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--- Abstract 

An inter-disciplinary look at a mid-sized public institution of higher learning, this paper 
combines the history and theory of higher education finance and the politics of economic 
decision making into a comprehensive case study of Ball State University. By examining Ball 
State University income and expense data from 1950-2000, as well as changes to the university 
structure, this paper compares and contrasts Ball State University to regional and national trends, 
as weB as offers explanations for tuition increases of the past and present. This paper provides 
those interested in higher education finance a document to further fuel the debate over rising 
tuition costs, as well as brings together fifty years of information about Ball State University 
from multiple offices into one location. 
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The price of financing higher education has been an issue for many years, with every 

tuition increase bringing cries of "College is too expensive!" and "What are they doing with all 

of our money?" Many times these comments are based on one statistic: tuition alone. Critics 

take little time to look at price increases compared to inflation, household income, or a myriad of 

changes within a university's structure. By studying the finances of Ball State University, a mid

sized public university located in Muncie, Indiana, from 1950-2000, I hope to provide a case 

study for the debate over the future of higher education finance by comparing university tuition 

to state and national trends, examining changes over time to a university that causes tuition to 

rise. With this information, one can determine what an unchanged 1950 university would look 

like fifty years later, as well as the ramifications of such decision-making. 

College education is like no other good in our economy. A common complaint from 

those outside higher education to academics is, "How the heck do you manage to get away with 

it? You seem to be able to charge anything you want, do what you want, and get away with it. 

In my business, I'd never be able to do what you do."! What the average person doesn't realize, 

however, are the intrinsic complexities of higher education. College tuition is not the true 

measure of price or the value of a public institution, but simply fills in the gap left behind by 

state legislatures to pay for higher education. College administrators look to maximize value for 

the tuition paid, but the fact that tuition is not based solely on supply and demand makes judging 

today's tuition increases difficult. D. Bruce Johnstone adds, "Higher education in any society is 

a costly enterpris<:. It is labor intensive, and the labor. . .is expensive relative to the work force 

generally." 2 When faculty and staff dictate a change in the nature of compensation, state 

legislatures or college administrators must raise revenue to offset increasing expenses. When 

legislatures cannot fully compensate for a system shock, tuition is increased to compensate. 
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Another misperception about higher education finance is the extent people focus on 

tuition, often in surprise at the rate of increase, commonly referred to as "sticker shock.,,3 But 

tuition is only a portion of the total cost of higher education, with state legislatures paying much 

of the bill through tax revenue. It can be expected, then, that as fluctuations occur within 

appropriations at the state level, tuition will be inversely affected. 

All of this aside, the public's perception of the value of higher education has changed. 

Although more students are attending institutions of higher learning than ever before, a survey 

conducted in 1997 showed that 75 percent of Americans believed higher education was 

necessary to get ahead in life, but 40 percent said that the cost of a college education is not 

justified by what people get out of it4 Nationally, calls for investigation and reform began in 

mid-1980s, when Congress ordered studies of education costs. Blame circulated from the federal 

government that states were giving up on education, and the ensuing whirlwind continues today 

in the halls of state legislatures and on Capitol Hill. 5 The purpose of the Ball State case study is 

to quantify arguments for why higher education has changed over the last 50 years by detailing 

the university located in Middletown, USA. 

Bringing the Numbers Together: BSU Tuition, Regional and State Data, CPI 

The following table (Table 1) provides tuition data from Ball State University, a vital 

statistic that will be incorporated into many comparisons throughout this study. 



Year 
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In order to understand these increases relative to national and regional statistics, Table 2 

provides Midwest median income, national mean income, and the consumer price index (Cpr) 

over the same time period, followed by Chart I, which compares Ball State tuition to these 

national and regional figures. 

CPI 

Chart 1: BSU Tuition Compared to Regional, National Income 
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- Analyzing the data, a disparity between Ball State tuition increases and regional and 

national statistics becomes apparent. From 1950 to 2000, tuition at Ball State multiplied 52.91 

times its 1950 level, while Midwest median income multiplied only 11.8 times. Similar 

observations can be made about U.S. mean income (multiplied 17.1 times) and the cpr 

(multiplied 7.14 times).6 

From this data, the percentage of various incomes that would be needed to pay tuition at 

Ball State is shown in Chart 2 (Annual data for charts not in text can be found in the appendix): 

Chart 2: Percentage of Median Income to BSU Tuition 
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A general upward trend has occurred with tuition and median income over the past fifty 

years, with people paying a higher percentage of their income to attain higher education. The 
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first large rise happened from 1956-61, when the percentage of median income devoted to tuition 

rose from 2.32 percent to 3.92 percent. Larger tuition hikes occurring every two to three years, 



- as opposed to smaller annual increases created the jagged patterns of the 1960s. The percentage 

of Midwestern median income spiked at 5.47 percent in 1970 and 5.67 percent in 1972 before 

beginning to decline in 1974, which continued through the rest ofthe decade. This decline, 

however, was most likely due to inflation affecting income more than Ball State tuition. 

Nonetheless, levels would not reach the 1972 peak for fifteen years, then held relatively steady 

until 1990, when a second spike occurred, reaching its peak in 1996 at 7.54 percent of median 

income. The trend has since gone down, but this time without high inflation accompanying it. 

What this trend means for the future of Ball State tuition is still to be seen. 

Ball State University, 1950 to 2000: A Campus in Transition 

Ball State University (then called Ball State Teachers College) in 1950 was a bustling 

campus of3,144 students. The university had 193 instructional staff, and offered fourteen 

academic departments, all related to teaching. Courses were scheduled with paper and pencil, 

with course descnptions posted on a wall for students to peruse. In 2000, Ball State University 

had 17,490 students, chose from 61 academic departments in seven academic colleges, and 

learned from 1,431 faculty members. Course signups occurred almost entirely through the 

Internet, and nearly every classroom had a computer. The fifty years in between, as noted in 

Table 3, were not years of consistency, with fluctuating enrollment leaving administrators little 

chance to dependably prepare for university growth. 

5 
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What does all of this mean? A number of things occurred simultaneously on the Ball 

State campus, some of which coincided with upward trends in tuition paid by Ball State students. 

That does not meao, however, that one message is provided about rising tuition. In order to 

examine the changes, one must first examine the spending behind them: the Ball State budget. 

Where's it coming from? A Look at Ball State's Income 

As mentioned earlier, tuition is only a portion of the payment made for higher education. 

Table 4 below shows annual dollar amounts and percentages of income derived from both tuition 

payments and appropriations from the Indiaoa General Assembly: 
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Income earned from tuition since 1950 has increased over 334 fold from its 1950 level, 

while the income from appropriations has only increased by approximately 116 times. When 

compared to one another as percentages of total income, the picture becomes clearer. 
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Chart 3: Percentage of Budget Derived from Fees v. Appropriations 
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A general downward trend has occurred over fifty years, but not without inconsistencies. 

The percentage of tuition jumped sharply in 1969, peaking in 1972 before leveling and 

decreasing to a steady 23 percent in 1975. This period of instability coincided with the increases 

in percentage of median income outlined in Chart 2. Since tuition jumped nearly 85 percent in 

that six-year period, the highest six-year jump in the fifty years of the study, it should be safe to 

say that financial instability was a factor in that period's large tuition increases. After leveling in 

1975, seventeen years passed before the 1975 percentage was eclipsed. The percentage of 

income from the state legislature then actually rose from 72.5 percent in 1982 to 79.1 percent in 

1986 before returning to 72 percent in 1988 and falling to 63.7 percent in 1994. Appropriation 

levels have since remained steady. 

It is impOltant to note that financing higher education at the state level is not an easy task. 

Because states contribute much ofthe funding for higher education, they are the major factor in 



setting tuition prices, either through direct limits or through their own contributions. State 

philosophy often attempts to achieve access and quality by keeping tuition as low as possible. 

Halstead points out a past flaw oflegislatures, however. "In the past. .. government funding of 

higher education ... was set by incremental adjustment of the previous year's budget.,,7 

8 

When appropriations are increased by set amounts, system shocks such as inflation, large 

enrollment increases, and space constraints can hit universities, leaving administrators with less 

money than needed for the cost of living adjustments for faculty, instruction, and other services. 

With appropriations set, universities are left with the decision to either cut services or raise 

tuition. Whether blame is placed on the system shock itself, the university's ability to prepare 

for the shock in other ways, or the legislature's ability to appropriate more funds, tuition 

increases are often the quickest way to offset it. 

Ball State Expenditures: Budget Categories and Descriptions 

Since 1957, there have been six major categories of expenditures, although their names 

have changed over the years. General Administration refers to the administrative costs 

(including administrative technology) that Ball State spends annually. Institutional Services 

and Benefits contains the non-monetary compensation packages for faculty and staff, as well as 

any remitted fees, with the former being the vast majority of the category. Academic Affairs, as 

the name implies, is the cost of teaching students, including faculty salaries, costs of research, 

and costs associated with instructional development, including curriculum and technology. 

Student Affairs, included with general administration until 1957, is "funds expended for 

activities contributing to students' emotional, physical, cultural, and social development outside 

the classroom."g Physical Plant refers to the maintenance and operations of Ball State's 

buildings, grounds, and coal plant. University Relations consists of Ball State's campus radio 
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and television stations, as well as other spending that allows Ball State to reach out into outlying 

communities. Technology became such a large portion ofthe budget (with additional 

appropriations coming from the Indiana General Assembly specifically for technology) that 

Academic SupportlInformation Technology was created as a budget category in 1996. Most 

technology funding previously came from general administration and academic affairs. 

With the categories now described, below is a chart of Ball State University's 

expenditures from 1950-2000. A detailed look and description by presidency will follow (actual 

budget numbers can be found in the appendix). 

Chart 4: BSU Expenditures, 1950-2000 
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The Emens Years, 1950-1968 

The university changed immensely yet remained financially stable during the years John 

R. Emens was president of Ball State University. Campus enrollment grew from 3,144 to 14,919 

students, and building space on campus grew from over 950,000 to nearly 2,000,000 square feet 

to compensate. Fourteen academic departments in the Teachers College expanded to 19 

departments in five academic colleges, with faculty members tripling from 193 to 582. 

Financially, the Ball State budget multiplied over 11 times its 1950 level, from $1.75 million to 

$19.48 million, with tuition multiplying 5.65 times, from $69 to $390 annually. Below is a look 

at how all of these changes affected allocations within the Ball State budget. 
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Chart 5: BSU Expenditures- The Emens Years (1950-68) 
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For the most part, the allocation of the Ball State budget remained relatively steady. The 

enrollment boom of Emens' tenure allowed the budget to grow exponentially, without equally 

large increases in tuition, allowing the university to hire faculty and build new buildings without 

taking away from other services. The lone year in Emens' tenure where a large increase in one 

category (general administration) occurred at the expense of another category (academic affairs) 

was 1955. The addition of student affairs and university relations as budget categories in 1957 

provides a shock to the graph, but the apparent decrease in administrative funding was due to 

student affairs and university relations previous classification as general administration expenses. 

Little money was reallocated, just reclassified. 

From 1958 to 1968, spending levels for academic affairs generally increased, rising from 

63.2 to 66.5 percent of the total budget. Although a 3.2 percent increase over ten years seems 

statistically inconsequential, academic affairs spending would not see the 1968 levels after 1971. 

The Emens years also saw the only time where institutional benefits grew without significantly 

lowering academic affairs spending. During 1965-1969, institutional benefits nearly doubled, 

growing from 4.9 to 8.6 percent of the budget, while academic affairs spending remained 

relatively steady, lowering from 67.4 to 65.4 percent of the budget. Although two percent of the 

budget is slightly over half of the change and changes generally result in a zero sum game, later 

increases were taken from academic affairs at rates from 75 to 90 percent ofthe total. 

1968-1978, the Pruis Years 

The decade under the presidency of John H. Pruis continued the same growth seen under 

Emens. Enrollment only grew by slightly over 2,000 students, but saw a peak at 17,933 students 

in 1971 before enrollment fell for the first time since 1951, decreasing to 16,392 in 1974 before 

breaking 17,000 in 1975 and holding steady through 1978. The real growth at the university 
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came in academic diversification, with the university expanding from 19 to 49 academic 

departments in just ten years. 

Chart 6: BSU Expendltures- The Pruis Years (1968·78) 
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The major financial issue for the university during Pruis' tenure was the need for a 

variety of excellent professors to teach in the newly created departments. The pay scale for 
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faculty was based on a wage salary schedule, where pay increases were based only on number of 

years of service and job title. John Worthen, Ball State president from 1984-2000 said of the pay 

system, "We were hiring people as full professors who had been assistant professors at other 

colleges. We had to do something to attract people from places where salaries were higher.,,9 

Pruis introduced the issue of changing the schedule soon after his inauguration, saying later that 

"Ball State would not be the place it is today [2000] if we couldn't keep and attract the best 

people to teach. I broached the issue in 1968 and it was a lightning rod."IO 
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Although described as a lightning rod, it was not instituted with lightning speed, with 

budget expenditures showing the lack of change. Budget levels from 1968 to 1972 remained 

constant until 1972, when institutional benefits nearly doubled from 6.9 percent of the total 

budget to 10.5 percent, as the university attempted to attract professors to 18 departments created 

from 1970 to 1972. No tuition increase in 1974 sent a shock into the system, however, and 

administrators responded by cutting institutional services by sixty percent in 1975. The lack of 

reaction to inflation, along with the still-standing pay scale scared potential faculty away, and the 

university adopted a new pay scale. Starting in 1975, institutional services would never receive 

less than seven percent of the total budget. 

1978-2000: Burkhardt, Anderson, Bell, and Worthen 

Chart 7: BSU Expenditures, 1978-2000 
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From 1978 to 1984, Ball State University saw three presidents before stabilizing with the 

hiring of John Worthen: Richard Burkhardt, Jerry Anderson, and Robert Bell. The same years 

also saw budget instability due to rises in inflation. Tuition reacted first, but concerns to 
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continue to hire top-notch faculty led to a cut in academic affairs spending in 1983 to increase 

institutional services. Under the leadership of John Worthen, the university continued to expand, 

peaking for the first time above 20,000 (20,488 in 1991), adding nine academic departments 

(raising the total to 61), and expanding faculty by nearly 600 to 1,431. 

Due to more hiring and a more competitive job market, as well as increases in the cost of 

insurance, rises in institutional benefits continued, rising from 18.8 to 29.1 percent of the total 

budget. Technology also played a larger role under Worthen, with the university gaining 

additional appropriations starting in 1996 specifically for technology. This added revenue led to 

the creation of academic supportlinformation technology line in the budget, which previously 

was a part of general administration and academic affairs, explaining away the decreases to 

category names and not actual spending. 

University Statistical Analysis 

The previous pages have shown Ball State's growth over fifty years through budgetary 

spending. There are, however, a number of other measures to show changes (and therefore 

explanations for spending) since 1950. These statistical analyses can offer evidence for both 

sides of the "Is College Too Expensive?" debate. 

Capital Outlay: Ball State Construction Over Fifty Years 

Capital outlay, or the construction and maintenance of buildings on campus, is a very 

expensive undertaking. If an institution's enrollment is going to multiply six times, then there is 

often no choice but to expand, sometimes at the cost of students. 

In 1950, Ball State University owned and maintained 952,885 square feet of space in 

academic and athletic facilities. 11 As enrollment grew, buildings expanded as well, with 
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- 3,362,616 feet of space at students' disposal in 2000. Below is a chart of that expansion 

compared to enrollment, measured in square feet of space per student at Ball State: 

Chart 8: Square Feet/Student at BSU, 1950-2000 
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The number of square feet per student on campus went down quickly from its 1952 level 

of386.5 square feet per student. The downward trend starting in 1953 continued to 1971, with 

upward exceptions occurring in 1962 (Irving Gym facility built), 1963 (Emens Auditorium 

built), and 1965 (Cooper Science building built). In 1971, square feet per student bottomed at 

120.3. With the completion of Bracken Library in 1972, however, the trend reversed, rising to 

151. 9 in 1974 before maintaining stability for nearly twenty years. The current upward trend 

began in 1994 and continues today, due to both a decrease in enrollment and the completion of 

the Arts and 10umalism Building in 2000. 

But arguing that the university has not attempted to retum to the levels of the early 1950s 

based from this data is not a complete argument. The above chart does not show annual 
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percentage increases in both square footage and enrollment, in essence not explaining whether or 

not changes in square feet per student are based on changes in enrollment, campus square 

footage, or both. The chart below gives a more detailed account of building construction and 

enrollment. To compensate for the time it takes to construct buildings, as well as large 

percentage changes with the addition of one building, the data is broken down by biennium. 

Chart 9: Percentage Biannual Change in BSU Enrollment. Square Footage, 1950-2000 
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The graph shows a pattern of increases in construction coinciding or occurring the 

biennium after a large enrollment increase. The chart above shows that although square footage 

per student decreased in the 1950s and 1960s, the university increased construction, but could 

not keep up at nearly the same rate as the post World War II enrollment boom. Construction did 

not increase at the same rate as enrollment until the late 1960s. University construction grows at 

a slower rate in the 1970s than the 1960s, but enrollment decreases in the 1970s and early 1980s 

allow for an increase in square feet per student. The rate lowered with the enrollment boom of 

the late 1980s, but recovered with the enrollment decreases that followed. 
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Examining constant increases shows, like the chart above, that overall expansion did not 

keep up with enrollment. But examining just the past 25 years shows a different story. 

Chart 10: Square Footage v. Enrollment, 1975-2000 
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Construction exceeded enrollment increases every year since 1982 (Robert Bell building 

completed), including the enrollment boom of 1988-1993 (Health and Physical Fitness Complex, 

including Worthen Arena completed). Tuition from 1975-2000 increased 416 percent (from 

$720 to $3,720 armually), while tuition from 1950-1974 increased 943 percent (from $69 to $720 

annually). I will return to this distinction later in the paper. 

Faculty v. Administration: Whom Do We Need More? 

The debate over the increase of administrators on campuses in recent years is nothing 

new. Many people have said that students lose out in the classroom because there are more 



-

administrators hired, taking away the ability to keep the best professors. By examining the 

budgets for each, the ratio of academic affairs to general administration spending was derived: 

Chart 11: Ratio of Academic Affairs and General Administration Spending 
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The ratio as shown is unfortunately not consistent due to category restructuring in 1957 

and 1996. The other two large jumps, however, cannot be explained away to restructuring. In 

1977 the ratio of academic to administrative spending fell from 17.8 to 10.3, and fell again in 

18 

1988 from 7.9 to 5.6. The two long-term trends are from 1957 to 1976, rising from 13.8 to 17.8, 

and from 1977 to 1995, falling from 10.3 to 5.8. Although this ratio does not single-handedly tip 

the scales to one side of the debate, a lowering ratio between academic affairs and general 

administration spending could mean the former is suffering due to the latter. 
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So Students Are Getting Less in the Classroom? 

An increase in administrative spending over academic spending does not necessarily 

mean that students are receiving less academically overall. The 1950 budget has expanded 

exponentially in all areas, so to say students are receiving less academically is incomplete. 

The nature of a professor's compensation has changed dramatically over the past fifty 

years. In 1950, very little was offered in non-salary compensation. What were once a minor 

Blue Cross/Blue Shield benefit and a small pension for faculty are now full medical insurance 

and a matching-contribution program, skyrocketing institutional service benefits. When adding 

institutional services into academic affairs since 1950, a more indicative number describing 

professors' compensation develops. 

• '" " • 

Chart 12: Combined Academic Affairs and Institutional Benefits Spending, 1950-2000 
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The combined number varied from a minimum of 66.1 percent in 1955 to a maximum of 

74.5 percent in 1995. The new percentage also argues that professors are receiving more than 

they did fifty years ago, although the increased percentage is nominal. 

Another important statistic to evaluate when comparing the resources devoted to 

academic endeavors is the number of faculty members on campus, especially the number of 

students enrolled for every faculty member. That ratio is shown below: 
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Chart 13:Students/Faculty Member. 1950-2000 
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The enrollment boom of the 1950s is evident in the number of students on campus for 

every faculty member, as the number jumped from 15 to 31 from 1951 to 1963, despite the 

number of faculty on campus growing by over 30 percent. The number of students per faculty 

member gradually declined to just fewer than 20 by 1974, then stayed fairly steady, even 

dropping during the enrollment boom of the late 1980s. Rates continued to drop, and in 1996 

dropped below the 1951 rate, where it has since stayed, despite nearly six times the enrollment. 
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Someone has to be to Blame: How About the Government? 

Going back to Chart 3, the percentage of the Ball State University budget from state 

appropriations has fallen from a high of 87.3 percent in 1951 to the 2000 level of 64.6 percent. 

Why did the percentage of appropriations fall? The point has already been made against the 

incremental adjustment of budgets for its inability to react to sudden changes, but what else is 

shifting the burden from the state to the student? 

A recent trend in state government is the view that higher education can be used to 

balance budgets, because it is neither a state nor a federally mandated program like K-12 

education and Medicaid are respectively. Therefore, state legislators sometimes view higher 

education as a discretionary expense, and the cost cutting begins. 12 This does not mean, 

however, that states have not consistently increased the amount of revenue to higher education. 

- The state of Indiana, much like Ball State University, has changed substantially since 1950, 

making it difficult to draw a direct comparison over time. The closest comparison available, 

state appropriations per student, is shown in the chart below, in 1950 dollars: 

Chart 14: AppropriationsfSludent (Adjusted to 1950 uS Dollar) 
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The trend in appropriations is generally upward, but with some notable exceptions, 

especially when enrollment is considered. Appropriations per student only went up 28 percent 

($463 to $594) from 1951 to 1965, although enrollment went up 284 percent in the same period 

(2,925 to 11,226 students). The state legislature was able to increase appropriations per student 

more efficiently once enrollment stabilized in the 1970s, but actually appropriated less per 

student from 1978-1982 (the annual inflation rate was above ten percent). The system was again 

strained during the enrollment boom of the late 1980s, but surpassed pre-boom appropriations by 

1998. State legislatures attempted to keep up with enrollment and economic conditions, but 

often reacted two to four years late, forcing administrators to look for other sources of revenue. 

Should We Have Raised Concerns Decades Ago? 

As mentioned earlier, national concerns about higher education were raised in the 1980s 

- and have persisted through today. However, a number of the charts examined so far raise the 

possibility that the concerns should have been raised about Ball State University much earlier, 

and have in comparison already been solved. 

First, let's return to the percent of median income spent on tuition at Ball State. As 

discussed earlier, the percent spent on tuition increased from 2.09 percent in 1953 to 7.30 percent 

in 1994 before falling to 6.88 percent in 2000. But splitting that rise into two, from 1953-1975, 

and 1976-2000 shows that 60 percent of the increase (2.09 to 4.95 percent) occurred by 1975. Of 

that 60 percent, more than half occurred in seven years (1967-1974). 

Adding to the argument is the comparison of Ball State tuition increases versus median 

income and the CPr. Overall, Ball State tuition has multiplied nearly 54 times its 1950 level, 

compared to income multiplying less than 12 times and the cpr only 7.1 times. But splitting the 

increases into two periods provides interesting results. 
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Chart 15~ Changes In BSU Tuition v.lncome and CPI, 1975-2000 
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Since 1975, tuition has only risen 5.17 times, while income has risen 3.72 times and the 

CPI 3.2 times. In fact, it took Ball State tuition until 1983 to rise above income and CPI 

increases in the same period. From 1950 to 1974, Ball State tuition rose over ten times, while 

income merely tripled and the CPI doubled (see Chart I). During this time period, nearly 60 

percent of the change occurred from 1967-1974. 

Another point covered earlier was that of the student receiving a higher portion from 

tuition compared to state appropriations (see chart 3). Data shows that some of the burden has 

been shifted from the taxpayer to the student, with students paying roughly 20 percent more of 

the cost than they did in 1950. The burden added to students through tuition was split evenly 

1950-1974 and 1975-2000, but over 70 percent of the total increase occurred in only six years, 

from 1967-1972, when tuition grew from $300 to $690 annually, while enrollment grew only 

31.5 percent in the same period. 
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Even though the debate was raised in the 1980s about rising higher education costs, for 

Ball State University, the problem seems to have existed over a decade earlier, and the university 

reacted to it. The university's reaction in the 1970s opens the door to the possibility that a 

correction is again in Ball State's future. 

Creating the Utopian University: How the 1950 College Would Stand Up Today 

A final way to examine the changes occurring at Ball State University is to take the Ball 

State Teacher's College of 1950 and transplant it into the year 2000. The table below takes 

characteristics and ratios of the 1950 college, extrapolates them to 2000, and then compares them 

to current rates. Because enrollment grew 5.56 times in that time period and the consumer price 

index grew 7.14 times, each of the budget numbers will be multiplied 39.69 times to compensate. 

II 
Facully 

Table 5: 

lu( oel from Tuilion 
lu( oel from i i 

Total lu( ge 
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-358 
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-$981 
-19% 
19% 

-$ 19,157,699 
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110.8 

Several positives exist when placing the 1950 Ball State Teachers College in the year 

2000, if only all of the above things could occur simultaneously. Students would have less of a 

burden to pay for their higher education, and the academic affairs budget would receive nearly 

30 percent more of the budget. Capital outlay would have also grown fully with enrollment, 

adding nearly 2,000,000 square feet, providing students 303 feet of academic space. Tuition 

under these circumstances would be nearly $1,000 less per student at $2,739 annually. Negative 

aspects of this university would be fewer faculty, only the 14 academic departments of the 

Teachers College, and a budget only 1/3 the size. 
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Some of these positives simply cannot exist at the same time. Square footage on campus 

cannot grow at the rate of enrollment and have other budget categories stay the same when the 

budget is only 113 the size. The 1950 university does not take into account expansion into more 

than a normal school, technology in the university setting, higher education finance policy 

making at the state level, or changes in the role of faculty compensation. Simply put, the 1950 

university could not exist under in the year 2000. 

Conclusion/Implications 

As long as college tuition prices continue to rise, there will continue to be cries for higher 

education finance reform. Universities, however, have experienced changes not only in 

academic programs, but the nature of compensation, expanses in technology, the necessity of 

more administration, the need for academic space, and changes in state legislative funding. Ball 

State University faced changes in each of these areas, as well as the decision to evolve from a 

specialty school to a multi-faceted institution of higher learning. All of these decisions impact 

the budget, and as much as people won't admit it, can lead to increases in tuition. 

People have also only concerned themselves with the here and now, not looking back to 

the past as justification for current situations. Ball State University is probably not the only 

university in the country that had to work through the post-World War II enrollment boom and 

the ramifications of having to react to instead of prepare for students. This reaction led to 

unprecedented tuition increases to keep up with the influx of students just as large ifnot larger 

than the increases of the last decade. Ball State University does not necessarily serve as a 

benchmark for all, but the story of one mid-sized public university will hopefully open 

speculation and fuel the higher education finance debate for years to come. 

----------_._------- --------~--
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1997 $7,786,356 4.1% $56,175,665 29.5% $76,474,231 40.2% $7,971,825 4.2% $22,377,612 11.8% $2,404,833 1.3% $17,081,978 9.0% 

37,974 
97T6O 

$4,847,276 

$6,159,102 
$1,146,961 

11,000,116 
13,215,43' 

$16,098,30< 
$19,488,12"; 
$24,613, 
$26,504, 

,323, 
,693, 

1,218,£l:Sb 
1,971,964 

:,720 

),203,728 
$73,655,731 
$84,789,123 
$92,126,203 
$98,451,217 1 

$106,721,')cn 
$119,408, 

Ii
,151,037,329 

194 
$162,371,000 

$171,720, 

1998 $8,108,401 4.1% $56,093,311 28.5% $78,205,879 39.7% $8,211,134 4.2% $22,779,589 11.6% $2,466,535 1.3% $21,112,316 10.7% $196,977,165 
1999 $8,381,129 4.1% $57,893,841 28.4% $80,125,239 39.2% $8,608,653 4.2% $23,250,094 11.4% $2,547,536 1.2% $23,360,308 11.4% $204,166,800 

~,--$8,624,1li8 4.1% $60,762,143 29.1% $81,233,496 38.9% $8,714,017 4.2% $23,686,590 11.3% $2,672,106 1.3% $23,118,743 11.1% $208,811,913 

Table 4a: Ball State University Budget Expense Summary, 1950-2000 
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Table lOa: Comparison of Academic Affairs, Institutional Services, and a Combined Percentage of Both 



31 

Table 14a: Multiples of Midwest Median Income, BSU Tuition, and the CPI, 1975-2000 
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