
Community college funding:
Environmental and institutional influences

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Askin, Jacalyn Ann

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 21:14:19

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/282905

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/282905


COMMUNITY COLLEGE FUNDING: 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND INSTITUTIONAL INFLUENCES 

by 

Jacalyn Ann Askin 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

2 0 0 5  



UMI Number: 3205459 

INFORMATION TO USERS 

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy 

submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and 

photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper 

alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 

and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 

UMI 
UMI Microform 3205459 

Copyright 2006 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company. 

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 

ProQuest Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 



2 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Dissertation Committee, we certify that we have read the dissertation 

prepared by Jacalvn Ann Askin 

entitled Community College Funding: Environmental and Institutional Influences 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement for the 

Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

Date: November 10, 2005 
J<^ J. ChesJ^ck, PhD 

Gary Rhoaues/PhD 

y J. Lee,ThD 

Date: November 10, 2005 

Date: November 10,2005 

Date: A/m 
Rufus Qlasper, PhD 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the candidate's 
submission of the final copies of the dissertation to the Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared imder my direction and 
recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement. 

^issertati^ Director^John J. Cheslock, PhD 
Date: d-CtS 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at the University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library 
to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, 
provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be 
granted the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College 
when in his or her judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of 
scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission must be obtained from the 
author. 

SIGNED: 



4 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I wish to thank all of those who contributed to this research. In particular I would 

like to thank Dr. John Cheslock, chair of my dissertation committee, for his 

encouragement and advice throughout the project. 

Special thanks are also due to Dr. Gary Rhoades, Dr. Jenny Lee and Dr. Rufus 

Glasper who served on my doctoral committee. 



5 

DEDICATION 

This work is dedicated to my husband who has always encouraged and supported 

me in my professional and educational endeavors. It is also dedicated to our children, 

Ken and Amy, who years ago provided the impetus for focusing my career on education 

and now serve as inspiration to continue my learning as they do theirs. 



6 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES 7 
LIST OF FIGURES 9 
ABSTRACT 12 
CHAPTER 1: CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM 13 

1.1 Research Questions 13 
1.2 Significance and Purpose of Research Question One 16 
1.3 Significance and Purpose of Research Question Two 27 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 33 
2.1 Resovirce Dependency Theory and Commianity College Mission 34 
2.2 Factors Related to Appropriations Levels 54 

CHAPTER 3: DATA AND METHODOLOGY 62 
3.1 Research Question One Data and Methodology 64 
3.2 Research Question Two Data and Methodology 76 

CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS 88 
4.1 Research Findings for Research Question One 88 

4.1.1 Effect of Levels of Local Appropriations on Institutional Mission 88 
4.1.2 Controlling for the Influence of Governance on Local Appropriations 
and Miss ion 113 

4.1.3 Regression Models of Mission Indicators 133 
4.2 Research Findings for Research Question Two 162 

4.2.1 Local Appropriations, Other Revenues and the College 
Environment 162 

4.2.2 Controlling for the Influence of Governance on College Funding 179 
4.2.3 Regression Models of College Funding Variables 186 

CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 208 
5.1 Recap of Research Focus and Methodology 208 
5.2 Major Results and Contribution 211 
5.3 Policy Implications and Recommendations 221 
5.3 Future Research 224 

REFERENCES 228 



7 

LIST OF TABLES 

TABLE L Number of Colleges by State in Question One Data Set 65 
TABLE 2. Descriptives of Institutional Variables Examined in Question One (n=781) .67 
TABLE 3. Distribution of Dual-Funded Community Colleges Based on Percent of 
Funding from Local Appropriations 70 
TABLE 4. Matrix of Community Colleges by Funding and Governance Structure 71 
TABLE 5. Descriptives of Environmental Variables for Question Two (n=988) 77 
TABLE 6. Distribution of Dual-Funded Community Colleges Based on Percent of 
Funding from Local Appropriations 79 
TABLE 7. Matrix of Community Colleges by Fvinding and Governance Source 80 
TABLE 8. Results for T-Test of Mission Indicator Variables for State- and Dual-Funded 
Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on Level of Local Funding 89 
TABLE 9. Results of ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) for Colleges 
Grouped by Governance and Funding 114 
TABLE 10. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on College Full-Time 
Equivalent Enrollment 134 
TABLE 11. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Part-Time 
Enrollment 136 
TABLE 12. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on In-District Tuition 
Rate 137 
TABLE 13. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Out-of-State Tuition 
Rate 138 
TABLE 14. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Tuition Rate for 
Out-of-District State Residents 139 
TABLE 15. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College 
Offers Occupational Programming 141 
TABLE 16. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College 
Offers Academic Programming 142 
TABLE 17. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College 
Offers Remedial Programming 143 
TABLE 18. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College 
Offers Recreational Programming 144 
TABLE 19. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College 
Offers Secondary/High School Programming 145 
TABLE 20A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of 
College Expenditures for Instruction 147 
TABLE 20B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for 
Instruction Per FTE 148 
TABLE 21 A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of 
College Expenditures for Student Services 149 
TABLE 21B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for 
Student Services Per FTE 150 



8 

LIST OF TABLES - Continued 

TABLE 22 A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of 
College Expenditures for Academic Support 151 
TABLE 22B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for 
Academic Support Per FTE 152 
TABLE 23 A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of 
College Expenditures for Institutional Support 153 
TABLE 23B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for 
Institutional Support Per FTE 154 
TABLE 24A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of 
College Expenditures for Operations and Maintenance 155 
TABLE 24B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for 
Operations and Maintenance Per FTE 156 
TABLE 25. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Certificates 
Awarded Per FTE 158 
TABLE 26. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Associates 
Degrees Awarded Per FTE 159 
TABLE 27. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Cohort Graduation 
Rate 160 
TABLE 28. Results for T-Test of Enviroimiental Variables for State- and Dual-Funded 
Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on Level of Local Funding 164 
TABLE 29. Matrix of Colleges Showing Funding and Governance Structures 179 
TABLE 30. Results of ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) on Environmental 
Variables for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding 182 
TABLE 31. Regression Model of Total Current Revenue Per FTE 188 
TABLE 32. Regression Model of Total Current Revenue Per FTE for State-Funded 
Colleges 190 
TABLE 33. Regression Model of Total Current Revenue Per FTE for Dual-Fvmded 
Colleges 191 
TABLE 34. Regression Model of State Appropriations Per FTE 196 
TABLE 35. Regression Model of State Appropriations Per FTE for State-Funded 
Colleges 197 
TABLE 36. Regression Model of State Appropriations Per FTE for Dual-Funded 
Colleges 198 
TABLE 37. Regression Model of Tuition Per FTE 199 
TABLE 38. Regression Model of Local Appropriations Per FTE 203 
TABLE 39. Regression Model of Local Appropriations Per FTE for Dual-Funded 
Colleges 204 



9 

LIST OF FIGURES 

FIGURE 1. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Part-Time Enrollment 93 
FIGURE 2. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Attendance by Traditional 
College Age Students 93 
FIGURE 3. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and In-District Tuition Rates .95 
FIGURE 4. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and In-State Premium Tuition 
Charges 95 
FIGURE 5. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Out-of-State Tuition Rates 

97 
FIGURE 6. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Institutional Financial Aid 

97 
FIGURE 7. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Occupational Programming 99 
FIGURE 8. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Academic Programming 99 
FIGURE 9. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Recreational/Avocational Programming 100 
FIGURE 10. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Adult Basic/Remedial Programming 100 
FIGURE 11. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Secondary/High School Programming 101 
FIGURE 12. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Institutional Support 105 
FIGURE 13. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Operations and Maintenance 105 
FIGURE 14. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for Student 
Services 106 
FIGURE 15. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Academic Support 106 
FIGURE 16. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Instruction 107 
FIGURE 17. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Scholarships 107 
FIGURE 18. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Federal Grants and 
Contracts 109 
FIGURE 19. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Endowment Income ....109 
FIGURE 20. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for Public 
Service 110 

Rate 112 
FIGURE 23. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Cohort Graduation Rate 

112 



10 

LIST OF FIGURES - Continued 

FIGURE 24. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Enrollment 119 
FIGURE 25. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Part-Time Enrollment 119 
FIGURE 26. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Enrollment of Traditional 
College Age Students 120 
FIGURE 27. Interaction of Governance and Funding with In-District Tuition Rates....120 
FIGURE 28. Interaction of Governance and Funding with In-State Premium Tuition 
Charges 122 
FIGURE 29. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Institutional Financial Aid. 122 
FIGURE 30. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Number of Programs Offered 

123 
FIGURE 31. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering 
Occupational Programming 123 
FIGURE 32. Interaction of Governance and Fvinding with Probability of Offering 
Academic Programmming 124 
FIGURE 33. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering Adult 
Basic/Remedial Programming 124 
FIGURE 34. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering 
Secondary/High School Programmming 125 
FIGURE 35. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering 
Recreational/A vocational Programming 125 
FIGURE 36. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Expenditures for Institutional 
Support 127 
FIGURE 37. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Expenditures for Operations 
and Maintenance 127 
FIGURE 38. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Cohort Graduation Rate ....128 
FIGURE 39. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Certificate Award Rate 128 
FIGURE 40. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Associate Degree Award Rate 

130 
FIGURE 41. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Current Revenue Per 
FTE 167 
FIGURE 42 Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Total Public 
Appropriations per FTE 167 
FIGURE 43. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Tuition Per FTE 168 
FIGURE 44. Relationship Between Local Appropriations Per FTE and Tuition Per FTE 

168 
FIGURE 45. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Appropriations Per 
FTE 170 
FIGURE 46. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Appropriations Per 
FTE 170 
FIGURE 47. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Urbanity of College 
Locale 172 



11 

LIST OF FIGURES - Continued 

FIGURE 48. Relationship Between Local Appropriations Per FTE and State Population 
172 

FIGURE 49. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Population per FTE 
173 

FIGURE 50. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Per Capita Income 173 
FIGURE 51. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Unemployment Rate 

175 
FIGURE 52. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Minority Population 

175 
FIGURE 53. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Proportion of State 
Population Aged 65 and Older 176 
FIGURE 54. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Proportion of State 
Popxilation Aged 18 and Younger 176 
FIGURE 55. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Outmigration Rate 

178 
FIGURE 56. Relationship Between State Appropriations and State Outmigration Rate 

178 
FIGURE 57. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Degree of 
Decentralization of Community College Governance Structure 180 
FIGURE 58. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Degree of 
Decentralization of State Higher Education Governance Structure 180 
FIGURE 59. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Total Current Revenue Per 
FTE 184 
FIGURE 60. Interaction of Governance and Funding and State Appropriations Per FTE 

184 
FIGURE 61. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Percent of Revenue from Local 
Appropriations 185 
FIGUM 62. Interaction of Governance and Fimding and Percent of Revenue from State 
Appropriations 185 
FIGURE 63. Interaction of Governance and Fimding and Percent of Revenue from 
Tuition 187 
FIGURE 64. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Tuition Per FTE 187 



ABSTRACT 

Community colleges are unique among higher education institutions in their 

potential access to local appropriations as well as state funding. Twenty-six states 

reported to the Education Commission of the States in 2001 that community colleges in 

their states received some share of local funding. In research question one, using data for 

781 public community colleges, we explore the implications of resource dependency 

theory for mission differentiation between dual-funded and state-ftinded colleges. 

Research question two studies the influences of state demographics, economics, 

politics and college governance on state and local appropriations. We examine how these 

factors similarly and differently influence the two streams of public funding as well as 

how the two interact. We also investigate the question of whether local appropriations 

"pay off' for community colleges. This work extends prior research that has focused on 

funding for higher education in the aggregate or for four-year colleges and universities. 
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CHAPTER 1: CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM 

1.1 Research Questions 

In 1981 Breneman and Nelson in their text Financing Community Colleges: An 

Economic Perspective asked if plans for funding community colleges should include 

resources from both local and state coffers or if the state should be the sole provider for 

these institutions. At the time, states provided nearly half of the total revenues of public 

community colleges while local taxpayers funded 19.2 percent (p. 15). They concluded 

that while efficiency arguments favored local involvement, equity arguments outweighed 

those and favored full state funding. They made these recommendations despite research 

findings of negligible differences in outcomes for students attending differently funded 

colleges. 

Before and since there has been considerable discussion, research and litigation 

revolving around the efficiency-equity argument in elementary and secondary education. 

Only recently have researchers (Dowd, 2004) begun to examine the issue in more detail 

as it relates to community colleges. 

This recent, more focused research has, however, neglected review of the big 

picture. The research described herein, thus, proposes to take a step back and gain a 

broader understanding of the impact of differential funding streams across an array of 

factors in community colleges. The changing nature of funding for community colleges 

leads us to two critical questions. First, does the nature of the public funding for 

community colleges make a difference? That is, are there substantive differences 

between colleges that receive appropriations from local coffers as well as from the state 
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("dual-funded") and those that are funded only from state appropriations ("state-

funded")? Secondly, what are the factors that affect or predict the resources provided by 

these differential funding models? 

This analysis will first examine whether its sources of support are related to what 

a community college does. For example, are state-funded and dual-funded colleges 

equally likely to offer academic, vocational, recreational/avocational and remedial 

programs, or are some colleges more programmatically limited or focused as a 

consequence of their revenue structure? In addition to possible programming differences, 

do state-funded and dual-funded colleges serve the same constituents, or are there 

differences in the students who participate in these two segments of the community 

college sector? 

Second, this research examines the relationships between local and state funding 

and the environmental factors that constitute part of the organizational ecology of these 

institutions. We ask, specifically, does the influence of political, economic or social 

factors vary by the source and level of funding? Before exploring these nuances, 

however, it will be necessary to examine how these factors influence general funding 

levels for community colleges. Research to date has largely focused on examination of 

the influence of political, economic and social factors on funding for four-year colleges 

and universities or on states' funding for all of public higher education. 

Since publication of Breneman and Nelson's text, funding for public higher 

education has been increasingly treated as a discretionary component of state budgets 

(Hovey, 1999). Concurrently, state funding for community colleges continued to 



15 

increase as a proportion of total revenues while the local contribution share decreased. 

Political, economic, and social dimensions have been shown to impact funding patterns 

for higher education in general and for four-year colleges and universities in particular. 

In this study, we will explore some of those factors to identify similarities and differences 

between their relationships on the two-year and four-year sectors. This second prong of 

the research, then, will seek to answer how the source of funding for the college relates to 

the available level of funding and, further, what factors predict the level of these funds. 

In this analysis, we will be particularly interested in understanding the role of local 

appropriations and the degree, if any, to which they supply additional resources for 

community colleges. 
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1.2 Significance and Purpose of Research Question One 

Understanding what, if any, differences exist between community colleges that 

are dual-funded versus those that are state-funded as well the costs and benefits of the 

two frameworks may help us to resolve policy questions related to the mission of these 

colleges and to better understand the activities and structures of these colleges. As Levin 

(1998) noted, the identity of a community college is embedded in its actions, and, in turn, 

"the actions of the community college arise from its identity and express its identity" (p. 

2). Community college mission and identity, thus, can be discerned through an 

examination of the roles these institutions have played. 

To understand the differences among community colleges, an important starting 

point is understanding their history, part of which is embedded in their dual parentage. 

Originally started as off-shoots of universities to divert less qualified students from the 

rarified halls of higher learning, these colleges also developed as extensions of secondary 

educational institutions. 

Community colleges had their birth in the late 19"^ century in the movement to 

focus universities on research and instruction of the academically elite. The movement, 

responding to the German model of highly specialized universities, endeavored to 

maintain America's pre-eminent role in the world economy. Leading educators including 

Henry Tappan, William Mitchell and William Folwell advocated the unbundling of 

general education from the research and professional development functions that they 

believed were at the heart of universities. Leading university presidents including 

Nicholas Murray Butler at Columbia, David Starr Jordan at Stanford and William Rainey 
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Harper at Chicago, advocated an extended high school experience of six years, mirroring 

the European system of postsecondary education, generally in an effort to weed out less 

intellectually adept students. Harper was the first to define the organizational form for 

this new diversionary educational model. 

In 1892 Harper separated instruction at the University of Chicago into two 
divisions - one for the first two years of instruction and one for the last two - and 
by 1896 these two divisions were known as the Junior College and the Senior 
College. In 1900 he convinced the faculty and trustees to grant an 'associate's 
degree' to students who completed work at the Junior College. His hope was that 
many students would voluntarily terminate their education at this point. (Brint & 
Karabel, 1989, p. 25) 

In addition to creating a name for the new organization and a degree. Harper fathered the 

public junior college via his efforts to encourage Chicago area high schools to adopt a six 

year plan incorporating college-level courses. Thus evolved the elitist community 

college mission (Young, 1977, p. 336) with its emphasis on transfer or university-level 

curricula and its identity as a "junior college", a peer institution to four-year colleges and 

universities. 

The growth of the junior college movement, however, was slow in coming, as 

university sponsorship was key to creation of substantial institutions. Such sponsorship 

was vigorous in California, lUinois, Michigan and Missouri with the result that by 1930 

these states were enrolling nearly sixty percent of the junior college students in the 

United States (calculated from Bella, Brint & Karabel, 1989). Other factors played 

heavily into energetic college creation elsewhere, however. In the South and Midwest 

populist philosophies coupled with local boosterism fostered junior colleges as 

opportunities for social mobility. Only in limited locales was there any relationship seen 
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between development of these two-year colleges and state economic development. 

Funding for these colleges reflected their local nature, as in 1918 94 percent of financial 

resources came from the supporting community (Cohen & Drawer, 1996). 

Despite the varied reasons for their creation and their relative isolation from each 

other, junior colleges across the country had one common focus, and that was on transfer 

education. While some junior colleges also offered vocational training, such courses 

were considered secondary and second-class as these colleges endeavored to establish 

legitimacy through an academic focus and alignment with their four-year forebears. 

In 1920 the founding of the American Association of Junior Colleges gave 

visibility to a new set of leaders including Leonard V. Koos and Walter Crosby Eells, 

both professors of education. These leaders differed from those of the late 19''' century 

by their focus on vocational education. They saw junior colleges not as avenues through 

which students would pass enroute to universities but, rather, as ends in themselves. 

They argued that these colleges could gently guide less capable students toward their 

roles in society without subjecting them to the rigors of the university. None of these 

leaders advocated a complete revolution of the junior college. Rather, they favored a 

change of emphasis that incorporated vocational education but still retained college 

transfer curricula as an option for students. Despite these efforts, vocational programs 

continued to bear the stigma of being the "dumb-bell" courses. With the onset of the 

depression, however, the job training function became an increasingly important facet of 

the mission of many community colleges. 

During the next decade the mission of junior colleges expanded still further: 
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Beyond the general education, transfer, guidance, and vocational education 
functions, society was demanding greater access for all citizens to higher 
education, greater opportunity for technical and job skill learning, greater 
availability of programs and services for adults, not just the youth of our nation, 
and institutions which not only were locally controlled but drew their inspiration, 
their spirit for being, from their clientele. The clientele, as the century 
progressed, tended more and more to be "the public" - thus public schools and 
school districts, public colleges, and even specially created public ]\xn\ox college 
districts were established. (Diener, 1994, p.6) 

New expectations expanded the range of services offered to include community 

service and remedial or developmental education. Along with the expansion of mission 

came an open admissions policy making junior colleges the point of access for an 

increasingly diverse constituency. And, in response to all these changes, the Truman 

Commission of 1948 recommended the adoption of a new name, "community college" 

(Askin, 2004a). 

Since the passage of the Higher Education Act in 1965, two-year colleges have 

proliferated. Concurrently, the egalitarian community college model has been advanced 

with its five-fold goals: linkages with the local community and with public secondary 

education, emphases on student access and diversity and a belief that these colleges could 

serve everyone (Young, 1977). This parentage had the significant impact of making 

community colleges uniquely local and predominantly public institutions. Indeed, in 

1948 the number of public and private two-year colleges was nearly equal. Over the 

ensuing four decades, however, the number of privates declined while number of publics 

nearly quadrupled. 

At the same time and despite the change in name to community college, funding 

from local sources has declined significantly from the 94 percent level in 1918, and by 



1992 only 18 percent of community college support was derived from local sources. In 

exchange, the percentage of revenue from tuition has more than tripled since 1918, and, 

more importantly, the state assumed a role of funding these colleges with state support 

constituting 46 percent of total operating funds by 1992 (Education Commission of the 

States Center for Community College Pohcy, p. 10). This compares with a state 

contribution of less than 5 percent in the 1920's (Augenblick cited by Cohen and Drawer, 

1996). 

In 1981 Brenneman and Nelson reframed the elitist versus egalitarian models into 

economic terms raising the issue of equity versus efficiency in funding for community 

colleges. This debate has been at the heart of lawsuits in nearly every state regarding the 

financing of elementary and secondary education. The applicability of the issue and 

parallels with K-12 school financing merit review. Equity is defined as equal access to 

equal quality institutions while efficiency compares costs and benefits with the most 

efficient institution defined as that in which the benefits exceed costs by the greatest 

amount. 

The equity argument has been applied to community colleges because of the 

recognized financial benefits of postsecondary education. It is argued that if a high 

school education no longer suffices to provide individuals with a living wage and/or 

socioeconomic mobility, then individuals must have access to postsecondary 

opportunities. Further, the nature of such opportunities should not depend upon the local 

community's ability to support the college but, rather, should be independent of the local 

property tax wealth (property taxes being the primary local funding stream for elementary 



and secondary education). Thus, recommendations have been put forth - similar to those 

that have been instituted or court-imposed for primary and secondary education - to 

provide equitable funding across a state's community colleges. Generally, the 

mechanisms for such allocation revolve around reallocation of resources from property 

wealthy districts to poor ones or the use of state-collected sales or income taxes to 

supplement the local resources of poorer colleges. 

The efficiency argument looks at community colleges as labor market institutions 

(Kane & Rouse, 1999). As such, a key role of these colleges is to support development 

of the local community's workforce. Benefits accrue to both the students (private 

benefit) and to the community (public benefit). Because the benefits are local, 

proponents of the efficiency position argue that costs should also be locally controlled via 

control of locally derived revenues. 

Hoxby (2001) has extensively examined the equity versus efficiency arguments in 

financing elementary and secondary education. She defines equity as access to spending 

for education equal to one's marginal value for education, and she demonstrates that the 

redistribution of dollars from more to less productive schools and from people who place 

high value on education to those who value it less is an inefficient allocation of resources. 

She does this by showing that housing prices capitalize the school district's productivity 

and reputation thereby causing better districts to have higher real property value from 

which to generate tax revenues. When states gamer the "excess" revenues from such 

districts and reallocate them to property-poor districts, inefficiency results. There are 

numerous attributes of Hoxby's analysis that do not allow an analogous conclusion for 
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community colleges, however. First, her work assumes the ability of taxpayers and users 

of the educational institution to readily discern qualitative differences between districts. 

While objective measures such as results of standardized tests and college admissions 

tests are readily available for K-12 districts and admissions criteria and graduation rates 

are regularly published for four-year institutions, no such standards exist for community 

colleges that generally provide open access and do not uniformly measure outcomes due 

to their "occasional role" (Adelman, 1992, p. 22). Secondly, Hoxby assumes that there 

are numerous small districts within a geographic area and that individuals can move 

without significant transaction costs between them. Community college districts, 

however, generally are significantly larger than elementary and secondary school districts 

and in many states encompass one or more counties. Thus, it is far less likely that 

individuals situate themselves in specific locales because of the presence of specific 

colleges. Indeed, unlike elementary and secondary education districts which usually limit 

access to district residents, community colleges are open to district residents and 

nonresidents alike. Since most community college attendees are adults, mobility between 

districts is limited only by transportation limitations. However, the relatively low 

numbers of nonresidents attending community colleges (Flores, 2003) would indicate that 

the colleges are viewed more like a local utility or commodity selected based on their 

proximity rather than as distinctive institutions. 

Dowd and Grant (in press) contrast colleges in state-funded states with colleges in 

dual-funded states. They find that there are larger revenue variations among colleges in 

dual-funded states but that those differences are small relative to total funding. Thus, the 
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advantage for affluent communities is a relatively small proportion of total revenue. 

However, dual-funded colleges typically have lower tuition and higher levels of in-state 

funding which may denote efficiency in terms of responsiveness to community residents. 

Dowd (2004) adopts a critical-political approach to the equity-efficiency debate 

asserting that the lack of a rational economic framework for community college financing 

has resulted in competition between the egalitarian model and other political interests. 

Thus, she attributes causality for the observed intrastate funding levels for community 

colleges to social and economic biases. Underlying her analysis is an assumption that a 

high degree of social or public benefit is generated by community college education. 

This assumption starkly contrasts with Hoxby's (1996) position that spillovers of human 

capital are relatively insignificant when compared to the private benefits of K-12 

education. Dowd models colleges' relative revenue position within the state in which 

they are located as a function of the percentage of students receiving financial aid, the 

percentage of students who are part-time, enrollment size, urbanization and the 

percentages of black and Hispanic students. Her model does not incorporate attributes of 

mission or program differentiation, apparently based upon Quittner's study of funding 

inequalities among Cahfomia community colleges that did not find explanation for these 

financial disparities in program costs or other economic variables (cited in Dowd, p. 3). 

Results show that only seven percent of the variance in revenue is explained by the 

intensity of student financial need while the urbanization variable explains another 13 

percent to 18 percent of the variance when compared with towns and rural areas, 



respectively. She concludes that "other factors are at play, and the model only begins to 

control for these: 72 percent of intrastate revenue variation remains unexplained" (p. 17). 

While social and economic policy provides an impetus to understand similarities 

and differences between dual-funded and state-funded community colleges, 

organizational theory provides a framework for understanding the relationships between 

institutional financing and institutional behavior or performance. Institutional 

isomorphism asserts that organizations are shaped by other entities within their networks 

or field. Resource dependency theory, a variant of isomorphism, argues that institutions 

model themselves to fit the expectations of entities upon which they depend for funding 

and/or other resources. From these theories, we can hypothesize that community colleges 

that receive a greater share of their funding from local sources including student tuition 

and fees will reflect the local economy and educational needs in their programming while 

those that are state funded will be less responsive to their immediate locale. As Lowry 

(2001a) observed, the degree of political control does not unambiguously determine the 

quality of public universities, but it does impact the way institutions spend their resources 

(p. 31). 

Tolbert (1985) dissected higher education environments to distinguish the causes 

of variants in administrative structure in an attempt to discern whether resource 

dependency theory or institutional theory better explained the administrative 

organizations. Drawing upon resource dependency theory, she suggested that the 

structure of organizations is associated with the external resources upon which they 

depend. Her alternative theory was that institutionalization accounted for such structural 
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differences. As in resource dependency theory, institutionahzation hypothesizes an 

external cause for the institution's behavior. However, it emphasizes that the response is 

largely symbolic and often merely taken to assuage social norms. 

The proposition that dual-funded colleges are more responsive than their state-

funded peers to local constituencies does not assert the precise nature of the programming 

decisions by the locally funded college - whether superficial or embedded, and Tolbert's 

(1985) work indicates that differences may be observed in different institutions 

depending upon varying environmental conditions or life cycle stage of the organization. 

One study already completed provides support for this proposition (Askin, 

2004a). Bers (1980) studied the Illinois community college system in the late 1970's. 

The Illinois Community College Board, the state coordinating agency, espoused a locally 

responsive educational mission for the colleges to be determined by the locally elected 

governing boards. The Board further stated that "each community college is unique with 

regard to its efforts to provide educational services in response to local needs" (p. 152, 

quoting the Illinois Community College Board, RAMP: Resource allocation and 

management plan [Springfield, 1977, p. 14]). In examining the variations in 

programming among the Illinois community colleges, Bers found that local employment 

patterns were reflected in the distribution of college curricula. She also found significant 

correlations between student support programs such as those for minority students and 

the composition of the college district, concluding that 

There are systematic differences in financial support and program offerings at 
community colleges located in districts with markedly different social and 
economic characteristics. These findings provide general support for the notion 



that college programs are shaped by the community context within which the 
college operates, (p. 164) 
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1.3 Significance and Purpose of Research Question Two 

In addition to examining how the funding source of community colleges are 

related to the education they produce, this research will also analyze how the effect of 

political, social and economic variables varies by funding source for these institutions. 

Before discussing this question, it is important to understand how these variables affect 

funding levels at community colleges in general. To date such studies have focused 

nearly exclusively on four-year colleges and universities. 

Community college funding has been generally ignored despite these colleges' 

unique status as the only public postsecondary institutions to receive local tax support as 

well as revenues from tuition and from state and local governments (Bers, 1980, p. 150). 

While not all community colleges receive local appropriations, all do receive funds from 

state coffers. In 1918 94 percent of community college funds came from local 

appropriations. However, the numbers of colleges receiving local appropriations and the 

magnitude of this funding has dropped dramatically in the past three decades. This was 

evident in the 2000 report by the Education Commission for the States that found that 

community colleges in 26 states received some local appropriations in 1999, a reduction 

from 38 that Garms reported in 1972. In total, in fiscal year 1999, states provided 48 

percent of community college operating funds while local sources supplied just under 15 

percent compared with 54 percent and 18 percent in 1972, respectively. 

A number of reasons have been given for the changes in public funding for 

community colleges, in particular, and for higher education, in general. A few authors 

propose reasons for the decline in local funding including Evelyn (Evelyn, CHE, p. B5) 



who believes it to be a generally indirect consequence of taxpayer revolts that have fueled 

limitations on property tax assessments. O'Sullivan (2001) observed that such revolts 

were fueled by voter beliefs that state and local governments could withstand substantial 

reductions in revenues without reducing services or, at least, without reducing services 

they valued. Thus, taxpayers may have been intending to communicate expenditure 

preferences not clearly discerned from broad-based decisions to limit taxation. Hoxby 

(1996) asserts more intentionality to the change in the structure of local versus state 

funding as an attempt to ehminate local control. Breneman and Nelson (1981), Heller 

(2004), Young (1977) and Lowry (2001a) concur in ascribing the increase in state 

funding to desires for centralization and/or increased state control of these institutions. 

Lowry writes that these desires reflect decision-makers' ascription to themselves of 

pohtical capital to be garnered from community colleges supply of instruction and public 

service to their constituents. Young places the responsibility for increased state control 

on the colleges that have sought out increased funding, looking to the states for such 

funds - often in light of the local property tax limitation initiatives - and in the process 

losing their local identity. 

Other authors have focused more generally on the decline of public funding for 

higher education (Askin, 2004b). Hovey (1999) describes how higher education serves 

as the "balance wheel" in state budget decisions, benefiting when economic times and 

state revenues are good but taking disproportionate cuts when state budgets are tight. 

State finances have been restructured in the past decade due to changes in demographics 

and, perhaps more importantly, through significant tax reductions. Concurrently, the 



economy has become increasingly globalized, and the economy has slowed. Atwell 

(1996), Breneman (1993), Johnstone (1988), Schapiro, McPherson and Winston (1993) 

and Massy and Zemsky (1990) all argue that the generally negative trends observed 

during the past twenty years are not simply artifacts of periodic downturns in the business 

cycle but, rather, reflect a substantive change in political support for financing public 

institutions of higher education. Like Hovey, they deduce that decision-makers perceive 

expenditures for higher education as discretionary in nature and that other programs have 

higher priority. Kane, Orszag and Gunter (2003) attribute the crowding out effect to 

mandated and entitlement programs such as Medicaid. Rusk and Leslie (1978) and Rizzo 

(2003) attribute the decline in institutional funding to increased funding for consumers 

while Zumeta (2001), St. John (1991) and Zarkesh (2004) note the negative effects of 

performance funding initiatives. 

Per the National Center for Education Statistics (2002), public community 

colleges relied on state and local taxpayer funding for 63.2 percent of their fiscal year 

1999-2000 current revenues compared with 34.4 percent for public four-year institutions. 

Because of their heavy reliance of public funds, community colleges are heavily 

dependent upon political processes to determine their annual budget resources. As with 

all levels of higher education, community colleges lack an objective, technically 

determined cost function. Consequently, resource arguments have traditionally centered 

on the vague concept of "need" (Bowen, 1980, p. 121) and have been negotiated 

according to the rubric of classical budgeting (Wildavsky & Caiden, 1997, p. 43). Thus, 

variations in community college funding structures across the United States may be the 
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result of historical and cultural artifact rather than strategic policy decisions (National 

Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, 2003) and therefore difficult to 

disentangle from environmental variables (Askin, 2003). 

To date, the research on the relationships between economic, social, political and 

demographic variables and funding has largely focused on that for four-year institutions. 

Given their differences in mission and clientele, it is important to differentiate the factors 

related to funding community colleges from those for four-year institutions. Clearly, 

factors used in studies of four-year institutions such as student selectivity (measured by 

SAT score and high school GPA) do not apply to community colleges which generally 

engage in open admissions practices. 

The access that some two-year institutions have to local appropriations through 

local direct or indirect taxing authority also makes them significantly different from four-

year institutions that rely solely on state resources for their public financing streams. In 

addition, community colleges do not have many of the alternative fund generation means 

that four-year institutions do such as research grants and contracts and auxiliary 

enterprises, access to which is frequently cited as a factor in the decline of state 

appropriations. Examining local appropriations independently of state appropriations may 

facilitate understanding of the differences among community colleges and between these 

colleges and four-year institutions. 

Neglect of the community college situation is attributable to a number of reasons. 

While there may be applicability of Ehrenberg's (2002) assertion that faculty researchers 

are predisposed to study themselves, substantial blame for the lack of research on 
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community college finances lies in the paucity of data collected and reported about them. 

Since the beginning of the 1990's, however, increased focus on economic development 

and similar initiatives has raised the stakes and interests of government policy makers in 

community college activities. Consequently, there has been increased emphasis on 

obtaining information from the highly disparate community colleges on their funding. 

This data is, however, more difficult to obtain from this sector than from other 

postsecondary institutions due to reduced likelihood that each college employs 

institutional research professionals to collect and report it. In addition, the local and state 

focus of these colleges has produced significant variations in use and application of key 

terms in many areas including enrollment and accounting. 

In recent years diminished financial support for and decreased confidence in 

higher education has necessitated increased and more substantive lobbying efforts by 

higher education administrators and advocates. While resource dependency theory 

posits that organizational behaviors are enacted in response to the expectations and 

requirements of their funders (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), we would also expect that 

funders' actions are responsive to their observations of the organizations (Askin, 2004b). 

State and local taxing and appropriation decisions are made by legislative bodies. Thus, 

patterns of funding for community colleges are the results of deliberative action and 

reflect environmental conditions at the time: "Public colleges and universities are 

creatures of the state and, ultimately, of the people who pay taxes to support them" 

(Zumeta, 2001, p. 160). 



For some community colleges, funding decisions occur at two levels - at the state 

level and at a more local level. For these colleges, this research will examine 

relationships between the two sources of funding as well as the sources' different 

relationships with external predictor variables. Some authors such as Richardson and de 

los Santos (2001) have espoused a preferred structure for community college: "Given the 

nature of community colleges as resource-dependent organizations, the ideal of local 

autonomy will always be something to be pursued rather than an attainable end" (p. 42). 

Nonetheless, the question of how responsibilities should be divided between state and 

local support is a qualitative one that depends on values and beliefs about a variety of 

parameters of community colleges. The research performed here will assist in 

understanding the relationships between varying support levels and the environment and, 

thus, may provide an objective framework for such evaluative decisions. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The first research question asks if differently funded colleges perform differently. 

Review of literature relevant to this topic encompasses writings from a variety of 

disciplines, since it covers the interplay of finance and organizational behavior. In 

addition to higher education finance, these include higher education organization and 

administration, finance and public policy, sociology and economics. The second research 

question focuses more narrowly on factors that relate to levels of public funding for 

community colleges and is derived from a research history primarily chronicled in 

journals from the fields of higher education and public finance. 
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2.1 Resource Dependency Theory and Community College Mission 

The primary conceptual base for the first question lies in resource dependency 

theory, as the hypothesis states that community colleges that receive local funding in 

addition to state dollars will be different from those that only receive state appropriations. 

Further, those differences will manifest the expectations of the funder(s), and differences 

in levels of local funding will be reflected in institutional variances. 

Resource dependency theory, most definitively described by Pfeffer and Salancik 

in 1978, is derived from earlier research on organizational adaptation and performance. 

Previous work such as that by Zald (1970) and Walmsley and Zald (1973) used 

alternative terms such as the political economy model to describe the impact of the 

organization's funding structure on its behavior. 

Institutional theory predicts that rational decisions made by organizational 

managers will be isomorphic in their outcomes. Thus, organizations in the same field 

will tend to become increasingly ahke. This homogeneity is the result of the multiple 

forms of isomorphism outlined by DiMaggio and Powell (1983). Coercive isomorphism 

is defined as the pressure exerted upon organizations by others upon which they are 

dependent. Dependencies can be financial, as in resource dependency, or cultural, as 

with the goal of legitimacy. For community colleges, being seen as legitimate members 

of the higher education sector is a prime issue because of their hybrid origin in secondary 

and postsecondary education. As Levin (1998) noted, community colleges' identities 

within the postsecondary higher education sector significantly influence their actions. 

Mimetic isomorphism, defined as copying from others in one's field, is observed with 
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greatest frequency in times of uncertainty. Organizational uncertainty can be caused by 

many factors of which unpredictable funding is one. Normative isomorphism results 

from the professionalisation of the workforce including the mobility and exchange of 

workers and ideas. Community colleges, given their proclivity to a single model of 

leadership (Amey & Twombly, 1992), may be particularly suited to such an influence. 

Isomorphism, then, in combination with resource dependency, should cause colleges in 

the same domain to exhibit common attributes, and these attributes should vary from 

those of colleges in other populations that face different environmental conditions. 

The theory that institutional behavior and performance are products of the 

organization's environment starkly contrasts with the earlier Weberian bureaucratic 

notion that internal pressures determine institutional structures. In 1956 Parsons noted 

that organizations' legitimacy and effectiveness are continually evaluated based upon 

their use of society's resources. In efforts to respond to these assessments, organizations 

adapt themselves to the expectations with the degree of adaptation depending upon the 

significance of the resource dependence of one organization on the other. Significance 

encompasses a number of dimensions. The importance of a resource to an organization 

will depend upon the extent to which the resource is essential to the organization's 

existence or ability to operate. Additionally, substitutability or criticality are key 

determinants, as the greater the number of substitutes or lower degree of criticality, the 

less the dependence. Community colleges in all but five states derive the majority of 

their funding from public appropriations from the state and, if available, local tax 

appropriations. In fiscal year 1998-99 only one state, Vermont, funded less than twenty 



percent of community college operations from public resources and in nineteen states, 

public funds provided at least two-thirds of general operating funds for colleges. Clearly, 

for most community colleges, public funds are a significant and critical financial 

resource. Further, the nature of these colleges with their goals of accessibility and 

relatively modest, if any, focus on research severely limits the availability of alternative 

funding streams such as high tuition or research grants and contracts. Consequently, 

there are no feasible substitutes for these public funds. 

Mindlin and Aldrich (1975) further developed the concept of interorganizational 

interdependence. Recognizing organizations as complex open systems, they argued that 

the dependence dynamic impacts only the boundary-spanning structures of the 

organization rather than the entire entity. They also argued that the fluidity of the 

environment results in different organizational dependencies and, consequently, different 

organizational responses at varying times in the organization's life. Finally, they pointed 

to the differing nature of various types of interrogational dependencies resulting from the 

interorganizational networks to which an institution belongs. They particularly 

differentiated the dependencies on a parent organization from those with other entities in 

the institution's environment. Thus, they suggested that earlier findings that as an 

organization becomes more dependent upon its environment, it becomes more centralized 

and less autonomous from its parent are not generalizable to other dependency 

relationships. 

Schmidt and Kochan (1977) added two dimensions to the dependency framework. 

First, they noted that dependency relationships can be symmetric as well as asymmetric 



contrasting the assumption of inequality implied in earlier research. Second, they 

introduced the element of individual actors in organizations. Action theory states that 

organizations are the result of interactions of individuals seeking to solve problems 

(Bowey, 1976). Schmidt and Kochan noted that these individuals have self-interests that 

mediate their interactions with others. Thus, while the direction of the organizations' 

interactions may be predicted by resource dependency, the specific manifestations will 

have some variability based on the unique strategies adopted by the individuals who 

manage them. Among the possible mediating structures are organizational distance and 

complexity as posited by Leslie and Rhoades (1995). 

Cohen, March and Olson's (1972) assertion that colleges and universities are 

organizational anarchies with ambiguous preferences would seem to support Schmidt and 

Kochan's prediction of substantial variability in decisions and decision-making 

outcomes. To this Heller (2004) added that if colleges themselves cannot set goals, it is 

even more difficult for an external agency to identify and enact goals for the institutions. 

However, Zeitz' (1980) found that 

When the reward system and the current patterning of resources reinforce a 
particular type of interaction, and when this is consistent with the goals of 
controlling interests of organizations, interactions are largely reproduced and thus 
are predictable. (76) 

He found this to particularly be the case when the resources are financial, clearly the case 

here, and when one of the exchange partners holds a dominant position. One way a 

partner may secure the dominant position is via the existence of conflict within the other 

partner's network. Thus, competition with other organizations, in the case of community 

colleges - between such colleges or between community colleges and other institutions 
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of higher education or other levels of education, can cede even greater power to the 

resource-providing partner. 

Zeitz (1980) also extended the notion of resource dependence from an either-or 

concept (organizations manage their environments effectively or suffer negative 

consequences) to the idea that organizations both attempt to control and are controlled by 

their environments. Thus, organizations push back and take action to affect the demands 

of the environment through such direct activities as lobbying as well as through more 

indirect routes such as diversification and growth. 

Pfeffer and Salacik's 1978 text summarized the key elements of resource 

dependency. They identified the importance of the environmental context for 

understanding organizational decisions. They also recognized that despite the situational 

constraints of the environment, organizations possessed the ability to take deliberative 

action to negotiate those limitations. Thus, organizations have the ability to occasionally 

modify their environments. Finally, Pfeffer and Salancik described the element of power 

that is derived from organizational interdependencies and location in the network. They 

specifically noted the power that governments have over organizations that depend on 

them for resources, power that generally exceeds the power those organizations hold over 

the government. 

In order to apply resource dependency theory to community college missions, it is 

necessary to identify the expectations of the resource providers. While some goals may 

be implicitly assumed based upon the provider's role and self-interest, reliance on 

explicit statements is preferred. Thus, examination of research on the determination and 
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expression of community college mission, particularly that which has involved input 

from key constituents, follows. 

In 1975 Cohen, Lombardi and Brawer observed migration of control of 

community colleges toward the state capital and described the relative influence of state-

level decision-makers: 

In determining the courses to be offered, state-level influences create pressures on 
the colleges, some direct, others not. The legislature exerts the most direct 
influence, followed by the state community college board, various licensing 
agencies and commissions, and professional associations, (p. 2) 

Presumably they ascribed the greatest influence to the legislature because of its budgetary 

role. While state community college boards may exert some influence over college 

finances, they, along with other agencies and associations, more generally exercise 

authority over more operational dimensions. Cohen, et al., acknowledged that the move 

towards increased state influence on community colleges was not objectively positive or 

negative, since such a judgment was dependent upon one's values. Nevertheless, they 

enumerated the potential dangers and benefits of this change. Among the dangers cited 

were increased homogenization and less individuality among the institutions across a 

state, loss of local control resulting in less responsiveness to the local community, and 

increased bureaucratization. The benefits they forecast included better coordination of 

and less external competition for the colleges, upgraded performance standards, and more 

stable funding. Undoubtedly this last issue was in response to observations of property 

tax limitation initiatives actively being pursued and enacted during the 1970's. In 1976 

Cohen and Brawer described the impact of Proposition 13, passed in June 1978 in 

California, on that state's colleges: 
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Local community college districts found their major source of funds effectively 
capped and were forced suddenly to look to the state for their funds. Within two 
years, the state's share of community college revenues increased from 42 to 
nearly 80 percent, (p. 138) 

In 1983 McCartan reflected on the changes in community college mission, citing 

Cross' 1981 characterization of these institutions as "on the plateau" (p. 676). Cross' 

assessment was based on an inventory of community college goals administered by the 

Educational Testing Service in 1979 to a cross section of college constituents. 

Respondents included nearly three thousand students, fifteen hundred college faculty, 

administrators and governing board members and a small group of two hundred 

community members. Of all the goals enumerated, including those such open access that 

had been inspired by the social changes of the 1960's and the development of the 

"community's college" (Nunley, 2001, p. 50), only those of general and occupational 

education were cited by all the groups to be of highest importance. 

Developmental/remedial programs, then relatively new entrants to the college catalogue, 

were ranked relatively highly by faculty and administrators but were less highly valued 

by students, community constituents and trustees. The opposite pattern was evident in 

responses regarding the colleges' role in personal development. Students and community 

members placed high value on this function while trustees, administrators and faculty did 

not. Trustees were unique in placing significant emphasis on the accountability measure. 

Cross (1981) found that despite her assertion that community colleges were at a 

critical decision point in their evolution, the colleges were not pursuing visionary 

strategies but, rather, "community colleges are working on rather pragmatic, conventional 

goals" (p. 120). While she advocated the mission of life-long learning for these colleges, 
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she acknowledged that this goal had little obvious support, perhaps due to funding 

limitations. 

In attempting to understand and explain the situation of community colleges in the 

early 1980's McCartan (1983) looked to the contemporary writings of Gleazer, 

Brenneman and Nelson, and Cohen. Gleazer, as the then-past-president of the American 

Association of Community and Junior Colleges, argued for a broad role for the colleges 

encompassing responsiveness to community needs and development of a community's 

learners throughout their adult lives. In contrast, Cohen, then director of the ERIC 

Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges and professor of higher education at UCLA, believed 

that the future success of community colleges was vested in increased focus, particularly 

on general education. 

Into this debate, Breneman and Nelson (1981) introduced the conflict then arising 

between the "educational mission embraced by the colleges and the financing policies 

endorsed by state officials" (p. vii). By 1983 over half of the operating expenses for 

community colleges in thirty states were funded from state coffers (McCartan, 1983). 

With this increase in state participation in funding came increased legislative interest in 

community colleges. Richardson and Leslie (1980) echoed Breneman and Nelson in 

identifying this tension as they noted the necessity for community colleges to secure 

legislative concurrence with their missions if they were to continue to receive adequate 

financial support. 

McCartan's (1983) hterature review reveals a consensus among the authors that 

nearly 25 years ago community colleges faced a critical juncture in their development in 



which they needed to choose between renewed emphasis on their traditional educational 

missions or reform themselves into community learning centers. While she questioned 

the need to opt for one role or the other, she recognized factors that were contributing to 

this dilemma including state legislatures joining the accountability bandwagon. 

Accountability was becoming a catch phrase for government entities of all types, 

including education, in the 1980's. Despite the perhaps academically optimistic title of 

Allen and Chaffee's (1981) paper on the topic, "Management Fads in Higher Education," 

the notion of legislative influence in defining academic performance measures was not a 

passing one. Traditional budgeting for higher education based upon inputs such as seat 

time and credit hours no longer sufficed, as legislators began to focus on outputs and 

quality. Funding formulae served to incent or support the offering of some programs 

over others, and changes to funding structures would change the incentives. Later, as 

discussed below, output measures would include elements beyond traditional educational 

success to incorporate state economic goals. 

In her summary, McCartan (1983) asserted the importance of the local voice in 

decision making about community colleges' missions, recommending that "once the 

state has established its general goals for commitment to community college education, 

each institution should have the latitude to determine its own emphasis within that broad 

mission" (p. 689). Her statement, however, ignored resource dependency theory and the 

fact that while organizations have the ability to act, they are constrained by their 

environments. Thus, college missions will inextricably be wound up in the 

organizations' ecologies. Those missions will support organizational survival to the 



extent that they are effective in managing constituent demands, "particularly the demands 

of interest groups upon which the organizations depend for resources and support" 

(Pfeffer, 2003, p. 2). 

During the 1990's the importance of Pfeffer and Salancik's (1978) resource 

dependency theory continued to be reiterated as a key concept in understanding 

organizations' behavior. In his 1992 organizational sociology text Reed reiterated the 

central role that resources play in organizational behavior, stating that organizations exist 

in negotiated arrangements created, sustained and modified through social interaction, 

and their ability to obtain and retain control over resources is critical. At the same time 

researchers were observing significant changes in community colleges' focus and finding 

resource dependency useful to explain these adaptations. 

A number of studies focused on the importance of interest groups in funding for 

public universities (Askin, 2004b). Using an econometric model, Hoenack and Pierro 

(1990) explored the demand and supply relationships in higher education appropriations. 

They concluded that university supply, legislative demand and students' demand 

combine to determine institutional funding, and, further, that interest groups impact 

legislative demand. In contrast Teske's (1991) study of interest group impact on state 

telecommunications decisions showed that institutional factors such as ideology and party 

control of the legislature were more impactful than interest groups. Strathman (1994) 

showed that legislators acted in rational self-interest when they reduce funding in states 

with expected future losses due to benefit spillovers proxied by out-migration, echoing 

Clotfelter's (1976) finding. Thus, the loss of future tax revenues and other externalities 



of higher education were negatively capitalized in the legislative appropriation process. 

Strathman also observed interaction between the rate of return on higher education and 

tuition, noting that as the former declined, it served to limit tuition increases and led to 

increased pressure for public support of higher education. In contrast, recent public 

discussions regarding higher education have focused on its value as a private versus 

public good. Bound, Groen, Kedzi, and Turner (2004) observed that individuals with 

bachelors degrees exhibited limited mobility but found that within-state elasticity of 

college-educated labor is significantly higher than across states. 

In 1995 Sabloff utilized a cultural anthropological approach to explore how 

changes in state legislatures over the preceding twenty years, including 

professionalization, have affected legislators' perceptions of their decision process. She 

explored this question in the context of two hypothetical scenarios, one dealing with 

regulatory reform and the other with resource allocation, both of which are set in the 

realm of the state's public colleges and universities. Her findings, with some 

contraindications, demonstrated that professionalization does have significant impact on 

legislators' perceptions of their processes for decisions. Further, the research indicated 

that legislators distinguish different factors as influencing the different decisions that she 

posed. 

During the 1990's organizational structure was also identified as a key variable in 

college and university funding. Per Lowry (2001a), 

Institutional arrangements for the governance of public universities should matter 
because they affect the ability of different actors having different preferences to 
influence decisions about prices and spending...Elected officials should have 
more influence over university prices and spending when their capacity for 
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oversight is greater, when the total cost of monitoring a university system and 
influencing governing board decisions is lower, and when the preferences of 
public university trustees are closer to their own. (p. 846) 

Both Garrett (1993) and Tollefson (2000) found correlations between primary revenue 

sources and the control of colleges. Garrett found that when over 50 percent of revenues 

come the state, there is a high probability of centralized governance structures, supporting 

the contentions of earlier theorists and implying that when shifts to increased state 

funding occur, a likely consequence will be greater state oversight. The converse was 

also found to be true: a high percentage of local funding was associated with 

decentralization with increases in local funding being accompanied by increased local 

control. 

It is not surprising to find that politicians express spending preferences in their 

voting on allocation of resources. Such behavior is described in Williamson's (1963) 

examination of managerial discretion and business behavior. Bringing together the 

notions of self-interest and rational behavior, Williamson demonstrated that managers 

demonstrate utility-maximization approaches to utilization of resources that include 

nonpecuniary as well as financial components. Thus, managers were shown to have 

distinct expense preferences meaning that expenditures had positive values associated 

with them beyond the values derived from their productivity. Action theory supports this 

notion that motivated people will attempt to resolve issues thereby creating and recreating 

organizations. Thus, organizations are adaptive organic systems that are affected by the 

social characteristics of their constituents and other environmental pressures. 
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To the issue of institutional governance and control, Keith (1996), McKeown-

Moak (1999) and Henry (2000) added the dimensions of funding mechanics and 

allocation models (e.g., funding formula) and the placement of community colleges in a 

state's higher education pecking order. Community college leaders complain that they 

are low on the state funding food chain because they are frequently not well integrated 

into many state postsecondary education systems (Keith, p. 90) with the result that senior 

higher education institutions receive higher priority and, consequently, higher funding. 

They also note that while funding formulas on surface appear to provide an objective 

method for allocating resources, formulas are frequently adjusted to respond to political 

interests or to conform to the funds available. Critical to answering these concerns is 

inclusion in predictive models of variables that reflect the methodology for determination 

of appropriations as well as ones that reflect the resource competition with four-year 

institutions. 

In 1994 Dougherty examined the increasingly vocational bent of what he termed 

the "contradictory college" (p. 1). He viewed the transformation of community colleges 

from fundamentally transfer institutions to occupational ones as profound and 

antidemocatrizing. For this change he blamed government officials who exercised 

significant, autonomous leadership in the definition of community college roles but 

whose interests have been "conditioned by the structural and ideological power of 

business and, less so, students" (p. 17). 

Dougherty (1994) dismissed functionalist and instrumentalist explanations for the 

changing mission focus for community colleges. He believed they inadequately 
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recognized the significant role of government officials. Instead, Dougherty asserted that 

the interdependencies of the colleges, their government funders and business interests 

resulted from resource dependencies. Government officials were dependent upon 

business for clout and influence as well as for fuel for economic growth. In turn, 

community colleges were dependent upon government officials for significant public 

funding. 

The business influence on government officials (and, subsequently, on 

community colleges) was, however, mediated by other college pohcy concerns one of 

which was the prestige of being a part of the higher education sector. This countervailing 

desire of academic legitimacy had forestalled many colleges from becoming full-fledged 

vocational institutions although some had become vocational-technical schools. 

McCartan (1983), too, had cited the need for legitimacy as a factor supporting the 

focused academic mission of community colleges; however, she cited legitimacy as 

limiting the expansion of the colleges not just to vocational education but the broader 

community center mission advocated by Gleazer. 

Five years later Dougherty and Bakia (1999) again explored the role of 

community colleges in economic development. This role was leading college curriculum 

to evolve from the general vocationalization Dougherty discussed in 1994 to contract 

training for specific entities and industries. Fearing replacement of colleges' educational 

missions with an emphasis on workforce training, Dougherty and Bakia sought to 

understand the rationale for community colleges' increased involvement in contract 

training. They rejected the notions that this programmatic change was precipitated by 
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powerful business demands and argued that resource dependence played a larger part in 

the change. 

Like all organizations, community colleges and government bodies need to 
extract resources from their environment and this leads them to be active, 
modifying their environment as much as being modified by it. But we do not 
want to exaggerate the degree of autonomy community colleges and government 
bodies enjoy. They are still constrained - though not commanded - by business 
demands, values, and economic and political power, (p. 16) 

They argued further that responsiveness to environmental demands would be particularly 

acute in regions where the economy was lagging or in recession. 

Dougherty and Bakia (1999) discussed the complexity of the resource-

dependency relationships, recognizing that community needs which, they argued, are of 

dominant concern to community colleges are, in turn, subject to business values within 

American culture. Thus, employers play a significant role in the colleges' definitions of 

community. In addition to the cultural connection between business and government, 

these authors also pointed to a pragmatic connection, that linking corporate training to 

economic revitalization that, in turns, yields additional public resources for the colleges. 

They also acknowledged the hope that colleges had that relations with business and 

industry would result in increased political support that might help lobbying efforts for 

increased appropriations. Indeed, they cited the increasing attempts to court support from 

political and economic elites over the past 20 years. These elites responded by requiring 

the colleges to increasing play a central role in workforce development. 

In contrast to Dougherty's (1994) and Dougherty and Bakia's (1999) concerns 

that community colleges were changing from academic to training institutions, Bailey 

and Averianova (1999) were concerned that community colleges were becoming too 



49 

comprehensive by attempting to be all things to all people. In light of diminishing public 

resources (state and local appropriations declined from 70 percent of total revenues in 

1980 to 50 percent in 1996 (Merisotis & Wolanin, 2002)), Bailey and Averianova 

asserted the need to identify optimal program mixes for these colleges. While supporters 

of the expanded mission cited it as evidence of responsiveness to evolving community 

needs, critics argued that the fundamental academic role of community colleges was 

being lost as human and financial resources were squandered. 

Like previous writers, Bailey and Averianova (1999) claimed the core program of 

community colleges to be academic transfer education and blamed vocational education 

for its decline. While they and others blame vocationalization for sidelining the academic 

focus, still others, including many business leaders and policy makers, believed that 

occupational training was critical to developing the work force required by the late 20"^ 

century economy. While this vocational function took on increased emphasis, 

community service diminished in its role, a fact that the authors attributed to reduced 

funding for such activities. 

Bailey and Averianova (1999) also found that colleges were responding to the 

new economy by introducing new programs or functions "precisely because they are 

expected to generate new resources" (p. 18). Despite the fact that these new activities did, 

indeed, generate additional revenues, the authors argued that does not explain why 

colleges undertook new roles. Rather, using observations from 10 community colleges, 

they found that these programs developed relationships with local businesses through 
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which colleges gained a more important resource, political support and, through it, 

increased public funding: 

Since community colleges are funded primarily by state and local public funds, 
this form of political cross-subsidization may be more important than economic 
cross-subsidization based on generating surplus revenues through charging for 
economic and workforce development functions. Indeed, in one case in Texas, 
with the strong and active support of local businesses, a college was able to 
double its local tax support, (p. 26) 

Shaman and Zemsky (2003) examined funding for community colleges, albeit in 

an effort to develop a classification scheme to subdivide this single stratum of the 

Carnegie classification system. In 2000 despite comprising 42 percent of all higher 

education institutions and educating 40 percent of all students enrolled in postsecondary 

education in the United States (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 

2000), community colleges constituted only one stratum of the Carnegie classification 

system out of eighteen, thus ignoring the significant heterogeneity of this group of 

institutions. This classification issue led Shaman and Zemsky to posit a market model to 

differentiate community colleges. Their net price per student (equivalent to total tuition 

and fee less institutional financial aid divided by FTE students) model identifies degree 

production and cohort graduation rate as significant factors in predicting price with the 

more degrees and certificates that an institution award per enrolled student, the higher the 

net price, all other things being equal. Additional statitistically significant predictors for 

net price were government appropriations as a percentage of total revenue, local 

appropriations as a percentage of total government appropriations, percent of enrollment 

comprised of minorities, regional location and urbanization. The appropriations and 



minority enrollment variables were negatively related to price while urban setting was 

positively correlated. 

Slaughter and Leslie (1997) extended the concept of resource dependence to 

academic capitalism. In their work, they drew links between funding patterns and 

resource expenditures in academic institutions. They demonstrated that the latter 

reflected and expressed the values of the agencies providing the revenues to colleges and 

universities. Rhoades and Slaughter (1997) identified the restratification and 

restructuring of higher education resulting from academic capitalism's "supply side 

higher education" (p. 9). Similarly, Rhoades and Spom (2002) examined the impact of 

the new economy and its related changing revenue streams on the factors and costs of 

production in academic institutions in Europe and the United States. 

While Slaughter, Leslie, Rhoades and Spom focused on academic capitalism's 

impact on four-year institutions. Levin (1999) examined mission changes in community 

colleges resulting from globalization. Like academic capitalism, globalization in Levin's 

framework had resource dependency at its core. In his study of two Canadian community 

colleges. Levin identified the reduction in availability of government support as a 

fundamental source of coercion forcing the studied colleges to become more responsive 

to both the public and the market. In a follow up paper, Levin (2002) summarized, 

"Government policy shifted to emphasize global competition and industrial productivity 

in the 1990s, and educational policies directed colleges to serve a critical role in 

economic development" (p. 141). These educational policies were enacted through state 

financial policies. States were able to direct the establishment or expansion of programs 
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through enrollment-based funding formulas and to direct college operations through use 

of performance indicators (Levin, 2001). Because his selection criteria prevented 

examination of the effect of different funding structures, Levin's (2002) analysis and 

conclusions regarding globalization of community colleges are limited to colleges that 

are substantially state-funded. 

In applying the concept of resource dependency to community colleges, we would 

predict that the colleges will attempt to manage their environments, particularly their 

resource requirements, by conforming to the expectations of their funders. Further, the 

magnitude of this adaptation will correlate positively with the magnitude of the resource 

provided and the degree to which alternative sources are available to the organization. 

The authors cited above all examined the changing missions of community colleges but 

did not examine whether the changes varied for different segments of the community 

college sector. Specifically, they did not explore whether the receipt of local 

appropriations resulted in a qualitatively different institution from those that received 

public funding only from the state. 

To examine this potential differentiation, it is useful to understand the specific 

goals of funders. In 1981 Breneman and Nelson surveyed state officials about their 

objectives for community colleges. They discovered: 

The state officials with whom we visited do not accord high priority for state 
financial support of the activities that would convert community colleges into 
community-based centers for lifelong learning. Instead, these officials tend to 
emphasize the traditional functions of academic transfer and vocational-technical 
training, perhaps because these activities are more familiar and better understood, 
or because they assume that the state has an inherent interest in degree-credit 
instruction. Whatever the reason, many state officials express the view that 
community services are primarily a local responsibility, to be supported by user 
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charges, local taxes, payments from local businesses, or some combination 
thereof, with minimal (if any) support from the state. If the trend of increased 
state support and reduced property tax support for two-year colleges continues, 
the significance in these value judgments gains in importance, (p. 166) 

Nearly two decades later, in 2000 when the Education Commission of the States 

surveyed governors about their perception of the role of higher education and how it 

should be transformed to meet state needs in the new century, 86 percent of the governors 

rated job training as a very important or important function while remedial education was 

rated highly only by 54 percent of the respondents. This prioritization is evident in the 

funding streams for the states' community colleges. Nineteen states include funding for 

workforce development in the appropriations for these colleges despite policymakers 

claims of on-going struggles in determining the appropriate level of state versus private 

investment in economic development. Another 17 states reported that other state 

agencies provided funding to colleges for this activity. 



54 

2.2 Factors Related to Appropriations Levels 

For the past 30 years researchers have explored the factors that affect higher 

education funding. Such factors have ranged from demographic to economic to political. 

Studies have focused on state- and institution level funding as well as public and private 

revenue sources. As noted in the previous chapter, little analysis has been conducted on 

community college finances. Findings from previous studies, nonetheless, can inform the 

current research regarding likely useful variables just as understanding of differences 

between two- and four-year institutions can lead to hypotheses of different affective 

parameters. 

As discussed in Askin (2004b), Lindeen and Willis (1975) examined the effect of 

a series of independent variables including population effects, economic development 

and political characteristics on higher education expenditures per taxpayer and tax effort 

in an effort to discern whether economic or political factors were most important 

determinants of higher education funding policy. Earlier work by Sharansky (1967) into 

the causes for interstate differences in total spending suggested a positive relationship 

between political variables and spending levels while economic variables were positively 

correlated to aggregate spending levels but negatively related to specific allocations. 

Lindeen and Willis' results showed little import for political or economic variables while 

demographic variables, population size or density and ethnicity, were the strongest in 

accounting for levels of support, and economic development correlated with trends of 

increasing support. 



In 1976 Peterson also studied the relationship between state appropriations for 

higher education and a series of socioeconomic, environmental and political variables. 

Unlike Lindeen and Willis (1975), Peterson found some explanatory significance in the 

political variables. For example, interparty competition was found to be highly correlated 

with funding for four-year institutions but not for two-year ones. The author attributed 

this difference to the "less universal recognition and acceptance of these 

institutions.. .and to the larger influence of local political systems" (p. 536). Indeed, in 

the 1960's states provided only 34 percent of the funding for what were then still largely 

termed "junior" colleges. Peterson concluded that there were discernible, significant 

variables at work in policymakers' minds as they deliberated higher education budgets 

and, further, that the effects for junior colleges were distinctive. The most significant 

determinants of funding in Peterson's study were, however, measures of the "higher 

education environment" with the most salient being per capita college enrollment (p. 

534). Coughlin and Erekson's (1986) examination of determinants of state aid supported 

Peterson's findings regarding the importance of the higher education environment. They 

expanded the measures of the environment, however, to capture quality of both students 

and faculty. Economic variables (per capita income and tax effort) also had significant 

effect on state aid to higher education. 

Clotfelter (1976) also examined interstate differences in spending for public 

higher education. He discovered that states effectively capitalized out-migration of 

graduates because those states with higher rates of out-migration provided less financial 

support for higher education. Clotfelter also analyzed the relationship of tax structures to 



appropriations, finding support for the proposition that simplicity in tax structures was 

related to lower levels of spending but found little support for the theory that direct 

taxation resulted in lower public spending than indirect. 

For community colleges that receive a share of their funds from local sources, the 

issues of how tax cost and tax structure transparency affect the availability of resources is 

particularly salient. Since local appropriations are often funded by property taxes, there 

may be higher visibility to these than to state appropriations that are funded from state 

income and sales taxes. Certainly, there is continuing unpopularity of the property tax, 

possibly because of its visibility. Alternative reasons for its lack of popularity are given 

as the imperfections of the assessment process, the lack of association between taxpayer 

income and tax liability and disparities across jurisdictions. The existence of the local 

tax may also make taxpayers more sensitive to the state taxes that they pay to support 

these institutions. 

Different tax structures also have different elasticities making them differentially 

sensitive to business cycles. Seyfried and Pantuosco (2003) examined major tax 

revenues for the 10 largest states of the United States. They found that corporate income 

taxes were most volatile while consumption taxes exhibited the most stability. 

Individual income taxes ranked between these two. In another study, Edgerton, 

Haughwout and Rosen (2004) examined the local tax sector for New York City. They 

learned that as the city moved from a property tax emphasis to increased reliance on 

personal income taxes, revenues became increasingly unstable and more sensitive to 

changes in the city's economy. Extrapolating from these two research projects, one 
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might assume that states and localities that depend on income taxes, whether corporate or 

individual, will have significantly more volatile revenue streams than those that utilize 

sales and property taxes as primary revenue sources. Since the majority of local 

appropriations for community colleges are generated via property tax assessments, it 

appears that one advantage for these colleges is a relatively stable source of funding that 

may contrast with resources available from state coffers. Nonetheless by 1999, nearly 

half of state tax revenues were generated by general sales or selective excise taxes 

(Mikesell, 2003). This might infer increasing stability for state revenues, and in relative 

terms, that might be the case. However, as Hovey noted in 1999, consumption of goods 

subject to sales taxes declines as incomes increase. Higher income consumers generally 

are spending more on non-taxed goods and services. In addition, many Internet 

purchases, an increasing sector of the United States economy, are made free of such 

taxes. 

According to Mikesell (2003), additional care must be exercised in formulating 

generalities about the yield, collectibility, and economic effects of taxes because 

structures of tax bases and rates vary among jurisdictions. Property taxes are no different 

with each state having its own local variation and each evolving and changing differently 

over time. 

Kenmitz (1999) investigated the effect of age distribution on education subsidies 

showing that their redistributive nature creates conflict between younger nonworking 

beneficiaries and older working taxpayers. Underlying Kenmitz' mathematical models 

was an assumption of the "traditional student" following traditional college attendance 
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and age patterns. Community colleges deviate from this in their attraction of significant 

numbers of nontraditional, including many working adult, students. Thus, the conflict 

that he identified may be reduced or non-existent when there is overlap between the 

payers and the beneficiaries. Zumeta (2003) also cited age as a significant factor in his 

essay for the NEA regarding political pressure to limit or cut taxes evident in the 1990's. 

He noted that utilization of programs competing for state budget dollars, such as K-12 

education and Medicaid, are driven in part by demographics. Demographic bulges in the 

applicable age groups combined with eligibility-driven cost formula have crowded out 

higher education which is deemed discretionary. 

Lowry's (2001b) analysis focused only on public 4-year institutions, but he 

expanded the domain of considered variables to include state demographics as well as 

measures of benefits generated by instruction, academic research and public service. 

Thus, he expanded the research on state appropriations to incorporate political interests as 

a function of campus outputs from teaching, research and service. His findings show that 

campuses receive differential funding depending upon these measures and that state 

legislators make financial determinations in response to important state constituencies. 

In his recent paper, Rizzo (2003) has endeavored to integrate the variables 

identified in many of the earlier studies to develop a comprehensive causal model of 

higher education financing trends. His findings include support for the hypothesis that 

higher education appropriations are treated as more discretionary than other state 

expenditures with the result that other spending, especially that for K-12 education, has 

crowded out appropriations for these institutions. Rizzo also examined the interplay of 
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state funding for higher education with revenues from other sources and determined that 

as pubHc institutions of higher education respond to decUnes in state funding by looking 

to other sources of revenue, this action appears to trigger yet additional reductions in 

funding by the state. Given the fact that in approximately half of the states, community 

colleges receive public funding from both state and local government, it is important to 

understand how the trade-off Rizzo observed between public and private revenues may 

play out when there are two streams of public funding. 

Rizzo also examined the impact of differing state tax structures and differing 

levels of and variance in per capita incomes. Results showed that increases in income 

and increases in income inequality corresponded to higher funding for higher education. 

These are consistent with prior research that has found that higher education is a normal 

good and supports the political argument that middle and high income taxpayers use the 

political system to shift benefits to themselves. Again, since Rizzo's research focused on 

funding for higher education in total and did not differentiate funding for community 

colleges from that for four-year institutions, examination of the relation of income to two-

year institutions may identify some distinctions. For example, since two-year institutions 

disproportionately serve lower-income students (Adelman, 1992), there may be a 

tendency to identify them as inferior goods. Other variables hypothesized to impact 

funding for community colleges based upon Rizzo's analysis are: unemployment rate, 

racial heterogeneity, age composition, industrial composition, and migration patterns. 

These last two factors are particularly of interest because of community colleges' 

workforce development mission and the relationships observed between constituent 
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interest in supporting higher education and higher education's economic impact. Age 

demographics may impact both the demand for community college education as well as 

the degree of competition from K-12 education and Medicaid. The impact of 

unemployment on community colleges was previously identified by Betts and McFarland 

(1995). They determined that the unemployment rates of recent high school graduates 

and of all adults are associated with community college enrollment increases of .5 percent 

and 4 percent, respectively. This positive correlation between unemployment and 

enrollment contrasts the usually negative correlation between unemployment and public 

appropriations for education. 

As noted in the discussion on Clotfleter's (1976) earlier work on taxation, the type 

of tax structure that supports state financing of education may also prove more impactful 

for community colleges than for higher education in general. Further, as Rizzo (2003) 

notes, the role of property taxes in financing community colleges interacts with the age 

composition of the community, as elderly residents tend to be more immune to income 

and sales taxes, due to the nature of their income and expenditure patterns, than to taxes 

on their homes. 

Kane, et al. (2003) report that Medicaid, in particular, has drained resources from 

higher education. They note, concurrently, that the variance between states in state 

appropriations for higher education is increasing. In some cases this is the result of states 

"gaming" the federal system for resources. That is, states have discovered that increased 

spending for Medicaid yields increased federal dollars for Medicaid programs; 

conversely, as states decrease public funds for higher education and transfer the financial 



61 

responsibility to students through increased tuition, students have to rely on access to 

increased federal dollars for financial aid grants and loans. The authors noted, however, 

that increased tuition had a pronounced impact on community college students, citing 

Kane's (1999) findings that increases in tuition at a public community college 

disproportionately impact low-income students (a $1,000 increase was found to have a 

7.2 percentage point decline in enrollment of low-income students compared with a 4.4 

percentage point decline in enrollment of high-income students). . While Kane, et al. 

affirmed the adverse impact of Medicaid on funding for higher education, they echoed 

Marlow and Shiers' (2001) failure to find statistically significant trade-offs in funding for 

crime-related and corrections expenditures and that for higher education. Kane, et al., 

reaffirmed Rizzo's (2003) finding that higher education spending per capita is negatively 

related to unemployment. Finally, they determined that higher state revenues are 

positively related to higher spending on postsecondary education as are higher income tax 

rates. Both papers forecast increasing challenges for states in funding higher education 

in the future as Medicaid and other programs put continued pressure on resources. 



62 

CHAPTER 3: DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

The primary source of data for this study was the national Integrated 

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Data relating to fiscal year 1999-2000 

was extracted from the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 surveys, since some information, such 

as budgets and enrollments, is reported prospectively or currently while some, including 

certificates and degrees awarded, is reported after the year is concluded. 

IPEDS data is gathered from a survey of higher education institutions in the 

United States, and variable definitions are available within the database and in the 

instruction documents distributed with the survey instrument. Parameters are used in this 

research study consistently with IPEDS definitions. Part-time students are equated to 

full-time based on the National Center for Educational Statistics' measure of three part-

time students equaling one full-time equivalent (PTE). 

Since the intent of this research was to examine institutional operations, it was 

necessary to utilize data that did not blend operational and capital funding. While the use 

of more recent data may have reflected the effects of current economic and political 

events on community college funding, changes in accounting rules complicate the use of 

data for fiscal year 2003 and later. In 2003 Government Accounting Standards Board 

Statement 35 went into effect. This rule requires colleges and universities to report 

financial results on an economic entity basis, rather than a fund basis and results in 

institutions' consolidating the general fund with debt service funds and commingling 

appropriations and tax collections for operations with those for repayment of debt 

principal and interest. 
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The sample was limited to those colleges categorized in IPEDS as two-year public 

colleges operating during the relevant year. Tribal colleges as well as colleges in United 

States territories were excluded as were two institutions that reported that they awarded 

neither certificates nor associates' degrees. This produced an initial sample of 1,141 

colleges. Colleges that did not report state appropriations and/or student enrollment were 

subsequently eliminated because these variables are key to the analysis. Also eliminated 

were nine colleges that reported total current revenues per student of more than $40,000 

including one that reported a figure of $194,354 per student because their extremely high 

revenues per student likely reflect measurement error. The remaining sample included 

988 community colleges. 

The first research question seeks to identify the existence and nature of internal 

differences within these colleges that varied with the types of public funding for the 

college. Specifically, I ask if state-funded and dual-funded community colleges manifest 

different missions. The second question then seeks to understand what environmental 

factors relate to the types and amounts of funding the colleges receive and the interplay 

of state and local funding. Discussion of the methodology utihzed to examine each 

follows in the next sections of this chapter. 
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3.1 Research Question One Data and Methodology 

The question of whether colleges funded only from state appropriations differ 

from colleges that receive both state and local funding was examined by dividing the data 

according to the presence or absence of local appropriations. Of particular interest was 

the overarching question of whether or not locally funded institutions are more 

responsive to their immediate communities than colleges that receive public funds only 

from the state. Optimally, I would use data on the economy and demographics of the 

colleges' service areas to answer this question. Such information is not available, 

however, because the geographic areas served by community colleges vary. In some 

states they are contiguous with other political subdivisions such cities, counties or school 

districts while in other locations, colleges may serve multiple counties or regions. 

Because data on individual college services is not readily available, I examined data 

obtained from IPEDS that may serve as indicators of colleges' situational responses of 

their missions. These included information about the students served, programs offered, 

dollars expended and outcomes attained. 

The initial step of the analysis involved conducting t-tests to determine the 

equality of the means of the variables determined to be mission indictors. The two 

groups, state-funded and dual-funded, were treated as independent samples. Funding in 

this step and those that follow was examined on two levels: per full-time equivalent 

student and as a percentage of total current revenue. Comparisons of total appropriation 

figures can be skewed by differences in institutional size. Examination of the 

appropriations on a full-time equivalent basis, thus, provides a more meaningful 



comparison between colleges. Just examining dollars, however, ignores the potential that 

differences may be caused by regional cost of living variances. The percent of total 

current revenues overcomes this problem and also provides a measure of level of relative 

importance of the funding stream to the institution. 

Seven hundred eighty-one colleges reported data on all of the variables identified 

to indicative of institutional mission. Since colleges in 26 states collected local tax 

support in 1999, it was anticipated that approximately equal numbers of colleges would 

fall into the state-funded and dual-funded categories. When sorted, 327 (42 percent) 

colleges were in the state-only group with 454 (58 percent) in the dual-funded category. 

Colleges in 48 states were represented: 

Table 1. Number of Colleges by State in Question One Data Set. 

State Frequency Percent 

AL 27 3.5 

AR 19 2.4 

AZ 18 2.3 

CA 66 8.5 

CO 15 1.9 

CT 12 1.5 

DE 3 0.4 

FL 27 3.5 

GA 21 2.7 

HI 7 0.9 

lA 13 1.7 

ID 2 0.3 

IL 37 4.7 

IN 14 1.8 

KS 18 2.3 

LA 33 4.2 

MA 13 1.7 

MD 15 1.9 
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State Frequency Percent 

ME 7 0.9 

MI 24 3.1 

MN 25 3.2 

MO 11 1.4 

MS 14 1.8 

MT 3 0.4 

NC 52 6.7 

ND 5 0.6 

NE 5 0.6 

NH 3 0.4 

NJ 16 2.0 

NM 15 1.9 

NV 3 0.4 

NY 4 0.5 

OH 23 2.9 

OK 9 1.2 

OR 16 2.0 

PA 14 1.8 

RI 1 0.1 

SC 16 2.0 

SD 3 0.4 

TN 12 1.5 

TX 60 7.7 

UT 4 0.5 

VA 23 2.9 

VT 1 0.1 

WA 30 3.8 

WI 14 1.8 

WV 2 0.3 

WY 6 0.8 

Total 781 100 

No colleges in Alaska or Kentucky remained in the sample due to their failure to report 

needed statistics. 

Descriptive statistics for the entire sample follows. 
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Table 2. Descriptives of Institutional Variables Examined in Question One (n=781). 

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

LOCAL APPRO 
PER PTE 0.000 12874.330 1229.029 1758.386 
LOCAL APPRO AS 
% CUR REV 0.000 0.665 0.112 0.143 

STATE APPPO PER 
PTE 310.700 13267.740 4357.341 2020.000 

STATE APPRO AS 
% CUR REV 0.030 0.960 0.412 0.147 
TUITION PER PTE 

133.700 5629.720 1898.525 882.037 
TUITION AS % OF 
CUR REV 0.020 0.570 0.186 0.084 
Total Current Funds 
Revenues 999065 286299000 29901969 28400783 
CURRENT 
REVENUE PER 
PTE 1559.570 23646.100 10577.110 3022.975 
% Part-Time 
Enrollment 0.750 82.050 34.138 12.928 
% Traditionally 
Aged Students 0.120 0.880 0.577 0.111 
Pell Grant Dollars 
Per PTE 0.000 3290.900 814.606 412.419 
Occupational 

0.000 1.000 0.980 0.128 

Academic 

0.000 1.000 0.950 0.223 
Recreational or 
Avocational 0.000 1.000 0.740 0.437 

Adult 
Basic/Remedial 0.000 1.000 0.870 0.334 
Secondary/High 
School 0.000 1.000 0.100 0.298 
Number of Different 
Program Types 1.000 4.000 2.901 0.577 
Credit Courses 
Offered In-State 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000 
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Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Credit Courses 
Offered Out-of-State 0.000 1.000 0.060 0.245 
Credit Courses 
Offered Abroad 0.000 1.000 0.090 0.280 
Noncredit Courses 
Offered In-State 0.000 1.000 0.960 0.204 
Noncredit Courses 
Offered Out-of-State 0.000 1.000 0.050 0.221 
Noncredit Courses 
Offered Abroad 0.000 1.000 0.010 0.118 
In-District Tuition 

0.000 3520.000 1192.450 635.926 
In-State Tuition 

0.000 7146.000 1552.240 1170.175 
Out-of-State Tuition 

0.000 15442.000 4030.630 2193.497 
Federal Grants and 
Contracts Per FTE 0.000 6469.510 1389.957 850.180 
Endowment Income 
Per FTE 0.000 491.320 7.503 31.026 
INST EXP AS % 
TOTAL CUR EXP 0.120 0.660 0.403 0.082 
INST EXP PER FTE 

1290.200 11865.200 4204.420 1425.074 
STUDENT SER 
EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 0.010 0.400 0.091 0.039 
STUDENT SER 
EXP PER FTE 87.870 5824.080 967.080 570.354 
ACAD SUP EXP AS 
% TOTAL CUR 
EXP 0.000 0.310 0.075 0.043 
ACAD SUP EXP 
PER FTE 0.000 5354.960 790.400 539.010 
RES EXP AS % 
TOTAL CUR EXP 0.000 0.050 0.000 0.002 
RES EXP PER FTE 

0.000 716.950 4.230 30.790 
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Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 0.000 0.330 0.021 0.039 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
EXP PER PTE 0.000 3639.710 226.310 453.520 

INST'L SUPPORT 
AS % TOTAL CUR 
EXP 0.030 0.510 0.134 0.049 

INST'L SUPPORT 
PER PTE 243.990 6307.840 1420.130 700.740 

O&M EXP AS % 
TOTAL CUR EXP 0.000 0.360 0.083 0.031 
O&M EXP PER FTE 

0.000 10113.340 878.030 532.260 
SCHOLARSfflP 
EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR REV 0.000 0.290 0.115 0.050 
SCHOLARSHIP 
EXP PER FTE 0.000 4386.960 10189.820 576.990 
Percentage Receiving 
Any Financial Aid 0.000 110.000 58.200 22.447 
Percentage Receiving 
Federal Grant Aid 0.000 100.000 36.640 18.310 
Percentage Receiving 
Institutional Aid 0.000 90.000 14.977 16.514 
Certificates Awarded 
Per FTE 0.000 1.000 0.089 0.109 
Associates Degrees 
Awarded Per FTE 0.000 0.360 0.142 0.052 
Cohort Graduation 
Rate 1.000 100.000 24.910 14.680 

The amount of local funding as a percent of total current revenues for the 454 

dual-funded colleges ranges from less than one percent to nearly two-thirds. This 

suggested additional subdivision of the locally funded colleges, which was performed in 

subsequent analysis. Dual-funded colleges were divided into four groups: Group 1 with 
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up to 10 percent of current revenues from local appropriations (n=149); Group 2 with 

more than 10 and up to 20 percent local funding (n=113); Group 3 with more than 20 and 

up to 30 percent local funding (n=94); and Group 4 being those receiving more than 30 

percent of their funding from local appropriations (n=98). The distribution of dual-

funded colleges is depicted in the following table. 

Table 3. Distribution of Dual-Funded Community Colleges Based on Percent of Funding 
from Local Appropriations. 

lO"' Percentile 4.14% 

20"^ Percentile 7.23% 

30"^ Percentile 9.23% 

40"^ Percentile 12.31% 

50"^ Percentile 16.49% 

60'** Percentile 20.82% 

70'^ Percentile 25.32% 

so"' Percentile 30.67% 

90"^ Percentile 39.61% 

100^" Percentile 66.46% 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine if there were 

differences between these sub-groups. Multiple comparisons analyses were then used to 

discriminate among the subsets to examine the variances among them. The LSD (least 

significant difference) and Scheffe tests were used, as the first is the most liberal and the 

latter the most of conservative of such tests. 

Because the effect and flows of funding may be confounded by the state's 

governance structure for community colleges (Toma, 1990, Garrett, 1993, Tollefson, 
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2000), controlling for this variable was key to understanding the role of funding in 

institutional mission. Consequently, additional analysis was performed to examine the 

relationship of the colleges' governance structure. Using Richardson and de los Santos' 

(2001) taxonomy, the 781 colleges are divided into six groups: 

Table 4. Matrix of Community Colleges by Funding and Governance Structure. 

State-
Funded 

Dual-
Funded Total 

COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 

Unified 137 34 171 COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 

Federal 85 222 307 
COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 

Segmented 105 198 303 

Total 327 454 781 

Richardson and de los Santos' framework is summarized as follows. A unified system is 

one in which there is a single governing board for all community colleges. Segmented 

systems have multiple boards supervising one or more colleges, but they do not have any 

single agency to oversee all of the coordinating processes. Federal systems have some 

type of institutional governing board as well as a state board that coordinates the interests 

of the individual entities and the state. 

Data on institutional control is also collected in IPEDS. Levels of control in the 

survey include state, city, county and school district. Since community colleges in many 

states are political subdivisions with affiliations below the state government level, the 

IPEDS data appeared to provide an opportunity to gain insight into the impact of the 

influence of control levels at an even more detailed level than Richardson and de los 

Santos (2001). Examination of the IPEDS data, however, revealed significant 

inconsistencies between colleges' reported control levels within states that resulted in the 



use of the Richardson and de los Santos typology. Another advantage of utilizing this 

taxonomy is that it bears striking similarities to that developed in previous research on 

higher education governance by Richardson and colleagues (Bowen, et al., 1997), thus 

providing an opportunity to compare similar organizational structures for different levels 

of higher education. 

This analysis again utilized an ANOVA as well as LSD and Scheffe tests. The 

ANOVA determined if significant differences continue to exist when the colleges are 

aggregated by funding source and governance structure. The LSD and Scheffe tests 

assess pair wise differences with the LSD performing a series of t-tests between all 

combinations. 

The second approach taken to control for alternative explanatory variables was 

multiple regression analysis. A series of linear regressions of each of the selected 

parameters were run. In the first equation, the regressors were limited to local 

appropriations measured as a percentages of current revenue. Because funding levels 

may be a proxy for other factors such as size, location, the state of the economy or the 

governance structure under which the colleges operate, three additional regressions were 

run. In the first of these, institutional size and location, both geographical and 

community size, were added as control variables. In the second, state unemployment and 

per capita personal income variables were added to control for economic factors. Finally, 

community college and state higher education governance variables were included to 

control for the influence of such structures on the dependent variables. 
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The first aspects of potential college mission differentiation that were examined 

dealt with types of students served. Different students were defined according to age and 

financial need variables as well as enrollment status differences (part-time versus full-

time). While an examination of the types of programs offered by the colleges may also 

provide insight into their expressed missions, understanding who colleges serve will also 

provide indicators of the colleges' actualized missions. For example, a preponderance of 

full-time, traditionally aged students will likely correspond to a focus on academic 

programs that support a transfer focus. Alternatively, significant numbers of part-time 

students may provide an indication that the college is serving the workers of its 

community. 

The number and types of programs offered by colleges are also expressions of 

their missions. Given states' increasing emphasis on college performance and the focus 

of state performance indicators on job placement and transfer rates (Education 

Commission of the States, 2001), substantial reliance on state funding is anticipated to 

correlate with emphases on academic and occupational programs. The existence of 

continuing education, recreational and remedial programs, thus, is expected to be more 

frequently supported by local funding. Dual-funded and state-funded colleges, thus, were 

compared on the probability of offering any particular program type as well as the total 

number of different types of programs reported. IPEDS segments programs into 

academic, occupational, continuing professional, recreational or avocational, adult basic 

remedial or HS equivalent and secondary (high school) programs. Although many 

community colleges have greatly diversified their programming in the last twenty years, 



only two reported offering continuing professional education. Consequently, this 

program variable was excluded from further analysis. College programs can also be 

differentiated based on the breadth of their identified service areas so the offering of 

credit and noncredit courses in-state, out-of-state and abroad were also examined. 

Colleges' responsiveness to their communities - indeed, their definition of their 

communities - can be observed in their tuition schedules as well as in their different 

degrees of reliance on tuition as a third revenue source. Different tuition rates, for 

example, charged to the college's district residents from that charged to state residents 

residing outside the district may provide significant evidence of the college's belief about 

its purpose and its constituency. 

If the words of the old adage, "putting one's money where one's mouth is," is 

applied to community colleges, then one would expect colleges' expenditures to manifest 

institutional priorities and mission. Therefore, college budgets were examined on a 

functional basis to determine if the segments manifested different expenditure 

preferences. Since definitions of college expenditures have been standardized, this 

analysis could be assumed to provide for comparative data across colleges. College 

functions include instruction, student services, academic support, research, public service, 

institutional support, operations and maintenance and scholarship. The question 

examined here was whether differently funded colleges expressed different emphases on 

these functions. For example, do state-funded institutions provide higher or lower levels 

of student scholarship assistance than locally-funded colleges, or do locally funded 

institutions spend more money for institutional support than state-funded ones? 
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Finally, after exploring a variety of student, program and expenditure variables, 

the issue of differential outcomes is explored. State-financed community colleges may 

produce different outcomes - measured via type of outcome available (certificate or 

degree) and completion rates - than colleges funded by both the state and local 

community. Some community colleges report awarding only certificates, some award 

only associates degrees, and some award both. In IPEDS, colleges report both the 

availability of short- (less than one year) and long-term (more than one but less than two 

years) certificate programs as well as the numbers of each type of certificate issued. 

When a college reported a number for short- but not long-term or vice versa and left the 

other blank, it was assumed that the blank indicated zero such certificates had been issued 

for FY2000. In addition to the numbers of awards granted per PTE, the study examines 

the graduation rate survey data collected by IPEDS for a cohort of the institutions' full-

time, first-time degree or certificate-seeking students as an alternate indicator of 

programmatic differentiation. 
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3.2 Research Question Two Data and Methodology 

The second phase of this research focuses on understanding the common and 

different environmental variables that impact state and local appropriations for 

community colleges. From the extensive research conducted on public choice (Hoenack 

& Pierro, 1990), we assume that state legislators, governors and state administrators who 

determine appropriations for public colleges seek to maximize the political capital 

garnered from such decisions. Thus, their decisions respond to the desires of varying 

constituencies and the costs and benefits of alternative choices. 

Drawing upon the previous research on models of state appropriations for higher 

education and appropriations for four-year institutions, I have identified potentially 

critical components of these decision-making environments while concurrently adjusting 

for the unique attributes and ecology of community colleges. The environmental 

variables included in the analysis reflect dimensions of the colleges' social, political, and 

economic ecologies. From the U.S. Census Bureau was obtained data about age, race, 

urbanity, educational attainment and migratory patterns of residents by state. State 

unemployment rates were obtained from the U.S. Department of Labor. Grapevine, 

compiled annually by the Center for the Study of Education Policy at Illinois State 

University, and the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems provided 

data on state tax appropriations for higher education. From the U.S. Department of 

Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis came gross state product and per capita 

personal income statistics. Political partisanship data was obtained from the National 
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Conference of State Legislators and the Statistical Abstract of the United States 2001 (U. 

S. Census Bureau). 

Data for these variables is available for 988 community colleges in the data set. 

Table 5. Descriptives of Environmental Variables for Question Two (n=988). 

Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Local 
Appropriations 0.000 66369100 4214044 8314813 

LOCAL APPRO 
AS % CUR REV 0.000 0.701 0.109 0.144 

LOCAL APPRO 
PERFTE 0.000 21190.250 1222.884 1908.545 

State 
Appropriations 46896 131622000 10288175 10283430 
STATE APPRO 
AS % CUR REV 0.030 0.960 0.422 0.160 
STATE APPPO 
PERFTE 187.250 19011.100 4522.697 2347.615 
Tuition and Fees 0.000 67169600 5429475 6481285 
TUITION AS % 
OF CUR REV 0.000 0.670 0.187 0.094 
TUITION PER 
FTE 0.000 13121.120 1919.535 998.402 
Total current funds 
revenues 622011 286299000 27747256 27570303 
CURRENT 
REVENUE PER 
FTE 1559.570 32487.580 10720.145 3456.556 
OBE region code 1.000 8.000 4.800 1.889 
Degree of 
Urbanization 1.000 9.000 3.920 1.982 
% STATE POP IS 
SENIOR 
CITIZENS 0.050 0.180 0.126 0.020 
% STATE POP IS 
MINORS 0.220 0.330 0.259 0.014 
Crime Rate per 
100,000 Pop for 
1998 2420.000 6886.000 4861.590 998.145 
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Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 1999 2.600 6.300 4.151 0.830 

Per Capita Personal 
Income 1999 by 
State 20053.000 38332.000 27057.350 3574.494 

% State Pop Urban 
1998 27.800 33.4000 75.834 18.926 

% State Pop 
Nonurban 1998 0.000 72.100 23.782 15.929 

% STATE 
POPULATION 
MINORITY 0.020 0.710 0.276 0.133 
State Population 
1999 (Census) 480.000 33145.000 9813.780 8638.096 
Population Per PTE 0.120 185.790 7.400 12.421 
OUTMIGRATION 
AS % OF 1999 
POPULATION 0.058 0.203 0.083 0.021 
Governor's Party 
1998 1.000 3.000 1.680 0.483 
Upper House 
Majority Party 
following 1998 
Elections 1.000 3.000 1.510 0.514 
COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 1.000 3.000 2.180 0.730 

STATE 
GOVERNANCE 
FOR HIGHER 
EDUCATION 1.000 3.000 2.470 0.555 

Unfortunately, as noted earlier, variables at a more local level than that of the 

state are not available. Particularly of interest would be measures of the local socio

political-economic milieu in which each community college uniquely sits. Community 

college territories, however, are differently defined from state to state and while for some. 
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such as those that are county-based, data might be obtained from detailed census reports 

and like, for others (e.g., those based on school district boundaries) information about 

their particular microcosms is not available from existing sources. Consequently, the 

local appropriations models will utilize the same state-wide economic, demographic and 

other data used in the state appropriations models. 

As in question one, this analysis will proceed through a series of steps. First, t-

tests will identify differences in the environments of colleges that are state-funded and 

those that are dual-funded. Second, because of the substantial differences in levels of 

local funding provided to dual-funded colleges, ANOVA will be used to identify 

environmental variances associated with differences in percent of local funding accorded. 

Table 6. Distribution of Dual-Funded Community Colleges Based on Percent of Funding 
from Local Appropriations. 

10'^ Percentile 4.03% 

20"^ Percentile 7.59% 

30"^ Percentile 9.85% 

40''^ Percentile 13.22% 

Percentile 17.45% 

60'^ Percentile 20.92% 

70"* Percentile 25.33% 

80^*^ Percentile 30.79% 

90'" Percentile 40.36% 

100'*^ Percentile 70.05% 
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An ANOVA will also be ran to examine differences between state- and dual-

funded colleges when they are subdivided by governance structures. The 988 colleges 

are segmented into six groups based upon their funding stracture, state- or dual-funded, 

and their governance stracture, using the Richardson and de los Santos (2001) taxonomy. 

Table 7. Matrix of Community Colleges by Funding and Governance Stracture. 

State-
Funded 

Dual-
Funded Total 

COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 

Unified 153 38 191 COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 

Federal 139 291 430 
COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 
GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE 

Segmented 
152 215 367 

Total 444 544 988 

This will allow us to discern the rationale for differences observed in the initial t-tests and 

distinguish those associated with financing arrangements from those associated with 

particular governance organizations. Both ANOVA analyses will be followed by LSD 

and Scheffe tests of multiple comparisons to identify the particular pair wise differences 

that produce the ANOVA result. The LSD test utilizes a strategy of running all possible 

combinations of t-tests on data. 

The final analytic step will use multiple linear regression to control for other 

variables for which funding levels might serve as proxy. Thus, in addition to 

governance, these models will include controls for institutional size and location. State 

and local appropriations will be examined as will be total revenues and tuition and fees. 

Where community colleges have access to local appropriations, it is expected that 

state appropriations will be lower. Lowry's (2001) finding of a 1:1 trade-off in state 
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appropriations for local when the latter are available for four-year institutions will be 

compared with the trade-off observed here for two-year colleges, although it is important 

to note that Lowry's definition of local government funds includes local grants and 

contracts. The research conducted here only considers local appropriations. Similarly 

the ability to charge higher tuition, reflected in higher tuition rates, is expected to result in 

diminished state appropriations. Since higher education is increasingly viewed as a 

private good, tuition increases are increasingly viewed as appropriate substitutions for 

public funding or public funding increases. This research will enable us to examine that 

phenomenon and determine if the availability of local appropriations results in more or 

less reliance on tuition. 

Demand for community college services is expected to increase appropriations. 

This is particularly the case in states using funding formulas for higher education, since 

most such formulas are primarily driven by institutions' enrollments. Over the past two 

decades, however, competition with other constituents has become an increasingly 

important factor in higher education funding. This competition has primarily been 

observed in entitlement programs for the elderly such as Medicaid and in increasing 

demands for resources for elementary and secondary education. To assess this 

competitive impact the percentages of seniors and minors is included in this analysis. 

Additionally, data on crime rate is included as a proxy for corrections costs. This 

variable is included because of the potential for this segment of state expenditures to 

crowd out others although prior research has not found such an effect for prisons on 

higher education spending. 
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Use of the senior and minor age proxies for competition in the appropriations 

process is complicated by previous contradictory findings. For seniors, the fact that 

higher education competes with demands for resources for these constituents' medical 

services is congruent with the observation that senior citizens are increasingly reluctant to 

support wealth transfers to younger citizens. Nevertheless, Rizzo (2003) found that 

seniors were more positively predisposed to fund higher education than schooling for 

younger students. In the case of children, while the existence of significant numbers of 

residents under the age of 18 could imply a crowding out of funds for community 

colleges by expenditures for K-12 education, these children also manifest future demand 

for higher education. Again, per Rizzo, the influence of this younger demographic can be 

positive for higher education appropriations. 

States with greater resources are expected to allocate higher amounts to their 

community colleges. Resource capacity will be a function of tax collections, which are 

generally greater when unemployment is low. An additional measure of state resources is 

resident wealth measured as per capita income. As noted in Rizzo (2003), the impact of 

household income on higher education spending is "inconclusive" (21). Some 

researchers have found that higher education is a normal good, thus inferring increased 

appropriations follow increases in income. Others have found it to be an inferior good, 

inferring that demand for it declines as income increases with a commensurate decline in 

the allocation of public resources. Because of the potential for differing levels of per 

capita income to have different relationships with community college appropriations, a 

quadratic function for this variable was added to the model. 



While financial capacity, demand and competition are expected to have the most 

significant effect on levels of appropriations, three additional aspects of community 

colleges' environments will be entered into the analysis; five measures of resident 

demographics, pohtical partisanship of the legislature and governor's office, and the 

higher education environment. 

Five demographic parameters were entered into the models: percentage of 

residents living in urban areas; percentage of minority residents; total state population, 

population per full-time equivalent student and state outmigration rates. Dowd (2004) 

asserted that racial as well as other social and cultural biases financially disadvantage 

some, particularly urban, community colleges. 

State population and population per capita are indicative of both potential 

resource availability as well as college utilization. Tax collections are a function of 

taxpayers' willingness or ability to bear costs of public goods. Population per student can 

provide a rough indication of the transfer costs of community colleges and thereby 

measure taxpayer effort. Requirements for lower taxpayer effort, measured in this way, 

may demonstrate that the lower the cost, the more willing taxpayers are to bear the 

burden of financing these colleges. Alternatively, a high ratio of general population to 

community college students may reflect low utilization and, perhaps, low value for the 

two-year college educations. If this is the case, a high ratio may correspond to low public 

funding levels. Both Peterson in 1976 and Kane, et al., in 2003 found, however, the 

number of students per capita had positive impacts on appropriations. 



Clotfelter (1976) found that legislators responded negatively to outmigration of 

students. However, because community college students may be more "local" in their 

relationships and outlooks, it might be hypothesized that it is less likely that migratory 

patterns impact funding for these colleges than those for four-year colleges and 

universities. The outmigration variable used here, as in Marlow and Shiers (2001), 

reflects the number of residents who have left the state over the preceding five years. 

Garms wrote in 1986 that political variables outweighed economic and 

demographic ones in states' abilities to extract tax revenues for education, and 

subsequent work by Heam and Griswold (cited in Hossler, Lund, Ramin, Wetfall & Irish, 

1997) found that dominant political philosophies within a state influence higher 

education policy. Consequently, two political variables were included in the regression 

models. These were dummy variables for the political parties of the governor and of the 

upper house of the legislature (Nebraska is unique in its unicameral organization). 

The final variables entered into the regression model are those used in the second 

ANOVA. These are the governance structure for higher education in the state and for 

community colleges, using Richardson and de los Santos' (2001) divisions of unified, 

federal and segmented. In 1976 Peterson found significance in the relationship between 

higher education environment and funding. His study defined this environment in 

competitive terms, examining the relative numbers of students enrolled in public junior 

and senior colleges as well as the role of private institutions. In this analysis, the focus is, 

instead, on two structures of the higher education appropriations environment. 
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3.3 Limitations of This Study 

There are several important limitations to this research study. First, it is a 

snapshot in time. While the world is dynamic and ever changing, this study examines 

only one fiscal year period in some detail. However, in so doing it may provide an 

understanding of parameters and interrelationships and a subsequent ability to better 

focus future longitudinal studies. It also enables an examination of theories to determine 

their relevance and applicability in explaining the empirical results. 

Second, the year studied is already half a decade behind us. The year 1999-2000 

was selected, however, because of the wealth of data, particularly on environmental 

parameters, that was available. In addition, as noted earlier, accounting changes imposed 

by the Government Accounting Standards Board significantly altered financial reporting 

for public community colleges beginning in 2003. Subsequent financial reports no longer 

provide segregation of local appropriations for operations from those for capital 

development and thereby inhibit our ability to examine the dimensions of community 

colleges that the research questions pose. 

Third, IPEDS data is collected via a survey instrument. As with all surveys, it is 

subject to measurement error. Since the data for IPEDS is provided by hundreds of 

college institutional researchers and administrators across the country, this problem may 

be even more pronounced. This may be particularly the case when one recognizes that 

the role of institutional researcher is far less common in the community college sector 

than in other higher education sectors. Despite this limitation, it is important to recognize 

that IPEDS is the primary source of nationwide data on colleges and universities. 
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One potential area of measurement error is the use, or at least reporting, of 

different funding structures within a given state. A review of the college-reported 

financials in IPEDS shows that colleges in 15 states reported zero local funding. These 

were generally consistent with the state reports to the Education Commission of the 

States (2000). In addition, in nine states' all colleges reported dual-funding levels in 

IPEDS, again consistent with the Education Commission of the States report. Colleges 

in the remaining twenty-six states, however, reported mixes in funding, some reporting 

dual-funding while others reported being state-funded. In some of these states, such as 

Ohio, there is, indeed, a mix in funding strategies with local appropriations available to 

some, but not all, community colleges. It is possible, however, that not all colleges 

correctly segregated local and state funds in reporting to IPEDS for a variety of reasons 

including the complexities of funding flows and the limitations, noted above, of those 

preparing the report. 

Another area of potential measurement error is in the degree of urbanization 

variable, as Katsinas (2003) identified in his research on community college 

classification. Katsinas noted that if a college reports an urban address to IPEDS, all of 

its campuses will be classified as urban although some may be located in suburban or 

rural areas. Thus, the potential diversity of service areas may be masked by reliance on 

the one central office address. 

Fourth, while we would like to infer causality to the relationships explored, it is 

critical to remember that relationships are recursive. That is, while resource dependence 

theory argues that colleges will manifest behaviors that respond to their funders, funders 
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will also manifest behaviors in response to their observations and perceptions of the 

colleges. In addition, it is important to realize that colleges are part of multiple networks, 

not just those defined by their funding arrangements, and elements of those 

interdependencies, likewise, influence the ways colleges manage their environments. 

Fifth, in the model specifications I treat enrollments and tuition as exogenous, as 

do the majority of researchers (Lowry, 2001b). Three exceptions are Clotfelter (1976), 

Hoenack and Pierro (1990), and Rizzo (2003). As Rizzo notes, however, "there are no 

obvious exogenous instruments for enrollments" (29), so 1 have followed the exogenous 

assumption of most prior studies. 

Finally, enrollment data is problematic in another way, specifically for 

community colleges that place significant emphasis on noncredit activities. These may 

include remedial, avocational/recreational, continuing education and/or community 

service programming and serve substantial numbers of students. IPEDS, however, uses 

an enrollment definition more appropriate to conventional four-year institutions that 

recognizes only students engaged in credit classes or degree-seeking activities. Thus, 

revenues for dual-funded colleges - those expected to offer more personal development 

programs - will be relatively overstated when examined on an FTE basis because the 

FTE base will not include these students although the revenues may include funding for 

them. As a result, revenues in parts of the study are also examined on a percent of total 

current revenue basis. 



CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS 

4.1 Research Findings for Research Question One 

Research question one asks if community colleges manifest different missions in 

response to different funding mechanisms. To investigate this question, I examine 

whether state- and dual-funded colleges differ in terms of numerous key attributes of the 

colleges. 

4.1.1 Effect of Levels of Local Appropriations on Institutional Mission 

My initial steps are to examine the variation in these variables both between state-

and dual-funded colleges as well as across four levels of local funding Dual-funded 

colleges were divided into four groups: Group 1: those that receive up to 10 percent of 

their current revenues from local sources; Group 2; those that receive more than 10 up to 

20 percent from local sources; Group 3: those that receive more than 20 up to 30 percent 

from local sources; and Group 4: those that receive more than 30 percent of their funds 

from local appropriations. Results of the t-test and ANOVA are shown on Table 8. 

Differences were found in numbers and types of students despite an absence of difference 

in urbanization (mean score of 3.86 for state-funded and 3.93 for dual-funded on 

urbanization variable) or regional location (mean score of 4.83 for state-funded and 4.96 

for dual). Differences in revenues, tuition rates, program offerings, expenditure patterns 

and student outcomes were also identified. 

While college mission statements often broadly assert their intent to serve the 

entire community, examination of college enrollments provides information about which 

constituents are actually being served. Specifically, we will investigate the participation 



TABLE 8. Results for T-Test of Mission Indicator Variables for State- and Dual-Funded Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on 
Level of Local Funding. 

5-Wav 
State- Dual- T-test Grouo 1: Groun 2: Group 2: Grout) 4: 

>.30 
ANOVA 

FUNDING VARIABLES 
Funded Funded Sig, <=.10 >.10. <=.20 >.20. <=.30 

Grout) 4: 
>.30 Sig. 

LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.000 2114.255 ** 603.906 1557.514 2527.901 4655.795 ** 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.000 0.193 ** 0.055 0.147 0.247 0.404 ** 

STATE APPPO PER FTE 5174.257 3768.946 4780.149 4166.929 3102.107 2412.225 ** 

STATE APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.490 0.356 ** 0.460 0.391 0.300 0.212 ** 

TUITION PER FTE 2088.673 1761.568 ** 1728.541 1709.930 1946.470 1693.967 ** 

TUITION AS % OF CUR REV 0.207 0.I7I ** 0.172 0.167 0.193 0.152 ** 

Total Current Funds Revenues 25155991 33320328 21407671 32099044 43338667 43231219 * 

CURRENT REVENUE PER FTE 10436.123 10678.658 10483.278 10641.225 10250.106 11429.937 ** 

GEOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
OBE Region Code 4.829 4.647 4.980 5.257 4.628 4.847 
Degree of Urbanization 3.860 3.930 4.870 3.920 3.100 3.330 ** 

ENROLLMENT VARIABLES 
Full-Time Enrollment 2662.920 3361.810 ** 2262.850 3141.370 4530.330 4166.030 
% Part-Time Enrollment 31.001 36.397 ** 30.334 34.615 38.699 45.463 sK* 

% Traditionally Aged Students 0.562 0.587 ** 0.589 0.592 0.609 0.557 ** 

TUITION AND FINANCIAL AID 
VARIABLES 
In-District Tuition 1359.703 1071.976 ** 1082.275 984.575 1160.840 1071.857 )|C3)C 

In-State Tuition 1383.844 1673.526 ** 1233.067 1495.301 2147.309 2094.265 
Out-of-State Tuition 3940.327 4095.667 3602.302 3732.504 3991.936 5364.031 ** 

Percentage Receiving Any Financial Aid 59.040 57.599 66.309 54.876 53.957 50.990 ** 

Percentage Receiving Federal Grant Aid 36.180 36.969 45.128 34.664 32.489 31.520 
Percentage Receiving Institutional Aid 13.242 16.227 * 17.329 16.186 14.798 15.969 
Endowment Income Per FTE 6.701 8.081 11.212 9.104 7.133 3.049 
Pell Grant Dollars Per FTE 849.761 789.285 * 994.940 810.370 681.492 555.686 ** 



TABLE 8. Results for T-Test of Mission Indicator Variables for State- and Dual-Funded Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on 
Level of Local Funding. 

5-Wav 
State- Dual- T-test GrouD 1: Group 2: Group 2: 

>.20. <=.30 
GrouD 4: 

>.30 
ANOVA 

Funded Funded Sig. <=.10 >.10. <=.20 
Group 2: 

>.20. <=.30 
GrouD 4: 

>.30 Sig. 
PROGRAM VARIABLES 
Occupational 0.966 0.996 >K>K 0.993 0.991 1.000 1.000 * 

Academic 0.887 0.991 ** 0.987 1.000 0.979 1.000 ** 

Recreational or Avocational 0.602 0.844 ** 0.772 0.920 0.819 0.888 ** 

Adult Basic/Remedial 0.795 0.927 ** 0.940 0.965 0.894 0.898 
Secondary/High School 0.083 0.110 0.114 0.133 0.085 0.102 
Number of Different Program Types 2.731 3.024 ** 3.034 3.088 2.957 3.000 ** 

SERVICE AREA VARIABLES 
Credit Courses Offered In-State 1.000 1.000 - 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Credit Courses Offered Out-of-State 0.067 0.062 0.021 0.080 0.096 0.061 
Credit Courses Offered Abroad 0.070 0.097 ** 0.047 0.080 0.202 0.092 ** 

Noncredit Courses Offered In-State 0.924 0.980 ** 0.987 0.982 0.979 0.969 ** 

Noncredit Courses Offered Out-of-State 0.043 0.057 0.040 0.071 0.085 0.041 
Noncredit Courses Offered Abroad 0.015 0.013 0.020 0.009 0.011 0.010 
EXPENDITURE VARIABLES 
INST'L SUPPORT AS % TOTAL CUR 
EXP 0.127 0.139 ** 0.123 0.140 0.148 0.153 ** 

INST'L SUPPORT PER FTE 1335.284 1481.244 ** 1285.451 1482.114 1517.963 1742.706 ** 

O&M EXP AS % TOTAL CUR EXP 0.079 0.086 ** 0.077 0.085 0.092 0.093 ** 

O&M EXP PER FTE 827.886 914.154 * 796.495 897.468 915.786 1110.719 ** 

STUDENT SER EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 0.094 0.088 0.081 0.089 0.091 0.097 ** 

STUDENT SER EXP PER FTE 985.554 953.774 842.034 938.575 937.562 1156.741 ** 

ACAD SUP EXP AS % TOTAL CUR 
EXP 0.076 0.074 0.068 0.074 0.081 0.078 
ACAD SUP EXP PER FTE 808.671 777.240 682.845 791.580 830.420 853.214 



TABLE 8. Results for T-Test of Mission Indicator Variables for State- and Dual-Funded Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on 
Level of Local Funding. 

5-WaY 
State- Dual- T-test Grout) 1: GrouD 2: GrouD 2: GrouD 4: ANOVA 

Funded Funded Sig. <=.10 >.10. <=.20 >.20. <=.30 >.30 Sig. 
SCHOLARSHIP EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR REV 0.126 0.107 ** 0.128 0.111 0.101 0.076 
SCHOLARSHIP EXP PER FTE 1305.890 1106.226 ** 1320.001 1144.521 1016.479 823.128 ** 

INST EXP AS % TOTAL CUR EXP 0.407 0.400 0.419 0.398 0.379 0.392 ** 

INST EXP PER FTE 4182.111 4220.487 4323.596 4171.417 3810.172 4513.869 * 

RES EXP AS % TOTAL CUR EXP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 1.000 
RES EXP PER FTE 6.444 2.642 1.598 0.097 5.742 3.187 
Federal Grants and Contracts Per FTE 1462.902 1337.418 * 1645.525 1423.863 1098.267 998.682 ** 

PUBLIC SERVICE EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 0.020 0.021 0.019 0.020 0.025 0.023 
PUBLIC SERVICE EXP PER FTE 211.256 237.156 209.747 223.155 275.416 258.274 
OUTCOME VARIABLES 
Certificates Awarded Per FTE 0.105 0.077 ** 0.092 0.069 0.063 0.075 ** 

Associates Degrees Awarded Per FTE 0.150 0.136 ** 0.143 0.140 0.129 0.129 ** 

Cohort Graduation Rate 28.034 22.658 ** 22.858 23.097 20.591 23.831 ** 

No. of Observations 327 454 149 113 94 98 

Individual coefficients are statistically significant at the *5% level or ** 1% level. 



by traditionally-aged students, as they provide an indicator of the college's role as a post-

secondary institution, particularly when examined in conjunction with academic program 

offerings. We will also look at part-time participation, as that may provide some 

indication of the college's pursuit of Adelman's "occasional role" (1992, p. 22). 

Colleges that receive both local and state appropriations have larger full-time 

equivalent enrollments (on average 26 percent larger) and also have higher average 

percentages of part-time and traditionally-aged students notwithstanding a lack of 

significant difference in the type of locale in which they are situated. The percent of part-

time students increases as the percent of local contribution increases although those 

colleges with lowest share of local funds have just slightly fewer part-timers than state-

funded colleges (see Figure 1). The t-tests that comprise the LSD test of multiple 

comparisons find significant differences among the dual-funded colleges although 

Scheffe's test does not identify all as statistically significant. Just as the percentage of 

part-time students increases with percentage of local funding, so does the percentage of 

traditionally-aged students except in Group 4 which has the lowest participation rate by 

this age group of all of the colleges, as seen in Figure 2. Degree of urbanization (note 

that this variable is used as defined in IPEDS with lower values corresponding to the 

more urban environments and higher corresponding to small towns and rural 

communities) was not identifiable as a factor in explaining the enrollment differences 

between state- and dual-funded colleges because of the lack of differentiation. However, 

when the dual-funded colleges are subdivided, differences between the subgroups 

emerge. State-funded colleges as well as dual-funded ones receiving more than twenty 
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FIGURE 1. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Part-Time Enrollment. 
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FIGURE 2. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Attendance by Traditional 
College Age Students. 
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percent of their appropriations locally have median scores of 3 ("urban fringe of large 

city") on the degree of urbanization variable. In contrast Group 1 colleges have a median 

score of 6 ("small town"), and Group 2 has a median of 4 ("large town"). Thus, for dual-

funded colleges, an increasingly urban location correlates with an increasing part-time 

student attendance pattern. Yet despite their similar locales, state-funded colleges have 

significantly lower numbers of part-timers. 

An examination of tuition rates and financial aid distribution can provide 

additional information about colleges' definitions of community. For example, some 

colleges distinguish tuition schedules between state residents who reside within the 

district and those outside it while others maintain uniform schedules for all state 

residents. 

Significant differences in tuition rates for state residents were observed between 

state- and dual-funded colleges. At colleges with local appropriations, in-district students 

paid, on average, $288 less than their peers attending community colleges that only 

receive state appropriations. Differences among the dual-funded groups are generally 

insignificant, but differences between state-funded colleges and the dual-funded colleges 

are significant for all but Group 3 (Figure 3). Conversely, in-state - but out-of-district -

students paid nearly $578 more to attend locally-funded colleges, when an in-state 

premium was assessed. In-state tuition rates increase dramatically as the local 

contribution rate increases, as seen in Figure 4. Significant premiums are observed for 

in-state, out-of-district residents ranging from $150 for students attending Group 1 
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FIGURE 3. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and In-District Tuition Rates. 
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FIGURE 4. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and In-State Premium Tuition 
Charges. 
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colleges to $1,022 for those in Group 4 schools. Thus, local appropriations at an average 

of $2,115 per FTE, while exceeding the out-of-district tuition differential, appear 

intended at least partially to defray costs to community residents. 

In contrast, out-of-state student tuition is not statistically different from that for 

state-funded colleges for all Groups except Group 4 (Figure 5). These results, taken 

together, offer evidence that local funds may be intended as a substitute for local tuition 

payments for community residents although, in actuality, they may serve more as an 

offset to state funds. 

Recalling Flores' (2003) finding that community college enrollments are 

predominantly comprised of local residents, the intent to provide local funds as a cost 

incentive may also be inferred from the observed difference in percentages of students 

receiving institutional financial aid (Figure 6). While the percentages of students 

receiving any aid or of those receiving federal aid are not significantly different between 

the two types of colleges, the percentage receiving institution-funded aid at dual-funded 

colleges is nearly 3 percent higher than that of students at state-funded institutions. The 

ability of dual-funded colleges to finance this additional aid may be the result of the 

slightly higher endowment income that they receive. 

State-funded colleges have significantly higher Pell Grant dollars per student 

although dual-funded colleges have a nominally higher percentage of students receiving 

federal grant aid. The higher tuition rates charged by state-funded colleges and, hence, 

the higher cost of attendance at these colleges, may explain the dollar difference in the 

Pell grants awarded. 
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FIGURE 5. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Out-of-State Tuition 
Rates. 
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FIGURE 6. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Institutional Financial Aid. 
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In sum, the tuition schedules utilized by dual-funded colleges, along with their 

higher rates of institutional financial aid, yield reduced costs for their students, 

particularly those residing within the college district. This preferential treatment for local 

residents strongly delineates these institutions from state-funded colleges, 95 percent of 

whom charge identical tuition fees to all state residents. 

Turning to an investigation of the programs offered, we expect to see differences 

in programs offered by state- and dual-funded colleges consistent with Cross' (1981) 

survey of college constituents. Further, Richardson and Leshe's (1980) admonition to 

colleges to secure agreement for their missions from their funders, although the inverting 

resource dependency from reactive to proactive, if enacted over the ensuing 25 years, 

should produce the differentiation that resource dependency predicts among colleges with 

differing funding sources. Levin's (1999, 2001, 2002) studies of the impact of 

globalization lead us also to examine the colleges' service areas to see if funding sources 

impact their definitions of the communities they serve. 

In our examination of programs offered, dual-funded colleges manifest near 

unanimity in offering occupational programs (99.6 percent) and in offering academic 

programs (99.1 percent) and have significantly higher probabilities of offering these 

programs than their state-funded counterparts (Figures 7 and 8). Similar results are 

observed for the probabilities of offering recreational/avocational and adult basic 

education programs (Figures 9 and 10), which were reiterated in the results for non-credit 

offerings. High school programs are also more likely to be offered by locally-funded 

colleges although this result is not statistically significant (Figure 11). Part of the 



99 

FIGURE 7. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Occupational Programming. 
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FIGURE 8. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Academic Programming. 
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FIGURE 9. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Recreational/Avocational Programming. 
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FIGURE 10. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Adult Basic/Remedial Programming 
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FIGURE 11. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Probability of Offering 
Secondary/High School Programming. 
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variance between the two groups is explained by the number of programs each college 

offers with dual-funded colleges providing, on average, 3 types of programs compared 

with state-fimded colleges' 2.7. 

Examination of the subgroups' programmatic offerings shows no significant 

differences among the groups in their propensity to offer occupational, academic, 

avocational, remedied or secondary programs and merely reiterates the findings of 

significance noted above between the dual-funded and state-fimded groups. Groups 3 

and 4 have 100 percent probability of offering occupational programs, and groups 2 and 4 

have 100 percent probability of offering academic ones. Recreational programming 

follows a similar pattern, increasing in probability from state-fimded through Group 2 

and then essentially plateauing. Dual-funded colleges have a modestly higher probability 

of offering remedial programming than state-funded ones, but the differences are 

relatively indifferent to the level of local appropriations, and secondary offerings are 

more popular in Groups 1 and 2 than in state-fimded colleges but are much less 

frequently offered by colleges receiving more than 20 percent of their funds from local 

sources. 

The substantially higher probabilities that dual-funded colleges offer recreational 

and remedial programs aligns with Cross' (1981) survey results, although they may be 

accounted for via different theories. That administrators may exercise greater discretion 

over local resources and thereby fund remedial programming, a curriculum strongly 

supported by the faculty and themselves, is congruent with concepts of organizational 

distance and budgetary authority. On the other hand, the greater propensity of dual-



funded colleges to offer recreational or avocational programs, what Cross termed 

"personal development" (115) is congruent with resource dependency theory, given the 

strong support that she found from community members and students for such offerings. 

It is apparent, however, that the magnitude of local contribution is not the major factor in 

the offering of these programs. Rather, the simple inclusion of local appropriations in the 

funding mix is sufficient to increase the probability that they are included. 

That the probabilities of offering secondary/high school classes are significantly 

different from those for other programs for Groups 1 and 2 may relate to the locale in 

which they are located rather than the local fimding level. Recall that colleges in Groups 

1 and 2 are most likely in small or large towns, respectively, while the other groups, 

including state-funded colleges, are located in more urban environments. The necessity 

for higher level courses for high school students may be less pronounced in larger 

communities where high schools can offer an Advanced Placement curriculum. 

Despite findings of significant differences in program offerings, comparisons of 

the probabilities of delivering them to different service areas were insignificant and 

generally too minor to lend additional insight into college mission differentiation. As 

noted above, dual-funded colleges are more likely to offer noncredit programs in-state 

than their state-fimded counterparts. Dual-fimded colleges are also more likely to offer 

credit programs abroad although the probabilities are generally less than 10 percent. 

Having identified some significant programmatic differences between state- and 

dual-fimded community colleges, we now examine expenditures on a functional basis. 

These results also clearly suggest that funding and expenditure patterns are related. 
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Expenditures for institutional support and operations and maintenance increase with 

increased local appropriations as seen in Figures 12 and 13. Expenditures for student 

services and academic support also increase with increased local funding, but those 

colleges with the lowest rate of local appropriation spend markedly less on these 

functions than state-funded colleges (Figures 14 and 15). Instructional and scholarship 

expenditures generally decrease with increased local share (Figures 16 and 17), but this 

latter expenditure reduction may be a consequence of the lower tuition rates observed 

earlier for dual-funded colleges. 

While the student-focused expenditures manifested no significant differences in 

response to funding shares, significant differences were observed in expenditure patterns 

for institutional support and operations and maintenance. Institutional support includes 

expenditures for the general administration of the college while operations and 

maintenance refers to expenditures related to facilities and grounds. Proximity of college 

administrators to - as well as potentially increased discretion over - local funding sources 

is congruent with concepts of organizational distance in predicting the institutional 

support outcome. Organizational distance may also supply an explanation for the 

increasing institutional support expenditures observed for state-funded colleges as they 

are governed in more decentralized fashions. Similarly, the visibility of college 

campuses to local constituents may induce increased funding for their maintenance when 

those constituents directly contribute resources through local tax assessments. 

Additionally, if local taxes are required to support capital development programs through 

bond programs - a dimension not examined further here - and if local funding for debt 
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FIGURE 12. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Institutional Support. 
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FIGURE 13. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Operations and Maintenance. 
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FIGURE 14. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for Student 
Services. 
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FIGURE 15. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Academic Support. 
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FIGURE 16. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Instruction. 
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FIGURE 17. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for 
Scholarships. 
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service is more common among dual-funded colleges, operation and maintenance of 

college facilities may be of increased importance to community members. 

Expenditures for research and public service are neither significant, dollar wise or 

percentage wise, nor do they differ significantly between state- and dual-funded colleges. 

However, state-funded colleges average slightly higher research expenditures, and federal 

grants and contracts play a more important funding role for them (Figure 18). The 

significance of these resources, particularly combined with greater dependence on 

endowment income (Figure 19), to Group 1 schools is noteworthy. Group 1 schools, 

those that receive up to 10 percent of their current revenues from local appropriations, 

may be exhibiting diversification behavior in response to this dependency if the low local 

contribution rate is also associated with increased instability of the funding stream. 

Public service, while reflecting no statistically significant differences among the 

groups, manifests a pattern, shown in Figure 20, of greater importance for dual-funded 

colleges. This is consistent with the hypothesis that projects and services important to the 

community will receive greater attention from entities that are dependent upon the 

goodwill of those communities for resources. Thus, the analysis of college functional 

expenditures reaffirms the analysis of college program expenditures that state- and dual-

funded colleges spend their resources in meaningfully different ways. 

While dual-funded institutions do not spend significantly differently than their 

state-funded peers on instruction, and, indeed, they spend more on a per student basis, 

they lag significantly on available measures of student outcomes. Student outcomes at 

community colleges are often difficult to measure, given widely varying student 
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FIGURE 18. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Federal Grants and 
Contracts. 
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FIGURE 19. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Endowment Income. 
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FIGURE 20. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Expenditures for Public 
Service. 
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FIGURE 21. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Certificate Award Rate. 

® .08 

state-Funded Group 2: .101 to .2 Group 4: >.3 

Group 1: .001 to .1 Group 3: .201 to .3 

Colleges Grouped by Percent of Local Funding 



Ill 

preparation and goals. Nonetheless, colleges can be compared in student completions, 

measured by certificates and degrees awarded, and in the cohort completion rate, a 

parameter created by IPEDS to measure "throughput" of students. State-funded colleges 

produced significantly more certificates and associate degrees per student and obtained 

cohort graduation rates of 28 percent versus less than 23 percent for dual-funded 

institutions. Outcomes for dual-funded colleges, regardless of the level of local funding, 

scored lower than those for state-funded colleges whether measured in certificates issued 

(Figure 21), degrees awarded per student (Figure 22) or graduation rate (Figure 23). 

Indeed, the measures generally decline with increased local funding. That the outcome 

measures are higher for state-funded colleges is, again, consistent with the increasing 

attention and, sometimes, funding attached by state legislatures to institutional 

performance. The results for Group 4 may relate to the finding that colleges in this group 

unanimously offer both academic and occupational programs. 

Such results are consistent with the predictions, based on increased state-level 

focus on performance, that responsiveness to such initiatives will be more visible at 

institutions that rely solely on the state for their public funding share. Caution, however, 

must be exercised in interpreting this data. As noted above, colleges that receive local 

appropriations are more likely to engage in recreational and remedial programming that 

do not result in certificate or degrees (IPEDS' definition of certificates limits that term an 

award of completion of a postsecondary education program). 
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FIGURE 22. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Associate Degree Award 
Rate. 
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FIGURE 23. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Cohort Graduation Rate. 
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4.1.2 Controlling for the Influence of Governance on Local Appropriations and Mission 

Because the effects of funding on institutional behavior may be confounded with 

other factors, particularly governance, two additional analyses were undertaken. The first 

was an analysis of variance conducted on the six groups formed by overlaying the state-

and dual-funded dichotomy on Richardson and de los Santos' (2003) taxonomy of 

unified, federal and segmented governance organizational structures for community 

colleges. Results appear in Table 9. 

Recall from the previous chapter that federal systems have both local and state-

level governing boards while segmented have only the former and unified only the latter. 

As a consequence, these different governance structures are comprised of individuals 

who are at varying distances from the institutions (state versus local), answerable to 

different constituencies and who, as a result, input different interests and values into their 

decision-making about college affairs. This segmentation of the colleges allows us to 

examine whether given the same governance structures, differences in funding sources 

still have a differential impact on the institutions. For example, if two colleges are both 

under unified governance but one is funded only by the state while the other receives 

both local and state appropriations, will they be more alike in enrollment size than they 

are to their differently governed but similarly funded peers? 

It is important to note the distribution of colleges when these two structures are 

overlaid. The largest number of state-only funded colleges, 137, are organized in a 

unified fashion with smaller numbers of such colleges being organized as the federal (85) 

and segmented (105) structures. Conversely, only 34 dual-funded colleges are organized 



TABLE 9. Results of ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding. 

ANOVA 
F Sig. 

Unified Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sig. 

Federally Organized Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sis. 

Segmented Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sig. 

FUNDING VARIABLES 
Sig. Sig. Sig. 

LOCAL APPRO 
PER PTE 675.693 ** 0.000 402.789 ** 0.000 2589.601 0.000 1875.179 ** 

LOCAL APPRO 
AS % CUR REV 2662.930 *• 0.000 0.040 0.000 0.241 ** 0.000 0.165 
STATE APPPO 
PER PTE 61.685 *• 5252.412 4122.308 4695.158 3804.077 »* 5460.127 3688.878 ** 

STATE APPRO 
AS % CUR REV 156.539 0.483 0.474 0.467 0.355 ** 0.519 0.337 ** 

TUITION PER 
FTE 8.150 ** 2479.181 1857.148 1800.044 1333.073 *• 1812.803 2225.588 
TUITION AS % 
OF CUR REV 12.149 ** 0.240 0.216 0.193 0.130 0.174 0.209 ** 

Total Current 
Funds Revenues 18 22476621 21623275 36932860 34985019 19118274 33462442 ** 

CURRENT 
REVENUE PER 
FTE 2.470 * 10796.980 8951.024 ** 9711.020 10666.530 * 10552.276 10988.920 

ENROLLMENT VARLVBLES 
Full-Time 
Enrollment 9.314 2347.500 2720.890 4164.240 3567.130 1859.110 3241.650 ** 

% Part-Time 
Enrollment 35.002 31.924 40.046 ** 33.672 37.899 •• 27.635 34.086 
% Traditionally 
Aged Students 5.396 • * 0.580 0.541 0.551 0.566 0.548 0.618 ** 

TUITION AND FINANCIAL 
AID VARIABLES 

In-District Tuition 11.297 ** 1549.058 1212.265 ** 1155.471 857.793 *• 1277.971 1288.030 
In-State Tuition 17.181 ** 1557.956 1326.559 * 1155.482 1545.068 * 1341.533 1877.136 ** 

Out-of-State 
Tuition 11.756 ** 4588.255 4488.941 4212.047 4860.676 • 2874.971 3170.399 



TABLE 9. Results of ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding. 
ANOVA 
F Sig, 

Unified Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sig. 

Federally Organized Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sia. 

Segmented Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sie. 

Percentage 
Receiving Any 
Financial Aid 9.345 60.467 61.412 55.824 54.234 59.781 60.717 
Percentage 
Receiving Federal 
Grant Aid 12.167 *• 38.007 43.850 28.953 35.360 •* 39.648 37.591 
Percentage 
Receiving 
Institutional Aid L910 15.088 13.912 10.718 15.590 * 12.876 17.338 * 
Pell Grant Dollars 
Per PTE 21.954 ** 840.157 869.061 665.327 763.174 * 1011.595 804.863 »* 

PROGRAM \A iRIABLES 
Occupational 2.602 • 0.978 1.000 0.965 0.991 0.952 1.000 
Academic 11.106 *• 0.942 0.971 0.859 0.991 •• 0.838 0.995 ** 
Recreational or 
Avocational 18.097 ** 0.562 0.706 0.835 0.833 0.467 0.879 ** 
Adult 
Basic/Remedial 8.580 •* 0.781 0.912 0.859 0.946 * 0.762 0.909 •• 
Secondary/High 
School 0.757 0.044 0.029 0.200 0.117 0.038 0.116 * 
Number of 
Different Program 
Types 13.874 *• 2.745 2.912 2.882 3.045 * 2.590 3.020 ** 

SERVICE AREA VARUBLES 
Credit Courses 
Offered In-State 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Credit Courses 
Offered Out-of-
State 1.388 0.088 0.029 0.047 0.063 0.057 0.066 
Credit Courses 
Offered Abroad 5.145 •* 0.036 0.059 0.176 0.108 0.029 0.091 * 



TABLE 9. Results of ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding. 
ANOVA 
F Sig. 

Unified Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sis-

Federally Organized Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sia. 

Segmented Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sia. 

Noncredit Courses 
Offered In-State 3.819 •* 0.993 1.000 0.929 0.973 0.829 0.985 
Noncredit Courses 
Offered Out-of-
State 1.042 0.080 0.000 0.000 0.045 • 0.029 0.081 
Noncredit Courses 
Offered Abroad 0.208 0.007 0.000 0.035 0.000 •* 0.010 0.030 

EXPENDITURE VARIABLES 

INST'L SUPPORT 
AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 9.698 ** 0.117 0.140 ** 0.125 0.146 *» 0.143 0.131 » 

INST'L SUPPORT 
PER PTE 8.782 ** 1286.169 1247.027 1235.952 1545.083 ** 1479.780 1449.886 

O&M EXP AS % 
TOTAL CUR EXP 7.402 •* 0.081 0.073 0.075 0.091 0.079 0.081 
O&M EXP PER 
PTE 6.624 *• 866.301 635.598 4<i|> 766.172 985.823 * 827.721 881.630 

STUDENT SER 
EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 3.814 •* 0.102 0.079 ** 0.105 0.091 * 0.075 0.088 •» 
STUDENT SER 
EXP PER PTE 4.811 •* 1108.658 723.605 ** 1036.504 971.601 783.688 973.311 •• 
ACAD SUP EXP 
AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 1.786 0.094 0.091 0.082 0.065 ** 0.048 0.081 *• 
ACAD SUP EXP 
PERFTE 2.050 1036.269 783.047 804.093 668.944 * 515.415 897.665 ** 



TABLEj. Results of ANOVA and Multiple^omparisons(T^ for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding. 

ANOVA 
F Sig, 

Unified Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sig. 

Federally Organized Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sia. 

Segmented Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sia. 

SCHOLARSHIP 
EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR REV 26.639 •• 0.121 0.133 0.123 0.101 *» 0.134 0.109 *• 
SCHOLARSHIP 
EXP PER PTE 19.000 ** 1289.765 1231.459 1256,418 1042.732 *• 1366.978 1155.911 •» 

INST EXP AS % 
TOTAL CUR EXP 4.413 ** 0.391 0.409 0.418 0.410 0.420 0.387 ** 
INST EXP PER 
PTE 3.288 » 4189.320 3535.448 i f *  4051.138 4379.171 4278.732 4160.203 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
EXP AS % TOTAL 
CUR EXP 0.423 0.025 0.019 0.008 0.017 ** 0.024 0.026 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
EXP PER PTE 0.537 253.214 196.259 71.850 181.647 269.364 306.370 

OUTCOME VARIABLES 
Certificates 
Awarded Per FTE 4.602 0.083 0.066 0.093 0.094 0.143 0.059 •* 

Associates Degrees 
Awarded Per FTE 5.186 ** 0.154 0.144 0.156 0.134 *• 0.141 0.138 
Cohort Graduation 
Rate 7.251 ** 26.149 19.685 * 29.861 26.809 * 29.013 18.514 ** 
No. of 
Observations 1 781 137 34 85 222 105 198 

Individual coefficients are statistically significant at the *5% level or **1% 
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in unified structures, while 222 are organized in federal structures and nearly an equal 

number, 198, operate under segmented governance structures. Thus, while not perfect, 

there is strong alignment between funding and control structures for the colleges with 

dual-funded colleges operating in more distributed governance environments than their 

state-only funded peers. Thus, the omission of governance in the preceding analysis may 

have misconstrued the importance of funding source because of boards' influence on 

colleges' missions. 

Figure 24 shows that in the case of full-time equivalent students, governance 

structure appears to be a stronger determinant than funding source. Enrollment of part-

time students, however, varies not only with governance, but for each of the three 

governance structures, the different types of funding result in statistically significant 

differing percentages of part-timers. Dual-funding in every case yields higher 

percentages of part-time students (Figure 25), consistent with the previous analysis. 

When funding structure is overlaid with governance structure, attendance rates of 

traditionally-aged students contrast with those for part-timers as seen in Figure 26. In 

contrast to the results depicted in Figure 2, these show virtually no differences for the 

percentages of traditionally-aged students for the six types of college. 

Even when governance is accounted for, funding continues to manifest significant 

impact on tuition schedules. As shown in Figure 27, district residents pay significantly 

less tuition in both unified and federal environments if their colleges receive local 

appropriations, 21.8 percent and 25.7 percent, respectively. District residents in 

segmented districts pay nearly the same tuition regardless of the 



FIGURE 24. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Enrollment. 
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FIGURE 25. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Part-Time Enrollment. 
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FIGURE 26. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Enrollment of Traditional 
College Age Students. 
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FIGURE 27. Interaction of Governance and Funding and In-District Tuition Rates. 
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source of funding for their college. In-state but out-of-district residents pay nothing 

additional to attend federally organized, state-funded community colleges, and they pay 

modest additional sums to colleges with state-funded unified or segmented systems. 

Dual-funded colleges, however, impose significant premiums for nonresidents of the 

districts to attend, particularly if the governance is of the federal or segmented type with 

unified governance limiting the premiums charged (Figure 28). 

Financial aid is the second factor, after tuition, in determining a student's direct 

cost of attendance. As observed earlier, dual-funded colleges provide significantly higher 

percentages of students with institutional financial aid, particularly those governed under 

a federal or segmented structure (Figure 29). 

Numbers and types of programs offered by the colleges also differ depending on 

the type of funding available, supporting the earlier results. The variance between dual-

and state-funded colleges is particularly notable for those with federal or segmented 

governance structures. As Figure 30 shows, dual-funded colleges offer greater numbers 

of program types than their state- funded counterparts. Similar patterns are produced for 

occupational, academic, remedial and secondary programs (Figures 31, 32, 33 and 34). 

The probability that each of the last three program types will be offered is statistically 

significantly higher for dual-funded colleges than for state-funded ones under federal or 

segmented governance structures. Dual-funded colleges also have a statistically higher 

probability of offering remedial programs in unified governance environments. 

Interestingly, governance appears to have little impact on the probability of offering 

occupational or academic programs for dual-funded colleges while for state-funded 
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FIGURE 28. Interaction of Governance and Funding and In-State Premium Tuition 
Charges. 
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FIGURE 29. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Institutional Financial Aid. 
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FIGURE 30. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Number of Programs Offered. 
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FIGURE 31. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering 
Occupational Programming. 
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FIGURE 32. Interaction of Governance and Funding with ProbabiUty of Offering 
Academic Programming. 
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FIGURE 33. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering Adult 
Basic/Remedial Programming. 
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FIGURE 34. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering 
Secondary/High School Programming. 
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FIGURE 35. Interaction of Governance and Funding with Probability of Offering 
Recreational/Avocational Programming. 
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colleges, the probability of offering each diminishes with increasingly decentralized 

governance. Recreational programs, generally offered as non-credit classes, are 

generally offered more frequently by dual-funded colleges than their state-funded 

counterparts, but the results are not significant except for colleges operating in a 

segmented governance environment as depicted in Figure 35. 

Turning to investigation of expenditures on a functional level, the previously 

observed differences in institutional support and operations and maintenance 

expenditures are again observed. However, as shown in Figure 36, while dual-funded 

colleges generally spend more for institutional support than state-funded ones, 

decentralization of governance to the segmented level appears to yield a similar result for 

state-funded colleges. Indeed, segmented, state-funded colleges expend more on this 

function than their dual-funded counterparts. Governance also appears to play an 

intervening role in colleges' decisions to expend for operations and maintenance (Figure 

37). While dual-funded colleges under federal and segmented systems expend for this 

function at higher rates than their state-funded counterparts, unified, dual-funded colleges 

expend less than similarly governed, state-funded colleges. Thus, unified governance has 

a dampening effect on these colleges' spending for buildings and grounds. 

Outcome measure differences also continue to be observed for the two funding 

models. Cohort graduation rates are statistically significantly different for state-funded 

and dual-funded colleges in unified and segmented environments (Figure 38). Rates of 

certificate issuance also differ markedly for the latter (Figure 39). Rates of degrees 

awarded per student are dramatically lower for dual-funded colleges, regardless of the 
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FIGURE 36. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Expenditures for Institutional 
Support. 
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FIGURE 37. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Expenditures for Operations 
and Maintenance. 
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FIGURE 38. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Cohort Graduation Rate. 
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FIGURE 39. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Certificate Award Rate. 
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governance structure in which they operate, although only the rate difference for 

federally organized colleges is significant (Figure 40). 

In summary, when governance structures are overlaid on funding environments, 

some distinctive patterns emerge. Since dual-funded, unified colleges receive, on 

average, only four percent of their current revenue from local sources, it is, perhaps, not 

surprising that they are more programmatically like their state-funded counterparts than 

colleges under federal or segmented governance systems. They also differ only modestly 

on outcome measures. 

Nonetheless, there are some significant differences between the two groups of 

unified colleges, most notably in the amount of revenue received. While state-funded, 

unified colleges average $10,797 per PTE, dual-funded ones receive only $8,951. This 

difference in total revenue is reflective of both significantly fewer state dollars received 

per FTE ($4,122 versus $5,252) and lower in-district and in-state tuition rates. This 

poses the question of whether decision-makers are overreacting to the availability of local 

resources with a resultant dampening effect on state and tuition dollars. Since unification 

is defined by the governance by one board at the state level, there is distance between the 

colleges and the decision-makers that may account for a garbled signal. Alternatively or 

in conjunction, the availability of local dollars may provide a rationale or excuse for state 

dollars to be allocated to competing needs. 

The response of unified, dual-funded colleges to their reduced funding includes 

significantly fewer dollars expended for instruction, student services, academic support. 



FIGURE 40. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Associate Degree Award Rate. 
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and operations and maintenance. In contrast, nearly equivalent dollars are spent by these 

colleges as their state-funded peers on institutional support, and the percentage of total 

dollars expended for this function is significantly more than at state-funded, unified 

colleges (14 percent versus 11.7 percent). 

The segmented governance structure is the most decentralized, relying upon 

boards of individual or groups of colleges but lacking a statewide community college 

governing board. Despite the potential for such colleges to be highly individualized, 

some distinctive patterns can be observed that differentiate segmented, dual-funded 

colleges from segmented, state-funded colleges. In addition, these dual-funded colleges 

differ from the unified and federally organized colleges in averaging the highest total 

current revenue per FTE at $10,989, yet producing the lowest award rate for certificates, 

lowest cohort graduation rate and second-lowest award rate for degrees. 

Segmented, dual-funded colleges rely significantly more on tuition revenue than 

their state-funded counterparts despite a nominal difference in in-district tuition rates. 

State residents outside the college districts, however, pay significantly higher tuition to 

the dual-funded colleges, and out-of-state residents pay nearly $300 more. Indeed, the in

state tuition rate is highest for segmented, dual-funded colleges of all the subgroups, 

perhaps reflecting the dual impact of local funding and local control. While the 

percentage of students receiving financial aid is slightly higher at the dual-funded 

colleges than at the state-funded ones, the average award amount per FTE is significantly 

less. 
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Expenditure patterns for the two groups of segmented colleges also show 

significant differences in dollars allocated to student services and academic support, both 

of which are significantly more highly supported by dual-funded colleges. Significant 

programmatic differences are also evident both in the breadth or number of programs 

offered and in the specific program areas with the most dramatic difference that of the 

probability of offering recreational/avocational courses. Here we find that dual-funded 

colleges have an 87.9 percent probability of offering such classes while state-funded ones 

have a 46.7 percent probability. 

Federally governed colleges - those with both state and local boards - offer the 

greatest array of programs despite having the lowest reliance on tuition when compared 

with their similarly funded but differently governed peers. Tuition rates for district 

residents are significantly lower at dual-funded colleges. State residents pay the same 

tuition rate as district residents at state-funded institutions. Clearly, despite common 

governance structures, the availability of local appropriations has empowered a different 

definition of constituents that is reflected in the differential tuition schedules. 

These locally supported colleges also manifest different expenditures patterns 

with significantly greater dollars spent on public service, institutional support and 

operations and maintenance. Given the high level of local appropriations (24.1 percent of 

total current revenue) to these colleges, these expenditures provide support for resource 

dependency theory. The higher levels of expenditure on public service and institutional 

support may also be indicative of higher levels of complexity for these organizations in 

dealing with dual governance structures. 
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4.1.3 Regression Models of Mission Indicators 

The third approach taken to examine institutional variances was linear regression. 

This analysis allowed for control of additional potentially causal or confounding 

geographic and economic variables. Again, the impact of funding on enrollment, tuition, 

programmatic and functional expenditures and student outcomes was investigated. 

In examining enrollment (Table 10), the regression results reiterate those in the 

previous analysis, that increases in local appropriations are associated with larger 

enrollments, but the magnitude and significance of this impact dissipates when 

governance is controlled for. Both federal and segmented governance structures yield 

colleges with larger enrollments than unified structures, a finding that differs from the 

previous analysis. 

As might be expected, location has a significant impact on college size with 

generally more urban areas having larger enrollments. The noteworthy exception to the 

alignment of size and urbanization is that rural colleges average 1,391 full-time 

equivalents compared with 1,467 for colleges that identified their location as "small 

town." While specific locations may be "small town" or "rural," the observed enrollment 

differences may be the result of differently defined service areas. 

This analysis also lends credence to the ad hoc observation that as unemployment 

increases, so does enrollment, a concern frequently voiced by college leaders that 

declining economic conditions lead to increased numbers of students to be served with 

fewer dollars. The regression analysis indicates that a 1 percentage point increase in 



TABLE 10. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on College Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment. 

(Constant) 
B Sig. B Sig, B B Sie. 

(Constant) 2562.980 0.000 5560,627 0.000 509.648 0.772 -159.861 0.932 
LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 4509.699 0.000 1841.596 0.010 1707.709 0.017 868.245 0.280 

Region Great Lakes 

Geographical Region Plains 
Location: Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 

Region Rocky Mountains 

^Regra^arJ^^ 

471.379 

789.941 

597.897 

780.275 

907.063 

934.307 
1720,978 

0.393 

0.105 

0.231 

0.074 

0.065 

0.127 
0.000 

453.399 

1243.736 

1405.024 

1650.791 

1594.083 

1488.468 
1744.587 

0.424 

0.016 

0.012 

0.002 

0.006 
0.020 

288.702 

1345.087 

1264.157 

1812.191 

1805.617 

1466.670 

0.648 

0.018 

0.028 

0.002 

0.003 

0.025 

MID-SIZE CITY -3165.471 0.000 -3106.601 0.000 -3157,512 0.000 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -2425.771 0.000 -2461,135 0.000 -2495,771 0.000 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -4009.124 0.000 -3973,026 0.000 -4043.223 0.000 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -4702.394 0.000 -4507.703 0.000 -4649.914 0.000 

SMALL TOWN -5138.640 0.000 -5021.426 0.000 -5080,716 0.000 
RURAL -5011.563 0.000 -4891,854 0.000 -4973.898 0.000 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 250.150 0,150 287.433 0,103 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.127 0.002 0.181 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 280.544 0,409 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 345,391 0.315 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -1424.503 0.016 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -740,236 0.203 

Summary Statistics 

Adjusted R ̂  0.045 0.329 0.336 0,345 
n 781 781 781 781 



unemployment rate yields an additional 287 students. Given a mean community college 

enrollment of 3,069, an additional 287 students is a sizable increase. 

Percentage of part-time students (Table 11) also increases as the proportion of 

current revenues from local sources increases. This finding is consistent with earlier 

results depicted in Figure 1. Regional variations are observed as are local ones. Notable 

is the decline in percentage of part-time students as one moves from urban environments. 

The coefficient for unemployment shows that a one percentage point increase in 

unemployment yields a 5.94 percentage point decrease in part-time students. This may 

provide evidence of the reliance on community colleges as retraining institutions and, 

correspondingly, reflect the ability of unemployed individuals to attend college on a full-

time basis. 

Regression analysis echoes previous results in demonstrating the significant 

impact of local appropriations on tuition rates (Tables 12, 13 and 14). These include 

significant tuition cost savings for local residents that increase as the local share increases 

and corresponding cost increases for out-of-district residents both inside and outside the 

state. For local residents, a one percentage point increase in local appropriations results 

in a $1,095 decrease in tuition rate. Governance structures also manifest significant 

impact on in-district tuition with both federal and segmented community colleges 

charging less than their unified counterparts although community colleges in unified 

higher education systems charge less than those in federally and segmented systems. 

Regional differences are also significant. Colleges in the Mid East and Great Lakes 



TABLE IL Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Part-Time Enrollment. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Percent College Enrollment is Part-Time 

(Constant) 
B 
30.206 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
42.791 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
49.791 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
37.365 0.000 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 35.029 0.000 28.633 0.000 31.181 0.000 30.033 0.000 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.219 0.000 0.291 0.000 0.469 

Region Mid East -15.384 0.000 -8.594 0.000 -7.678 0.003 
Region Great Lakes -7.151 0.001 -0.906 0.672 2.637 0.258 

Geographical Region Plains -14.366 0.000 -13.897 0.000 -12.449 0.000 
Location: Dummy is 
New England 

Region South 

Region Southwest 
-11.203 

-8.588 

0.000 

0.000 

-2.862 

3.963 

0.193 

0.099 

0.455 

6.931 

0.848 

0.006 
Region Rocky Mountains -4.723 0.084 0.921 0.728 4.030 0.133 
Region Far West -6.095 0.005 7.893 0.046 10.054 0.000 
MID-SIZE CITY -2.291 0.153 -2.947 0.913 -3.360 0.022 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 0.898 0.585 0.165 0.033 -0.426 0.776 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -3.357 0.113 -4.158 0.189 -5.020 0.010 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -4.310 0.063 -2.825 0.000 -3.239 0.128 

SMALL TOWN -7.143 0.000 -6.378 0.044 -7.059 0.000 
RURAL -3.655 0.085 -3.949 0.000 -4.668 0.016 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -6.505 0.011 -5.935 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -4.666 0.001 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance -1.269 0.367 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance 2.038 0.401 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 6.877 0.004 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  0.148 0.291 0.397 0.419 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 12. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on In-District Tuition Rate. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Tuition Rate for In-District Student 

(Constant) 
B 

1262.026 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

1720.581 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

3531.169 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

3374.928 
Sig, 

0.000 
LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV -619.874 0.000 -1310.875 0.000 -1228.569 0.000 -1094.563 0.000 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment -0.008 0.209 -0.004 0.474 -0.002 0.706 
Region Mid East 550.079 0.000 673.668 0.000 917.092 0.000 
Region Great Lakes 381.410 0.000 334.197 0.000 570.045 0.000 

Geographical Region Plains 157.518 0.077 -110.257 0.260 34.751 0.724 
Location; Dummy is 
New England 

Region South 

Region Southwest 
-644.197 

-729.543 

0.000 

0.000 

-795.656 

-745.273 

0.000 

0.000 

-666.694 

-560.780 

0.000 

0.000 
Region Rocky Mountains -284.250 0.009 -376.672 0.001 -282.598 0.011 
Region Far West -628.644 0.000 -397.821 0.954 -171.624 0.089 
MID-SIZE CITY 21.462 0.737 3.551 0.044 30.149 0.620 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -138.227 0.035 -128.746 0.254 -122.298 0.050 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -84.303 0.318 -93,433 0.588 -67.136 0.404 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -29.260 0.752 -48.906 0.247 -8.336 0.925 

SMALL TOWN -73.241 0.287 -77.445 0.105 -51.312 0.434 
RURAL -109.233 0.197 -133.478 0.000 -105.894 0.189 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -199.241 0.000 -174.608 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 -0.036 0.000 -0.046 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal CC Governance 

Segmented CC Governance 

-354.987 

-333.715 

0.000 

0.000 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal State HE Governance 

Segmented State HE Governance 

382.233 

415.608 

0.000 

0.000 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  
n 

0.018 
781 

0.534 
781 

0.561 
781 

0.584 
781 



TABLE 13. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Out-of-State Tuition Rate. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Tuition Rate for Out-of-State Student 

(Constant) 
B 

3644.467 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

5695.843 
Sifc 

0.000 
B 

7991.590 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

12273.005 
Sig, 

0.000 
LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 3440.226 0.000 2646.214 0.000 3116.129 0.000 1627.359 0.001 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.025 0.347 0.021 0.398 0.016 0.490 
Region Mid East -1120.990 0.006 70.628 0.855 1787.660 0.000 
Region Great Lakes -164.600 0.649 829.289 0.019 1332.995 0.000 

Geographical Region Plains -2586.633 0.000 -2679.685 0.000 -2617.285 0.000 
Location: Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 
-2324.406 

-3758.508 

0.000 

0.000 

-1052.971 

-1710.748 

0.004 

0.000 

-1764,662 

-1102.182 

0.000 

0.005 
Region Rocky Mountains -691.920 0.128 174.693 0.689 -468.429 0.256 
Region Far West -2095.909 0.000 343.705 0.915 294.608 0.430 
MID-SIZE CITY 144.936 0.586 26.008 0.284 220.898 0.326 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -153.797 0.573 -268.012 0.141 -89.944 0.696 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -337.119 0.337 -474.259 0.206 -129.580 0.663 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 216.842 0.573 447.848 0.405 480.530 0.142 

SMALL TOWN -340.996 0.234 -218.291 0.976 -33.437 0.890 
RURAL 54.022 0.878 -9.707 0.000 92.487 0.756 

State Economy 
State Unemployment Rate 1999 -1192.764 0.084 -1229.774 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.048 0.000 -0.090 0.004 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal CC Governance 

^egnaite^CGovemmire 

339.131 

-1739.032 

0.114 

0.000 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal State HE Governance 

^egnente^tat^^^oveman^ 

325.069 

-57.239 

0.385 

0.876 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  
n 

0.049 
781 

0.321 
781 

0.431 
781 

0.521 
781 



TABLE 14. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Tuition Rate for Out-of-District State Resident. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Tuition Rate for In-State Student 

(Constant) 
B 

1316.956 
Sie. 

0.000 
B 

1841.564 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

189.045 0.741 
B 

1732.482 
Sig, 

0.003 
LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 2096.0gl o.m 387.191 0.099 326.236 0.164 462.905 0.067 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.003 0.779 0.000 0.979 0.007 0.547 
Region Mid East 1562.727 0.000 1490.029 0.000 1986.789 0.000 
Region Great Lakes 1253.284 0.000 1337.206 0.000 1418.602 0.000 

Geographical Region Plains 40.726 0.802 294.674 0.109 383.425 0.035 

Location: Dummy is 
New England 

Region South 

Region Southwest 
-685.448 

-611.345 

0.000 

0.000 

-490.505 

-516.869 

0.00S 

0.006 

-694.821 

-437.222 

0.000 

0.025 

Region Rocky Mountains -265.669 0.183 -143.195 0.493 -403.624 0.050 
Region Far West -961.264 0.000 -1088.745 0.183 -970.805 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -167.758 0.151 -155.138 0.126 -50.472 0.653 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -169.345 0.158 -182.890 0.056 -92.492 0.422 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -298.017 0.054 -294.549 0.481 -126.159 0.396 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -147.037 0.385 -119.191 0.092 -19.321 0.906 

SMALL TOWN -220.290 0.080 -211.493 0.364 -82.266 0.497 
RURAL -160.781 0.299 -139.931 0.010 -14.397 0.923 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 145.419 0.007 124.600 0.025 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.036 0.000 -0.018 0.245 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -33.820 0.752 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance -601.238 0.000 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance 324.292 0.083 

CXmmiy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -145.721 0.425 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  0.064 0.539 0.544 0.581 
n 781 781 781 781 
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average significantly higher tuition rates, over $1,300 more than that in the least 

expensive region, the South. 

Tuition rates for out-of-state residents are significantly affected by changes in 

local appropriations with a one percentage point increase in such funding corresponding 

with a $1,627 dollar increase for these nonresidents. Regional differences are also 

evident for out-of-state rates; as with those charged to district residents, rates for out-of-

state students in the Mid East and Great Lakes regions are the highest. The lowest out-

of-state rates, however, are not those charged by colleges in the Southwest but by those in 

the Far West region. Out-of-state tuition rates, while significantly impacted by 

community college governance structures are relatively immune from the effect of higher 

education structures. The greater impact of state higher education governance on district 

tuition rates is not surprising. 

Tuition rates charged to out-of-district state residents follow the same pattern as 

those for out-of-state students with an increase in local appropriations corresponding to a 

higher rate. As noted earlier, these patterns of tuition rate differences clearly demonstrate 

different definitions of constituency for dual-funded and state-funded colleges. 

Regressions of college programs, seen in Tables 15 through 19, yield limited 

information due to extremely poor predictive values (adjusted R less than .20 for every 

program). Nonetheless, the regression results affirmed the positive impact of local 

appropriations on the probability that community colleges offer occupational, remedial 

and recreational programs. Similarly, the negative coefficient for local appropriations in 

the high school program model is consistent with the declining probabilities shown in 



TABLE 15. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College Offers Occupational Programming. 
DEPE>^ENTVA^ABLEj_Prob^ilit^_College_OffCTS^ccu2ationaljrogains^O^ 

(Constant) 
B 
0.975 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.902 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.860 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.846 

Sig, 
0.000 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.077 0.017 0.094 0.012 0.098 0.009 0.149 0.000 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.954 0.000 0.953 0.000 0.851 

Region Mid East 0.045 0.116 0.058 0.050 0.054 0.102 
Region Great Lakes 0.017 0.507 0.034 0.206 0.038 0.207 

Geographical Region Plains 0.073 0.005 0.083 0.005 0.092 0.002 
Location: Dummy is Region South 0.061 0.008 0.087 0.002 0.102 0.001 
New bngland Region Southwest 0.069 0.007 0.101 0.001 0.103 0.002 

Region Rocky Mountains 0.076 0.017 0.093 0.005 0.092 0.008 
Region Far West 0.070 0.005 0.098 0.384 0.112 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY 0.017 0.354 0.016 0.653 0.018 0.330 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 0.011 0.573 0.009 0.494 0.010 0.610 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.019 0.452 0.017 0.172 0.019 0.437 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 0.033 0.228 0.037 0.492 0.041 0.130 

SMALL TOWN 0.012 0.559 0.014 0.121 0.018 0.386 
RURAL 0.038 0.122 0.038 0.281 0.044 0.076 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.010 0.287 -0.008 0.363 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.273 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -0.021 0.230 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance -0.004 0.804 

State Hi^er Ed 

Governance Structure; 
Federal State HE Governance -0.008 0.803 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.024 0.438 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  0.006 0.020 0.023 0.027 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 16. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College Offers Academic Programming. 

(Constant) 
B 
0.919 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
0.946 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
1.199 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
1.224 

Sig, 
0.000 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.256 0.000 0.096 0.124 0.119 0.055 0.099 0.155 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Region Mid East -0.041 0.395 0.010 0.835 0.048 0.380 
Region Great Lakes -0.040 0.344 -0.012 0.780 0.013 0.797 

Geographical Region Plains -0.040 0.354 -0.069 0.152 -0.059 0.238 
Location; Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 
-0.175 

-0.048 

0.000 

0.255 

-0.148 

0.016 

0.001 

0.745 

-0.147 

0.039 

0.004 

0.471 
Region Rocky Mountains -0.061 0.246 -0.043 0.441 -0.039 0.495 
Region Far West -0.044 0.293 0.058 0.960 0.073 0.155 

MID-SIZE CITY 0.007 0.818 0.002 0.302 0.005 0.880 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.030 0.348 -0.033 0.210 -0.031 0.327 

Urban Location; SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.056 0.170 0,051 0.382 0.055 0.180 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 0.034 0.455 0.039 0.043 0.041 0.362 

SMALL TOWN 0.063 0.058 0.067 0.020 0.069 0.038 

RURAL 0.100 0.016 0.095 0.000 0.096 0.019 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.058 0.581 -0.057 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.337 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -0.022 0.458 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance -0.043 0.149 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance 0.037 0.475 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 0.044 0.386 

Summary Statistics 

Adjusted R ̂  0.026 0.108 0.125 0.123 
n 781 781 781 781 
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TABLE 17. Regression Mode! of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College Offers Remedial Programming. 

recreat 
(Constant) 

B 
0.845 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.714 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.192 

Sig, 
0.408 

B 
0.489 

Si& 
0.049 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.242 0.004 0.322 0.001 0.328 0.001 0.332 0.002 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.468 0.000 0.275 0.000 0.563 

Region Mid East 0.238 0.001 0.286 0.000 0.280 0.001 
Region Great Lakes 0.080 0.219 0.178 0.009 0.078 0.300 

Geographical Region Plains 0.201 0.003 0.298 0.000 0.258 0.001 
Location: Dummy is Region South 0.263 0.000 0.425 0.000 0.299 0.000 
New England Region Southwest 0.258 0.000 0.429 0.000 0.326 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains 0.290 0.000 0.396 0.000 0.356 0.000 
Region Far West 0.271 0.000 0.377 0.077 0.346 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -0.081 0.090 -0.084 0.002 -0.069 0.144 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.135 0.006 -0.148 0.164 -0.131 0.007 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -0.079 0.207 -0.087 0.968 -0.062 0.318 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -0.029 0.674 -0.003 0.101 0.026 0.704 

SMALL TOWN -0.095 0.064 -0.084 0.192 -0.062 0.220 
RURAL -0.086 0.173 -0.082 0.425 -0.062 0.319 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.018 0.001 -0.039 0.095 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.418 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.102 0.023 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.010 0.820 

State Higher Ed 
Governance Structure: 

Federal State HE Governance 0.205 0.009 
Dummy is Unified 

Segmented State HE Governance 0.070 0.359 

Summary Statistics 

Adjusted 0.009 0.059 0.072 0.102 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 18. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College Offers Recreational Programming. 

(Constant) 
B 
0.667 0.000 

B 
0.387 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
0.420 

Sig, 
0.159 

B 
0.522 

Sig. 
0.103 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.678 0.000 0.405 0.001 0.454 0.000 0.308 0.024 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.010 

Region Mid East 0.258 0.007 0.393 0.000 0.316 0.003 
Region Great Lakes 0.271 0.001 0,405 0.000 0.319 0.001 

Geographical Region Plains 0.100 0.244 0.127 0.185 0.057 0.558 
Location: Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 
0.133 

0.267 

0.077 

0.002 

0.318 

0.532 

0.000 

0.000 

0.250 

0.472 

0.012 

0.000 
Region Rocky Mountains 0.201 0.057 0.325 0.003 0.283 0.011 

Region Far West 0.271 0.001 0.550 0.440 0.437 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY 0.059 0.336 0.047 0.756 0.033 0.585 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.003 0.958 -0.019 0.449 -0.024 0.705 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.077 0.347 0.061 0.020 0.047 0.557 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 0.172 0.054 0.205 0.168 0.178 0.044 

SMALL TOWN 0.074 0.268 0.090 0.110 0.073 0.263 
RURAL 0.133 0.104 0.129 0.000 0.108 0.181 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.124 0.105 -0.134 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.074 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.173 0.003 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.126 0.031 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.182 0.072 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.162 0.101 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R 
n 

0.048 
781 

0.078 
781 

0.114 
781 

0.123 
781 

-P>. 



TABLE 19. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Probability College Offers Secondary/High School Programming. 
D^ENDENTVARIABIJ|_^robabili^_College_Offas_SecondaQ;^ji^i_School^^ (0.1) 

(Constant) 
B 
0.095 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
-0.038 

Sig, 
0.556 

B 
-0.038 

Sig, 
0.556 

B 
0.154 

Sig, 
0.500 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.034 0.647 0.008 0.930 0.008 0.930 -0.080 0.412 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.033 0.000 0.033 0.000 0.050 

Region Mid East 0.020 0.768 0.020 0.768 -0.038 0.623 
Region Great Lakes 0.094 0.113 0,094 0.113 0.014 0.834 

Geographical Region Plains 0.154 0.011 0.154 0.011 0.069 0.329 
Location: Dummy is Region South 0.074 0.165 0.074 0.165 0.020 0.773 
New bngland Region Southwest 0.042 0.481 0.042 0.481 0.005 0.945 

Region Rocky Mountains 0.153 0.040 0.153 0.040 0.157 0.049 

Region Far West 0.147 0.012 0.147 0.599 0.131 0.068 
MID-SIZE CITY 0.023 0.599 0.023 0.792 0.007 0.873 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.012 0.792 -0.012 0.814 -0.019 0.677 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.014 0.814 0.014 0.407 -0.005 0.936 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 0.052 0.407 0.052 0.397 0.045 0.480 

SMALL TOWN 0.040 0.397 0.040 0.824 0.029 0.537 
RURAL 0.013 0.824 0.013 0.000 -0.007 0.902 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 0.000 0.011 -0.055 0.011 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.892 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.148 0.000 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.137 0.001 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.031 0.667 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.029 0.682 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted 0.001 0.016 0.020 0.035 
n 781 781 781 781 
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Table 8. Of interest also are the significant regional effects observed for occupational, 

remedial and recreational programs and the absence of significant relationships to the size 

of the community in which the college is located. Governance, also, appears weakly 

linked to program selection except for recreational and secondary programs, both of 

which are more likely under segmented structures than under unified and most likely 

under a federal system. 

Because functional expenditures can be measured both in dollars per FTE and as a 

percent of total expenditures, two sets of regression models were used to analyze the 

impact of funding streams on these variables. Both models yielded higher prediction 

levels than those for programs with those using the dollars per FTE measure as the 

dependent variable producing the higher adjusted R^'s. Results of these regression 

models are shown in Tables 20 through 24. 

In general, the amount of local appropriations per FTE played an important part in 

determining the dollars expended for each function. The largest impact of a dollar 

increase in local appropriations is the corresponding $0,312 increase in dollars per 

student expended for instruction. The second largest is that for institutional support at 

$0,160. 

The relative portion of the expenditure budget allocated to each function was not 

significantly impacted by the portion of the budget funded by local appropriations with 

the exception of institutional support and operations and maintenance. In the case of 

institutional support, a one percentage point increase in local appropriations as a percent 

of current revenue results in a .076 percentage point increase in spending for this 



TABLE 20A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of College Expenditures for Instruction. 
DEPENDEh^^A^^B]^^Mcai|^fColleg^xgenditiTO^^niistaiction 

(Constant) 
B 
0.408 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
0.383 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
0.693 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.714 

Sig, 
0.000 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV -0.047 0.022 -0.004 0.854 0.012 0.593 -0.011 0.652 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.625 0.000 0.993 0.000 0.816 

Region Mid East 0.023 0.189 0.050 0.005 0.032 0.105 
Region Great Lakes 0.007 0.643 0.004 0.779 -0.016 0.370 

Geographical Region Plains 0.033 0.035 -0.011 0.515 -0.025 0.153 
Location: Dummy is Region South 0.074 0.000 0.056 0.001 0.041 0.023 
New bngland Region Southwest 0.024 0.127 0.032 0.077 0.016 0.395 

Region Rocky Mountains 0.013 0.493 0.002 0.899 -0.006 0.783 
Region Far West 0.037 0.014 0.088 0.562 0.066 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -0.003 0.805 -0.006 0.936 -0.009 0.426 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.002 0.871 -0.001 0.423 -0.001 0.896 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -0.009 0.530 -0.012 0.172 -0.014 0.339 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -0.020 0.230 -0.022 0.000 -0.026 0.106 

SMALL TOWN -0.042 0.001 -0.042 0.072 -0.045 0.000 
RURAL -0.022 0.145 -0.026 0.000 -0.030 0.043 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.039 0.000 -0.041 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.034 0.001 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.027 0.011 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.029 0.117 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.029 0.106 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  
n 

0.005 
781 

0.107 
781 

0.165 
781 

0.173 
781 



TABLE 20B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for Instruction Per FTE. 

(Constant) 
B 

3922.599 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

4709.684 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

10609.526 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

9443.997 
Sig, 

0.000 
LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.229 OMO 0.331 0.000 0.331 OMO 0.312 0.000 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment -0.107 0.000 -0.094 0.000 -0.101 0.000 
Region Mid East -656.207 0.024 -191.768 0.508 -497.291 0.122 
Region Great Lakes -802.195 0.002 -890.540 0.001 -878.714 0.003 

Geographical Region Plains -476.135 0.069 -1318.170 0.000 -1371.344 0.000 
Location: Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 
-98.168 

-1000.534 

0.670 

0.000 

-565.480 

-982.227 

0.037 

0.001 

-386.967 

-977.689 

0.191 

0.002 
Region Rocky Mountains -709.328 0.028 -978.604 0.003 -766.736 0.022 

Region Far West -505.560 0.046 309.135 0.701 248.050 0.412 
MID-SIZE CITY -9.428 0.960 -70.009 0.074 -148.346 0.415 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -373.948 0.054 -334.747 0.419 -406,795 0.029 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -164.354 0.511 -194.399 0.930 -322.334 0.181 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 42.329 0.877 -23.164 0.549 -107.603 0.684 

SMALL TOWN -103.690 0.610 -117.682 0.764 -218.344 0.266 
RURAL -0.388 0.999 -72.449 0.000 -171.199 0.478 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -660.958 0.000 -641.895 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 -0.115 0.000 -0.074 0.003 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -13.167 0.938 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 394.325 0.025 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -263.994 0.382 

Dimmiy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 154.867 0.601 

Summary Statistics 

Adjusted 0.079 0.187 0.246 0.259 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 21A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of College Expenditures for Student Services. 

(Constant) 
B 
0.089 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.127 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
-0.005 

Sig, 
0.844 

B 
-0.059 

Sifc 
0.03S 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.012 0.230 0.013 0.251 0.008 0.477 0.005 0.697 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.453 0.000 0.199 0.000 0.064 

Region Mid East -0.035 0.000 -0.041 0.000 -0.037 0.000 
Region Great Lakes -0.029 0.000 -0.022 0.004 -0.005 0.528 

Geographical Region Plains -0.026 0.001 -0.006 0.513 0.001 0.865 
Location: Dummy is Region South -0.034 0.000 -0.019 0.021 -0.001 0.906 
New England Region Southwest -0.043 0.000 -0.036 0.000 -0.021 0.025 

Region Rocky Moimtains -0.028 0.003 -0.018 0.066 -0.006 0.507 
Region Far West -0.005 0.471 -0.016 0.024 -0.007 0.427 

MID-SIZE CITY -0.013 0.016 -0.012 0.078 -0.014 0.008 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.009 0.122 -0.010 0.080 -0.012 0.022 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -0.013 0.078 -0.012 0.604 -0.016 0.020 

Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -0.006 0.429 -0.004 0.181 -0.007 0.366 
SMALL TOWN -0.008 0.151 -0.008 0.629 -0.011 0.055 
RURAL -0.005 0.481 -0.003 0.000 -0.007 0.345 

State Economy 
State Unemployment Rate 1999 0.012 0.000 0.015 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 

E>ummy is Unified 

Federal CC Governance 

Segmented CC Governance 

-0.020 

-0.005 

0.000 

0.300 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 

Dutrnny is Unified 

Federal State HE Governance 

Segmented State HE Governance 

-0.007 

0.015 

0.451 

0.072 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  0.001 

781 
0.094 

781 
0.124 

781 
0.170 

781 



TABLE 21B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for Student Services Per FTE. 
DEPENDEIjn^AMABLE^^dleg^xgMiditure^^Studai^emce^CTF^E 

(Constant) 
B 

871.117 
Sig. 

0.000 
B 

1563.367 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

556.828 
Sig, 

0.136 
B 

-486.418 
Sig. 

0.212 
LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.078 0.000 0.096 0.000 0.096 0.000 0.096 0.000 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment -0.028 0.000 -0.031 0.000 -0.034 0.000 
Region Mid East -620.972 0.000 -670.354 0.000 -682.003 0.000 
Region Great Lakes -568.001 0.000 -522.480 0.000 -265.643 0.025 

Geographical Region Plains -535.226 0.000 -383.968 0.001 -256.887 0.031 
Location: Dummy is Region South -576.219 0.000 -456.065 0.000 -134.250 0.265 
New bngland Region Southwest -785.682 0.000 -730.692 0.000 -509.393 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains -543.400 0.000 -469,856 0.001 -261.450 0.054 
Region Far West -303.453 0.003 -382.458 0.034 -221.792 0.071 
MID-SIZE CITY -169.518 0.027 -161.883 0.008 -198.936 0.007 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -198.841 0.011 -208,688 0.053 -253.010 0.001 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -196,603 0.052 -194.911 0.731 -265.947 0.007 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -56.046 0.612 -38.009 0.987 -78.852 0.463 

SMALL TOWN -7.128 0.931 -1.315 0.891 -53.895 0.499 
RURAL -25.452 0.802 -13.893 0.019 -56.901 0.562 

State Economy 
State Unemployment Rate 1999 86.949 0.011 137,328 0.000 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.022 0.000 0.051 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -354.934 0.000 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance -7.833 0.912 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -116.572 0.343 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 217.717 0.071 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ̂  
n 

0.057 
781 

0.171 
781 

0.178 
781 

0.235 
781 



TABLE 22A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of College Expenditures for Academic Support. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Percent of College Expenditures for Academic Support 

(Constant) 
B 
0.075 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.113 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
0.050 

Sig, 
0,083 

B 
-0,025 

Sig, 
0.413 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.004 0.691 0.002 0.874 0.004 0.751 0.018 0.159 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.017 0.000 0.044 0.000 0.108 

Region Mid East -0.054 0.000 -0.045 0.000 -0.045 0.000 
Region Great Lakes -0.051 0.000 -0,036 0.000 -0.014 0.113 

Geographical Region Plains -0.043 0.000 -0.031 0.001 -0.019 0.038 
Location: Dummy is Region South -0.056 0.000 -0.032 0.000 -0.003 0.729 
New bngland Region Southwest -0,054 0.000 -0.026 0.006 -0.007 0.484 

Region Rocky Mountains -0.033 0.001 -0.017 0.114 -0.004 0.697 
Region Far West -0.046 0.000 -0.027 0.484 -0.013 0.165 
MID-SIZE CITY 0.005 0.428 0.004 0.024 0.002 0.763 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 0.016 0.011 0.014 0,255 0.010 0.075 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.010 0.199 0.009 0,415 0.004 0.582 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 

L -0.011 0.205 -0.007 0,333 -0.010 0.222 
SMALL TOWN 0.004 0.502 0.006 0,643 0.003 0.644 
RURAL 0.003 0.687 0.004 0,068 0.001 0.874 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.005 0.000 -0.001 0.746 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -0.031 0.000 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance -0.004 0.466 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.022 0.019 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 0.001 0.896 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.001 0.098 0.128 0.190 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 22B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for Academic Support Per FTE. 

(Constant) 
B 

751.626 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

139L469 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

927.390 
Sig, 

0.011 
B 

-326.117 
Sip. 

0.385 
LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.032 0.004 0.045 0.000 0.046 0.000 0.054 0.000 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment -0.009 0.244 -0.011 0.160 -0.014 0.061 
Region Mid East -740.018 0.000 -657.625 0.000 -736.744 0.000 
Region Great Lakes -732.590 0.000 -604.345 0.000 -334.837 0.003 

Geographical Region Plains -662.175 0.000 -565.652 0.000 -411.370 0.000 
Location: Dummy is Region South -782.032 0.000 -584.225 0.000 -174.655 0.132 
New bngland Region Southwest -809.200 0.000 -579.141 0.000 -339.811 0.006 

Region Rocky Mountains -5n.835 0.000 -380.692 0.004 -166.962 0.201 
Region Far West -627.537 0.000 -452.662 0.708 -280.720 0.018 
MID-SIZE CITY 33.927 0.651 27.936 0.379 -18.467 0.795 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 82.889 0.281 67.220 0.450 17.625 0.809 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 85.637 0.387 74.319 0.656 -10.246 0.913 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -80.736 0.457 -48.242 0.087 -99.934 0.334 

SMALL TOWN 122.500 0.129 137.247 0.773 76.809 0.317 
RURAL 25.806 0.795 28.544 0.159 -13.937 0.883 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -50.838 0.024 11.788 0.738 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.019 0.000 0.059 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -399.717 0.000 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 54.314 0.428 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -312.719 0.008 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 35.309 0.761 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.009 0.107 0.119 0.206 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 23 A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of College Expenditures for Institutional Support. 
D^ENDENT^ARJABLE;^CTcent_Collegg_Exgaiditogs^nnstitut^^ Support 

(Constant) 
B 
0.127 

Sie. 
0.000 

B 
0.171 

Sie. 
0.000 

B 
0.035 

Sig, 
0.292 

B 
0.031 

Sig. 
0.379 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.065 0.000 0.079 0.000 0.075 0.000 0.076 0.000 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 

Region Mid East -0.009 0.379 -0.013 0.215 -0.032 0.006 
Region Great Lakes -0.023 0.011 -0.014 0.138 -0.031 0.003 

Geographical Region Plains -0.045 0.000 -0.023 0.026 -0.032 0.003 
Location: Dummy is Region South -0.026 0.002 -0.007 0.500 -0.014 0.184 
New tngland Region Southwest -0.055 0.000 -0.043 0.000 -0.059 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains -0.059 0.000 -0.047 0.000 -0.048 0.000 
Region Far West -0.032 0.000 -0.038 0.056 -0.048 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -0.014 0.044 -0.013 0.218 -0.014 0.033 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.007 0.306 -0.008 0.074 -0.009 0.190 

Urban Location; SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -0.016 0.076 -0.016 0.475 -0.018 0.046 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -0.010 0.319 -0.007 0.269 -0.007 0.445 

SMALL TOWN -0.009 0.219 -0.008 0.896 -0.009 0.206 
RURAL -0.003 0.753 -0.001 0.002 -0.002 0.814 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 0.010 0.000 0.008 0.011 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.017 0.006 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.023 0.000 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.006 0.618 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.011 0.331 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.035 0.125 0.144 0.157 
n 781 781 781 781 

LA U) 



TABLE 23B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for Institutional Support Per FTE. 

(Constant) 
B 

1257.458 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

2049.281 
Sie. 

0.000 
B 

1422.262 
Si£ 

0.001 
B 

797.044 
Sig, 

0.091 
LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.132 0.000 0.156 0.000 0.156 0.000 0.160 0.000 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment -0.053 0.000 -0.055 0.000 -0.055 0.000 

Region Mid East -343.910 0.012 -367.448 0.010 -630.314 0.000 
Region Great Lakes -547.900 0.000 -512.174 0.000 -608.574 0.000 

Geographical Region Plains -719.859 0.000 -623.794 0.000 -659.613 0.000 
Location: Dummy is Region South -525.381 0.000 -440.748 0.001 -379.367 0.009 
New England Region Southwest -893.284 0.000 -844.965 0.000 -949.910 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains -876.310 0.000 -823.816 0.000 -722.114 0.000 
Region Far West -495.593 0.000 -530.292 0.088 -567.069 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -156.974 0.080 -152.872 0.025 -189.271 0.034 

SUBURB LARGE CITY -199.950 0.030 -206.849 0.063 -234.678 0.010 
Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -220.634 0.063 -220.411 0.671 -280.182 0.018 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -68.154 0.599 -55.257 0.978 -72.520 0.576 

SMALL TOWN -1.738 0.986 2.712 0.593 -36.452 0.705 
RURAL 56.555 0.634 63.577 0.270 33.432 0.778 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 47.918 0.161 49.958 0.258 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.014 0.000 0.035 o.oos 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 24.903 0.766 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 299.675 0.001 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -37.424 0.801 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 51.398 0.724 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted 0.109 0.245 0.245 0.261 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 24A. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Percentage of College Expenditures for Operations and Maintenance. 
DEPENDEKrVA^IABLE^_^CTcent_ofCollegeEx2aiditmgsjorOgerations^^ 

(Constant) 
B 
0.078 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.091 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.042 

Sig. 
0.054 

B 
0.061 

Sig, 
0.009 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV 0.045 0.000 0.044 0.000 0.042 0.000 0.034 0.001 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.896 0.000 0.726 0.000 0.608 

Region Mid East -0.006 0.388 -0.009 0.198 -0.008 0.334 
Region Great Lakes 0.001 0.875 0.002 0.705 0.000 0.979 

Geographical Region Plains 0.000 0.998 0.007 0.294 0.005 0.504 
Location: Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 
-0.002 

-0.006 

0.702 

0.340 

0.002 

-0.005 

0.724 

0.488 

-0.002 

-0.006 

0.746 

0.437 
Region Rocky Mountains 0.004 0.615 0.006 0.413 0.002 0.838 
Region Far West -0.015 0.009 -0.021 0.009 -0.026 0.000 
MID-SIZE CITY -0.012 0.007 -0.011 0.446 -0.011 0.011 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -0.003 0.484 -0.003 0.061 -0.003 0.520 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -0.011 0.057 -0.011 0.011 -0.010 0.084 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -0.017 0.008 -0.016 0.020 -0.017 0.008 

SMALL TOWN -0.011 0.018 -0.011 0.112 -0.011 0.022 
RURAL -0.010 0.090 -0.009 0.015 -0.009 0.108 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 0.005 0.053 0.005 0.033 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.223 

Comfflunity College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.008 0.047 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.000 0.953 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.010 0.191 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.012 0.105 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.041 0.066 0.072 0.077 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 24B. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Expenditures for Operations and Maintenance Per PTE. 
DEPENDENT_VARJABLE^_Cdlegejxgaiditures^rOggrationsan^ FTE 

(Constant) 
B 

746.487 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

1129.462 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

1248.816 
Sig, 

0.000 
B 

1185.911 0.002 
LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.107 0.000 0.122 0.000 0.122 0.000 0.119 0.000 

Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment -0.024 0.001 -0.023 0.001 -0.025 0.001 
Region Mid East -299.392 0.007 -305.959 0.008 -317.631 0.013 
Region Great Lakes -198.979 0.042 -217.047 0.038 -201.571 0.082 

Geographical Region Plains -201.828 0.043 -222.928 0.048 -226.374 0.053 
Location: Dummy is Region South -199.252 0.023 -230.321 0.032 -205.485 0.082 
New tngland Region Southwest -326.766 0.001 -357.467 0.002 -336.252 0.007 

Region Rocky Mountains -159.575 0.193 -179.781 0.164 -176.957 0.184 
Region Far West -368.327 0.000 -383.918 0.050 -397.056 0.001 
MID-SIZE CITY -141.372 0.049 -141.154 0.500 -148.418 0.041 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -52.352 0.477 -49.870 0.108 -56.367 0.449 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -154.234 0.105 -153.006 0.220 -163.296 0.090 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -123.470 0.236 -128.465 0.316 -143.407 0.175 

SMALL TOWN -75.713 0.328 -77.828 0.250 -87.777 0.263 
RURAL -108.871 0.254 -109.935 0.990 -120.343 0.212 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 0.430 0.655 4.081 0.909 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 -0.004 0.000 0.001 0.929 

Coirnnunity College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 4.642 0.946 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 21.353 0.760 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -106.047 0.380 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -57.324 0.628 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.124 0.157 0.155 0.152 
n 781 781 781 781 



activity. For operations and maintenance, a similar increase correlates with a .034 

percentage point expenditure increase. Increased decentralization of governance also 

generally corresponded to increased expenditures in both categories. That both funding 

and governance had impact on functional expenditures is consistent with prior findings 

and lends additional support to the organizational distance hypothesis, although it is 

important to note that the predictive values of the models are quite low. 

Regression analysis of the three outcomes variables yields mixed results when 

compared with those observed in the earlier analyses (Tables 25, 26 and 27). The 

number of certificates issued per student, for example, increases as local appropriations 

become more important funding sources. This is contradictory to earlier results, although 

the coefficient is small and not statistically significant. The number of associates degrees 

awarded and cohort graduation rate are, however, negatively impacted by increases in 

local funding, as found previously. While geography does not appear to be a factor in 

the frequency with which certificates are issued, the rate of degrees awarded varies 

significantly by region, New England being the highest and the South and Southwest 

tying for lowest, and by urban location, with large city colleges awarding the fewest and 

rural colleges awarding the most. Cohort graduation rate appears significantly affected 

by region and setting of the college. Congruent with the influence of state performance 

indicators and/or of their organizational field, community colleges in states with unified 

systems of governance for all of higher education award the highest rates of degrees 

when compared with those colleges in more decentralized environments. It is notable 



TABLE 25. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Cerfiticates Awarded Per FTE. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Certificates Awarded Per FTE 

(Constant) 
B 
0.097 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
0.063 

Sig, 
0.004 

B 
0.119 

Sig, 
0.102 

B 
0.163 

Sig, 
0.037 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV -0.073 0.008 0.047 0.109 0.049 0.100 0.024 0.466 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Region Mid East -0.019 0.413 -0.018 0.447 -0.026 0.314 
Region Great Lakes 0.032 0.117 0.027 0.210 0.004 0.853 

Geographical Region Plains 0.045 0.027 0.036 0.119 0.022 0.352 
Location: Dummy is Region South 0.090 0.000 0.081 0.000 0.055 0.023 
New bngland Region Southwest 0.040 0.048 0.033 0.165 0.013 0.609 

Region Rocky Mountains 0.016 0.523 0.010 0.699 0.004 0.896 
Region Far West 0.008 0.697 0.008 0.715 -0.009 0.721 
MID-SIZE CITY 0.006 0.701 0.005 0.610 0.005 0.716 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 0.007 0.640 0.008 0.541 0.009 0.555 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.012 0.544 0.012 0.821 0.013 0.514 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -0.003 0.871 -0.005 0.972 -0.004 0.841 

SMALL TOWN 0.000 0.998 -0.001 0.944 0.000 0.978 
RURAL 0.002 0.918 0.001 0.644 0.000 0.985 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.003 0.415 -0.007 0.321 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.175 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.033 0.019 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.016 0.272 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance 0.017 0.483 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 0.006 0.796 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.009 0.159 0.158 0.161 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 26. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Associates Degrees Awarded Per FTE. 

(Constant) 
B 
0.149 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.140 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.255 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
0.306 

Sig, 
0.000 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV -0.058 0.000 -0.055 0.000 -0.052 0.000 -0.075 0.000 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.772 0.000 0.479 0.000 0.777 

Region Mid East -0.003 0.807 -0.002 0.854 0.001 0.927 
Region Great Lakes -0.006 0.525 -0.016 0.100 -0.023 0.036 

Geographical Region Plains 0.009 0.345 -0.010 0.371 -0.017 0.124 
Location: Dummy is Region South -0.038 0.000 -0.058 0.000 -0.069 0.000 
New bngland Region Southwest -0.046 0.000 -0.062 0.000 -0.063 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains -0.021 0.080 -0.033 0.007 -0.047 0.000 
Region Far West -0.024 0.008 -0.025 0.000 -0.040 0.000 
ME)-SIZE CITY 0.037 0.000 0.036 0.054 0.036 0.000 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 0.012 0.088 0.014 0.000 0.015 0.034 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 0.032 0.000 0.032 0.001 0.034 0.000 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 0.037 0.000 0.034 0.000 0.030 0.002 

SMALL TOWN 0.041 0.000 0.040 0.000 0.040 0.000 
RURAL 0.045 0.000 0.043 0.070 0.042 0.000 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 -0.006 0.000 -0.007 0.031 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 0.024 0.000 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.002 0.725 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance -0.037 0.001 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -0.040 0.000 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted 0.007 0.191 0.205 0.229 
n 781 781 781 781 



TABLE 27. Regression Model of Effect of Local Appropriations on Cohort Graduation Rate. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Cohort Graduation Rate 

(Constant) 
B 
26.045 

Sig, 
0.000 

B 
20.025 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
35.905 

Sig. 
0.000 

B 
46.106 

Sig, 
0.000 

LOCAL APPRO AS % CUR REV -10.119 0.006 2.954 0.440 2.070 0.583 -8.666 0.038 
Size Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 0.000 0.011 0.000 0.028 0.000 0.009 

Region Mid East -5.724 0.052 -9.187 0.002 -8.185 0.013 
Region Great Lakes -1.478 0.569 -6.522 0.017 -8.804 0.003 

Geographical Region Plains 9.499 0.000 6.067 0.040 3.343 0.264 
Location: Dummy is Region South -0.002 0.999 -7.762 0.00s -12.824 0.000 
New England Region Southwest -9.906 0.000 -19.130 0.000 -20.639 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains 1.239 0.704 -3.895 0.247 -5.208 0.125 
Region Far West 4.886 0.056 -2.524 0.003 -6.419 0.037 
MID-SIZE CITY 5.267 0.006 5.533 0.094 5.387 0.004 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 2.589 0.186 3.227 0.000 3.331 0.080 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 8.341 0.001 8.813 0.041 8.842 0.000 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 6.855 0.013 5.558 0.000 4.905 0.069 

SMALL TOWN 10.010 0.000 9.411 0.001 9.034 0.000 
RURAL 8.095 0.001 8.028 0.009 7.191 0.003 

State Economy State Unemployment Rate 1999 2.384 0.001 1.801 0.049 State Economy 
State Per Capita Personal Income 1999 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance 6.819 0.000 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 0.927 0.603 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 
Federal State HE Governance 1.097 0.722 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 1.912 0.526 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.008 0.219 0.249 0.276 
n 781 781 781 781 
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that this same emphasis is not evident on time taken to obtain the degree (graduation 

rate). 
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4.2 Research Findings for Research Question Two 

As discussed earlier, community colleges are unique in that in about half of the 

states, they can access local as well as state appropriations. This funding structure has 

served as the basis for the two research questions explored in this dissertation. In the 

first, we examined the mission ramifications of state- versus dual-funding. In the second, 

we will explore the financial interrelationships between state and local appropriations and 

the financial implications of having a local share of the public funding. We will also 

investigate environmental factors' common and differing influences on these funding 

sources. We will draw on the research of Peterson (1976), Lowry (2001b), Rizzo (2003) 

and others who looked at the impact of political, economic and demographic factors on 

state funding for higher education and funding for four-year colleges and universities for 

identification of potentially important variables and examine the effect of these variables 

on community colleges. 

4.2.1 Local Appropriations, Other Revenues and the College Environment 

Comparing states according to their propensity to have local appropriations to 

those that do not reveals striking, although not statistically significant, differences. States 

with dual-funded colleges rely much more significantly on income taxes - personal and 

corporate - than those with primarily state-funded colleges. The former derive 42.7 

percent of their general fund revenues from income taxes versus 35.2 percent for the 

latter. While those states with state-funded colleges primarily compensate for the 

decreased income tax revenues through increased reliance on sales and transaction taxes 

(56.9 percent versus 46.5 percent), they also derive higher proportions of their revenues 
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from property taxes (3.2 percent compared to 1.5 percent for states with dual-funded 

colleges). Recalling that income taxes are the most unstable of the three revenue sources, 

it may not be surprising that states with high reliance on such taxes are those where dual-

funding of community colleges is common. Since property taxes are the most stable of 

the three revenues and since property taxes are the most common source of local funding 

for colleges, property tax collections at the local level may offset some of the instability 

of state resources. States with local appropriations provide more state dollars per capita 

for higher education than do states without local funding, even without considering the 

addition of local revenues, $228 versus $204. In addition, they enroll a slightly higher 

percentage of their populations in higher education institutions, averaging 3.4 percent 

versus 3.1 percent. 

Significant differences also exist between the two types of colleges, as t-tests of 

the state-funded and dual-funded colleges' financial variables reveal. In order to better 

understand the relationship of local funding to colleges' environments, the dual-funded 

colleges were subdivided into four groups. Group 1 receives 10 percent or less of its 

current revenue from local appropriations. Group 2 receives more than 10 but no more 

than 20 percent from local sources. Group 3 receives more than 20 but no more than 30, 

and Group 4 receives more than 30 percent of its total current revenues from local 

appropriations. A five-way ANOVA as well as multiple comparisons tests were run to 

examine economic, demographic and political effects on level of local funds. Results of 

these analyses are shown in Table 28. 



Table 28. Results for T-Test of Envinronmental Variables for State- and Dual-Funded Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on Level of 
Local Funding. 

5-Wav 
Groun 1: Grout) 2: Grout) 2: >.20. Group 4: ANOVA 

State-Funded Dual-Funded T-testSie <=.10 >.10. <=.20 <=.30 >.30 Sie. 
Local Appropriations 0 7653447 ** 1195777 4860360 10225009 17601855 ** 
LOCAL APPRO PER FTE 0.000 2220.974 ** 577.286 1596.382 2531.361 4981.019 ** 
State Appropriations 9998153 10524884 9003985 11579348 12877099 9032652 ** 
STATE APPPO PER FTE 5390.884 3814.103 ** 4826.615 4260.822 3073.611 2572.043 ** 
Tuition and fees 4817353 5929076 ** 4193240 5737670 7534591 7015342 ** 
TUITION PER FTE 2071.416 1795.574 ** 1714.597 1785.945 2008.263 1712.830 ** 
Total current funds revenues 21220230 33074461 ** 21017219 31670447 41580933 43290848 ** 
CURRENT REVENUE PER 
FTE 10620.498 10801.475 10401.492 10752.198 10296.469 11910.939 ** 
OBE region code 4.768 4.825 4.957 4.986 4.496 4.763 
Degree of Urbanization 4.014 3.851 4.659 3.884 3.287 3.237 ** 
% STATE POP IS SENIOR 
CITIZENS 0.128 0.124 ** 0.125 0.125 0.122 0.124 * 
% STATE POP IS MINORS 0.257 0.260 ** 0.257 0.260 0.261 0.265 ** 
Crime Rate per 100,000 Pop 
for 1998 5010.716 4739.877 ** 4880.079 4621.020 4581.296 4847.636 ** 
State Unemployment Rate 
1999 3.977 4.292 ** 3.912 4.458 4.658 4.259 ** 
Per Capita Personal Income 
1999 by State 26604.779 27426.722 ** 25228.500 27624.204 29759.252 27962.636 ** 
% State Pop Urban 1998 74.940 76.010 66.526 79.584 87.544 76.047 ** 
% State Pop Nonurban 1998 24.970 22.813 * 33.474 22.461 12.456 18.529 ** 
% STATE POPULATION 
MINORITY 0.244 0.303 ** 0.287 0.291 0.353 0.291 ** 
State Population 1999 7236.437 11917.344 ** 7073.994 13737.850 15741.174 12654.246 ** 
Population Per FTE 8.920 6.160 ** 6.385 7.079 5.610 5.240 ** 
OUTMIGRATION AS % OF 
1999 POPULATION 0.083 0.083 0.087 0.080 0.082 0.082 



Table 28. Results for T-Test of Envitu'onmental Variables for State- and Dual-Funded Colleges and Five-Way ANOVA Based on Level of 
Local Funding. 

5-Wav 
Grout) 1: Group 2: Grouo 2: >.20. Group 4: ANOVA 

State-Funded Dual-Funded T-test Sig <=.10 >.10. <=.20 <=.30 >.30 Sig. 
Governor's Party 1998 1.685 1.667 1.707 1.558 1.643 1.771 * +  

Upper House Majority Party 
following 1998 Elections 1.414 1.586 ** 1.463 1.660 1.626 1.627 * *  

STATE GOVERNANCE FOR 
HIGHER EDUCATION 2.309 2.607 ** 2.555 2.619 2.557 2.712 * *  

No. of Observations 444 544 164 147 115 118 

Individual coefficients are statistically significant at the *5% level or **1% level. 
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Locally funded colleges receive more total revenue than state-funded colleges, but when 

the size differential (dual-funded colleges average 48 percent more students with mean 

enrollment of 3,321 versus 2,241 for state-funded colleges) is factored in, on a per FTE 

basis, the difference, while still favoring dual-funded colleges, is not statistically 

significant. Indeed, state-funded colleges and dual-funded colleges show no significant 

differences in total revenues with the exception of Group 4 which averages over $1,000 

per student more than any of the other groups (Figure 41). Public revenues per student 

(the sum of state and local appropriations), however, average significantly more, 12 

percent more at $6,036, for dual-funded colleges. This is primarily due, again, to Group 

4, as depicted in Figure 42. 

Locally funded colleges average more total revenue from tuition and fees than 

state-funded institutions. This, however, is the result of their generally larger size, and 

when size is factored in, tuition revenue per student is 12 percent less at dual-funded 

colleges, consistent with Dowd and Grant (in press). Tuition revenue is also a less 

important revenue source for these institutions, contributing 17.4 percent to the revenue 

base, compared with 20.3 percent for state-funded colleges. There is marked variation 

among dual-funded colleges in the importance of tuition as a revenue stream with those 

colleges receiving 20 to 30 percent of their revenue from local sources being significantly 

more dependent on tuition than those receiving less or more (Figures 43). This dramatic 

difference disappears when tuition is compared with local appropriations dollars per 

student (Figures 44). These graphs show a general increase in tuition revenues per 

student as local tax dollars per student increase. Tuition is nearly uniform in its 
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FIGURE 41. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Current Revenue Per FTE. 
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FIGURE 42. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Total Public 
Appropriations Per FTE. 
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FIGURE 43. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Tuition Per FTE. 
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FIGURE 44. Relationship Between Local Appropriations Per FTE and Tuition Per FTE. 
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percentage contribution to dual-funded colleges until local dollars exceed $3,000 per 

student at which point tuition declines in importance as a revenue source. 

Total state appropriations for colleges are not significantly different for the two 

segments. However, on a per student basis, state appropriations are nearly 30 percent 

less at dual-funded institutions, declining markedly as local appropriations increase as a 

percentage of current revenue (Figure 45). In contrast with tuition, state allocations on a 

per FTE basis decline significantly as local dollars per PTE increase from $5,391 per 

PTE for state-funded colleges to $3,080 for dual-funded colleges with between $2,000 

and $3,000 in local appropriations per student (Figure 46). Dual-funded colleges 

receiving more than $3,000 in local funding per capita receive slightly - though not 

significantly more - state appropriations, at $3,277 per student. 

On average, local appropriations of $2,221 per student more than compensate for 

the $1,577 difference in state funds received and offset the $276 difference in per capita 

tuition and fees. Thus, not only do dual-funded colleges fare better than their state-

funded peers in financial resource availability, but they also provide reduced costs to 

students through subsidization of tuition costs by local taxes. 

In summary, dual-funded colleges average slightly higher total current revenues 

per FTE than state-funded ones and modestly, but importantly, higher levels of public 

funding per FTE. Dramatic differences between the two groups in both total and public 

revenues are observed for colleges that obtain more than 30 percent of their revenue from 

local appropriations. Interestingly, the highest tuition revenue per FTE among dual-

funded colleges is at these same colleges. One contributing factor may be that of the 118 
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FIGURE 45. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Appropriations Per 
FTE. 
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FIGURE 46. Relationship Between Local Appropriations Per FTE and State 
Appropriations Per FTE. 
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community colleges in this group, 25 are technical colleges (identified via the word 

"technical" or "technological" in their name) including 16 such colleges in Wisconsin. 

These colleges average $100 more tuition revenue per FTE than the average for the 

entire group and differ significantly in tuition revenue per student from the remaining 93. 

While there is no significant difference between state- and dual-funded colleges in 

terms of regional location, state-funded colleges are slightly more likely to be in less 

urban environments. Some regional differences exist, but they are not significant. 

Degree of urbanization, however, does vary significantly with levels of local funding 

(Figure 47), with Group 1 being the most rural and Group 4 the most urban and 

increasing levels of urbanity observed from one to four. Recall in viewing the graph that 

the lower the value for the urbanity variable, the more the urban the college locale. 

Of greater significance, however, are the differing demographics between the two 

segments, as shown in Table 28. In Figure 48 we see that more populous states are 

associated with a larger local funding share for community colleges. Those colleges that 

receive only state appropriations or a small (less than 10 percent) local appropriation are 

located in states averaging less than eight million residents. Conversely, colleges 

receiving greater proportions of their revenues from local sources are located in states 

averaging more than fifty percent larger. 

Despite their greater population, however, these states have a lower ratio of 

residents to students (Figure 49). This lower ratio translates into a higher utilization rate, 

meaning that these dual-funded colleges are directly touching a higher proportion of their 
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FIGURE 47. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Urbanity of College 
Locale. 
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FIGURE 48. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Population. 
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FIGURE 49. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Population Per FTE. 
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FIGURE 50. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Per Capita Income. 
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constituents. These residents are generally wealthier, on a per capita income measure 

(Figure 50), than those supporting state-funded colleges although the unemployment rate 

is somewhat higher for states with dual-funded colleges (Figure 51). Dual-funding of 

community colleges is also related to higher percentages of minority residents and 

children and lower percentages of senior citizens (Figures 52, 53 and 54). Findings 

regarding urban location and minority population contradict, in part, those of Dowd and 

Grant (in press) who found that higher appropriations went to colleges in small towns and 

who argued that racial bias might account for this. 

Relationships between levels of local funding and population age groups are 

striking in their nearly opposing forms. The percentage of the state population that is 

aged 65 or over has a negative correlation to local appropriations as a percent of college 

income. That is, increasing numbers of senior citizens correspond with declining 

emphasis on local appropriations for community colleges. This finding may lend support 

to hypothesis that the needs of seniors compete for resources with community colleges. 

However, here the impact is observed not on state appropriations where Medicaid funds 

are generated but at the local level. This local phenomenon may be attributable to more 

direct action by seniors to limit property taxes. In states with lower numbers of seniors, it 

may be easier to raise local property taxes to support colleges, since fixed-income seniors 

have been known to oppose such increases. 

In contrast to the graph for senior citizens, that for minors shows a positive 

relationship between the percentage of the state population aged 18 and below and the 

percent of local funding for community colleges, although the differences are not 
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FIGURE 51. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Unemployment Rate. 
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FIGURE 52. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Minority Population. 
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FIGURE 53. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Proportion of State 
Population Aged 65 and Older. 
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FIGURE 54. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Proportion of State 
Population Aged 18 and Younger. 
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statistically significant except for the differences between Group 4 and Group 1 and 

between Group 4 and state-funded colleges. This result provides some evidence that 

funding for elementary and secondary education, albeit generally from local sources, may 

not be viewed competitively by taxpayers. Alternatively, the competition with K-12 

needs may be increasingly being felt at the state level as financing elementary and 

secondary education is transferred from local to state responsibility as a result of 

equalization statutes and court orders. If states have to defray increasing amounts of the 

costs of elementary and secondary education, their ability to fund community colleges -

particularly in states with significant percentages of young people - may necessitate that 

colleges in those locales look to increasing resources from local taxpayers. 

Figure 55 depicting the relationship of local appropriations to outmigration is 

similar to that for degree of urbanization above. Thus, outmigration may not directly be a 

factor in local funding of community colleges but, rather, may reflect underlying social 

and economic conditions. As shown in Figure 56, outmigration exhibits some of the 

negative effect on state appropriations for community colleges that Rizzo (2003) found 

for appropriations for higher education in general. The regression models discussed later 

in this chapter may help explain the opposite of outmigration on local and state funding. 

Political influences on funding streams appear to be more significant from state 

legislators than from their governors. There is a greater likelihood for state-funded and 

Group 1 colleges to be in states with legislatures that are majority Democratic while 

Republicans are in the majority in states with more heavily locally financed colleges. 
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FIGURE 55. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and State Outmigration Rate. 
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Given the platforms of the political parties, it is not surprising to see Democrats aligned 

with the equity argument that has supported the transfer of funding responsibility to the 

states. Conversely, Repubhcan ideologies of less government, local control and 

economic efficiency are congruent with increased emphasis on local funding for colleges. 

As noted in analyzing the previous question, funding and governance structures 

for community colleges are interrelated. This interplay also appears in Figures 57 and 58. 

In looking at these two graphs, it is important to remember that the three governance 

structures reflect points along a continuum with a value of one indicating "unified" and 

corresponding to the most centralized organization and a value of three indicating 

"segmented," the most decentralized. 

4.2.2 Controlling for the Influence of Governance on College Funding 

Given our earlier findings, the financing results were re-examined using an 

analysis of variance and subdividing the dual-funded and state-funded colleges according 

to their governance organization. Again, the Richardson and de los Santos (2001) 

taxonomy was utilized to differentiate governance arrangements. 

Table 29. Matrix of Colleges Showing Funding and Governance Structure. 

COMl^ 
GOVER] 

/[UNITY COLLEGE 
VANCE STRUCTURE Total 

unified 
system 

federal 
system 

segmented 
system 

college is state-funded only 

college has local 
appropriations 

Total 

153 

38 

191 

139 

291 

430 

152 

215 

367 

444 

544 

988 
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FIGURE 57. Relationship Between Local Appropriations and Degree of 
Decentralization of Community College Governance Structure. 
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FIGURE 58. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Degree of Centralization of 
State Higher Education Governance Structure. 

state-funded only Group 2: .101 to .2 Group 4: >.3 

Group 1: .001 to .1 Group 3: .201 to .3 

Colleges Grouped by Percent of Local Funding 



181 

Given findings of significance in the ANOVA, Scheffe and LSD multiple comparisons 

tests were used to identify significant differences among the groups. Results are shown 

in Table 30. 

When subdivided by governance structure, state- and dual-funded colleges exhibit 

very different patterns of current revenues per FTE, as depicted in Figure 59. Dual-

funded colleges average higher revenues as they become more decentralized. State-

funded colleges, however, manifest virtually no differences in total revenues, ranging 

from a high of $10,822 per student for unified to $10,508 for segmented ones, despite 

differences in governance. Likewise, state-funded colleges show no differences in their 

per student state appropriations, despite differences in college governance structures 

(Figure 60). In contrast, dual-funded colleges show significant differences among 

governance types with unified colleges receiving markedly fewer dollars at $9,693 per 

student than segmented institutions at $10,720 per student. Part of this differential is 

accounted for by the fact that dual-funded, unified colleges receive a relatively modest 

local appropriation, averaging $543 per student, compared to $2,576 and $2,035 received 

by federal and segmented colleges, respectively. Thus, greater decentralization of 

governance corresponds to increased local funding for dual-funded colleges. 

The differences among these colleges are even more evident when the 

importance of local appropriations is measured as a percentage of total revenues, as 

evidenced in Figure 61. Dual-funded, unified colleges average 4.5 percent of total 

revenues from local appropriations. In contrast, local funds provide 23.7 percent and 

17.1 percent of current revenues for federal and segmented colleges, respectively. In 



Table 30. Results_of\ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) on Environmental Variables for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding. 
ANOVA 
F Sie. 

Unified Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sie. 

Federally Organized Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sie. 

Segmented Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sie. 

Local Appropriations 66.455 »» 0.000 1028163 •* 0.000 9440433 0.000 6405764 •• 
LOCAL APPRO AS % 
CUR REV 231.297 ** 0.000 0.045 *» 0.000 0.237 0.000 0.171 ** 
LOCAL APPRO PER 
FTE 119.127 ** 0.000 542.747 ** 0.000 2577.552 ** 0.000 2034.966 ** 
State Appropriations 5.906 *» 10358487 9521928 13089687 10850898 6808321 10260896 *» 
STATE APPRO AS % 
CUR REV 63.238 0.490 0.478 0.509 0.352 ** 0.513 0.337 *• 
STATE APPPO PER 
FTE 25.764 5345.144 4538.380 » 5470.495 3779.509 ** 5364.122 3732.913 *» 
Tuition and Fees 5.865 *» 5317646 4896326 5433871 5076805 3749978 7265147 •* 
TUITION AS % OF 
CUR REV 27.008 ** 0.236 0.208 * 0.175 0.144 0.194 0.208 
TUITION PER FTE 27.797 •• 2435.656 1859.757 1768.411 1473.499 ** 1981.869 2220.154 » 
Total Current Funds 
Revenues 13.995 •• 21369694 20699103 26877976 34884945 * 15895924 32811265 ** 
CURRENT REVENUE 
PER FTE 1.613 10822.042 9692.860 10521.253 10681.324 10508.386 11160.039 
OBE Region Code 17.311 ** 4.144 5.263 ** 5.842 5.027 t* 4.414 4.474 
Degree of Urbanization 1.877 3.993 4.211 3.719 3.808 4.303 3.847 » 
% STATE POP IS 
SENIOR CITIZENS 4.641 ** 0.127 0.117 ** 0.132 0.125 0.125 0.125 
% STATE POP IS 
MINORS 20.631 0.253 0.248 0.254 0.261 ** 0.263 0.262 
Crime Rate per 100,000 
Pop for 1998 75.403 ** 4155.294 3862.763 • 5898.216 4757.093 ** 5060.171 4871.600 * 
State Unemployment 
Rate 1999 32.408 ** 3.575 3.416 4.183 4.424 4.193 4.270 
Per Capita Personal 
Income 1999 by State 31.997 ** 28152.386 27174.237 27625.827 27904.278 24113.270 26824.981 
% State Pop Urban 
1998 4.663 ** 72.109 78.295 81.000 76.442 * 72.247 76.420 *• 
% State Pop Nonurban 
1998 9.508 ** 27.891 29.616 18.712 21.358 27.753 23.580 ** 



Table 30, Results of ANOVA and Multiple Comparisons (T-Tests) on Environmental Variables for Colleges Grouped by Governance and Funding. 

% STATE 
POPULATION 
MINORITY 

ANOVA 
F Sig, 

Unified Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sig. 

Federally Organized Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sie. 

Segmented Colleges 
State-Funded Dual-Funded Sie. 

% STATE 
POPULATION 
MINORITY 26.044 ** 0.190 0.240 * 0.294 0.326 ** 0.253 0.284 * 
State Population 1999 3852.020 5115.030 11238.396 14797.811 •* 6983.434 9220.935 ** 
Population Per FTE 50.574 4.262 3.392 10.099 7.219 * 12.530 5.216 *• 
OUTMIGRATION AS 
% OF 1999 
POPULATION 24.572 •* 0.092 0.106 0.085 0.082 0.074 0.080 
Governor's Party 1998 13.049 ** 1.784 1.763 1.381 1.567 1.862 1.786 
Upper House Majority 
Party following 1998 
Elections 24.368 ** 1.229 1.789 »* 1.604 1.460 »* 1.428 1.721 *• 
STATE 
GOVERNANCE FOR 
HIGHER 
EDUCATION 23.248 ** 0.000 0.000 ** 2.770 2.859 * 2.066 2.386 
No. of Observations 988 153 38 139 291 152 215 

Individual coefficients are statistically significant at the *5% level or **1% level. 
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FIGURE 59. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Total Current Revenue Per 
FTE. 
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FIGURE 60. Interaction of Governance and Funding and State Appropriations Per FTE. 
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FIGURE 61. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Percent of Revenue from Local 
Appropriations. 
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FIGURE 62. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Percent of Revenue from State 
Appropriations. 
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their percentage share of state revenues, dual-funded, unified colleges at 47.8 percent are 

also more like state-funded colleges that range from 49.0 percent to 51.3 percent than 

federal and segmented dual-funded ones at 35.2 percent and 33.7 percent, respectively 

(Figure 62). 

Tuition is of greatest importance as a revenue source, whether measured as a 

percent of current revenue or per student (Figures 63 and 64), for unified and segmented 

colleges. Federally organized colleges, under either funding structure, depend least on 

tuition as a revenue source. The patterns observed for tuition revenues markedly mirror 

those for in-district tuition rates examined in the previous section of this chapter 

indicating that in-district tuition rates are the dominant factor in determining tuition 

revenue. 

4.2.3 Regression Models of College Funding Variables 

Regression analysis allows for the control of additional variables that may 

contribute to the results observed in the preceding analysis. Regression models, also, 

provide for examination of environmental factors that may concurrently influence 

funding streams. Consequently, we performed a series of linear regressions to explore 

the effects of economic, demographic, political and governance variables on state and 

local appropriations. Regression models were also used to examine the interplay of state 

and local funding on total revenues. In general, we will focus on revenues measured per 

FTE in order to mitigate the effect of the significant differences in college enrollments. 

Regression analyses of total current revenues per full-time equivalent show the relative 

effect of the local and state appropriations on funds available to the colleges (Table 31). 
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FIGURE 63. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Percent of Revenue from 
Tuition. 
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FIGURE 64. Interaction of Governance and Funding and Tuition Per FTE. 
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE; Current Total Revenue Per FTE 
TABLE 31. Regression Model of Total Current Revenue Per FTE. 

^CMlStaiO 
B Sic. 

39743.193 0.011 
B 

44658.678 
Sia. B 

27370,274 
gig. 

0.024 
B 

35605.097 
Sig. 

0.00S 
B 

20749.777 0.072 
B 

21814.429 0.004 

Funding Source 
TUITION Per FTE 
STATE APPRO Per FTE 
LOCAL APPRO Per FTE 

1.117 
0.857 

1.526 

0.886 

1.219 

1.080 
1.296 

1.193 

1.025 ^iz^^^^^^Nat^^J^g^uU-Tim^nrollment -1210.372 -1007.745 -47.543 0.730 -1107.528 -408.376 0.437 556.332 0.104 

Geographical 
Location: Dummy is 

New England 

Region Mid East 

Region Great Lakes 

Region Plains 

Region South 

Region Southwest 

Region Rocky Mountains 

1029,162 

2050,232 

859,323 

1099,341 

4245.291 

4329,891 

1588.501 

0.227 

0.036 

0.378 

0.318 

0.001 

0.000 
0.118 

-1044.351 

212,852 

668.112 

1057,509 

2644.717 

2990.958 
-353.566 

0,173 

0.807 

0,440 

0,279 

0.015 

0.005 

0.697 

3011,162 

2754,985 

1847.076 
-939,693 

2740,083 

3612.675 

1592.398 

0.015 

0,272 

0.043 

-1354.990 

520,788 

809.879 

2274.881 

2989,857 

3219,488 

1712.075 

0.053 

0.514 

0,306 

0.011 

0.003 

0.001 

0.043 

2810,408 

3045,268 

1931.291 

163,600 

3177,008 

3935.982 

3346.578 

0.009 

0.853 

309,209 
580.604 

1515.601 

-505.781 

603.921 

1941,600 
924.505 

0,462 

0.238 

0.002 

0.376 

0.340 

0.001 

0.065 

Urban Location, 
Dummy is Large City 

MID-SIZE CITY 

SUBURB LARGE CITY 

SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 

LARGE TOWN 

SMALL TOWN 

RURAL 

-327.942 

-1014,352 

-1191,296 

-326.508 

-427,730 

-606,518 

0.383 

0.010 

0.015 

0,557 

0,291 
0.222 

-208.560 

-1111.057 

-870.801 

-38.138 

-47,683 
-418.429 

0.532 

0.002 

0.046 

0.938 

0.895 

0.342 

307.731 

-170,752 

-245,263 

436.346 

369.079 

239.844 

0.292 

0.577 

0,521 

0.312 

0.242 

0,534 

-293.315 

-1121,772 

-876.598 

-44,172 

-62,575 
-444.043 

0,337 

0.000 

0.028 

0,922 

0.849 

0,270 

162.335 

-236,783 

-359,957 

346.362 

241,734 
138.448 

0,548 

0,406 

0,308 

0.388 

0,404 

0.699 

355.863 

-261.343 

105,090 

711.433 

755.151 

421,422 

0.043 

0.158 

0,647 

0.006 
0.000 

0.070 
Percentage ofState Population 65 or Older 6238,756 0.681 

Competition Percentage of State Population 18orUnder -48981,729 0.024 

Crime Ratejaer 100.000 0.370 0,220 

-6457,574 

-57349,163 

0.392 

0,632 

0.003 
0.143 

-7896.243 

-56482.246 

0.165 

0,502 

0.480 

3409.201 

-25431,955 

0.277 

0.783 

0.153 

0,259 

2348,528 

-30330,232 

0.093 

0.830 

0.057 

0.668 

-12863.218 

-36536.560 
0.119 

0,070 

0.000 
0.401 

State Unemployment Rate 1999 
State Economy State Per Capita Income 1999 

^_^^^^^^^^^^w^gitatacom^99^2uwjed 

335.379 

-0.405 
0,000 

0.222 

0,555 

0.152 

516,011 

-0,714 
0.000 

0.034 

0.242 

0.049 

229,359 

-0,239 
0,000 

0.280 

0,653 

0.371 

203,458 

-1.043 
0,000 

0.364 

0,062 

0.013 

-24.819 

-0.406 
0,000 

0,901 

0,428 

0.273 

162.302 

-0,927 
0.000 

0.208 

0.005 

0.007 
Percentage of State Population Urban -87.634 

Percentage of State Population Minority 694.994 0.749 
State Demographics Population -0.053 0.275 

Population Density Per FTE 36.090 0.002 
Outoi^ticai^Rate -54928.688 

-52.706 

-1972,233 

-0.036 

42.636 
•44423.158 

0.001 

0,307 

0.402 

0.000 

-69.224 

3819.423 

-0.070 

14.326 
-42630,471 

0.000 
0.023 

0,062 

0.117 

-37.294 

-1268.417 

0.012 

40.407 
-26051,039 

0.014 

0,473 

0.753 

0.000 
0.002 

-57,969 

4466.587 

-0.021 

-106.399 
-31433.480 

0.005 

0,621 

0.835 

-20.479 

1393.826 

-0.028 

555,409 
-8006.949 

0.028 

0,175 

0,302 

0.095 

0.236 

State Political 

Environment; Dummies 

are Governor and Upper 

House are Demooat 

Governor is Republican 
Governor is Independent 
Upper House is Republican 

^^gggJIous^sNw^gtisa^ 

-1680,917 
-988,088 

O.i 
0.510 

-2152,196 
-366.139 

0.t 
0.783 

-649.969 
-1613,918 

0.025 
0.164 

360.830 
467,459 0,701 

2.989 
-1061.376 

0,991 
0.325 

-421,368 
-381.781 

-231,494 
360,830 

0,539 
0.782 

117.632 
•201.260 

0.726 
0.862 

199.746 
-756.857 

0,494 
0.454 

-385.844 
997,150 

0,212 

0.348 
-204.820 
262.532 

0.458 
0.783 

189.952 
-252,862 

0.019 
0.586 

0,290 
0.683 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal CC Governance 

^Segngite^C^^owg^JS^ 
-607.946 

464.205 

0,260 

0.352 

-1234.129 

379.970 

0.010 

0.391 

382.502 

291,646 

0,362 

0.450 

-510,503 

327,798 

0.249 

0.418 

960,843 

251.188 

0.023 

0.495 

141.928 

15,829 

0,606 

0.947 

State Higjter Ed 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal State HE Governance 

^Se^OTte^taJeH^Govema^ 
-2290,856 0.011 

-688.893 0,422 

-2814,152 

-1570.152 0.040 

-430,861 

266,791 

0,537 

0.688 

-1682.932 

-710.821 

0.022 

0.311 

438,569 

942,226 

0,503 

0.130 

-3.753 

-5.670 

0.993 

0.989 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0,279 

988 
0,432 

988 
0,568 

988 
0.525 

988 
0,626 

988 
0.842 

988 
00 
00 
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An increase in state appropriations of $1 per PTE results in a $1,117 increase in total 

funding per PTE. This indicates that other revenues increase more rapidly in 

conjunction with an increase in state dollars, a finding that aligns with the trend of 

increasing cost transfer to students. Indeed, we observe that when tuition revenue is 

controlled for, the multiplier effect of state appropriations decreases to 1.080. A similar 

increase in local appropriations results in only a $0,857 increase in total revenue per 

student indicating that other revenue sources are not increasing commensurately. When 

tuition revenue per PTE is controlled for, the effect of a $1 increase in local 

appropriations increases to $0,886. When the same model is run separately for state-

funded and dual-funded colleges (Tables 32 and 33), the coefficients for state 

appropriations increase slightly, but the coefficients for local appropriations change 

significantly in the latter model and exceed one (at $1,141) when tuition is not included 

and equal $1,005 when tuition is controlled for. We also note that the "return" on state 

appropriations is more (1.215 versus 1.185) for dual-funded institutions than at state-

funded ones and the same is true for tuition per PTE. In the model of dual-funded 

institutions, a $1 increase in tuition per PTE yields an additional $1,741 when local 

appropriations are controlled for and an additional $2,289 when state appropriations are 

controlled for. In contrast, when state appropriations are controlled for in the model of 

state-funded colleges, the increase in total revenue per PTE is $1,319. 

The effect of logged enrollment on total revenue per PTE is generally negative 

indicating that the impact of enrollment on resources declines as enrollment increases 

although this is not the case in the models of state-funded colleges when state 



TABLE 32. Regression Model of Total Current Revenue Per FTE for State-Funded Colleges. 
PgraNDENTVARIAgl^!^^ Revenue Per FTE (State-Funded Only) 

B Sig. 
(Constant) -39908.210 0.160 

B Sig, 
4951.769 0,786 

B Sig, 
-15859.003 0,552 

B Sig, 
27080.059 0,074 

TUmONPerFTE 
Funding Source STATE APPRO Per FTE 

LOCAL APPRO Per FTE 
1.185 (KOO0 

1.273 0.000 1319 0.000 

1.186 0,000 

Size (Natural LOK) Full-Time Enrollment -1140.580 0.000 406.524 0.017 -1321,140 0.000 896,494 0.181 
RegionMidEast 3131.036 0,052 

Region Great Lakes 589.748 0.682 
Geographical Region Plains 1753.098 0.193 

Location: Dummy is Region South 4459,979 0.009 

New England Region Southwest 7117,262 0.000 

Region Rocky Mountains 6725.112 0.000 
Region Far West -2432.551 0109 

-265,518 0,798 

-461.131 0,617 

1834,343 0.033 

48,091 0,965 

2218,831 0.048 

4283,230 0.000 
-1692,942 0.081 

3513,562 0.020 

15.472 0,991 

911.905 0.469 

4166,608 0.009 

6747,953 0.000 

5746.738 0.000 
394.832 0,786 

584,322 0.494 

-1808.570 0.041 

373.488 0.635 

-938.361 0.395 

1117,733 0.322 

2573,946 0.012 
1055.886 0,213 

MID-SIZE CITY -479.464 0.408 

SUBURB LARGE CITY -1179.502 0,062 
Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -1330,397 0.062 
Dummy is Large City large TOWN -714.064 0.406 

SMALL TOWN -9.566 0.987 
RURAL -479.242 0.543 

755.781 0.044 

-111,557 0.783 

385,499 0.403 

880.308 0,112 

1069.554 0.006 
541.248 0,284 

-402.532 0.457 

-1237,577 0.036 

-1267,343 0.057 

-576,919 0.472 

-44,988 0,936 
-548.769 0.455 

722,267 0.019 

-241,831 0.469 

303,588 0.421 

820.916 0.071 

868.255 0.006 
383.859 0.356 

Percentage of State Population 65 or Older 66813.575 0.006 
Competition Percentage of State Population 18 or Under 25905.924 0.493 

Crime Rate per 100.000 -0 128 0 792 

-3480,304 0.826 

-56019.245 0.022 
0.114 0.714 

54708.972 0.016 

26635,078 0.450 
-0,122 0.789 

-14322,204 0.278 

-53092,133 0.008 
0.246 0,348 

State Unemployment Rate 1999 1445.915 0.010 
State Economy State Per C îta Income 1999 3.018 0.006 

Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 0.000 0 064 

639.465 0,076 

0.910 0,197 
0,000 0.411 

465.304 0.387 

1.530 0.140 
0,000 0.404 

-413.235 0.182 

-0,796 0,232 
0,000 0.237 

Percentage of State Population Urban -75,537 0.044 

Percentage ofState Population Minority 1696,547 0,671 
State Demographics Population -0.241 0.003 

Population Density Per FTE 20.756 0.140 
Outmigration Rate -86971.577 0.002 

-54,720 0.023 

-116,285 0,964 

-0.056 0.284 

31,662 0.000 
-40412,420 0.026 

-37,136 0,293 

2865.453 0,442 

-0.204 0.007 

17,421 0.184 
-80082.582 0.002 

-26,044 0,224 

-121.J56 0,954 

-0,039 0.432 

1009,948 0.120 
-22055.194 0.201 

State Poliiical Governor is Republican -3971.660 0.000 
Environment: Dummies Governor is Independent 2052.157 0.293 
are Governor and Upper Upper House is Republican 427.577 0.538 

House are Democrat 
Upper House is Nonpartisan -1584.333 0.619 

-2285.887 0.000 
-1365.675 0,277 

564.516 0.204 
-2292,845 0.261 

-2564,230 0.000 
2323.428 0.202 

131,877 0.839 
861,246 0.773 

-898.777 0.016 
-1589,567 0,130 

259,006 0.484 
58.602 0.973 

Federal CCGove^ance 48.665 0.958 

Dummy is Unified 
Sesmented CC Governance 2031.837 0.015 

4.729 0.994 

1845.794 0.001 

531,877 0.541 

1290.002 0.100 

-68.466 0,904 

905.841 0.057 

OOV^CSL^L: Federal State HE Governance -4754.432 0.001 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance -4648,782 0.001 

-2157,491 0.018 

-1944,889 0.026 

-3861,658 0.004 

-3525,998 0.006 

-1669,823 0.026 

-1057.303 0.142 

Summary Statistics 
AdjustedR^ 0,354 
n 444 

0,736 
444 

0,438 
444 

0.820 
444 



TABLE 33. Regression Model of Total Current Revenue for Dual-Funded Colleges, 
DEPEg^NTVARlABLE! Current Total Revenue Per FTE (Dual-Funded Only) 

B Sig, 
(Constant) 106072.995 0.009 

B Sig-
101582.847 0.001 

B Sig, 
35742.780 0.290 

B Sig, 
58871.772 0.031 

B Sig, 
-12114.583 0.687 

S Sig, 
-690.474 0.969 

TUmONPerFTE 
Funding Source STATE APPRO Per FTE 

UX;AL APPRO Per FTE 1.141 (K0OO 
1.215 0,000 

1.741 0.000 

1.005 0.000 

2.289 0.000 

1.082 0.000 
1.419 0.000 

1.117 0000 

Size (Natural LOR) FiUl-Time Enrollment -1561.512 0,000 -907.617 0.000 -798.477 0.000 -1060.834 0.000 -1557.470 0.095 267.260 0.625 
Region Mid East 5432.066 0.109 
Region Great Lakes 5639.427 0.061 

Geographical Region Plains 4299.863 0.143 
Location: Dummy is Region South 3197.261 0.292 

New England Region Southwest 7949.015 0.010 

Region Rocky Mountains 3731.631 0.219 
Region Far West 7480.402 O.OII 

832.043 0,738 
3567.779 0.106 
2929.877 0.173 
2461.636 0.267 
4397.851 0.050 
1608.349 0.470 
1536.235 0.477 

3610.714 0.200 
2094.648 0,404 
1810.494 0.458 

-2504,395 0.325 
2589.979 0.312 
2389,864 0,343 
5539,910 0.023 

798.204 0.726 
6249.432 0.002 

6394,703 0.001 

6745.428 0.001 

8272.046 0.000 

5435.514 0.009 
5485.166 0.007 

3853.765 0,148 
6580.918 0.007 

7254,567 0.002 

4564,969 0,066 
8764.616 0.001 

7625,992 0.001 
10526,174 0.000 

-1390,172 0.373 
1954,749 0.169 
3051.328 0.024 

152.347 0,916 
2025.058 0,176 
3178,247 0.018 
2612.992 0.050 

MID-SIZE CITY -380.165 0.395 
SUBURB LARGE CITY -916.311 0.046 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -1209.660 0.050 
Dummy is Large City large TOWN -638.253 0.339 

SMALLTOWN -1388.504 0.008 
RURAL -1199,089 0.047 

-224.033 0.494 
-1131.241 0.001 

-690.967 0.127 
135.382 0.782 

-412.444 0.280 
-438,058 0,323 

-30.966 0.934 
-388.227 0,310 
-369,564 0,473 
-426,341 0,442 
-606.838 0.161 
-663.959 0,187 

-488.270 0.105 
-1237,601 0.000 

-850.187 0.040 

-25,883 0,954 
-604.098 0.084 
-561.772 0,166 

-330,998 0.307 
-588.148 0.079 
-511.636 0.256 
-421.193 0.385 
-687,392 0,068 
-677.207 0,123 

-82.434 0,662 
-701.175 0.000 

-28.599 0.913 
209.197 0,460 
182.696 0,408 
-30.837 0,904 

Percentage ofState Population 65 or Older -74914.779 0.010 
Competition Percentage of State Population ISorUnder -115125.856 0.003 

Crime Rate per 100,000 1,028 0 217 

-60715.671 0.004 

-162206.034 0.000 
-0.844 0.171 

-27165,193 0,263 
-64005,717 0.046 

0.660 0.340 

-31039.722 0.114 
-112897.188 0.000 

-1.253 0.027 

6945.525 0.743 
-15337,245 0.593 

-0,160 0.793 

4907,977 0.691 
-72266,607 0.000 

-1,541 0.000 
State Unemployment Rate 1999 270,572 0.712 

State Economy State Per Capita Income 1999 -3.276 0.180 
Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 0.000 0.125 

604.127 0.260 
-2.397 0.180 
0.000 0.209 

48.302 0.937 
0,121 0,953 
0,000 0.941 

1021.932 0.038 

-1.136 0.488 
0.000 0.488 

733,938 0,168 
1.800 0.318 
0,000 0.442 

763.208 0.014 

1,613 0.125 
0,000 0,079 

Percentage of State Population Urban -81.357 0.010 

Percentage of State Population Minority -15089,990 0.067 
State Demographics Population 0.078 0.646 

Population Density Per FTE 71.609 0.001 

Outmiftration Rate -35920.224 0.048 

-17.957 0.437 
800.481 0.895 

0.019 0.881 
82399 0.000 

6847.722 0.611 

-53.961 0.039 
559.628 0,935 

-0,183 0,200 
-28,046 0.140 

-72195.603 0.000 

5.869 0.782 
1370.869 0,805 

-0.025 0,826 
79.388 0.000 

9175.873 0.456 

-9,690 0,675 
2074.271 0.731 

-0.190 0.163 
-736.569 0.430 

-66145.993 0.000 

25.670 0,058 
15057.335 0.000 

-0.294 0.000 

519.501 0.341 
-17827.538 0.084 

State Political Governor is Republican 50.918 0.949 
Environment: Dummies Governor is Independent 
are Oovemor and Upper Upper House is Republican -1264,689 0.269 

House are Dement 
Upper House IS Nonpartisan 1014.866 0.475 

-3082.596 0.000 

1234.713 0.145 
904.476 0,384 

1802,869 0.008 

-1113.592 0,242 
-473,717 0,689 

-773.359 0.000 

-329.595 0.676 
1109,742 0.243 

2269.843 0.000 

-2809.315 0.001 
-457.549 0.677 

-625.417 0.085 

-52.533 0.917 
-156.933 0.806 

Federal CC Governance -773.359 0.545 
Dummy is Unified 

Segmented CC Governance -735,269 0.540 

1217.880 0.196 

2528,595 0.005 

-38,067 0,971 

-1306.721 0,190 

1673.367 0,052 

2460,418 0.003 

772.514 0.407 

-920,613 0.297 

2269.035 0.000 

2004.803 0.000 

Slate ffighn Ed Federal State HE Governance 365.070 0.874 
Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 931.897 0.661 

-1129.760 0.501 

-748.822 0.630 

-1049.243 0,582 

-1278,272 0,470 

-1510.310 0.326 

-871.754 0.540 

-1651.494 0,323 

-1472.216 0.341 

-2838.304 0.004 

-2946.498 0.001 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted 0.404 
n 544 

0.681 
544 

0.589 
544 

0.733 
544 

0,687 
544 

0,894 
544 
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appropriations per FTE are controlled for. Thus, there is some evidence that financing 

structures for community colleges impUcitly, if not explicitly, assume economies of scale. 

In the models of state-funded colleges, when state appropriations are controlled for, 

enrollment increases yield increasing revenues per student albeit at declining rates. 

These relationships make sense when one considers that state-funding is often formulaic 

and based on enrollment but that other revenue sources are generally not enrollment 

driven. For example, local funds may be based on property tax formulas that have 

nothing to do with the size of the college but, rather, reflect local property values. 

Regional differences are observed as are funding differences based upon the 

degree of urbanization of the colleges' locale. Of particular interest are the results for 

dual-funded colleges which generally show that urban colleges receive the highest levels 

of funding while rural colleges receive substantially lower amounts. While consistent 

with our earlier findings, they may conflict with those of Dowd and Grant (in press) who 

observed "higher levels of funding going to small town colleges in some states" (p. 32). 

It should be noted that Dowd and Grant used a more limited set of institutions in their 

study that omitted "technical" colleges and that they focused on intrastate funding 

variances. If we believe that college funding is a rational, economic manifestation of 

infrastructure requirements, our findings may provide evidence of economy of scope in 

both instruction and student services, as less urban colleges offer fewer programs and 

service more heterogeneous populations (fewer minority students, fewer part-timers and 

more traditional aged students) than large city institutions. 
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The hypothesized competition with K-12 education, measured in percentage of 

minors, is supported by the results in the model that includes all 988 colleges. The 

impact of senior citizens and crime rate (proxy for corrections costs) are generally not 

significant, however. When the colleges are divided into state- and dual-funded, 

however, the two models yield somewhat contrasting results. For dual-funded colleges, 

generally negative coefficients for all three variables lend support to the competition 

theory. On the other hand, mixed results for these variables in the state-funded model 

indicate that decision-makers may view these factors differently, receive different signals 

from them, or even ignore them (they are generally statistically insignificant) when the 

state is the sole public funding source for community colleges. The positive signs for 

senior citizens for state-funded colleges provide limited support for Rizzo's (2003) 

finding that this constituency is more predisposed to support higher education than K-12 

education, perhaps particularly when the institutions are state-funded rather than being 

supported by local property taxes. 

State unemployment rate does not manifest the anticipated negative effect. This 

may indicate that community colleges are viewed as means for addressing unemployment 

so that in economic downturns, appropriations are increased. Alternatively, 

appropriations may not increase, but other current revenues such as grants and contracts 

may become available or be more aggressively sought to enable these college to address 

retraining needs. 

Per capita income has a negative correlation with current revenues per FTE. 

Thus, community colleges in wealthier states receive fewer dollars to spend. This may be 
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evidence that community colleges are inferior goods, since wealthier individuals tend to 

obtain postsecondary educations in four-year institutions. At odds with this finding is the 

uniformly positive coefficient for per capita income in the state-funded college model. 

Recalling that state-funded colleges tend to be in states that depend less on income taxes 

and more on sales taxes, the underlying tax collection structures may partially account for 

this disparity. 

Population density has a positive effect on the dollars available per student. As a 

proxy for tax effort, this supports our theory that cost sharing among greater numbers of 

people results in higher overall revenue. Outmigration has a sizable negative influence 

on per capita total funds inferring some possible capitalization of the effect of educating 

students who then leave the locale. 

Political effects generally show a negative relationship between funding and a 

Republican governor, particularly for state-funded colleges while legislative influence is 

positive for these colleges. The magnitude and significance of the effect is, however, 

greater for the gubernatorial role in most of the models of all colleges and all of the state-

funded ones, perhaps providing evidence of the increasing importance of the executive 

branch in appropriations and educational decisions as Nunley posited (2001). 

Governance effects are mixed. When we controlled only for governance earlier in 

this chapter, governance manifested no effect on state-funded colleges. However, when 

we control for other environmental variables in the regression model, segmented state-

funded community college systems fare significantly better than unified and federal ones. 

Results for dual-funded colleges, however, mirror those in Figure 59 with federal and 
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segmented colleges receiving substantially more funds per student than unified colleges 

when we control for local appropriations per FTE. Recall from Table 30 that dual-funded 

colleges in segmented governance environments average substantially higher tuition per 

capita than those in unified or federal systems. Examination of state higher education 

systems reveals that unified state systems generally yield the highest per capita revenue 

for community colleges regardless of their funding structure. 

In order to better understand the dynamics of state and local appropriations, a 

series of additional analyses were conducted. Regression analyses of state appropriations 

per student (Tables 34, 35 and 36) show that state resources decline in response to 

increases in local funding but have the opposite response to tuition. 

For every $1 increase in local appropriations per FTE, state appropriations decline 

$0,121 per student. This largely explains the $0,857 net increase in total revenue per 

FTE observed for local appropriations in Table 31: a $1 increase in local appropriations 

is offset by a 12 cent reduction in state dollars. Results shown on Table 37 explain the 

remaining difference, as tuition per FTE also declines, by $0,019, in response to a $1 

increase in local share contribution. 

Tuition and fees revenue manifest distinctly different relationships with state 

appropriations for state-funded colleges and dual-funded colleges. In the case of state-

funded colleges, an increase of $1 in tuition per FTE corresponds to a decHne in state 

dollars of $0,032. Conversely, a $1 increase in tuition per FTE corresponds to an 

increase in state appropriations of $0,291 for dual-funded colleges. . The causal direction 

of the state appropriations and tuition relationship cannot be fathomed from these 



TABLE 34. Regression Model of State Appropriations Per FTE. 

B Sig. 
(Constant) 11073,988 0.212 

B Sig, 
10379,940 0.240 

B Sig. 
9226.531 0,295 

B Sig, 
9828.406 0.267 

TUITION Per FTE 
Funding Source STATE APPRO Per FTE 

LOCAL APPRO Per FTE -0.121 0.000 

0.194 0.012 

-0.117 0.001 

0.206 0.008 

Si2e (Natural LOR) FuU-Time Enrollment -1040 753 0.009 -1069.363 0.000 -1082.075 0.000 -1055,165 0.000 
Region Mid East -\msn 0.000 

Region Great Lakes -630,767 0.254 
Geographical Region Plains -884.057 0,110 

Location: Dummy is Region South 1824.973 0.004 

New England Region Southwest 1347.189 0.052 

Region Rocky Mountains 641,922 0,338 
Region Far West -3,488 0 995 

-1481,154 0.002 

-371,336 0.503 

-857.059 0.119 

1830.879 0.003 

1573.184 0,023 

830,975 0,214 
270.724 0,639 

-1520,729 0.002 

-332,106 0.548 

-838.998 0.126 

1985.970 0.001 

1617.155 0.019 

860.089 0.197 
533,883 0.362 

-1806,340 0.000 

-580.712 0.292 

-864.027 0.117 

1989.607 0.002 

1401.180 0.043 

678,957 0.310 
284.479 0.627 

MID-SIZE CITY -568,939 0.008 

SUBURB LARGE CITY -755.038 0.001 
Urban Location; SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -846.716 0.002 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -682.768 0.031 

SMALLTOWN -713.158 0.002 
RURAL -757.510 0.007 

-585.795 0.006 

-741.383 0.001 

-891.969 0.001 

-723.484 0.021 

-766.819 0.001 
-784.067 O.OOS 

-596.593 0.005 

-742.748 0.001 

-892,708 0.001 

-724,253 0.021 

-768.716 0.001 
-787.330 0.00S 

-580.937 0.006 

-756,040 0.001 

-848.975 0.002 

-684.911 0.030 

-716.919 0.002 
-761,836 0.007 

Percentage of State Population 65 or Older 12651,083 0.142 

Competition Percentageof State Population 18 or Under 6713.100 0.586 
Crime Rate per 100,000 0.184 0.283 

14443,757 0.092 

7894,550 0,519 
0.180 0.289 

15700,766 0.067 

11960.744 0.332 
0,166 0.329 

14042,337 0.103 

11062,974 0.372 
0,168 0.325 

State Unemployment Rate 1999 94.889 0,542 
State Economy State Per Capita Income 1999 -0,149 0,703 

Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 0.000 0.243 

69.385 0.654 

-0.105 0,786 
0.000 0,273 

29,566 0,849 

-0.147 0,704 
0.000 0.246 

51.838 0,740 

-0.192 0,622 
0.000 0.217 

Percentage of State Population Urban -16.477 0.115 

Percentage of State Population Minority -2796.421 0.023 
State Demographics Population 0,015 0,578 

Population Density Per FTE 19,479 0.004 
Outmisration Rate -11007.128 0,061 

-21,409 0.041 

-2419,818 0.049 

0,013 0.637 

18.555 0.00S 
-12490.470 0.033 

-19.445 0,064 

-2330.154 0.057 

0,019 0.486 

18,271 0.006 
-10149.896 0,086 

-14.556 0,164 

-2689,069 0.029 

0.022 0.429 

19.148 0.004 
-8573.811 0.148 

State PoUdcal Governor is Republican -922.717 0.000 
Environment: Dummies Governor is Independent 560.130 0.510 
are Governor and Upper Upper House is Republican -385.967 0.071 

House are Democrat 
Upper House IS Nonpartisan 1000.351 0.177 

-856,174 0,000 
472.313 0,576 

-435,263 0.041 
1079.716 0.143 

1000.351 0.000 
578.512 0,493 

-499.405 0.020 
1232,391 0,094 

-810.833 0.000 
669.867 0,430 

-455,584 0.034 
1164.819 0.116 

Federal CC Governance -886.469 0.004 

Dumn^ is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 154,443 0.585 

-798.054 0.009 

166.337 0.554 

-705.866 0.021 

159.690 0.569 

-785.839 0.011 

147.784 0.600 

Federal State HE Governance -1664.729 0.001 

Dummy is Unified 
Sesmented State HE Governance -855,355 0.079 

-1590,842 0.002 

-730,925 0,132 

-1446.727 0.004 

-621.448 0.201 

-1509.516 0.003 

-735,220 0.132 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.497 
n 988 

0,503 
988 

0,500 
988 

0,506 
988 



TABLE 35. Regression Model of State Appropriations Per FTE for 
^PENDEN^^AMABLE^Stat^ggrojgrmtion^eiJFT^StatejOFu^^ 

State-Funded Colleges. 

B 
-37864.071 

Si& 
0.041 

B 
>38461.933 

Fimding Source 
TUITION Per FTE 
STATE APPRO Per FTE 
LOCAL APPRO Per FTE 

-0.032 

Size ^JNat^t^^g^uU-Tim^&irollmwU -1305,833 -1301,345 

Geographical 
Location: Dummy is 

New England 

Region Mid East 

Region Great Lakes 

Region Plains 

Region South 

Region Southwest 

Region Rocky Mountains 
Regoi^a^^es^^^^^ 

2866.863 

886,995 

-68,575 

3723,855 

4134,521 

2061.071 

-624.267 

0.343 

0,937 

0.001 

0.000 
0.043 

0.525 

2857.353 

901.271 

-47.663 

3731,148 

4143,702 

2085,394 
•694,556 

Urban Location; 
Dummy is Large City 

MID-SIZE CITY 

SUBURB LARGE CITY 

SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 

LARGE TOWN 

SMALL TOWN 

RURAL 

-1042.608 

-901.399 

-1448.302 

-1345,730 

-910,831 

•861,344 

0.006 

0.028 

0.002 

0.0 J 6 

0.020 

0.092 

•1044,521 

-899.956 

-1449,870 

-1349.139 

-909.950 

-859.616 
Percentage of State Population 65 or Older 59331.559 0.000 

Competition Percentage of State Population 18 or Under 69148,951 0.005 
Crime Rate oer 100,000 -0,205 0.518 

59632A1S 

69130,824 
-0.205 

State Unemployment Rate 1999 
State Economy State Per Capita Income 1999 

i^^^^^^_^^^^g^a|w^^icom^999^S2uare^ 

680,684 

1.780 

0.000 

0.062 

0.012 

0,084 

705,062 

1,817 

0,000 

Percentage of State Population Urban -17.570 0.470 

Percentage of State Population Minority 1530.122 0.555 
State Demographics Population -0.156 0.003 

Population Density Per FTE -9.205 0,313 
Oute^ation Rate -39298.263 0.032 

-18,525 

1501,063 

-0,157 

-9.122 
•39469.524 

State Political 

Envircmment; Dummies 

are Governor and Upper 

House are Democrat 

Governor is Republican 
Governor is Independent 

Upper House is Republican 
^Jgg^ious^is^Nong^tis^ 

-1422,877 
2884,822 

0.001 
0.023 

•1457.866 
2878,078 

-115.583 
598.020 

0.798 
0,772 

•108.232 
537.223 

Community College 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal CC Governance 

^e^gite^C^Govemance 

37.084 

157.029 

0.951 

0.772 

25.072 

175.471 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal State HE Governance 

^egigrte^tateH^GovOTi^ice 

•2191.948 

-2282.222 

0.017 

0.010 

-2214.143 

-2310.134 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 0.401 

444 
0.400 

444 



TABLE 36. Regression of State Appropriations Per FTE for Dual-Funded Colleges. 
PErajjS£?21V^glABLE;_StijteApprqpriaU^^ Per FTE (Dual-Funded Only) 

(Constant) 
B 

57868.665 0.002 
B 

57825,346 0.002 
B 

50400.068 0.007 
B 

50630.051 0.007 

Funding Source 
TUmONPerFTE 
STATE APPRO Per FTE 
LOCAL APPRO Per FTE 0.011 0.746 

0.303 

-0.013 

0.011 

0.719 

0.291 0.011 

Size (Natural LOR) Full-Time Enrolltnent -627.836 0.000 -621.527 0.000 -648.164 0.000 
Region Mid East 

Region Great Lakes 
Geographical Region Plains 

Location: Dummy is Region South 

New England Region Southwest 

Region Rocky Mountains 
Region Far West 

1498.633 

2916,693 

2048.287 

4691.401 

4409,489 

1104,025 
1596,663 

0.336 

0.035 

0,129 

0.001 

0.002 
0,429 
0.236 

1454.254 

2896.707 

2035.070 

4684.304 

4375.228 

1083,540 

1539.316 

0,353 

0.037 

0,132 

0.001 

0.002 

0.438 
0.258 

1448.371 

3362,909 

2637,426 

5429,037 

5048,753 

1748.889 

2225.834 

0,352 

0.016 

0,054 

0.000 

0.000 
0.217 
0.107 

1401.250 

3324.249 

2600.922 

5393.765 

4987.155 

1702,289 

2139,126 

0,366 

0.017 

0,056 

0.000 

0.000 

0.227 
0.115 

MID-SIZE CITY 

SUBURB LARGE CITY 

Urban Location; SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 

SMALL TOWN 
RURAL 

-287,326 

-434,515 

-691,243 

-174.364 

-643.165 

-440.312 

0.162 

0.040 

0.015 

0,570 

0.007 
0,113 

-285,819 

-436,589 

-686.239 

-166,900 

-633.749 
-432,970 

0,165 

0.039 

0.016 

0,588 
0.008 

0.121 

-331.757 

-455.079 

-713.919 

-194,936 

-667,068 

-454.478 

0.107 

0.031 

0.012 

0,525 

0,005 
0.102 

-328.441 

-456,604 

-707,551 

-185.931 

-655,783 

-445,846 

0.110 

0.030 

0.012 

0,542 

0.006 
0.107 

Competition 
Percentage of State Population 65 or Older 

Percentage of State Population 18 or Under 

Crime Rate per 100,000 

-39289.015 

-42062,352 
0.303 

0.003 

0.017 
0.428 

-39152,028 

-42516.563 
0.285 

0.003 

0.016 
0,461 

-33992.893 

-33944.269 
0.214 

0.011 

0,058 

0,579 

-34038.667 

-34747.638 
0.197 

0.01 J 

0,050 

0,606 

State Economy 
State Unemployment Rate 1999 

State Per Capita Income 1999 

Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 

182.887 

-2.795 
0,000 

0,587 

0.013 

0.008 

186.105 

-2,786 
0,000 

0,581 

0.013 

0,009 

258,740 

-2,567 
0,000 

0.442 

0.022 

0.014 

259.471 

-2,566 
0,000 

0,440 

0.022 

0.014 
Percentage of State Population Urban 

Percentage of State Population Minority 
State Demographics Population 

Population Density Per FTE 
Outmigration Rate 

-22,542 

-12876,720 

0.215 

81.998 
29847.879 

0.117 

0.001 

0,006 

0.000 

0.000 

-21,930 

-12723,415 

0.215 

82,102 
30260.487 

0,131 

0.001 

0.007 

0.000 

0,000 

-17.788 

-12624,254 

0,207 

81,578 
30665,234 

0.221 

0.001 

0.008 

0.000 

0.000 

-17,289 

-12464,410 

0.207 

81.709 
31090,313 

0,232 

0.001 

0.008 

0.000 

0,000 

State Political 

Environment: Dummies 

are Governor and Upper 

House are Democrat 

Governor is Republican 
Governor is Independent 

Upper House is Republican 
Upper House is Nonpartisan 

-1441,529 

-124,324 
1224.826 

0.000 

0.813 
0,061 

-1471,760 

-100.211 
1223,761 

0.000 

0,851 
0.061 

-605.008 

-372,164 
1259,447 

0.001 

0,490 
0,053 

-1347,683 

-336.327 
1256,983 

0.000 

0,526 
0.053 

Community College 

Governance Structure; 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal CC Governance 

Sefflnented CC Governance 

-605.008 

470,199 

0,304 

0,394 

-585,798 

501,687 

0.322 

0.371 

-506,612 

489.835 

0.390 

0.380 

-489,065 

523,865 

0.404 

0.340 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 

Federal State HE Governance 

Segmented State HE Governance 

1163,715 

1818,558 

0.270 

0.063 

1149,294 

1802.343 

0,277 

0,066 

1083.136 

1780.971 

0,303 

0,067 

1070,213 

1764.470 

0,308 

0,069 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted R ^ 
n 

0,663 
544 

0.662 
544 

0.666 
544 

0.666 
544 



TABLE 37. Regression Model of Tuition Per FTE. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE; Tuition Per FTE 

(Constant) 
B Sig. 

6041.036 0,102 
B 

5931,267 0.108 
B 

5646.517 
Sic. 

0 125 
B Sig. 

5578.507 0.130 
TUITION Per FTE 

Fimding Source STATE APPRO Per FTE 
LOCAL APPRO Per FTE -0.019 0.177 

0.036 0.008 0.034 
-0.015 

0.0 J 2 
0.291 

Size (Natural LOR) Full-Time Enrollment 69.896 0,077 65 371 0.099 106.973 0.011 101.713 0.016 
Region Mid East 157,204 0.433 203.509 0.317 220.402 0.274 253.845 0,213 
Region Great Lakes -242,769 0,291 -201.738 0.384 -220.297 0.336 -189.118 0.413 

Geographical Region Plains -97,146 0.672 -92.876 0.686 -65.651 0.775 -63.749 0.781 
Location: Dummy is Region South "798.470 0.002 -797,536 0.002 -863.486 0.001 -859,758 0.001 

New England Region Southwest -261,855 0.363 -226.112 0.434 -309,849 0.281 -279.576 0.333 
Region Rocky Mountains -179,617 0.519 -149.717 0,592 -202.486 0.466 -177.957 0.523 
Remon Far West -1396,631 0.000 -1353,262 0.000 -1396.507 0.000 -1362.463 0.000 
MID-SIZE CITY 58,191 0.512 55.525 0.531 78.460 0,376 75.433 0.395 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 4.860 0.958 7,020 0.940 31,759 0.733 32.215 0.729 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY 10.955 0.925 3,798 0.974 41.120 0.723 34.111 0.769 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN 10,393 0.937 3,953 0.976 34.717 0.791 28.540 0.828 

SMALL TOWN 18,243 0.849 9.756 0.919 43.649 0.648 35.816 0.709 
RURAL 20.981 0,858 16.780 0.886 47.968 0.682 43,427 0.711 
Percentage of State Population 65 or Older -6747.540 0,060 -6464,014 0.071 -7198.244 0.044 -6954.882 0.052 

Competition Percentage of State Population 18 or Under -21096.756 0.000 -20909.900 0.000 -21335.915 0.000 -21178,195 0.000 
Crime Rate per 100,000 0.076 0.284 0,076 0.287 0.070 0.326 0.070 0,327 
State Unemployment Rate 1999 208,797 0.001 204.763 0.002 205.416 0.001 202.405 0.002 

State Economy State Per Capita Income 1999 0,209 0.198 0.215 0.184 0.214 0.186 0.219 0,176 
Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 0,000 0.456 0.000 0.438 0,000 0.397 0,000 0.386 
Percentage of State Population Urban -9.317 0.032 -10.097 0.021 -8,730 0.044 -9,369 0.033 
Percentage of State Population Minority -520.653 0.309 -461,091 0.369 -421,029 0.410 -378.854 0.460 

State Demographics Population -0.031 0.006 -0.032 0.006 -0.032 0.005 -0.032 0.005 
Population Density Per FTE 1,607 0.562 1.460 0.598 0.913 0.742 0.830 0.765 
Outmigration Rate -11801,513 0.000 -12036,115 0.000 -11409.376 0.000 -11611,629 0.000 

State Political Governor is Republican -542,634 0.000 -532,109 0.000 -509.761 0.000 -503.012 0.000 
Environment: Dummies Governor is Independent -532.226 0.132 -546,114 0.123 -552,181 0.117 -562.166 0.111 
are Governor and Upper 

House are Democrat 
Upper House is Republican 
Upper House is Nonpartisan 

337,638 
-797,666 

0.000 
0.010 

329.842 
-785.114 

0.000 
0.011 

351.389 
-833.304 

0.000 
0.007 

344.634 
-821.807 

0.000 
0.008 

Community College 

Govemance Structure: 
Federal CC Governance -488,052 0.000 -474,069 0.000 -456.471 0.000 -446.947 0.000 

Dimmiy is Uniiied 
Seamented CC Governance 32,298 0.784 34.179 0.771 26.796 0,819 28.526 0,808 

State Higher Ed 

Governance Structure; 
Federal State HE Governance -752.781 0.000 -741.096 0.000 -693.474 0.001 -687.031 0.001 

Dummy is Uniiied 
Segmented State HE Governance -582,653 0.004 -562.973 0.006 00

 
o
 

0.006 -538.133 0.008 

Suinmary Stadstics 
Adjusted R ^ 0,519 0.520 0.522 0.522 
n 988 988 988 988 SO so 
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analyses, but it is likely - given that education is increasingly viewed as a private good -

that the decreases in state appropriations are in state-funded colleges reflect increased 

legitimacy for cost sharing by students. 

The coefficients for seniors and minors bear positive signs for state appropriations 

per FTE. However, we, observe opposite signs when separate models are developed.for 

state- and dual-funded colleges. Uniformly, the coefficients in the model of state-funded 

colleges have positive signs, and those in the model of dual-funded are negative, and they 

are all significant. Likewise, per capita income reflects opposite effects on state-funded 

and dual-funded colleges. In the case of the former, increasing wealth corresponds to 

increased state aid per student; in the latter, increasing wealth corresponds to declining 

state appropriations per student. These opposite signs may reveal different decision

making strategies or parameters when the state bears responsibility for all or a greater 

share of public funds for community colleges. 

Differing from the results for total revenue per student, in the models of state 

appropriations, outmigration rate has positive signs in the models of dual-funded colleges 

and negative ones in those for state-funded colleges. Previous research has found some 

evidence that outmigration is negatively capitalized in higher education funding. An 

alternative hypothesis, however, is that outmigration serves as an indicator of a need to 

support local economic development. Hence, a positive sign for outmigration may 

provide further indication that government officials are utilizing the community college 

as a training ground and otherwise as a mechanism for state economic initiatives. 
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Political effects for all colleges show them faring significantly better under 

Democratic governors and legislators. As discussed earlier, it is not surprising to find 

higher appropriations for education in states with Democratic leadership, given the 

parties' platforms and affirming Holbrook and Can Dunk's (1993) finding that public 

education is generally better funded under liberal administrations. 

The effect of community college governance structures on appropriations shows 

that appropriations per student are highest for both state-funded and dual-funded colleges 

organized in segmented structures. This conflicts with earlier results and our expectation 

that more centralized structures would receive more dollars. Our hypothesis was drawn 

from theory of the interplay of financing and control as well as Rizzo's (2003) 

observation that "institutional autonomy comes at the expense of state support" (p. 34). 

Limited support for our theory, however, comes from examination of the effect of higher 

education governance structure While state-funded colleges fare better in terms of state 

dollars per student under a single governing board for all of higher education, dual-

funded colleges receive higher per FTE state dollars under either a federal or segmented 

governance arrangement than under a unified one. Thus, it appears that a unified higher 

education board may make different allocation decisions when one class of institutions, 

community colleges, is not wholly dependent upon the state dollars it allocates, in 

contrast to the system's four-year colleges and universities which do not have access to 

local appropriations. This also provides some support for the premise that a combined 

lobbying effort may yield more effect results than multiple voices carrying different, 

perhaps conflicting messages. 
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Taken together, the competitive and demographic elements of the models provide 

evidence that state appropriations for community colleges are viewed differently by 

decision-makers and/or play different roles in states that have local appropriations for 

community colleges and those that do not. For example, the existence of this alternative 

funding stream may allow state legislatures or higher education authorities to respond to 

competitive pressures for resources by allocating fewer state dollars to community 

colleges as those pressures grow. 

Population density per FTE, potentially a proxy for ability or willingness to pay is 

positively related to per student allocations in dual-funded colleges. While not 

statistically significant, the coefficients for population density are negative for state-

funded colleges. Thus, the more residents per student, which is indicative of a lower 

utilization rate, the lower the state share allocated per student. Nonetheless, utilization 

rate is an important signal to decision-makers in state-funded systems that lack signals 

from local appropriations decisions. 

Regression models were also run to investigate the relationships between local 

appropriations per student and the same geographic, economic, demographic and political 

variables whose impact on state dollars was examined above (Tables 38 and 39). 

In the state appropriations model, we observed that increases in local appropriations were 

related to decreases in state dollars. Similarly, in this model increases in state dollars 

result in declines in local appropriations per student. The magnitude of this decline, 

about 11 cents, is significantly less than the dollar for dollar exchange that Lowry (2001) 

observed and indicates that local taxpayers, while potentially obtaining some tax relief by 



TABLE 38. Regression Model of Local Appropriations Per FTE. 
_PEPENDENTVAMABLEj__Local^gprognation8j|eij;JJ^_ 

B Sig, 
(Constant) -5735.927 0.496 

B sig, 
-4526,494 0.589 

B Sig, 
-5132,009 0.543 

B Sig. 
-4085,930 0.627 

TUITION Per FTE 
Funding Source STATE APPRO Per FTE 

LOCAL APPRO Per FTE 
-0.109 0.000 

-0.100 0.177 -0.078 0.291 

-0.106 0.001 

Size (Natural Log) Full-Time Enrollment -236.447 0.009 -350.112 0.000 -229,460 0.011 -341.765 0.000 
Region Mid East 2419.603 0.000 

Region Great Lakes 2144.056 0.000 

Geographical Region Plains 223.126 0.671 
Location: Dummy is Region South 48.814 0.934 

New England Region Southwest 1867.726 0.005 

Region Rocky Mountains 1562,414 0.014 
Reaion Far West 2266.217 0.000 

2225,866 0.000 

2075.167 0.000 

126,575 0.809 

248,126 0.675 

2014,858 0.002 

1632,521 0.010 
2265,836 0.000 

2435.319 0.000 

2119,787 0.000 

213,415 0.684 

-31,008 0.958 

1841,549 0.00S 

1544,458 0.015 
2126,596 0.000 

2243,062 0.000 

2057,979 0.000 

121,453 0.816 

180,754 0,761 

1990,683 0.002 

1616,722 0.011 
2156.875 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -139.308 0,492 

SUBURB LARGE CITY 112.846 0.595 

Urban Location; SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -373.989 0,158 
Dummy is Large City LARGE TOWN -336.501 0.262 

SMALLTOWN -443,480 0.043 
RURAL -219,483 0,412 

-201.444 0,319 

30.385 0,886 

-466.462 0,078 

-411,069 0.169 

-521,367 0.017 
-302,214 0.257 

-133,490 0.510 

113,331 0,593 

-372.894 0,159 

-335.462 0,263 

-441.656 0.043 
-217.386 0.416 

-195,322 0.334 

32.863 0,877 

-463.254 0,080 

-408.360 0,172 

-517.961 0.018 
-298,471 0.263 

Percentage of State Population 65 or Older 14815,472 0,070 

Competition Percentage of State Population 18 or Under 9764,041 0,404 
Crime Rate per 100.000 -0.026 0,873 

16197,145 0.047 

10497.204 0,367 
-0.006 0,971 

14140,925 0.084 

7655,013 0.517 
-0.018 0.910 

15635,510 0,055 

8832,493 0,452 
-0,001 0.997 

State Unemployment Rate 1999 -210.781 0,154 
State Economy state Per Capita Income 1999 0.361 0,330 

Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 0.000 0.499 

-200.418 0,173 

0.345 0,349 
0,000 0,586 

-189,908 0.201 

0,382 0,303 
0.000 0.478 

-184,391 0.212 

0,361 0.327 
0,000 0.566 

Percentage of State Population Urban -40.758 0.000 

Percentage of State Population Minority 3112.413 0.008 
State Demographics Population -0,020 0.451 

Population Density Per FTE -7,639 0.228 
Outmigration Rate -12259.005 0.028 

-42557 0.000 

2807,005 0.016 

-0,018 0.487 

-5,512 0.383 
-13461.136 0.016 

-41.689 0.000 

3060.364 0.009 

-0.023 0,384 

-7.478 0,238 
-13438,794 0.017 

-43,238 0.000 

2774,155 0.017 

-0,020 0.431 

-5,440 0.389 
-14351.341 0.011 

State Political Governor is Republican 549,940 0.006 
Environment: Dummies Governor is Independent -725,758 0,369 
are Governor and Upper Upper House is Republican -407.398 0.045 

House are Democrat 
Upper House IS Nonpartisan 655,909 0.351 

449,167 0.026 
-664,584 0.408 

-449.551 0.026 
765.161 0,274 

655,909 0.015 
-778,964 0.335 

-373,645 0.068 
576,167 0.414 

409.393 0.046 
-707.667 0.379 

-422,135 0.039 
700,143 0,319 

ComimimiyMege Federal CC Governance 730.699 0.012 
Governance Structure: 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented CC Governance 98,295 0.715 

633,884 0.029 

115,162 0,667 

681.909 0.020 

101.523 0.706 

598,269 0.041 

117,253 0.661 

state Higha Ed Federal State HE Governance 610.640 0.207 
Governance Structwe: 

Dimimy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 1028.350 0.026 

428,828 0.375 

934,933 0.043 

535.385 0,271 

970.102 0.037 

374,721 0.440 

891.850 0,054 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted 0.313 
n 988 

0,321 
988 

0.313 
988 

0,321 
988 



TABLE 39. Regression Model of Local Appropriations Per FTE for Dual-Funded Colleges, 
OE|raNDENT^^ARIAB^MLocaL4yggrogriation^eiJFT^DuaWFii^^ 

B Sit 
(Constanf) 3936,312 0.870 

B Sig, 
2857.638 0.097 

B sig, 
-18226.790 0.439 

B Sig, 
-17207.250 0,469 

TUmONPerFTE 

Funding Source STATE APPRO Per FTE 

IXXIAL APPRO Per FTE 
0.019 0.746 

0.892 0.000 0.898 0.000 

-0.020 0.719 

Size (Natural LOB) Full-Time Enrollment -573.241 0.000 -561.538 OMO -611,844 0.000 -624,741 0.000 
Region Mid East 4032.635 0.047 

Region Great Lakes 1816.122 0.313 
Geographical Region Plains 1201.122 0.494 

Location: Dummy is Region South 644.890 0.722 
New England Region Southwest 3113.147 0.089 

Region Rooky Mountains 1861.387 0.305 
Region Far West 5210.986 0.003 

4004.701 0.049 

1961.754 0.330 

1162.825 0.509 

557.442 0.761 

3030.954 0,101 

1840.808 0.312 
5181.224 0.003 

3734.469 0.057 

3063.970 0.080 

2893.057 0.092 

2795.380 0.118 

4881.839 0.007 

3693.146 0.038 
6871.890 0.000 

3762.686 0.055 

3130.910 0.076 

2945.432 0.088 

2903.994 0,109 

4982.265 0.006 

3727,425 0.037 
6914.965 0.000 

MID-SIZE CITY -136.874 0.609 
SUBURB LARGE CITY 188.419 0492 

Urban Location: SUBURB MID-SIZE CITY -454.715 0.218 
Dunmiy is Large City LARGE TOWN -678.212 0.090 

SMALL TOWN -855.668 0.006 
RURAL -67.162 0.065 

-131.518 0,624 

196.518 0.476 

-441,830 0.234 

-674.961 0.092 

-843.680 0.007 
-658.955 0.069 

-262.761 0.311 

120.790 0.649 

-504.648 0.157 

-713.629 0.065 

-894.302 0.003 
-684.105 0.050 

-269,375 0.300 

111.595 0.676 

-518.896 0.148 

-717.373 0.064 

-907.507 0.003 
-693.083 0.048 

Percentage of State Population 65 or Older -12447.720 0.472 
Competition Percentage of State Population 18 or Under 41273.092 0.072 

Crime Rate per 100,000 1.642 0.001 

-11705.380 0.503 

42057.136 0.068 
1.636 0.001 

3627,723 0.830 

63669.191 0.005 
1.318 0.007 

2942.289 0.863 

62969.480 0.005 
1.322 0.007 

State Unemployment Rate 1999 -292.412 0.505 
State Economy State Per Capita Income 1999 -0.770 0.598 

Per Capita Income 1999 Squared 0.000 0.366 

-295.821 0.500 

-0.718 0.625 
0.000 0,390 

-57.929 0.892 

-0.070 0.960 
0.000 0.641 

-52.704 0.901 

-0.122 0.932 
0.000 0.616 

Percentage of State Population Urban -55.580 0.003 

Percentage of State Population Minority -13930.470 0.005 
State Demographics Population 0.052 0.609 

Population Density Per FTE -9.459 0.461 
Outmiaration Rate -37492.750 0.001 

-55.160 0.003 

-13690,440 0.006 

0,048 0.639 

-10.988 0,422 
-38049.120 0.001 

-39,499 0.031 

-12668.060 0.008 

0.026 0.791 

-10.344 0.404 
-33688.680 0.001 

-39.847 0.030 

-12919,060 0.007 

0.030 0.760 

-8.699 0.510 
-33062.620 0.002 

State PoUtical Governor is Republican 2747.012 0.000 
Environment: Diunmies Governor is Inde^ndent 

are Ciovemor and Upper Upper House is Republican -2191.284 0.001 
House are Democrat 

Upper House is Nonpartisan 96.11 A 0.909 

2773.882 0.000 

-2188.797 0,001 
73.943 0.931 

3034.221 0.000 

-2840.221 0.000 
195.231 0.812 

3007.213 0.000 

-2846.994 0.000 
220.543 0.789 

Federal CC Governance -1745.631 0.023 

Dumn^ is Unified 
Seamented CC Governance -2861.284 0.000 

-1734.353 0.024 

-2870.048 0.000 

-1390,637 0,061 

-2696.970 0.000 

-1400.485 0.000 

-2686.421 0.000 

Gov^^l^e: Federal State HE Governance 1310.450 0.340 

Dummy is Unified 
Segmented State HE Governance 1473.412 0,246 

1288.758 0.349 

1439.514 0.259 

1024.165 0.440 

1307.805 0.286 

1045.716 0.431 

1343.336 0.275 

Summary Statistics 
Adjusted 0,422 
» 544 

0,421 
544 

0,461 
544 

0.460 
544 
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supplanting local with state appropriations, did not elect to or could not withdraw 

financial support on a dollar for dollar basis. An opposite result from that in the state 

funding model, however, is observed for tuition and local appropriations where the 

relationship is negatively correlated. That is, an increase in tuition per FTE is related to a 

decrease in local dollars per FTE. When only dual-funded colleges are included in the 

model, the negative relationship disappears, and the tuition coefficients approximate one. 

Taken together, along with our earlier findings, these lend additional support to our 

hypothesis that local appropriations are closely linked to tuition decisions in dual-funded 

colleges and that one of the key roles of local funding is to reduce costs of attendance, at 

least, as observed earlier, for local residents. 

Local appropriations per student show significant regional variation with the 

highest amounts in the Mid East, Great Lakes and FarWest and lowest in New England, 

the Plains and South This is not surprising finding since 93 percent of colleges in the 

Mid East region receive local appropriations averaging $2,367 per FTE while 63 percent 

of those in the Great Lakes and Far West regions receive local funding averaging $2,315 

$1,841 per FTE, respectively. In contrast, 39 of the 40 colleges in New England do not 

receive any local appropriations. Forty-eight of the 101 colleges in the Plains region 

receive no local funds, and another 20 receive less than 10 percent of their funds from 

local sources; of the 338 colleges in the South region, 205 receive no local funds and 

another 100 get less than 10 percent of their funds from local taxes. 

Although not statistically significant, the results for the degree of urbanization 

variable are noteworthy because they demonstrate the importance of local appropriations 
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to the results observed earlier for total revenues. Again we see that urban colleges along 

with those in their adjacent suburbs receive the largest per capita local appropriations and 

that the local share amounts received by other community colleges generally decline as 

their locales become more rural. 

Coefficients for the competitive variables are insignificant except for those for 

crime rate. However, the dollar impact of crime rate is nominal. The economic 

variables, likewise, are not statistically significant. The unemployment rate variable for 

the first time, however, has a negative sign which may indicate the effects of an 

economic downturn are differently interpreted in a local, versus state, environment and/or 

they have different impact on local tax collections than on state ones. Similarly, local 

appropriations' negative relations to outmigration may reflect local decision-makers' 

direct response to immediate economic conditions or a more indirect decision reflecting 

the impact of a poor economy on property values and taxation limitations. 

The effect of the governor's political party on local appropriations is opposite that 

for state funding. States with Republican governors have higher levels of per student 

local appropriations than states led by Democrats. Given the bias of the Republican 

platform for local control and reduction of government, the observation of increased 

reliance on local appropriations for college operations in Republican led states is not 

surprising. 

Community college structure shows that colleges under federal and segmented 

governance are more likely than those in unified systems to have local appropriations. 

The results for this variable appear to be confounded with other factors in the model for 
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dual-funded colleges only, since they infer that colleges under unified systems receive the 

highest local appropriations per FTE. Results for the state higher education system 

governance variable show that greater decentralization corresponds both to the existence 

of a local share and a larger local share. 

In summary, results of these analyses provide evidence that decisions about state 

and local appropriations respond to many of the same environmental issues but that the 

interpretation and/or impact of those variable may differ for state and local decision

makers. Results also indicate that decisions about any one of the key revenue streams for 

community colleges - state appropriations, local appropriations, and tuition - are made in 

response to or anticipation of the relative contributions of the other(s). We have also 

affirmed the benefits of local appropriations. Having a local share of funding pays off, as 

a $1 increase in local appropriations per student is offset only modestly by decreases in 

state and tuition dollars and results in an overall increase in total revenue of $0,857 per 

FTE. Finally, as in the prior section of this chapter, where we demonstrated that 

decision-making within state-funded colleges differs from that in dual-funded ones, as 

manifested in their missions, in this section we see that decision-making by their funders 

for state-funded colleges differs from that for dual-funded colleges. 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Recap of Research Focus and Methodology 

This research project originally began with a focus on extending the higher 

education finance literature on environmental variables' impact on public sources of 

revenue. In this, the goal was to investigate factors that prior research has identified as 

predictive for appropriations to four-year colleges and universities or to higher 

educational systems in general and examine their applicability to community colleges. 

Community colleges' access to local appropriations in 26 states provided another unique 

dimension to this investigation. 

A pilot of this research had been conducted in Spring 2004, albeit with a limited 

number of institutions and variables (Askin, 2004b). Preliminary results from that 

indicated a need to explore two additional questions. First, do local appropriations 

supplement or supplant other resources for dual-funded colleges? That is, are community 

colleges with local funding better off than their state-funded peers? Secondly, do the 

environmental variables affect state and local appropriations in similar or different ways? 

Taking a step back from these issues, however, caused me to raise the question of 

whether different public funding streams make a difference to institutional behavior and 

operations. That is, are different missions expressed, whether in programmatic offerings, 

types of students served, expenditure patterns or outcomes, by colleges that only receive 

state appropriations from those that receive both local and state funding? While both 

research areas have policy implications, this issue of mission differentiation also allowed 

me to examine the efficiency-equity debate for community college financing from a 
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different perspective. Because I was interested in knowing if funding source made a 

difference before exploring the environmental influences, this became "question one" for 

this project. 

The primary source of data used to investigate these questions was IPEDS. Seven 

hundred eighty-one colleges reported data for the variables analyzed in question one; nine 

hundred, eighty-eight colleges, for question two. Data for fiscal year 1999-2000 was 

utilized because changes in financial reporting requirements have commingled critical 

components since 2003. Mission indicator variables were defined as those describing the 

types of programs offered and students served by the colleges. In addition, believing that 

accounting records speak volumes about an organization's priorities, I also examined 

college expenditures as operationalization of mission. Environmental variables on a state 

level were extracted from various government databases including those of the Bureaus 

of the Census and of Economic Analysis. 

Methods for answering the two questions followed similar steps. First, means of 

the relevant variables were compared between state-funded and dual-funded colleges and 

between state-funded and dual-funded colleges parsed by level of local appropriations. 

Second, recognizing that organizations respond to elements of their ecology besides 

financial resources and that governance structure is an important component of that 

environment, the colleges were subdivided by governance and funding structures, using 

Richardson and de los Santos' (2003) taxonomy for community college governance. 

Keeping governance constant, we were then able to examine differences and similarities 

resulting from funding variances. Finally, regression analysis allowed for the 
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introduction and control of additional variables, the omission of which might have biased 

those results in the preceding steps. 
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5.2 Major Results and Contribution 

What conclusions can be drawn from the research proposed, conducted and 

reported in the preceding chapters? Some of the findings are academic or theoretical 

while others could lead us to reconsider and redefine community college funding 

policies. 

First, although community colleges are geographically disbursed and serve unique 

communities as Griffith and Connor (1994) claimed, they have identifiable 

commonalities, and these commonalities aggregate along funding lines as well as 

governance structures (Table 9). For example, I found that locally-funded colleges offer 

a wider array of programs, that they attract higher numbers of part-time students and that 

they offer significantly more attractive tuition rates to their local residents than state-

funded community colleges. State-funded colleges, however, produced higher student 

completion rates when measured by certificates and degrees awarded and graduation rate. 

Both governance and funding appeared to influence expenditure patterns, particularly 

those for institutional support and operations and maintenance. Thus, we have affirmed 

community colleges as open systems, interdependent with and adapting to their external 

environments. 

Second, while culture and history have been responsible for the development and 

design of community college funding structures rather than a formalized strategy 

(National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, 2003), common patterns are 

evident across states. For example, increased decentralization, whether at the community 
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college system level or at the state higher education level, generally corresponds to 

increased dependence on local appropriations (Figures 57 and 58). 

Third, when local appropriations are available, total revenues for the colleges are 

higher than when they are only state-funded. That is, local appropriations "pay off, and 

as regression results showed, a $1 increase in local appropriations results in an overall 

increase in resources of $0,857 (Table 31), since state appropriations and tuition dip only 

modestly in response (Tables 34 and 37). 

In 1978, Rusk and Leslie observed that "as the state financial effort for higher 

education slackens, tuitions are raised to make up the difference: (540). In community 

colleges, there is evidence that tuition replaces state appropriations in state-funded 

institutions, as the state contribution dechnes by $0,032 per FTE as tuition per PTE 

increases $1 (Table 35). Human capital theorists support this cost transfer, as they view 

the individual, not the community, as the prime beneficiary of higher education. In dual-

funded colleges, however, both state appropriations and tuition revenues increase (a $1 

increase in per capita tuition yields a $0,291 increase in state appropriations per FTE, as 

shown on Table 36) inferring that a cost sharing philosophy may be operative rather than 

a transfer from public to private. As graphically depicted in Figure 27, local 

appropriations, other than in segmented community college systems, also appear as an 

intended subsidy to partially offset tuition costs for local residents. Thus, the existence of 

local appropriations and their interaction with tuition in some locales may be evidence of 

different social benefit or social welfare values in action. 
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Fourth, the level of local support makes a difference. Depending on one's 

perspective, different funding levels would be deemed to yield the most successful dual-

funded college. For example, those colleges receiving the highest levels of local 

appropriations (more than 30 percent of current revenue) have the highest level of 

funding per student. Those receiving between 20 and 30 percent of revenue from local 

coffers average the highest enrollments, particularly of traditionally aged students while 

those colleges with the smallest local share award the highest numbers of degrees and 

certificates per capita. While the weighting of component variables is subjective, the 

most "successful" dual-funded college title might be accorded to those receiving between 

10 and 20 percent of their funds from local appropriations. These colleges receive about 

the average total current dollars per FTE but are able to charge local residents 

substantially lower tuition than any of the other dual-funded or state-funded institutions. 

They average the highest number of different programs and have higher probabilities of 

offering any one program than any other group of colleges, with the exception of 

occupational programming which, nonetheless, has a 99 percent probability. Finally, on 

student outcome measures, these colleges exceed the average degree award and cohort 

graduation rates for dual-funded colleges. 

Fifth, funding and governance structures interact. Thus, as Peterson (1976) 

found, the higher education environment is a significant factor in determining an 

institution's resources. In this research, however, these environmental factors were 

colleges' governance structure as well as the enrollment density variable that Peterson 

found most salient. 



214 

In certain situations and variables, funding dominates behavior as predicted by 

resource dependency theory. For example, the probabilities that community colleges will 

offer occupational or academic programs are clearly higher for dual-funded colleges than 

for state-funded ones. In other situations, governance structure, particularly the unified 

structure appeared to severely dampen the effect of dual-funding, making the dual-funded 

colleges more similar to their state-funded peers than to other dual-funded colleges under 

federal or segmented governance. This effect was particularly evident in the in-state 

and out-of-state tuition rates charged by unified, dual-funded colleges. Since dual-

funded, unified colleges received only 20 to 25 percent of the local appropriations of the 

other dual-funded colleges, the kinship to state-funded colleges may also be explained by 

resources. 

This research has demonstrated the utility of the Richardson and de los Santos 

(2001) taxonomy for community college governance. It has also shown the value of 

supplementing governance with the funding structure in classifying colleges as evidenced 

by the variances observed in Tables 9 and 30. 

Sixth, this study has extended prior research that examined the effect of 

environmental variables on funding for higher education at the state level or for four-year 

colleges and universities. State appropriations for community colleges are shown to 

respond to demographic and political variables in addition to institutional enrollments. 

Institutional setting including the region in which the college was located as well as the 

urban or nonurban nature of its community also had impact on appropriations. 
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Democratic governors and legislatures are more generous in funding community colleges 

per FTE, a finding that parallels Kane, et al. (2003) for higher education appropriations. 

When we compare the influence of environmental variables on dual-funded 

colleges, we see that generally increased local funding corresponds to more urban 

locations in states with higher percentages of residents living in urban environments. 

Local share also increases with younger populations and greater personal wealth. A 

Republican governor and increased local control or decentralization also correspond to 

increased local appropriations. 

These variables also have different impacts depending upon the financial 

structures of the colleges. For example, when subdivided between state-funded and dual-

funded, the effects of competing constituencies revealed differing results for the two 

groups of colleges. Increases in the numbers of senior citizens and numbers of children 

had negative impacts on state appropriations for dual-funded colleges while they had an 

opposite effect on state-funded ones. This provides evidence that state decision-makers 

respond to different signals differently and that they may view state appropriations to 

dual-funded colleges as much more discretionary than those to colleges without local 

funding. 

Environmental variables' influences on local appropriations also differed from 

those on state appropriations. This finding points to different relative priorities of factors 

in decision-making at the two levels as well as the influence of differing values embodied 

in partisan politics. Evidence for the latter can be found in the results for the 

gubernatorial variables. In contrast to the higher state funding levels observed under 
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Democratic leadership, local appropriations were higher under Republican governors. 

These results are consistent both with earlier research as well as the respective party 

platforms. 

Another notable factor that differed in its impact on state and local funding was 

outmigration. Prior research, including that by Clotfelter (1976) and Rizzo (2003), has 

shown outmigration to negatively effect higher education appropriations, consistent with 

welfare-maximization theories. In this research project, outmigration had negative 

coefficients for local appropriations per FTE but positive ones for state appropriations for 

dual-funded colleges. Two possible explanations for these results are offered, one, for 

the negative relationship to local appropriations and the other, for the positive 

relationship to state appropriations. The first is that the local community base of these 

colleges is reflected in the reluctance of local decision-makers to finance education for 

individuals who leave the area. The "area" may be smaller than that reflected in the 

interstate outmigration variable because while there are professions and services that are 

traded across large geographic regions, others move more locally (Bound, et al., 2004). 

While the outmigration variable utilized in the model was at the state level, if there is a 

correlation to intrastate migration, then local decision-makers may be responding to this 

intrastate movement. 

A potential explanation for the positive relationship between outmigration and 

state appropriations may lie in states' views of the mission of community colleges and in 

the role that outmigration plays signaling a loss of economic competitiveness. Betts and 

MacFarland (1995) argue that states do not need to provide incentives for community 
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colleges to serve as retraining sites because evidence shows that when unemployment 

increases, full-time enrollment at these institutions also increases. This rationale along 

with the capitalization theory put forth by Clotfelter (1976) and Strathman (1994) may 

account for the negative coefficient for outmigration in the state-funded models. In the 

case of dual-funded colleges which typically exist in more decentralized governance 

systems, legislators may feel compelled to communicate their directive for workforce 

development through the appropriations process. Thus, we propose that states see 

community colleges as training grounds and, hence, as instruments of economic 

development through creation of a talented workforce, within a fairly short timeframe, 

that can serve to attract business and industry. This utilitarian function differentiates 

community colleges from four-year colleges and universities and may yield different 

responses to environmental factors. 

A note of caution is needed in interpreting the relationships between college 

funding, environmental variables and the decision-makers who explicitly or implicitly 

link the two. From the research conducted, causal directionality cannot be discerned. 

Indeed, it is highly likely that the causality is multidirectional. As we have seen, the 

decision-makers' values and beliefs, proxied by their political partisanship, are as much a 

part of the funding milieu as the organizations' behaviors and their social and economic 

ecologies. Governors and legislators not only evaluate the state's financial capacity and 

its educational needs in developing appropriations recommendations, they also evaluate 

the political benefits to be garnered from making allocations to specific agencies and 

from the use those organizations will make of the state dollars (Lowry, 2001b). 
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Seventh, as seen in the preceding paragraphs as well as in the preceding chapters, 

no one theory explains all of the observed behaviors. LesHe and Rhoades (1995) 

explained the need and justification for the use of multiple theories stating that since 

"individual social science theories tend to account for limited amounts of variance, there 

is likely utility in several" (191). Although resource dependency theory can be used to 

explain some of the programmatic and functional variances observed, other theories have 

been used to explain particular observations. For example, organizational complexity 

and organizational distance both provide explanation for the patterns of expenditures for 

institutional support. It is also important to recall that in their isomorphic and other 

organizational behaviors, the colleges may respond not only to financial pressures but 

also to other resource needs and other environmental influences, despite the pull of 

financial dependencies. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, this research suggests a reframing of the 

equity-efficiency debate. As Breneman and Nelson (1981) wrote, the financial debates 

often "disguise fundamental disagreement over the purpose, mission and priorities of 

community colleges" (p. 161). Nevertheless, as states have overhauled their funding for 

these colleges over the past decades, their focus has been on the need to equalize funding. 

In doing so, they have greatly increased the role of state appropriations in community 

college financing. 

The work of Dowd and Grant (in press) and others supports the position that 

equity is defined as equal access to equal dollars. This notion has been adopted from the 

vast literature on financing of K-12 education. The differences between elementary and 
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secondary education and community colleges are significant, and based upon this 

research, need to be factored into recommendations on revising community college 

finances. While K-12 education has one general focus and a defined constituency, 

community colleges have multiple, varied and changing missions and constituencies. As 

Garms (1977) stated, the colleges' finances need to enhance their ability to serve their 

unique communities. Serving these communities through different programs and 

different functional emphases at different locations and times demands different cost 

structures for different institutions. 

The notion that equity is attained through access to equivalent dollars also ignores 

the question of access to what. In the preceding chapters we have shown, consistent with 

resource dependency theory, that the source of funding affects colleges' emphases. State 

funding without local appropriations is associated with lower enrollments. State-funded 

colleges attract fewer part-time and traditionally aged students and offer less diversity of 

programs. State-funded colleges also charge district residents significantly higher tuition 

rates than dual-funded ones and have a higher effective net price, confirming Shaman and 

Zemsky's (2003) finding that "the larger the local share of government appropriations, 

the smaller the net price per PTE student" (70). Dual-funded colleges, on the other hand, 

produced significantly lower outcomes when measured by degrees and certificates 

awarded per PTE and cohort graduation rate. These colleges, however, were more likely 

to offer classes that do not yield such awards including recreational, remedial and 

secondary programs. 
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The breadth of programs and greater participation by part-timers in dual-funded 

colleges support Adelman's (1992) characterization of the "occasional role" (p. 22) for 

community colleges. They also provide evidence of the college's role as "an educational 

service center that people enter and leave freely and as often as their interests and 

objectives change" (Breneman & Nelson, 1981, p. 31). While these findings and 

arguments lend support to the efficiency arguments for community college financing, 

they do not offer conclusive proof. Indeed, the diversity of programs offered and 

students served continue to be significant obstacles to defining and evaluating the 

benefits provided. 
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5.3 Policy Implications and Recommendations 

The community college sector is comprised of a complex variety of institutions. 

While this complexity is readily evident in organizational, governance and funding 

structures, perhaps no where is it more importantly expressed than in institutional 

mission. The product of two diverse (and divergent) educational systems and goals, the 

mission of the community college remains unresolved. Are these "junior" colleges 

whose successes are to be evaluated using measures akin to those of senior institutions, or 

are these the "community's" colleges whose accomphshments are assessed by the local 

citizenry? While accountability for the former will encompass award completions and 

graduation rates, accountability for the latter might be measured such statistics as 

utilization rate or the degree of local support provided, that is, how local residents vote 

with their feet or in the ballot box. 

Since definitions of equity depend upon one's understanding of or beliefs about 

institutional mission and outcomes, evaluation of policy on community colleges can 

become highly subjective. My research, however, has yielded some objective findings: 

• Dual-funded colleges provide services to larger numbers of students, both in 

total and as a percentage of the population, and enroll higher percentages of 

part-timers. 

• Dual-funded colleges charge lower tuition rates for local residents and offer 

institutional financial aid to more students. 

• Dual-funded colleges offer a wider array of programs and have a higher 

probability of offering occupational, remedial and recreational programs. 
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• Dual-funded colleges award fewer degrees per FTE and have lower 

graduation rates than state-funded colleges. 

If the egalitarian model of community colleges is used as these colleges, dual-

funded colleges appear to better meet the related goals of responsiveness to the local 

community, linkages to public secondary education, service to a broad constituency, and 

student access. Assuming Cross' 1981 survey results to still be valid indication of 

community interests in these local colleges, then the colleges' provision of recreational 

programs as well as their accessibility to part-timers provide evidence of continuing 

responsiveness to the local community. That they have a higher probability of offering 

occupational education than state-funded colleges, despite the latter's inclusion of 

significantly more occupational-only institutions, provides evidence that these colleges 

may even be better at local economic development. In addition, the broader array of 

programs offered by dual-funded colleges attests to their interest in serving varied 

constituent interests while the greater likelihood that dual-funded colleges offer dual-

credit programs for high school students provides evidence of on-going ties to 

community high schools. Their commitment to access is evident in the numbers and 

types of individuals served as well as their tuition and financial aid structures. All these 

findings support Adelman's (1992) assertion that community colleges fulfill an important 

role in providing hfelong learning on an as-needed basis. 

In sum, the current trend - driven, at least partially, by equity arguments - to 

eliminate local funding for community colleges has serious implications for the mission 

of the colleges, as it appears, perhaps surprisingly, to be (re)creating these colleges in the 
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elitist mold. This transformation is evidenced in the more focused curriculum offerings, 

higher tuition charged, and greater emphasis on traditional academic outcome measures 

of state-funded institutions. In light of Lee and Frank's (1990) finding that the strongest 

predictors of community college academic success were family background and high 

school preparation and that "increased educational equity.. .does not necessarily translate 

into 'real' higher education for disadvantaged students" (p. 178), this last finding is 

particularly troubling for institutions that purport to be instruments of social mobility. 

In light of these significant distinctions between dual- and state-funded 

community colleges, it is critical that pohcy makers, particularly those at the local level, 

including college administrators and trustees, re-evaluate the trend toward increased state 

funding of community colleges, and, acknowledging the important influence of local 

appropriations on college mission, consider reversing it. 
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5.4 Future Research 

The diversity of community colleges adds significant complexity to their study. 

Numerous authors in a special 2003 edition of New Directions for Community Colleges 

(McCormick & Cox, Cohen, Katsinas, Shaman & Zemsky, Merisotis & Shedd, Schuyler) 

have attempted to develop classification structures for these colleges, and the Carnegie 

Commission has announced that next year it will begin sorting community colleges into 

separate categories. In the meantime, research on these colleges covers a sizable domain. 

Nonetheless, in order to develop better understanding of the links between these 

colleges and their outcomes and thereby to better evaluate the efficiency argument, we 

need to examine variables at the local level. This necessitates obtaining specific 

information about institutions (e.g., courses offered) and their environments (e.g., local 

employment and industry data). Adding complexity to this problem is the idiosyncratic 

nature of college service areas, some of which align with political subdivisions such as 

counties and cities and for which local data may be obtained from the Bureau of Census, 

Labor Department and the like. In other states, however, such boundaries do not exist. 

For example, California's Orange County outside of Los Angeles is served by at least 

three separate college districts: North Orange County, South Orange County and 

Coastline. Consequently, this more locally focused research will need to utilize sampling 

strategies to limit the scope of data collection. 

In addition to furthering the analysis begun in this research at the local level, 

future research should include consideration of institutional and environmental dynamics. 

Time series analysis will allow us to examine how colleges respond to their changing 



225 

environments. As noted earlier, the new financial reporting model mandated by GASB 

35 complicates data analysis and may necessitate obtaining of survey data to supplement 

that currently available in IPEDS. 

Additional variables are also of interest in future research. These include nuances 

of the appropriations process including the roles of formulas in funding community 

colleges. They also include consideration of the capital financing process and how the 

need for capital dollars impacts the availability of operating funds and vice versa. 

Finally, this research has focused on the two major public funding sources for 

community colleges, state and local appropriations. With limits on taxes and the growing 

view of education as a private, not pubhc, good, tuition is becoming an increasingly 

important revenue source, averaging 19 percent (median 18 percent) of current revenues 

for community colleges in 2000. It is critical that policymakers and institutional leaders 

understand the ramifications of this change and colleges' increasing dependence on 

individuals' decisions and dollars. 

Also critically important is consideration of the increasing importance of revenue 

from entrepreneurial activities. These run the gamut from contracting with local business 

and industry to provide training programs to recruiting out-of-state (and out-of-country) 

residents to extending service areas by offering programs out-of-state and abroad. 

Currently, limited data on these activities is available in IPEDS. For example, revenue 

from contract activities is commingled with other revenues in a number of categories 

including "tuition and fees," "local grants and contracts," and "private gifts, grants and 

donations." In addition, for fiscal year 1999-2000, few community colleges reported 
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activities beyond their service areas. Recall that fewer than 10% reported conducting 

programs abroad; in addition, 95 percent reported five percent or less of their 

enrollments were comprised of nonresident aliens (54 percent reported no such students). 

Nonetheless, Levin's (2002) qualitative study has demonstrated that reductions in public 

funding led to significant entrepreneurial activity by the studied colleges. It behooves us 

to examine this phenomenon among the larger set of colleges investigated in this research 

and, particularly, to explore potentially different manifestations between state- and dual-

funded colleges. Because of the relatively small number of colleges reporting such 

activity, examination of changes over time may yield more interesting results. 

Alternatively, given the role of isomorphism in organizational behavior, exploration of 

the activities of some of the leading colleges in the field - Maricopa County Community 

College District (dual-funded) or Miami-Dade Community College (state-funded), for 

example - may provide insight into the evolution of community college missions in 

response to changing financial environments. 

As we examine the increasing privatization of funding and role for here-to-fore 

public community colleges, we will want to examine competition for students and dollars 

with independent non-profit and for-profit two-year colleges. While private institutions 

in 2000 were nearly equal in number with public community colleges, in total they served 

less than a tenth the number of students served by the public institutions. Many also 

manifest very focused missions in their names including cosmetology, culinary arts, 

nursing and health-related professions, and technical and business programs. As public 

community colleges look to expand their markets, will they assume roles and missions 



previously played by these privates, or, given the increasing tuition costs of publics, will 

private two-year colleges become more attractive to greater numbers of students and, 

perhaps, expand their educational offerings as the University of Phoenix has done in the 

four-year and graduate college sector? 



228 

REFERENCES 

Adelman, C. (1992). The way we are: The community college as American thermometer 
(U. S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement No. 461-D-5). Washington, DC: U. S. Government Printing 
Office. 

Allen, R., & Chaffee, E. E. (1981). Management fads in higher education. Boulder, CO: 
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems. 

Amey, M. J., & Twombly, S. B. (1992). Re-visioning leadership in community colleges. 
Review of Higher Education, 15, 125-150. 

Askin, J. A. (2003). State structures for higher education governance: Impact on 
funding. Unpublished manuscript. 

Askin, J. A. (2004a). Drawing on organizational theories to predict interactions of 
community college mission, structure and funding. Unpublished manuscript. 

Askin, J. A. (2004b| Factors that influence appropriations for public community 
colleges. Unpublished manuscript. 

Atwell, R. (1996). Higher education governance in despair [Electronic version]. Journal 
for Higher Education Management, 11, 13-20. 

Bailey, T. R., & Averianova, I. E. (1999). Multiple missions of community colleges: 
Conflictory or complementary. New York: Columbia University, Community 
College Research Center Occasional Paper. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED428800) 

Bers, T. H. (1980). Pohtics, programs, and local governments: The case of community 
colleges [Electronic version]. Journal of Politics, 42, 150-164. 

Betts, J. R., & McFarland, L. L. (1995). Safe port in a storm: The impact of labor 
market conditions on community college enrollments [Electronic version]. 
Journal of Human Resources, XXX, 741-765. 

Bound, J., Groen, J., Kedzi, G. G., & Turner. S. (2004). Trade in university training: 
Cross-state variation in the production and stock of college-educated labor 
[Electronic version]. Journal of Econometrics, 121, 143-173. 

Bowen, H. R. (1980). The cost of higher education: How much do colleges and 
universities spend per student and how much should they spend? San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 



229 

Bowen, F. M., Bracco, K. R., Callan, P. M., Finney, J. E., Richardson, R. C., & 
Trombley. W. (1997). State structures for governance of higher education: A 
comparative study. San Jose; California Higher Education Policy Center. 

Bowey, A. M. (1976). The sociology of organizations. London: Hodder & Stoughton. 

Breneman, D. (1993). Higher education: On a collision course with new realities. 
Boston: American Student Assistance. 

Breneman D. W., & Nelson, S. C. (1981). Financing public community colleges: An 
economic perspective. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. 

Brint, S., & Karabel, J. (1989). The diverted dream. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (2000). A Classification of 
Institutions of Higher Education, 2000 Edition [Electronic version]. Princeton: 
Author. 

Clotfelter, C. T. (1976). Public spending for higher education: An empirical test of two 
hypotheses. Public Finance, XXXI, 177-195. 

Cohen, A. (2003). College size as the major discriminator. New Directions for 
Community Colleges, 122, 39-46. 

Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (1996). The American community college ed.). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cohen, A. M., Lombardi, J., & Brawer, F. B. (1975). College responses to community 
demands. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cohen, M. D., March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1972). A garbage can model of 
organizational choice. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17, 1-25. 

Coughlin, C. C., & Erekson, O. H. (1986). Determinants of state aid and voluntary 
support of higher education [Electronic version]. Economics of Education 
Review, 5, 179-190. 

Cross, K. P. (1981). Community colleges on the plateau [Electronic version]. Journal of 
Higher Education, (52), 113-123. 

Diener, T. (1994). Growth of an American invention: From junior to community 
college. In J. L. Radcliff, S. Schwarz, & L. Ebbers (Eds.), Community colleges 



230 

(2"'' ed.) (pp. 3-11). Needham Heights, MA: Simon and Schuster Higher 
Education Custom Publishing. 

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional 
isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields [Electronic 
version]. American Sociological Review, 48, 147-160. 

Dougherty, K. J. (1994). The contradictory college: The conflicting origins, impacts, 
and futures of the community college. Albany, NY: State University of New 
York Press. 

Dougherty, K. J., & Bakia, M. F. (1999). The new economic development role of the 
community college. New York: Columbia University, Community College 
Research Center. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED439750) 

Dowd, A. C. (2004). Community college revenue disparities: What accounts for an 
urban college deficit? Urban Review, 36, 251-270. 

Dowd, A. C., & Grant, J. L. (in press). Equity and efficiency of community college 
appropriations: The role of local financing. Review of Higher Education. 

Edgerton, J., Haughwout, A., & Rosen R. (2004). Institutions, tax structure and state-
local stress [Electronic version]. National Tax Journal, 57, 147-158. 

Education Commission of the States Center for Community College Policy (2000). State 
funding for community colleges: A 50-state survey. Denver, CO: Author. 

Ehrenberg, R. G. (2002, May). Studying ourselves: The academic labor market. 
Presidential Address to the Society of Labor Economists, Baltimore, MD. 

Evelyn, J. (2004, Oct 29). The search for new means of support. Chronicle of Higher 
Education, pp. B5-B8. 

Garms, W. 1. (1977). Financing community colleges. NY: Teachers College Press. 

Garms, W. I. (1986). The determinants of public revenues for higher and local education. 
Education Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 8, 277-293. 

Garrett, R. L. (1993). A profile of state community college characteristics and their 
relationship to degrees of centralization [Electronic version]. Community College 
Review, 20(5), 6-15 

Griffith, M. & Connor, A. (1994). Democracy's open door: The community college in 
America's future. Portsmouth, NH: Boyton/Cook. 



231 

Heller, D. E. (2004). State oversight of academia. In R. G. Ehrenberg (Ed.), Governing 
academia (pp. 49-67). Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

Henry, T. C. (2000). From theory to practice: Implementing a state-level comparator-
based funding request and allocation model [Electronic version]. Community 
College Review, 28(3), 37-56. 

Hoenack, S. A., & Pierro, D. J. (1990). An econometric model of a public university's 
income and enrollments [Electronic version]. Journal of Economic Behavior and 
Organization, 14, 403-423. 

Holbrook, T. M., & Can Dunk, E. (1993). Electoral competition in the states. American 
Political Science Review, (87), 955-962. 

Hossler, D., Lund, J. P., Ramin, J, Wetfall, S., & Irish, S. (1997). State funding for 
higher education: The Sisyphean task [Electronic version]. Journal of Higher 
Education, 68. 160-190. 

Hovey, H. (1999). State funds for higher education: Fiscal decisions and policy 
implications. In J. L. Yaeger, G. M. Nelson, E. A. Potter, J. C. Weidman, & T. G. 
Zutto (Eds.), ASHE Reader on Finance in Higher Education (2°'^ ed.) (pp. 179-
198). Boston: Pearson Custom Publishing. 

Hoxby, C. M. (1996). Are efficiency and equity in school finance substitutes or 
complements? [Electronic version] Journal of Economic Perspectives, 10, 51-72. 

Hoxby, C. M. (2001). All school finance equalizations are not created equal [Electronic 
version]. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 116, 1189-1231. 

Johnstone, D. B. (1988). Patterns of finance: Revolution, evolution, or more of the 
same? [Electronic version] Review of Higher Education, 21, 245-255. 

Kane, T. J., Orszag, P. R., & Gunter, D. L. (2003). State fiscal constraints and higher 
education spending: The role of Medicaid and the business cycle. Washington, 
DC: The Urban Institute. 

Kane, T. J., & Rouse, C.E. (1999). The community college: Educating students at the 
margin between college and work. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 13, 63-84. 

Katsinas, S.G. (2003). Two-year college classifications based on institutional control, 
geography, governance and size. New Directions for Community Colleges, 122, 
17-28. 



232 

Keith, B. (1996). The context of educational opportunity: States and the legislative 
organization of community colleges. American Journal of Education, 105, 67-
101. 

Kemnitz, A. (1999). Demographic structure and the political economy of education 
subsidies. Public Choice, 101, 235-49. 

Lee, V. E., & Frank, K. A. (1990). Students' characteristics that facilitate the transfer 
from two-year to four-year colleges. Sociology of Education, 63, 178-193. 

Leslie, L. L., & Rhoades, G. (1995). Rising administrative costs: Seeking explanations. 
Journal of Higher Education, 66, 187-212. 

Levin, J. S. (1998). Organizational change and the community college [Electronic 
version]. New Directions for Community Colleges, 102, 1-4. 

Levin, J. S. (1999). Missions and structures: Bringing clarity to perceptions about 
globalization and higher education in Canada [Electronic version]. Higher 
Education, 37, 377-399. 

Levin, J. S. (2001). The buffered and the buffeted institution: Globahzation and the 
community college. In B. K. Townsend & S. B. Twombly (Eds.), Community 
colleges: Policy in the future context [Electronic version] (pp. 77-97). Westport, 
CT: Ablex Pubhshing. 

Levin, J. S. (2002). Global culture and the community college [Electronic version]. 
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 26, 121-145. 

Lindeen, J. W., & Willis, G. L. (1975). Pohtical, socioeconomic, and demographic 
patterns of support for public higher education [Electronic version]. Western 
Political Quarterly, 28, 528-541. 

Lowry, R. C. (2001a). Governmental structure, trustee selection, and public university 
prices and spending: Multiple means to similar ends [Electronic version]. 
American Journal of Political Science, 45, 845-861. 

Lowry, R. C. (2001b). The effects of state pohtical interests and campus outputs on 
public university revenues [Electronic version]. Economics of Education Review, 
20, 105-119. 

Marlow, M., & Shiers, A. (2001). Do crime-related expenditures crowd out higher 
education expenditures? Public Finance Review, 29, 369-393. 

Massy, W., & Zemsky, R. (1990, November/December). Cost containment: Committing 
to a new reality. Change, 22(6), 16-22. 

McCartan, A. (1983). The community college mission: Present challenges and future 
visions [Electronic version]. Journal of Higher Education, 54, 676-692. 



233 

McCormick, A. C., & Cox, R. D. (2003). Classifying two-year colleges: Purposes, 
possibilities and pitfalls. New Directions for Community Colleges, 122, 7-15. 

McKeown-Moak, M. P. (1999). Higher education funding formulas [Electronic version]. 
New directions for higher education, 107, 99-107. 

Merisotis, J. P., & Shedd, J. M. (2003). Using IPEDS to develop a classification scheme 
for two-year postsecondary institutions. New Directions for Community Colleges, 
122, 47-61. 

Merisotis, J. P., & Wolanin, T. R. Community college financing: Strategies and 
challenges. New expeditions: Charting the second century of community colleges. 
Issues Paper No. 5 [Electronic version]. Annapolis Junction, MD: American 
Association of Community Colleges, Association of Community College 
Trustees. (ERIC Document Reproduction Services No. ED439737) 

Mikesell, J. L. (2003). Fiscal administration: Analysis and applications for the public 
sector (6'^ ed). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishers. 

Mindlin, S. E., & Aldrich, H. (1975). Interorganizational dependence: A review of the 
concept and a reexamination of the findings of the Aston group [Electronic 
version]. Administrative Science Quarterly, 20, 382-392. 

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education (2003). Purposes, policies, 
performance: Higher education and the fulfillment of a state's public agenda. 
Retrieved June 15, 2003, from http://www. 
highereducation.org/reports/aiheps/aiheps.shtml 

National Center for Education Statistics (2002). Digest of education statistics tables and 
figures 2002 [Data file]. Retrieved April 28, 2005, from 
http://nces.ed.gOv/programs/digest/d02/dt334.asp 

National Center for Education Statistics (1999, 2000). Integrated postsecondary 
education data system [Data file]. Available from http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ 

National Governors Association (2005). Governors search [Data file]. Retrieved March 
21, 2005, from http:// www.nga.org/govemors/l,1169,C_SEARCH_GOV,OO.html 

Nunley, C. R. (2001). The 'community's college' and the realities of change. 
Community College Journal, 77(5), 50-52. 

O'SuUivan, A. (2001). Limits on local property taxation: The United States experience. 
In W. E. Gates (Ed.), Property taxation and local government finance (pp. 177-
200). Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

Palmer, J. C. (2005). Grapevine: An annual compilation of data on state tax 
appropriations for the general operation of higher education [Data file]. Normal, 
IL: Illinois State University, Center for the Study of Education Policy. Available 
from http://www.coe. ilstu.edu/grapevine/ 

http://www
http://www.coe


234 

Parsons, T. (1956). Suggestions for a sociological approach to the theory of 
organizations [Electronic version]. Administrative Science Quarterly, 1, 63-85. 

Peterson, R. G. (1976). Environmental and political determinants of state higher 
education appropriations policies. Journal of Higher Education, 47, 523-542. 

Pfeffer, J. (2003). External control of organizations: A resource dependence perspective 
[Electronic version]. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations: A resource 
dependency perspective. New York: Harper & Row. 

Reed, M. 1. (1992). The sociology of organizations: Themes, perspectives, and prospects. 
New York: HarvesterAVheatsheaf. 

Rhoades, G., & Slaughter, S.(1997). Academic capitalism: Managed professionals, and 
supply side higher education [Electronic version]. Social Text, 51, 9-38. 

Rhoades, G., & Spom, B. (2002). New models of management and shifting modes and 
costs of production: Europe and the United States [Electronic version]. Tertiary 
Education and Management, 1, 3-28. 

Richardson, Jr., R.C., & de los Santos, G. E. (2001). Statewide governance structures 
and two-year colleges. In B. K. Townsend & S. B. Twombly (Eds.), Community 
colleges: Policy in the future context [Electronic version] (pp. 39-55). Westport, 
CT: Ablex Publishing. 

Richardson, R. C. Jr., & Leslie, L. L. (1980). The impossible dream? Financing 
community college's evolving mission. Washington, DC; American Association 
of Community and Junior Colleges. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 
ED 197783) 

Rizzo, M. J. (2003). A (less than) zero sum game? State funding for public education: 
How public education institutions have lost. Unpublished manuscript, Cornell 
University. 

Rusk, J. J., & Leslie, L. L. (1978). The setting of tuition in public higher education 
[Electronic version]. Journal of Higher Education, 49, 531-547. 

Sabloff, P. L. W. (1995). The decision process of a professionalized legislature: A 
cognitive anthropology approach [Electronic version]. Political Behavior, 17, 
403-432. 

Schapiro, M. O., McPherson, M., & Winston, G. (1993). Paying the piper: Productivity, 
incentives, and financing in U. S. higher education. Ann Arbor, MI: University 
of Michigan Press. 



235 

Schmidt, S. M., & Kochan, T. A. (1977). Interorganizational relationships: Patterns and 
motivations [Electronic version]. Administrative Science Quarterly, 22, 220-234. 

Schuyler, G. (2003). A curriculum-based classification scheme for community colleges. 
New Directions for Community Colleges, 122, 29-38. 

Seyfried, W., & Pantuosco, L. (2003). Estimating the sensitivity of state tax returns to 
cyclical and wealth effects [Electronic version]. Journal of Economics and 
Finance, 27, 114-124. 

Shaman, S. M., & Zemsky, R. (2003). On markets and other matters: A price model for 
public two-year colleges [Electronic version]. New Directions for Community 
Colleges, 122, 63-75. 

Slaughter, S., & Leslie, L. (1997). Academic capitalism: Politics, policies, and the 
entrepreneurial university. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

St. John, E. P. (1991). A framework for reexamining state resource-mgmt strategies in 
higher education [Electronic version]. Journal of Higher Education, 62, 263-287. 

Strathman, J. G. (1994). Migration, benefit spillovers and state support of higher 
education [Electronic version]. Urban Studies, 31, 913-920. 

Tolbert, P. S. (1985). Institutional environments and resource dependence: Sources of 
administrative structure in institutions of higher education [Electronic version]. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 30, 1-13. 

Tollefson, T. A. (2000, April). Mortorana's legacy: Research on state systems of 
community colleges. Presented at the annual meeting of the Council for the Study 
of Community Colleges, Washington, DC. 

Toma, E. F. (1990). Boards of trustees, agency problems, and university output. Public 
Choice, 67, 1-9. 

U. S. Census Bureau, Census 2000. Demographic profiles [Data file]. Retrieved March 
17, 2005, from http;//censtat.census.gov/data/US/0100.pdf 

U. S. Census Bureau. Statistical abstract of the United States 2001 (Data file]. 
Available: http://www. census.gov/prod/www/statistical-abstract-04.html 

U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (2000). Regional 
Economic Accounts. Retrieved March 17, 2005, from 
http ://w w w .bea. go v/bea/regional/stateloc al .htm 

U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2000). Local Area 
Unemployment Statistics - Over-the-year change in unemployment rates for 

http://www


236 

states 1999-2000 [Data file]. Retrieved March 17, 2005, from 
http:stats.bls.gOv/lau/lastch00.htm 

Walmsley, G. L., & Zald, M. N. (1973). The political economy of public organizations: 
A critique and approach to the study of public administration. Lexington, MA: 
Lexington Books. 

Wildavsky, A., & Caiden, N. (1997). The new politics of the budgetary process (5^'' ed.). 
New York: Addison Wesley Longman. 

Williamson, O. E. (1963). Managerial discretion and business behavior. American 
Economic Review, 53, 1032-1057. 

Young, R. B. (1977). The identity crisis of the community college: A dilemma in the 
dialectic [Electronic version]. Journal of Higher Education, XLVIII, 333-342. 

Zald , M.N. (1970). Organizational change; The political economy of the YMCA. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Zarkesh, M. (2004). UCLA Community College Review: Performance indicators and 
performance-based funding in community colleges [Electronic version]. 
Community College Review, 5i(4), 62-76. 

Zeitz, G. (1980). Interorganizational dialectics [Electronic version]. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 25, 72-88. 

Zumeta, W. (2001) Public policy and accountability in higher education: Lessons from 
the past the present for the new millennium. In D. E. Heller (Ed.), The states and 
public higher education policy: Affordabiliy, access, and accountability (pp. 155-
197). Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Zumeta, W. (2003). Higher education finances: In recession again. NEA 2003 Almanac 
of Higher Education, 53-66. Retrieved October 23, 2003, from 
http://www2.nea.org/he/healma2k3/index.html 


