Senior Faculty Develop- 100 Defunct — 1 year
ment Fund
New Jersey Department of Research and Develop- 600 Operating — 3 years
Higher Education ment Fund o
New York City University Grant Program for 291 Operating — 3 years
of New York Curricular Diversity
State University Instructional Develop- 500 Defunet = 2 years
of New York ment Program
North Carolina Board of Program Development 110 Operating -- 3 years
Governors, Fund
University of
North Carolina
Ohia Board of Regents Instructional Davelop- 45 Operating — 1 year
ment Fund
Contracts for Services 1,000 Operating — 1 year
Oregon Education Improvement of Under- 325 Operating — 6 years
Coordinating graduate Education
Council
Faculty Implementation 60 Operating — 1 year
Grants
- Pennsylvania State Department Innovative Programs at 250 Defunct — [ year
of Education State Colleges and
Universities
Texas Texas Faculty Applied Research 235 Defunct — 2 years
Coordinating Grants
Board

Ti1E STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Amount of state Program now
funds (annual, operating or
in thousands defunct — years
State Sponsoring agency Title uf program of dollars) of operation
Washington Council on Higher Innovative Educational 1,400 Defunct — 2 years
Education Programs
Wisconsin Board of Regents Undergraduate Teach- 225 Operating — 3 years
ing Improvement
Grants

Nute: The above programs were selected from a much longer list supplied by Finkelstein, identified below. Our criteriz
excluded two types of programs: those funding busic 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 Ineentive Grant Approach in Higher Education: A 15 Year Record (Washington, D.C:
Pustsecondary Education Convening Authority, December 1975).
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Methods of Assisting
Private Institutions

In the lust ten years state governments
have added many new programs to assist
private institutions, and funding levels, on the
whole, have been increased. The following list
describes ways in which states have aided or
could aid private institutions.}

1. General purpose  grants, all  qualifying

private institutions

a. Enrollment-driven formulas, such as
number of students or state residents
enrolled, credit hours completed,
carned degrees conferred

b. Trailer grants related to number of
students receiving state student finan-
cial aid

c. 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-

11t should be noted that some classification systems used
“contractual aid” as a separalc category. Contracts are
essentially a delivery mechanism. Most of the forms of aid
under points 1, 2, and 3 below could or could not use
contracts, depending upon the inclinations of the state.
“Contraciual aid” is, therefore, not used in the classification
shown here,

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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tions (the institutions arc specifically

named)

a. General grants

b. Specific purposes or programs (sce #3
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

c. Academic programs, such as

(1) Foreign languages
(2) Public administration
(3) Textile chemistry
(4) Nautical engineering
d. Other specificd purposes or programs,
such as '
(1) Computer services
(2) Library resources
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Endowed chairs
Interinstitutional cooperation
Supervision of practice teachers
Disadvantaged student programs

Financial aid to students

— . —— . ——

Certification of foreign-trained
nurses
Aid  to  students attending  private
institutions
a. Grants

b,

c.

(1) Need-based; not need-based

(2) Undcrgmduatcs nnly gmduzucs

(3) All stud;ntz., spccml students
(such as in medicine and nursing)

(4) Competitive; noncompetitive

Loans

Work-study

Facilities construction assistance

a,
b.

C.

Tax-exempt bond i lssumg authority
Loans
Grants

6.

52

d.

€,

Land condemnation proceedings
Soil tests

T Tecatmn of institutions

Exemption from sales and excise taxes

i

b. Exemption of property used for
educational purposes from property
taxes

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

d. Exemption of income f{rom
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 dlffxculty

c. Use of state’s purﬁhabmg 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 of the more frequently found controls include reporting requirements
imposed by various state agencies and program review by state coordinating agencies for the
purposc of preventing uncconomic duplication of programs. The types and degree of control
vary significantly among the states. Within states, requirements change from time to time,

An illustrative list of the ways in which private institutions now have to make themselves

accountable:

I.  Reporting requirements, such as

a.  HEGIS data )

b.  Other financial data and reports
(balance sheets, certified audits;
one state legislature  proposed
requiring unit cost data by degree
and major)

c. Long-range institutional plans pre-
parcd according to specified for-
mats; progress reports on plan
achievements

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

e.  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 5 ‘3
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appointments by in-state and out-
ol-state; terminations; full-time and
part-time, faculty, administrators,
others; salaries and benefits; faculty
distribution by rank and tenure
status

Affirmative action reports ~
faculty, administrative staff, others;
students

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
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3, Accradit;xtign ii'nd actrcdii;xtinn rcvicw b. Accreditation or credentialing of
individual programs in disciplines or

a.
the I’L’gl()ﬂ;ll dg;.,tfﬂL} occupational areas.
4. Health and safety compliance
Pressure upon institution to participate in projects involving interinstitutional cooperation
a.  Attendance at state and regional ¢.  Submission of reports
meelings

b. Participation in project planning
and actual project
6.  State human relations commission intervention and control affecting directly or indirectly
a.  Appointment, promotion, ienure c. Reports
b.  Personnel procedures and records

7. Capital controls, when assistance is available for facilities construction

Some indication of the degree to which private institutions might lose their autonomy can
be obtained from the types of controls cxercised 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 1 state, the degree of control may vary from one area or type to
another. Control is also fluid. It comes and goes.

The following list is illustrative of the types of controls that arc or have been exercised over

public institutions:!

I.  Personnel policies and their implementation

4. Control over sclection, appoint- allowance for president, profes-
ment, promotion and termination sional perqulsncs for fm:ulty, etc.
of {aculty and staff i Prescribed ‘“office hour” regula-

h.  Limitations on runk distribution of tions for faculty
faculty k. State agency approval to travel

. Tenure quotas out-of-state at state expense or at

d.  Required use of standardized no expense to the state
employee  classifications and  pay I.  Salary appropriations made by
plans, including faculty category with no discretion to shift

¢.  Central agency determination of funds among categories
senior administrative salaries m. Preparation of salary checks by

f. Standardization of salary increases state controller’s office, neces-
(lock-step) sitating extra documentation and

g Bureaucratization of personnel pro- travel
cedures, such as time off for n. Compliance with civil service rules
cmergencics, sick leave, compen- and regulations
satory®ime, vacations, lmves with- o. Loyalty oaths and information on
out pay political affiliations, etc.

h. Control over fringe benefit p. Control by state agencies (a New
packages York report lists 6.basic house-

i.  Limitations on types and amount li,,pmg agencles and 12 other
of perquisites, such as house, quasi-state agencies with some con-
domestic help, and entertainment trol over institutional expenses or

activities, and more agencies may

) impact the institution from time to

IMuch of the fallawing is taken from Harcleroad. tirne)

CONTROLS OVER PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
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2. Long-range planning

a.

Required periodic submission of
long-range plans with prescribed
formats

3. Academic affairs and programs

b,  Control over standards for granting
degrees and for retention of
students

c.  Control over programs or degrees —
establishment of new programs,
termination of old

d.  Approval of specific courses

4. Control over academic freedom

a.  Control of research or intervention
in the publication of research -
findings

b. Control over school publications

¢. Control over use of campus facili-

5.  Budgetary process, development and implementation

a.

b,

d,

Establishment of admissions

Rigid timing of the budgetary
process

Imposition of prescribed budgetary
procedures

Use of line item budgets with
detailed justification

Use of funding formulas, such as
student/faculty ratios, maintenance

6.  Control over capital outlay and construction

i,
b.

C.

d.

Selection and acquisition of sites
Sclection of architects
Determination of building needs
and planning of building
Limitations on building features
(cost-lowering and cost-raising)

7.  Control over the board of trustees

it.

b.

Appointments to the board
Requirements of open meetings

oo

:\J:':q

2]

Prescribed growth
Prescribed enm!lmem ceilings
Program control

\>1""'

Prescribed standardized course
mxrﬁbﬁring system for all msttu-

PrEscriAed ecord keeping formats,
reports, etc.

Use of faculty with respect to class
size and workload

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

cost per sq. ft. (failure of formulas
to take into account special situa-
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 7
Control over and outright purchase

of major equipment

Prescriptions as to the conduct of
business

Source: F.

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Harcleroad, Institutional Efficiency in State Systems of Public Higher Education (Tucsen, Ariz.:
Arizona, College of Education, 1975).
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o - Proposals to Define
Areas of Institutional
Independence and

Figurc E-1. American Association of State Colleges and Universities: Levels of Decision for Higher
Education Functions

Elements in the system
Function State government  Coordination element Governance element Institution
System Establishes broad  Develops detailed Develops detailed Participates in devel-
organizational  structural arrange-  coordinating policies governing opment of coordinat-
structure ments; defines and procedures ing and governance
role of elements
Program Adopts broad Assumes major Approves on basis Develops and executes
alloecation general guidelines  recommending and of coordinating programs
decision-making element recom-
responsibility mendations and
recognizing interests institutional capa-
of governing element bilities and
and institutions interests
Budget Very broad Reviews and relates Approves budget Prepares budget
development policy; appro- budget to entire request with respect  request
priates funds state's needs and to justifiable needs
recommends in terms (for own
of priorities institution)
Fiscal Broad regula- Organizes broad Approves institu- Executes broad
policies tions, relations policy guidelines tional recommenda-  policies and develops
with ather tions which conform  internal policies
state agencies to state and coordi-

nating clement broad
regulations and
guidelines

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 1973).
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Figure E-1. American Association of State Colleges and Universities: Levels of Decision for Higher

Elements in the svstem

State government  Coondination eclement Governance element Institutinn

Function

Proposes, develops

Approves in terms Approves mainly in

Program
content of needs of state and operates
tional capability
Personnel Establishes Coordinates among Approves institu- Participates in devel-
selection browd policy elements within tional policies and opment of policy
state poliey considers institu- and executes selection
tional recommenda-
tions within policie
Planning Expresses state Articulates plans of Expresses governing  Maintains continuous

interests and institutions and clement interests planning program;
needs government clements; and concerns; coor- initiates planning of
execules necessary dinates with other institutional program

statewide plans clements

Executes policy,

Coordinates among Establishes basic
elements policy

Evaluation Fstablishes b
accountabilite requirements

. performance

and proposes

Very broad Approves in terms of Approves in terms Prepares

programs poliey i appro- state priorities and of institutional ital program and
priates funds needs goals and needs mmends
priorities

Source: American Association of State Colleges and Universities, Insiizution.d Rights and Responsibilitics (Washington,

Noevember 19, 1971).

Figure E-2. Carnegie Commission: Distribution of Authority

To achieve balance between public control and influence versus institutional independence, the Commission
favors the following patierns for the distribution of authority between public ageneies (including coordinating

rouncils) and academic institutions (including multicampus systems):

TUTIONAL INDEPENDENCE

PUBLIC CONTROL
Governance

Hasic responsibility For law enforcement

Right tu insist on political neutrality of mstitutions
of higher education

uty to appoint trustees of public institutions of
higher education (or to select them through popular
clection)

Right to reports and accountability on matters of
public interest

Duty ol courts to hear cases alleging denjal of
general rights of a citizen and ol unfair procedures

THE STATES AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Right to refuse oaths not required of all citizens in
similar circumstances

Right to independent trustees: No ex officio regents
with subsequent budgetary authority

Right to nonpartisan trustees as recommended by
some impartial screcning agency, or as confirmed by
some branch of the state legislature, or both; or as
elected by the public




Figure E-2. Carnegic Commission: Distribution of Autherity (Continued)

PUBLIC CONTROL

INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDENCE

Financial and Business Affairs

Appropriation of public funds on basiz of general
formulas that reflect quantity and quality of output

nstaudit, rather than preaudit, of expenditures, of

purchases, of personnel actions

Examination of effective use of resources on a
postaudit basis

Standards for accounting practices and postaudit of
them

General level of salaries

Approprigtion of public funds for buildings on basis
of general formulas for building requirements

Assignment of all funds to specific purposes

Freedom to make expenditures within budget, to
ke purchases, and to take personnel actions
ubject only to postaudit

%3

Determination of individual work loads and of
speeific ussignments to faculty and staff members

Determination of specific salaries

Design of buildings and ussignment of space

Academic and Intellectual Affairs

General policies on student admissions:
Number of places
Fquality of access
Academic
tvpes of institutions

level of general cligibility among

General distribution of students by level of
division

Palivies for equal access to employment for womien
and for members of minority groups

Palicies on differentiation of functions among
systems of higher education and on specialization
by major ficlds of endeavor among institutions

No right to expect secret research or service from
members of institutions of higher cducation; and no
right to prior review before publication of research
results: hut right to patents where uppropriate

Enforcement of the national Bill of Rights

Policies an sive and rte of growth on campt

Fstablishment of new campuses and other major
new  endeavors, sueh as a medical school, and
definition of scope

ERIC
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" INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDENCE AND STATE CONTROL

Selection of individual students

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

Approval of individual courses and course conient

Policies on and ad stration of research and

ice activitics

[let
degrees

ation of grades and issuance of individual

Selection of academic and administrative leadership
Policies on academic freedom

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

Academic programs for new campuses and other
major new endeavors within general authorization

49
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Fxgurﬁ E-2. Carnegif Ccmmissian: Distribution of Authnnly (Cantmued)

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

Development  of and  detailed  planning  for
innovation

Source: Carnegie Com
McGraw-Hill, 1973), pp. 25-27.

Figure E- ‘1 (_-lcnny, B:rdahl Palﬂla and Paltridye:

Powers Necessary for Coordination

sn on Higher Edmatmn, Governance uf H;ghéf Educatmn Six Pm:»nt} ."mblrmr ('\'r:\«- ank:

must l'\':l} on wldcsprtdd consensus for its dﬂ:lsmm
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 continucus planning, both
long-range and short-range

2. To acquire information frem 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, cxlension
centers, departments and centers of all public
institutions, and, where substantial state aid is
given, of all private institutions

4. Ta review and make recommendations on any
and all facets of both operating and capital
budgets and, when requested by state
authoritics, present a consolidated budget for
the whole system and

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

Perhaps the key jurisdictional issue between the
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
and 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. Student affairs except general admissions

standards, enrollment ceilings, and enrollment

mixes applicable to the various systems and

subsystems of institutions

Faculty affairs (hiring, promaotion, tenure,

dismissal, salaries), except general guidelines

applicable to salaries

5. Selection and appointment of any person 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. Presenting of arguments and supporting
materials for institutional operating or capital
budgets, except that the hoard 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 siate or board.

[

‘wurw L (_-lcnny, R Berd.nhl h l'alula. and _] Pahrxdge Lagrd:rmtmg H:ghu- Education far the 705 (Buktlcyi Calif.:

Center for Research and Development in Higher Education, University of Califomia, 1971), pp. 7.12.
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Figure E-4. Halstead: Illustrative Worksheet for Outlining the Principal Level of Decision-Making for Selected
Component Operations Within a State System of Higher Education

Decision-making
tevel

Central decision

Institutional or campus decision

Student entrance
and passage
through sysiem

Higher educa-
tion programs
and service

State system
and arganiza-
fgnal structure

Operating
capabilities

Financial sup-
port, allacztion,
and efficiency

Note: The concept for this type of chart was originally introduced by Pravost Harry Porter, State University of New York

Equal and open opportunity
Statewide student financial aid
Application policy
MNonresident policy

Transfer policy

Articul:tion between segments

program offerings
Specialized programs
Research centers
Large research projects
Estimation of trained manpower
reguirements

Institutional role and scope

Criteria for establishment, expansion,
and curtailment of programs and
enrallment

Geographic and institutional
distribution of programs

Planning and coordination

Data collection and management

Specialized libraries

Arademic calendar

Faculty
Recommended salary scale
Basic pohey for appointment,

tenure, and termination

Facilities
Projection of space needs
Project priority systemn for
capital construction

Recommendatians for state and
loesl tax suppaort

Recommendations regarding tuition
and fees

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

Allacation of state funds to
institutions

Systems Office, Albany.
Source: K. Halstead, Statewide Planning in Higher Education (Washingion, D.C., U.8. Government Printing Office, 1974),

p- 24,

Remedial work

Counseling

Institutional student financial
aid program

Admission eriteria

Student selection

Major academic fields

Curriculum organization and
development

Instructional procedures

Public service

Innovative educational media

Research organization and
develapment

Institutional role and scope

Institutional research and planning

Cooperative arrangements

Departrment and specialized pro-
gram gquotas

Academic freedom

Recruitment

Safaction

Appointment

Rank and salary

Promaotion of research opportunities

Campus planning

Design and consiruction of new
facilities

Utilization of physical plant

Allocations of funds within
ingtitution

Research suppaort and fiscal
management

INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDENCE AND STATE CONTROL
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State 1202

Commissions and
Their Relations with
-Other State Boards

Section 1202 of the Education Amend-
ments of 1972 to the Higher Education Act
of 1963 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 cducation planning. The law
mandated  that such agencies had to be
“broadly and equitably representative” of all
units of public and private postsccondary
cducation, including vocational edueation and
proprictary schools,

It was anticipated that such agencies, if
established, would also qualify to receive
funds under Title X of the same act, relating
to  planning for community college and
oceupational education. But Title X has never
subsequently been funded, and the central
purposc  of the 1202 commissions has
remained the improvement of comprehensive
postsecondary 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-
tion about the funding of Title X, plus
opposition - from  some circles in  higher
education, delayed immediate implementa-
tion of the 1202 provisions, but in 1974,
when $1 million was made available under
Section 1203, 44 states accepted the Commis-
sioner of Education’s invitation to designate

such a state commission. The first'year’s grant
amounted only to $26,100 per state. With a
second-year total grant retaining that amount
for the smaller 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 activitics
undertaken by the various 1202 commissions
have becn: assessment of planning cfforts,
development of cooperative relations and
comprehensive  planning, development or
expansion of inventories andfor 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 which 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
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stemmed partly from the requirement of
broad representation, which put a strain on
existing consolidated g('xv&miﬁg boards, with
their  usually  narrower membership  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 eriteria, and 2 chose
not to establish such a commission at all. In
contrast, 16 of 28 scates with coordinating
boards designated their existing agency, 7
others augmented the existing board, 3
decided to create a nmew 1202 commission,
and 2 states chose to create none.

Type af

Type of 1202 Commission

state board Existing Augmented New None Totals
Coordinating 16 7 3 2 28
Consolidated I 7 9 2 19
No hoard -=- = 3 - 3 )
“Totals 17 14 15 4 50

Figure F-1 analy:

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

s the pattern of statewide boards resulting from the creation of the 15 new 1202 commissions.

1.

@,

e

2h.

No statewide coordinating board
{1202 anly)

Consolidated board

{(acting as 1202)

Consolidated board
{with separate 1202)

Consolidated board

(with no 1202).

Advisory coordinating board
(acting as 1202)

Advisory coordinating board
(with separate 1202)

Advisary coordinating board
(with no 1202)

Regulatory coordinating board
{acting a3 1202)

Delaware

Nebraska

Hawuii (nugmented)
Idaho

Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia

lowa -

Kansas

Maine

North Carolina

Arkansas (augmented)
California
Maryland {augmented)
Michigan

Alabama

Connecticut

IHinois

Indiana

Louisiana

Massachusetts (augmented)
Missouri )

New Jersey (augmented)

Vermont

Montana (augmented)
Nevada {augmented)?
North Dakota (augmented)
Rhode Island (augmented)
Utah (augmented)

West Virginia (sugmented)?
Mississippi

S5outh Dakota

Wisconsin

Minnesota

New Hampshire
Washington
Wyoming

New Mexico

New York

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania (augmented)
South Carolina (augmented)
Virginia

STATE 1202 COMMISSIONS
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4b, Regulatory coordinating board Kentucky Texas
(with separate 1202)

4¢.  Regulatory coordinating board Colorado Tennessee

(with no 1202}

2Legally speaking, the 1202 commissions in Nevada and West Virginia are separate bodies from the consolidated boards. But
in fact, they are merely the existing boards with augmented membership.

Source: Education Commission of the States, The Changing Map af Postsecondury Education, (Denver, Colo., 1975), Table
2, p. 81; N. M, Berve, “Survey of the Structure of State Coordinating Governing Boards and Fublic Institutional and
Multi-campus Governing Boards of Postsecondary Education — as of January 1, 1975, Higher Education in the States, 1975, 4
(10); and R. Millard, State Boards of Higher Education, (Washington, D.C.: Educational Resources Information Center,
forthcoming).
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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 Column twa: Column three:
or boards over Coordinating Relationship of
campus boards private sector States in pattern

| A 5 Delaware
1 C 3 Michigan?
Washingion
[ D 4 Missourib
i D 5 Kentuckyt
= I A 5 Nebraska
I C 3 California
Minnesota
11 D 4 Connecticutd
Ilinois
Louisiana
New Yorke®
Tennessee
111 A 2 North Carolinafig
11 A 5 Arizonah
Floridah
lowah
Kanisash
Mississippib
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Column one:

rerning board
or hoagrds ooer

Coltmn twe:
Coordinating

Column three:
Relatianship of

campus baards private sector States in pattern
I B 1 Wisconsin
i 1) 2 Hawait
Idzho
Montana
Nevada
North Dakota
Rhade Island
Utahf
West Virginia
I B 5 Alaska
Grorgia
Mainel
South Dakota
11 C 3 New Hampshire
Wyomingl
] D 4 Oregon
Ay A 5 Vermont
v G 3 Arkansa
Maryhandk
Iv C 5 Alabama
v D 4 Colorado
Indiana
Massachusettsk
New Jerseyk
New Mexico
Ohio
Okbihoma
Penusylvania®
South Carolina®
Texas
Virginia
Dhepindtions:
{Corlumn one)
I lodividuat  board  ginverns each public senior I} Regulatory coordinating heard that has autherity in
institation, its own right over one or more imporlant aspects of
H Twe or more multicampus boards  govern  all the conduct af higher education, such as the rght to
public sepior s lietions, ¢,  separately  for approve or disapprove programs of present a single
universities wed  for stete colleges, (Noter zome: consolidated badget for public higher education.
times  these boards boave Jurisdiction over  some T
twosyear instilutions aswell) {Column threc)
Il All seniar public instiitons governed by a single 1 No dirert contacts  with  statewide  planning
consolidated board, {excludes specialized agencies such as scholarship
IV Mixed pattern with individuil boards for some senior commissions).
institntions and multicarn pes boards for others. 2 The consolidated goveming board that coordinates
[Column two) all ;?ublicrirn.: uti;ms in the state also acts as thc
channel for private-sector concerns, by acting with
A No coordinaiion over the entire public sector (1202 augmented membership (except ldaho) as the 1202
commissions, a5 plowring agencies, are treated in commission.
Column three), 3 Advisory coordinating board also serves as 1202
B The consolidated bowd thait governs the public commission, and is the channel for private-sector
sector also enordinates it CONCEINS,
(¢ Advisory coordinating toard that gives advice to 4 Regulatory coordinating board serves as a major

hoth state government and the institutions of higher
educatian,
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channel for private-sector concems, and, except in
Texas, where the 1202 commission is separate and in



O

Colorado and Tennessce, which have nn 1202
cammissions, the CDD[dlndtlﬁg board alsp seIves as
the 1202 commi
State 1202 commission acts as a major channel for
svolcing prAvate-sector concems. [n this category the
1202 cnmrmssmn is either separate from any other
statewide hoards or is the only statewide baard.

R

{Column one) Michigan is included in Category 1
hecause 13 of the 14 senior institutions have separate
goverting  boards. The University of Michimn  board,
hisvever, governs three CAMpUsrs of that SYELETL.

wri 14 included in Category 1 hecause
¢ separatr governing boards,
Iih( Umu ;ly of Missouri board, huwever, governs four
campuses of that svstem,

b(( rﬂumri nm) b

Hlodumn one)  While Kentucky d have separate
bsards fur all senior instifutions, the University of kentucky
busaed also governs 13 twoasvear colleges.

d((?ulumﬁ ong} The Univ v of Connecticdt System
bogand is 1 mulricampns board, bug it governs only one seniar
catmpus and five twoeyear campuses.

C[Co]
by srele
whicly goos far beyvond the normal regalaton
brard oir 1202 Commission relationship.

ran three] The New York Stitw Boand of Repents
law has authority over private higher education
vern el inting

l((inlumﬂ one) Each campus in the multicampus system

ERIC
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also has an individual board with pawffrs ia:gﬁly delegated
from the central board,

f(Column three) North Caroling requires two qualifica-
tions to fit this categor core 15 no 1202 Commission and
the governing board co only o/l public senior institutions.
But this beard has been given stalutory jurisdiction to
consider private seclor concerns.

h(Cnlumn one) While no stitewide coardinatien exists in
these states, the smgle governing hoard for senior inst itutions
, of course, coordinate them,

does

i(C‘{xluﬁm one) The Maine Maritime Academy is governed
by a separate individual board.

J{Column one) There is only one senior institution in the
state, .

K(Column three) Board is augmented in membershiy
serve as 1202 Commission.

L Berve, “Survey of the Structure of Siate
Boards and Public Institutienal and
Mulii-cainpus Gove Boards of Postsecondary Education
- s of Januwary 1, 19757 Higher Education in the States
1975, 4 (16} J. L. Zwingle and M. E, Rogers, State doards
Respornsible for Figher Education 1970 (Washingion, 1D.C.:
! ent Printing Office, 1972); U.B. Mational
1tion Satistics, Higher Educationr Dircctary,
D.C.: LS Government Frinting

Sources:
Coordinating Govemnit

Center for Edu
197475 (Was
e
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State Organizational
Charts of Public
Higher Education

States

California
Florida

[Hhrois
Michigan

MNew York
North Carolina
Texas
Wisconsin
Code

® NP 1

Elects =
Appoints = ikt
Governs = T s
Coordinates = w o =~ o3
Liaison = ANV

Classi[ieation of Instituticns

4 yr = Four-year colleges, universities, and separate professional schools! (e.g., separate medical
or engineering schools).

2 yr = Community colleges and other less-than-baccalaureate institutions that offer programs
either leading to an associate’s dcgree or wholly or principally creditable toward a bachelor’s
degree. Vocational-technical institutions that offer only terminal occupational programs are not

includded on the charts,

! Ciart sovwees (or the loklowing charts are: A merican Association of Community and Junlor Colleges, 1976 Community,
Junios, and Techrical College Directary (Washingten, D.C., E978); N, M. Berve, "Survey of the Structure of State Coordinating
or Governing Boards and Public Insticutional and Multicampus Governing Boards of Postsecondary Education--as of January I,
1975, Higher Education in the Sates, 1975, 4 (L0); and J, L. Zwingle and M. E, Rogere, Staje Boards Responsible for Higher
Education K970 (Washington, .. U.S, Government Printing Office, 1975).

Whert sources have differed a3y 10 the nuember of separate professional schools, we have relied on data supplied by Berve.
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Figure H-1. Califomnia

Electorate

Senate Assembly Governar

[

TP r T rrrEw

iemmlberlisel el

Advisory Council
on Vocational Ed

Bd Gower mors
Calif Maritirme

(1]
[

— + Acaderny
Cauncil for + =
Private ¥ - -
-+
Postsecondary Ed +
Regents Trustees of Bd Governars Calif
Uof Calif State Calif Community Maritime
Calif L & Cols Sys Cols Acd gmiy
= = - = e —— i i !— e o e = =
|
|
|
|
4 yr 4 yr 70 instl c_____ local
9 ynits 19 units boards o —— elgcto rate

2 yf
103 units

AThe commission is composed of 23 members: 12 members represent the general public; 6 membess represent the there
public systems of higher education, with each governing board appointing 2 representatives; 1 membizs repuesent the
independent colleges and universities; the remaining 3 members represent, respectively, ti California Advisory Cowncil on
Vocational Education and Techrical Training, the Council for Private Postsecondary Euacation, mnd the 5taly boird of
Education.

Commissianers representing the geneval public serve a six-year term and are appointed as follows: four by the Rovernof, four
by the Senate Rules Comrittee, and four by the Speaker of the Assembly. Representatives of the independent LrvEludio-nd serve
a threesyear term and are appointed by the governor from a list or lists submitted by an association ox assoclatioms of anch
ingtitutions. All other members sexwe at the pleasure of their respective appointing authorities,

Note; The appointing processes. illustrated above for the University of California and the Califormia State Univerrity and
Colleges account for the majority of members of these boards, but there is also a minority on each bosrd serving <= offficio or a
student representative chosen by the board. These ex officio members include four state officials, the chiel executive offficer of
the particular board, and, for the University of California, representatives of the alumni associations.

STATE ORGANIZATIONAL CHARYS
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Figure H-2. a

Electorate

o 31 .
State Board of
Education
— B :
-
< ¢ |
|
Bd of Regents ig;:;:l
State U System Ervir units
4 yr
9 units

AThe State Board of Education is composed of the governor and six other ex officio members, all elected to statewide
offices.

bpe governor's appointments to the board of regents must be approved by three members of the group identified in
footnote g and confirmed by the senaie,

jor soirce of governance and coordination for four-year institutions in Florida, but
ision by the State Board of Education, for which it acts as the division of

avio the ma
it is subject to super

“I'he board of wegents is
in technical respec
universitivs,

Code
Elects =

Appoints = >

Coordinates = = —==<»

Liaison = ANANANN
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Figure H-3. Illinois

Electorate

Governor

{llinois Bd of
Higher Edugzatian

Bd Trustees Bd Trustees o . 8d Gov's 1 Jr
U of Iltinois ol U g‘j,zﬁ?“&’.s State Cals Coliege
S — egency L & Univs Board

A yr dyr 4yr 4yr — iocal
3 units 2 umis 3 units 5 units boards [N—— electorate

2yr
48 units

Note: The clecting 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.
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Figure H-4. Michigan

Electorate

State Board of
Education
—

<
X

Governor

o o——— =
11 instl Regents of
boards: U Michigan

Bd Trustees
Mich State U

Bd Governors
Wayne State U

State Bd for
Public Community
and Jr Colleges

4 yr units

q yr
3 units

4yr
1 unit

29 instl

beards: ——
2 yr units

local
electorate

the Laial public school system. (For one of these, a separate community college hoard is elected.)

2Twenuy-five of the instilutions have boards elected by the local community college districts; four institutions are part of

Naie: The electing and appointing processes illustrated above acount for the majority of members of ecach board, but the
chief executive officer of each board also serves ex officio as a member, In rddition, the governor serves ex officio on the State

Board of Education,

Code

Elects =

Appoints = =

Governs = —T
Cﬂmr&in;tf;g = _———— =}
Liaison = [a¥aVaVa¥,Val
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Figure H-5. New York

Electorate

= —— New York City
_T Electorate
Legislature

-

Bd of Regents Mayor
U of State of NY

NY City

I \ —
| h s
|

* Yy F
_ ) T .
insti boards Bd Trustees ¥ 8d Higher Ed
private instns State U of NY +c City of NY
T T g
\ T
l \

— \
dyr 2yr 4yr Zyr \
30 units 36 units 30 units

2 yr
B units

30 instl
boards:
2 yr units

Gavernor appoints three of ten CUNY board members.

bNew York City matv-:- appoints seven of ten CUNY board members.

€Each board has ter: izembers: five appointed by the county legislature, four appointed by the g@v:rﬁar, and one student
(nonvoting) member elected by the student body.
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Electorate

— a

i State Board

Legislature Governor ! of Education

7Ed of G:werr?ﬂ?s
U of NC System

17 instl
boards:
2 yrunits

6 instl
boards:
4 yr units

3G avernor appoints {1 of 13 state board members with legislative confirmation; the other 2 are ex officio.
bGovernor appoints 4 of 12 board members; 4 are appointed by the local board of education, and 4 are appointed by the
county legislature. . :

CEach board of trustees is composed of eight members clecied by the board of governors, faur members appointed by the
goverttor, znd the president of the student government of the institution, ex officio.

Code

Elects
Appoints = HHHHHD
Governs = —_—
Coordinates = = === 3

Liaison = AANANAN
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Figure H-7. Texas

Electorate
- Governor State Board for |2 _
' Vocational Ed H
" ] |
|
1
i
|
|
1
. |
1 I
- - T I
Coordinating Bd xIr N S S i
Texas Col B U [ = eme—=d Joint Committee |
Systern e T e i
- 1 -
i |
s }
R T e aa aal At tall b B
I EELT lli-llll,hlilrlllrllJrLLF;Lu,leiix;ilnllilliIllliLLJrlll ; i Tocal
] P I!llll%lr,lll'lrll,! i ,11'ni|u¥ | ; ?Eﬁ )
v = v vl v ¥ I ¥ vl e ¥ & § [cectoan
8 inst! 1 [Bd Regents| | { || Bd Regents || || Bd Directors 47 inatl /
boards: Jo| Uof Texas |) Texas A&RM U || State Sr I Texas Akl U . -
AR - | EREE e | i boards
A yrunits || | System i Systemn | Colleges ! System
= S ) = ! I
| I |
| | !
? | |
; I I
Ive 1 | 1! —
4yr | 4yr | 4yr X 4yr 2
P31 [ 11unitsf 4 4 units I 4units | | 3 units 52 units
| = I -
: : | |
I | I |
1 - i I |
: 4 2 L 2 ) %v 2 28
Bd Regents Bd Regents Bd Regents _Br: E:%fm;
Larnar U U Houston E Texas 5t U’E ec
2 yr ) 4 yr 4yr
1 unit 3 units -2 units 2 units

agtate Board for Vocational Education must review programs relating to vocational, technical, and adult educaticn and

manpower training at the junior colleges.
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Figure H-8. Wisconsin

Electorate

Governor

— o
Board of Regents ? '?‘g:ii i\éz;;::gna .
U Wisc System I Adult Educat

[

I

|
\ v

- N instl | °
4vr 2yr boards:
13 units 14 units é vr u;ﬁts

8Bcard members are appointed by a local appointment committee headed in two cases by the county board chairman and,
in the third case, by the local school board president.

Note: The appointing processes illustrated above for the University of Wisconsin board and the Board of Vecational,
Techniral and Adult Education account for the majerity of members of these boards, but twa ex officio members also serve on

each board.

o

ode

Elects =
Appoints = 4t
Governs = e o
Coordinates = = — &= >

Liaison = fa¥a¥aV¥a¥aVal
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