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Abstract

Available literature has not explained state by state variance in spending on public higher education.   The aim of this study is to explain per capita spending on public higher education.  I argue that the composition of state legislative bodies is a key factor affecting state spending. Utilizing a database of the educational backgrounds of 6,517 state senators and representatives, I examine the effect of the educational backgrounds of state legislators.  I find that state legislatures composed of a larger percentage of legislators who are state college and/or university alums within the state for which they serve do invest more generously in public higher education.  
Introduction
American public higher education is an enormous and costly enterprise.  Over 15 million students are enrolled in higher education and nearly eighty percent of these students are enrolled at public facilities (Dye 2003, 538; Dillon 2005). Today there is high demand for college-educated workers and a college degree is often touted as a necessity for economic success.  It is a legal and widespread practice for employers to use college education as a prerequisite for a job and college graduates continue to be advantaged in life-long rates of earnings (Kane and Ellwood 2004, 284; Vedder 2004).  Unfortunately, higher education is increasingly becoming a necessity for upward mobility at the same time that costs of higher education are rising and state and federal budget constraints are becoming unreliable supports for expectations of the American public (Hossler et al. 1997).  
Although the federal government provides substantial support to higher education in the form of student aid and grants, its support of higher education has decreased significantly in recent years (Layzell and Lyddon 1990, 2).   From 1980 to 1992, estimates of higher education expenditures from the federal government fell from 18 percent to 14 percent (Hossler et al. 1997: 161; National Center for Education Statistics 1996).  The proportion of federal student loans applied towards a state school may decline further given recent legislation that allows students enrolled in online colleges to apply for federal financial aid (Dillon 2006).  

Along with changes in federal government funding packages, the public has witnessed increased costs of tuition at public colleges and universities.  State legislatures across the country have considered high tuition-high financial aid proposals to replace the subsidized, lower-cost public tuition model (Hossler et al. 1997; Lopez 1996).  Individual students and their families are responsible for an estimated 142% more of the cost of education than they were in 1980 (Hossler et al., 1997, 162).  Generally, tuition increases have outpaced increases in family discretionary income (Hossler et al. 1997; Frances 1990; Halstead 1991).  
Although the state budgets for the 2004-2005 fiscal year show increased support for postsecondary education, state support for higher education has been declining proportionally since fiscal year 1977-1978 (Hebel 2004; Hossler et al. 1997; Halstead 1991). In the 1970s states were spending a quarter of their budgets on higher education (Roche 1994: 13). In 2002, an average of only 11.2% of a state’s budget went to funding for public higher education (State Expenditure Report 2002: 21).  The share of all public universities' revenues deriving from state and local taxes declined from 74 percent in 1991 to 64 percent in 2004, yet state governments remain largest contributors to public higher education (Dillon 2005).  The amount states spend on public higher education varies widely.  
The incremental decline of state and federal financial support combined with the increased reliance on student tuition could further stratify society if these changes act as a deterrent to lower income students (Hossler et al. 1997; St. John 1991; Weber 1990).  The need for affordable, quality education places a heavy burden on state governments to financially support their public institutions (Millard 1979: 121).  What determines the amount state legislatures allot for higher education?

State budgeting for higher education is a complex process that involves competing interests and limited funding abilities (Layzell and Lyddon 1990).  Public postsecondary education is in constant competition with other state assisted services such as prisons, healthcare, elementary and secondary education, highways, law enforcement and other public assistance services; for some states higher education is not a primary concern of the legislature (Hossler et al. 1997; State Expenditure Report 2002).  State legislatures have to allot money to the above-mentioned competing categories.  Given the benefits to education, it would seem that all states would choose to spend generously on public higher education.  However, state spending on public higher education varies widely across the nation.  Why do some states choose to spend more money on public post-secondary education than other states?

This study will provide a link in explaining variation in state spending on public higher education.  A few scholars have addressed this issue directly.  I will begin with a review of the sociological literature that has attempted to shed light on the mechanisms that explain state spending on public higher education.  Next, I will explain theories relevant to this topic within policy literature arguing that the way legislators view the targets of their policies will affect their spending towards that population.  Specifically, I argue that a background in public higher education acts reciprocally within a legislature.  In other words, state legislatures with a higher percentage of legislators who are alums of public colleges and universities within the state in which they preside are more likely to invest more financially in education.  After I explain my data collection and analysis, I will discuss the findings and offer an explanation of how this process works.  Finally, I will conclude with a summary of the knowledge gleaned from this study and offer suggestions for future research.
Explaining State Spending on Public Higher Education
Research on the topic of state spending on public higher education has mainly focused on three broad explanations.  These explanations are capacity, educational and political explanations. These explanations are not mutually exclusive and the significance of each adds to the bigger picture of how states decide on the amount of financial support they will allot to public higher education.  
Some scholars have attempted analysis of the interaction between these groups of variables.  For example, Leslie and Ramey (1986) and Layzell and Lyddon (1990) argue that state funding policies for higher education are largely driven by socio-economic and political variables (Koshal and Koshal 2000).  This study will explain and test each of the three explanations and offer a way of measuring the political environment that has not yet been tested. 

Capacity as an Explanation
One theory driving previous research of state spending on education derives from a basic economic model.  The more limited a state’s budget, the harder it is for that state to spend a lot of money on discretionary items such as public higher education.  Based on an economic model of education state legislatures with a higher capacity for spending on public higher education would spend more on public higher education (Zeigler 1972: 186).  
Similar to other public policy, state budgets for higher education are largely influenced by the previous year’s budget (Leslie and Ramey 1986; Wildavsky 1964).  Zeigler and Johnson conducted a study on state spending on higher education in the early seventies and found that current allocations for educational items were closely related to prior allocations (Zeigler 1972: 189).  In addition to state budget increases over time, other economic and social variables such as enrollments also increase over time (Leslie and Ramey 1986).  So, the positive relation between increased enrollments and increased spending does not explain the huge variance in state spending.  For example, New Hampshire has approximately 22,000 full-time students attending four-year public colleges and universities and spends $85 per capita on public higher education.  Hawaii, has approximately 15,500 full-time students attending four-year public colleges and universities, considerably less than the enrollments in New Hampshire, and spends $334 per capita on public higher education (Measuring Up 2005; CITE).  This rationale is complimentary to the capacity theory, but ends up explaining little, coming across as tautological-states spend what states spend.  Although this path dependency model can predict what states will spend on higher education from year to year, it fails to explain the huge variation among states.  
In addition to monetary resources, one would expect certain demographic variables to be positively correlated with state spending on public post-secondary education.  For instance, the larger the population of a state, the more money that state will have available.  In turn, more money will be spent on public education in a state with a larger population than a state with a smaller population.  Additionally, the bigger a state’s population, the higher the demand will be for higher education.  It is also important to note that economies of scale come into play; money spent by states with larger student populations can go farther than money spent by states with smaller student populations.  In this same way, other variables, such as per capita personal income indirectly or directly speak to the available discretionary funds of the individual states.  

Hypothesis 1: States with a higher capacity for spending will spend more on higher education.
Education Environment as an Explanation
Another important theory provided by social science researchers is the educational environment theory.  This theory was presented by Peterson in 1976, in his article, “Environmental and Political Determinants of State Higher Education Appropriations Policies,” (Peterson 1976).  According to this theory, certain variations in a state’s demographics constitute the educational environment of that state.  These variations of the educational environment can be positive or supportive towards educational spending, or they can be negative or competitive towards spending on higher education.  This theory is based on the assumption that the decisions made by legislatures are related to the characteristics of its constituency (Zeigler and Johnson 1972).  
For example, this theory predicts that populations with higher adult educational levels will “be particularly able and motivated through educational experience to support higher education” (Peterson 1976 527).  Using data from the 1960s, Peterson found that the educational attainment of a state’s population, as measured by median school years completed, had a positive relation to a state’s per capita financial spending for public higher education (Peterson 1976: 531).  I am expecting that this explanation will still perform and that the median years of school completed by population (25 years or older) demonstrates the importance of education to the adult population of a particular state and will be positively correlated to state spending on higher education.  Massachusetts’ population has the highest percentage of college graduates (25 years or older) at 33.2 percent.  The population of West Virginia has the lowest percentage of college graduates (25 years or older) at 14.8 percent (Census Bureau 2000).  I expect that, ceteris paribus, the state of Massachusetts spends more on public higher education than West Virginia.   
State funding on higher education also depends on the strength of interest groups in each state (Lowry 1999: 105).  Zeigler and Johnson (1972) found that legislators with high levels of interaction with education lobbyists demonstrated more favorable attitudes to education (Zeigler and Johnson 1972: 190).  McLendon and Ness (2003) found that “strong political sponsorship” was seen as the most important condition associated with higher education governance reform (79).  Based on this research, I have found it pertinent to include a measure of the strength of unions supportive of educational interests within each state.  The strength of these groups is indicative of the support for education in a particular state.  

Hypothesis 2a:  States with a supportive educational environment will spend more on public higher education.

As previously mentioned, some variations of the educational environment are predicted to be negatively related to state spending on public higher education.  States with a larger number of private colleges have traditionally been less supportive of large public education facilities (Peterson 1976: 533).  Private higher education institutions compete with public higher education institutions.  Sometimes this competition is manifested through direct tactics when advocates of privatized higher education institutions pressure legislators and education officials to raise prices of tuition at public colleges and universities (Wallenfeldt 1983: 75).  State residents who are affiliated with or support private colleges and universities may oppose spending on public higher education.  Market forces lessen the demand for research and other institutional services from public universities in states where these services are also supplied by the private sector (Lowry 1999: 108).  

Other times the competition is indirect.  For example, students can receive federal support for their college education whether attending public or private institutions.  Thus, in the form of federal student financial aid, private institutions are in competition with public institutions for federal money.  Recently, scholars have included the percent of a state’s population that is considered elderly in their models when attempting to explain spending on public education.  Findings have shown that state government funding for public universities is lower in states with many residents over the age of 65.  These residents receive little to no direct benefits from public universities. Conversely, they are likely to receive benefits from other forms of governmental support which also come from the government’s discretionary incomes, such as Medicaid (Lowry 2001: 106).  
Hypothesis 2b:  States with a competitive educational environment will spend less on public higher education.

Political Environment as an Explanation
The political environment, or legislative composition, is the third theory reviewed in this study.  Political environments have been widely investigated by educational researchers.  Both Peterson (1976) and Zeigler and Johnson (1972) in their research on spending on public higher education found significant results for political environment variables and suggest that future studies explore further ways to measure political characteristics of the states (Peterson 1976: 539; Zeigler and Johnson 1972: 188, 191).  Leslie and Ramey (1986) note that political forces are greater in some states than in others.  
Individual state legislatures determine the budget for public higher education and much information goes into their decisions.  State government funding for public universities is affected by the availability of resources and the political costs and benefits to legislators from allocating scarce resources to public higher education (Lowry 1999: 105).  In a 2003 study McLendon and Ness found that legislators were viewed as the most influential policy actors concerning policy change.  

Previous research has shown that state appropriations for higher education are influenced by the composition of legislatures (Peterson 1976; Lowry 1999; Dye 2003: 200).  The educational backgrounds of state legislators have progressed reflective of mainstream society and today most state legislators are college educated and some hold advanced degrees (Sabloff 1997: 3).  On the individual level, Zeigler and Johnson found that legislators who achieved higher levels of education were positively correlated with positive attitudes toward educational spending (Zeigler 1972: 189-190).  

Does partisanship matter?  A common assumption is that Democrats are more favorable to social spending.  Having a democratic majority in a state legislature has been shown to be positively related to state spending on higher education (Koshal and Koshal 2000).  I will investigate the effect of both party affiliation, and levels of education of individual legislators, on public higher education spending.
Hypothesis 3:  The composition of a legislative body affects spending on public postsecondary education.

Legislature Identification with Target Population as an Explanation

In the current study, a more specific way to measure the composition of a legislature has been created.  In a larger study examining policy design, Schneider and Ingram (1997) emphasize that the constituency of a law-making body is a critical component of explaining policy outcomes. They argue that the social construction of target populations, or the constituency served by a policy, affects the generosity of a policy.  Constructions emerge from a variety of sources including personal experiences, observations and values (Schneider and Ingram 1997).
Social issues are framed based on their relation to target populations.  Target populations are seen as either deserving, e.g. veterans, or undeserving, e.g. welfare recipients (Schneider and Ingram 1997: 102, 108).  If a target population is seen as deserving then a legislature will more likely work to advantage that group (Schneider and Ingram 1997: 104).  Also helpful is proximity to policy decision makers, for “the certainty of receiving the advantages decreases with the length of the policy chain” (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973; Schneider and Ingram 1997: 86).  Schneider and Ingram also explain that public policy can be used as an instrument to further a policymakers’ legitimacy or his/her possibilities for future power positions.  
Taking this information into consideration, it logically follows that state legislators who had attended public colleges and universities within the state in which they preside will be more willing to allot funds to public post-secondary institutions.  First, having received their education in-state, the legislators will likely see the target population of in-state public higher education facilities as an advantaged group.  Secondly, it is beneficial to these legislators for the public institutions to be regarded as a worthy investment so the reputation of their alma mater is stronger and thus their educational background is perceived as positive as well.  Thirdly, these legislators may feel pressure, as alums, to use their political power to support their alma mater.  

Drawing on the findings of these previous endeavors, I have created a new measure of the political environment of a state’s legislative body that will empirically test the Schneider and Ingram theory and offer support to the policy feedback approach.  I have collected publicly available records of the post-secondary educational histories of state legislators.  I predict that state legislatures composed of a higher percentage of legislators who have attended public colleges and universities within the state for which they preside more willing to invest in public higher education.


Thus, my main hypothesis of interest is grounded in Schneider and Ingram’s assessment of public policy as it relates to a target population.  I expect that legislators who have attended public post-secondary education within the states in which they preside will be more willing to invest money into these institutions.  Because of their proximity to the target population they are likely to construct this population as deserving and thus will work to advantage the institutions that provide for this population.  
Hypothesis 4:  States with a higher percentage of legislators who are alums of in-state colleges and universities will spend more on postsecondary educational institutions.

Data and Methods
I gathered data for this study from both primary and secondary sources.  Descriptive statistics for the independent variables are shown in Table 1.  I use a primary database, which I constructed in the spring and summer of 2005, for the main independent variable of interest.  My main independent variable of interest is the percentage of a state legislature that has attended public colleges and/or universities in-state. 
 In order to determine this variable I researched the educational backgrounds of current state legislators.  I compiled a database on the educational profiles of state senators and representatives and I was able to find post-secondary data on 6,517 state representatives, or 88% of the total state legislators, for my cross-sectional analysis.
  New Hampshire has the lowest percentage of legislators who received post-secondary education in-state at twenty-eight percent.  North Dakota has the highest percentage of legislators who received post-secondary education in-state at eighty-five percent.  
My primary resource for this data collection was the Project Vote Smart organization.
  Because information was missing for many legislators, in order to have as complete a sample as possible, I contacted state libraries in five of the states for which I had information on a relatively lower percentage of state representatives.  State librarians in Arkansas, Kansas, and New Hampshire sent me information that I was missing on numerous legislators.  For Arkansas, I added information for 65 legislators, more than doubling the amount of information I had compiled for that state.  The percentage of Arkansas legislators having attended public higher education in-state increased four percent: from 69 to 73 percent.  I added information for 84 legislators in Kansas and the percentage of interest declined four percent: from 68 to 64 percent.  When I added information for 127 legislators in New Hampshire the percentage of interest did not change at all; the percentage remained 28 percent.  For two states, Colorado and Montana, I was unable to find additional information and for those states I only have the educational histories of 58% and 59% of the legislators, respectively.  Excluding these states, I have post-secondary data on 90% of state legislators.  Since only slight changes occurred when I included previously missing data from Arkansas, Kansas and New Hampshire I do not expect the missing data from Colorado and Montana to affect the outcomes of the analyses and the data available for these two states were included in the model.  
Other variables were gathered from secondary sources. The dependent variable of this study is state spending on public higher education.  The dollar amount of total state expenditures for public higher education ranged from $63,019 (in thousands) for the state of Vermont to $9,123,454 (in thousands) for the state of California (U.S. Department of Education 2003: 391).  This data was obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES 2002).  This level of the dependent variable provides a wide range of values and it is more appropriate to use a weighted level for more accurate evaluation.  Therefore, I use the measure per capita state spending on public higher education as the dependent variable.  Using state appropriations per capita allows a range from $86 for the state of New Hampshire to $335 for the state of New Mexico (U.S. Department of Education 2003: 391; Measuring Up 2005).  
Capacity.  In order to test my first hypothesis, I will use variables which measure the capacity of a state for spending on public higher education.  These variables include: per capita personal income, total population of each state, corporate income tax per capita, and total revenues from tuition.  The aforementioned independent variables largely act as control variables.  However, if these variables perform as significant predictors of state spending on higher education and their coefficients are positive then hypothesis 1, states with a higher capacity for spending will spend more on higher education, will be supported.  Per capita personal income figures are from 2004 and were retrieved from the U.S. Department of Commerce (U.S. Department of Commerce 2005).  Per capita corporate income taxes are from the year 1999 and were published by the Public Policy Institute of New York State which used U.S. Census data for their calculations (Public Policy Institute of New York State, Inc. 2005; U.S. Census Bureau 2005).  I obtained the total population of each state from the 2000 U.S. Census bureau dataset (U.S. Census 2000).  State revenues collected from taxes per million was available from the Tax Policy Center; the figures are from 2003 (Tax Policy Center 2005).
Educational Environment.  I developed two hypotheses relating to the educational environment of a state.  States can either have educational variables which are seen as supportive of public education or educational variables that are seen as competitive with public higher education.   If the variables that I expect to be positively related to state spending on public higher education are statistically significant and positively correlated to spending on public higher education then my hypothesis 2a, states with a supportive educational environment will spend more on public higher education, will be supported.  
Variables included in the first category capture the demand for public higher education in a particular state.  The variables included indicate a state’s level of support for higher education and consist of: per capita spending on public elementary and secondary education, interest group strength by state, public school density, and percentage of population having a bachelor’s degree or higher (25 years or older).  In order to determine the public school density, I calculated the number of public colleges and universities in a state per full-time student.  

If the variables that I expect to be negatively related to state spending on public higher education are statistically significant and negatively correlated to spending on public higher education then my hypothesis 2b, states with a competitive educational environment will spend less on public higher education, will be supported.  Variables included in this second category show the competitive higher education environment that public higher education institutions face in a given state.  Variables included in this category are:  private school density, percentage of the population having less than a high school diploma, and percentage of population aged 65 and older.  In order to determine the private school density I calculated the number of private colleges and universities in a state per full-time student.  For this reason, if this number is statistically significant and positive it will support hypothesis 2b. 
The variables: number of public postsecondary institutions, number of private postsecondary institutions, percentage of population with less than a high school diploma or equivalent were all taken from the Measuring Up dataset produced by The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education and are all from the year 2004 (Measuring Up 2005).  The percentage of the population aged 65 and over was obtained from a U.S. Census Report (Hetzel and Smith 2001).  The revenue from tuition was obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES 2002).
Political Environment.  Research has shown that state policies are reflective of the individual states’ political environments.  The following variables have been included to measure this theory:  ideological identification of the states (percentage democratic) and level of education of each assembly.
  These variables will be used to test the 3rd hypothesis the composition of a legislative body affects spending on public postsecondary education.
The main independent variable of interest, educational backgrounds, as coded public in-state or not, is used to test the main hypothesis of this paper. The schools attended have been coded as either private or public and further divided into public in-state or public out-of-state. I coded those who had attended a public community college as having attended public higher education either in-state, or ever depending on the location of the school.
  This variable will be used to test the 4th hypothesis or the main hypothesis of interest of this paper states with a higher percentage of legislators who are alums of in-state colleges and universities will allot more money to postsecondary educational institutions.

I ran multiple OLS regression models.  Each of the first eight models corresponded to the various theoretical explanations of state spending, capacity, educational environment, and political environment.  The final models used variables closest to significant from each of the first four models and also the main independent variable of interest.  

Findings

Tables 2, 3 and 4 present the OLS regression results. I ran each model once without the independent variable of interest and once with the independent variable of interest.  Table 2 has the findings from the OLS regressions without the independent variable of interest.  For model 1, I tested the capacity explanation and found that none of the variables measuring capacity were statistically significant predictors of state spending on public higher education.  For the 2nd model, I tested the positive educational environment and also found that none of the variables of this category were statistically significant predictors of state spending on public higher education.  The 3rd model was set up to test the competitive educational environment and the only variable that was statistically significant was private school density at the .05 level.  The final model in this table was run to test the legislative composition hypothesis 4.  Neither of the variables was statistically significant.
For table 2, I included the main independent variable of interest in each of the previously discussed models.  When the independent variable of interest was included with the capacity variables, in model 5, it performed at the .01 level of significance and no other variables were statistically significant.  The coefficient for the independent variable of interest was 193.949, showing that there is a positive relationship between the independent variable of interest and the dependent variable.  For the 6th model, I included the main independent variable of interest along with positive educational environment variables and again found that the main independent variable of interest performed at the .01 level of significance and no other variables were statistically significant.  The coefficient for the independent variable of interest was positive at 188.439, again demonstrating that there is a positive relationship between the independent variable of interest and the dependent variable. The 7th model was set up to test the competitive educational environment and when I included the main independent variable of interest it performed as statistically significant at the .01 level and the variable private school density was no longer statistically significant.  The coefficient of the independent variable of interest was 180.001.  The final model in this table run tested the legislative composition, or hypothesis 3.  When I included the independent variable of interest in this model it was statistically significant at the .01 level and the coefficient was 187.488.  Again, the other variables included in this model did not perform as statistically significant.  

Finally, table 3 shows the results of models when I combined variables from all four models. For model 9, I included the variables: state revenues from tuition, private school density, per capita spending on elementary and secondary education, percent legislature reporting high school for their education, and the independent variable of interest.  The independent variable of interest was the only variable that was statistically significant.  It performed at the .01 level, with a coefficient of 232.934.  These findings indicate that the percentage of legislators who are alums of public in-state colleges and universities increases is positively correlated with spending on public higher education increases.
Discussion

Hypothesis 1, states with a higher capacity for spending will spend more on higher education, was not supported by my findings. After controlling for the size of a state by measuring the dependent variable as per capita spending, other variables which indicated the capacity of a state for spending on education did not predict state spending on public higher education.  When the independent variable of interest was added to these variables it was the only variable that performed.


My hypothesis 2a, states with a supportive educational environment will spend more on public higher education, was also not supported by my findings.  None of the variables in this category performed as statistically significant.  These variables were not able to predict state spending on public higher education.  When the independent variable of interest was added to these variables it was the only variable that performed as statistically significant.
 
The hypothesis 2b, states with a competitive educational environment will spend less on public higher education, was minimally supported.  In model 3, the variable measuring the private school density was statistically significant at the .05 level.  The greater the amount of private schools per capita in a state, the less a state spends on public higher education.  However, when the independent variable of interest was added to this model, the private school density variable was not statistically significant.

Hypothesis 3, the composition of a legislative body affects spending on public postsecondary education, was supported by my findings.  Although partisanship and levels of educational attainments were not statistically significant, the main independent variable of interest is also a measure of the composition of a legislative body and was found to be significant.  My final and main hypothesis, states with a higher percentage of legislators who are alums of in-state colleges and universities will allot more money to postsecondary educational institutions, was also supported by my findings.  My most consistent finding is that the educational history of state legislators is significant in explaining state spending on public higher education.  It performed as statistically significant at the .01 level in every model in which it was included.  
There are possible weaknesses in my research design.  For one, I lump together state spending on both two-year and four-year universities.  Additionally, I coded legislators as having attended a public in-state university if they attended a two-year college.  One could reasonably argue that an educational experience of four years would be more lasting than a similar experience of only two years. Due to the nature of the data, I was unable to separate the amount of time a legislator spent in the state public education system.  For this reason, I combined state spending on 2-year and 4-year colleges and universities in my dependent variable.
Another weakness of my analysis is that I conduct a state-level analysis rather than an individual level analysis.  One could argue that within the legislatures with a higher percentage of alumni from state universities, it is actually the legislators who did not attend public colleges and universities that are voting for increased spending on public higher education.  However, by minimal exploratory research I have found qualitative evidence that state legislators, who are alums of public higher education, act favorably towards those institutions.  
For example, Hollis Downs, a State Representative of Louisiana and a graduate of state schools, returned to his alma mater to speak in 2004.  He is quoted, "Since my days as an undergraduate, I have maintained a strong passion for the university" (Metcalf 2004: 1).  Downs said the university has had an impact on him, his family members, the region, and the state of Louisiana.  The president of the University, Dr. Reneau described him as a loyal alumnus and advocate for the University during his time as state representative.  Downs is quoted, "I have been a great admirer and strong supporter of Dr. Reneau and his leadership at the university” and “I have tried to continue that since being elected to the [Louisiana] House of Representatives" (Metcalf 2004: 1).  In my brief search on the world-wide web I found many similar instances where state representatives offered speeches at their public alma maters.  Arguably, having attended a public university is an experience that legislators remember favorably.
Conclusion
As education is used as a preventive measure against welfare, crime and incarceration, and health care, money invested in education is money well spent and should be maximized when possible (Consortium on Renewing Education 1998).  Yet states vary widely in the amount of money they allot towards funding public higher education.  How is variance in state spending on public higher education explained?  
The composition of legislatures effects state spending on higher education.  My findings speak to the nature of the policy process and demonstrate the importance of policy feedback in regards to the politics of public higher education.  In 2002, Mettler studied the impacts of World War II veterans’ participation in the provisions of the G.I. Bill.  She found that participation in public programs impacted individuals’ future roles in the community (Mettler 2002: 352).  Mettler explained that the resources bestowed on participants through participation in public programs led to enhanced life opportunities.  These new channels affected a participants’ capacity for civic engagement either through increased tangible resources or developed perceptions of their role as a citizen (Mettler 2002: 352).  The reciprocity explanation states that participation in the public program fostered a sense of obligation among recipients producing a policy feedback effect (Mettler 2002: 354).  
My findings show that similar mechanisms are at work in the realms of public higher education, with state schools acting as the policy that causes legislators to give back to the higher education community.  Attendance at a public college or university acts reciprocally by offering a positive experience of public provision and that this experience effects how the target population of higher education is viewed by legislators.  Thus, affiliates of state public higher education institutions are viewed as advantaged populations by alums of these institutions; the financial amount state legislatures are willing to invest in public higher education increases as the amount of legislators who are alums of the state higher education system increases.  It is important to recognize that this feedback effect is reciprocal, in that states with good public colleges and universities attract students that go on to become future state legislators.
In a time when tuition is rising faster than inflation, it is vital to isolate variables that positively influence state spending on education in order to promote educational attainment by all.  Future research regarding the role of the political environment of state legislatures needs to consider the educational histories of the individual state legislatures. In the future, I hope to offer stronger evidence of this hypothesis by investigating the voting records of individual state legislators.  This research would allow for more concrete evidence of the main theory addressed in this paper.  
Appendix

	Appendix A.  Table of Data Analyzed in Paper
	 
	 

	
	Available Legislators
	Legislators with Available 
	Percent Data 
	Percent Attended 

	State 
	Spring/Summer 2005
	Educational Information
	Used in Analysis
	Public In-State

	Alabama
	138
	135
	0.98
	0.76

	Arkansas
	135
	127
	0.94
	0.73

	Alaska
	60
	59
	0.98
	0.47

	Arizona
	90
	72
	0.80
	0.67

	California
	120
	113
	0.94
	0.71

	Colorado
	100
	58
	0.58
	0.52

	Connecticut
	187
	171
	0.91
	0.49

	Delaware
	62
	61
	0.98
	0.41

	Florida
	160
	157
	0.98
	0.62

	Georgia
	236
	197
	0.83
	0.61

	Hawaii
	76
	65
	0.86
	0.74

	Iowa
	150
	124
	0.83
	0.43

	Idaho
	105
	70
	0.67
	0.47

	Illinois
	177
	158
	0.89
	0.56

	Indiana
	150
	137
	0.91
	0.69

	Kansas
	165
	157
	0.95
	0.64

	Kentucky
	138
	128
	0.93
	0.70

	Louisiana
	142
	136
	0.96
	0.84

	Maine
	188
	141
	0.75
	0.54

	Maryland
	188
	181
	0.96
	0.60

	Massachusetts
	200
	194
	0.97
	0.41

	Michigan
	148
	117
	0.79
	0.74

	Minnesota
	201
	185
	0.92
	0.61

	Mississippi
	174
	170
	0.98
	0.79

	Missouri
	194
	167
	0.86
	0.63

	Montana
	150
	89
	0.59
	0.64

	Nebraska
	49
	48
	0.98
	0.69

	Nevada
	63
	62
	0.98
	0.55

	New Hampshire
	421
	380
	0.90
	0.28

	New Jersey
	120
	111
	0.93
	0.41

	New Mexico
	112
	75
	0.67
	0.59

	New York
	210
	192
	0.91
	0.41

	North Carolina
	170
	110
	0.65
	0.66

	North Dakota
	141
	120
	0.85
	0.85

	Ohio
	132
	123
	0.93
	0.68

	Oklahoma
	149
	128
	0.86
	0.78

	Oregon
	90
	87
	0.97
	0.55

	Pennsylvania
	251
	234
	0.93
	0.48

	Rhode Island
	113
	109
	0.96
	0.40

	South Carolina
	169
	166
	0.98
	0.71

	South Dakota
	105
	71
	0.68
	0.69

	Tennessee
	130
	122
	0.94
	0.70

	Texas
	181
	175
	0.97
	0.70

	Appendix A.  Table of Data Analyzed in Paper  (Cont.)

	
	Available Legislators
	Legislators with Available 
	Percent Data 
	Percent Attended 

	State
	Spring/Summer 2005
	Educational Information
	Used in Analysis
	Public In-State

	Utah
	104
	103
	0.99
	0.65

	Vermont
	180
	145
	0.81
	0.30

	Virginia
	140
	139
	0.99
	0.57

	Washington
	147
	136
	0.93
	0.50

	West Virginia
	134
	100
	0.75
	0.72

	Wisconsin
	132
	131
	0.99
	0.73

	Wyoming
	90
	81
	0.90
	0.62

	Total
	7367
	6452
	0.88
	 


	Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Variables in the Analysis

	Independent Variables 
	Mean
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum
	N

	Capacity/Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Income
	
	31,951
	449
	24,650
	45,398
	50

	   Population
	
	5,616,997
	6,185,580
	493,782
	33,871,648
	50

	   Per Capita Corp. Income Tax 
	
	108
	70
	0
	342
	50

	   Revenue from Tuition 
	
	637,946
	628,224
	50,478
	2,615,433
	50

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educational Environment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   % Pop.>25 w/bachelor's degree 
	
	23.78
	4.28
	14.8
	33.2
	50

	   % Pop. < h.s. diploma 
	
	14
	3.76
	     7.9
	22.8
	50

	   Private School Density
	
	4,602
	2,450
	1,241
	17,560
	50

	   Public School Density
	
	5,408
	2,823
	2,004
	17,554
	50

	   Union Density
	
	.012
	.007
	.00
	.03
	50

	   Per Capita Spending Elem./Sec.
	
	1,213
	225
	907
	1,962
	50

	   Percent Population over 65
	
	12.43
	1.76
	5.70
	15.60
	50

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Political Environment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Partisanship-%Democratic
	
	.49
	.16
	.00
	.87
	50

	   Percent Legis. w/High School 
	
	.03
	.03
	.00
	.11
	50

	   Percent Attended In-State Public
	
	0.60
	0.13
	0.28
	0.85
	50

	   Percent Attended Public Ever
	 
	0.73
	0.12
	0.43
	0.93
	50


	Table 2. Linear Regression Models without Independent Variable of Interest 

	Independent Variables
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Capacity
	
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Personal Income
	-.003
	
	
	

	   Total Population
	 .000
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Corp. Income Tax 
	 .081
	
	
	

	   Revenue from Tuition
	 .000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educational Environment
	
	
	
	

	   % pop.>25 w/bachelor's degree 
	
	-3.178
	
	

	   Private School Density
	
	
	  .007*
	

	   % Pop. < High School Diploma
	
	
	 .897
	

	   Public School Density
	
	-.005
	
	

	   Union Density
	
	-1404.603
	
	

	   % Population > age 65
	
	
	-4.897
	

	   Per Capita Spending Elem./Sec.  
	
	.041
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Political Environment
	
	
	
	

	   Partisanship-%Democratic
	
	
	
	-50.978

	   Percent Legislature w/H.S. 
	
	
	
	  8.966

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R-square 
	 .019
	.087
	.082
	    .021

	*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests).


	Table 3. Linear Regression Models with Independent Variable of Interest

	Independent Variables
	Model 5
	Model 6
	Model 7
	Model 8

	Capacity
	
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Personal Income
	.000
	
	
	

	   Total Population
	.000
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Corp. Income Tax 
	.122
	
	
	

	   Revenue from Tuition
	.000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educational Environment
	
	
	
	

	   % pop.>25 w/bachelor's degree 
	
	-.846
	
	

	   Private School Density
	
	
	.005
	

	   % Pop. < High School Diploma
	
	
	-1.533
	

	   Percent Full-time Students 
	
	
	
	

	   Public School Density
	
	-.004
	
	

	   Union Density
	
	-1275.903
	
	

	   % Population > age 65
	
	
	-5.641
	

	   Per Capita Spending Elem./Sec.  
	
	.077
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Political Environment
	
	
	
	

	   Partisanship-%Democratic
	
	
	
	-17.916

	   Percent Legislature w/H.S. 
	
	
	
	236.808

	   Percent Attended Public In-State
	193.949**
	188.439**
	180.001**
	187.488**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R-square 
	 .138
	 .179
	 .223
	 .146

	*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests).


	Table 4. Linear Regression Models with Independent Variable of Interest

	Independent Variables
	Model 9
	Model 10
	Model 11
	Model 12

	Capacity
	
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Personal Income
	
	
	
	

	   Total Population
	
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Corp. Income Tax 
	
	
	
	

	   Revenue from Tuition
	.000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educational Environment
	
	
	
	

	   % pop.>25 w/bachelor's degree 
	
	
	
	

	   Private School Density
	.005
	
	
	

	   % Pop. < High School Diploma
	
	
	
	

	   Percent Full-time Students 
	
	
	
	

	   Public School Density
	
	
	
	

	   Union Density
	
	
	
	

	   % Population > age 65
	
	
	
	

	   Per Capita Spending Elem./Sec.  
	.062
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Political Environment
	
	
	
	

	   Partisanship-%Democratic
	
	
	
	

	   Percent Legislature w/H.S. 
	227.309
	
	
	

	   Percent Attended Public In-State
	232.934**
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R-square 
	.230
	
	
	

	*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests).
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� “In-state” refers to the state in which the legislator currently resides.


� See Appendix A for availability of data.  


� Project Vote Smart is a citizen's organization that provides voters with neutral facts on politicians including biographical information, issue positions, voting records, campaign finances and interest group ratings (� HYPERLINK "http://www.vote-smart.org" ��www.vote-smart.org�).  


� Level of education was measured as the percentage of legislators in each state reporting high school only for their educational background.


� In order to determine whether a school was private or public I utilized the College Board website. “The College Board is a not-for-profit membership association whose mission is to connect students to college success and opportunity. Founded in 1900, the association is composed of more than 5,000 schools, colleges, universities, and other educational organizations. Each year, the College Board serves seven million students and their parents, 23,000 high schools, and 3,500 colleges through major programs and services in college admissions, guidance, assessment, financial aid, enrollment, and teaching and learning. Among its best-known programs are the SAT®, the PSAT/NMSQT®, and the Advanced Placement Program® (AP®). The College Board is committed to the principles of excellence and equity, and that commitment is embodied in all of its programs, services, activities, and concerns.” (Available at: www.collegeboard.com/about/index.html)





