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Introductlon

This document is the fourth In a serles of NCHEMS monographs on
hlgher-educaTlon indicators. Previous monographs have dealt with the costs of
aTTendlng college (Brown, Kahl, and Kriz i1981), student financing of those cosTs
(Leslie, 1982), and parTlclpaTlon in higher education (Tierney 1082). In Thls
fourth volume, the focus shifts To both the institutions of higher educaticn and to

the various parties That confribute to the financing of higher education.

'Indiggfoﬁg. A general ly accepted meaning for the term “"soclal lndlcafor" does
not exist. "The numerous deflnlflons that have been set forth (for example, in u.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Wel fare l969; Sheldon and Freeman 1970;
Carlisle 1972; Land 1975) appear to have generated more conTroversymThan ag}%emenf.

There is even some dispute as to whether a definition is necessary (Carley 1981).-

Broadly construed, however, most authors would agree that soclal lnglcafors can be

. Thoughf of as sTaTlsTlcaI descriptions of social conditions or changes therein.

| Tems whlch at one time or anoTher have been called social indicators lnclude
everyThlng from a serles of statistical tables, as is Typlcally provided in
_national social reporTs, to composlTe lndlces such as The Consumer Price Index, to
sTaTlsTlcal series which flT expllclle lnTo social models. The most resTrlchve
~avlew is that only those sTaTlsTlcs whlch are somehow embedded ln a causal model can

be IegnTnmaTer cal led indicators (Carley 1981).

Within the-array of possible types of social lndlcaTors, The NCHEMS
hlgher-educaflon lndlcaTors are designed as Tlme-serles statistics, dlsaggregafed
in approprlaTe ways, whose primary purpose.le the improvement of social reporting
' especlally with respect to soclaI change. Direct policy evaIuaTlon.has not been

envlsloned, in part because of the absence of an accepTabIe, comprehensnve causal



mode| that would permit such evaluafion. Several overlapping type< of statistical
data have been developed as part of the Indicators project, lucluding ccmpos|te
indices and sTaTIsTIcaI serles that are interpreted within The ‘context of models of

human behavior such as human capital Theory.

Egggani_anggiixgs. The primary obJeCTIves of this monograph are as fol lows:
one, to provide data on various aspects of The revényes flowing into col leges and
universities during the mid and IaTe.1970s-—how much, fto whom, from whom, relative
to assets, and relative to activit: !nvel; and Twé, +o determine the total amount
of financial resources used for higher education, how the total has changediln
receﬁf years In absolute and relative terms, and who coanlbuTes what portion of

the total.

The analytical™ zamework ~then; !s—-twofoid:~ -On-the-one- ‘hand,- hlgher-educaflon
financing is viewed from The InsTlTuT:onal perspective; that is, the perspective of
the organizations In wi ch the products and seivices of higher education are
»produced.. Formal hlgher education as we know [t depe:ds on a perlodlc f low of
flnanclal resources to Those producflon-servlce canters, and on their accumuiation

f assets (some of which are measurable ln #Inz cial Terms). Both tThe revenué flow
and the asset values change over Time; and, Typlcally,‘fhey are also a function of
the acTIVITy level of the institutions. Because of the diversity of
higher-education institutions, the analy:lg ~equires aT least some
disaggregation==by conTroI ana by. InsT +yiional type at minimum. Once
disaggregated, Important issues. such as marks: shares and variations ambng
insTlTuTronal types in thelr deperidence upon single sources of revenue can be

meanlngfully *dressed.
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Higher-educatlon flnanEIng can also be viewed from a rather different
standpoint. The revenues and asseTs made avalIEble for -higher education must come
from somewhere; they must be provided by someone or some oroanlzaflon. So The
second analytical-statistical task is to record and separate out the contributions
made by government (three levels), by students and their families, by the colieges
and universities themselves, and by private donors Through vdluntary support-=in

order to address the question, who pays for higher education?

That question cannot be answered apart from a declslon as fo what costs are to
be inciuded In the analysis. In This document, all economic costs, that Is, all
opportunlity costs, have been included. .Thus, foregone earnings, Implicit rents,
Tax subsidies, and depreciation are considered along with actual ouTlays of funds

for operational or capital purposes.

Strycture., The body of the monograph Is dlvlded Into Ten segmenTs, each
deallng with a particular theme. The first four segmenTs reflecT +he followlng
lnsTlTuTlonal perspechves- current fund revenues, sources of revenue, fund
balances, and unit revenues. The last six ‘segments ref lect The fol lowing
investor-consumer dimensions: the federal government's share, the state and local
governmenT's share, volunTary supporT, the lnsTlTuTlonal share, the sTudenT and

famlly share, and the total amount of resources going to hlgher education.

Each segment consists of: one, a brief overview"of the coneest involved such -
as using a market shares approach in looking at the revenue flow; Two, the specific
data issues having to do with calculaflons or ‘derivations’ That may need explalnino,_
and with data problems (errors, omissions, and so on); three, highlights of The
flndnngs, and, four, a set of tables and flgures which consTlTuTe the lndicaTors
Themselves. The data presented range from pure data (for- example, actual revenue ¥

figures) To highly derived data (for example, composlfe lndices of dependence on a

g



single source of revenue). The tables and figures are meant to provide basic data,
and To do so in a variety of meaningful contexts (for example, current versus’
constant dol lars, total resourcés devoTéd +o higher education as a proportion of
GNP, and so on). |

Data lssues. Specific data issues will be addressed in each segment. ' A few

general comments are in order at the sTa;T.

Throughout the first four segments, the ngher Education General Informatlon
Surveys (HEGIS) are the primary data source. HEGIS data, esbeclally those on
finances, hav§ come under conslderablg scrutiny. Whlle t+he posslbility of error in
The values for any given Instltution must be acknéwledged,‘mosf analysts would
agree that in the aggregate the data can be used with some confidence. In most
instances in the segments that fol low, HEG!Sf%aTa aré used at a high level of
aggregaflon. In a few cases, havlng to do with data on IhsTlTuTlonal‘Types, there

are reIaTIver smal | numbers of Institutions involved, and thus some greater risk

of being misled by The‘daTa. -

Apart from the abové Issﬁes of défa accuracy and rellabjlify, I+ does appear“
t+hat HEGIS data are general |y appropﬁlafe‘for the purposes af hand. There are, of
~course, data of interest in the present context that are not reported in HEGIS, and
Thus not ava}lable on a national scale. Data on‘quasl-endowmenf, usefuf for |
assessing flinancial Ilquldlfy, is one example. More broadly, Thé'freaTmeh+ of
student ald funds -in HEGIS Is quite inadequate from the perspecflve of tracking
-funds In a sourceruse mode. NoneTheIess, HEGIS remalns an Indlspen;Ible source for

national data on hlgher education. Without it, the first hal,f of the analysis

presented in The documenT--The f inancing perspecflve based on InsTITuTIonal

" accounts--would have been Impossible,




No one data source was used throughout Tde sacond half of the analysis. Each
segment, except the lasT which is essonflal ly a summary and digest of segments flve
through nine, required the use of a different set of data resources. In addition, »
there were required data that did not exlst at all, and +hus nad tTo be developed in
order to achlieve a complete account of higher-education f Inancing; Impl[clf rents
.fall‘ln this category, as do foregone earnings and depreciation of physical
capital. Various estimates that were developed elsewhere, for exampie, virtual ly
al| the data on voluntary support, were also used. |In general, the data presented
In segments five through ten are unl ikely tTo be as accurate as the data In the

ear| ler segmenfts.
. v
jd'eegmenfe one through four and seven through nine, the universe is clearly
| del ineated--it consists of all Institutions in the HEGIS universe. tssentially,
that means al | accredited col leges and universities plus instifutions whose credifs
are recognized by accredited institutions (see one of the annuah_gdugaiumn ‘
Director es published by thie National Center for Education Statistics for full
detaiis). In the remaining segmenTs--lee, six, and fen--fhe universe is less
clearly defined; the institutional connection (direct or Indlrecf) which Is |
operative in the ofher segments Is hlsslng. Instead, the foeus Is on governmenfaj
accounts wherein The4Term "higher education" appears to have the meaning usual ly
reserved for the term "postsecondary"; In other words, The'unlverse of'relevanT

educational experiences is broader than that which is connecTed to degree-granflng

institutions. (For an explicit statement to this effect, see the Census Bureau's

- Governmental Finances In 1979-80, p. t

The HEGIS universe of institutions is dlsaggregafed along two dlmensiohs in

this document. SecTors of Institutions are formed on The basis of control:

|
!

\ pdeIc, private, apd proprletary. (NoTe that the private sector does not include
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proprletary Institutlons In any of the data presentod In thls study.) Classes or
, types of Instltutlons are dellneated on the basis of degreo of ferings (levol and

breadth), research emphasls, and tho presence or absence of a medical school; the
typology fol lows a verslon of the NCHEMS class|flcatlon system as modlfied for the

study Flpancing In the Fiffy States (McCoy and Halstead 1983).

Other Sources. Data on hlgher-education fInancing from the Instltutlonal

perspectlve, and presenfed In an indlcator-|lke fashlon, can be found In Ihe

Condltlon of Education, an annual publlcatlon by NCES. NCES also publishes
relevant statlstlcal tables In ITs annual Dlg atl and In the

periodic edltions of Elnanclal Statistlcs of Instltutions of chhergEddcaTan.
Using data primarily from NCES, the American Councl| on Educatlon publishes an
annual Fact Book contalning, among other Things, TlmeQEerles data on
hlgher-educaflon f Inancing. Emphasls In these sources Is on currenT fund revenues
and expendlfures, they typlcalliy do not deal wlth the range of Issues covered ;n

the present analyslis of the inst|tutional "perspective, nor do they dlsaggregate The

unlverse of Institutions In the manner done here.

The second edition of Elnancing In the Fifty States (McCoy and Halstead 1983)
is now avallable. |7 contalns a varlety of state-level data complementary to
material In segmenfs'one, two, and four of +he present document In which all data
are at the naTlonaﬁ level.. The state flnancing study features trend daTa, data
dlsaggregafed by Instifutional type, and a wealTh of contextual data (mosT notably
with regard to fax capaclty and tax effort) that help make more understandable the

level of higher-education financing within a glven state.

All of the above studles or statistical compendlums focus on the institutlional
perspective, and within +hat perspective, on current fund, or operating, revenues

o

and expendltures. Occaslonal ly, efforts are made to look at the consumer=investor
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slde of hlgher-educatlon flnancing. Much of the Iltorature Is wriltton from a

pol lcy analysls stondpolnt. Numerous books and artlclos havo appoarod on |s5uos
such as the proper level for fultlon rates or the proper role of the fodoral
government In higher educatlon. Thls |Iterature typlcally Is not a particularly
useful source of data about higher~education flnancing. There are éxcopflons,
however, such as Flnanclng Postsecondary Educatlon In the Unlted States (1977), Ihe
Federal Role In Postsecondary Educatlon (1975), and more recent commentarles on the
federal role by Flnn (1978), Frances (1980), and.GIadIeux (1981), These documents
contaln both pertinent data and models for organizing and reporting data on

higher-education flnanclng at the federal level.

Then there are a few sources whose princlpal thrust Is the provislon of data,
often In an indicator mode, that relate to aspects of the consumer=Investor
perspective., The annual publication, Yoluntary Support, by the Council for
Financial Aid to Educatlon is one such source, as Is the well known, annual
compllatlon of data on state-appropriations for higher education by M. M. Chambers.
Although not directed speclfical Iy at higher-education lssueé, several government
publ Icatlons regularly contain data on hlgher-education financing. Chief among
These, from a national perspective, are the budget documents of the u.S. Government
and the serles, Governmental Finances, prepared annual ly by the Bureau of the
Census. The latter sethé is especial ly helpful for obtaining summary data on
expendlfuregigh higher gducaflon by local govérnmenfs, and on government outlays
for capltal expendlfurés In higher educatlon.’

Two prevlod% indicator series developed at NCHEMS also relate to the
hléher—educaflon financing theme. The college-going cost study (bewnl Kahl, and
Krlz 1;81) is useful for aggregate data on tuition and fees. The sTude;T flnanclhg

study (Leslie 1982) provldes aggregate data, based on an anal?sls of results from

TIR



the NeflonéllLoogITudlnal Sfudy (NLS) of the High School Class of 1972 and the
annual CooporaT#ve InsTITuTIonal Research Program (CIRP), on The amount of
flnancla! ald recelved by students and cn costs of education-related items such as
books and supplles. DaTa from the two -Indicator series are used in conjunction

with one another In’ The presen? study to esTImaTe a porTIon of The student-family

3

~
share of higher-education financing.

Indirect costs have not been treated elsewhere as often as most oafegorles of
direct costs. Estimates of sTudenT foregone earnlngs are somewhaT of an exception.
They can be found in Schultz (1960), Blitz (1962), Becker (1964), Bowen (1969),
'Cohn (1977), and Crary and Leslle (1978), among others. The Crary-and Leslle
approach, wlTh some modi fication, was used for the present study. Schusz (1960),
\ Machlup’(1962) and Cohn (1977 1979) provlde esTlmaTes of rates for Impllch
renTs, depreciation, ané tax exempflons.' Cohn (1977; 1979, chapTer 4) was |
parflcularly‘useful;for_boTh.esTimatlon rates and a concepfual overvlew of economlc

-gosts in a hlgher-educafloh context, and as a source for estimafes of The.ToTal

cost of higher education.

The daTa in the present sTudy cover The perlod from flscal year 1973 Through

: E:BO.’ The daTa are Thus cpngruenT in Time wlTh the data in the
N ' i -
prevlous IndlcaTor serles Ih the prOJGCT. More important In The ¢hoice. of

t+imeframe was the need to Jave data ThaT were congruenT or compa?lble from The _

' beglnnlng to the end of The pe4lod analyzed. Pushlng backward In Tlme makes this -
goal ever harder to achleve, and In terms of The obJecTIves of the IndlcaTors
proJecT, probably noT worth the -ef fort. ThaT is, while IndlcaTor data musT
perforce be ‘historical, they are intended fo reflecT the near ra”n: r Than ;he more
distant pasT in order tc retain their reIevance for currenT Issues and4

¢

cnrcumsfances. In ‘any evenT, data from other sources are avallable for earller



periods. Financial records obtained by the Office of Education go back to 1929
(see O'Neill 1971, 1973). |In the Governmental Flnances series mentioned earlier,
governmental expenditures on higher education can be ftfraced back to 1902 (Bureau of

4

“the Census, 1977). The general work, Colonial Times to 1970: Historical -

Statistics of the United SjaTes._alao prov ides some data on higher-education

T revenues In the more distant past. Of special note are Tne eduaa+lon statistics
buT tTogether by Harris (1972)?’ In an extensive document, he provides a variety of
‘data, on ThavlnsTITuTIonal perspecflve and on aspects of the conaumer-lnvesfor
perspecflve, that are relevant to The themes in the presenT study. Alao of special
note is O'Neill's 1973 document, SQUFCGS@QfAEunﬂ54TO Col leges and_Uniygcsiiigs
which covers the period from FY1930 to FY1968. The daTa presenTed are drawn
prlmarlly from InsTlTuTlonal accounTs as complled by The iJ.S. Offlce of Education;
~ segment Two of the present study contains data of a similar naTure for FY1975 and
FY1980.

. .
Historical data on the ToTaI costs (direct plus indirect) of higher education

can be found In SchuITz (1960) Machlup (1962), Mushkin (1962), and Cohn (1977
1979). -Some. of the data in these volumes extend back To the turn of the cenTury,

but most reflecT'eVenTs in the 1950s and 1960s.

No.efforT has been made In The maTerlaI presenTed below to expllclTIy relate
19705 data to Those of earller perlods. To have ‘done Qa would have necesslTaTed a
conslderable extension of Thls documenf.' NoneTheIess, The InTeresTed reader may
find IT worThwhlle To exTend the perapecflve on hlgher-educaflon flnanclng in Thls
manner. If so, a word of warnlng Is appropriate. "Cross-walklng" beTweenweras
_musT be done carefully If It Is not To resul T In mlsleadlng concluslons. The

. f|nanC|ng of higher educaflon in Thls country Is an evolving process-—noT only with

‘respecT}To Its’ maganuda and To Those who bear the burden, but also with respecT.To

-~ .
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“the ways In which we concépfualize and, récord the process. I+ Is this. latter

dimension that requires considerabré attention when developing an extended

historical perspective.
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Current Fund Revenues

A}

Two basic issues are addressed in This segmenT::n}he total amount qf revenue
flowing Into InsTlTuTlonaI accounts for current operaTIons, aed the manner in which
ThaT revenue Is dlvlded among major Types of InsTlTuTlons. The total amount of such
revenue ralsed by The nation's col leges and unlverslfles Is “far less than The ToTaI
amount of financial resources devoted to higher educaTJon; nopeTheIess, when looked at

over time or in the context of other economic variables, current fund revenues are an

important measure of national support for higher education. ' o

[T is wldely_acknowledged.fhaffﬁge unlverse of collegeeﬂand unlverslfles is

V compr ised of distinctive types, or cfasses, offfhsflfuflons, which taken togefher lend
structure to the Industry. The varying amounts of'revenues'flowihg to the various
institutional types may be taken as a measure of "mar’u* shares." Changes in market ____
..shares are indicative or Ehahging needs and.prefefences for alternative versions ofﬂ
higher education. The NCHEMSinstitutional typologdy, which is used in this and In Ai
several other segments of this reporft, acknow ledges primarily two lhs+l+u+lonal |
characteristics=-level of instruction and currlcu}um dlverslTy—-jn claeslfylng
institutions (see Appendix K for detalils). -For present purposes; the presence or
absence of a medlcal program (medlclne, denTIsTry, osteopathy, or veTerlnary medlclﬁe)
Is used To furTher disaggregate the caTegory “ma jor doctoral InsTlTuTlons.“ In
addiTlon, other groupings that cut across the baslc,classlflcaflon system areAaIso

‘ spot | ighted fn recognition of several current social concerns. They include -
institutions that are predominantly black, chergh-afflllefed, landgrant, for women N

only, or of a particular size.

Data lssﬁes.“ The. source for all data in this segmenT Is The annual HEGIS flnance
survey, parT A, Current Fund Revenues, for fiscal years 1973 Through 1980 _ ‘Al Though

the survey form was recast sngnlflcanfly between fiscal years 1974 and 1975 “the

SLS




effect on the data shown ln'Thls segment should bevmlnlmal because only boltom llne,
or fotal, figures are used. Unfortunately, another matter related to developments
beTween 1973 and 1975 does cause a probiem. In 1973, some of the lnsTlTullonaI
reporTlng to HEGIS .was done at the system level rather than at the lndlvidual campus
level. Because systems can lnc.ude institutions of more than one type, The |

~time-series data on lnsTlTuTlonal Types must begin In 1975 Instead of 1973.

It Is important fo note that none of the groups of institutions. whose data are
' dlsplayed in this or The following segmenTs should be considered a panel, ThaT is, a

group that conTalns a consTanT membersh ip over Tlme. All of the groups of

lnsTlTuTlons, from The.largesf (all lnsTlTuTlons) To the smallesT (women's col leges)
are fluld. New InsTitutions open, old ones close, merge, or change in some cther way
that affects tThelr group identification (for example, private to public, single sex to

coeducational).

WhaT +he tables and fligures that follow are meanT To.porTray, lhen, Is The manner
in which a higher-education funchon, or alternatively, a parTlcular approach To
hlgher educaTlon, has been funded; publlc hlgher education, research universities,

ATwo—year institutions with an emphasis on occupational education, and so on, are .
-examples of parTlcular approaches. The number of institutions that happen To carry
out a particular mission s not at issue. There ls one lnsTance, however, ‘where the
internal structure of a class of lnsTlTuTlons is addressed:'ln Table 1.5 where Thel
concentration of revenues Is dlsplayed by class of institution. ConcenTraTlon in this
context refers simply to an aspect of the dlsTrlbuTlon of revenues among the
lnsTlTuTlons of a glven Type. 'NoT'surprlslngly, The Top 20 percenT of
lnsTlTuTlons--as measured by Their ability to atfract revenue-—always raise more Than,

and sometimes much more +han, 20 percent of total revenues for their class. ‘This

structural dimension varies. considerably by ctass, though, and over time as well.
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'tﬂgnllghis.' During the perlod from FY73 1o FY80, the foIIowlng changes took

piace in the revenues flowing through institutional accounTs'

- currenT fund revenues
[ Increased at public institutions by 107 percenT in currenT dollars, 24
percent In consTanT dol lars (HEPI) |
e increased aft prlvafe |nsTITuTlons by 100 percent In current dollars, 20
percent in consTanT doIIars (HEP{)
e totaled $58 bllllon for all institutions 'in 1980, or 2.24 percenf of the GNP

u

compared.to 2.17 percent in 1973

- market shares . R =
[ remalned'falrly constant befween_secfors: | -
- fwo-thlirds of aII current fund revenues went o oubllc InsTlTuTlons“
- one-fh;rd of aII currenT fund revenues wenT to prlvaTe institutions
- proprleTary InsTITuTIons Increased Thelr share, but sflll received only

' Three—TenThs of ‘one percent of total currenT fund revenues ln 1980
Dur ing the period from FY75 to FY80:

- market shares
- ® changed more among.the varlousTTybes of publlcllnsTITuTIons rhan among the -
varlous Types of prlvaTe InsTlTuTlons ) - h
. decllned sIIghTIy for women's and - church-afflllafed coIIeges, but lncreas'
slightly for predomlnanTIy black lnsflfuflons |

e increased for large InsTITuTIons (FTE enroIImenT of 8000 or more)

- concentration of revenues .
® decreased in the public sector, as fhe_concenfraflon index went from .436 to

.400

O o . N | "e . _;1_8' 




e Iincreased

o .413

in the private sector, as the concentration index went'from .403

=
_ ."'
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Table 1.1 Purrenf Fund Revenues, by NCHEMS lnsflfuflonal Class,
- FY1973~80 (Mliillons of Dollars)

‘ | % Change

dnstitutional Class - 1973a 1975 . 1211 1219 lQﬁQ EY73-FY8Q
Public ’ $18,926. 524,211 $29,452 $34,761 $39,075 106 .5%
Research-Medical (R-M) . 6,439 7,548 8,932 9,953
Research-Nonmedical (R=NM) - 1,449 1,910 2,126 2,521
Doctoral~Medical (D=M) 1,193 1,761 2,059 2,481
Doctoral=Nonmedlcal - (D-NM) 2,359 2,827 3,394 3,675
Comprehensive (C) - 5,061 5,986 - 7,165 8,014
Baccalaureate (B) - 862 1,610 ~ 1,207 - 1,34Z
Two~Year Acad. & Comp. (TYAC) 3,643 4,319 4,944 5,541
Two-Year Occupational (TYO) 919 1,142 1,416 1,539
"* Health Professional (HP) 1,547 2,225 2,701. 3,093
Other ‘Speclal lzed (0S) : - . 738 725 816 934
Private 9,833 11,681 14,175 17,261 19,634 ?9.7
Research-MedIcal . 3,386 4,026 4,326 5,645 !
Research=Nonmedical : 790 1,020 1,159 1,380 .
Doctoral-Medical - 697 887 1,107 1,270
Doctoral-Nonmedical 3 823 965 1,154 1,290
Comprehenslive ' 1,651 2,026 2,461 - 2,800
Baccal aureate ‘ : 2,619 3,130 3,736 4,234
Two-Year Acad. & Comp. 186 219 272 314
Two-Year Occupatlional . 1ot 134 149 160
- Health Protesslonal 642. 748 - - 997 1,192
Other Speciallzed ' 785 1,018 1,301 1,348
‘Proprletary o - 33 49 86 162 183 455
'All.lnsflfuflons N 28,792 35,941 l43,7l6 52,185 58,892 104.5% e
Source: HEGIS IR \\

aln some Instances In FY73 data were provlded to NCES at a system level rather Than
at an Individual campus level. Under such clrcumstances, dlsaggregation by

Institutlonal class |s not workable. _ o




Table 1.2 Changes Ia Current Fund Revenues and Market Shares,
FY1975 to FY1980 ‘ i

¢ Change 4 Change  Market._ Market. Change B

Institutional 1975 to 1980 1975 to 1980  Shares " Shares in Market
Class Current_$s : EY75 = EY80Q _
Publie T T Uelta% 12058 T 6T.4% 0 664 e 0%
R-M 54.3 7.6 17..9 - 16.9 - 1.0
R~NM 74.0 21.3 4.0 4.3 + 0.3
D-M . 108.0 45.0 3.3 4.2 + 0.9
D-NM ' 55.8 8.6 6.6 6.2 - 0.4
C 58.3 10.4. 14.1 13.6 - 0.5
B 55.7 + 846 2.4 2.3 - 0.1
YA . . 52.0 6.1 10.1 9.4 - 0.7
YO ' 67.5 16.8 2.6 2.6 0.0
HP _ - 99.9 39.4 4.3 5.3 + 1.0
0S Lni oy 2646 -11.8 2.1 1.6 - 0.5
Private 68.1 17.2 32.5 33.3 + 0.8
R=M - 66.7 16.3 9.4 9.6 + 0.2
. R=NM - 74.7 21.8 2.2 2.3 + 0.1
D-M - 82.2 274 1.9 2.2 + 0.3
D-NM .56.7 9.3 2.3 2.2 - 0.1
C - 69.6 - 18.3 4.6 4.8 +0.2
B 61.7 12.7. 7.3 7.2 - 0.1
TYAC | '68.1 17.7 0.5 0.5 0.0
TYO - 58.4 10.5 0.3 0.3 0.0
HP 85.7 29.5 1.8 2.0 +0.2 °
0s 71.7 19.7 2.2 2.3 + 0.1
Proprietary - 273.5 160.4 . 0.1 0.3 + 0.2
All o o v
Institutions 63.9% 14.3% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0%

Source: HEGIS; HEPI used for constant dol lars




Tabie 1.3 Changes in Educaflonal and General Revenues
' and Markef Shares, FY1975 to FY198C -

o 3 Change 4 Change Market =~ Market Change
institutionai 1975 to 1980 1975 to 1980 Shares Shares in Market
Class Current 3s Constant $s EY75 EY8Q Share %

Pwilc 6174 12 8% 70.0%  69.1% -~ 0.9
R=M | 57.9 10.1 17.0 16.4 -~ 0.6
D-M 99.0 38.7 3.4 4.1 - 0.3
D-NM 60.7 "15.0 6.7 6.6 0.1
c 57.6 9.9 . 15.1 14.5 - 0.6
B 5601 809 206 204 - 002
TYC 53,2 : 6.8 11.9 1.1 - 0.8
TYO 69.7 18.3 3.0 3.1 + 0.1
HS 9%.4 . 34,9 3.8 4.4 + 0.6
0S . 32,2 . =7.8 2.3 1.8 - 0.5

Private - " 68.2 . 17.3 20.8  30.6 +0.8

CR-M - 66.2 T 5.9 8.3 8.4
R—-NM 78.7 24.6 1.4 1.6
D-M- 709 19.1 1.7 . . 1.8

 D=NM 57.8 10.1 2.3 2.3
c : 70.2 18.7 - 4.7 4.8 -
B . 65.5 15.4 7.1 7.2
TYC . 73.2 ©20.8 0.5 0.5
TYO 66.2 15.9 - 0.3 0.3
HS . 99.7 . 39.2 1. 1.3
08 , 72.5 . 20.3 2.3 2.5

_Proprietary ~ 257.4 0 149.2 0.2 0.4
ALl - L | | :
Institutions  64.0% 14.3% 100.04  100.0%

Source: HEGIS; HEPI used for constant dollars.
2R
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Table 1.4 Changes In Educaflonal and General Revenues and Market Shares,
Selecfed Insflfuflonal Types, FY1975 to FY1980

FY75-FY80
Change In -
]‘_me__gf_Ln.s:r_LiuJ'.LQn Current $s
Landgranf 63.7%
. Woment's 44 .1
Predominantly Black 67.0
Church Afflliated . 60.7

Number of FIE Students

Less than 500 15.0%
500-1999 - 58.9
2000-7999 60.3

© "8000-17999 - . 68.6

18000 or more 749

" Source: HEGIS; HEPI used for constant dol Lars.

FY75-FY80. Market Market Change In
Change in Share Share Market
Share %

CEH
14.1% ° 17.41% 17.38% -.03
0.5 1.16  1.02 =-.14
16.2 3.19 1 3.24 +.05
12.1 | 8.61 f 8.44  -.17
-19.8% 3.89%  2.73% -1.16
- 10.8 16.53 16,03  =.50
1.8 30.41 29.74  -.67
17.5 27 .43 28,23 +.80
21.9 2};85 2331 +1.46

/
./

S
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Table 1.5 Concentration of Current Fund and Educational -and General (E&G)
Revenues In the Top Twen’y Percent of Institutions,*
& FY1975 vs. FY1980

\

\

1

Current Current - Change Chahge

Institu= ~ Fund Fund in E&G E&G in
tional Revenue Revenue Concen- Revenue Revenue  Concen-
Class 1975 1980 frafion 1975 1980 Iration
Public
R-M 35.6% 35.1% =0.5 ‘ 35.0F 34.6% -0.4
R-NM 33.1 31.8 - -1.3 - - 33.1 31.2 -1.9 ~
D-M 45.5 29.5 ' -16.0 ‘ 46.0 27.3 -18.7
D-NM 31.7 30.9 -0.8 ‘ 33.2 32.0 -1.2

- C 43.4 . 41.6 -1.8 , 44.5 - 41.6 =2.9
B 40.9 39.8« =1.1 41.7 40.9 -0.8
TYC ~55.6 - 51.3 - =43 " 56.6 51.8 -4.8
TYO . .- . 56.8 55.0 -1.8 55.2 54.9 =0.3
HP - 43.0 36.5 =6.5 39.9 --37.7 =6.9

+ 08 72.1 63.4 -8.7 . 73.0 ~65.4 . =7.6
Frivate
R-M 33.1 " 34.8 +1.7 32.6 33.3 +0.7
R=NM 34.5 33.0 =1.5 36.9 36.3 -0.6
D-M 32.6 34.0 +1.4 29.1 ° 33.5 +4 .4

" D-NM ‘ 42.3 41.5 ~0.8 38.2 37.3 - =0.9
c - 46.2 45.9 -0.3 44.6 44.0 ™ -0.6
B a 42,9 43.4 w4050 41.6 43.8 +2.2

- TYC 456.9 49.1 +2.2 47 .4 47.7 +0.3
TYO L. 59.3 49.8 -9.5 . 58.1 - 48.8 -9.3 :
HP ~ 55.7 48.1 =7.6 - 423 . 465 L +4.2

0.4 ' 63.2% 62.7% -0.5

0S 62.3% 61.9% -

Source: HEGIS _
- % That is, the fotal revenues raised bylfhe twenty percent of the institutions fthat

raise the most revenue in, an institutional class as a percent of the total revenue
raised by all institutions in a class. ' '

™




Table 1.6 Concentration Index* for Educational and General Revenues,
Publ'lc and Private Institutions, FY1975 and FY1980

1975 1980

Public Institutions 436 .400
Private Institutions .403 413

:Source: HEGIS

* Index created by multiplying concentration value for each Institutional class
{educational and general revenues), as shown in table 1.5, by the corresponding market
.. share for each Institutional class, and then summing The products across the public
\, and private sectors, respectively. Market share for a given class of institution is
“calculated by dividing nae sum of educational and general revenues for all
Institutions in the class (within a sector) by the sum of educational and general

revenues for all institutions .in The sector. Nofe +hat in tables 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4,
markgf shares are calculated on the basis of revenues for all institutions in all
sectors. ‘ S '
-
“,
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Table 1.7 Instifutional Revenues in Perspective

1973 1975 1977 1979 1980

Educational & General
Revenues as a Percent:

of GNP 1.74% 1.85% 1.80% 1.72% 1.78%

Current Fund Revenues .
as a Percent of GNP 2.17 2,32 2.28 2.16 2.24

Educational & General

Revenues at Private

Institutions as a

Percent of Gross Private

Domestic Investment 3.22 4.14 3.19 2.97 3.57

Educational & General

Revenues at Public

Institutions as a Percent

of Total Government

Purchases of Goods and .

Services 8.55 8.41  8.76 8.78 8.71

Educational and General

Revenues as a Percent of

the Total Cost of

Higher Education @ .45 .43 .45 _e46 45

ﬁaflb for Educational &
General Revenues: Public
t+o Private Institutions 2.12 2.35 2.33 2,30 2.26

a Usiny ﬁgfhod B, fable 10.7, for fthe estimation of total costs,

3’
i
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Sources of Current Fund Revenues

Col leges and universities receive current fund revenues, the reveres used to
supporT current operaTlons, from various sources. This segment focuses éh The amount
of revenues from each of the sources Included In the HEGIS reporting system. Of
particuiar InTeresT are shifts in the degree to which the various sources conTrIbuTe
to total revenue. Not only do the absquTe amounts contributed by each source. change,
but they change in proportion to one anoTher. Scmeflmes the latter change is merely a
reflecTIen of an arlThmeTlc.reIaTIonshlp—-oTher things being eaual, a drop In the
amount of revenue from one source results In larger prcporflons of revenue coming from-
the remaining. sources. In other situations, a change in proportions may reercT more
subsTanTlve developmen}s, as Is the case, for example, when insTlTuTlons 'raise Thelr
tuition rate to make up for a drop in revenues from state approprlaflons, prlvaTe

Revenue-source pafferns aIso vary among types of Institutions.. Federal dol lars
for research, “for example, flow in slgniflcanT amounts to only a smaII percenTage of
all InsTlTuTlons. Tables 2.6 and 2.7 show how different the patterns are among .

“

institutional Types, and how They changed durlng the IaTTer half of the 1970s.

o4

While each institutional type: receives -revenues from varTous sources, IT Is”'
equally frue that each Type typical ly has one Iargesf, often predominant, source of
revenue. .Some sort of balance Is perhaps the most desirabie situation, although it Is
far from.obvlous how:one'mlghf defermlne the best split. MostT would agree tThat
excessive dependence on one'source of revenue is usual ly not desirable. Most a
frequenTIy menTIoned as a matter of concern is The degree of dependence of some
private InsTITuTIons on revenue from Tulflo% Measures of dependence are provided.in
two TabLes, Table 2.4 shows the proportion of revenues coming from the IargesT singie

source for each Institufional type. Table 2.5 contains indices of dependence for -the

: .
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public and private secTors.- The details of the procedure for creating the indices are
provided in the footnote to table 2.5. |In essence, the index Is a composite —
“expresslon, across institutional types, of +he ‘extent to which Instifutions in each
sector are dependent upon a single source of revenue; The reader Is reminded that
averages (means) are'belng used throughout this segment, and that a parTlcuIar :

institution within a class could be much less or much more dependent upon the same or

some other single source of revenue than that which is predominant In its class.

Data |ssues. Data in This segment are taken from the HEGIS finance surveys for
fiscal years 1973-1980, Part A. Because of substantial changes in the survey form

between FY74 and FY75, the base year for many of the tables in this segment Is FY75.°

The revenue‘sources as lald ouT in tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.6, and 2.7 follow The
HEGIS formaT'exachyq The caTegorIes should be reIaTIver seIf-epranaTory, but HEGIS
definitions are provlded in Appendix B. AIIen (1980) and Collier and Allen (1980)
conTaln extended explanaTlons of The revenue categories, as does leiggg_and |

un1xszs11x_Businass_Adminlsinailgn (Walzenbach 1982) which is the basic reference

‘document for financial accounTing'ln higher education.

Note that the revenue category, tuition and fees, represents assessed tuition and
fees (less -efunds). Scholarships and fellowshlps‘are recorded on the expendITures”
side. Pell grant funds per se are not recorded as revenues, but are recorded Instead
as agency funds. 0f course, students evenTuaIIy use The grants to pay for tuition,

room and board, eTc., but the granT monies are not separaTer identified.

Highlights. Durlng the period from FY75 to FYBO,\rherfq[lowing changes occurred

in The‘dlsfrlbuffcn'of,currenT fund revenuses by source:

29
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- at public instltutions
e changes In shares of total revenue appear to be material

- state appropriations rose from 42.7 percent to 44.9 percent

local appropriations declined from 5.2 percent to 3.4 percent

federal appropriations declined from 3.2 percent to 2.7 percent

sales and servicés of educational activities rose from 1.5 percent to 2.1

percent

s

sales and services of hosp[fa!s roee from 4.6 percen+ATo 6.5 percent

e dependence on a largest single source of revenue (state appropriations 16
almost all cases) rose 4.7 percent as measured by a composite index for
various types of public institutions

e dependence on a largest elnglebsoerce of revenue wasihighesf among

,cOmprehenslve, baccal aureate, health professional, and other speclal ized

e

institutrions

- at private institutions
e changes In sﬁares were geneEerIy very modesf
= TulTlon and fees rose slightly from 35.5 percenT To 35.7 percenT
- unresTrlcTed prlvaTe gifts, grants, and conTracTs decllned from 5.7
. percent to 5.0 percent -
- endowment Income declined slightly, froh 5.2 percent to 5.0 percent
-~ "other sources" (mosTIy‘shor?—ferm.lnvesfmen+ssufbse from 3.1 percent to
3.9 percenT ‘
- sales and servlces of auxlllary enferprlses declined from 13.1 percenf to
12.1 percent- B T
- sales and servlces of hosplTaIs rose from 8:8 percenT to 9 4 percent

’o dependence on-a largest singie source of revenue (tuition and fees ln The

major ity of‘caees) roseionly o7 percenT, as .measured by a composlfe Index




for various types of private Insflfuflqns, and remalnéd lower than ur bubllc'
lnsflfuflons |
dependence on a largest single source of revenue was highest among
doctoral-nonmedical, comprehensive, baccalaureafe, and\fwo—Year occupational
institutions |
-iaf baccalaureafe institutions, tuition as a percent of E&G revenues

decl ined sllQthy, from 62.6 to 62.1 percent

- at comprehenslve'Insflfuflons, tuition as a percent of E&G revenues

declined slightiy, from 68.8 percent to 67.5 percent

N
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Table 2.1 Sourées 6f Revenue, All Institutions,
Fiscal Years 1975 and 1980

e (Millions of Dollars)

= Change in
Tuition and Fees $7,285. (20.3%) $12,045 ~(20.5%) -0.2
Federal Appropriations 906 ( 2.5) 1,241 ( 2.1) -0.3
State Appropriations 10,482 (29.2) 17,780 (30.2) +1.0
Local Appropriations 1,252 ( 3.5) 1,321 ( 2.2) -1.3
Federal Grants & Contracts , - .
Unrestricted 548 (.1.5) 966 ( 1.6) +0.1
Restricted 3,571 (-9.9) - 5,605 (79.5) =-0.4
State Grants & Contracts ' o
- Unrestricted 84 (0.2) 92 ( 0.2) ' - 0.0
Restricted 422 ( 1.2) 688 ( 1.2) - 0.0
Local Grants & Contracts ' ' : '
" Unrestricted T35 (0 0.1) 37 ( 0.1) 0.0
Restricted. , 161 ( 0.4) 236.. ( 0.4) 0.0
Private Gifts, Grants ° - :
and Contracts ’ ’ ‘ @ . o N :
Unrestricted 708 ( 2.0) . 1,084 ( 1.8) - =0.2
Restricted _ 1,039 (2.9) 1,726 ( 2.9) 0.0
Endowment Income T : -
- Unrestricted _ 404 ( 1.1) - 671 (1.1) 0.0
Restricted 314 ( 0.9) 506 ( 0.9) 0.0
Sales and Services of ‘ - o _
Educational Activities 556 ( 1.5)- 1,242 ( 2.1) +0.6
"Other” Sources o 832 (°2.3) 1,653 - ( 2.8) +0.5
Total E&G Revenues 28,600 (79.5) - 46,895 (79.6) +0.1
Sales and Services of ) : - -
Auxi|tiary Enterprises 4,108 (11.4) 6,493 (11.0) : -0.4
Sales and Services : P
of Hospitals 2,151 ( 6.0) 4,373 ( 7.4) +1.4
Independent Operations 1;082_.s-3.0) 1,131 ( 1.9) ~-1.1
Total Current Fund ; :
Revenues : . 35,941 (100%) 58,892 “(100%)

Source: HEGIS

#
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" Table 2.2 Sources of Revenue, Public Institutions,
Fiscal Years 1975 and 1980
(Mill.ions of ‘Dol lars)

' ' ‘ Change in
Tuition and Fees $3,088 (12.8%) $4,874 (12.5%) . -0.3
Federal Appropriations 11 (0 3.2) 1,043 ( 2.7) -0.5
State Appropriations . 10,325 (42.7) 17,558 (44.9) +2.2
Local Appropriations 1,249 ( 5.2) 1,317. ( 3.4) - =1.8
Federal Grants & Contracts ' ' B ’ -

Unrestricted : 279 ( 1.2) - 4717 ( 1.2) 0.0
Restricted ' . 2,282 (. 9.4) - 3,530 - ( 9.0) \ -0.4
State Grants & Contracts ‘ ' ' .o
Unrestricted 68 ( 0.3). 49 ( 0.1) -0.2
Restricted . 345 ( 1.4) 546 ( 1.4) 0.0
Local Grants & Contracts ‘ _ :
- Unrestricted ' 26 ( 0.1) 18 ( 0.0) o -0.1
Restricted ' 84 ( 0.3) 109 ( 0.3) . . 0.0
Private Gifts, Grants - ) ' '
and_Contracts —
Unrestricted 47 (-0.2) 106 ( 0.3) +0.1
Restricted ' ' 511 ( 2.1) - 875 ( 2.2) ‘ +0.1
Endowment |ncome ' = S o . _
Unrestricted 51 ( 0.2) 99 (0.3 +0.1
~ Restricted - ) : 56 ( 0.2) : 94 ( 0.2) - 0.0
Sales and Services of . o - '
Educational Activities =~ 374 ( 1.5) 821. ( 2.1) +0.6
Other Sources. 470 ( 1.9) 875 ( 2.2). +0.3
Total E&G Revenues 20,027 (82.7) 32,384 (82.9) +0.2
Sales and Services of ) :
Auxi|lary Enterprises 2,574 (10.6) 4,095 (10.5)" -0.1
Sales "and Services . ' ] ‘ - o
of Hospitals " 1,122 ( 4.6) ;2,535‘ ( 6.5) +1.9
_Independent Operations 487 ( 2.0) 61 ( 0.2) -1.8
Total Current Func " - o .
Revenues . . 24,211 (100%) 39,075 (100%)

Source: HEGIS




Table 2 3 Sources of Revenue, Private Institutions,
Fiscal Years 1975 and 1980

(Millions of Dollars)
Chaﬁge In
Tultion and Fees $4,152 (35.5%) §7,018 (35.7%)  +0.2
Federal Appropriations 135 ( 1.2) 197 ( 1.0) -0.2
State Appropriations 156 ( 1.3) 221 ( 1.1) ~0.2
Local Approprlations . 3 (0.0) -4 (0.0) 0.0
Federal Grants & Contracts '
. Unrestricted ~ 0269 ( 2.3) 495 ( 2.5) . 10,2
Restricted 1,289 (11.0) 2,073 (10.6) =0.4 .
State Grants & Confrac?s T ‘
Unrestricted . , 16 (0.1 43 ( 0.2) +0.1
‘ Restricted 77 ( 0.7) - 141 ( 0.7) 0.0
Local Grants & Contracts : .
Unrestricted 9. (0.1 - 19 ( 0.1) 0.0
Restricted - 76.. ( 0.7) 128 ( 0.7) 0.0
Private Gifts, Grants : ‘ Co
and Contfracts - B . _
Unrestricted . - . 661 (5.7) 975 ( 5.0) -0.7
. Restricted 528 ( 4.5)- 851 ( 4.3)° - =0.2
Endowment Income ' T '
Unrestricted S 353 ( 3.0) 571 (. 2.9). - =0.1
Restricted - ' 258 ( 2.2) 414 ( 2.1) =-0.1
Sales and Services of ) ‘
Educaflonal Acflvlfles 182 (- 1.6) 418 .( 2.1) ' +0.5 .
- Other Sources, , 362 (3.1) 774 ( 3.9) +0.8
Total .E&G Revenues ° o 8,526 (73.0) 14,342 (73.0) 0.0
. -Sales and Services of Lo L -
' Auxiliary Enterprises 1,532 . (13.1) 2,384 (12.1) -1.0
Sales and Services ‘ T :
of Hospitals 1,029 ( 8.8)° 1,838 ( 9.4) +0.6
Independent Operations ' 594 ( 5.1) 1,070 ( 5.4) +0.3
Total Current S : ‘ ,
Fund Revenues = - 11,681 (100%) - 19,634 (100%)
Source: HEGIS
\
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Table 2.4 Largest Single Sources of Current Fund Revenue
and Educational and General Revenue,
by Type of Institution, FY75 and FY80

Percent of Total Current - Percent of Educational &

Fund Revenue from Largest General Revenues from
, Single Source - " Largest Single Source
~Institutional o
Class EY75 EY80 EY15 EY80
Public . R :
R=M 35.4 37.1% 46.8 48,0%
. R=NM . 43.2 42,2 50.8 : 50.0
- D-M ‘ 41.6 40.4 51.6. -~ 52,3
- D=NM 47 .1 48,3 58.1 : 52,7
c - 52.6 54.8 61.7 64.6
B 50.0 . 50.8 58.9 59.7
TYAC 41,5 . A 50.0 44.5 - 53,1
TYO 45.6 48.4 49,1 . 51.8
HP 3847 39.8 55.6 59.1
0S 41 .6 ' 54.0 46,0 57.2
Private .
R-M 20.8 21.3 29.5 - : .30.6 "
R=NM 41.3 M.1 29.2 - s 29.9
D-M ‘ 28,7 <279 - 41,3 1 42,8
D-NM ‘ 49.8 50.9 61.1 . 62.0
- C 55.5 - 54.6 68.8 - 67.5
"B : 48,6 « 49,2 62.6 ' 62.1
TYAC 42.3 . 45,2 55.6 . 57.7
TYO 64,2 67.0 78.3 . 175
:HP 49.1 43 .4 . . 28.8 24.0

0s  46.4 50.2 54,3 . 58.6

" Source: HEGIS
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Table 2.5 Educational and General Revenue Single=Source
Dependence |ndex* for Public and Private
Institutions, FY75 and FY80

Percent Change

I3

EYZ5 EY80 . EYI5 to FY8O
Public Institutions 521.5 545.8 | 4.7% o
Private Institutions  494.7 498.0 - .
| .
* Single Source Dependence Index (SSDI) for a sector Is calcula?eQ/%s'follows:
10 10 S
SSDI = I [(Ri/ I R;) x §;1/10

i=l - 7 i=1

where Rl Is revenue for the Ith Institutional class (for 'exampie, research-medical) In
a sector (for. example, public), SRl Is total revenue for the sector, and Si Is the

~ percent of revenue coming from the largest single source for the. Ith institutional
class. In other words, the Index expresses an average for a sector, across ten
 classes of Institutions, of dependence upon a single source of revenue weighted by
each institutional type's market share of the revenue In question; table 2.5 shows the
index calculated for educational and general revenues. Other things being equal, the
index value for a sector Increases |f the dependence on the largest single source of
revenue Increases for any institutional class, in the sector, or |f the'market share of
total revenue Increases for any institutional class whose dependence on a largest
single source of revenue ‘Is above the mean level of dependence for the sector.
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Table 2.6 Sources of Current Fund Revenues
by Type of Public institution,
FY75 and FY80 (Percent of Total)

Research-Medical Research-Nonmedical

)

32

100.0%

37

Revenue Source EYI5 EY15 EY80
©
Tuition and Fees 10.1% 9.8% 13.2% 13.2%
- Federai Appropriations 2.0 1.8 5.7 3.4
State Approprlations 35.4 37.1 43,2 42,2
Local Appropriations 0.1 .3 S .2
Federal Grants & Contracts ) R
Unrestricted 2.4 2.5 1.5 2.1
Restricted 14.6 13.3 10.9 11.9
State Grants & Confracts’ 7
Unrestricted <.05 .1 o2 o1
.Local Grants & Contracts '
Unrestricted <.05 <.05 <.05 <.05
Restricted i o3 ] ]
Private Giffs, Grants
and Contracts .
Unrestricted .3 .3 .3 -
Restricted 3.6 3.9 2.8 3.5
Endowment lncome
Unrestricted o2 o2 .8 1.6
Restricted ) ] ] ]
Sales and Services of
" Educational Activities 3.0 - 4,2 1.4 2.1
Other Sources 1.8 2.1 2.5 2.0
Total E&G Revenues 75.6 77 .4 85.1 85.1
Sales & Services of
Auxiliary Enterprises 10.3 10.0 15.4 14.2
.Sales and Services
of Hosplitals 8.8 12.2 0.0 0.0
Independent Operations 5.2 o3 1.5 A
Total Current ' -
Fund Revenues 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



" Revenue Source

Tuition and Fees
Federal Appropriations
State Appropriations
Local Appropriations

Federal Grants & Contfracts

Unrestricted
Restricted

State Grants & Contracts
Unrestricted
Restricted :

Locai Grants & Contfracts
Unrestricted ‘
Restricted

Private Gifts, Grants,
and Contracts
Unrestricted
Restricted

Endowment Iincome
Unrestricted
Restricted

Sales. and Services of
Educational Activities

Other Sources.

Total E&G Revenues

Saies and Services of
Auxiiiary Enterprises
‘Sales and Services
of Hospitals
independent Operations

Total Current
Fund Revenues

Tabie 2.6 (continued)

L

6.2
1.3

100.0%

Doctoral=Medical

100.0%

33

Doc#oral-Nonmegléal

EY70

17.1%
1.5

47 .1
.

38

EY80

16 .0%
1.1

48.3
o1

9
8.6

.1
1.3

<.05
o1
2

2.2

. 4
3

1.5
© 2.5

83 .7



Table 2.6 (continued)

Comprehens |ve Baccalaureate
' Research-Medical Research-Nonmedical
Revepue source : EYZ5 EY8Q EY15 EY8Q
* Tultlon and Fees 16.0% 15.1% 18.0% 18.0%
Federal Appropriations 1.4 1.1 7 .8
State Approprlations 52.6 54.8 50.0 50.8
Local Approprlations 3.4 1.4 1.7 1.0
Federal . Grants & Contracts
Unrestr lcted 4 o4 3 oD
Restricted 5.8 6.2 8.9 8.4
State Grants & Contracts .
Unrestr Icted ol o1 .0 2
Restrlcted 1.5 1.3 ' 11 1.2
Local Grants & Contracts
Unrestr lcted <.05 o1 <.05 <,05
Restricted W3 o2 o2 o2
Private Glfts, Grants
and Contracts
Unrestricted o1 ol o2 o1
Restricted 1.0 , 1.2 1.8 1.0
Endowment lncome
Unrestricted o1 <.05 .2 o1
Restricted o1 o1 o1 o1
Sales and Servlices of
Educatlonal Actlvitles 1.0 1.0 .8 .9
Other Sources 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8
Total E&G Revenues 85.3 84.8 84 .9 85.2
Sales and Servlices of
Aux!llary Enterprises 13.5 13.8 14.8 14.8
Sales and Servlces
of Hospltals 1.0 1.3 "~ .0 - W0
Independent Operatlons .2 " .1 2 -0
Total *Current

Fund Revenues ' 100.04  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Revenue Source

Tultlon and Fees

Federal Approprlations

State Appropriations

Local Appropriations

Federal Grants & Contracts
Unrestfricted
Restricted

State Grants & Contracts
Unrestr Icted
Restricted

Local Grants & Contracts
Unrestricted
Restrlcted

Private Glfts, Grants

and Contracts
Unrestr icted
Restrlcted

Endowment Income
Unrestricted
Restrlcted

Sales and Services of
Educational Activities

Other Sources

Total E&G Revenues

Sales and Servlices of
Auxillary Enterprises
Sales and Services
of Hospltals
Independent Operatlions

‘Tofal Current
Fund Revenues

Tablo 2.6 (contlnued)

Two=Year Academlc
and Comprehens|ve

EXI3

13.3%
2.3
41.5

23.4

4
5.1

1.2
1.7

S5
o7

ol
o5

1.2

100.0%

ExgQ

-— A1

DO ~—
e o

DO WN

1.8

94,0

100.0%

35

TWo—Year

Occupatlonal
EY75 EY80
14 ,5% 16.1%

2,4 1.2
45,6 48.4
17.5 15.1

05 .3

6.2 6.1

.9 .5

2,3 1.5

! .4 <005
.2 .3
.1 <005
.4 .5
.1 o1
Ol <005
.7 .8

l 07 2.5
92.9 93.4

6.9 6.6

L0 . .0
.2 .0
100.0% 100.0%
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T,nggnug Source

Tuition and Fees
Federal. Appropriations
- State Appropriations
Local Appropriations

Federal Grants & Confracfs'

Unrestricted
Restricted _

State Grants & Contracts
Unrestricted
Restricted :

Local Grants & Contracts
Unrestfricted
Restricted

Private Giffs, Grants
and Contfracts
Unrestricted
Restricted

Endowment income
Unrestricted
Restr icted

Sales and Services of

Educational Activities °

Other Sources
Total E&G ReVenqes"'

Sales and Services of
Auxiliary Enterprises

Sales and Services '
of Hospitals ‘

Independent Operations

Total Current
Fund Revenues

Table 2.6 (con+lnued)

Health .

41

36

Other’
Professlonal ' Special ized
EXZ5 - £Y80 EYZS £Y80

.//
2.3% 2.3% 7.7% 7.8%
° N - .0.3 41 06 54.0
38,7 39,8 25.2 22.7
i 02] .0 Co 4.] ) o6
1.9 1.7 4 .
14.9 10.9 6.0 5.0
<.05 o1 <.05 <.05
1.5 1.7 .5 A4
<.05 <.05 <.0 <,05
.9 6 .2 <.05
.2 .6 2 S
3.7 - 3.5 1.6 1.3
.3 01 [ ] .l
.3 02 \.l .l
2.0 3.4 .5 .6
2.0 2.2 1.7 1.5
69 .6 67 .3 90,5 94,5
2.4 2.6 7.9 a5.1 )
24 .1 30.0 1.4 3
3.9 1 .3 0
[
100.0% 100.0% 160.0% 100.0% -
3 ) /_'
. .



Table 2.7 Scources of Current Fund Revenues

Revenue Source
Tuition and Fees

Federal Appropriations’
State Appropriations

 Local Appropriations

Federal Grants & Contracts

Unrestfricted
Restricted

'State Grants & Contracts

Unrestricted
Resfrlcfed .

Local Grants & Contracts
Unrestricted
Restricted

_ Private Gifts, Grants

and Contracts
Unrestricted
Restricted

~ Endowment lncome

Unrestricted
Restricted
Sales and Services of
Educational Activities
Other Sources

Total E&G Revenues

Sales and. Services of
Auxi|lary Enterprises

. Sales and Services

4

.of Hosplitals
Independent. Operations

Total Current
" Fund Revenues

by Type of Private Institution, FY75 and FY80

(Percent of Total)

Research=Medical

EYI2

.20 .8%
o3
1.4
<.05

100.0%

e

-

Research-Nonmedical

EY80 FYzs . EY80
2136 13.6%  13.1%
01 <005 oo
1.0 o 04 . :\ 02
<005 ) .0 o .0
5.0 5.5 5.2
17 .1 153 16.0 -
.1 <.05 .
1.0 2 .
. <005 : .0
1.1 <.05 .0
1.4 3.1 3.
. 7.0 N 5.6 701
2.5 2,7 3.6
3.5 4.2 2.9
4.6. o2 <.05
3.7 1.5 2.2
69.6 52.4 53 .6
7.1 6.2 5.3
15.1 oo N .0
8.2 . 41.3 o411

]O0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Tabie 2.7 (continued)

Doctoral-~Medical Doctoral-Nonmedical

Revenue Source EY715 EY80 : EYZ5 EY80
Tuition and Fees - 28.7% 27.9% 49 .8% 50.9%
Federal Appropriations 8.1 9.1 ' .1 .0
State Appropriations 9 - W6 1.2 .9
\\éocal Appropriations S .0 A .0 -0
ederal Grants & Contracts
Unrestricted 24 1.8 1.7 2.2
Restricted 12.3 9 8.5 8.4
State Grants & Contracts
Unrestricted . <.05 o1 a .1 , 2
Restricted - S 4 .6 o
Local Grants & Contracts ’ . . :
~Unrestrjcted . . <.05 <.05 , . <.05 <.05
Restricted 1 .1 .1 A
Private Gifts, Grants "
and Contfracts :
Unrestricted 2.8 2.5 . 6.5 5.3
. Restricted 3.7 3.3 3.6 3.6
----- Endowment Income
Unrestricted 2.1 2.1 3.6 3.6
Restricted . 1.3 t.1. 1.7 1.7
Sales and Services of - :
‘Educational Activities 3.6 4.5 ' .9 ' .9
-~ Other Sources - 3.2 2.6 3.3 . 3.7
Tota! E&G Revenues - 69.4 65.5 81.5 . 82.0
Sales and Services of
Auxiliary Enterprises 8.6 7.5 - 18.5 17.9
Saies and Services . o . : '
of Hospitals : 22.0 27.0 - W0 .0
Independent Operations .0 3 <.05 .0
Total Current _ ' " -
Fund Revenues 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0% 100.0% .
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Table 2.7 (continued)

Comprehensive Baccalaureate
Tultion and Fees 55.5% 54.6% _ 48.6% 49.2% .
Federal Appropriations .6 o2 . 1.6 o142 ' , .
State Appropriations 1.6 1.3 “J .6 : :
Local Appropriations =~ = <.05 .0 <.05 - <.05
Federal Grants & Contfracts ‘ ‘
Unrestricted ' 5 9 .4 .4
Restricted - - > 5.1 ' 6.7 ' 4.5 6.0°
State Grants & Contracts : i ‘
Unrestricted - 2 . o3 ) o2 o3
" Restricted o 9 7 .o a0 .-
Local Grants & Contracts '
Unrestricted R <.05 <05 . <.05 <.05
Restricted L ol o1 ‘ <.05 <.05-
Private Gifts, Grants™
and Confracts o . '
Unrestricted _ 4.6 4.4 10.0 9.0
Restricted . 3.2 2.5 2.5 2.3
Endowment |ncome ' N
Unrestricted - 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.6 .
"Restricted 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.8 -
" Sales and Services’ of
Educational Activities 1.0 1.4 o5 o5
-Other Sources 3.4 3.7 3.0 3.6
Total £&G Revenues 80.7 81.0 - 77.6 79.3
Sales and Services of :
- Auxlliary Enterprises 15.4 14,9 21.9 20.6
. Sales and Services : . :
of Hespitals - 3.4 4.1 , <.05 <.05
Independent Operations .4 <.05 .4 T <.05
Total Current ' - o ' S '
Fupd Revenues 100.0% = 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

-~

&
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Table 2.7 (continued)

Two~Year Academic Two-Year
and Comprehensive - Occupational
- Revenue Source EYZS - -EY80 EYZZ EY80
Tultion and Fees . 42.3% 45,2% 64.2% - 67.0%
Federal Appropriations 1.1 .8 : .6 1.3
State Appropriations 1.8 1.8 Y W3
_Local Appropriations o 9 T : .0 W0
Federal Grants & Contracts _ ' B S '
Unrestricted 6 .. 5 .6 o7
Restricted _ 6.2 5.6 ' 5.0 . 5.l
_State Grants & Contracts ~ = : C
.- Unrestricted ol 3 .l .6
_Restricted . ' .8 1.0 .5 .7
Local Grants & Contracts S : : S -
‘Unrestricted : .0 ' 2 .0 .0
Resfricted . o1 - <.05 .0
Private Gifts, Grants . = :
and Contracts o - .
-~ Unrestricted . 14..6 13.7 4.1 2.9
Restricted ‘ 2.0 1.9 1.1 .6
Endowment Income T o o
Unrestricted 1.7 1.9 o 1.4 1.0
Restricted; | : - - T 2 el
Sales and Services of " ) _ '
Educational Activities A .6 .8 ' 1.8
.gfher Sources’ .- _ 3.2 3.3 : 3.1 3.9
Total E&G Revenues ' 76.3 78.3 ' 82.2 - 80.0
Sales and ServI;Ls of L , R ' '
Auxiliary Enterprises 23.2 21.6  17.9 . 13.9
‘Sales and Services : o - o
of Hospitals . <.,05 - 0 . W0 . .0
Independent Opeations 4 .7 .0 <,05 - .0
Total Current . . " j . : . S
Fund Revenues 7 100.0% 100.0%° . 100.0% 100.0%

-
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" Table 2.7 (continued)

\

Health . Other

: Professional Special lzed -
Revenue Source EY75 EY80 EX75 FY80
Tuition and Fees ‘ 4.9% 6.9% 46 .4% 50.2%
Federal Appropriations 1.5 .8 ' 5 5
~ State Appropriations 5.0 4.9 1.3 1.0
Local Appropriations ' .0 A ‘ o1 - <.05
Federal Grants & Contracts’ , : : ' _
Unrestricted ’ 2.5 2.8 . 1.3 .8
Restricted : 13.9 12.5. 4.8 3.7
State. Grants & Contfracts L T .
Unrestricted ‘ .4 W2 2 .5
Restricted - *© . .. 1.1 - .8 .4 3
Local Grants & Contracts ' '
Unrestricted R 3 4 : A0 .1
Restricted . 4.3 4.6 - .6 : .1
Private Giftrs, Grants. : '
- and Confracts
Unrestricted . 1.8 1.0 15.1 14 .1
Restricted A 345 4.5 4. 3.
Endowment lncome :
‘Unrestricted .8 .8 4.5 3.8
" Restricted - . 4 5 1.4 1.7
Sales and Services of - '
. Educational Activities 13 1.0 1.0 1.2°
- Other. Sources . 6.8 10.1 3.6 4.3
Total E&G Revenues T 48.1 51.8 . 85.4 - 85.5
Sales and Services of - : ‘

‘Auxi| iary Enterprises’ 2.0 » 1.7 141 13.8
Sales and Services - - o -
of Hospitals 49 .1 43 .4 _ A4 - o5
| ndependent Opens Y 3.1 : .2 <.05

Total Current v . L
Fund-Revenues . 100.0% 100.04  ..100.0% 100.0%
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3}1 | . o .% ‘, lh//
o " Fund Baiances

In prevloUs_segmenTs,VThe focus has been on the flow of funds for current
operations: the amount of these funds and thelr sources. Here the focus shifts to
”whaT mlghT Ioosely pe called The accumuIaTlon of wealth In hlgher-educaTlon
lnsllTuTlons. As wlII be dlscussed furTher below, the national data base for Thls
'maTerlaI does not permit us tc attain a compIeTe view of lnsTlTuTlonal balance sheeTs.t'
‘BuT what Is avallable in Tne form of daTa on changes in fund balancés does provlde for .

.a few lndlcafors of The asset sTrLcTure of higher educaTlon.»

It ls cIearIy noT the prlmary function of'colleges and unlverslTles to accumuIaTel
-asseTs.' YeT It seems apparenT That The accumuIaTlon and maintenance of asseTs s
necessary if hlgher eduraflon Is to susTaln lTself over the long run. Thls ls perhaps
" more obvious for orlvaTe lnsTlTuTlons +han for Thelr pubIlca'Iy supporTed
counTerparTs. Still, while the Taxlng power of the sTaTe Is the ultimate guananfor '
-for the. flnanclng of public lnslnTuTlons, lhere is no guaranTee ThaT It will be used
to the extent: deslrable at a glven Time. FurThermore, from a prachcaI ponn+ of vlew,v
few sTaTes would have the wherewlfhal to qulckly recreaTe anyThlng | ke the currenT
'IeveI of physlcal assets. ln public lnsTlTuTlons. Thus, The gradual lncrenenfs or

' decremenfs,ln The assets of pubiic hlgher-educaflon.bears moanorlng along with the

.corresbondlng.deVeIopmenTs ln'The'prlvaTe sector.

| Qaia_LsSngs. Data_ for this segmenf Is taken from the HEGIS finance surveys, Part .
STaTemenT of Changas in rund Balances. As in prteous segmenTs based on _I " |
‘lnsTlTuTlonaI acccunTs, reporTlng errors by, or lnconslsTencles among, lndlvldualvb
lnsTlTuTlons can be expected. " In the aggregaTe, however, There ls no reason o

‘belleve a prlorl ThaT the data will be subsTanTlver mlsleadlng.
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In accord wlfh The precepts of fund accounflng, 1he ‘tinanclal activity of
colleges and unlverslfles Is recorded as flows of monies into and out of a serles of
funds. The HEGIS finance survey capTures dara on the activity in five maJor fund
groups: Currenf, Loan, Endowment, Annuity and Llfe Income, and Plant. The Current

- Fund Includes all’ resources used, or avallable for use, In carrying ouT the current
"operatlons of the lnsTlTuTlon. These funds are used for paylng the salarles of ..
}faculTy and staff, buylng llbrary books, and operating power plants, dormnTorles,<and
The llke. Loan Funds are resources ThaT are either resTrlcTed to, or avallable for,

' loans to sTudenTs, faculTy, or sfaff. Endowment Funds are resources ThaT are invested
wlTh the lnfenTlon of malnTalnlng The principal .intact whlle making earnings avallable
lfor lnsTlTuTlonal use. The group includes endowmenf, Term endowmenf, and o |
quasl-endowmenTs (funds funchonlng as endowments).. ﬁnnulfy and Life Income Funds are |
all funds carrylng a sTlpulaTlon that the lnsTlTuTlén make payments to ohe or more
,speclfled beneflclarles. Plant Funds are all of the lnsTlTuTlons' physlcal planT
assets as well as resources set aslde for new consfrucflon or acqulslTlons, debf
service on plant, and renewal and replacemC nT of Institutlonal properfles. (These
brlef’descrlpflons were taken from Allen 1980. For full descrlpflons of These fund

groups, see Colller'and Allen, 1980,.Chapfer31.)

Thelone fund group found ln mosf hlgher-educaTlon lnsTlTuTlons but noT lncluded
“ln HEGIS is fhe Agency Fund group. These funds contain the monles (for example, Pell
granTs) ThaT The lnsTlTuTlons handle for oTher organlzaflons- as such They have m
little or novbearlng~on The lnsflTuTlon's flnanclal status. (See Walzenbach, 1982

; / o :
for a complete chart of accounTs.)

End—of-year fund group balances are shown in- Table 3 1 below. Essenflally,hfhe

larger the positive balances the better, so far as flnanclal wel | being Is concerned.

A fund group balance is the result of The'prevlous year's balance plus a year' worTh
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of flnancual achvlTy including the fol lowing changes to the fund accounTs.i 1)
adlelons, or all monies added to a fund group (for The CurrenT Fund, adlelons
include all restricted and unresTrlcTed funds received by the lnsTlTumlon during the
fiscal year, while revenues--as shown ln segmenT one above--include all unrestricted
funds received but only those resTrlcTed funds expended during the fiscal year); 2)
deduchons, or all monles”flowlngvouf of the fund group that leave the institution
during the fiscal year (for example, currenT fund expenditures, loan cancellaTlons, .
expenditures for plant facilities); and 3) Transfers, or monies that are moved from

" one fund group to another during The=flscal year and are not intended to be repald——as

opposed to loans that are infended to be repaid.

The end-of-year fund group balance, then, Includes all resources asslgned to each
. of The fund groups at The end of the fiscal year afTer The adlelons, deduchons, and.
transfers have taken place. . "Fund balances lnclude asseTs (cash, lnvesTmenTs, pledges
ﬂrecelvable,"accounTs receivable, noTes‘recelvable,-lnvenTorles, prepald expenses, and
deferred charges, lnsTlTuTlonal plant, Interfund borrowlng due from oTher funds) neT
of l'tabilities (accounTs payable and accrued llablllTles; notes, bonds, and morTgages
payable, deposits;. deferred revenues; conTracTs payable- lnTerfund borrowing due to

oTher funds)™ (Al len 1980, p. 28).

When lnTerpreTlng the data shown. below, it may be useful to keep several Things,
in mind. First, In some respects, The ToTal balance over all five fund groups, as
'shown in Table 3.1, Is a better Indicator of flnanclal sTaTus than Is the balance In
any one group. This is The case because of -the: Transfers ThaT can be made beTween
.groups. For example, a private lnsTlTuTlon That happensmTo have a large end—of—year‘
surplus in the CurrenT Fund mlgthchoose to transfer some or all of the surplus to The

Endowment Fund, leaving the Current Fund ulTh-a balance whose change, if any, from the

45 49




previous end-of-year balance wlll.dlsgulse the existence of a strong financlal

performance.

Second, It is posslble to assess how well various classes of institutions have
been able to cover Thelr expenditures for current operations. Additions to the
.CurrenT Fund less deductions and mandaTory transfers results in what will be referred -
To here as a surplus or deficit. NoTe that These Terms are not the equlvalenT of an
.increase or decrease Indfhe CurrenT Fund-balance. Non-mandaTory transfers, o

'dlscreTlonary Transfers, ¢can and often do occur, Thereby alTerlng the fund balances.

‘ ~Surpluses (deficits) In The sense meanT here are shown In table 3.2. Table 3. 3

displays a current operations index which constitutes an IndlcaTor of how well In a
 compos|te sense, The“lnsTlTuTlonal-classes wlThln a secTor are able to meet thelr

financial requirenents for current operations.’
' Ot

Thlrd a.change In a fund balance occurs Through the net of addiTIons and
deductions and The net of" Transfers in and out of the fund. ln the case of the
rEndowmenT Fund, The net Transfers show ‘the extent to which, If at all InsTITuTlons
have been able to add to their endowmenT Through monles from - oTher funds, as opposed,
for example, tTo conTrlbuTlons To endowmenT from prlvaTe donors. (Some porTIon, |
presumably small, of Transfers info endowmenT could be payments on loans from the
quasi-endowment fund.,) Of course, the transfer approach to the bulldlng of endowment
is most suiTable to the privaTe -sector, and»also more vital. Table 3.4 shows net
transfers in or ouT of the Endowment Fund as a percenT of The prevlous year's endlngl

balance. -

Flnally, as Is True ThroughouT These segments based on lnsTITuTlonal accounTs,
-The data are hlghly aggregaTed even when presenTed by InsTlTuTlonal Type. Thus, iT

should be remembered that the sTrong or weak performance of a group of roughly slmllar

S0, .- 1 _.v
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institutions Is in no way an'lndlcaTor.cffThe perfofmance of a particular institution

within the group.

Aﬁignlignig. During the period from FY75 fo FY80, the fol lowing changes took

place (HEP| used to convert current to constant dol lars):

- At

publ fc institutions

the combined balances across Tne five major fund groups increased 53 percent

in current dol lars, 6.3 percent In constant dollars

the Plant Fund balance Increased 49 percenT in current doIIars to a total of .

$56 8 billlon, a 4 0 percent Increase in consTanT dol lars

2

the Current Fund balance Increased 110 percent In current dol lars, 46

percent In consTanT dol lars

the positive margin between requirements and resources for current

operations becamé’sllghfly more favorable, as measured by a composi+e index

for.varlous institutional fypes

the ratio of "assets" (sum of five fund group balances) fo Current Fund.

expenditures declined slightly, from 1.88 to 1.78.

private Institutions

the comblned balance across the flve maJor fund groups increased 42 percent

In current dollars, a 9. 12 percent decrease in consTanT dol lars

the PIanT»Fund balance increased 35 percent in -current dollars to a fotal of

$22.7 billion, a 6.2 percent decrease in constant. dollars
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e +the Current Fund balance increased 100 percent In current dollars, 39

N percent In constanT dollars

s the positive margin between féquremenTs and resources for current
operations became substantial |y more favorable, as measured by a composite
index for varlous institutional types

e +the ratlo of "assets" (sum of five fund group balances) to Current Fund

expendlfures declined from 2.66 to 2.28

. *he Endowment Fund balance increased 43 percenT In currenT dollars 1o a

!
total of $15.3 bllllon-—vlrfually no change at all in constant dol lar terms

e the sum of the Endowment Fund balance plus Th@-CdrrenT Fund balance remained

roughly equivalent to annual Current Fund expendiTures, although the ratio

docl ined slightly (from 1.04 to .94). |

i
1

- At proprletary Tnstltutlons

e the combined balance across the flve major fund'groups Increased
dramatically In percenfage +erms (419 percent In currenT dol lars), but the
combIned balance remained a very small proporTlon (abouf Two-fenfhs of one

percent) of the total for all higher-education lnsTlTuTlons.




Tablé 3,1 End=of=Year Fund Group Balances, by Sector,
FY1975-8Q’(MIIIIons;of Dol lars)

- % Change
FY1975-80
Eund Groups ‘ 1975 1977 1979 1980  Current §s
Public Institutlons, :
All Five Funds $44,461 $52,818 $62,384 $67,808 53%
Current 2,504 3,327 4,347 5,255 110
Loan 1,274 1,697 1,952 2,053 61
Endowment ) 2,620 2,660 3,371 3,641 39
Annul ty 25 35 52 36 44
Plant . 38,088 . 45,099 52,§62 56,823 - 49
- Private Instlfutlons, ' :
All Flve Funds . 30,780 34,752 39,388 43,611 - 42
Current - 1,365 1,878 2,430 2,726 100
Loan 1,365 1,624 1,851 - 1,985 45
Endowment 10,685 11,947 13,413 15,315 43
Annuity 467 569 681 843 81
Plant _ ’ 16,898 18,734 21,013 22,742 A 35
_Proprietary Instltutlons, o
_AII Flvé Funds 43 74 219 223 419
Current o 7 24 49 63 800
Endowment <0.5 <0.5 12 12 3900
Annul Ty ‘ 0 ‘ 0 <0.5 0 0
Plant 36 50 158 147 308
‘All Instlfutlons, : ‘
All Flve Funds _ 75,284 87,644 101,991 111,642 48
Current . . ‘ 3,876 5,229 6,826 8,044 - 108 o
Loan 2,639 3,321 3,803 4,038 53
Endowmenf 13,305 .14,607 16,796 - 18,969 43
Annul Ty 492 604 733 879 79

Plant $55,022 $63,883 $73,833 $79,71 45%
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Table 3.2 Current Fund Surplus (Deficit)¥, by Institutional Type,
FY1975 and FY1980, (Millions of Dol lars and Percents)

1975 1980
% of % of
-~ Institutional Surplus Current Fund Surplus . Current Fund
Publ ic $ 6 *0.03% $323 .85%
R-M 48 .76 259 2.69
R-NM (7) (.49) 55 2.24
D-M 16 1.36 37 1.52
D-NM (33) (1.41) (9) (0.25)
c ~(118) (2.37) - (144) (1.84)
B (5) (.59) (3) (0.23)
TYAC 52 J 1.49 : 51 95
TYO (3) . (.34) (22) (1.47)
HP - 42 2.82 108 3.65
0S ' 15 . 2,06 (9) (0.98)
Private 149 1.29 ) 836 4.38
R-M 90 2.67 315 5.767
R=NM (3) (.38) 75 5.63
D~-M 13 . 190 . 73 - 5,92
D~-NM 13 1.60 49 3.88
C 8 .49 96 ‘ 3,55 ¢
B (10) (.38) 130 3.17
TYAC (3) (1.61) 3 .97
TYO 1 1.01 . 6 4.03
HP 39 6.41 66 5.67
0S 1 .13 23 1.76
Proprietary - 3 6.38 13 7.78 -
All , ‘
Institutions $158 0.45% - $1,172 2.05%

* Surplus (deficit) is calculated by subtracting deductlons and mandatory
transters from additions to the Current Fund.
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Table 3.3 Current Operatlons Index*, by Sector,
FY1975 and FY1980

1915 1980
" Pablic Institutions .098 974
Private Institutions 1.473 4,377

* Annual Index value generated as follows: for each Institutlonal Type, deductions
and mandatory transfers are subfracted from additions to The Current Fund to obtain
the surplus (deficit); the surplus (deficit) Is divided by Current Fund expendifures
+o obtain the operating ratio; the operating ratio is multiplied by the market share
(current fund revenues divided by total current fund revenues for the sector); the
products in a sector are summed to get the index value for The sector. The hlgher The
index value the better in terms of the institutional ability to meet the financial
reguirements for current operations. All data are taken or derived from HEGIS.
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Table 3.4 Net Transfers Into (Out of) the Endowment Fund Group
as a Percent of the Previous Year's Ending Balance,

Institutlonal
-C—Las'a. : "

Public

R-M
R~NM
D-M
D~NM
C

B .
TYAC
TYO
HP
0S

Private

R-M
R=-NM
D-M
D-NM
C

B
TYAC
TYO
HP
0s.

Proprietary

All Inéflfuf!ons

by Institutlonal Type, FY1975-80

1975
0.73%
.71
W12
2.78
2.32
.26
(.38)
.59
.66

.46
023

(0.54)

(.59)
(.69)
(1.81)
.42
(.29)
(.51)
.54
(1.59)
. 2.01

(1.08)

0.0

S (300%.

1971

(0.03)%

“(0.08)

.18
3,32
.04
1.45
3.56
.00
.00
.38
.88

0.44

<.01
2.34
1.91
1.49.
.08

23 .

4.21

2.72
(1.99)

2.15

0.0

36% 7

1979
0.34%

g2
A1
54
.40
(.30) .
.00
45
.00
(.73)
(.93)

1.19

1.58
1.73
1.68
1.06-
1.21
.69
1.61
7.11
(2.34)
59

.97
1.02%

52

1980
0.53%
1.06

.23
1.02

1.45

(1.88)

.90
(.61)
(1.81)
T .78
(3.36)

2.07

2.29
1.34
0.0
(.47)
1.49
.25

0.0

1.78%

.
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Table 3.5 Fund Group Balances in Perspective

1975 1977 1979 1980
Sum of five fund group ’
balances, for all
institutions, as a :
‘percent of GNP 4.86% 4.57% 4,22% 4.24%

Ratio of the sum of - -
five fund group

balances to current

fund expenditures _ S
at public Institutions - 1.88 1.83 1.84 1.78

Ratio of the sum of

five fund group balances

to current fund

expendifures at ,

private institutions 2.66 2.49 2.33 2.28

Sum of Endowment and
Current Fund balances,
for public institfutions,
. as a percent of Current
. Fund expendifures 21 .6% 20.8% 22.7% 23.4%

Sum of Endowment and

Current Fund balances,

for private institutions,

as a percent of ' :
Current Fund expendifures 104.2% 99.0% 93 .5% 94,5%
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~ Fig. 3.1: Sum of End-of-Year Balances for Five Fund Groups,* FY 1975-80.
' [Source: HEGIS; HEPI used for constant do]]qrs.]

. : -
*Current, Loan, Endowment, Annuity and Life Income, and Plant.

Current Dollars Conetant Dollare - =y
PSS

Blillons of Dollars '
20 -
13 -~ -
18 -
14 —

- // 4
12 L- -

10

o

1978 : 1977 v . 1979 1980

Fig. 3.2: Endowment-Fund End-of-Year Balance, FY 1975-80. [Source:
HEGIS; HEPI used for constant dollars. ]
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Unll'Revenues

Revenues for day-tco-day operallons in higher education are to a consldéﬁable

- extent a function of the number of students enrolled. In ~many instances, the
relallonshlp is quite close, for e.ample, al certain types of public. lnslllullons‘
in states with formuia funding, or private Inslllullons that are highiy dependent
upon . tuition revenues. An other cases, especial ly at institutions that receive
large amounts of funding for research or publlc'servlcerr whose yield on endowment
-Dprovldes a substantial amount of money for current operations, the nelallonshlp

between total revenues and total enrollment is less‘slralghlforward.

kThe revenue'lrends dlsplayed In the preCedIng segments suggest modest groﬁlh
in the amounl of financial resources available to higher educallon, even when
expressed ln constant doilar terms. in one sense, that growth Is of Inleresl in
its own right as an indicator of a change Invlhe magnllude'of higher
‘educallon--regardless-of the aTlenQanl service Ievel.~ On the other hand, higher
educallon's f inancial fesources also need fo be measured agalinst lhe‘level of
services provided. Whereas lhe lolal amount of resources available-%o higner:
education is indicative of absolule size, and relative’ slze loo when compared to
resources devoted to other social goods, analyzlng revenues with respect to levels
of output, acllvlly,'oh‘senvlce addresses questions of funding adequacy--at least

in a relative sense (over time and between classes of institutions).

Qaia_lssugsl There are several Imporfanl constraints on what might be done to
express revenues on a unit basis. Colleges and unlversllles produee mulllble
outcomes, only some of which are readily moasurable. Essenllal'funcflons snch.as
~ research and public service are dlfflcull to analyze on a unit basls. ln some
respects, so is the lnslrucflonal funcllon, but al‘leasT in lhls case there are.
‘widely accepted -indicators such s the number of students whereby the level of

)
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service or actlvlty can be measured. In this segment, then, the revenue-per-unlt
analysls wlll be confined to revenue-per-student. This approach requ!res'answers
to two subsidiary issues: which revenues fo consider and how best to count

students.

The relationship of Interest for present purposes Is that between fevenues for
student-related purposes and number of students. While the sources of funds can ue
del ineated, as was shown in segment two, vals not possible within the national
data base (HEGIS) to directly connecf'speclflc revenues wffh sfudenf—relafed;
educaflonal acflvlfles. Nonetheless, one can derive a reasonable approximation by:
first, confining the  analysis To educational and general l&&”) revenues -

(el iminating revenues . related to hospifals, auxlllary enferprlses, and inoapﬁndenf _
operations); second, subtracting from E&G revenues the expendl;ure totals for
separafely_bquéfedvresearch_and public service (restrlcféd funds fcr the purpose
of conducting research- or prleslng publlﬁ services are counted as revenues only' If
actual !+ expended within the fiscal year In quesflon, so ‘these @xpandlfures are a,
good proxy for revenues); and, third, subtracting from E&G revenies a prorated
snare of anm|nlsfrafive and academir services expeiuitures devofed to research and‘
publlc service. The remaining EdG revenugs can bg regarded as belng avallab!e for

studenf—relafed educe tional purpcins.

Students ar: counved In two ways in this segment: a Tradl+ional fuil4flme

eQU|vaIenT (FTE) calculation and a welghfed FTE ca.culaflon. The former approach

recognizes fhaf, on fhe whcoiz, @ parf—flme student places fewer demands on

.institutional resources than €res a ful I=time sfudenf. Thus, it Is approprlafe to
congert the numbar of parf—Tlme sfudenfs into fhelr fuII ~time equivalents when
considering the ‘adequacy of avallable (flnanclal) resources. Transformlng

headcount to FTZ enrol Iment lsha fyplcal first step.. Further discrimination
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regarding the composition of the student body can be attalned by using a weighted
_ FTE flgure deslgned to take Into account the differences In resources that are

required by students at dlfferent leve\s of instruction. Welghled FTE enrollmenf
figures are used in this segment (see tahle 4.2 for details) along with the more

traditional non-weighted FTE counts. N

Enrol Iments welghted by type of program‘(maJor) would be theoretical ly
approprlaTe too. From a prachcal standpoint, however, nelTher.lhe enrollmenl dala_
nor an acceptable welghllng scheme for that purpose Is readily avallable on a
. national basis; furfhermore{.fhe deoree of preclslon‘lnvolued would probably be
grealer than required. for present purposes, as opposed, for example, to that

required by oerlaln types of complex funding formulas.

All of the dala used In this segmenf are taken from HEGIS——The flnance surveys
_and the enrollmenl surveys. Two data problems are worth nollng. Subfracllng
'separafely budgeted research-expendllures from E&G revenues does nof necessari |y
‘remove al l research—relaled expendllures. ln the HEGIS reporTlng system,.
expenditures for research Thaf are not separafely budgefed are lumped logelher with
lnsfrucflonal expendllures. Whether so-cal led "deparfmenlal research" should be
consldered educaflonal is a matter of debate (for example, see Bowen 1980 Appendlx

'.C).‘ In any case, the issue is of | ittle importance for most institutlons because

they conduct very |ifTle research.

Allhoughrll has. come to be a kind of common currenoy in higher education, FTE
enrollmenl is definitely not calculaled ln.fhe same way. in all'lnsflluflons., In
reallly, as Rhodes (1976) has documenfed, conslderable variation exists. For
' presenf purposes, FTE flgures have been calculaled by laklng the sum of reported
ful I= -t ime sTudenTs plus one—lhlrd of lhe reporfed number of parT—Tlme sludenls.
This procedure avolds at least some lypes of maJor problems. |+ does not eliminate

0
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the ambigulties involved In counting ful |=-time and parT-TIme students. .
" Fortunately,. studies have shown That aggregate enrol Iment data are unlikely to be
seriously misleading. (For an overview of studies on the qual ity of HEGIS data,

see Stroup 1980.)

Highlights. During the period from 1975 through 1980, student-related

revenues changed as fol lows.
- by sector, on a weighted FTE student basis

° overafl, revenues-aT publlc institutions remalned JusT ovér four-f ifths -
of revenues at private institutions o “

e the difference between unit revenues at pnbllc and private instifutions
was greaTesT,for research universities; it was sme[lesT“for non-medlcal
nnlverslTIes and comprehensive lnSTITuTlons

e unit revenues Increased abouT the same for publics (45. 4%) as for

prIvaTes (47.1%)v both stayed just ahead of InflaTIon (HEPI)
- by Institutional class, per student (simple or weighted FTE)

~ e the plggeeT perEenTage gainers in unit revenues were universities wjfh

medlcal'pregrans and Institutions .special izing in The health prefeselons

e the smellesf percenTage gelners in unit revenues were Two—?ear.
institutions and publle baccalaureafe insTITuTIOns

e among publlc institutions (excludlng speclal ized schoois) the raTIo of
highest To | owesT revenue per FTE student was 1.97 In 1975, compared to
2.21 In 1980
- as expecTed, the welighted FTE approach reQUces these di fferences=-to

1.34 In 1975, and 1.52 in 1980

<

.58.



e among private Instltutlons (excludlng speclal ized schools), the ratio of
highest to lowest revenue per FTE syudenf was 3.54 in 1975 and 4.90 in
1980 v
- using a weighted FTE approach, the ratios are 2.30 In 1975 and 2.92 In

1980 (at four-year institutions only, the change was from 2.30 fo just
2.34)
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Table 4.1 Student-Related Revenues per FTE Student,
By Institutional Class, FY1975-80

Institutlonal Class 1975 19117 1919 1980
Publlc " 2,813 $3,148  $3,785  $4,100
R-M 3,855 4,389 5,351 5,829
R-NM 2,693 3,257 3,763 4,053
D-M 3,424 3,851 5,104 5,583
D=-NM | 2,885 2,938 3,484 3,839
C | 2,579  .2,938 3,484 3,839
B | 2,680 . 2,884 3,446 3.,640
TYAC 1,952 2,088 2,455 2,640
TYO 2,321 2,486 3,023 3,130
HP 20,120 24,437 27,287 31,100
0s | 6,647 6,816 7,720 8,584
Private | 3,83 4,412 5,151 5,700
R-M | 6,772 8,079 9,772 10,670
R=NM 8,340 9,332 10,888 12,894
D-M | 5,101 6,244 7,708 8,526
~ D-NM 3,253 4,046 4,402 4,889
c 3,077 3,639 4,195 4,628
B 3,248 3,727 4,267 4,750
TYAC 2,412 2,544 3,023 3,364
TYO o ' 2,354 2,265 2,300 2,631
. HP . 14,191 14,761 19,456 22,987
0s 3,304 3,437 4,289 4,435
Proprietary 1,638 2,246. 2,419 2,477
ALl Institutions $3,052 . $3,440  $4,106  $4,477
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Table 4.2 Student-Related Revenues per Welghted FTE Student*,
By Instltutional Class, FY1975~80

lnstitutional Class 1975 1977 1979 1980
Pubiic $2,190  $2,451 ., $2,940 '$3,185
R-M , 2,514 2,845 3,498 3,800
R-NM 1,866 2,243 2,592 2,802
D-M 2,311 2,622 3,426 3,763
D-NM 1,995 2,356 2,850 3,052
c 1,913 2,179 2,592 2,856
B 2,198 2,345 2,772 2,934 ,
TYAC 1,873 1,972 2,299 2,467
TYO | 2,261 2,377 2,878 2,973
HP 9.524 11,494 12,649 14,59
0s 4,902 5,109 5,835 6,343
 Private | 2,655 3,039 3,539 3,906
R-M - : 3,694 4,347 5,268 5,740
R~NM 4,852 5,443 6,410 - 7,408
D=M . 3,083 3,865 4,750 5,216
D=NM 2,146 - 2,638 2,874 5,210
c 2,112 2,470 2,850 3,160
B | 2,628 3,008 3.420. . 3,811
TYAC 2,336 2,483 . 2,885 3,203
TYO 2,296 2,151 2,191 2,541
HP 6,165 6,422 8,381 9,807
- 0s - 2,068 . 2,132 2,613 2,669
Propr letary 1,531 1,992 2,244 2,286
All institutions ~ $2,309  $2,601  $3,095  $3,373

* Fol lowing Bowen (1980) the fol-lowing weighting scheme was used to convert simpie !
. FTE enrol iments to weighted FTE enrol imenfs: freshman and sophomores, 1.0; juniors
and seniors 1.5; flrst-year graduate students 2.1; advanced professional students |
. 2.5; and advanced graduate students 3.0. These weights are sald by Bowen to "
‘ref lect "the reiative average costs of educating various categories of students" -
(p. 115). ‘ - ' f
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Table 4.3 Percentage Changes In Dollars Per Studant,
By Instltutlonal Class, FY75 fo FY80

% Changa in Dol lars Per
Welghted FTE Student, FY75-FY80
Current $s ‘Constant $s*

% Change in Dollars

Institutional Per FTE Student, FY75-FY80
Current $s . Constant $s*

62

Jype

Public 45.8% 1.6% 45 .4% 1.4%
R-M 51.2 5.4 51 02 504
R"'NM 50 05 4.9 ’ 50 02 4.7
D-M 63.1 13.7 62.8 13.5
D-NM 51 06 5.7 53 00 6.6
C 52.7 6.5 49.3 4.1
B 35.8 -5 03 33 05 -7 .0
TYAC 35.2 ~5.7 3.7 -8.2
TYO 34 cg -6 co 31 05 -804
HP 54.6 7.7 533 6.8
0s 29.1 -10.0 29.4 -~9.8

Private 48.6 3.6 47.1. 2.5
R"M 57 06 9.8 i 55.4 8.3
R-NM 54.6 7 08 52 07 6.4
D-M 67.1 16.5 69.2 17.9
D=NM 50.3 4.8 49.6 4.3
C 50.4 4.8 49 .6 4.3
B 46.2 1.9 45.0 1.1
TYAC 39 05 -2 cg 37 ol -4 04
TYO 1 1 08 "22 01 1007 22 -9
HP 62.0 12.9 59,1 10.9
Os 34 02 "6 04 29 ol -10.0

Proprletary 51 .2 5.4 49.3 4.

All Institutions = 46.7 2.2 46.1 1.8

* HEP| used for constant dollars. "
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Table 4.4 Comparison of Student-Related Revenues per Welghted FTE Student,
Publl¢ vs., Private, by Institutlonal Class, FY1975 and FY1980

lnstitutional Class*
R=M

R=NM

D=M

D=NM

C

B .
TYAC

TYO

Overal |

Publlc as %
of Prlivate
1975

68.1%
38.5
75.0
93.0
90.6
83.6
80.2
98.5

82.5%

Publlc as %
of Private
J1o80

66.2%
37.8
72.1
95.0
90.4
77.0
77.0
117.0

81.5%

‘% Health professlonal and other speclal lzed Instltutlons have
not been Included In the comparison because, on the whole,
they are not comparable [nstlfutlons across the two sectors.

S
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Tne Federal Share

The federal government'!s role in higher educaflon has traditional ly been that
of promoting speelal purposes, whereas the states were left, by eonsTITuTionaI
authority, wlfh The‘baslc and, broad requnslbilffles‘for education as a whole.

" Thus, federal expenelfures for higher education have Taken4+he'form cf support for
vlandgnanT institutions, veTerans,kbaslc»research, black institutions, manpower
training programe, needy students, and so on. Perhaps the closest thing to general

support are the so-cal led tax expendiTUree, or tax write-offs, granted by the

" téderal” government on behal f of hlgher‘edﬂcaflon.

Funds from the federal government have been channeled to higher education in
baslcally two ways: ' as'peymenfs to institutions and.as assistance to students.

The aforementioned tax expenditures preSUmany enhance the flow of funds from

various other sources (such as parents, alumnl, and corporations).

The flow of federal funds to stuqenfs'fn‘hlgher education can be thought of as
~ being of two kinds. Some of The,funds.(for.exampie, Pel | grants) are a type of
direct support to students, while oTher funds (such as veterans! benefits) can be
considered as indirect supnor+bfo students. The payments, In the latter zase, do
go to the student, but are indirect in the sense that thelr primary purpose s not.

equcandnal.

The bulk of federal funds Takfng +h% fokm of payments to InsTlTuTlons are In
supporT of research activities. Some federal money -does ‘support non |
research-orlenfed prOJecTs such as pregrams for dlsadvanTaged sTudenTs and
vocational education., Ofher monles provlde more general institutional supporT,Aae
in The case of the developlng InsTlTuTlons program and especially the ald glven to

a few special institutions.
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Dafa lssues. There are two primary data sources for federal expendifures:

The Buddet of the United S$tates Government, 1975-1983; and Special Analysis, Budget

of the Unitfed States Government, 1975-1983. In the tables and figures that follow,
the expenditure data shown are acTual'ouTlays\in almost all cases;(excepflons are
noted), rather than either appropriaticns or obligations. Outlays may be greaTer'
or less than approprlaflons. ObllgaTlons, or at least fuTure'obllgaTlons that are
incurred in a gliven year Through progréms such as the Guaranteed STudenf Loan

Program, can be considerably greater than the outlays in the same year.

Data problems arise from lhe complexiff of federal fdndlngcfor higher
education. Only about one-fourlh of The\federal government!s estimated 4QO_ )
posTsecondary programs and less than one-Thlrd of all federal posTsecondary : _
expenditures are cenfrallzed in the Deparfmenf of EducaTlon (Gladleux 1981). The |
problem of accounting for the expenleures on a conslsTenT basis from year fo year
is formidable. On occasion, the Office of Management and BudgeT (OMB) has made
that task conslderably easler. For the flirst Three data polnTsfof The Tlhe.span
covered In The Tables and flgures that fol low, That ls, 1973, 1975, apd 197?7 a
speclal analysls of expenleures for educatlon was prepared by OMB “Thgse analyses ~
were subsequenle used by The author as The basis for gaTherlng expenleu:es from
the budget data for 1979 and 1980 On the whole, the data shown below for 1979 and
1980 are ‘lkely to be less accurafe with respecf to some of the defails-fhan ln the
earlier years. Areas where this Is especlally true are healTh and” defanse-related
expenditures, and varlous klnds of “oTher“ expenleures. The totals are general |y
reporTed and Thus should be reasonably accurate--for presenf purposesw-bul
'proporTlons al located 1o student asslsfance as opposed To paymenTs 1o lnsTlTuTlons

involve some guesswork.
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~““Jhe,baslc structure for presenting and organizing the data, as shown in Table

5.1, was Taken from Finn (1978). |+ should be noted that following Finn's approach
apparent|ly ieads To slightly higher estimates of total expendifures Than those
obtal ned by Frances (1980),: buT sl ightly lower than those obtained by Gladieux
(1981), even though al | of The authors use the same prlmary data sources mentioned
earller (Tho differences are on the order of 1 to 2 percenT). Accordlng to Flnn,

- the OomB analy5|s results in reIaTlver conservative estimates of the ToTaI federal
contribution, because porTIons of adult and continuing education, c ampus-based g
Tralnlng, and revenue sharing program should probably be-lncluded in the total
federal effort buT are not. On The oTher hand, Flnn's approach slightly

foveresflmafes (3 to 4 percenT) the tax subsldy aTTrlbuTabIe to the federal

‘government. Only that portion of an exempTlon which Is equlvalenT In percentage
:Terms to-the porTlon of a tax Tpaf Is noT, in Turn, ueed t0 support higher
education éould be strictly regarded as a hidden cost. The net effect of ignoring

+he tax Issue Is to overestimate the total federal contribution by about one-hal f

of cne percent.

Two price indexes were used to convert current to constant dol lars.” The
‘VHfgher Educaflon Prlce I ndex (HEPI) was used for payments to institutions,
including payments for research and deveIopmenT, and the Consumer Price |ndex (CPI)
was used for sTudenT asslstance and for tax expendITures. "This approach fol lows
'Gledleux (1981). Frances (1980) uses the Researchwand-DeveIopmenTﬂPrlce I ndex
EE&DPI; to convert payments for research and development. The dlfference between
+he HEPI and”The RﬁDPI averages less than 1 percent for each of the years covered‘
in the present anaiysis (1973-1980). A comparison of the two Indexes, and others,

i

‘can be found in Halstead (1980).
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Highlights. Durlng the period from 1973 to 1980 inclusive, the followlng

changes occurred in federal expenditures for higher education.

- The fotal amount of expenleures
| e increased 91 percent In current dol lars, from $9.2 bl[lion to $17.6
billion |
° lncreased 5.5 percenT in constant dollars (CPI)
‘@ decl Ined 10.9 percent In.constant dollars on a ngn_iiud&ni basls
e declined as a share of GNP from .70 percent to .67 percent
° Qecllned as a share of Tofal federe} non-defense expenditures from 5.1
‘percent to 4.6 percent 7
@ declined as’a share of the total cost of higher education from 17.9
.percenT fe 17,03perCenT H

S
/

- With reebecf to expenditure shares
e direct assistance to sTudenTS‘(for example, Pel | granfe) increased from
11 percent to 29 percent |
o j{eeffe;fBasslsfaﬁcehfore+ﬁdenfeM(fef exampie, veterans! benefifs)
decreased from 34 percent to 22 percent
[ paymenfs To lnsTlTuTlons, other than for reseerch and developmenT
( decreased from 17 percenT To 10 percenT
e tax exempTlons, excluslons, and deductions relaTed To hlgher'educaTlon

remained virfually constant -

- With respect to expenditure amounts
° aéslsfance +o students (direct and indirect combined) Increased 21
percent In constant doilars . . |

‘e payments to institutlons for research and development increased 24

percent Iin constant dollars
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Table 5.1, Detalled Federal E%pehdifhrés“fbr Higher Eﬁuca+ion>a’

Ass|stance to Studenjsb

Office/Department of Education
Basic Educational
Opportunity Grants
"Campus-based" Aid and State
Student Incentive Grants
Guaranteed Loans
Other
Social Security —= Dependents
.and Supervisors! Education
Benefits
Health Training and Other HEW
Veterans! Education BenefiTs
Defense Department
" Other

Subtotal

Payments to Institutions

Research and Development

Programs for Disadvantaged
Students and Developing
Institutions

Vocational Education

‘Other 0E/DOE Programs

Special Institutions

Health Resources '

Defense Department

Other

Subtotal
o
e tomiliues gy

Exclusion of Scholarships
and Fel lowships o
Parental Personal Exemptions
- for Students 19 and Over
Deductions  of Individual

. Contributions.

" Deductions of Corporate
Contributions '

Exclusion of Veterans!
Education Benefits

Exclusion of Social Securlty
Student Benefits

Exclusion of Inferest on
State and Local
Student Loan Bonds

Subtotal

Total

1973 1915 191 o799 1980

255
50

- 342
829 844.
206 335
0o - 110
638 840
283 320
2016 - 3479
113 . 532
110 111
4195 6913

1888 . 2228
85 1230
160 - 137
159 7
79 89
554 758
289 71
279 93
3493 3613
200

670

440

205

1522 1820

DA
9210 = 12346

73

69

1387

865
344

1181
- 215
2802
- 330
109

7321

12702

130

166
118
99
769
326
111

4421

750

525
235

2088

13830

88 -

245

260 -

73

1936
1091
662
80

1385
2120

336
105

7967

| 3430

226

80
126.
571€
336

- 106

5060

3109

© 935

680
325

190

2539 -

15566

252 €

185f |

2415

1268
1408 |
753

1565k
190 1
1813M
346 1
100 J

9180

39150

250 P
207 9

754
193"
529 |
346 "
100J

5615 -

3555

1030
785
305
190

125

45

2833

17628



Notes for Table 5.1
Sources: Fiqures are derlv®d fron Special Apalyshs. Budgef of the United Stafes

Government, Fiscal Years 1925-1983, called Analysis in the notes, and Budget of the
United Staves_Government, Fiscal Years 1975-1983, called Budget in the notes.

a The figures In this Tavle represent actual expenditures in fiscal years 1973,
1975, 1977, 1979, and 1980, except for the tox expenditure data, all of which are
estimates, and except -for other figuras as noted. »

‘b The expenditura categories fol low the scheme used by Finn (1980), except for the
last category (exclusion of interest on state and local student loan bonds) which.
is new since 1980. ' ' ' ' ' E

c Finn shows $2724, taken from Analysis 1979 table J=1. The fligure shown,, $2702,

was taken from Apalysis 1979, fable P=6. The latter figure Is used here because

table P=6, or its equlvalenf, is avallable for all five years shown, while table
J=1 Is not. ' : ' ' : -
4

d Data are estimates taken from Analysis 1979, excep+ as nated.

e Est.imates shown are Iéss than those in Aga|y51§']929, in accord with expendlfuré.
‘data taken from Budget 1981.° ‘ .

f Estimate shown is less than that in Apalysis 1979, in accord wlTh_expenleﬁreT
data taken-from Budget 1991.

g All tax expenditure estimates for 1979 were taken from Analyslis 1981.

h Total outlay for basic (Pell) grants and campus-based grants was taken from '
‘Budqet 1982. Author estimated the proportion of fotal outlays belonging To the two
types of grants. . ' S '

| From Budget 1982.

j Author's estimate. In the absence of special sectlion on higher education in
Analysls 82, The "other" outlays are difficult to determine. The estimates shown
" ‘here are extrapolations from previous years! data. ‘ ’

,k'?rom Budget ]9&]'(esflma+e)a

.| Total health-related higher-education outlays are Takén from Budget 1982.
Proportion of outlays for student asslstance and payments to institutions are
_author's estimates, based on the ‘mean of The proportions in fiscal years 1977 and-
1979. e ' ’ ' '

m Author's estimate, based on the assumption that higher education veterans!
benefits are 77.5 percent of total veterans! benef its for education and training.
That percentage fol lows previous years as well as fiscal year 1981. Data on 1980
total benefits are Taken from Budget 1982. :

n Toial defense-related hlgher-educéfion"buflays are Interpolated from reported

outlays for 1979 and 1981 'in Budget 1981 and Bugdget 1983, respectively. Total -
outlays for 1980 as shown in Budget 1982 are $515, a figure which appears To be.
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inaccurate in the context of outlays 1n 1979 and 1981. Propor*lonS‘of‘TOTaf
outlays.for student assistance and payments to Institutions were esf!mafed’by-
author, based on proporfions in effect during fiscal year 1977.

o From Analysls IQ&Z;

p From Budget 1980; Appendix.

q Author's estimate. Total outlays for vocational education (from Budget 1982)

were multiplied by 0.24 to get higher education's share, fol lowing the proportion
in effect in fiscal year 1977. '

~ r Frdnm Budget 1982.

s All tax expenditure estimates for flscalyyear-1980 are Taken'from Analysis 1982.
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Téblé 5.2. Direct and Indirect Federal Expenditures for Higher Educaflon,"
FY1973-80, Current Dol lars ‘ . »

1975 + 1913 1977 1979 1980

Direct Outlays - _ '
To Students $1035 $1631 $2684 $3769 $5166

To Institutions 483 463 513 717 1725
Subtotal 1518 2004 3197 4486 5891

~ (6% (17%)  (23%)  (29%)  (33%)
Indirect Ouflays = . 4282 6204 5843 5154 4989
‘ - - (47%)  (50%)  (42%)  (33%)  (28%)
RO - 1888 2228 - 2702 3430 3915

(20%) (18%) (20%) (22%) - (22%).

© Tax Expendltures - 1522 1820 - 2088 2539 2833
S (17%) . (15%)  (15%) (168 (163)

Total | S 0210 - 12346 13830 15609 17628
(100%)  (1008)  (100%) ~"(100%)  (100%).

' Percentage totals may- not equal 100 because of‘roundlng._
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Table 5.3. Federal Expenditures by Méjor Objectives,
FY1973-80, Constant Dol lars*

Student Assistance

Direct $1035 $1342  $1968 $2307 $2847
(11%) (13%) (19%) (24%) (29%)

Indirect 3160 4346 3401 2570 2212
(34) (42) (33) (26) (22)
Subtotal 4195 5688 © 5369 - 4877 . 5059

(45) (55) = (52) - (50) (51)

Payments to
Instlfutions , _ .
R&D ' _ 1888 1918 2048 2261 - 2349

| (21) (18) (20) (23) - (24)

Other . 1605 . . 1292 1303 1074 1020
(17) (12) - (13) (1) (10)

" Subtotal - . 3493 3110 3351 3335 3369
(38) . (30) (33) (34) (34)

Tax Expend]tures ' 1522 - 1498 1531 1554 1561
: (17) ' (15) (15)  (16) (16)
Total ' 9210 10296 10251 9766 9989
o : (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

P?rcenfage totals may not equal 100 because of rounding.
* Vb convert current fo constant 1973 dol lars, HEPI was uséd_for
RaymenTs +o institutions and CPl was used for student assistance

and fax expendifures.
) .

8
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Table 5.4 Federal Expenditures

Federal Expendifures
for Higher-Education

as Percent of:
GNP

Total Federal
Expenditures

Total Federal Purchases
of Goods and Services

Total Federal Non—Defensé
Expenditures: '

. Total Cost of
Higher Education

1973 1975 1977 1979

.70%  .80% 72% 65%
3.6 3.8° 3.5 3.2
9. \\~’ 10.1 9.7 9.3
5.1 5.0 4.6 4.2
7o 18 1. 17.3
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The State and Local Share

The states, with modest help from local governments, have Tradlfionally been
'respOnslbIe for the basic educational services that are to be supported with public
'monles.~ Their residual power, in a constitutional sense, extends to higher
education as mucﬁ aS +o primary and secondary education. Thus, It was the statfes
that had the primary responsibility for funding the enormous increase in the size
of public higher education in this century. Although the largest increases came
'earller, the period from 1973 through 1980, which is The‘subjecf of The tables and

charts that fol low, was also a period of growth in sTaTé expenditures; however,

much of the growth was negated by inflation in the price of goods and services.

State and local support for higher education Is predominantly a matter of
payments to Institutions for boTH current operations and caplita! 6uTIays, ExpliciT
student aid, that is, monleé earmarked for students, Increased drémaTicaIIy during
the 1970s buT’sTfII constituted a rather small portion of all state and local
support by the end of the decéde. “As in Thé case of the federal governmenf; state
aﬁé local governments also providé}flnancial suppor% in a form other than a direcf
‘ ouT[ay. State incoﬁé Taxes, aﬁa state and ]ocal.sales and property taxes,
typical ly conféfn provisions that reduce the cost of higher,educaflbn to the
Institutions, ﬁrlvafe donors,réhd students and their families. |In addition to tax
expenditures, other forms of supporTAlncIude The Impliclf~renf on, and The
depreciation of,'The physlcai assets belonging to public hlghgr education. Of The

" cost of higher education born by state and local governments, the proportion due to

these non-outlay forms of support is nearly twice the amount on the federal side.

Data_lssues. There are three primary data sources for determining the level
of financial support provided by state and iocal govefnmenfs: the annua] report on

-state appropriations for higher edcucaTlon.compiIéd by M. M. Chambefsﬁ the annual
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series of reports on governmental finances compiled by the U;S. Bureau of the
Census (QQ1g:nmgnia;_ﬁlnances.lﬂli:ﬂQ); énd the annﬁal HEGIS flnanée surveys
conducted by.NCés; 'The Chambers data on appropriations cover state governments
only, and do not Include appropriations for capital outlays. The census data on
governmental ffnancés include gross expenditures in higher education for both state
and local governments, and,Thelr‘respecTive revenues from higher education. These
data exclude expenditures and revenues related to hospitels and agriculture
experiment sTanons, but include capifal.ouflays. The latter are also reported
separately, however, so that a version of net operating expenditures can be
derived. HEGIS flnance data include the book values of land, buildings, and
equipment, and the current replacement value of buildings for each Institution.
These velues form the basis for esTlhafes of-lmpllclf ren}, depreciation, and

property tTax subsidies. Current fund expenditures are also found in HEGIS; These

expenditures, along with tax rate data In Governmental Fipnances, form the basis fof 

estimating sales tax subsidies.

The important daTa problems for this segment are not so much a function of the
dafé provided by the sources mentioned above, as they are a funchoﬁ of the various
ésflmafes that need to be made In order to capture The full economic cost of higher
education born by state and local governments. The data notes provide the detalls‘
of the choices that were made by the éufhor in estimating tax subsidies, Implicit

renTS; and depreciation on physicaliassefs. If should be noTedQThaT there. is some
conTrovérsy about which, I any, tax expenqlfures to Include. The appfoach taken
here fol lows that of ‘Schultz (1960) and Cohn (1979) In_lnéludlng the subsidies

built Into income, sales, and property Taxes.

As lndléafed in segment five, federal budget documents contain estimates of

federal income tax expenditures for higher education. No such data could be found
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with respect to state goyernmenfs, so the state Income tax subsidy had,4o be
esTlmaTed‘by the author. The key assumption made In developing The eS*ImaTe was
that the amount of The varlous income tax deductions and exemptions granfed by the
states Is roughiy slmliar in proportion to total state ircome tax revenues as the
federal income tax subsidies are to total ‘ederal income fax revenues. !n
addition, It Is general ly agreed that oniy that perficn of a fax subsidy which
would not have been used to fund higher education czn leglf]mafely be considered as
part of the opportunity codt atfributable to higher educaTlon.(Cohn 1979). Since
income -tax revenues typically are part of general fund revenues, and since, on
average, abouTv9 percent of general fund expendlfu;es were directed toward higher

education during the 1970s (McCoy and Halstead, 1983), 91 percent of estimated

higher education-related income tax exemptions were inciuded as part of the cost

for higher education born by state and local governments.

For the sales tax subsidy, which has no federal counterpart, the first step Is
to estimate a reievanf average sales tax rate for the nation. A national average
rate of 477 percent was aErlved at byngigrylng that for populoﬁs states the
average .rate was approxfmately 4 percent dﬁring The period from 1973 to 1980, and
that revenues from local sales tTaxes, while increasing over that'period, were about
{7.5 percent on average of the revenues from state sales taxes [the combined rate,
then, Is 4 + (.175 x 4), or 4.7]. Estimating the sales tax subsldy’aléo invol ves
estimating the proportion of expendlfures'by col leges and universlfles_fhaf wouldi,
be subject Td a sales tax (essentially éverYThing but salarles‘and wages). The
taxable proportion of current fund expenditures was assumed To be 20 percenf,»as
opposed t+o 40 percent for capital outlays for consTruchon, and lOO'percenT for

capital outlays for equipment.
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With EespecT"To prOperTy'Taxes, +he annual rates were either taken directly,
or they were extrapolated, from Cohn (1979). Cohn went on to assume that virtual ly
no property tax revenue Is directed ?eward higher education, and, therefore, that
100 percenT'of The'properfy tax exemption granted to higher education shoﬁld be

considered as opportunity cost. Property tax revenues are primarily part of

. general fund revenues of local governments (typical ly more than 96 percent of all

property tax rezﬁiues according to the data In Government Finances 1973-1980). On
a national basis, total net expenditures by local governments for higher education
are equivalent to about 6 to 7 percent of their general fund revenues. It seems
reasonable to argue, then, that only about 93 or 94 percent of the property tax
~exemptions granted higher-ecucadion Instifutions can in fact be considered. an

opportunity cost.

Over the years, state and local governments have built up a multi=billion

dol lar investment In physical assets. Some analysts argue that outlays for

physical assets should not be considered as part of annual cosTs; instead, capital

costc are to be limited to the annual depreciation En'Tﬁe value of physical assets

and to implicit rent, that Is, the rent monies that cou]d be earned If the physical
i .

assets were used for purposes other than higher educancn. For the present study,

however, |t seemed more approprlafe to fol low Blitz (19b2) Machlup (1962), and

Cohn (1979), in inciuding capital outlays as an annual cost along with depreciation

Vand implicit rent, a procedure which is consistent wITh the obJec?lve of

considering all opportunity costs. SchuITz (1960) used a value of 5.1 percenf of
book yalue as the rate for Impllcit rent. |In v.iew of The dramaTlc Increases in
Interest rates dur in§ the 1970s, the 5.1 percent raTe woula seem to be much Too
low. :Or present purposes, It was assumed that 1he raTe of Implicit rent could ee

‘pegged #o the yleld on state and local government bonds. These yields went from

3.26 percent In 1960 to 7.80 in 1980, By assuming that the ratio of Schultz's rate
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estimate In 1960 to the bond yleld In 1960 (5.1 percent fo 3.26 percenf)‘would
remain constant as the yleld changed, speciflic rates of 'mnlicit rents were
estimated for the 1973 to 1980 period (see foo= =  In table 6.1), They were
subsequently mul+lplledvby the book value of hig. aducation's physical assets To

produce the rent estimates shown in table 6.1.
! 4

\

The fo!lowlﬁg énnual depreciation rates were taken from Cohn (1979): land,
zero pe}cenf;‘equlpmenf, 10 peﬁcenf;’and‘bulldlngs, 2 percent. ‘The 2 percent rate
for butldings Implles a fIny-yeaf lifetime for the average campué_éfrucfure; That
estimate may be optimistic In view of The mucﬁ-dlscussed cutbacks In expenditures '
ur building maintenance. If so, The estimated cost of depreciation shown in table

6.1 will be understated.

Highlights. During the period from FY1973 to FY1980, the fol lowing changes’
occurred InNThe flnanclal'supporf given To‘hlgher education by state and iocal 4

governments.
~ For current operations

\ e state appropriations increased 124 percent in current doilars, 35 percent
in constant dol lars |
e local net expenditures increased 113 percent In current doi lars, 28
percent in constant dollars; equglllng a fiftle more than one-fifth of
state appropriations across the périod |
e state appropriations plus iocal net expendl;ures increased siightly as a
’ D

percent of all state and local purchases of goods and services--to just

under 7 percent
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e state appropriations plus local net expenditures Increased sllgﬁ?ly as.a
percent of current fund expendltures of all cél!eges and universities==to

Just over 40 percent

- The state and local share as a percent of the total cost of higher education

e increased from 35.3 percent to 36.5 percent
- Tax expenditures

e Increased in value from $2.2 billlon to $4.3 billion, a 19 percent
increase In constant dollars; property Tax exemptions accounted for about

Three—fourThé of total tax expenditures
= Among céplTaI'cosfs

o exbendlfures for caplital outlays remained rather flat, fncreaslng only 9
percent In current dollars’ .
e impliclt ient jumped dramatical ly==54 percent in constant dol lars==in

accot 74 1th sharply higher interest rates

- For all costs ‘born by state and locai governments R , }'

<
e the proportion going to current operaticns increased from 54 to 39

percent; the capital=cost por+|on declined from 35 to 30 percent; The tax

expenditures portion stayed at 11 percent
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Table 6.1. State and Local Government!'s Financial Support for
" Higher Education (Millions of Dol lars), “Y1973-80

| % Change
‘ . - FY1973-80
Current Operatjons. - 1973 1975 1971 1979 1980  Constant $s*
State Appropriationsd $8510 $11250 $13900  $16980 $19080 23.5%
Local Net Expendlfuresb 1960 2700 3450 3760 4170 17.2
Subtotal : - 10470 13950 17350 20740 23250 22.4
Expe
-State Income Tax C 240 -~ 290 350 400 490 12.5
Sales Taxd 300 370 440 510 . 570 4.7
Property Tax € 1640 1900 2450 - 2860 5280 10.2
Subtotal . 2180 . 2560 3240 3770 4340 9.7
Capltal Costs % |
Implicit Rent T 2660 4790 4470 5520 . 683G 48,7
Deprec]aflong 1150 "1380 1640 1890 | 2033 2.2
Capital Outiays N 2730 2820 2860 . 2780 2570 . =37.0
Subtotal 6540 8990 8970 10190 11830 4.7

Total  $19190  $25500  $29560  $34700  $39420 18.3%

* CP| used for current operations and tax expenditures; Boeckh
construction index for capital costs.

a Does not Include appropriations for capital outlays. Source is M. M, Chambers.
There are several factors to keep in mind when Interprefing appropriations data.
The percentage increase is |ikely to be slightly overstated because reporting was
probably better (more complete) in 1980 than 1973; for example, with respect to
fringe benefits. Also, the composition of the appropriations evolved over the
period; for exampie, proportionately more funds went To student aid (3.7 percent in
1973 compared to 4.1 percent in 1980). -

b Does not Include expenditures for capital outlays. Source Is U.S. Burzau of e
Census, nggcnmgnigl Finances, 1973-1980.

¢ Author's estimate based on the assumption That the ratio befween "ta: .
expenditures" (for example, deductions for charitable contributions) for higher
educaticn and fotal income tax revenue Is the same for the states as it is-for fhe
federal government. The annual federal ratios, which were derived from Speciai
" Analyslis ]912;12§2, were used to estimate the gross state Income tax subsidy from
. state ‘Income tax revenue data that came from ﬁgxgcnmgnial_ﬁlngnggs‘_lslizlaﬁg. The
gross.subsidy|was muitiplied by (1-.09),to obtnin the net subsidy, or real hiddan
cost, shown in the table. '




d Author's estimate based on tThe followlng assumption: a sales tax ratfe (all state
and local areas combined) of 4.7 percent; a taxable proportion of current fund
expenditures equal To 20 percent; a taxable proportion of capital outlays for
construction equal To 40 percent; a taxabie proportion of capital outlays for
equipment equal to 100 percent; and a proportion of sales tax revenues golng To
higher education. equal to 9 percent (a proportion roughly egqual to that between
total cross expenditures for higher education and fotal 'gross, direct, general
expenditures, at the state level). The calculation isz [{current fund
expenditures for all public and private Institutions in a glven year X, «2) *+
(construction expenditures x .4) + capital equlpment expenditures] x 047 x
(1-.09). Data are taken from Governmental Finances and HEGIS.

e Author's estImate. Property tax rates (effective rate per dollar of current
market value) used were 1.85, 1.90, 1.93, 1.95, and 1.96 percent for 1973, 1975,
1977, 1979 and 1980, respectively. The rates for 1975 and 1977 were- taken from
Cohn (1979); the others were developed by {‘Inear Interpolation and extrapolation
~ from other data provlded by Cohn. Estimated proporgions of property tax revenues

going to higher education were 5.8, 6.6, 6.4, 6.8, and 7.1 percent in 1973, 1975,
1977, 1979 and 1980, respectively, based on the ratio of gross expenditures on
‘higher education fo total gross, direct, general '‘expenditures, at the local level
(as shown in Eg1gLnmgnial_Einﬁnggg_lQl}:lﬂﬁQ). The calculation for fiscal year
1973 Is: current replacement value of property x ,0185 x (1-.058). ' '

$ Author's estimate. Schultz (1960) used an implicit Interest rate of 5.1 percent
in.1960. In view of the Inferest rate increases during the 1970s, It appeared that
Schultz's figure should be revised upward. Upward revision was done as follows:
the ratlo, In 1960, of Schultz's Interest rate estimate to the yield on state and

local bonds (Aaa) was 5.1 percent to 3.26 percent. This ratig was assumed to .
“remaln constant as bond yields increased during the 1970=. The resulting estimate
of implicit interest rates are 7.81, 11.92, 9.57, 10.51, 12.27 percent in 1973,
1975, 1977, 1979, .and 1980, respectively. These rates w..¢ applied to the book

values of the physical assets owned by public Institutions (HEGIS data).

g Author's estimate based on depreciatiion rate of 2 percent for buildings, 10
percent for equipment, and zero percent for land rates fol low Cohn (1979). Data on
book value.of buildings, equipment, and. land are taken from HEGIS. '

h'DaTa are taken from Governmental Einances, 1913-198Q.
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Table 6-2. State and Local Financial Support for HIghér,EducaTlon
(Percents of Current Dollars), FY 1973-80

1973 1975 1977 1979 1980

Current Operatjons

State Appropriations 44% 44% 47% 49% - - 48%

Local Net Expenditfures - 10 10 12 11 11
Subtotal 54 54 59 60 59

Tax Expendifures -

State Income Tax 1 1 1 1 1

Sales Tax - ‘ 2 1 1 1 o1

Property Tax . 8 - 7 8 8 8
Subtotal 1 9 10 1 11

Capltal Cost

Impl Ici+ Rent 119 15 16 17

Depreciation ' c 6 5 6 5 - 5

Capital Outlays 15 12 10 8 8
Ssubtotal . 35 36 3 29 30

Total * ' 1004 100% 1008 1005  100%

* Totals and subtotals may notf a]ways.add correctly because of rounding.

i
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Table 6.3 State and Local Financial Support for Higher Education in Perspective

1973 1915 1971 1979  lea0 1981

Sfafe and Local Financial
Support for Higher Education
as a Percent of GNP¥* ' 1.4% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.5%

-

State -and Local Capital

Qutlays for Higher

Education as a Percent of

All State and Local General

Expenditures** for v _ ,

Capital OQOutlays 8.6 7.1 7.4 6.2 5.6

State Appropriations plus

Local Net Expenditures on

Higher Education as a N

‘Percent of State and Local ‘ S
Purchases of Goods and

Services 6.2 6.4 6.9 6.8 6.8

State Appropriations and

Log~! Net Expenditures on

higur. Education as a

Percent «f Total Current

Fur«d Expenditures by : '

») leges and Universities 37.2° 39.5 40.5 40.6 40.6

‘State and lLocal Share

as a Percent of the

Total Cost of Higher : : .

* GNP adjusted upward bylfhe amount of Implicit rent and depreciation.

** Excluding capitai buflays by local utilities.

o
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Fig. 6.1:" Stafe and Loéa] Financial Support for Higher Education,
FY 1973-80. [Source: See Table 6.1. Constant dollar
estimates based on the HEPI for outlays for current.operations,
" the CPI for tax expencitures, and the Boeckh construction
index for capital costs.] B
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Fig. 6.3: State Appropriations and Local Net Expenditures for Current
Operations per FTE Student at Public Institutions, FY 1973-80.
[Source: See Table 6.1.]
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Fig. 6.4: State Expenditures for Capital Outlay for Higher Education,
FY 1973-80. [Source: See Table 6.1. Constant dollar
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and the Boeckh COnstruction index for construction outlays.
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FY 1973-80. [Source: See Table 6.1. Constant dollar
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Voluntary Support

From ITs Inception, U.S. higher education has depended 1o some oxtent on
voluntary contributions. The enormous growth during this century of publically
suppoffed higher education brought with it a diminlshed role for voluntary
support--at least with respect fo hlgher education as a whole. Nonetheless,
vo}unfary subpbrT remains an essential ingredient of the funding picture for
certain types of institutions, as the data in segment Two ébove sugges+.
Furthermore, when the financial or the political scene at The state or federai

'leVef becomes less favorabie, pubiic institutions as well‘ag private institutions

turn Increasingly to voluntary contributions==to maintain qual ity if not for

survivail lItseif.

Federal and state governments have encouraged voluntary support to
higher-education Institutions. By allowing income tax deductions for Individual

"and corporate contributions to colieges and universities, both ieveis of government
i

used herein, i+ appears tThat the government confributes about one-third of tThe

t+otal amount -of voiuntary support received by the naflén's col ieges and

universities.

i

Data lssues. There are three basic sources for’dafa on voluntary support.
|

The Councii for Financiai Ald to Education (CFAE) puwllshes an annual document
: ’ ) I

"entitied Voluntary Support of Education. This documént provides ¢ ta on both

specific sources such as alumni and relligious organizations and specific purposes
such as sTuaenT aid and research. The data are based on an annual survey of a
sampie of institutions. On +he basis of The survey resuits, CFAE estimates the

‘amount of voiuntary support for ail of higher education.
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Data on foderal Income tax expendltures reiated to deductions for individuai

and corporate glfts to hligher education are found In the Speclal Analyslis, Budget
of the Unlted States Government, 1975-1982. Comparabie data on state tax

expenditures are not directiy aval jubie; however, estimates can be derived for
present purposes by assuming that, of the total state income tax subsldy for higher
education, the proportion atiributabie To indijviduai and corporate gifts would be
the same as at the federal level in any given year. Estimates of total state
income tax expenditures on behaif of higher educaflén are shown in tabie 6.1 above,

based on data from Governmental Finances in 1973-1980.

Another potentiai source of data, the HEGIS finance survey, no fonger permits
one to ascertain the amount of voluntary support, as customariiy understood.
Pre-fiscal year 1975 financiai survey forms distinguished between private support
for phllanfhroplc purposes and private (that is, qon—governmenfal) contracts for
specific purposes. In t+he current surveys, the distinction is no ionger recorded:
“private gifts, grants, and conTraé?s" now constitutes one revenue category. The
amounts shown in this category wlll'aIWayS exceed,Aln the aggregate at least, the
CFAEresTImaTed amount of voiuntary support for currer” qperaflons. One couid, of
"-irse, consTrue-QolunTéry support, or perhaps non-governmentai supporT; In a
- Jer sense congruenf with the current survey InsTrumenT.. In That case, he

reievant data are\Lhown in +he section on sources of revenues (segmenT Two above).
Highlights. From fiscal year 1973 through fiscai year 1980:

e Voiuntary support rose from $2.24 biiiion to $3.8 billlon, an increase of
70 percent in current doliars, but oniy about 2 percent in constant

doilars.
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Voluntary support grew faster fcr current operations than for capltal

\
purposes. \,

fontr Ibutlons from buslness corporations grew the most--118 percent In

current dol lars.

Conirlbutions from non-alumni individuals grew the least--41 percent In

current dc . lars.

In constant doliars, support designated for physical plant and student ald
decl ined, while support designated for research, faculty compensation, and

"other purposes" Increased.

Measured against educational and general expend|tures- at hlgher-education
institutions, voluntary support for current operations has remained
virtual ly constant since 1975--covering about 5 percent of those

expenditures.

Measured against the GNP, voluntary support has declined slightly since

1975-~equal | ing about one-cighth of one percent in 1980.

of the total amount of voluntary support, about two-th irds constlituted an

/acTuaI expense to private donors; the other one-third was contributed by
. :

/ - -
" the federal government (29 percent) and state governments (5 percent)
fhroUgh the tax expenditure mechanism (allowable income tax deductions for

\\

individual and corporate contributlions).
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Table 7.1." EstImated Voluntary Support* by Source and Purpose
(Milllons of Dollars)

% Change
4 Change 1973-80

k™

* 1973 1975 1977 1979 1980 1973-80 Constant Is¥*
Total Vuiluntary ' '
Support $2240 $2160 $2670 $3230  $3800 + 70% + 1.8%
Sources
Aiumni 536 486 638 785 910 + 70 +1.9
Non-alumni Individuals 600 516 646 736 847 + 41 - =15.3
Foundations 524 497 558 701 903 + 72 + 3.4
Business Corporations 320 357 446 556 696  +118 +30.5
Religious
Denominations 99 112 ° 136 161 155 + 57 - 6.1
Other TR 192 246 291 289 + 80 + 7.7
Purposesa
Unrestricted /160 695 865 1018 1251 + 65 - 1.2
Physical Plant 413 335 430" 465 599  + 45 ~-13.0
Research 292 324 398 508 577 + 98 +18.6
Student Aid %22 287 342 409 492 + 53 - 8.3 e
Faculty Compens~ti~n 114 ' 136 166 193 226 + 98 +18.9
Other 339 382 469 637 655 + 93 +15.9

Current Operations 1230 1370 1620 2010 2250 + 83  +9.
Capital Purposes 1010 799 1050 1220 1550 + 54 -7

* Includes government share; that is, the figures shown do nof ref lect the actual
cost to the donors, but rather what the institutions record as revenues from the
donors. ;

*% CPI
Source: Councll for Financial-Ald to Education, Yoluntary Support for Education,
1973-1980; HEPl used for constant~doj lars.

sonstan @

™.
a The data shown for 1973 are the author's estimates, except In the case of current
~operations and capital purposes. CFAE did not-begin estimating values for the
remaining six categories until 1974-75. The procerure used to generate the 1973
estimates for the latter categories was based on the assumption that the proportion
of funds allocated to each purpose for the nation as a whole wouid be the same as
the proportions in Tthe sampie. CFAE's estimates in subseque<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>