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Key Findings  
 
 
Social Science Research Institute (SSRI) 
“Public Attitudes toward Higher Education in Tennessee” (1974-2001) 
 

The University of Tennessee sponsored seven, statewide surveys that were administered 
by the SSRI between1974 and 2001. The surveys repeated the same measures each year.  In 
2005, the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) sponsored a survey, “Higher 
Education in Tennessee and the Tennessee Education Lottery Scholarship Program,” also 
conducted by the SSRI that used some of the same questions from the previous SSRI studies, 
making it possible to track some measures over a 31-year period.  (Appendix A shows data for 
questions repeated on both surveys.) 

  
For most items that were tracked across time, there was very little change in attitudes 

about The University of Tennessee between 1974 and 2005.  Even though there are fluctuations 
among years and upward or downward trends can be identified, with a margin of error of  ± 4, 
we are “flat-lined.”  Some of the more important items that measure attitudes related to image 
are discussed below. 
 
Impression of The University of Tennessee as an above average university

The survey asked respondents to rate of list of colleges and universities as “above 
average,” “average,” “below average,” or “don’t know.”  In 2005, 57% said that UT Knoxville is 
“above average,” compared to 55.4% in 1985.   In comparison, 80% of the same respondents 
said that Vanderbilt University is “above average.”  It is important to note that the impression of 
Vanderbilt as “above average” has increased every year since 1974, and that its starting point in 
1974 was 57%, which is where UT Knoxville was in 2005. The perception of UT Knoxville as 
“above average” has increased since 1974, but has remained flat since 1985.   

 
The campuses at Martin, Chattanooga, and Memphis are seen by Tennesseans as 

“average.”  The impression of UT Memphis as “above average” has declined over the years.  It is 
also disturbing that when asked about Martin and Chattanooga, more people said “don’t know” 
than said “above average.”  However, there are positive implications for the UT campuses at 
Martin and Chattanooga in the question that asked, “Where do you think the average young 
person can get a better education – in a small college or in a large university?”  Consistently 
through the years, more than half of the respondents answered, “small college.” (See page 3 of 
Appendix A.)  

 
The graphs on the following pages track these items for all campuses in the UT system 

and include Vanderbilt as a measure of comparison. 



 
 

How important is it that Tennessee has a university which is regarded among the top that 
universities?



 
 

Keith Moore Associates  
“University Relations at The University of Tennessee” (1998) 
“Winning Moments: Integrated Marketing Communications Plan” (1999) 
 
 In 1998 Keith Moore Associates examined the efficacy of the Office of University 
Relations in meeting the goals of the system as well as the individual campuses.  The following 
year Moore provided the university with an integrated marketing communications plan for the 
Knoxville campus.  
 

A key contention of the Moore report was that UT needed to sharpen a foggy image.  
Moore noted there are diffuse and sometimes conflicting images for the system and the 
campuses.  Differentiating the system and the Knoxville campus was identified as “one of the 
thorniest internal problems facing the university” (p. 4).  The report stated that since to most 
people outside the university, “The University of Tennessee” means UT Knoxville, using the 
term to promote the system does not work for either recruitment or fundraising (p. 11).   
 
 The report noted that the UT campuses’ differences are geographical, cultural, 
philosophical, and political and that each campus should be positioned accordingly.  
Recommendations for positioning the campuses were: 
 

• UT Knoxville should be positioned clearly as the flagship of the system, and as a quality 
research institution with nationally ranked programs. 

 
• UT Chattanooga and UT Martin should be positioned as solid four-year undergraduate 

institutions offering Tennessee student affordable, yet high quality education in either a 
rural or an urban setting. 

 
• UT Memphis should be positioned as the professional school component of the UT 

system and as a partner with UT Knoxville in offering the kind of comprehensive 
programs and services found (most often in one location) at other states’ flagship campus 
(p. 7). 
 

Moore identified the need for better internal communication on each campus, for better 
communication among campuses, and for a strategic communications plan.  He contended there 
was a lack of informed statewide recognition of UT’s stature and contributions to the state, and 
recommended seeking membership in the American Association of Universities (AAU) and 
increasing UT’s visibility in the national media.  
 



 
 

Scott Bodfish Associates  
“Marketing Communications Analysis” (2001) 
 
 The Bodfish report was conducted specifically for the Knoxville campus to develop key 
recruiting messages for undergraduate students at UT Knoxville.  The report is helpful in 
identifying the perceptions of students and prospective students.  Not surprisingly, Bodfish found 
that UT’s first impression is through the athletics department.  Two in five prospective students 
think of sports as the first thing that comes to mind when thinking of UT Knoxville.  Students 
reported that the rituals and traditions at UT Knoxville are tied to sporting events.  However, the 
same proportion (two in five) describe the academic reputation of the university in very 
favorable terms. 
 

Bodfish recommends messages that balance the academic accomplishments of UT 
Knoxville with the athletic accomplishments.  While good athletic programs are a positive 
component of many top-flight state universities, there is a need to promote the breadth and depth 
of our academic offerings.  Athletics help spread the name of an institution, but  focusing too 
heavily on athletics does not develop a brand that promotes educational experience.  Bodfish 
contends that when it comes to recruitment, parents are the most important influence on a 
student’s choice of colleges, followed by teachers and counselors, all of whom are usually most 
concerned about academic programs. 

 
Bodfish also conducted a survey of 200 prospective students from UT Knoxville’s  

Admissions Office prospect list and found that the students and their closest advisors (parents 
and counselors) identified the strengths of UT Knoxville as: 

 
• National visibility and prestige 
• Strong alumni connections 
• Affordability 
• A campus rich with traditions 
• Breadth of academic offerings typical of a major research university 
• Excellent faculty who engage students in the classroom as well as outside 
• Active campus life and involved students 
• Location 

 
The Bodfish report contains rich data, but it is focused on a specific audience for one 

campus.  The recommendations of the plan were designed to recruit students, with an emphasis 
on developing messages to attract African-American and high performing students.  



 
 

The Ingram Group  
“Situation Analysis of The University of Tennessee” (2002) 
 
 The Ingram group conducted interviews with trustees, faculty, alumni, and students 
from all campuses in an attempt to answer the question, “What is The University of 
Tennessee?”  They found the answer was different things to different people, which complicates 
the process of developing a common theme and message.   
 
 The Ingram Group concluded from the interviews:  
 

• For most of the state, “University of Tennessee” means athletics and Knoxville.   
• The smaller campuses want their own identity. 
• Those connected with the Knoxville campus want it recognized and respected as the 

state’s flagship university and the source of national recognition for research and 
academics as well as athletics. 

 
The study found that overall, individuals are proud of the campuses with which they are 

associated and want them to be recognized and held in esteem in their own right, but are also 
proud to be associated with The University of Tennessee. The smaller campuses “do not want to 
subordinate their identities to an all-encompassing UT (read UTK) public awareness campaign.”  
Interviewees in Chattanooga said that UTC graduates do not like receiving mail with the colors orange 
and white prominently displayed.   
 

The reports recommended a local approach to communicating the value of the UT 
system to citizens of the state. It recommended re-igniting interest and recognition of the 
smaller campuses in their respective geographic areas, as well as targeting messages about all 
campuses on a regional basis by identifying what research or other activities (of any campus) 
impact the largest number of people in the region and focusing messages about those activities.   
 



 
 

Educational Marketing Group (EMG)  
“Situation Analysis and Integrated Marketing Plan” (2003) 
 

EMG conducted extensive research, interviewing marketing professionals and business 
leaders as well as conducting focus groups and interviews with administrators, faculty, staff, and 
students from all campuses.  One of their overall conclusions, not surprisingly, is that the 
university does not own a brand identity that matches the powerful character of its athletic 
reputation or its potential for national and international prominence. 
 

To put this study in historical context, the consultants were concerned with developing a 
brand primarily for a University of Tennessee that included the Knoxville, Memphis, and 
Tullahoma campuses, which was an initiative of then-president John Shumaker.  EMG 
recommended establishing a “core brand” that would encompass the three campuses mentioned 
above, and “sub brands” for Martin and Chattanooga that would draw on the equity of the core 
brand.   
 
 An important insight in the EMG study is that since there has historically been little 
coordination of communication coming from the various campuses, each campus has sometimes 
put out different messages, resulting in competing or conflicting brand presentations and chaotic 
application of institutional logos.  Messages are also coming from a variety of sources (colleges, 
departments, athletics) even on the same campus.  EMG recommended a concerted strategy to 
decrease the disjointed messages and inconsistent use of visuals. 
 
 The EMG study noted about the Health Science Center in Memphis that, “Surprisingly, 
this important unit appears to have relatively low public awareness, even in the Memphis area, 
despite a long and distinguished history” (p. 54).  Similarly the consultants thought the UT 
Space Institute and the relationship with Oak Ridge National Laboratory should be enormous 
assets to the university’s international academic and research image, but had not been well 
positioned as marketing advantages.  
 

EMG also indicated a need for a strategic communication plan, noting that 
communications and marketing tactics at UT are not linked directly to strategic goals.  They 
also recommended a more aggressive attempt to communicate to national and international 
audiences. 
 
 



 
 

Meta-Analysis 
 

 
In conclusion, the recurring themes that were found in the plans can provide a point of 

departure for message development.  The following discussion reports the commonalities found 
among the conclusions of the consultants and links them with SSRI survey findings where 
helpful. 
 
Differentiation of campuses based on unique strengths 
 Establishing the identity, role, and relationship among the different campuses is essential 
for establishing clear and positive images.  Particularly difficult is promoting the system while 
simultaneously positioning Knoxville as the flagship campus, which Moore referred to as our 
“thorniest problem.”  The consultants did not agree about how it should be done.  EMG 
recommended a “core brand” for the Knoxville, Tullahoma, and Memphis campuses that lent its 
equity to the two remaining campuses in Martin and Chattanooga.  Ingram recommended that 
each campus develop a brand based on unique strengths.  Ingram found that the smaller UT 
campuses do not want to be “swallowed up” by the giant campus in Knoxville, but at the same 
time are proud to be associated with it.  
  
 It is clear from the SSRI surveys that most Tennessean’s “don’t know” about the smaller 
campuses.  Nevertheless, the same respondents believe that a young person can get a better 
education at a small college.  It is clear that the smaller campuses need more statewide 
recognition.  The SSRI surveys (including the THEC version) asked respondents’ impressions of 
Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) colleges as well as UT colleges.  UT Martin and UT 
Chattanooga ranked closer to the impression of TBR colleges than to UT Knoxville or 
Vanderbilt.  (See pages 4-6 of Appendix A.)  There is an opportunity to position them closer to 
UT Knoxville and to position them as the best places in the state (not just the region) to receive 
an undergraduate degree on an urban campus or a rural campus.  They could be the “public ivy” 
(elite small liberal arts) colleges in the state, associated with the academic excellence of the UT 
system. 
 
Confusion over names  

Related to creating brands for the campuses is the confusion over the names of the 
entities in the UT system.  EMG notes that the first step in establishing a clear brand is to use 
consistent and reliable terms that clearly mean the same thing each time they are used.  Keith 
Moore and The Ingram Group also noted confusion over what “The University of Tennessee” 
means.   

 
To an external audience, University of Tennessee means Knoxville and athletics.  Both 

internal and external audiences see the terms UTK, UT Knoxville, and The University of 
Tennessee used to refer to the flagship campus, and both UT System and The University of 
Tennessee used to refer to the system.  Likewise, there were reliability issues on the SSRI 
surveys because some questionnaire items referred to UT Knoxville and others referred to UT in 
reference to the Knoxville campus.  We need to choose one name to represent each entity of the 
UT system, and then use it with consistent meaning in all our messages. 

 
 



 
 

Need for a consistent, coordinated messages tied to strategic goals 
All of the consultants recognized the need for a strategic communications plan.  While 

they all provide data to support this need, it should be remembered that a goal of the consultants 
was to sell the university a strategic plan.  Regardless of their motives, their insights are helpful. 

 
The consultants noted that the communications units of the UT system operate 

independently with little strategic planning. This is also true for units on the same campuses 
(athletics, departments and colleges, arts and theatre, etc.).  EMG and Moore believed that, in 
most cases, communications and marketing tactics are not linked directly to bottom-line strategic 
goals.  EMG noted that “While units produce high-quality products and cooperate well on 
efforts such as recruitment publications, they do not plan ahead to maximize cost-efficiency and 
impact. The lack of system-wide planning has resulted in unit fragmentation, duplication of 
efforts, dilution of resources, and emphasis on the immediate rather than the important” (p. 51).  
The consultants noted that information (story ideas, feedback, etc.) entering through one unit is 
not likely to be relayed to other units that may need that information.  

 
The consultants noted our “foggy image” and the confusion of messages and inconsistent 

visual approaches. The lack of focus in messaging has led to misperceptions by both internal and 
external audiences as to what The University of Tennessee stands for (our brand).  However, 
internal audiences, including students, agreed that the university is better than it is perceived 
externally.   
 

EMG noted that UT has relied on media relations and publications to drive its 
communications efforts. These efforts have focused primarily on reaching local and statewide 
(rather than national and international) audiences.  Additionally, a prolonged period of negative 
publicity regarding internal embarrassments has forced the university into a reactionary 
communication cycle, which has prevented us from advancing more important and more 
strategic messages.  

 
Keith Moore suggested we have an aversion to self-promotion.  He noted there is a low-

key stance in East Tennessee and the belief that if we work hard, we will be recognized for it.  
The SSRI data support that we are not adequately promoting our accomplishments, since about 
half of the respondents do not know about our research.  Bodfish suggested that key audiences 
may be more interested in our academic accomplishments and achievements of students than in 
research, and that academic excellence should be a key message.  The Ingram Group 
recommended that we localize messages about our public service programs that have an impact 
on and touch every part of the state. 

 
Quality academics balanced with quality athletics at UT Knoxville 
 Keith Moore noted that athletics is the “front porch” of the UT Knoxville home, the first 
thing one sees.  Bodfish found that the first impression of most prospective students when 
thinking about UT Knoxville was the immediate association with the achievements of the 
athletic teams.  Bodfish also noted that most of the rituals and traditions associated with UT 
Knoxville were linked to athletic events.  EMG said that although there are no data quantifying 
the factors that have built strong name awareness, anecdotal inputs suggest that the awareness of 
UT Knoxville has been driven to a large degree by strong athletic programs.  
 



 
 

 This is not a bad thing.  A strong athletics program is a major and positive component of 
the image of many flagship state universities.  However, the consultants agree it must be 
balanced and enhanced by an awareness of the university’s strengths in academics and an 
appreciation of its service in order for the university to perceived as excellent.  Bodfish found 
that although about two in five prospective students think of sports as the first thing that comes 
to mind when they think of The University of Tennessee, the same proportion (two in five) 
describe the academic reputation of the university in very favorable terms.  He concluded that 
“prospective students do not need to be convinced that The University of Tennessee is one of the 
top universities in the country, they just need to be reminded of it more often, and provided with 
a deeper sense of it” (p. 54).   
 
 The SSRI surveys found that while overall top-of-mind awareness for UT Knoxville is 
relatively high, it is not necessarily accompanied by strong perceptions of educational quality or 
depth of feeling about the university’s academic brand.  A consistent set of key messages about 
academic quality is especially important to parents and teachers, an important audience who 
influence college decisions as well as vote and pay taxes. 
 
Need for improved internal communication 

Ingram, EMG, and Moore identified the need for better internal communication on all the 
campuses.  Moore recommended increasing the number of issues of Context.  Low morale 
related to state budget issues was noted.  Better internal communication also assists in achieving 
external communication goals.  Moore suggested, “To improve the University’s image we must 
get the entire University involved, from the guy who cuts the hedges to the professor in the class” 
(p. 6).   



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A 
 
 

Longitudinal data collected by SSRI for the University of Tennessee  
(1974, 1979, 1985, 1989, 1993, 1998, 2001) 

and for THEC (2005) 



 
 

 
 
If you had a child just finishing high school, what would you prefer that their next step be…? 

 
 
 
If you 
were an 
employe
r with a 
job that 
could be 
filed 
equally 
well by 
either a 
vocation
al 

school graduate or a college graduate, which would you prefer to hire? 
 
 
 1974 1979 

 1974 1979 1985 1993 1998 2001 2005 

Go to work 3.2 5.3 3.4 4 3.5 2.1 3 

Go to vocational school 17.4 21.5 16.7 11.4 7.4 8.2 9 

Go to college 61.2 56 72.4 80.1 81.7 83.1 82 

Something else 13.1 15 2 1.4 4 2 3 

DK/NS 5.1 2.2 5.6 3.1 3.5 4.6 3 

1985 1993 1998 2001 2005 

Vocational school graduate 35.5 40.9 33.1 23.6 20 21.1 22 

College graduate 25.9 30 39 34.3 38.8 34.8 36 

Other response 23.5 22.1 3.6 5.4 3.1 3  

DK/Doesn’t matter  15.2 6.9  24.3  36.7  38 43.8 5/37 

Doesn’t Matter       37 

DN/NS       5 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Some people have different opinions on how important education is. Thinking of a child in your 
family, would you say that it is unimportant, important, or very important that the child go to the 
following types of schools? 
 
 
 Year 

 
Not Important Important Very Important  Not Sure  

Nursery School 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

23.1 
28.3 
26.8 
20.3 
19.8 
27.3 
22 

48.2 
43.7 
42.3 
42.6 
44 

44.1 
45 

24.5 
26.1 
25.8 
34.3 
34.2 
24.2 
29 

4.2 
1.8 
5.2 
2.8 
2 

4.4 
3 

K 12 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

0.6 
1.1 
0.6 
0.5 
0.7 
1.1 
1 

18.9 
29.3 
24.6 
21 

18.8 
19.1 
17 

80.3 
69.1 
74.2 
78.5 
80.3 
79.2 
82 

0.2 
0.5 
0.6 
0 

0.2 
0.5 
<1 

2-Year College 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

9.6 
11.6 
9.9 
6.4 
4.8 
9.3 
7 

51.3 
57.1 
51.4 
48.7 
43.6 
52.8 
55 

37.1 
28.1 
34.9 
41.9 
49.6 
34.8 
36 

1.6 
2.6 
3.8 
3 
2 

3.1 
2 

4-Year College 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

15 
17 

15.1 
7 
6 

5.1 
4 

41.7 
50.9 
43.3 
40.3 
36.5 
39.2 
38 

41 
28.3 
36.9 
48.9 
55.2 
52.6 
56 

1.6 
2.8 
4.6 
3.8 
2.3 
3.1 
2 

Graduate School 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

31.1 
31.5 
31.2 
16.2 
19.5 
10 
11 

39.2 
46.6 
40 

48.2 
47.4 
53.8 
50 

23.2 
14.1 
18.8 
24.9 
26.4 
31.9 
35 

6.3 
7.7 
10 

10.8 
6.7 
4.3 
4 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Considering the number of students graduating from college these day, would you say there are 
too many graduates for the jobs available, not enough graduates, or about the right number of 
graduates for the jobs available? 
 
  1974  1979  1985  1993  1998  2001  2005

 
 Too many 58.1 60.8 51.8 61.5 33.4 25 32 
 Not Enough 12.5 11.8 16.5 13.2 28.9 28.1 31 
 About right 17.4 20.2 20.4 16.2 26.4 30.6 26 
 Don’t Know 11.9 6.9 11.2 9.1 11.3 16.3 11 
 
 
How important is it that the state of Tennessee have a university which is regarded among the 
top state universities in the country? 
   
  1993 

 
 1998  2001  2005

 Unimportant  3.5 5.5 5.9 6 
 Important  30.7 32.2 32.5 31 
 Very important 63.5 61.2 59 62 
 DK/NS 2.3 1.1 2.6 1 
 
 
Do you think a person gets a better education in a state university or in a private university? 
 
  1974 

 
 1979  1985  1993  1998  2001  2005

 State university 28.2 31.1 30.3 24.5 22.5 18.5 19 
 Private university 43.8 37.3 32.5 34.2 40.5 34.4 34 
 No difference 4.7 11.6 17.8 28.6 27.3 32.5 35 
 DK/NS 23.3 20 19.4 12.7 9.7 14.6 12 
 
 
Where do you think the average young person can get a better education – in a small college or 
in a large university? 
 
  1974  

 
 1979  1985  1993  1998  2001  2005

 Small college 60.5 55.5 53.8 54.7 57.5 53.5 51 
 Large university 24.6 31 27.5 19.6 20.7 19 20 
 No difference 7.1 6.6 10.9 19.1 16 18.5 23 
 DK/NS 7.8 6.9 7.8 6.5 5.8 9 6 
 
 
 
 



 
 

For the first two years of college, would a young person get a better education in a two year 
community college or in a four-year college? 
 
  1974  1979  1985  1993  1998  2001  2005

 
 Two year college 35 36.5 33.7 31.8 33.9 29.7 33 
 Four year college 42.6 46.9 49.4 44.9 45 44.4 44 
 No difference 5.9 5.5 7.3 16.3 13.1 16.5 16 
 DN/NS 16.3 11 9.5 7.1 8 9.3 7 
 
 
When extra money is needed to pay for state-supported colleges and universities in Tennessee, 
where do you think the money should come from: student fees, state taxes, or a combination of 
both? 
 
  19974 

 
 1979  1985  1993  1998  2001  2005

Student fees 19.3 26.4 26.9 8.2 7.8 9 7 
State taxes 42.5 38.4 35.7 9.8 12.4 11 10 
Both 27.7 27.5 29.8 78 76.5 76.3 79 
DK/NS 10.3 7.6 7.5 4.1 3.3 3.8 4 
 
 
I would like to get your opinion of a number of universities, just your general impression. For 
each one I name, just tell me if you think it is above average, average, or below average as an 
education institution. 
 
 

 Year 
 

Above 
Average 

Average Below 
Average 

Don’t Know/Not 
Sure 

Vanderbilt 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

57 
57.4 
60.9 
69 

74.7 
78.5 
80 

29.3 
29.6 
24.6 
18.3 
15.9 
10.5 
10 

1.5 
0.7 
0.8 
0.7 
1 

1.3 
<1 

12.2 
12.3 
13.5 
12 
8.4 
9.7 
9 
 

UT Knoxville 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

44.4 
51.9 
55.4 
57.9 
55.7 
55.5 
57 

43.6 
36.7 
33.1 
30.7 
35.9 
34.3 
32 

1.7 
1.5 
1.2 
1.8 
2.5 
1.8 
2 

10.6 
10 

10.1 
9.6 
5.9 
8.4 
9 
 



 
 

 Year 
 

Above 
Average 

Average Below 
Average 

Don’t Know/Not 
Sure 

UT Chattanooga 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

8.8 
12.2 
14.6 
15.8 
17.9 
18 
18 

50.3 
51.7 
53.9 
47.4 
54.9 
50.2 
49 

5.8 
3.1 
2.2 
3.1 
5.1 
3.3 
4 

35.1 
32.8 
29.3 
33.7 
22.1 
28.5 
29 

UT Martin 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

13.9 
15.4 
20.7 
16 

18.7 
16.1 
16 

44.7 
49.7 
53.1 
40.1 
49.3 
46.4 
46 

3.6 
2.5 
4.6 
5.3 
6.8 
6.4 
5 

37.9 
32.3 
21.5 
38.6 
25.3 
31.1 
33 

UT Memphis 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

48.4 
29.4 
35 

27.9 
28.3 
30.2 
30 

28.7 
35.2 
34.6 
35.8 
48.8 
38.3 
38 

1.7 
1.3 
0.8 
2.7 
4.1 
3 
3 

21.2 
33.9 
29.6 
33.6 
18.8 
28.6 
28 

ETSU 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

10.9 
10 
9.2 
11.2 
15.7 
14.4 
17 

57.2 
54.4 
55.9 
44.4 
52.6 
47 
45 

6.4 
4.7 
3.2 
6.5 
7.1 
7.1 
5 

25.5 
30.9 
31.7 
37.9 
24.6 
31.5 
33 

MTSU 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

11.3 
12.9 
19.6 
17 

20.7 
24.6 
25 

55.3 
53.5 
51.3 
48.5 
55.7 
46.3 
50 

2.3 
4.2 
4.2 
4 

6.6 
5.4 
4 

31 
29.4 
24.9 
30.5 
17 

23.6 
21 

Tennessee State 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

9.8 
10.7 
13.7 
12.1 
16.2 
16.7 
14 

49.7 
50.1 
51.6 
43.7 
52.2 
46.2 
48 

9.6 
10 
8.3 
13.4 
11.4 
11.8 

9 

31 
29 

26.3 
30.8 
20.2 
25.2 
29 
 
 

 Year Above Average Below Don’t Know/Not 



 
 

 Average Average Sure 
 

Florida 
 

1998 
2001 

 
24.8 
30.8 

 
46.9 
32 

 
3.3 
4 

 
24.5 
33.3 

 
Austin Peay 

 
2005 

 
20 

 
43 

 
4 

 
33 

 
Georgia 

 
1998 
2001 

 
27.9 
29.4 

 
48.3 
37.6 

 
1.3 
2.1 

 
22.5 
30.9 

Tennessee Tech 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

- 
15.1 
20.2 
20.5 
27.1 
30.9 
31 

- 
55.7 
53.3 
52 

50.7 
42.7 
44 

- 
3.1 
3.8 
3.1 
7.4 
3.4 
4 

- 
26.1 
22.6 
24.5 
14.8 
23 
21 

University of 
Memphis 

1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

20.3 
24 

32.6 
18.9 
21.5 
19.3 
18 

50.3 
47.9 
47.6 
47.2 
50.9 
42.5 
45 

2.1 
3.1 
2.1 
2.6 
6 

5.9 
5 

27.4 
25 

17.6 
31.3 
21.6 
32.3 
31 

 
 
State spending on education covers a variety of types of education. For each of the following 
types of education, please tell me whether the state should increase, decrease, or keep spending 
at the current level. 
 
 Year 

 
Increase Decrease Same  Don’t know/Not Sure

K-12 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 

 2005 

53.8 
58.3 
62.9 
71.8 
75.7 
74 
76 

3.2 
3.2 
2.6 
4.8 
3.1 
3.8 
2 

37.5 
34.7 
32.3 
20.2 
19.5 
20.9 
21 

5.3 
4 

2.2 
3.1 
1.7 
1.3 
1 

2-Year Colleges 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 

 2005 

45.2 
36.9 
36.9 
46.5 
48.3 
45.8 
52 

4.3 
6.1 
6.3 
6.6 
5.8 
6.9 
4 

37.4 
44 

45.6 
36.2 
41.3 
42.3 
41 

13 
13 

11.1 
10.7 
4.7 
5.1 
3 

 Year 
 

Increase Decrease Same  Don’t know/Not Sure



 
 

Vocational Training 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 

 2005 

68.1 
61.2 
64.9 
67.1 
61.3 
60.2 
66 

1.9 
3.4 
5 

3.6 
2.3 
4.9 
2 

24.1 
30.5 
25.6 
24.6 
34.2 
31.3 
28 

5.8 
4.8 
4.6 
4.7 
2.1 
3.6 
3 

4-Year Colleges 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

37.2 
26.3 
29.8 
41.5 
42.8 
41.6 
44 

5.7 
7.2 
10.5 
7.1 
7.4 
8.3 
6 

43.7 
53.8 
47.8 
42.2 
46 

46.1 
46 

13.4 
12.6 
11.7 
9.2 
3.8 
8.5 
4 

Universities 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 

 2005 

30.6 
28.8 
29.2 
46.4 
46 

42.9 
44 

4.1 
6.3 
7.9 
6.6 
5.8 
6.9 
6 

47.1 
47.2 
48.4 
37.1 
44 

41.1 
44 

18.2 
17.8 
14.5 
9.9 
4.3 
9.2 
6 

Medical/Dental Colleges 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 

 2005 

52.1 
35.7 
36.1 
40.9 
42 

38.9 
41 

3.4 
7.4 
8.1 
8.8 
5.6 
7.2 
7 

34.9 
47.2 
47.3 
42.3 
47.3 
46.9 
47 

9.6 
9.7 
8.5 
8 

5.2 
7 
5 

 
 
 
As you know, the taxes paid by Tennesseans are spent by the state government in various ways. 
For each of the following services I read, please tell me whether the state should increase, 
decrease, or keep spending at the current level. 
 

 Year 
 

Increase Decrease Same Don’t Know/Not Sure 

Highways 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

33.3 
46.8 
41.5 
39.2 
38 

27.1 
32 

11.4 
6.3 
6.9 
9.9 
10.1 
12.6 
13 

50.5 
44.9 
45.8 
48 

49.4 
57.2 
52 

4.7 
2 

5.8 
2.9 
2.5 
3.1 
3 

 Year 
 

Increase Decrease Same Don’t Know/Not Sure 

Welfare 1974 26.1 30.6 32.9 10.1 



 
 

1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

20 
25.9 
18.4 
17.2 
16.5 
20 

42.5 
27.8 
45.9 
42.1 
34 
32 

30.5 
34.8 
27.9 
32.9 
40.2 
41 

6.9 
11.5 
7.8 
7.7 
9.2 
7 

Agriculture 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

58.2 
37.2 
54.6 
38.6 
39.5 
30.4 
33 

3.6 
9.2 
9.2 
17.9 
13.4 
14.9 
13 

20.9 
34.6 
25.7 
32.9 
36.5 
44 
43 

17.4 
18.9 
10.4 
10.6 
10.6 
10.8 
11 

Mental health 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

75.8 
61.2 
52.2 
55.8 
55.9 
48.9 
50 

1.5 
3.1 
3.8 
5.7 
5.3 
5.4 
4 

15.4 
26.2 
35.3 
28.1 
31.6 
35.2 
36 

7.3 
9.5 
8.7 
10.4 
7.3 
10.5 
10 

Medical service 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

60 
39.8 
48.1 
58.8 
63.6 
54.8 
59 

4.9 
13.3 
6.7 
10.6 
5.5 
12.4 

8 

26.4 
39.2 
37.8 
25 

26.6 
27.3 
27 

8.8 
7.6 
7.3 
5.7 
4.3 
5.4 
6 

Education 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

70.1 
61.5 
66.7 
78.2 
82.6 
78.1 
80 

2.8 
4.2 
5.2 
5.2 
3.4 
3.9 
3 

23.5 
29.3 
25.2 
14.6 
13.2 
15.8 
15 

3.6 
5 

2.8 
2.1 
0.8 
5.4 
2 

Law enforcement 1974 
1979 
1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

66.9 
62.7 
64.5 
63.8 
56 

60.5 
58 

2.1 
2 

3.8 
6.1 
6 

4.2 
6 

24.8 
31.6 
29 

28.1 
35.7 
33.5 
33 

6.1 
3.7 
2.8 
2.1 
2.3 
1.8 
3 
 
 

 Year 
 

Increase Decrease Same Don’t Know/Not Sure 

Environment 1974 
1979 

46.3 
34.1 

7.5 
16.1 

30.7 
40.6 

15.5 
9.1 



 
 

1985 
1993 
1998 
2001 
2005 

41.6 
51.3 
48.4 
48.1 
48 

9.4 
10.4 
8.8 
7.5 
7 

39.1 
31.9 
38.7 
40.6 
40 

9.8 
6.4 
4.2 
3 
6 

 
 
 
 


