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NEA Research Memo April 1980

HIGHER EDUCATIOI‘V INSTITUTIONS:
PATTERNS OF EXPENDITURES

The Need for the Study

As increasing numbers of higher education institutions are having to face
decisions about conditions that could lead to financial distress, faculty have
reason for a greater interest in the way in which institutions expend their financial
resources. The outlook for continuing declines in the number of persons in the
18-to-24 age group accompanying extremely high levels of inflation makes it
necessary for every institution to direct greater attention to the use of its
resources.

Criteria for evaluating financial data to identify the institutions appl:oach ing
or cxpcnencmg financial distress are not yet.available. For example, many:
institutions already in serious straits have shown llttlc or no dctenoratlon inthe
quality of their programs. ‘

A review of patterns of cxpcndltures among similar institutions may makeit
possible to identify the institutions having unusual expenditure pnormcs that
may be symptoms of 1mpcndmg financial distress. It may also help aninstitution
evaluate the extent to which its financial resources are directed to the achieve-
ment of institutional purposes.

Each year institutions of higher education are asked to rcport basic financial
data to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the Higher Educa-
tion General Information Survey (HEGIS) package of questionnaires. The
HEGIS financial questionnaire requests a wide variety of information on income
and expenditures, although the categories are not as detailed as those in institu-
tional budgets or inthe reports required by some state coordinating offices. Inthe
absence of more detailed data from all institutions of higher education, the
information from the HEGIS survey provides the best source for an analysis and
a comparison of financial receipts and expenditures on a national basis.

National and state-by-state summaries of receipts and expenditures of
higher education institutions by type and control have been published by NCES
for fiscal 1977 in Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education, Fiscal
1977 by Norman J. Brandt and Anne Ni (available for $4.50 from the Super-
intendent of Documents, U.S. Government Priiting Office, Washington, D.C.
20402; stock number 017-080-02018-1).

Definitions of the types of institutions and of the expenditures inciuded in
each of the broad categories used in the HEGIS financial questionnaire may be
found in the Appendix of this Research Memo.
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The Findings of the Study

Using the financial data reported to NCES fcr fiscal 1977, NEA Research
has summarized the distributions of institutional expenditures by type and con-
trol of institutions through use of ratios of expenditures in each component
category to the total educational and general expenditures (including mandatory
transfers). Tables 1 through 6 contain these summaries, with institutions classi-
fied by type and control as follows: Public Universities (Table 1), Public Other
4-Year Institutions (Table 2), Public 2-Year Institutions (Table 3), Private Uni-
versities (Table 4), Private Other 4-Year Institutions (Table 5), and Private
2-Year Institutions (Table 6).

Ratios were obtained by dividing the amount expended for a specific cate-
gory, such as instruction, by that expended for total educational and general cate-
gories combined. The resultant percentage was then stored for subsequent
statistical compilation for all institutions in the classification. The tables contain
the mean and standard deviation along with deciles, quartiles, and the fifth and
ninety-fifth percentiles for each component. For example, in Table | the first
figure given in Column 6 (for the tenth percentile) indicates that if the institutions
were ranked from low to high based on the ratio of expenditures for instruction to
total educational and general expenditures, the point that would separate the
lower 10 percent of institutions from the remaining 90 percent is that at which the
expenditures for instruction equal 29.8 percent of the total educational and
general expenditures.

A similar analysis of the 1975-76 expenditure patterns was also made. It is
not reported here, however, because in most cases the statistics for given
categories did not differ widely for the two years.

Beginning in 1975-76, revisions in the HEGIS questionnaire make it difficult
to compare expenditure patterns with those reported for earlier years. Therefore,
information in the present summary is not sufficient to evaluate the iong-term
effects upon higher education expenditures of many recent developments suchas
the energy crisis, the effects of inflation, changes in program emphasis as a result
of growing enrollment of older and part-time students, increased need for recruit-
ment and fund raising, and/ or other forces affecting the mission or operational
pattern of an institution.

Table 7 gives the expenditures for instruction as a percentage of total educa-
tional and general expenditure:, by state, for public institutions as a whole and
for four institutional subgroups. The subgroupings reduce the impact of differen-
ces related to basic institutional characteristics upon the expenditure pattern of
institutions within a given category. The differences among the states in the
overall percentages of educational and general expenditures directed to instivce
tion provide another indication of the variability of these percentages and supply
additional useful information for evaluating the expendit-re patierns of specific
institutions.

Table 8 ranks the states by percentages of overall expenditures for instruc
tion relative to overall total educational and general expenditures. Rankings are
given for public institutions as a whole and for the four subgroups. States ranking
highest direct the highest percentages of their expenditures to instruction,
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The data for Tables 7 and 8 are drawn from Higher Education Financing in
the Fifty States, Interstate Comparisons, Fiscal Year 1976, Review Edition, by
Marilyn McCoy and D. Kent Halstead (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of
Education, 1979; available for $7.50 from the Superintendent of Documents,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402; stock number 017-
080-02068-8). This publication contains a comprehensive review of state-by-state
comparisons of receipts and expenditures of higher education institutions.

Some of the variations among the states may result from the following:

®  The extznt to which the HEGIS surveys include vocational and techni-
cal institutions that are postsecondary in nature ‘

® The proportion of total expenditures for administration of higher edu-
cation centrally handled by a state postsecondary commission

® The amount of expenditures for certain services obtained by some
campuses but not charged back to them by the larger university centers
providing these services

®  The extent to which state payments for employee benefits do not flow
through institutional accounts

® The extent to which capital costs of physical facilities are financed
through a separate agency instead of through institutional current
funds "

® The extent to which financial information for central administration
and extension or research institutes is considered as part of the main
campus or component campuses

®  The extent to which member campuses are classified in the same cate-
gory as main campuses

® The extent to which certain institutions provide some public services
not handled by higher education in other states

®  Other patterns of appropriations and accounting for higher education
expenditures.

Use of the Findings

The summaries presented in Tables 1 through 6 provide a starting point for
making an assessment of the extent to which a local institution s typical of similar
institutions in its pattern of expenditures. The category of instruction is probably
of greatest interest to faculty because such expenditures reflect the resources
directed to accomplishing the primary purpose of most institutions. Statistics for
the other categories are useful for similar evaluations cf other types of expendi-
tures. Where an institution ranks relatively low in instructional expenditures, for
example, an evaluation of its relativc status in the other categories may identify
the areas receiving the resources normally directed to instruction.
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This information can lead to an evaluation of the appropriateness of any
unusual expenditure patterns. For example, an institution with relatively jow
expenditures for instruction may have a higher-than-typical percentage of

special conditions that may justify the unusual local

The percentages of total educational and genera
tion vary widely among institutions. The differences
this category result from several conditions such as t

®  Size of institution. It may be possible for large institutions to devote a

smaller proportion of total expenditures to administration than would
be necessary in a very small institution.

®  Location of the institution. Lower cost of fuel or lower fuel require-
ments for institutions in southern states would make it likely that they

might allocate a smaller proportion of their expenditures for plant
operation.

pattern.
I expenditures for instruc-

n percentages allocated to
he following:

require large expenditures in institutional support areas),

®  Emphasis upon 5uildings and grounds. An institution that deliberately

emphasizes the presence of modern, beautiful, well-equipped buildings
may do so at the expense of faculty salaries.

®  Emphasis upon administrative staff. An institution that d
emphasizes its large number of administrative staff or pays relatively
high administrative salaries may do so at the expense of faculty salaries.

®  Emphasis upon recruitment and public relations. An institution that

gives more than average attention to recruitment and public relations
may do so at the expense of faculty salaries.

®  Record-keeping system. The system for financial record keeping

and/or local definitions of expenditures of the institution may influence
the percentage distribution of expenditures,

cliberately

The state-by-state percentages and rankings of Tabies 7 and § provide addi-
tional information for evaluating expeaditures ina giveninstituiicn. Particularly
useful are the three classifications of institutions granting the 4-year bachelor’s
degree or higher because within sach classification the basic institutiona| charac-
teristics that may have contributed to differences in expenditure patterns have
been reduced significantly. Therefore, faculty in individual institutions (as well as
in those of a specific type within a state) ran king relatively low in the percentage of
instructional-expenditures haye sufficient evidence to look further at the remain-
ing categories of their institutional expenditures.




The rankings of states by the percentages of rotal educational and general
expenditures directed to instruction in the four subgroupings of their public insti-
tutions { Table 8) permit immediate identification of the status of all institutions of
a given type within a state relative to their counterparts in each of the other states.
This summary may also facilitate the identification of clusters of states with
similar funding, centralized administration, and/or other considerations
influencing their instituticnal expenditure patterns.

jﬂ‘hfl . Additional Information from N%A Research

, Copies of the HEGIS financial questionnaire data reported by
any institution of higher education are available from NEA
Research. In addition to information for one’s own institution,

' +*  data for selected “peer™ institutions may be obtained. If requested,
'~ NEA Research can also assist in identifying such institutions by
“4%: .. supplying the names and data of institutions in the same Carnegie

. ¢, code grouping of similar enrollment size as the target institution.

ST Other information and statistics from these data may be

§+w%- developed upon request. Address inquiries to William S. Graybeal,

- °  Research Specialist, NEA Research, 1201 Sixteenth Street, N.W.,

.+ Washington, D.C. 20036.
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APPENDIX

The following classifications of institutions are used for the summaries in
Tables 1 througk. 6. These classifications are assigned by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) based upon information filed by the institutions in
varioussquestionnaira of the Higher Education General Information Survey
(HEGIS). . L

INSTITUTION CONTROL

Public institutions are institutions controlled by federal, state, or local govern-
ments.

Private institutions are in&epcndeni institutions or those controlled by religious
organizations. . e

Py g T .
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INSTITUTION TYPE (Tables 1-6)

Universities are institutions that give considerable emphasis to graduate instruc-
tion, confer advanced degrees as well as bachelor's degrees in a variety of liberal
arts fields, and have at least two professional schools that are not exclusively
technological, ’

Other 4-year institutions are all 4-year institutions not classified ag universities.
They include institutions granting bachelor’s degrees or higher, or some other
type of equivalent recognition (e.g., ecclesiastical recognition in a theological
institution) based on at least 4 academic years of college-level work beyond
secondary school.

Two-year institutions are institutions offering at least 2 years, but less than
4 years, of college-level work beyond secondary school.

INSTITUTION TYPE (Tables 7 and 8)

The following classifications of institutions were introduced and developed
by the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS)
and the data reported by state in Higher Education Financing in the Fifty States
by Marilyn McCoy and Kent Halstead (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of
Education, 1979, 221 pp.). Professional and specialized institutions (law, educa-
tion, engineering, and those granting degrees in fewer than three vrograms) are
not included in this Research Memo.

Major doctoral degree-granting institutions are those that granta minimum of 30
doctoral-level degrees in three or more doctoral-level program areas and do not
confer more than 50 percent of their degrees in a single program area.

S . A - AT S, Ng‘wa.-!«n«,vﬁ.r4w . . v e -~
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Comprehensive institutions are those that do not qualify as Major Doctoral
Degree-Grauiing Institutions but grant a minimum of 30 postbaccalaureate
degrees in three or more postbaccalaureate programs, or confer more than 50
percent of their degrees at the postbaccalaureate level in three or more programs,
In both instances the institution confers not more than 50 percent of its degrees in
a single program area.

General baccalaureate institutions are those that do not qualify in either of the
above but grant a minimum of 30 baccalaureate degrees in three or more
programs, or confer over 50 percent of their degrees in interdisciplinary studies.
In the former subcategory, the institution confers not more than 50 percent of its
degrees in a single program area.

Two-year institutions are those that do not confer degrees at the baccalaureate,
master’s or doctcral level, but confer degrees or awards for two years of work, or
formal awards and completions for less than two years of work.

EXPENDITURES
In the HEGIS questionnaire Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher
Education for Fiscal Year Ending 1977, insiitutions were asked to report both

unrestricted and restricted current fund expenditures in the classifications listed
below: . ,

Instructionincludes expenditures of the colleges, schools, departments, and other

instructional inisions of the institution for both credit and noncredit activitiesin

general academic instruction, occupational and vocational instruction, special
session instruction, community education, preparatory and adult basic educa-
tiorf, and remedial and tutorial instruction. Where they are not separately bud-
geted, the expenditures for departmental research and public service are also
included here. Expenditures for academic administration are inciuded oaly where

. the primary function is instruction.

Research includes all funds expended for activities specifically organ‘izcd to
produce research outcomes and commissioned by anagency either external to the
institution or separately budgeted by an organizational unit within the

" institution.

Public service includes all funds budgeted specifically for public service and
expended for activities primarily to provide noninstructional services beneficial
to groups external to the institution. Expenditures for community services and
cooperative extension services are included.

Academic support includes expenditures for the support services that are an
integral part of the institution’s primary missions of instruction, research, or
public service. Included are expenditures for libraries, museums, galleries, audio-
visual services, computing support, ancillary support, academic administration,
personnel development, and course and curriculum development,

Student services includes expenditures for admissions, registrar activities, and
activities whose primary purpose is to contribute to students’ emoticaal and

ERar IR TR S
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physical well-bzing and to their intellectual, cultural, and social development out-
side the context of the forma! instruction program. Examples are career gui-
dance, counseling, financial aid administration, and student health szrvices,
where not operated as a self-supporting auxiliary enierprise.

Institutional supporr includes expenditures for the day-to-day operational sup-
port of the institution, excluding expenditures for physical plant operations.
Included here are general administrative services, executive direction and plan-
ning, legal and fiscal operations, and community relations.

Operation and maintenance of plan: includes all expenditures (except those from
institutional plant funds accounts) for operations 2stablished to provide service
and maintenance related io campus grounds and facilities.

Scholarships and fellowships iacludes only the monices given in the form of
outright grants and trainez stipends to individuals enrolled in formal coursework
either for credit or noncredit. Also included is aid to students in the form of
tuition or fee remission, except where this is granted because of faculty or staff
status. It does not include Federal Basic Opnortunity Grants, ROTC, scholar-
ships, or other programs where the institution is not allowed tc select the recipient
of the grant. College work study program expenses are not reported here but are
reported where the student serves.

Educational and general mandatory transfers are transfers from curreni funds
that must be made in order to fulfill a binding legal obligation of the institution.
Reported here are mandatory debt-service provisions relating to academic build-
ings, including amounts set aside for debt retirement and interest, and required
provisions for renewal and replacements to the extent not financed from other
sodrces. -

Total ediscational and general expenditures and mandatory transfers are the sum
of the expenditures in the categories listed above.

13
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TABLE 1.-SUMMARY OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES, 1976-77

Percent of total educational and general expenditures

L ke vE~ - a2 7. 3 v S L0 SR K I e AR L 0
R S Y 20 = 3&1’?-*:‘;*‘;’#&&@;%-;&2;&9%&: -
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Number ~ Stan-
Type of expenditure report- dard de- Percentiles
- ing Mean viation 5th  10th 25th SO0th 75th 90th  95th
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Instruction ............. 95 . 403% 83%  27.8% 29.8% 33.7% 40.1% 45.6% 514% 53.7%
Research .......vuvue... 95 162 89 18 29 92 164 241 278 289
Public service ........... 94 79 62 04 09 30 60 118 169 213
Academic support ........ 95  or 31 44 57 68 87 109 133 141
Student “ervices .......... 95 40 18 1.5 19 2.7 34 5.0 6.7 76
Institutional support ..... 95 19 35§ 36 48 57 1.1 96 119 152
Operation and maintenance A Q“; .
ofplant ............... 95" .93 25 58 63 15 89 106 128 140
Scholarships and fellowships A . e - -

Unrestricted ......... 80 1.6 712 ol 02 08 1.3 23 3.0 35

Restricted ....... e 9527 1.7 06 09 14 24 35 54 58
Educational and general .
mandatory transfers ..... A ¥ ; 1.8 28 ] 0.1 0.1 04 27 52 84

/
€Less than 0.1 percent.
14
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TABLE 2.-SUMMARY OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC OTHER 4'YEAR INSTITUTIONS
197677 .

Percent of total educational and general expenditures

Number Stan-
Type of expenditure report: dard de- Percentiles .+ -
ing Mean viation  Sth 10th 25th SOth  75th _ 90th _ 95th
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9- 10 11
Instruction ............. 418 470% 94%  310% 345% 413% 481% S32% SB.O% , 60.2%
Research .....ovvvnnnnn. 323 46 78 01 01 04 12 52 137 196
Public service ............ 340 30 34 01 03 07 18 37 .71, . 99,
Academic support ........ . 416 93 44 31 46 68 85 1S ;;,,.-'3:84 162,
Studentservices .......... 415 64 36 12 26 41, 61 83 105, 120,
Institutional support ...... . 417 121 T 64 52 64 86,110 145 179 208,
- [} » ’ L5 - ARAE ANYs dy 4 T A . i'
Operation and maintenance T ;"::.,,‘3‘ \
ofplant ............... 419 129 44 69 81 100 124 ISV 18;5“““‘ggi1_‘ Y
Scholarships and fellowshipt . ‘ .‘;;j.“ .‘_"_:_' e
Unrestricted .......... 289 20 26 0. 01 05 1.2VIETT40 56"
Regtricted .......... . 358 35 44 02 05 L1 20 42 86 133
Educational and general . _‘ ’ . i Y
mandatory transfers ....... 22 38 54 « 01 02 08 SFrL7t 181}
€Less than 0.1 percent. ) L T
15
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TABLE 3.-SUMMARY OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC 2-YEAR INSTITUTIONS, 1976-77

Percent of total educational and general expenditures

it Number Stan-
Type of expenditure report- dard de- Percentiles
ing Mean  viation Sth 10th 25th SOth  7Sth  90th  95th
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 11
Instruction ......... see. 826 51.0% 84%  374% 39.8% 452% S1.5% S7.0% 612% 63.5%
Research ............... 135 12 26 e 0.1 02 04 08 26 Ss2
Public service ............ 565 28 40 . 0.1 0.5 17 36 59 94
Academic support  ....... s1o 8.2 39 29 38 54 77 104 133 151
Student services ......... 825 85 35 39 49 62 719 100 127 149
Institutional support ...... 819 143 6.2 64 75 95 130 180 228 26.6
Operation and maintenance ' '
ofplant ............... 828 116 4.1 60 71 88 110 139 163 187
Scholarships and fellowships B
Unrestricted ...... eees 351 13 1.8 e 0.1 02 0S5 15 38 47
Rettricted ....... v 553 37 44 01 03 08 19 s2 97 11
Educational and general *, . ,
mandatory transfers ....... 297 43 55 e 0.1 03 23 64 123 166

€Less than 0.1 percent.
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TABLE 4.—~SUMMARY GF THE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES, 1976-77

Percent of total educational and general expenditures

f diture Number Stan-
Type of expenditur: report- dard de- Percentiles
ing Mean  viation Sth  10th 25th s50th 75th 90th  95th
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Instruction «...0ei..... €3 412% 9.0%  233% 268% 35.5% 41.5% 47.1% 512% 55.3%
Research ......evvne.... 61 145 117 0.5 09 44 123 226 298 349
Public service ........... 34 3.2 59 a 0.1 0.5 1.7 3.7 52 94
Academic suppott ........ 63 8.0 33 3.2 4.1 6.0 74 9.1 116 145
Student services ......... 63 43 20 1.7 2.2 27 38 53 6.8 7.8
Institutional support ...... 63 110 - 42 50 6.3 83 104 124 163 188
Operation and maintenance
ofplant ............... 63 9.6 2.5 5.8 64 7.7 90 119 130 133
Scholarships and feliowships .

Unrestricted .......... 63 438 25 1.5 1.7 28 44 64 79 9.5

Restricted ........... 60 40 25 . 07 LY 24 34 55 71 79
Educational and general -
mandatory transfers ...... © 57 1.7 1.6 e 0.1 0.1 4 i1 2.0 3.7 5.5

€Less than 0.1 percent.
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TABLE 5 -SUMMARY OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY PRIVATE OTHER 4-YEAR INSTITUTIONS,

197677
Percent of total educational and | general expenditures
: Number Stan.
: Type of expenditure report- dard de- Percentiles
ing Mean  viation Sth _10th 25th  SOth  75th  90th  9sth
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Instruction ............. 1,151 37.0% 10.0% 206% 24.8% 31.3% 37.0% 42.6% 48.8% 53.2%, -
Research ............... 350 45 9.5 e 0.1 04 1.0 36 110 205 ‘
Public service ........... 365 37 58 0.1 0.2 08 20 4.7 7.9 126
Academic support ........ 1,127 8.1 56 26 34 46 65 98 142 192
Student services ......... 1,064 8.2 4.2 1.6 28 55 8.1 104 13.0 14.9
Institutional support ...... 1,128 202" 87 87 112 145 188 244 310 354
Opernation and maintenance :
ofplant ................ 1,141 12.6 6.5 54 6.9 89 114 144 189 235
Scholarships and fellowships .
Unrestricted .......... 956 5.7 43 0.6 1.2 29 49 76 105 126
Restricted ........... 904 6.1 5.6 04 09 2.2 4.7 84 123 160 °
Educational and general i .
mandatory transfers . ...... 785 4.0 5.3 0.1 0.2 0.6 24 53 96 136 ¢

9Less than 0.1 percent.
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TABLE 6.—SUMMARY OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY PRIVATE 2-YEAR INSTITUTIONS, 197677

Percent of total educational and general expenditures

Number Stan-
Type of expenditure report- dard de- Percentiles
- - - ing  Mean vistion S5th__10th _ 25th  SOth  75th _90th  95th
1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
Instruction ........ seeee 198 349% 129%  17.0% 200% 26.6% 32.5% 4L1% S2.1% $9.7%
Research ......... Ceves 10 18 28 ‘ a 04 07 19 19 57
Public service ..... eenes 25 45 54 02 03 06 20 58 115 167
Academic support ........ 190 81 74 13 18 34 58 96 183 259
Student serdces ......... 181 102 64 LI 20 60 100 140 1701 212
m&uom support ': ..... 18 237 112 42 86 162 235 305 375 425
Openﬁonaudmaintemnce
ofphnt sredigede 200 M4 72 32 60 95 137 181 232 276
Schohnhipund fellomhips
Unrestricted .......... 138 44 57 03 06 15 31 54 91 106
Restricted ......\..... 107 56 62 03 06 1.6 36 74 116 175
Educational and general )
mandatory transfers ....... 84 6.9 9.1 0.1 0.3 1.0 3.1 9.0 144 264
41033 than 0.1 percent.
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TABLE 7.—PERCENT OF TOTAL EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES DIRECTED TO INSTRUCTION IN
FISCAL 1976 IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, BY STATE AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION

)
o Type of public institution
jor
State All doctoral de- General
institutions gree-granting Corsorehensive baccalaureate Two-yesr
1 2 - 3 4 5 6
, Abama  ..........e....s., “% . oax . 43% 45% 55%
: Alaska .......... Creeeenaas 29 29 . 29
. Afzons .........eieele..n, A e 42 51 ces 56 .
Adcanms ...l 47" 23 45 43 49
Galifornia .................. L4 . 3% . 63 50
Colorado .................. 45 4] 47 52 53
w‘Connecticut ................. - :: . . 3? . 58 . 35 47
1 WAIG i iivinnernncennss ’ cee 44
x District of Columbia .......... . 48 21 < e . 53
: Florida .....ovvivvvnnnnnn.. 45 0 T 47 ) 41 38 46
,: Md‘ wefpesccccrronas e \ 42 8T o 38 * 4 o 53 . 40 49
i Hawall ... ............... 43 40 “es 52 53
: Idsho ... arreecttanan 45 . L M STHRT 56 50 . 852
- IDlinols ..........c0onnn.... 46 3G s 46 e 57
= Indiana RTTTRTPRORS 47 .. - L8 58 51 52
1 Iows .......ceoe..e.. cesee o468 L0 A3 L L 46 59."
Kanses ....0..000000000 G Tag A REgy AE Tabgg 54 52
Kentucky .................. .38 . 32 ‘ 37 33 571
Louisiana -............. ceees T 49 . L. M .. % 50 47 48" =
’ Msine ..................... "33 Y9t . 35 59
: Crererreeeneaes see .49 . 44 ., 46 58 50
; Massachusotts ............... Aiag et Fughg ' o6l 46 47
. Michigin ...............o..l. . 46 43 49 50 52
. Minnesota ................. . 40 40 54 46 46
mp“ L I N S ," 42 Tt 3‘ ! 48 41 57
Missourt ................... /44 40 49 42 51
Montana ............cc..0. - 44 .. . . 8§ 37 coe 57
gobmh .................. ;g 38 gg 40 54
'.w LK R B IR N Y N R Y e e e et oa e B LR N » L 48
New Hampshite ............. 36 29 59 ces 56
NewJersey ................. 46 38 5t 47 42
New Yotk 0010 LI i % 50 3 1
ew YOrK coivveiiennnnnnnnn
North Carolina .............. 47 37 58 . : 45 58
North Dakota ............... 48 56 34 54 58
Ohio +ivvnvivneinrernnnnens 50 50 49 26 53
Oklshoms .................. 48 40 66 57 54
Rommivnia 1011 p » i “ p:
RhodeBland ..............00 33 33 47
South Carolina .............. 44 38 44 48 55
South Dakota ............... 42 - 40 49 -
Tennesseo .................. 42 36 46 47 54
Texas ......... tesiias ceees 46 37 49 e 53
L 42 39 . 53 56
Vemont ......coovvvennnnn. 42 42 . 47 34
e tberertrrcttannns 48 43 55 54 53
Washington ................. 46 39 54 37 58
West Virginia ................ 4“4 37 43 49 56
zhcm .................. 23 gf 50 38 55
yo oooooooooooooooooo te e LI 49
H& eV!RAGB ............. 45 39 51 47 52
il o tw ................ ig ig g 5531 59
. quartile ............... 56
e§$‘§}3t M. ve e v-o,o vevee o‘o"o e 0‘0 o‘,i';:}::{:f “5‘;3%%?@; ‘39::“““'?:??;."}: e * 49 B e 46‘? “ 52 . 5\ e
T Quattile ............ ese - g e .36 . 45 40 49 . S

B T an 29 26 9
20 2
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TYPE OF INSTITUTION

TABLE 8.-RANKINGS OF THE STATES BY THE PERCENT OF TOTAL EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDI-
TURES DIRECTED TO INSTRUCTION IN FISCAL 1976 IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, BY

Type of public institution
Major
State All doctoral de- General
institutions _ greegranting =~ Comprehensive baccalaureate Two-year
1 2 3 4 5 6

14

46

South Carolina .............. 27
SouthDakota ............... 36
Tennessse .......cco0vvveees 36
TeXa8 .ovvevvirnnivrnrnones 14
Utsh ..oiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnes 36

Vermont ....oovenvvvnvnnnns 36
Vieginia ............ sreeees S
Mert :

estVieginia ...........c000 27
Wisconsin .........oo000nnne 27
Wyoming .............00000 1
US.AVERAGE ............. 22

18

3 -

47
35

18 -
, 39

18
2
27

'45

27
43
39
32

1

4
18
22
22
42

27

'35

32
22

11
8
22
32
35
3

24

- 18

36
4
16
33

2

28
5

‘14
38
14

'8
29

5

29
18
41

29

3
22
11
26

22
41
9
40
4

16
33
18

5
43

2

1
11
26

35
39
29
22

9
11
36
18

16

22
25

7
‘34
31
28

7
n

10

3
36
16
4

1

20
11
20
27

26
28

16
36
30
22

3

38
2
7

24

15

13

16

16
3
33

13
31

17

14
45
10
35
31

20
40
46

43
35
20
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