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‘;!..f.;- o ' # Th"iS Y‘EPbY" ’}’:' o
is the fifth of a

. Postsécondary Educat‘ fﬂ ~
g Lmat1on concerning th Stap? of wash1ngton s relative rank1ng in the
. --nat1on in terns of var1ou§kmeasures of support “and factors wh1ch affect ."
| support levels. The fol]oqu\g cr1ter1a are used to descr1be Nash1ngton S
relative status: -~ t%\ - - - '
AL ..

(1) Sstate and local tax support for higher education -- the

'amount of tax funds eachystate is ‘making available to higher
“education. ' | |
. | (2) H1gher educat1on enrdl]ments‘—:-the demand for serv1ces
.o ‘ | in each state and the extent of services provided by non—
@’pub11c higher education. -~ | ‘ .
. (3) The factors affecting éhe states include the1r<popu\\
lation. !
The majority of published compar1sons dealing with f1nanc1a1
y ~support of h1gher education concentrate on state appropriations and
include few 1f any descr1pt1ve measures The Council' s reports on th¥s. =~ .
subject represent an attempt to bring a number of re1evant factors to -
bear on this 1:§ue to a1d dec1sion makers in. Understand1ng overall
patterns of state financial support apd som of the maJor reasons for

' N *

- those patterns . . \ m\ R ‘ . - .

A}

The 1975-76 report 1ncorporated the f1nd1ngs of Mr. Kent‘Ha]stead,

Research Econom1st for the Nat1ona1 Inst1tute of Educat1on (and the »

. . .
o ® . a
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3 X .

)
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author of Statq w1de P1ann1ngf1n H1gher Education) who was conduct1ng'
. [

a s1m11ar study Two of the descr1pt1ve measures of that report nere

‘not available for inclusion in this current c0mpar1son

[

- -Higher eduCat1on enrollment demand, based on ghe ratio of pub]ic ','é»»
and private high schoo] comp]et1ons per 1000 popu]at1on is not 1nc1uded

The most recent]y pub11shed stat1st1cs on nonpub11c h1gh school com-,

-

p1et1ons is 1973 74. - . . $ ke

‘The re1at1onsh1p~of potentﬁa] tax revenue (tax capacity) to actual -
tota]lrevenue‘collected.was based on a tax capacity index deve1oped by -~
Robert Reichauer‘of the BroOkinQS'Institute in 1974. .In conversation |
with Mr. Ha]stead concerning efforts to update this 1ndex, Council’

\
staff learned that research is p1anned to develop a current index for

3

use in the 1977- 78 compar1sons 2 &\\
In rev1eW1nq th1s report in compar1son with last year S report,

it sﬁould be part1cu1ar1y noted .that Counc1} staff did not adjust "the,

' wash1ngton appropr1at1ons by f1sca1 year to ref]ect the ant1c1pated

reta1n the consistency with 1nformat1on repﬁrted by Mr Ha]stead I

: comparisons with se]ected states. . : -

f1sca1 appropr1at1ons for wash1ngton Therefore, 1ast year's rankings

] }

‘ .
increase in the second year of the biénnium, Th1s was, done 1n order to .

his report (and in our 1975- 76 report), one;ha]f of the b1enn1§] appro-

pr1at1oné were -used for both Washington and North Dakota A]though

v ' '\\

'other«states report b1enn1a1 appropr1at1ons, they each 1nc1ude the fisca]

T
breakdown which negates the need to§a1ﬂocate each year 1n.an'arb1trary"' o

manner. Prior to last year, we had_corzscted this by using the actual

1

for both North Dakota and washkngton were somewhat overstated. Hashingtoh( %VL

5

amounts and rankings in 1975- 76 are- corrected where necessary, 1n the ir,

I -

Y
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. .TABLE 1
@'9' :
‘. Comb1ned State and Local Appropriations for H1gher Education .
: Per Equ1va1ent Fu]] T1me Student

-

“1In rev1ew1ng this tab]e, it shou]d be kept in m1nd that the f1gures
do not represent a unit 1nstruct1ona1 cost Fhey are, rather, the total
— state and local appropriations fon h1gher education d1v1ded by a uniformly
| der1ved student measure, “equ1va1ent\fu11 time students . The appro-c
. 7pr1av1ons 1nc1ude funds for research, hosp1ta1s, student ahd, etc., which
are not. necessar11y related to enro]]ment }
‘. The table does suggest, however, the f1nanc1a1 commitment of staté\ -
.and 10qa]~governments to the support of higher ‘education after consid-
ering the. demand for the serv1ces -and the funds available for support Cor
Wash1ngton ranks 29th as compared to 28th in 1975-76. .wash1ngton s
re1at1onsh1p to three .other states:- (Ca]lforn1a and Oregon with similar
patterns and Pennsy]vaniat which has a dissimilar pattern) and,the “’i

-~

natignal average are as follows:

State and Local Approo ?ht1ons Per,Student :
‘ Rank : : Amount
1975-76 - 1976-77 i State ' . 1975-76  1976-77
3 & Pennsylvaria . .« $2§990 - $3,106
O - - National Awerage CC.$2,214 $2,431 .
" 25 20 California ' ' $2,078 $2,396
32 . 24 {  oregon J$1.971  $2,362
28* 29 Washington $2,046*  $2,242
*Gorrected .1975-76. T = v
@, . 4
' 9. a
— -4- )
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Rank State R Amount -
1 ‘ Alaska . S S N $8133
2 . New York - v, §3481
.3 . Iowa Hs - $3179
4 - Pennsylvanid _ bl 743106
5 Rhode Island = . . S vl $2902
6 Minnesota ) \ - $2892 .
3 1daho : $2876 . . -
8. . Hawaii $2809.
9T " North Caro]1na $2762
10 South Carolina . $2731
11 Wyoming ' - $2713
12 Nebraska $2679
13 , Indiana . 92518
14 " Nlinois .. $2503
15 - Kansas ’ . $2497
16 ‘Georgia N $2491
17 Alabama : . $2467 .
18 . , ~ Wisconsin ; $2363 .
19 : o Arkansas ‘ . $2a61 .
X National Average $2431
20 , - California $2396
21 . . . Kentucky - $2394
21 . ; _ New- Jersey . : Y $2394
23 o ¢ > Texas R $2363
24 . Oregon - $2362
25 \ , ‘ utah . $2348
25 ' . Maryland ¢ . . $2348
27 Connecticut . ' . $2269
28 : West Virginia e v $2247 .
29 ) Washington $2242
30 . . New Mexico ., $2239
31 - Nevada - N\ $2223
32 Florida /] $2210
3g‘ _ Missouri $2191
3 . ' Mississippi $2172
35 Delaware. $2171
36 ? Virginia $2145
37 N Michigan $2081
38 LR ,..South Dakota $2059 .
39 .+ -Montana > $2034
40 - Massachusetts i $2001
41 " Arizona : $1994
42 s . North Dakota $1992
43 Ohfo $1985
a4 T Colorado $1981
45 Louisiana $1978
" 46 e ' Tennessee $1916 ~
47 . Maine . $1866
48 - : Oklahoma . $1577
. 49 7 o . Vermont e $1428
.50 ., New Hampshire - e $1227
‘ - 10
-5-
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\ : - TABLE 1

1976-77 ’

'«5

COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR HIGHﬂR EDUGABION

PER EQUIVALENT FULL-TIME STUDENT

Q




DI TABLE 2 \

Comb1ned State and Loca] Appropr1at1ons for Higher Educat1oni
- Per Cap1ta ) I :
This measure represents the appropriations for H¥§ﬁ%r egucation on
the basis of the population of the various states. This measure-is
somewhat s1mp11st1c in that it does not take into account any of the
" other factors which affect support. It has been used on a number of
occas1;ng and is included in this report s1nce it ref]ects the size of

. the various states.

* Washington ranks h1gh on th1s measure, as it has for a number of

" years. The contrast between Washington's re]at1ve1y high ranking on a

'ﬁer capita bas1s and lower ranking on a per student basis is explained
in the following tables. In the comparison below, the change in rank

order of the states between Tables 1 and 2 in the “"mini-comparison”

shou]d‘berndted. 7

- State and Local Appropriations Per Capita
Rank i Amount
1975 76  1976- 77 ®  State - 1975-76  1976-77
California ~ $98.15 $109.81"
Washington . $87.06* $ 92.36
.~ Oregon : ; $82.04 $ 88.70
‘ National Average : $66.27 $ 70.89
Pennsylvania ;- o, $55.61 $ 56.20
- N

o

&

R
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TABLE 2 - ' v
. 1976-77 ' /1 . -
COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL I\PPBOPRIATI%N_S FOR HIGHER 'EDUCAT&ON S S
. ON A PER CAPITA BASIS R R
i ! v e ?
- ‘ ‘ . - L _,l !‘"_;.: ) A
Rank State ~ ‘ v . Amountj*”fﬁ"'
2 Alaska $16dl71
3 P $110.35 & &
Ca];forma $109 81 e
4 Arizona v > . ' -
: r - $.9 - 7
5 Wyoming - S 97.75 .
61; Washington - 92.36
: Oregon §88.70
. Kansas , . . $88.22 . \
9 .’ ldaho Lo $.86.37
10 .+, Wisconsin P o : 85.36.
11. . 0. Nebraska i s . i 85.32° -
12 , " Utah . B ' $83.82 -
13- " Colorado | . "'$ 81.96
14 “Minnesota . $81.60 -
15 New York N - “ $ 81.08
16 lowa: - . ‘ e $ 80.63.
17 - North Dakota SRR $ 78.28
18 North farolina $ 77.30
19 Delawdre ’ . $71.20
20 " Texd . ’ $776.05
21 New Mexico . $75.30
22 Sodth Carolina $ 75.17
23 Alabama ) . $ 73.37 . .
, NationalAverage ' ’ <. $71.04 >
. L=
24 Rhode Island > $ 69.87
25 Nevada - $ 69.44
26 Maryland $ 69.00
27 Mississippi’ $ 68.97
28 111inois oo . $ 68.16
29 Michigan $ 68.02
30 Montana "% 64.07
il West Virginia $ 62.86
32 Virginia $ 62.81
33 Indiana ‘ $ 60.79 .
34 Kentucky '$ 58.49
35 - Pennsylvania $ 57.59
36 o> .Oklahoma : . '$ 56.20
37. ' Louisiana ‘$ 55.97 '
38 , _South Dakota ° $ 55.95 ha
39 j , . Arkansas $ 54.50
40 - . Missouri $ 54.02
41 Georgja - $ 53.43
42 Florida ' $ 51.64
43 New Jersey $ 49.60
.44 . Ohio ¢« .$ 48.70
45 Temmessee - $ 47.67
46 -Coennecticut ) - $ 46.80
47 Massachusetts \ . $ 41.32 .
a8 - Vermont . < ' $ 41.66 .
49 ' ! -Maine ”v’—’kﬂ'______¢_§_§3;§EL__;\~:11L§§;
New ‘Hampshire " $ 27.81
v 12 q
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o ,', .. . TABLE 3 | -
Y , ' ‘ ! Py T i ." hd . .
Y Percentage of Student Enrol1ment in PubTic Institut1ons
3 L To Total Population
Table 3 ref]ects the re]at1ve enro]]ment demand at pub]ﬂc insti-

tutions in tne fifty states. It indicates the extent to which public s

higher education services are extended to the population and is an

overall measure of ecceésibility. : ' ‘ e
Thie measure provides one of the main reasons for the differencea;g‘»
. . ' . et
- in NaSh{nqton's ranking 1n\1a6733\1 and 2. -~ ' . e,
- _\“ﬂ iercentage of Public Enro]]ment to Tota] Popu]ation f
b ‘YN: \ . . oo }
’ Rank BN e Percent o
‘ 1975-76 1976 77 - . State o 1975 76 1976 77 T g
42 3 California _ - a2 '4.58%-
4 4 Washington .. 4,26% “4.12%,
. 5 7 Oregon ¢t ’ _4 16% 3.75%;
, - - - National Average . 2.99% . 2.92% .
50 . 50 . Penpsylvania : 1.86% 1.85%
* - [N ':
- rFe
. e o/
’ - 13
, it
* ' yﬂéﬁf-’;j ‘ ,
‘ 5-8r ;




" TABLE: 3

1976-77 -
) . PERCENTAGE QF STUDENT ENROLLMENT IN PUBLLC INSTITUTIONS
b : ' . TO TOTAL POPULATION
Rank =~ \ State ‘ . Percent
1 ) Arizona : * 4,96%
(2 " California 4,58%
3 ) Colorado ‘ 4.14%
%}M Washington : 4.12%
. Hawaii 3.93%
' P North Dakota - . 3.93% :
o d. o Oregon . . " > 3.75% .
o ‘ 8 , Wygming ) : 3.60%
9 . ytah . ' 3.57%
\ 10 : . Delaware : : 3.56%
N 10 ‘Ok 1ahoma ‘ 3.56%
12 . e Kansas N - 3.53%
13 ' : Wisconsin . . ‘ . 4 3.47%
14 ~ New Mexico " d }  3.36%
s 15 . Michigan_ 3.27%:
16 Texas . 3.22%
17 . : ' Mississippi . 3.18%
17 T Nebraska : 3.18%
19 - Montana ~ - 3.15%
20 S Nevada - P 3.12% -
21 1daho ! . 3.00%
22 Alabama 2.97%
23 Maryland . . - 2.94%
24 ' . Virginia, .2.93%
i 25 Vermont ) _ o2.92%
. Hational Average 2.92%
. 26 ' Louisiana : V) . 2.83%
27 . Minnesota : . ‘ - 2.82%
- 28 North Carolina ’ - 2.80%
+- 28 s ’ West Virginia® _ 2.80%
2 /30 South Carotina = ' - 2.75%
) ’ ‘ 31 . I1linois S 2.72%
: U 31 \\ﬁ‘mh Dakota ' : Cl2.72%
* | 33 . wa . ' _v2.54%
. , 34 . ; Tennessee cor 2.49%
35 , Missouri + 8 C2.47%
36 Ohia : ' . 2.45%
37 ‘ Kentucky (P ' ., 2.44%
38 Indiana g - 2,41%
38 Rhode Island e : "
, - 40 Florida
‘41 : ., New York. , N
42 ’ New Hampshire . ey
r 43 Arkansas- - ' i, P
44 - ' Georgia \ N
. 45 Maine ’ ' ’ Voo
‘46 + Alaska - . ’ -
47 K Massachusetts -
47 New Jersey
49 , Connecticut .
50 ' . Pennsylvania
{
-9-




TABLE 4 o R,

“

Percentage of Private Institution Enrollment I
to Total Enro]]ment : -

€

. Another factor which affects the extent to wh1ch a state must respnnd
to educat1ona1 needs through public ‘institutions and then support those
1nst1tut1ons financially is the amount of serv1ces made available by pr1-
vate 1nst1tut1ons Private 1nst1tut1ons make up a. substant1a1 share of
ava11ab1e capacity in the Eastern United States where private schools pre-

~ .lceded pub11c 1nst1tut1ons In the West, with the except1on of Utah, the |
deve]opment of both sectors took place at approx1mate1y the same time and
there has been a greater comm1tment to pub11c higher education. in most of
the Western states '

Washington ranks 40th in this measure'w1th a proport1ona1 private

college enroT]ment»of%about one-half the nat1pna1 average.

*

- Percentage of Enrollment in Private Inétitutions

- ’ Rank ! .
~ Percent
1976-76 ~ 1976-77 ' State ‘ . 1975-T6  1976- 77

5 6 Pennsylvania 40.4% . 40. 9%
- - National Average 23.2¢ 23.2% . o/
32 36 Oregon ) 14.7% 14.0%

. 40 39 California v 11.7% 11.9%

» . 39 40 , Washington. _ 12.4% 11.5%




TABLE 4

v
' 1976-77
PERCENTAGE OF PRIVATE INSTITUTION ENROLLMENT
TO TOTAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT B ¥
. . S . - . . oty v
.Rank State . * Percent
1 ? Massachusetts . 58.37%
2 Rhode Island - - = . . 52.11%
3 . New Hampshire o 44.31%
4 o Vermont ~ . . . . 44.25%
5 New York e 42.02%
6 Pennsylvania e 40.86%
7 v Connecticut . . : 39.27%
, 8 Utah S & . 3163
.9 lowa 0 : . 31,54%
10 P Missouri R ) 31.25%
11 7 Maine , T 29.55%
12 South Dakota ' ' 29.49%
13 . Tennessee ' —_ o 27.07%
, 1A Indiana T & 26.65%
p - . 15 ' e N1inois . Yy 26.59%
16 : - New Jersey . oy 25.53%
_ 17 ' Minnesota = - A 24.46%
18 North Carolina , 0 24.43%
19 Ohio . 24.32%
* 3 . N i
National Average $23.23%
) . _ c :
. 20 South Carolina R ' ‘ 23.20%
21 : Idaho - A 22.67%
’ 22 . : : Georgia . ' oo £1.27%
: 23 ' Florida ' . 20.39%
. BN 24 , ) _ Nebraska T 19.66%
. ) . 25 ) o Kentucky . = . o7 18:42%
' 26 - Arkansas Lot - 15.93%°
\ .2 - Virginia . . : . 15.89%
: 28 . ' - West Virginia . L 15.09%
29 Texas . o ‘ 14,75%
30 : Maryland ’ . 14.74%
n T . . "Michigan ’ . . 14.32%
\ . R 7 Ok1ahoma : .- 14,13%
‘ - 33 . o _Wisconsin , .,14,06%
. ~or YA S " Alabama . ' -14.00%
: KL . ol Oregon . ) ” 13.87%
. 36 ~ ¢+ . . Louigiana v : R 13.76%; -
. -~ 3 Delaware . ‘ : ,13.09%
- - 38 ' Kansas S, - 12,89%
. -39 . r ; California , . e 11,93%
. 80 - -, o . Waghington 2 hSSNURE, 11.63%
" . L3y e Mississippl — - 10.63%
. S 42 - “ *Colorado, * R 9,56%
N ; 43 S ~ Montana - ., . S 9ﬂ27%
o 44 e North Dakotd - St oL 6.87%
T _ 457 . _ .NewsMexico : 6.70% .
S VT CLy o Hagadlo L ' . 5.521
' . © 47 - o ' Arizona _ : " 3.86%
: . 48 o Alaska . _ " 2.82%
AL ) Nevada AL
BN 50 . 1 Wyoming : Y
3 . 16 . /
LT ! -11- E \7 :
’ ) \/ d o




R o N . . .TABL"E sﬂé" 3&@'

T Combined Stake and Local Appropridtions for Higher Education
As a Percentage of Total Revenue

- : 4
+

- The proportion of taxes apportionedéto higher education is{g diregt

_measure of commitment. This measure suggests the relative importance of

2 higher' education among other qompeting needs after taking into account
the demands for tLe ser%ices This prqportion should not be confused with
; percentages published by the Council dEaling with state appropriations as '
' a percentage. 'of the State General Fund (State Sources) since all state 5
and local- taxessare used as the base for- thlS table. ;:z » - )
Nashington has an above averag rank in this measure which reflects

the heavy state involvement in hig7er education,

/

Appropriations as a/Percentage of Tax Revenue

VSR -
\ Rank i Perce t =
/ 1975-76 1976-77 i ‘.1975_ 76-77
- . 13 e 3 ' . 14.4% " 14.2%
. 15%* 15 Washington =~ 14.0%* 13.9%
18 - 19 o« California 12.9% « + 12.8%
X - - , Nat/ional Average : 10.7% 10.8%
- 40, -42 Pennsylvania 9.0% 9.1%
TN w . ) o
*Corrected 1975-76. )
ERR L '
- : .', - ’ 4 .
o ‘/\.
AN ~
. -
. Er -‘-I7 +
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TABLE 5
1976277

hOMBINED STATE AND LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR| :
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TAX REVENUE COLLECTED

State -

-13-

Rank i Percent
1 Alaska k. t21.87%
2 Alabama : 17.94%
3 South Carolina o 17 .05%
4 YUtah L . -16.87%
5 Idaho . ! 16.58%
6 North Carolina i 15.98%
7 Mississippi b *15.52%
8 Arizona - i 15.35%
9 Texas { . 15.06%

10+ Kansas . 1 15.03% *
11 .Nebraska e 14.85%
12 Nyoming 14.63%.
13 " Oregon 14.22%
14 New Mexico 13.99%
15 - Washington ‘ ,13.93%
16 - Arkansas 13.40%
17 Hawaii 13.27%
18 | Colorago 13.25%
19 North Dakota 12.92%
20 California “ 12.84%
21 lowa T 12.65%
22 West Virginia ii.gg:
23 Oklahoma 1 .
24 Kentucky =3 11lees
25 - Wisconsin 11.87%
26 Virgiria 11.30%
27 Minnesota 10,93%
28 Rhode Island ° 10.84%
National Average 10.76%
29 Delaware 10:67%
30 Tennessee 10.64%
31 | Georgia 10.61%
32 Montana . 10.54%
33 Indiana 10.46%
34 Missouri 10.36%
35 . South Dakota 10.35%
36 B Louisiana 10.01%
37 Florida 9.98%
38~ Michigan 9,92%
39 Maryland - . . 9.59%
40 - Mlinois - ‘ 9.40%.
41 Nevada 9,29%
42 . Pennsylvania 9.08%
A3 Ohio ~ . 9.07%
© 44 ‘New York 7.89%
45 Maine 6.98%
46" - ¥ New Jersey 6.86%
47 "7 Connecticut 6.76% .
48 Vermont ' 6.02%
49 New Hampshire ° . 5.32%
59 Massachusetts 5.06%
18
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“TABLE 6 o :

Combined State and Local Apﬁropriations'to Higher Education
Per $1000 of Personal Income

] -

Although there is not a direct correlation beBween personal income ; N
and the tax revenue of a state, this“measure appears ‘to reflect the rela- . .

tionship of tax avéi]abiLity-and the proportion of taxes devoted to-
'-;higher education.- As in the previous table, the rankings reflegf the = -
financial commitment of those states with high‘publit enroliment pres- ~

& . . .
sures and higher than average per capita appropriations.

L4
4

Washington ranks 15th in this measure, in close proxﬁmity to

Oregon and most of the Western states. 5
Appropriations Per-$1000 of Personal Income \‘
Rank . : - | ‘ ‘ Amount
1975-76 = 1976-77 - State 1975-76  1976-77
11 6 California . $16.27  $16.66
14 14 Oregon , . $15.53 $15.61
15% 15 Washington $15.24* $14.78
-0 - ‘ National Average $12.16 $11°.40 S
38 42 Pennsylvania $10.21 $ 9.69 v

‘
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’ ‘ ‘ * . R I
Y ‘ 1976-77 e '
. . COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS -FOR HIGHER EDUCATION -
& . PER $1000 OF PERSONAL ‘INCOME"
Rank o ‘ ¢ State , Amount
. "‘ N ' ‘ ‘ ) ’ hd ~.
1\ ‘ T . Arizona S : $18.48
2 .o Alaska S 817,96 L
3 . 7 Utah S , 2$17,03
.4 * Mississippi $17.02 ~
et 5 t Idaho . 164
\ 6 ' « . Califérnia * = .. : T $16.66.
7 ! Hawaii : A .+ - $16.57
. 8 South Carolina ‘ . - $16.28 -
9 Wyoming = - A " $15.94
10 , Alabama ' : $15.80
11 - New Mexico L ’ - N $15.77
12°¢ A North Carolina - > S ' $15.61 |
13 v * . Oregon : o uk Co $15.28 -
14 o - -~y - MWisconsin B ‘ L , $15.06
.o 15 - L Washington ‘ $14.78
) . 16 Bl " Kansas' : T $14.65
B VA s o " Minnesota . . - . $14.05
. 18 ) * Nebraska . : © o $14.02
~ 19 ~ Colorado .» ., = ‘L L $13.69
20 o - Horth Dakota N - $13.64
21 . - Texas™ ' . © $13.50
i . ) . Towa - o . $13.27
v .23 ' : * ° Mest Virginia . % $12.78
T . New York - . 812,35
25 . - . Kefitucky - ’ ) " $12.01.
26 . - . Rhiode Island ’ T . .- $11.96
27 - ‘ Montana - : : Y $11.82
28 > Arkansas A : . $11.80
! 29 . Delaware C $11.44
30 o Louisiana ' $11.41
) . | Natfonal. Average *°, : % 6 $11.40
© 31 ., *° ' South Dakota : $11.36 °
e 32 . Michigan , @ $11.02
) 33,/ . Virginia : o . $10.86
© 34 - ' Indiana” ™ ! | . §10.75
35 : : Oklahoma - - $10.71
" 36 Maryland , g : $10.66
+ 37 : o Georgia RS . © $10.51
38 Q. Nevada . _ $10.95
39 _ h INMinois = ° $10.04
40 : b MissBuri ?-9.80
41 Py ‘Tennessee "3 9.74
42 3 . Pennsylvania - $ 9.69
43 Florida .+ $ 9.16
44 Vermont $ 8.40
C , 45 Wy ’ Ohto $8.38
R -46 . Maine . $ 8.25
- 4 - . . New Jersey . $7.38
: . 48 Massachusetts $6.76
. 49 , Connecticut - . i $6.71
© 50 . New Hampshire . o $5.23
. ‘ ) \ '
' 4 ' - , o “ .

\‘1" v . ‘ ' ' ‘ ’ —15- ) . ":‘
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\ . .., | " & Lt ’ . I SUMMARY I, ‘.k . .‘ o ‘ ’ ‘.Q

wh11e no s1ng1e 1ndex hbs.been deveToped to encompass a11 of the,

S ’factors affeet1ng state and 1oca1 support\of pub11c hlgher educatlon,
v L. )

‘ m )

~ T public higher educat1on than the averaéé They also have a 1arger than

o . verage3pepportion of s

h1gher eduCat1on services provided is therefore greater than average

e1r popu]ation enrolled. - The: eﬁﬁbnt of public

V- This has the effect of requ1r1ng 1arger per. capita appropriat1ons and \
proportTons of tax revenue for higher educat1on This often also results
in 1ower amounts per student served. Nash1ngton (along w1th Ca11forn1a

and Oregon) ‘reflects th1s pattern Nh11e these genera11t1es do not

" apply equa11y to a11 states in the Nest (and the converse 1s not a1ways ;f{ff7

&
the case in the East), the-patterns reflected in- these tab1es are 1mporv

tant ‘to keep in mind when review1n§>compar]sons of the higher educatlon

data.. These factors also indicate that it is dnwise to base po]icy

4

recommendations on ahy single measure of effort. : \

a
>

_— .
- 3
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! : r APPENDIX. A
v " . | ' Ce ,
;. R Sources of Data” , L
D 1. ;n;mﬁers MM, "Appropr1at1ons of State Taf Funds‘an Operating Ex-
5. pénses of H1gher Education’, 1976-77", Office of .Institutional Reéearch X
-‘3 * National Association of Land Grant Co]]eges” One Dupont C1rc1e, Nw \
X wash1ngton D.C. R R u
’ Rev151ons to this saurce data)to accurate]y reflect the s o '
’ appropriations of the second year of the biennium tnclude b
North Dakota - $50,330,000 (51.5%,0f the biennial total) and
Washington - $333, 591 000 (actua] d1str1but1on of b1enn1a1
appropr1at1on) SR ,
. —
25'LU S. Department of Commenee . "Governmenta] F1nances in 1974-75." :
Table 17 - Geneqp] Revenue of State and Local Governments by °
' GUUrce, by Level of Government . \
- 3. U 9 Department of Cpmmerce, "Population Estimates and Proaect1ons /
'Ser1es p-25; No. 642, December 1976 -
§4. U. S. Bureau of Economic Ana]ys1s, "Survey of Current Bus1ness
August 1976. Tab]e 2 - Per €apita Personal Income, by:States and © g
Regions. S . ‘ I :
" 5. U.S. Department, of. HeaTth Education and Welfare, "Fall Enrollment ,'_ -
in Higher Education, by Control of Institution and Sex and Attendance
Status of Students,_A11 Institutions, Fall 1976", January 1977.
| Local Appropr1at1ons
The fo110w1ng data are the responses of a telephone survey of states
with local tax sUpport of Jhigher educat1on ‘ o
o
_ Arizona -$ 39,849,000 - $ 5,908,500 o
- ' California 537,674,000* 215,200,000 -
. Colorado 5,480,500 14,747,000
Idaho -1,617,000 . _ - 470,000 :
I1linois 84,419,999 " Ohio g ~  18,425,000. .-
C Indiana 76,000 ~ Oklahom _ 3,200,000 ©
. s Iowa : 8,749,300 Oregon 29,936,000 o
- o Kansas 30,000,000 Pennsylvania - 23,363,200 ' °
. Maryland 29,140,000 South Carolina 3,857,300 - *
, Michigan 25,315,400 ! Texas ' 31,000,000*
CL Missouri 21, 309 700 : Wisconsin 29,202,900
M Montana 1,145,900 Wyoming . 4,300,000
- . Nebraska ' 10,521,300- . .
New Jersey - 48,522,000 - *Estimates provided by states
F . ¢ SR
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