DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 37§ 759 HE 027 896

AUTHOR Andersen, Charles J.

TITLE State Revenues and Higher Education Appropriations,
1980-1992,

INSTITUTION American Council on Education, Washington, D.C. Div,
of Policy Analysis and Research,

PUB DATE 94 :

NOTE l4p.

AVAILABLE FROM American Council on Education, Department 36,
Washington, DC 20055-0036 ($58 one year's
subscription; $10 single issues; all orders

prepaid).

PUB TYPE Collected Works - Serials (022) -- Statistical Data
(110)

JOURNAL CIT Research Briefs; v5 n5 1994

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PCO1 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Economic Factors: Educational Economics; Educational

Finance; Federal Aid; Financial Support; Fiscal
Capacity; *Higher Education; *Income; *Resource
Allocation; *State Aid; Tax Allocation

ABSTRACT

This analysis used national data to evaluate changes
in state higher education appropriations, state revenues, and
regional differences in support for higher education from 1980 to
1992. Data from the United States Bureau of the Census and Illinois
State University's Center for Education revealed that between 1980
and 1990 the nation's Gross Domestic Product (GDP) grew 105 percent
but only 9 percent between 1990 and 1992. A major reason for this
difference was the recessionary period from the middle of 1990
through the first quarter of 1991. Overall, during the 1980s, state
support of higher education increased at about the same rate as the
national economy but by slightly less than the growth of the states'
own revenues. However, when data are converted to constant 1987
dollars the dramatic growth of the 1980s disappears: the GDP is seen
to have increased by 30 percent; federal revenues by 18 percent;
federal appropriations for higher education were 22 percent lower
than in 1980: and total state appropriations for higher education
were 4 percent lower in 1992 than in 1990. Also, the percentage of
state general revenues given to higher education declined from 11.3
percent in 1980 to 9.2 percent in 1992. In constant dollars the
appropriations per full-time equivaient student in 1992 were $3,200,
2 percent higher than the 1980 average of $3,150. Increased
competition with other claimants for public dollars is seen as an
important factor in the overall decrease in higher education's share
of state funding. Five resource organizations are identified.
Contains 10 references. (JB)

* - Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made %

. . K
from the original document. ¢
Je e de e v e v o 7% Yo oe e v s v o't v 3 v 9 3 7% e v 2'e 3o ve v o't 3% 3% v v de s v S vl e ot e vl e e de e ale deak e e de e e dle e de e e o de e e de e dle e e deae

¥




- .

ALY SIS AND REGL ARSI . AMERICAN COUAACIL ON EDUC‘ATION

/) esearch

ED 376 759

State Revenues and Higher Education
Appropriations, 1980-1992

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

us DEPARTMCNT OF E()UCATION

HE ga.7 96

Otae o Lducationa Bese 11 ngeae ot
"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE TKIS EDUCATIONAL RE%OUR"ESINFORMMION
M CENTFR (ERIC)
ATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 1 This document has hoen teproduced as
1 5 : . receved from the person o1 oiganizabion
Div of Policy Analysis anginating 1 -
BAAnor canges have been made fo
& ResearCh [ ACE mprove reproduchon gualty
. gmnls ol vng‘w o opirvons staled i This
Geument do ool necessanty repres.ent
lTh?Fg;EAi?:gLAESNN[AELRRES?~URCES othicial QLRI postion or pohey
{ERIC)
Q

ERIC

[
2
<




- AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION

/ §
/ |
-

esearch

| |Briefs

’ HIGHLIGHTS

State Revenues and Higher Education

®  State revenues in both current Appl‘ﬂpplatlnns 1 980—1 992
and constant dollars have r
increased for each biennium
since 1980. even during the by CHARLES J. ANDERSEN
1990 economic downturn.

» State appropriations for higher n 1980, states appropriated $19 billion for the operating expenses of higher
education operations in both education. A dozen years later. state appropriations had more than doubled.
current and constant 1987 reaching $40 billion. During the same period. the states” total revenues in-
dollars increased for each creased even more rapidly.

:),;ergg;?ag:?;;?:t?ot:s1ggo' This briet uses data from the U.S. Bureau ot tne Census and Illinois State
were greater than in 1990 University's Center for Higher Education to display these changes on a biennial
in current dollars. but not basis. Tables and charts show these data converted to constant 1987 dollars using
in constant dollars. the Gross Domestic Product implicit deflator. (See sidebar on page 2.) Such ad-

. justments result in some apparent changes to trends. from upward to downward.

® During the 1980s, the growth The brief also brovides rezional data showine that states® revenues and

rate of state appropriations for ' s p.ow' es regional ata showing that states revenues an
higher education was slightly commitment to public higher education vary regionalty and over time.
less than the growth rate of _
state revenues. The Economy and Government Finances:

® Higher education appropria- National Data in Current Doliars
tioris as a percentage of state
revenues have decreased in Higher education each year spends billions of dollars. many from the public
the past 12 years. In 1980, purse. That purse. in turn. relies largely upon the condition of the nation’s
appropriations represented economy. The following figures and text indicate some of the changes in the
11.3 percent of revenues; economy and public revenues as reported biennially in the dozen years between
in 1992, 9.2 percent. 1980 and 1992. The brief also relates these changes to the states” support of

» The Southwest maintained a higher education operations.
high percentage of state rev-
enues going to higher educa- The Gross Domestic Product
tion throughout the 12-year In the 10 years 1980 to 1990, the nation's economy. as measured by the Gross
period. Domestic Product (GDP). grew by 105 percent: that is. it more than doubled. The

® Al eight geographic regions * average biennial increase was 15 percent. However. from 1990 to 1992. the GDP

of the country appropriated a
smaller share of their revenues
to higher education operations
in 1992 than they had 12 years
earlier.

grew by only 9 percent. A major reason for this difference was the recessionary
period from the middle of 1990 through the first quarter of 1991.

Charles J. Andersen ts @ Senior Staff Associate in the Division of Policy Analysis and
Research of the American Council on Education.

3




CONSTANT DOLLARS. -

he deflator used in this report to convert cur- reference the reader may want to make to these

rent dollars into constant dollars is the implicit sources.

deflator for the Gross Domestic Product Tables and charts in this brief show both cur-
(GDP). This deflator is designed to be somewhat rent and constant 1987 dollars. Current dollars are
more reflective of the entire economy than the more the figures that most often appear in news reports
familiar and commonly used Current Price index and annual reports, whereas constant doliar figures
for urban consumers (CPI), which is considered to are needed to show trends over time.
represent the “market basket” of goods bought by Another index that is sometimes used in the
a typical city dweller. From 1980 to 1993, the GDP analysis of higher education financial data is the
implicit deflator increased by 73 percent, while the Higher Education Price Index (HEPU). It has not
CPl increased by 75 percent. been used in this brief because itis a specialized

The base year for the calculation of constant i index based on the “market basket" of goods and
dollars in this brief is 1987. That year was select- services purchased by colleges and universities.
ed because it is the base year used in the Eco- it is more appropriate for an analysis of institutional
nomic Report of the President, Statistical Abstract, expenditures than for this review of the general
and Economic Indicators, and facilitates any economy and state revenues and appropriations.

Figure 1

GDP and Federal and State Revenues, 1980-92 (in current dollars)
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Federal revenues increased by 104%. State revenues increased by 157%.
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Federal and State Revenues

Federal revenues' grew by 87 percent from 1980
to 1990. This equates to an average biennial increase of
13 percent. From 1990 to 1992, however, the increase
was 9 percent (Figure 1).

From 1980 to 1990, state revenues? more than doubled.,
increasing by 131 percent. They showed the same general
pattern as that of the GDP and federal revenues; the robust
growth of the 1980s was followed by more modest growth
in the first two years of the 1990s. The average biennial
increase of state revenues in the 1980s was 18 percent, but
from 1990 to 1992, it slowed to 11 percent.

Figure 1 shows that despite the 1990 recession, the
three measures reported here showed biennial current dollar
increases into the 1990s.

Federal and State Appropriations
for Higher Education

Federal support for higher education (excluding research
funding) increased by 23 percent from 1980 to 1990. This
translates to an average biennial current dollar percentage
increase of 4 percent. From 1990 to 1992, the growth rate
was somewhat higher, at 5 percent (Figure 2).

State appropriations for higher education operations
doubled in the 10 years 1980 to 1990, with an increase of
105 percent. That figure translates to an average biennial
current dollar increase of 15 percent. In contrast, the
growtn from 1990 to 1992 was only 3 percent.

Thus, during the period of economic growth in the
1980s, state support of higher education increased at about
the same rate as the national economy, but by slightly less
than the growth of the states’ own revenues. When the
economy faltered in 1990 — technically, the recession
lasted less than a year, from the middle of 1990 through
the first quarter of 1991 — state revenue growth slowed
by about one-third. Growth in appropriations for higher
education operations slowed even more sharply.

This pattern contrasts with that of federal appro-
priations noted above, which showed a slightly higher
growth rate from 1990 to 1992 than during the previous
decade.

The Economy and Government Finances:
National Data in Constant (1387) Dollars

When the above data are converted to constant 1987
doliars, the seemingly dramatic growth of the 1980s disap-
pears. Whereas the GDP and revenues of federal and state
governments showed growth into the 1990s, there certainly
was no doubling of resources (Figure 3).

The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) increased by 30
percent from 1980 to 1990 in terms of constan: 1987 dol-
lars. The average increase per biennium in the 1980s was
5 percent, while the increase for the first two years of the
1990s was just 2 percent.

Figure 2
Federal and State Appropriations for Higher Education, 1980-92 (in current dollars)
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Figure 3
GDP and Federal and State Revenues, 1980-92
(in constant 1987 dollars)
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Federal and State Revenues

Federal revenues increased by 18 percent between
1980 and 1990, an average biennial increase of 3 percent.
From 1990 to 1992, they increased by 2 percent.

State revenues increased by nearly one-haif (46 per-
cent) from 1980 to 1990. The constant dollar biennial aver-
age increase was 8 percent during the decade—higher than
the figure for either the GDP or federal revenues. The
two-year change from 1990 to 1992 was 4 percent, half
the previous decade’s average, but again higher than the
increase in either the GDP or federal revenues.

# The GDP increased by $1.1 trillion (constant 1987
dollars) between 1980 and 1990, an average biennial
increase of about $224 billion. Its two-year increase
from 1990 to 1992 was less than half as murh
($89 billion). The GDP measured $5.0 trillion
(constant 1987 dollars) in 1992.

#  Federal revenues in 1980 were $582 billion in constant
1987 dollars. By 1990, they had increased to $689 billion,
after having declined in the early part of the 1980s.

®  The 1990 recession has taken its toll on federal funds:
In 1992, federal revenues in constant dollars were
$14 billion more than in 1990. The average biennial
increase in the 1980s was $21 billion.

‘ $200

15.5

15.0

Billions

10.0

5.0

1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992

Federal non-research appropriations
in constant dollars were smaller in
1992 than 12 years eatlier.

Figure 4
Federal and State Appropriations for Higher Education 1980-92 (in constant 1987 dollars)

® In 1980, state revenues were $236.1 billion {constant
1987 dollars). By 1990, they totaled $345.2 billion.

®  During the 1980s, state revenues showed an average
biennial increase of $22 billion. From 1990 to 1992,
the increase was $14 billion.

Federal and State Appropriations for
Higher Education

When one removes the effects of inflation during
the 1980s from federal appropriations trends and ex-
cludes funds for research and development, the decade
does not look as good for higher education. The constant
dollar value of federal appropriations for higher educa-
tion in 1990 was 22 percent lower than it was in 1980.
The rate of change averaged about a 5 percent drop per
biennium. The change from 1990 to 1992 was a drop of
1.5 percent (Figure 4).

State appropriations in constant do'lars increased
throughout the 1980s., but dropped between 1990 and
1992. Appropriations in 1990 were 29 percent higher
than they had been in 1980, a biennial average increase
of 5 percent. In 1992, however, total constant 1987 dol-
lar state appropriations for higher education operations
were 4 percent lower than in 1990.
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State constant dollar appropriations
grew until the economic slowdown
in the early 1990s.
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Figure 5
State Approgriations to Higher Education as a Percentage of General Revenues, 1980-1992

Percent

1980

1982 1984

® in 1980, constant 1987 dollar federal appropriations
for higher education (excluding rescarch and devel-
opment) amounted to $15.5 billion. In 1990. they
were only $12 hillion. and by 1992. they had
dropped to $11.9 billion.

B State appropriations for higher education opera-
tions in 1980 totaied $26.7 billion in constant 1987
dollars. Ten years later, they had increased to
$34.5 billion. But by 1992, they had fallen back
to $33.1 billion.

Higher Education Appropriations
as a Percentage of State Revenues

Linking state appropriations and revenues produces an
index that may be considered a measure of a state’s or
region’s level of effort to support higher education. This
percentage is not necessarily related to the jurisdiction’s
wealth, and thus may be taken as an indicator of the
commitment to, or effort concerning. higher education.
The largest portion of such appropriations for higher
education is used in the public sector. However, aspro-
priations in some statcs include state scholarship and
tinancial aid dollars that are available to students at both
public and independent institutions. And in some states,

Page6  American Councii on Education, Research Brief

1986 1988 1990 1992

appropriated funds are used to support operations at
independent institutions. Thus. while these state appro-
priations are directed primarilv at higher education’s
public sector, some support the independent sector as
well.

Nationally, the percentage of general revenues that
state higher education appropriations represent has de-
clined. from 11.3 percent in 1980 to 9.2 percent in 1992
(Figure 3).

® During the 1980s. the decline was moderate. moving
down 1.3 percentage points (from 11.3 percent in
1980 to 10.0 percent in 1990).

B However, in the first two years of the 1990s. it
dropped more than three-quarters of a percentage
point. from 10.0 percent in 1990 to 9.2 percent
in 1992.

This decline is partially the result of the growth in
the share of state funds being devoted to other social
demands. ¢.g.. clementary and secondary education,
health care, welfare, and corrections. Such reallocation
of state funds, when coupled with slower growth of state
revenues and continuing increases in enroliment. may
have a substantial impact on higher cducation.

8
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Figure 6

State Appropriations per FTE Enroliment, 1980-92

l $4,000 —

5

|

! 3,500 t—

! 0 —

; c )

; 2 3,000
=

2,500

2,000 : L

escmems  Current Dollars ]

Constant 1987 Dollars

: 1980 1982 1984

State Appropriations per Student

Because of the limited scope of this brief, details concern-
ing the use of state tunds cannot be examined here. How-
ever, it may be useful to relate the appropriations to the
number of students served. Funds-per-student — be they
appropriations, revenucs. or expenditures — vary widely
depending upon how one counts students and which stu-
dents are counted. For this brief examination, the appro-
priations have been divided by the full-time-cquivalent
(FTE) enrotiment of all students. not just those attending
public institutions.”

State appropriations per FTE student were greater in
1992 than 12 years carlicr (Figure 6). This held true tor
both current and constant 1987 dollars.

®  Current dollar appropriations per FTE enroliment rose
steadily throughout the 1980s. but then dropped be-
tween 1990 and 1992, They rose from $2.300 in 1980
1o $3.900 in 1992, an increase of 70 percent.

B Converted to constant 1987 dollars, the appropriations

per FTE student dropped in the early 1980s, rose in the
middie of the decade. and then dropped again between
1990 and 1992, The 1992 figure of $3,200 was 2 per-
cent higher than the 1980 average of $3.150.

These tigures indicate that over the entire period. stale
appropriations stayed in line with enrollment growth.,

i

1986 1988 1990 1992

Regional Data: State Revenues

State revenues in current dollars in cach of the eight geo-
graphic regions® more than doubled in the dozen vears
under consideration. In New England. the revenues tripled.
beginning from the second lowest base of the cight regions.

In terms of constant 1987 dollars, however. the growth
was not as dramatic, and no region experienced a doubling
of state revenues (Column A, Table ). However  our
regions (Rocky Mountains. Mideast, New England, and
Southeast) reported constant 1987 dollar percentage in-
creases of more than 50 percent. From 1982 on, revenues
erew in cach of the cight regions. even into the 1990s.
Table 1 is a reminder that the 1980, like the 1990s, began
with an economic downturn. and constant dollar state rev-
enues in the Great Lakes and Plains states were less in
1982 than in 1980. In the 1990-92 biennium. although
those regions registered less growth than the national
average. they showed greater revenue increases than
they had 10 years carlier.

Table 1 also shows that the mid-1980s were the years
of greatest growth for state revenues tor most regions. After
the 1984-86 period. no region posted what could be consid-
cred a high percentage gain.

B New England showed the greatest increase from 1980
10 1992, Ity growth rate was much better than that of
the other regions in the mid-1980s. Note, oo, that from
1990 to 1992, it posted an increase of 3.7 percent.

Volume 5, No. 5 Paze7




Table 1

Percentage Change in State Revenues by Region, 1980-92
{(in constant 1987 dollars)

% Change Percentage Change in g\i/eer:i?ael
1980-87 State Appropriations for Higher Education from — % Change
(12 years) Region 1980-82 198284 1984-86 198688 1988-90 1990-92 1980-90
A B C D E F G H 1

52.3 50 STATES 4.1 11.4 1.1 7.0 6.0 4.2 79
80.0 New England 78 15.5 22.0 6.6 5.2 5.7 11.2
60.7 Mideast 45 14.7 12.3 7.0 25 8.7 8.1
57.3 Southeast 3.2 10.6 12.2 10.5 77 3.3 8.8
38.2 Great Lakes -1.8 18.3 6.5 5.8 48 0.7 6.5
42.0 Plains -0.4 15.9 3.2 9.9 5.0 3.3 6.6
48.3 Southwest 14.9 1.1 10.4 4.8 3.2 6.8 6.8
50.9 Rocky Mountain 10.0 10.2 6.3 2.5 7.2 6.6 7.2
49.3 Far West 4.8 59 13.6 5.1 10.9 1.7 8.0

Source: Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances, Series GF-3 (Washington, DC: GPO. annually).

Table 2

Percentage Change in State Appropriations for Higher Education Operations by Region, 198092
(in constant 1987 dollars)

Percentage Change in Average
% Change State Appropriations for Higher Education from — Biennial
1980-92 % Change
(12 years) Region 1980-82 1982-84 1984-86 1986-88 1988-90 1990-02 1980-90
A B C D E F G H |
24.0 50 STATES 2.7 3.7 11.3 3.5 54 -4.1 53
21.7 New England 25 11.7 19.7 16.9 -4.1 -20.8 9.0
234 Mideast 3.5 5.6 12.2 7.5 3.9 -9.8 6.5
26.6 Southeast 3.8 5.0 14.5 2.9 5.8 -6.9 6.3
17.3 Great Lakes -5.5 3.0 13.3 2.5 6.3 2.4 3.7
17.5 Plains -2.1 1.5 6.6 3.6 8.5 -1.4 3.6
34.1 Southwest 221 9.3 -4.0 -5.2 7.4 2.7 5.5
28.4 Rocky Mountain 7.5 8.5 54 0.5 2.6 1.1 49
24.8 Far West -06 -3.9 16.5 3.9 6.0 1.8 4.2

Source: M. M. Cliambers/Edward R. Hines, State Higher £ducation Approp.iations, (NASULGC/SHEEO, 1980-92).

which again put it above the overall national figure of
4.2 percent for that period.

tions were New England, the Mideast. and the Soutkwest
regions.

Table 1 shows that only the Mideat's 1990-92
percent increase exceeded the average 1980s biennial
increases. In most regions, the 1990-92 increases were
less than half the average increases of the 1980s. A
major question is whether state revenues in the 1990s
will follow the pattern of the 19R0s. This will depend
on interactions of economic trends, perceived societal

®  The Great Lakes states reported the smallest percent-
age increase in their constani 1987 dollar revenues for
the 12-year period. That region had shown an actual
drop in revenue from 1980 to 1982, and it posted the
smallest percentage gain from 1990 to 1992, but at
least it was a gain.

For most regions, the 1990-92 change was much less needs, and the public's response to taxation policies and
than that of the preceding two years (1988-90). The excep- intergovernmental competition for public funds.
Page8  American Council on Education, Research Brief . , O




State Appropriations as a Percentage of State Revenues by Region, 1980-92

, Figure 7
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Regional Data: State Appropriations ’

New England reported a 21 percent drop in its
state appropriations for higher education. by far

State appropriations for higher education in each of the the largest decrease of any of the regions.

regions doubled or nearly doubled in terms of current ‘

dollars during the 1980-92 period. A )
In terms of constant 1987 dollars. however. the change

— though positive — was not nearly as great. The overall

U.S. increase was 24 percent, and four of the regions met _

or exceeded that figure (Table 2). !

The Southwest's increase of 3 percent was the
largest regional increase recorded during the
1990-92 period.

®  The Southwest led the way. with constant 1987 dollar ' Regional Data: ADDI‘ODFiatiOHS

all except the western regions (Southwest, Rocky Moun-

appropriations in 1992 that were one-third higher than
in 1980 (Column A, Table 2). Next came the Rocky
Mountain region, with an increase of 28 percent; the
Southeast, with 27 percent; and the Far West, with

25 percent.

Appropriations in the Great Lakes and Plains states
showed the smallest relative growth, increasing by
I'7 and 18 percent, respectively.

During the 1990-92 period of economic s . rpation,
8 p £

tains, Far West) reported constant 1987 dollar declines
(Col H, Tablc 2).

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

17

as a Percentage of Revenues

Over the 12-year pericd. in each of the regions, state
appropriations to higher education operations as a
percentage of state revenues decreased. However.
the changes were consistent neither over time. nor
from region to region (Figure 7).

®  The Far West's percentage changes most closely
paralleled the national trend.

»  The Southwest's pereentage was the highest o1 the

second highest throughout the petiod.

Volume 5,No. 5 Page ¢
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P The Mideast and New England states showed the
smallest percentages throughout the period and the
largest drops between 1990 and 1992.

»  1n 1992, constant 1987 dollar state appropriations
were greater than they had been in 1980, but the
share of state revenues that these funds represented
was smaller. This held true in all regions.

A constant “appropriations/revenues” percentage
over the period might indicate relative - :ability in the
region’s economy and in its desire for and commitment
to higher cucation. A growing economy might permit
a decreasing percentage that would, however, provide a
constant or somewhat increased level of funding. That is
what happened during the 1980s, when state revenues
and appropriations increased, but the share of revenues
going to higher education declined.

However, with a declining or stagnant economy and
increasing demands on relatively scarce resources, a
declining percentage can result in fewer resources avail-
able to public higher education. And that is what hap-
pened in the early 1980s and the early 1990s.

Gonclusion

State appropriations for higher education operations in-
creased between 1980 and 1992 — by 110 percent in cur-
rent dollars and by 24 percent in constant 1987 dollars.
However, the share of the states’ revenues that higher
education appropriations represented was less in 1992
(9.2 percent) than it had been 12 years earlier (11.3 per-
cent). Thus, higher education’s share got smaller even as
the number of dollars 1t received got larger.

In 1992, Edward Hines? reported that, for the first
time since the 1960 start of the annual report on state ap-
propriations for higher education, the current dollar total
reported for 1991-92 was less than that appropriated for the
previous year. The sluggish economy was a factor in this
retrogression, but so was the increased competition for the
public dollar from other claimants, e.g., elementary and
secondary education, health care, welfare, and corrections.
Because the appropriations for some of these functions are
based on formulas, they have an entitlement characteristic
that higher education does not enjoy.

This has led to concern that the nation’s citizenry
and its representatives in state governments are down-
grading the importance of higher education. Doomsayers
may point to the 12-year decrease in the percentage of
revenues devoted to higher cducation as support for that
view. However, the 1994 report on statc appropriations
(Hines, 1994) indicates increased support for higher
cducation operations in most of the nation’s statehouses,

Page 10 American Counci! on Education, Research Brief

What remains ominous is the continued decline
in many jurisdictions of the percentage of state general
revenues that these increased appropriations represent.

At the same time, there is evidence that many
colleges and universities are responding proactively to
recent financial pressures. According to the American
Council on Education’s recent Campus Trends, 1994,
more than half of the nation’s public institutions have
some sort of “reengineering” or organizational redirec-
tion effort underway.

Thus, higher education, like U.S. industry, is under-
going major self-examination, with an eye to greater
efficiency and effectiveness. This may be a prelude to
renewed cfforts to justify — and, it is hoped, to receive
— greater support from public authorities through more
generous funding. Such reorganization or renewal also
way enable the institutions to provide higher education
at less cost to the taxpayer. In all likelihood, the future
will bring a combination of the two approaches — more
funds and more efficiency. Only time will tell what the
proportional mix of the two will be.

Endnotes

I There are various ways of reporting federal revenues.
The figures used here are those reported by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census in its Government Finances
Series (Serics GF) and are adjusted to the system

used for reporting state data. They will, therefore, not

agree with figures in budget documents or other federal
reports.

2 “State revenues™ in this brief refer to taxes (income,
sales, license, and other) plus charges and miscellaneous
general revenues. They exclude intergovernmental,
utility, liquor store, and insurance trust revenues.

3 The FTE enrollment of all students was selected as the
divisor for calculating these statistics because a number
of state< report in their appropriations data sizable stu-
dent financial aid funds that may be used at both public
and independent institutions.

The divisor used in these calculations is the FTE en-
rollment figure for the fall of the year preceding the year
of the appropriations data. This is done with the assump-
tion that the Fiscal Year in most states ends either in
mid-year or later, so that FY 1992 would coincide gener-
ally with the academic year beginning in fall 1991, the
time of the enrollment count.

4 The eight regions used in this bricf are those identificd
by the Burcau of Economic Affairs (BI3A), U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce. They differ somewhat from the Cen-
sus Burcau’s nine regions and from the administrative
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regions of the U.S. C:partr.ent of Education. The BEA

regions are:

New England (CT. MA. ME. NH, R1. VT)

Mideast (DE, DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA)

Great Lakes (IL. IN, MI. OH, WI)

Plains (IA, KS. MN, MO. NE, ND. SD)

Southeast (AL. AR. FL. GA, KY. LA, MS. NC. SC. TN.
VA, WV)

Southwest (AZ. NM. OK. TX)

Rocky Mountain (CO, ID. MT. UT, WY)

Far West (AK. CA, HI. NV. OR. WA)

S Edward R. Hines. State Higher Education Appropria-
tions. 199/-92 (Denver. CO: State Higher Education
Executive Officers. 1992) table 4.

Resources

® The American Association of State Colleges and
Universities (AASCU) is a major source of data con-
cerning public universities and tour-year colleges. lts
Department of Research publishes reports concermning
a wide varie:v of issues — including governmental
policy and rinances — that affect such institutions.
Most recently, it published its 1994 Report of the States,
compiled by Robert Sweeney. Publications are available
from the association. Telephone: (202) 293-7070.

® The Bureau of the Census publishes the Government
Finance Series {Series GF) each year. Included in the
series are publications on state and city government
finances, and a general report that includes data from
all three levels (local. state. and federal). Data come
from the Bureau's Annual Survey of Government
Finances. This publication is prepared by the
Bureau's Governments Division. Telephone:
(301) 763-7664.

The Census Bureau also publishes annually the
Statistical Abstract of the United States. That docu-
ment contains data concerning demographics and the
finances of governments and higher education. Sum-
mary data from the Government Finance Series are
shown over a period of years.

Bureau of the Census publications are available
from the Government Printing Office, Washington.
DC 20402. Order Desk telephone: (202) 512-1800.

® The Center for Higher Education at Ilinois State
University collects state appropriations data from a
nationwide network of state and higher education
officials. Until academic year 1991-92, the National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges (NASULGC) published these data, the col-

lection of which had been started more than 30 years
ago by M.M. Chambers. In recent years, they have
been published annually in the Chronicle of Higher
Educarion and in an annual monograph, State Higher
Education Appropriations. Currently authored by
Edward R. Hines of the [llinois State University fac-
ulty. the reports are published by the State Higher
Education Executive Officers (SHEEO), Suite 2700.
707 17 Street, Denver. CO 80202-3427. Telephone:
(303) 299-3686.

The Economic Report of the President, and the

Annual Report of the Council of Economic Advisers

are published each year by the federal government. They
contain a wealth of trend data conceming national income /
and expenditures, prices, and government finance. They

are available from the U.S. Govemment Printing Office.

Order Desk telephone: (202) 512-1800.

The Council of Economic Advisers also prepares
current national income and price index data that are
available monthly in Economic Indicators, published
for the Joint Economic Committee of the United
States Congress. It is available by subscription from
the U.S. Government Printing Otfice. Order Desk
telephone: (202) 512-1800.

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
in recent years has published an annual report. Federal
Support for Education. which indicates the amount of
federal support provided by the various federal agencies
and reports its distribution to recipients categorized by
level (elementary and secondary. postsecondary. re-
search) and type (local education agency, institution of
higher education. student). Summary tables from this
report also are published in an annual NCES publication.
Digest of Education Statistics. NCES information tele-
phone number: (800} 424-1616.
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