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Abstract

Hther-Educa+lon Indlcators: Tultion, Room and Board has been developad by the Naflonalﬂ

Center for Hlgher Education MénagamenT Systems (NCHEMS). The Higher-Education Indlcators
project Is a long-range endeavor that will develop as many as 20 indicafors, providing a
better understanding of curren{ status and trends in hlgher educatlion. Data abound, both
about institutions and the higher-education enterprise general iy, but often are not used In
docisionmaking. Potential users may be unaware of their existence, or the data may be
presented In forms not useful to po!icymaking. Properly structured, Indicators are one means

for making sorely-needed information widely availablie.

This report dccuments the development of one such indicator, coverlpg:
o Purposes and premises of Indicators of tultion, room and board
o Basic concepts of price and student expenses used in this serles
‘o Major implications and indicatlons of this series evaluated from 1972 to 1980

o Discussion of future research and'pofenflal appl ications of these findings
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1. Introduction

This book describes the development of Indlicators of the price of tultion, rocm, and board
(PTRB) at Amerlcan colleges and unlverslfleé for elght years, beginning with academlc year
1072-73, and conslders some of thelr Impllcaticns. This Indicater sorles Is Intended to (1)
confrlbuTe‘To rational discussion of the economic well=being of studonts and thaelr famliles;
(2) provide one dimenslon useful In evaluating the effects of trends In flnanclal ald anJh
student Income; (3) capsule the effects of changing enrollment patterns (partlicularly the
Increasing enrollments at ftwo-year Institutions) upon average prlices fated by the student; and

(4) contrast the varlous pricing structures assoclated with different types of

higher-education Institutions. )
A. Hlghlights )

At policy levels, FTRB Indlicaters have Implications for flinanclal-al¢ decislons and
issues associated wlth aétess and opportunlity, and shod Ilght on pricing behav lors. However,
they provice only beglgnlng points fbr policy analysls. They will have highly varlable
signlflcance, depending on the context of use, and thelr Informational value wlll be
constralned by difficultlies In Interpretation. The PTRB Indlicators for the years 1972-73
through 1979-80 cérfalnly affirm what perhaps no one has doubted--that the price has been
going up. They confirm also the general Impresslon that private-college Tuizﬁon is incréaslng‘ 

more rapldly than publlic-college tuition. And they make available new information on reglonal

variaticns in fuition.

: As we will explore in some detall in chapter 3, the indicafprs track a persistent, Thoughf%
not unlform, ;ncrease in prices at all types of colleges and universities across Thése yéars.
PTéE indlqafors demonstrate that the Tuifion gap is large--and wf%;niﬁg. in 1972f73, the
averagewprice paid by students was $539 at public instltutions and $1,953 QT privete

institutions. In the next seven years, the averagé private-college tultion increased 65
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percent to $3,213, while public-col lege ftuitlon increased 47 percent fto $794. In other words,
sTudenfs aTTending private institutions paid'Tulfion prices in the fall of 1979 that averaged

51 260 above prices in 1972, or four times. The prlce to Thelr publlc-lnsflfuflon peers.

B
/
/
I

The rate of Tuifion increase among private insTimumlons was greaTer Than among public
‘Institutions, but not dlsproporflonafe Yo price movemenf in other areas of The economy. In

‘:recenT years, as shown in figure 1, the rate of Tunflon-prlce increase in private institutions

has been remarkably conslsfenf with the movemen+ of the Consumer Price lndex. Moreover, it
; ‘has been notably sIm|Iar to the trend in hagher-educaflon purchasing or resource costs (as
3 meaSured by the Higher Educatlon Price Index) . Alfhough tuition xncreases a+ publlc .

\'lns+I+u+|ons have Iagged noticeably behlnd prlce |ncreases |n The general economy, ‘since 1975

fhese rafes have paral leled lncreases in hlgher-educaflon purchasnng costs.” In oTher words,
; increases. |n tuiticn pr:ce in both the prnvaTe and public secfors appear to have been driven

: by institutlonal costs, and now are keeplng pace wITh generel inflation,

There are wide variatlons in pricing among the colleges and universities examined. here,
s N : : .
" however. Public tuition ranged from zero to $1,565 in 1972-73 and frcm zero o $2,216 in
A '
»~1079-80 Semnlarly, private- Fultion ranged from zero ?o $3,975 in 1972 73 and frcm zero tfo

56 590 in 1979 80 Even among The;maJor research unlverslfies, perhaps the most homogeneous
group!ng examined here, the range ras wlde, TUITlOﬂ prices among the 51 public maJor research
“universities ranged trom $233 to $1 200-in 1972-73 and from $438 fo %2, 216 in 1979- 80 The

Eé‘range of these prices among the 25 prlvaTe ma jor research'unLversifies was from $2,245 fo

53 099 xn 1972-73, and from $3,301 to %5, 745 in 1979-80. Furthérmore, the manner in which
These pr|ces rose: dlffered greatiy among :neflfuf:ons. For exzmple, while the average tuition -
price .for two-year institutions |s lower than that for four year |ns+1;z'lons, the rates of

oriée'inorease among both public and privaTefTwo-year insfiquions dld not lag behind those of
their four-year counTerparfs. Inhfacf,'oubjic comprehenslve fwo-year institutions—--the |
*+arges+ subgroup of fwc-year public insmifufionsf—increased tuition prices at rates that .
§ ) - 2,-

¢
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" -Fig. 1. A comparison of tuition price movements for public and bilvafe institutions with ‘
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exceeded all but those of public professional and special ized schools. Similarly, private
Two—year'vocafional and technical schools--the largest prlvafé two-year subgroup--maintained
price-increase rates that were greater than those of all but private major research
.uﬁiverslfifs. This findinh corresponds well with the fact that lower-priced institutions
generai ly have increased tuition prices at rates subsTanTlalIy above the rates of inc;ease for
higher-priced institutions. The 451 publlc lnsfifuflons charging $200 or Iess for |n—§jaTe
'¢ui+ion during the 1972—7§.academlc year had increased prices by 139 percenf by 1979-80, _in
contrast to the average Increase of 52 bércenf for'ln-sfafélfuiflon at public institutions
géenerally; for the 669:priva+é instifutions charging $1,000-or- less..in_fultion for the
:fécademic Yeér 1972-73, prices rose by 90'peréen+,'in contrast to the avefage»privafe-fuifion.

‘ ‘ \
" increase of 65 percent from 1972-73 to 1979-80.

,1Regl6na1,pricing differences are apparenf in the PTRB indica{ors. Averége tuition at

o
~ North ATIanTnc publlc institutrions |ncreased more rapldly t+han that of public institutions . .
“elseWhere in the country. . FurThermore, the doIIar amoun¥ ‘of these increases was larger, with
. averagé Tuiflon increasing from $603 in 1972-73 to $1,042 *in 1979-80. - Interestingly, this
"area contains fewer public (312) and more private (619) institutions than any of the other
fhree regions. Among private lnsfifuflons, reglonal differences |n prlclng were less
'pronounced the WesT/Soufhwesf reglon increased the mosT——78 percenf from 1972-73 to 1979-80.
(Private lnsTiTu+|ons are most sparsely represented in The WesT/SouThweST region [291], whlle
public institutions are most densety concentrated [4381.) However, The NorTh Atlantic and the

Great Lakes/Pfains regions remained the price leaders in absolute dollars, with average

tuition prices of. $1,042 and $939 in 1979.

Finally, we find that The prlce of room and board conTrnbuTed slightly fo the gap in

- prices between public and phlvaje institutions. In 1972-73, these charges were sllghfiy

higher'fn private institutions than in public_lnsTiTuTions--$13124 versus $1,018ﬂ_ Thereafter,

These°charge5'increased at a slightly faster rate in private institufions: 57»percén+ versus

: f‘mi' - -\‘ 'v ‘}1;5




51 percent over the period. . In be+h sectors, however, these Increases lagged slgnlficanfly:
behind increases In the prices of rent and food at home, which rose by 78 perceﬁf from 1972 to
1979. Moreover, while sTudeafs In the, private sector pafd tultion prices four times as high
as aTvpub[fc institutions, students at prlvafe’insfifuflons were charged ¢ “bined.prlces for

tuitlon, room, and board only fwlce as high as those charged students at publlic InsfiTuTibns."

B. Factors Affecting Interpretation

Routine cautions apply: These Indlcafors should be used only In appropflafe contexts,
and Then with judicious conservaflgﬂ? What they indlcate in various conTex?s'of Use may be
- condltioned by the avallability of flnanclal aid, ianaTIon, Thevhnfluence'Of/prlce_enmstydenf

decisions, and the extent fo which varnous xnsfnfuflons depend oh tuition as a source of

revenue. Only in these several and variable Iighfs can Trusfworfhy’inferences be drawn.

. N
I+ is generally supposed That rises In PTRB have been offset by increases In fi&anclalv

2id. We present evfdence in chapter 3, however, that this is nof necessarily so. inmax be
that expansions in the availability of financial aid Triggered some price Increases. Whatever
the relationship between PTRB and fInancial aid, the laftter has not solved student probiems

" with college financing.

S

Inflation may be the most protean of Tee facfors condlitioning the lmpllcaTIons of the
PTRB Indicafors; As inflation 1ncreases the cost of raising chnldren, a famlly whose income.
does not keep pace will have to allot a larger proporf:on of the budget 1o currenT,expenses
and perhaps a Iesser proporTion for college-cosfé.’,Changes In family'sfruefure have brought
about new problems- the number of single-parent famalles has increased at a Time when more -
and more families have found it necessary for both parents to work in order fo make ends mee+

in many families, two and even three chlldren are of coIIege—goIng age aT the same time.
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There are indications that students regard the difference In price between public and
prlvaTe institutions as significant enough to affect their ch01ce. The low price of two-year
institutions has made Them particularly attractive *o less affluent students, desplfe the fact

that prices at two-year institutions are rising faster than at other fypes of schools.

Finally, public Institutiors seem to be Iessen|ng their dependence on tuition as a

- revenue source and increasing Their dependence on state appropriations. NoneTheIess,
institutions Thaf depend heavily on Iow- and middle-tncome s+uden+s might be Jeopardxzed by
sngnifican+ resfricfions on the availability of financra aid. Each of these factors Is

discussed in some detall in appropriate places.

“ C. Limitations

PTRB indicafors are but one of a series of indicatcrs being deuelopedrhy NCHEMS. Each
_indicator, Jlke‘The PTRB, will monitor trends exhibited in a single facet of higher education,
' Together, they will portray the student (wi+h~respec+‘+o financing, participation,
'persIsTence, affainmenf and so forth), Theﬁlnsfifufion (resources, research capacity,
governance, dlversify), and the envnronmenT (demographncs, aTTITudes toward hlgher education).
Such indncafors consist of sImpIe measures that map the progress of trends over Time and are
“|n+ellxgible to a large ‘audience, including Iegislafors and voters. This simplicity belces
'”The complexity .inherent in aImosT any phenomenon in hlgher educafion Indlcaters of fhe'price
-of tuition, room, and board are no exception. They simply measure changes in These prices
over time. To the degree that seems reasonabie, we have sought xn a very generaI way To

“‘relate fhese changes to other trends in higher educaTion, such as parTncnpaTion, lncome, and

_oTher prices. We do noT however, explore -the underlying reasons for changes in These prIces,

nor do we seek to determine The impact of these prlces upon the student or the Insflfufnons. ‘

" The contributions, then, that PTRB indicators can make 1o The sTudy of policy questions
‘confronfing higher educaTion are accompanied by sensible restraints oanhelr use. It is

‘inadequate and inappropriate to study pricing in isolation from other phenomena in higher
. a B .- oo

o
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educaflon. A comprehenslve context should embrace such factors .as The'w:ys In which famllfes B

finance education, the tenslons caused by changes in the social value placed on higher
educaticn, revised government priorities, financlal ald, and Institutional revenues; PTRB
indicators are but a first step toward understanding the slghlficance of the price trends In

higher education.

In developling indicators of tuition, room, and board, Initial emphasis was. placed on the

generation of descriptive data about price trends. Such information provldes a clear plcfure -

- of where prlces were before, are now, and are Ilkely to be In The fuTune. These daTa can be

: of use for planning at varlous levels., However, any prOJecflon of price movement . =houid be

Uy

.. regarded as onIy speculaflve, derived from |nformed Judgmenf and h|s+orlcal data rather.than-.

o

vmemplrlcal evndence. Therefore, and at presenf, These indicators should ﬂQi be viewed as

either alarmlng or reassuring. Such conclu5|ons awa|+ a better base of knowledge -about causal ;
and pollcy tactors reIaTed o prlce movemenfs for dlfferenf types of |ns+1+u+|ons.

Furthermore, policy-driven dimensions of higher education, such as +u|+|on prlce, may eludei
emp!rical or predicfive constructs. Averages canno+ capture the kind of information neceseary.:

+o characterize or subsfanflafe behav lor.

In Iighf of the data available to us, we have chosen to use two mefhodologies: (1) a
1979-enrol|men+-welgh+ed price that examlnes [ist-price movemenf in isolatlon from changlng
enrol Iment pafferns, and (2) a movlng average, which measures average prlce; charged sTudenTs

from year to year. No meThodoIogy Is without flaw, however, nor i< there suf ficient evldence J

To conclude that any one measure is more approprlafe Than ofhers for examining " ::!es taced by
The sTudenT. Iin PTRB indicators, several meThodoIoglcaI [imitations exnsf. First, any !
"changes ia The quallfy of educaflon that may account for rising prlces are undefecfed In Thcs

_series. So Too, prlce dlfferencea among lnsflfuflons Thaf may In part be a funchon of the ﬁ"

B dlfferences in quality are not measured by The data in Thls serles. Second, there is nelfher

a Typlcal |ns+l+uflon nor a Typlcal s+uden+ The averages porTrayed here obscure the

W d .
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individual sTuden1's experience and the distinctiveness of specIfIc Ins+l+u+lons. Third, this
indicaTorfserIes measures |Ist pricc, 2 concept substantively different from both the ac+ua|
cost of education fo the student and the cost to the Institution of providing This educatlon.
Finally, the use of a 1979-enro|fmen+"welgh+ed average Is akin fo the underlying mefhodology
and: purposes of The Consumer Price Index (that is, measurement of price change based on a 1968
‘ markeT basket and unafflllaTed with other changes, such as purchasing or popuIaTIons)
Nonefheless, the difference in weagh*nng years makes comparlsons between these two

jmeThodoIogIes indlcative rather than conclusive evldence of paral lel trends.

Serlous imitatlons must be placed on the appIncaTIon of consumer Theory +o higher
»—educaTIon. Assumpflons of preference and cc: sumerlsm lose.credlbiiity In light of the. generaL
lack of |nforma+Ion provided to prospecfnve students (Lennnng and -Cooper 1978), imprecise |

~ student goals, and.+he\ab>ence of a well=defined markeT_for higher education. While Tne
purchase of hlgher educaTIon is not comparable to |mpu|se buylng, it maynsTilI be distinct
from such declslons as the allocation of famlly Income to sTaple qoods and services. FurTher,
uTnIlTy and realized re+urn on lnvesTmenT in educaTPon may not be as readIIy measurable as the )
results of other, consumer Ir.estments and purchases. For these reasons, caution should be

exercised in linking the ‘price changes charted In this repor+ to behavlor, whefher on the part.

‘ of'sTudenTs or fnsfifufions.

Several iimitatlons.are InherenT In the scope and na+ure of the data base emponed The
) dafa base cons+ruc+ed To generate these. lndlcafors Is drawn from the Higher Educa+|on ‘General
}: 1nformaflon Survey (HEGIS ), conducted annually by The Natlonal Center for EducaTion Statistlcs
(NCES) HEGIS information |s col lected from nearly 3,200 institutions of hlgher educaTIon.
%, Alfhough substantial efforTs were made To correst faulty da+a, parTncuIarIy regardnng +ul+|on,
é} some da+a errors remaln. Only Those reporTnng errors t+hat could be easlly detectec (such as a

g‘ reductlion in prlcns, misslng data, or a Iarge Increase) were IdenTifled.' Typncal errors have

|ncluded sporadlc repor+s of requnred fees, out-of-dlstrict rather than out-of- s+a+e Tunflon

s e




reports, per-semester or quarter. rather than academic-year reports, and Transposéd numbers.
Corrections were obtalned from state coordlnaflng commissions, Institutions, oL’ofherl
‘published reports (including catalogs, state reports, College Board publications, and other
higher-education sources). Where data were missing and could not be supplied from other
sources, we assumed that the average of adjacent (preceding and fol lowing) years would
constitute a reascnable substitute for mfssing'flgurés. Constraints on use of this p?rficular :
data base shéuld be noted: (1) the lack of information about prices bf oTher'sTuden+

purchdses beyond tuition and room and board on campus Impedes a complete examlna+|on of

student expenses; (2) the absence of data about changes in *gé\numhers of sTudenTs Ilvlng on

\
p

campus requirad the assumption- that these Trends were canTan+ and & funcf?onfof enrollmenf,
B (3)“+he behav for 6f"feés'assés§ed and reported with fuition Is erratic; (43 +he.jnfréqdehéy o
with which data on student migration are. collected demanded the assumpiion Thaf out-of- state
nenrollmenf pafferns were a funcfnon of total enrollIment, based on 1979 observa+|ons, and. (5)

the absénce of state resicency data for students other rhan freshmen and transfer sTudenTs led;
to the: acsumpflon ThaT sfudenfvresldency traits were conslgfenf across aII undergraduafe

levels, Jllghfly inflating public tuitions included in This study. Priceq are fraced from
1972-73 Thrqqgh 1$79-80. Historical data about price trends prior f9 1972 Qould be a valuable

addifioﬁ if data quality from fhese yeérs could be assured. 1980-81 data, and data from years :

. AN \ . .
ThereafTer,/ﬂykf*beﬁﬁngjyp§§'In PTRB indicators as they become available.
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huvner educaflon, pIus foregone earnings (opporTunify costs). Thus indicators of . the Price ofgﬁ

.individual of a year of college. Indncafors of student financing will presenf the oTher s|de'

25 Methodology

A.  Concepts of College-Going Prices
Taeetty \ . :

At the outset, It Is useful to discuss alternative deflnitions and concepts of”college;golng
prices and cosfs. One concept Is the price associated with one academic year of higher
education (The total of tuitlon, required fees, room and board, and other goods and_ services)
regardless of who (the Institution, the lndIV|duaI the government, private ‘source) actually -
pays this price. A second concept is The cost To the lndlvldual-—fofal prlce less any granfs,fi
% g

fellowshlps, gkffs, or such awarded the student to defray outlays. Finally, There is the

total cost to The student of obtalining higher education--what the individual pays to obtain

TUITIOH, Room, and Board (PTPB), while reflecflng the. ma jor componenfs of average Tofal prlce,‘z

will do no more Than~|ndfcafe an upper I|m|+ for The average out-of- pockef cost for The

of This_balance sheet, how and'by'whom these prices are met.

.Treating price and financing as relafed yef Independenf Is stflfled because - the price of
.obfalnlng a coIIege education Is rarer pald whoIIy by The sTudenT from personal funds.
Typlcally, financial a|d, student earnlngs, and famlly confrlbuflons .are The prlncnpal sourcesf
Thaf combine to meet the pr|ce esfabllshed by the |ns+|+u+lon. F|naIIy, foregone earnlngs-—ani‘
elemenf ‘of the third concepf described above--represenT the single Iargesf expense, as IT
were, of obfalnlng h|gher educaflon,_and fherefore mus+t be cons|dered. Insfrumenfal in shaplng
The decnslon to purchase higher educaflon. Crary and LesI|e (1978) estimated foregone
earn|ngs To be $2, 519 and $3 176 for 1972 freshmen and 1973 sophomores, respecflvely—-somewhaf
below estiImates of~earlier. researchers. However, The rapid rlse in personal . lncome and wages
sunce Thaf Tlme enhances the ImporTance of foregone earnlngs.' By the end of 1980, personaI
dICposabIe lncome per capita had. r|sen by 111 percent over average 1972 observations; wages of

producfnon and nonsupervtsory workers had risen by 82 percent (U.S. Offlce of Federal



‘Statlistical Policy and STandards 1980). Given the Importance of this fact in declding whether
to attend college, foregone earnings are’one of The measures used To construct indicators of
[ -53.33-*\

student parTipraTIon.

To understand the functions and Intended uses of Indicators of +he PTRB, four basic
concepfs of price movement must be considered: product, product price, quantity. of product
~purchased, and Timevover.which prices are evaluated. Many methods are available to measure
each of these dimensions, elther separately or in combination.
* Product -

~

The ‘product is the good or service for which the buyer paya the seller a price mutual ly
agreed upon., IdeaIIy, the product is carefully cefined to excluce any addiTIonaI goods or ~
, services that the seller may provide in order fo facnllfafe or make aTTracTIve the purchase.

‘ (
In this series, the prnce-and-purchase measures are those associated WITh Qne_agademlg~¥ean_gi

'full time undergraduate educaflon. This basxc specnficafion Is compIxcaTed by difficulfy in

determining exacTIy whaT The student is purchasnng P eferably, The measuremenT of These
products over Time would be consTanT——ThaT is, a year of higher education a decade ago would
be comparable To a year of higher educaTion Today. OsTensany, for example, comparison of

sheITer and sustenance provided fto a student from year to year is reasonable. But a key

c-assumpfion must be ThaT room and board provided in 1872-73 (the InxTIaI year considered in

- this series) Is essenfially the same as jhaf provided in each subsequenf year--or, at a

*{:munnmum, that The sTudenT recenves the same satisfaction from these services. UnforTunaTely,

?:vfhere is virTually no |nforma+|on o subsTanTnaTe such an assumpTion., Any change in The *;iif_

gzﬁsfandard of Ilving provnded (such as more elaborate servnces provnded by The 1ns+ITu+|on), the
nutrition or amount of food provnded, or the facIIiTIes (for example, more - dormxTory privacy) =

if.wouldﬁmean that.the produc+‘or service whose price is being examined is'not the same over

?f_fime; The incicdence and-extent of such changes are unknown,




Price

<

In its simple§+ conqepfibn, price Is the amount paid for a specific product. With:
respect to higher education, it is useful to examine three types: list price, nego+iafed
price, and net price. List price is the advertised or otherwise stated price of a producT;‘iT
does not include discqunts, rebates, or other adjustments Thaf the seller may provide to
encourage purchase. Nor does the |ist price reflect any faxes, servicé fees or penalty costs
that may be added to the fisf price by the seller, the government, or other énfify embowefed

" to participate In the sales Traﬁsacfion. With respect to Indfcqforskof the PTRB, |ist prices
are those advertised by an institution for tuition (including required fees) and room and

board.

Neggiiafgd price is the list price less rebaTes, discéunfs, or other adjustments made by
" the seller. In hlgher education, this price would be akin To tuition less waiversy— =~
.rémissions, and‘financiél ald provided by The_Jns+i+u+|on. As noted by Wynn (1972), an
|ns+1+u+ion may have scores of differenf pricing packages for providing flnancial ald and a
other dlscounfs to sTudenTs. In this manner, financial aid reduces the cost To the sTudenT
‘aIThough the money seldom passes through the sTudeqT's hands. From an institutional
perspective, however, this nofion is Important to the céléulafion of actual income derived
from tuition, Fér example, the insfijufion must determine to what extent increases In Tuifién'i
actually net an added reTurn--sinée increases In Ilst tultion offen requi}e parallé{ Increases‘f

in institutionally subsidized financial assistance, and also may reduce enrol iment,

. Finafly, net price Islfhe amount that. the student acfually)pays the institution out of.
earnings, savnngs, or family. income. In short, net price Is the negotiated price less
nonnnsTnTuTnonal scholarships, government educafional benefifs, employer-provided educafional
subsidies, and contributions from other sources (excepfing The institution or the sTudenT's

- family).
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As wé%have sald, Indlcators of student financing, in con junction with Indicators of the
‘ .

PTRB, wllllprovlde greater Inslght into the negoTIaTed'and net price of higher education. The

PTRB'IndicaTors examine only list, or advertised, price.

» Quantity of the Product

The guantity of the produé+ Is the number of commodity units purchased. In the case of
goods (as opposed Té'services),‘fhe measurement represents fthe number of discrete units of a
producf,purchased. Servlces)oﬁvl@usly are less conducive to such megsurenenf.: The quantity
qf,bféhucf that the sfpdenf purchases Is not specifled in units of education, housing, or
:.food. For presenf purposes, we “assume that the éfudenf buys one academic year of higher
_ educaflon and houslng and a certain number of meals during the academic year. Under the best
. of circumstances, we. would measure this in credit hours, square feet of dormlfory space
‘alloffed the student, conTenTs of meals, and so forth. This is precluded by the limitations
of exlsting data. - Certaln assumptions about ‘the quantity of transportation, clothing, books,
"~ and other personal expenses also must be made If we are to fully partray the economic
clrcumstances of students. As a practical measure, we employ student budgets regarding these
other purchases reported to the Colleée Board by Instltutional financial-aid officers. We
655umé,‘+hen, that all students purchase approximately tThe same Things, In the same ‘
-quanTITies. Inkfacf; these purchases vary wlth éfudenf | iving arrangements (dorms, off-campus
1 -houslng; with family),.sfudenf marital and ;amily status, age, Income, preferences, énd such.
'In the absence of data other than that colieéfed by the Col lege Board, examination of expenseés -
‘  oThef than tuition, room, and-board at a student level Is precluded. Instead, we provide here
éverage fnsTdeTlonal'bbservafjons for these other purchases (books and supplies, |
jfan;porTaTIOn, and personal expenses). This strategy prevents accurate combination of These

other=expense data wlth measures of tultion, room, and board reported here.
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Time Frame

The time frame represents the period over which prices are evaluated; It is necessary to
capture movements or fluctuations in prices within a specific interval. Without the fime
frame, prices portray |ittle more than a snapshot of relative prices. The time frame links
these snapshots into a cohesive set of price movements. For the purposes of this serieé, the
time frame must be divided Into academic years, since tuition and room and board charges are

\\?sfablished on an annual basis. The time frame examined in this report includes the academic

yéars from 1972-73 through 1979-80. The interval will be extended over time as data become p

available. Y

' The\InTérsecfions of these dimensians provide a measure of price movement, preference,
and produéf specifications. For analytical purposes, hoWever, it is useful Tovexamine each
separately-—for example, stabiizing preference and product specification while examining the
movement of price, or stabilizing price and product specification while examiﬁfng consumer
preference. This allows careful evaluation of a single phenomenon unconfused by 6+her

variations In the system.

B. Price Change

After much study, we adopted two mefﬁodologies: (1) a Laspeyres-type price index and (2):£
a movlng average. Laspeyres indexes control for nonprice changes that influence average
observafions--fhaf is, changing purchasing patterns (such as ; rapid growth in two-year
enrol Iments that iﬁfluences pflces faced by the average student). A hoving average, on the
oTHer hand; does not control for changing enrol Iment patterns that may Influence the average

price faced by students. -

L




Ihe Quality-Price lssue
Aside from aberr?nf prlclqg policies (for example, collusive behavior among produpers;
go;ernmenf controls), typical reésons for price changes are: (1) changes in the cost of
production and resources, (2) changes In the demand or supply (caused by shortages or
surpluses), and (3) changes in the qual ity of the product (for example, increased longevity,
changes in performance, reduced sefvice requirements). Although the first and second have A
implications for the price of education, the last--change iIn qual ity=-has THe mos¥t slgnlflCaan
yet least measurable impact, particularly on tuition pricing in higher education. Waiving for
_ the moment Nerlove's (1972) contention ThaT Tunflon is not an "economic" price, pivotal
 concerns in a discussion of student prices are then two aspects of price change: (1 changes
:,in price due to improvement (deterioration) in quality, and (2) inflation In pricé (unrel ated
- to qual ity change or |nnova+lon) As Jenny (1977; p. 1) has emphasized: "In an age of
inflation, we ought to know the dlfference beTween true Inflation (ever 'higher prices for the

same Thing) and cost increases that embody qual ity change."

To measure a pure inflation effect, certain adjustments for specification changes‘oé
_qual ity-price changes (such as the parallel consfrubflonlof hedonic indexes) may be made to
correct for improvement or deterioration in quality. It Is argued, however, +ha+ regafdfeéé
of what causes the change In price (changes in qual ity, inflation, supply), the consumer;sfl1|f
has to pay tThe dlfference. This circumstance is magnified in higher education where the
student, unlike The used-car buyer, does not¥ haveAThe option to purchase a 1972 year of
education in 1980. Nevertheless, price changes-associafed with better quality in higher
?; education are important, and the need to determine measures of qual ity-price change is well

" documented (Jenny 1979; 0'Neill 1971).
’ ' -

The relationship between changes In quallfy and changes ln price in higher education is

.. hard to establist, however. N: smérous dimensions have been posited as having some relaflonshlp

. to qual ity of education. These include faculty-to-student ratlos (Carlson 1972; Radner 1976),

tKC
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appIIcaTIon-To—admIssIon ratlos (Weafhersby 1976a), number of doctoral degreesvawarded test
scores,- beglnnlng Salarles and status of placemenf for new graduates (WeaThersby 1976b),
ddverslty .of program offerlngs, and cdurse content. Although these feaTures may dIrecTIy
affect the level of TUITIOH, I+ is not clear that changes In these dlmensions have any:
‘discernlble relationship to changes In prIce. Far. example, Improvemenf in test sceres or’
_~salar|es of -new graduates exh|b|T no direct reIaTIonshIp to tuition charges. ,Furfhernore, an
|ncrease In faculTy-To—sTudenT ratios may have I|++Ie Impuct upon the callber of educaTIon
ouTcomes (Blaug 1968; Kershaw 1969; Carnegle Commission 1972) and Improved outcomes may be
-, equally a. funcflon of the upgraded skills and abilitles of lncomlng s+uden+s (Jenny 1979)
Changes In the qual ity of Institutional purchases can be used as a proxy measure of qualitfy
improvement if a reIaTIonshlp beTween hlgher education and InpuTs Is Iden+1f|ed (HaIsTead
1975) For example, William Bowen (1969) has-observed that as much as one—Thlrd “of the
increase |n,cos+ per sTudenT can be linked to a more vaIuabIe educa+|ona| ouTcome. On the
_o+her hand, Smlth (1971, p. 24) characTerIzes The reIaTIonshIp as "Ioose and tenuous."
O'Neill, having acknowledged costs of InpuTs as’ The "mosf accessIbIe route to measurling .

quaInTy change" (1976 p. 352), had prevnously sTaTed iWe do noT know how well cost

3

d|fferences will reflect quality dlfferences in mhe setting of a nonproflf system w|+h varying
combinations of privaTe philanThropy and public sub5|dy. Producer incentlves may wel |l change
in such a market and fnls could affecflresource'use or misuse" (1971, p. 55. This Technique_.
“is further compl icated by the wide cost varlancesvamong.InsTITuTIons sImIIar in caliber and
circumstance (Weafhersby 1976b, p. 124) Un1ike most consumer-prrces, Then,nfuifion-cannof_be

" evaluated, vic=a-vis The desnrab:llfy or vaIue of the produc+ being purchased.by the - ~
prospecflve sTudenT (Nerlcve 1972). In facT the peculiar way in whlch highef educaTIon Is

" f Inanced precludes Taklng tultlon as a measure of the quality of the: product being purchased
(O'Nel 1l 1971). For example, peer Ins#lfuflons may provide very similar producTs, but charge

very dlfferenf TUITIOHS. This circumstance supporTs Nerlove's contention that tuition is nof

an economxc price-=that ‘Is, & market mechanism by whlch to aIIocaTe scarce ‘resources.

e
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Clearly, the calculation of qual ity-price change for services such as higher education is far
more complex than for goods that can be described in ferms of components, specifications, or
durability (Griliches 1961). In | ight. of the controversy stil| surrounding the notion of

qualify and the measurement of inflation even wiTh respecf t+o national economic indlicators

‘. e

such. as the Consumer Price Index (Mitchell 1980; Tripleif 1980) it is unlikely that the
measurement of quality change in higher educafion is a currently accesslble goal. Using fthe
Consumer Price Index as an example, qual ity improvements not assocxafed with price change--as
n prdducfs that last longer but do not cost more, such as tires (Howard 1980)=~-are not
captured; substitution effects (buying cheaper products with similar purposes) caused by
inflaiion dre not.measured (Mitchell 1980); and changes in consdmpiion such as energy
conservafion are not well addressed (Howard 1980). We thus assume that the qual ity of higner
educafion remalned unchanged during the perlod in which we are examining price movemenfs. We
recognize, none+he|ess,#+hd+ improvements or deteriorations in quality may'have occurred;
‘indeed, if the time frame is extended, we are forced to acknow ledge large but not.readily.

measurable changes in the quality of American higher education.

Predicting Price Change

IT is clear that price increases (or decreases) occur for a varlefy of reasons-;changes
in the cost of Iabor, raw materials, components, or money; changes in supply or demand;
technological impfovemenfs;}and S0 forfh. Certainly, inflation and the cost of resources
general ly are crifical to tultion-price setting. - However, the path or paTTern of pricing in
higher education i; complicated.: For the greaT maJorify of lns+i+u+ions, tuition does not
cover the costs of providing educatlion. InsTead institutions depend upon other sourcés to

‘underWrite the difference, and levels of- funding provided by these sources aré themse |ves
-"fdlfficulf to predicf.- Beyond the obvious facfor of Inflation, price‘seffing,in insTiTuTions'

is based on several layers of policymaklng, including governmenf and privafe actions as well

as institutional factors. In a single arena, changes In policy are not easily anTicipaTed
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because The-parameferé and interactions escape emplirical desérlpfion, The Intersectlion of a
varlety of pbllcles, such as Tuif]on setting, then, I|s even more compllcaTed;._Rusk and LeSIié
(1978) show that, for example, fuitlon pricing at major state unlverslfleé Is highly
corréIaTed +o both historlc and ecbnomic circumsfagces. Further, they suggesT_THaT "there are
indicatlons that highér education ftultlion levels éfe Increé%ing[y vulnerable to economic and
deITIcaI forces" (p. 545). Certalnly we can hazard a guess that fultlon, as most prices,
will continue to rise and that these price Increases will depend In major part upon the pflce
Increases of resources--both humén and other. However; we camnot fonecasf whaT.fns+l+u+lonal
responses wl.ll be Triggered by changes In state, federal, or other external ‘conditlons,
chauée we cannot wel | predict what those external changes will be. AT the ingividual T
insTi%J;}on These're5p0ﬁ§as may be slow to material ize~~for example, [t is'nof uncommon “for -
fuition at an individual?insflfufion to remain consfanf over several consecutive years despite
increases in feculty salaries, resource réquiremenfs,'cr other inputs. Aggregation, then, of

+ These varieties of behaviors, policies, and tuitions comp licates sound.forecasflng of tuition -

.

" movement. s

tw
"s
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Again, as Rusk and Leslie (1@78) indicate:

tuition prices appear largely to be the result of evolutionary rather than planning
processes; that is, rather than develop fuition prices .in conformance with an agreed-=upon
and operly debated state policy, states seem to have set and changed prices in
incremeatal, unplanned fashion. This gives rise to the suspicion that this Important
public policy Issue offen has been decided on a "herd instinct" basis: the setting of .
. tuition prices In conformance with prevalling -and largely unexamined reglonal values and
norms. Or, it may be posited that state governments have--again wlthout explicit policy.
guidel ines-~direct|ly manlpuiated prices through the appropriations process in order to
maintain an implicit, agreed‘upon public/private and two-year/four-year tuition price
relationship. “In similarly unplanned and, one must fear, largely unexamined fashion,
institutional aic¢ appears to have been diverted to student ‘aid, an occurrence that
appears to have resulted in higher public tniversity tuition. In sum, it would seem
that, without policy planning, tuitions have been ralsed or held steady as beiijeved
.necessary to achleve such ends as the assurance that private Institutions are not priced
out of existence, that state universities do not lose too much of thelr clientele to
commun [ty col leges, and that the total public effort for higher educatlon -does not
consume oo much of the scarce public resources required for the many urgent public
' needs. [Pp. 544-45] ' : ' '




While the Importance of predlicting future fultlon pollcles needs 10 be stressed, the‘complex
relationships among the political and soclal envlronments, funding patterns, Institutlonal
costs, and tultlon pricing demand a very dIfferent study than we have embarked upon here.
~Whlle we thus endorse--Indeed,~strongly urge=-such study, we make no attempt to predict the

future prlces the student may face.
o~

\

Price-Change Measurement .

The use of a Laspeyres price Index In econan [cs=-mosT notably In the construction of the.
Consumer Price Index and the Producers' Price Index—Is well estabIIshed, and [ts appIIcatIon
to hIgher—educatlon prices Is not new. 'Halstead (1975), .Baughman (1979), and Wynn (1974) all
employ Index methodologles. Kent Halstead's work (1975) on the HIgher Educatlon PrIce Index
_(HEPI) and other price series Is perhaps best known among these efforts. Thus the value of
this approach is augmented by Its methodologlcal comparabIIIty to the Consumer Price Index,

the Higher Educatlon Price Index, and other prlce series.

Applled to the prices we examine here, the Laspeyres-type Index Is fundamental ly:

. .where -

) i= 1972, 1973, . . ., 1979;
L e ej(1972) JF j= 1nst1tution; ' ‘
Dy = ®i(1972) T enrollment in institution i during 1972; ‘

5 p1J the price or cost paid by the student at 1nst1tut1on A

j=1 €3(1972) P3(1972) durina year i:

‘n.= number of institutions in the calculation.

’ The Laspeyres-type price Index Is bullt on a set of- goods purchased durIng a base perIod.

jln‘monltorlng price change, then,_thls same combnnatlon of . goods, purchased |n the same o

duantItIes, Is neasured over‘tlme.' By holding enrollnent constant, we can examIne the price
Increases for an academIc year of . educatlon. This base—year, enrollnent—welghted xndex Is
su[table for our purpose, then, 1f we assume that patterns of enrol Iment and o+her student

o

purchases have not changed sIgnIfIcantIy'during the interval under consIderatIon.




Yo

A serlohs comp;ainf leveled agaiﬁsf the use o} a Laspeyres methodology, however, and
ekempliffed in the development of ¥he Consumer-Price Index, has.beén‘fhe use of outmoded
purchasing patterns as weights. In order to determine the pofenffal for defrimehfal impact
upon our findings over the long run, we compared tThe ﬁse of a 1972 enrol Iment weight with a
1979 enrol Iment weight. As figure 2 indicates, the overall differences were minute,
suggesting that during The'sevenffes at least, changes }n enrol Iment patterns did.not affect ;‘
price measures. On the other hand, differences jn specific Insfifﬁfional sactors are greafer-

>
3

The largest absolute difference occurs in the category of-ofher'pUinc doctoral-granting

institutions,! a $79 difference in 1979 findings between measures using a 1972 and a 1979

enrol Iment weight.

o

1Inclusion rules for this and other categoriés in the NCHEMS insfitufidnal taxonomy are
provided in the section entitled Findings for. Institutional Class, beginning on p. 67.
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To more clearly demonstrate the Impllcaj[ons of changing enrol Iment patterns upon prices,.

we have also elected to examine a moving average, based on the following formula:
»L .

n

Awa - J

z
o1 (eys
i n
z

ij "ij

j=1-®
where:

i= 1972, 1973, . . ., 1979;

J = institution;
D1J = price or cost component under examination at“instﬁfution.j durina vear i;
_ e1J = enrollment at institution j during year i;

n = number of institutions-in the calculation.

This permits simultaneocus sfudy of prices and the .influence of changfng’enrollmen*s upon

average price. While ‘a base-year index measures the price over time, as if the student were to
purchase the contents of ‘a base-year market basket, a moving average examines acfual current
prices and.currenf enrol Iments. In conJuncflon, fhese measures lIsolate the effects of ‘
substituting or changing coﬁsumpflon patterns as weII as the impacr of these changes upon
student expendifures; However, changlng consumpflon patterns should not-be confused with
changing preference patterns among sfudenfs. Changes In enrol Iment are nof necessarily moves

by sfudenfs from one fype of Insfifufion to anofher. Firsf, we are nof examinnng the same set
of sfudenfs in 1979 80 as 1972-73. Second, the maJor growfh of Two—year Institutions durlng

the seventies may In part be attributed fo fhe Infroducfion of fradnflonal nonparficlpanfs

into higher education rather than a changing preference on the part cf students for two-year

insTIfufionSGOVer four-year fnsTlfuflons.

To 1IIusfrafe the two nefhodologles we have elecfed, we fake a simple example of -

|nsf1fufion A and. |nsf|rufion B over the period 1972 fo 1979. Assume fhaf fhelr xnsflfuflonal

'sfafisfics look like thase in table 1.

"‘ f; " - | c:;:; , : - ll‘ , :, g _v»L?fj




23,

Table 1
Institution A and Instltuttion B

Institution B instituiions A and B

Ins titution A Base-Year Base-Year (19791
Enrollment List-Price _ Average Tuition Enroliment-Weighted | Enrollment List- Price |Enrollment  Average Averaqe Enroliment-Heighted
Tuition Per Student Average . Tuition List Price Tuition Average
1972-73 200 $100 ‘ 300 ) $650 500 $375 $430 5405 (49.3)
1973-74 | 210 , $125 305 $700 ’ 515 $412 $466 $443 (53.9)
'
'1978-79 o0 - $500 350 $900 650 $700 §715 s722 (87.7)
1979-80 290 : © $600 360 $1000 650° $800- 4822 * sa22. (100)
1980-81 300 $750 v 360 $1250 - 660 °$1000 §1023 $1027 (124.6)

’if Is readnly apparenf that at an Institutional level the Llist tuition Is eqdivalenf to the
verage price faced by siudenfs at fhaf insfiiufion, and aIso equai to The'base—year

h‘enrollmeni-weighfed average tuition at that Institution. In comblning daTa from insiifuiion A

) and B, however, we find a differeni set of average observaiions. For example, the axgnage
lisi p[lcg, or The average price charged by insTiTuTions A and B, Is simpIy “the midpoinf
between fhe tuition charged aT institution A and The fuiTion charged at insiiTuTion B. The.
average tuition faced by students at insfifufions A.and B (referred to herein asAa moving
avecagg) +akes into account that insfiTuTion B Is Iarger than |nsfi+uTion A, and thus fhe
resulfing average Is cIoser to the Tuifion price at B Than at A Over iime, however, the 1979

-

2 enroilmeni-weighfed average (which during 1979 is equal io the moving average) and the moving
average dlverge. In our example, The moving average rises Iess rapidly than the base-year or

aE Laspeyres average. The moving average refiects a more rapid growth. of enroiimenf in |

s"nnsfiTufion A=--the Iess expensive insfifufion--fhan in insfifufion B. This is mosf cieariy

: |ndicafed in fhe change in the moving average and the base—year enroilmenT—weighfed average

4 from 1978 io 1979. hThe moving average Increased from $715 *o $822, or $107, although -both

iflinsfiiufions A and B increased tuition by exacily $100. The reason“or +h|s d|screpancy Is"

" found in the fact that enrol lments, in insfifufion A-—fhe fess expensive
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institution--decreased, while enrollments at Institution B==the more expensive
instltution--continued to grow. Thus the movlng average floated closer to the hligher-priced
instlitution. By conTrasT the' base-year enrol Iment-weighted average rose by $1OO from 1978 to
1979, the same amounT by whlch both Institutlions Increased thelr Tulflon. This effect Is
produced by the conslsTenT use of 1979 enrollmenfs as a welghT raTher than fliuctuating Thls
welght according to observed enrolIments. In other words, the base-year enrollmenT-welghTed

average fracks only price change, In Isoiation of any changes In enroliments that occur.

The value of usling both averages--a moving and a base-year--ls-fhaf we aocopnf ﬁor prlce
change andyenrollmenf changes Tnaf affecT'The average price faced by the student. The
dlfference.in the two.averages represenls.fhe effect of enrol Iment growfh,ln ’
dlfferenfly4prlced lnsTlTuTlons, Thus, In our example, the fact ThaT_Thetmovlng average of
‘$430 in 1972 s more than the 1979 enrollmenT- eighted average of $405 makes it clear that
Institution A=-=the less expenslve |ns+ﬁ+u+lon-—has grown more raplidly Than |ns+lTu+lon B.
This Trend becomes more obvious as we move forward from 1979. An order To h|ghl|gh+ this, we‘
display 1980-81 data for lnsfiluflon A and B. it lsvclear Tha%'nf enrollmenf patterns had
fremalned the same as In 1979, s+uden+s would have been paylng more than They actual ly are in.
1980 (that Is, institution A-—-the less expenslve school==has grown more rap|dly Than
“institution B). Thus we find in fable 2 the resulTlng dlfferences of These two meTho;ologles '
(a moving average and a 1979-welgh+ed average) applied +o tuition in all Institutions durlng
' 1972. Here It is apparent Thaf more expenslve oTher oocToral, specnallzed professlonal, and
two-year academic schools,. along with public comprehenslve, baccalaureafe, and two—-year

comprehensive schools, grew more rapldly than the average (|mpI|ed by The posl+|ve sign),

while the opposite (|nd|ca+ed by the negaTlve dlfference) was true among other Types of

1

institutions..
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—— Table 2

Comparison of Average Tuifion Per Student
and 1979 EnrollmenT-WeighTed Average Tultion,

1972-73
1979
Weighted
Average Average Difference
_ : Tultion Juitlon (cols 2=col, 1)
.PUBLIC
Ma jor Doctoral $740 $735 _ -5
Other Doctoral IV 720 | 6
Comprehenslvé o 494 499 5
Baccalaureafe / 545 547 ' 2
Special ized/Professional 588 - s81 -1
deerar Comprehensive 264 272 | 8
Two-Year Academ%é -~ 384 : | 375 : =9
Two;Yeér Occupational 424 | ) 386 -38
PRIVATE ,
Majdr Doctoral $2,725 $2,711A  \ -14 fﬁff
Other Doctoral 2,024 2040 o1 |
Comprehens|ve 2,005 1,979 -26 -
Baccalaureate v1,861u 1;805 -56
_Speqiallzed/ProfessionaI 1,522 1,557 35
Two-Year Comprehensive 1,121 1,115 -6
Two-Year Academic 1,221 1,167 =46 |
Two-Year Occupational 1,456 1,430 -26
36
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I+ should be noted that several other methodologies are equally altractive In measuring
price change, Daryl Carlsgn‘(n.d., Pe 109) has noted, regarding developmant of indexes of

higher-education production, what |s substantially appllcable here:

By constructing Indices to avold scme of the multiple dimension problems assoclated with
production behavior in higher education, a researcher can quite easlly blas his results.
. . Since various constituencies will value alternative outputs differently, care must

be taken to structure the analysis so that certain preference weightings for outputs are

not bullt Into the analysis. The assigning of preference weights Is up to the policy
makers not the researchers. ‘

Understanding the gravity of selec*lng'a single methodology for purposes of studyling
higher-education prices, we also-explored other potentially valuable mefhodologles,appllcable

to the student-price Issue: arithmetic averages and price indexes.

In examining student prices such as tultion and room and board, we are most famlllar with
arithmetic averages. These are parflcularlf useful In examining changes and overal| levels In
cost components, such as tultion and room and board. Thelr value rests in simpiiclty and
public awareness of the way averages are calculated. Tradition also supports the use of
arithimetlic averages In examining student costs aqd income. However, a varlef; pf apbroaches
to arlthmetic averages‘are possible in examining student-cost components., The ftwo most
frequenfly used_averéges are (1) the' average price chargedAby‘]nsflfuTlons (fpaf is, the
average fist brice.reporfed In coluhn.@ of table 1) and (2) fhé enrol Iment-welghted é?erage

price (fhe moving average employed here and exempliified in column 7 of tablie 1).

The average |lst pride Is perhaps the most commonlyremployed measurement of student

expenses. This arithmetic average is calculated as follows:
-

where: i=1972,1973,...,1979;

j=ins¥ffuflon;




Dij =price or cost of a partlcular component under
examlnatlon;

n=number of Instltutlons.

From an Instltutional perspective, the average price charged by colleges and universlties
I's Imporfanf to such poIicy questions as prlce-setting among peer Instltutlons., However,
ofher than for pricing decisions on the part of Individual Insflfufions, the average p-lce
¢charged by a variety of institutions does not influence the Indivldual clrcumstances of the
student. Slnce it Is the student condition we have elected to study, the average
Institutional price was unsuitable. From the student viewpolnt it is more valuable to examine
t+he average price facing the student. We opted, thus, for the moving averagé descrIbed

earlier.

vTurning our attention to prlce Indexes, we see that their value rests In the Isolation of
average price changes; unlike the average noted above, price Indexes control for nonprlce
changes that influence average observafioos--fhai is, changing purchasing patterns such as
enroIImenf growth In two-year insfliuilons or an increasing cohort of out=of-state, siudenis In

public ihsfiiuiions.

The fwo mos+t frequenfly used price indexes are the Laspeyres type (base-year welghted)

. and The Paasche“fype (currenf—year welghted). 'Both Indexes conTroi for changes in purchasing
patterns: they hold constant the observed purchases to examine the change in price of a
specific set of goods and purchasesl' And boih assume fhaf qualify s constant, although

: cerTaln ad justments for speclficafion changes or qualiiy-price changes can be. made. We have
discussed the Laspeyres-fype index and average that we have employed. However, It is

. appropriate to give at ieasi a cursory examination to a Paasche or current-welghted average{

[}
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A Paasche-type price index measures tho price change ovor time of a set of goods and
servicos that ropresent current purchasing packages-=that is, it Is current-period welgﬁfod.
This type of Index Indicates the average changos in prico, if tho consumer purchased tho same
[tems In the past as he or she does today. Fof clarity, the following formuia provides the

skeletal basis of the Paasche=type price Index, again looking at enroiiment as a weight:

\

n

=1 ©§(1979) Py

]

-1 3

j=1 €5(1979) Pj(1972)
where: 1=1972,1973,...,1979;

J=institution;

ei(1979) zenrol Iment at institution j during 1979;
pii =the price or cost componehf under examination at
institution j during year I;

n=number of Institutions.

The advantage of the Paasche-type index over the Laspeyres type Is the currency of welghts;
however,‘for‘fhe same reasons, fhe’Paasche-fype Index can oni; be appiled at the time at which
data are actually collected. Thus the Paasche fechnique can be applied using 1979 residence
and migration data, for example,ifo examine historical trends. But [t cannot suitably
accommodate forthcoming data (1980‘and thereafter) regarding price changes without the use of
t+he several assumptions we have.used In the moving average (such as constant
in-sfafe/ouf-of—sfa*e ratio) or untii ‘such time as new residence and migration data are
collected (about every three years). Therefore, a Paasche-index procedure can only be

“accurately incbrporafed into the series lnfefmiffenfly, in conjunction with future resicence

“and migration surveys. This was sufficient reason for ruiing out the use of a Paasche-type -
index In examining prices faced by the sfudénf. However, it should be noted that the Paasche
average and the Laspéyres average intersect in 1979--the base-year of our study--and can be
derived in Index form from the informaflbn provided here.
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in comblination, the Laspeyres and Paasche fypes of Index may show the upper and jower
bounds of actual prlico movement, or the '"real price Index." Together they ref lect both the |
changes In prico and the changes in purchasing patterns that have occurred over the Interval
under study. The rosults of the Two approaches, are currently little dlfferent appiled to our

time Interval.

several other Index technlques exist that require at least brief attentlion., Chaln=ilInk

indexes were consldered that accommodate patterns of both changing consumptlon and changing
price. Usually these Indexes are based on exlsting index methodologles., Instead of | 1
controliing purchasing to a pattern 6bserved in elther a base or current period, they control

such purchasing to the previous year. in other words, The”base welght Is equal to the set of

_ purchases bought during the previous period. Additional variations on chaln=iink wélghflng

exist. For exampie, the geometric average of welghts In two or more adjacent per fods may be

used as a weight In the current period. This Is a unlquely harmonious compromise between the

key strengths of.slmple arlthmetic averages noted earllier and the powerful ﬁeasuremenf

:pofenflal of price indexes. Despite this advantage, interpretation of a chaln=iink index over
several years is c]ouded. Unless deconstituted into indlviaual years, the chanée in the Index

; from, say,.1972 to 1975, Is difflcult to identlfy. On the data sice of the issue of

. chain-1ink indexes, reconstructlion of Interim weights (for example, the number of out-of-state.
students) poses‘slgnlflcanf pr9blems. However, és we have noted, the similarity of The‘movlng'
average and current and base-year-welighted averages suggests that con;ump*lon patterns have

not changed sufficiently or erraflcally enough to justlify the use of chgln-link'indexes. This

option may yet prove useful in examining historical (pre-1972) price data, however.

A Fisher-type price Index attempts TO resolve the variations between findings of the
Laspeyfés and Paasche indexes noted above. Speclfical ly, this Index is the geometric average

of the Laspeyres and Paasche indexes. Expressed in formula, [t is:
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The underIyIng Ioglc of a Fisher-type Index |s the concept Thaf both the Laspeyres and Paasche i
-|ndexes bound a true price Index--and, some would argue, a true cosT-of-IIvIng Index.' Thus p
the geomefrnc average of the two observaTIons Is consIdered to be a somewhaf closer
.approxImarIon to the reaI Index. AgaIn, the use of a Flsher=type Index appears unnecessary

for the time frame examined, gIven the reIaTIver close flt beTween the Paasche and kaspeyres‘”{

Types,

One of the tasks of thls development has been to examlne different meThodoIogIes‘for
sTudying price changes as they might be applled to prlees facing the student. |In keeping wIThﬂ
this obl Igation, §everal dl fferent methodologies Iprevi?usly descr lbed) were constructed for
the Tuition-and-fee component. - The ultimate burpose was to ldentify any empIrIeaI'
jusfificaflon for using or not usling parflcular measurements In the final analyses. Since
vThere were no STrikIng“dierrences In the findIngs, conceptual and_daTa considerations became
the basls for the selectlion of measures JFIIIzed In'ThIs:work, Indeed, there was no

overwhelming empirical justiflcation for favoring one meThodoIogy over another.

In mos+ categories of Instltutions, the Laspeyres and Paasche Indexes are nearly
IdenTic%l. Thi's observation, coupled with the fact that tha Fisher index Is merely an averagei
_ of the Laspeyres and Paasche indexes, and the facT that the Laspeyres Index Is mosT consIsTenT*
conceptual ly with other economic IndIcaTors (for example, Consumer Price Index) suggested that:
The Laspeyres indéx was the most approprlafevof The three Ior the purpose of constructing

indicators of tuition, room, and board Because of their concepTuaI simplicity, average

* -prices (the average TUITIon and fees faced by the qudenf) In a particular year are also -

_—

included. Although fuTure summar ies wIII concenTraTe on results usung the Laspeyres
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methodology, the extensive use of both methodologies here allows the reader to compére and

contrast the outcomes of both approaches.

C. Elements of Student Budgets

Student expenses can be cafegorized as (1) tuition and required fees, (2) room and board,
(3) Transporfaflon, (4) books and supplies, and (5) personal or other expenses (Case and
Jacobson 1979). The following descripfion identifies these components as they are treated in
~this series.

—

Puﬁlic institutions usually have at least +¥o tuition prices--one for in-state sfudents
and the other for out-of-state students. For our purpose;, and due to the data available to
us, we have eIecTeleO‘usé the modal figures as repgrfed +o the National Center for Education
f;STaTisfics; these figurés~acc6un+ for differences in in- and ou+-of—s+a+e charges but not for
differences based on other distinctions. These charges are def ined as "éll fixed sum charges
‘which are réequired of such a large propotfion of all students that the sTuden+ who does néf
pay. the charge is an excepfion.“ This cohbines list tuition wifh required'fees. ‘ﬁgquired
fees encompass, at an aggregafed Ievel, a variefy of unspecified, Insfifufion-uniq;e services.
© List Tuifion should be studied in |sola+ion from ofherrvariables-—if only to understand The
relafionship, if any, be+ween financnal aid and Tunfion-price movement. At present, such
f‘sfudy cannot be supported by exisfing data, and The influence of the rather errafic behavnor
of required fees on +he measurement of fuition fluctuations is not well undersfood. Beyond
;‘The basic dnsTincTnon of ‘in-state and ou+-of—s+a+e Tuifions accommodated in our sfudy, saeveral
“funsfifufions dnfferenfiafe prices befween lower and upper division, or befween |n-d|s+r|c+ and o

in-state, out~of-district sTudenTs. ~In some cases tuition charges are- di?ferenfiafed by .

32
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student majors. While our tuition measurements could accommodate fhese variations in
charging, no centralized source of information currently exists eifner about these charging
aigorifhms or the relafed enrol Iment (for example, the number of in-district sfudenfs). »These .
problems are further complicated In sfafes where charglng algorifhms differenfiafe befween
‘students from bordering sfafes and aII other states and between sfudenfs Intending fo pursue
upper-division studies within the sfafe and. those not so intending, and in states where
sharing agreemenfs among counfies disfinguish ouf—of district students by counfy of residence.”£
These variations In pricing, and the presenf | ack of pertinent data represenang fhem, hnnders
precnse price measuremenf The exfenf of such practices and thus Their significance to the

. §

findings regarding tuition and required fees are unknown; potential impairmenf of our findnngs

is acknowledged.

A less serious but noteworthy cata handicap in depicting tuition and required fees is fhe‘é
. absence of enrollIment data corresponding to In-state and out-of- sfafe fuifions, other than for‘
1972 and 1979. This absence affects analyses of average student prices. Out-of-state
enrol Iments for all years in the series were estimated, based upon 1979 ratios of In-state to ;
ouf—of-sfafe enrol Iments. Therefore, changes in student mobility could alter results.
Further, residency informaflon was coIIecfed for onIy f|rsf—f|me freshmen and;fransfer
sfudenfs. As a result, we assume that the demographics of all undergraduafe students are
simiIar. Such an assumpfion may inflate tuition findings for public institutions due to
students obtaining residency affer Initial enrol Iment. In fact, the comparison of 1972 and

LN ’ .
1979 weights in figure 2 suggests that this may be the case.

Institutions that charge zero tultion present a unique problem.“ I+ is argued that zero
fuifion is no fuifion, and fherefore Incorporation of these insfifufions into any measure of .
funfion pricing is erroneous. On fhe ofher hand, omission of zero.fultion may Jeopardize the
~accuracy of average-fuxfion caIcuIafions “and also prevenf the combinafion of fuition find’igs»J

with other price componenfs. The cogfroversy is perhaps philosophical, but its implications
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for measurement are ultimately Important. To resolve the probiem with respect to these
indicators, we studied both sTraTQgies--caIculaTIng list-tuition measurements both with and
without measurement of Institutions charging zero fuition. In view of the Inclusfon of:
'lréquired"fee;\\p The_HéGIS reporting requirements, howeverf}fhe overal | change to the uniVerseA
is négligible. That Is, a number of insfif&fions ThaT'héd no fultion charge Indeéd do requiré
o ~

: studeht fees. For The mosT ‘part,. insfifufions charging zero, fuition were Two—year schools In

the West. Moreover, and as figure 3 presents, zero tultion Is a dlsappearing princnple. o

Currenfly, Iess Than 5 percent of all public Insiifufions have no charges.

.—qf
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Room and board represenT a major sTudenT expenleure, ranging from 19 percent of the
total budgef for commuting students aT prIvaTe four-year colleges tTo 54 percent for students
Ilvlng off campds*(ease and Jacobson 1979) The maJor focus of our sfudy is upon réom and
board charges’ for sTudenTs Ilvlng on campus--abouT one=~fhird of the undergraduafe popuIaTIon
(see Table 3) In addlfion, we explore brlefly the average living costs for students in other
living arrangements as reported by the CoIIege Board. To derlve a 1979 base-year enroIImenT
welghf for on-campus room and board we employed The observed occupancy rate reporTed by
l lns+l+u+|ons in 1974; the raflo of students Ilvlng on campus in 1974 to 1974 enrol Iments was °
fused as a weight applied to enroIImenTs In oTher years.l I+ Is weII to note in table 3,
however, Thaf These costs pertain To a limited number of full=time sTudenTs. As table 3

2
1‘no+es, rwo-year enrol Iments arv nearly unaffecfed. By conTrasT The maJorITy of freshmen and

sophomores aT four—year col leges face these prices.

AII'board charges were converted. to seven-day flgures (for example, Institutions with
flve-day charges were weighfed by 7/5). Thls rescallng Is necessary for comparablllfy.
However, such weighting lanaTes findlngs somewhaf. In cases where days were missing, we

‘,assumed a seven-day charge.
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Livirg Arrangements of Col lege Students 14 to 34 Years Old

Table 3

‘By Year and Type of College:

October 1978

Percent of Total

Students

6,979

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census,

Series P-20, No. 342, "Travel fo School:

Washington, D.Ce: U.S,

Total
Col lege Living Away
: o Students Living Living . from Home,
Full-Time Students (in thousands) at Home on Campus Not on Campus
In 1st. or 2nd Yedr :
of College :
= at a 2-year
"col lege 1,250 89% 6% 5%
- at-a 4-yeaf v C
col lege 2,263 - 399% 54% - 7%
“ln 3rd or 4th Year .
‘of College.. ; 2,461 52%. 27% 21%
“In 5th or Higher .
Year of College 810 72% 11% 17%
Al Full=Time o .
56% 308 14%

October 1978."

s Government Printing Offize, 1979.
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Qther Student Expenses

Curren+|y,‘fuifion and room and board consfifufe +he major proportion of student
expenditures (Col lege Entrance Examination Board 1980}. Remaining expenses are books and
_suppl ies, transportation, and perscnal or other expenses. According to Case and Jacobson
- (1979), these expenses are befween 18 percenf of the budget (for resident and off—campus‘
“students af prnvafe four-year Insfifufions) and 46 percent of fhe budgef (for commufing
"sTudenTs at. public Two-year insfifufions). These purchases may,_in facf, be The mosT
'}confrollable expense for students. For example, among students financing Their own educafion,
~a tendency to purchase used books or forego The purchase of fextbooks has been observed
j'(Cross.ey Surveys, Inc. 1980) On the other hand, some suspecf that sTudenTs are increasingly
: ma jor consumers of. luxury Ifems such as sTereos and phofograp ic equipmenf (Buss
fp1980)--suggesfing that expenses other Than Tunfion and room/a:d board may. be subsfanfially

dhigher than estimates provided by the Col lege Board and ofhers.
D. Universe

. These indicators are ccnsfrucfed‘from the Higher Educafion General Information Suruey
© (HEGIS) conducfed by the National Center: for EducaTIon Statistics (NCES).: Insfifufions in the
. HEGIS universe have been caTegorIzed according To the cIassIflcaTIon scheme developed by .- S
id NCHEMS for the National Cenfer for Education Sfafisfics (Makowskl and Wulfsberg forfhcoming), o

i;pejghf categories are used:

) Major research‘insfifufﬁcns :

o Other major doctioral . .institutions
o] Comprehensive institutions

o General baccalaureafe insfffufions

o Professional and specialized insTfTufions
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o Comprehensive two-year Institutions
o Academic lwo—fear institutions

o Mulflprogram occupaflonal two-year Institutions

The unlverse Is comprised of lnsfllullons included ln the HEGIS lnsllfuflonal Characfernslncs
—Survey. This unlyerse Is fluld- from 1972 lo 1979 304 undergraduale lnsllluflons were added
and llO were delefed. Both of these groups of lnslllullons were excluded from the calculation
of these lndlcalors. A serlous long—lerm concern musl also be the appearance and
disappearance of lnsfllullons. I'n These lndlcafors we have elecfed to exclude bofh new and

- closed lnsllluflons ln order to enforce the conlrols necessary for lndex conslrucfnon. 'The ‘
dnsrupflon to results Is unknown, clearly a segmenf of enrollment is thereby excluded from the
calculations. -Also excluded were 303 lnsflluflons.lhaf did not include undergraduale,

'degree—credll enrol Iments at some point from 1972 to 1979.

Beyond “these major excluslons, several minor modlflcallons to The universe should be

noted. Four lnsllfullons changed conlrol (public +o prlvale or prlvafe To publlc) durlng the

seven-year lnlerval used ln this. conslrucllon; for two lnsllluflonsplhal changed control in
‘ :

A1974-75 “tuition and fees were lnlerpolaled (on a |inear basis) for the years 1972 73 and

‘1973-74. The' other lwo lnsllfuflons changed control later. ln the cycle, and Therefore,
' approxnmaflng Thelr prlces would have been mlsleadlng. These |ns+l+u+lons were excluded from
the calculations. - Data from merged lnsllfuflons were comblned consistent with calculallons

employed In these lndlcalors.

‘As a result of lhese adJusTmenls, 2 488 lnsfllullons are included in the TUITIOH L ,;l
calculallons for |ndlca+ors of +ul+lon, room, and board. Tablies 4 and 5 documen+ The -
ddta-base changes by lnsllluflonal type and region. It should be noted +hal These excluslons
account for only 4 ,993 sludenls or less than .01 percent of The 1978-79 full Tlme
undergraduate enrollmen+. Allhough the. enrol Iment base is not subs+an+lally dlmnnlshed Table l

i

4 |nd|ca+es major reductions In lhe number of private Two—year and professlonal lnslllullons
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considered. The concentration of graduate échools and.reéenf accredifafion'amohg\professional
schools accounts for a large proporiion of this change. Within the Tw07year.sfrafa{ closures,

recent entry into the HEGIS universe; and nondégree enrol Iments greatly reduced the number of \

institutions that could be considered.
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\ Table 4

Changes in HEGIS Universe by Class of Instltution

. NCHEMS Clasification®

Institutlons

Which Were Al AZ 8 c D El E2 E3 Total
Not Changed
Public 51 58 237 107 53 594 33 13 1264
Private 25 , 35 142 603 245 46 85 43 . 1224
Graduate
Publlc 0 1 0 A 11 0 0 0 13
Private 1 2 3 1 189 0 0 0 196
Merged .
Public 4 0 3 0 2 15 0 3 27 .
Private’ 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 7
Separated |
Publte 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 }
Private 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 \\
Closed |
Public 0 0 0 . 0 i 7 0 J 9 \
Private 0 0 1 29 19 8 1 - 3 n
Disquallfled . )
Public 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
v~ Private 0 0 0 3 15 2 3 7 30
. Opened .
Public 0 0 3 2 1 32 5 8 51
Private 0 0 1 5 6 0~ 4 22
Accredited
Public 0 0 3 3 2 i3 3 26 50
Private 0 0 0 18 77 22 6 57 180
‘Non-Degree .
Public 0 0 0 2 ] J 0 72. 75
Private 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 18 23
Graduate for .
One Year or More .
Publ Ic 0 0 1 .0 3 0 0 0 4
Private 0 , 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
Changed In Control
Public : 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 .2 ~
Private 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL .
Publ ic 55 59 247 115 73 665 - 42 241 . 1498
Private 26 37 148 662 566 84 105 134 1762
" * Al Major Research o .
A2 Other Doctoral
B Comprehens|ve
C General Baccalaureate
0 Professional/Speciallzed (lnciuding medical)
L E! Two~Year Comprehensive .
E2 Two~Year Academlc '
' E3 Two~Year Occupational ' ) ) : .
M
-* ( '
. roT PA0Y RVRL LE
Q BEST CUI ‘1 l‘\-;i‘da.r\g

ERIC
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) : | 'Table 5

Changes |n HEG!IS Unlverse Between 1972-73 and 1979-80
by Reglon of Country

Region
North Great Lakes West and
Iipstitutions Which Were Atiantlic  And Plains Southeast Southwest Total

Not Changed . .
Pubitic 263 310 ’ 313 378 1264
Private 404 365 . 269 186 1222
Graduate
Public 3 3 3 4 13
. Private 59. . 68 22 47 196
Merged
Pubtic ' 17 ) 3 5 2 27
Private 5 1 1 0 7
R @
Separated
Public 0 0 0 3. 3
Private 0 0 0 0 0
Closed ’ .
Public 2 2 2 3 Q
Private . 36 15 7 12 71
Disqualifled
Publlc 0. 0 0 0 0
Private 19 3 2 6 30
Opened .
Pubtic 6 7 .14 24 51
Privata 5 5 -1 7 22 #
Accredited i
Pubilc 17 1] 9 13 50
' Private 77 25 49 29 180
Non-Degree :
Public 3 38 28 . 6 75
Private 9 6 5 3 23
Graduates -for )
1 Year or More .
Publie 1 0 0 3 4
Private 5 0 2 2 9
Changed In Control :
Publtc 0. 0 1 1 2
Private 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL .
Pubiic 312 374 375 437 1498
Private 619 488 . 362 . 292 . 1ez2
Moy "5' - 42
\)4 . . . s 8 "é, L_{‘n!! 'ﬂ ,'1;( } .
ERIC . ° - % wot SVRLARLE E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




On=-campus houslhg charges were also calcu[a}ed for the Institutions studied here. For

,_+henperlod 1972-73 to 1979-80, 857 institutions offered no plan for room and board at some
point in the interval. These institutions also were not Included in the findings for combined
 room, board, and tultion. Table 6 shows the universe employed in the analysis of charges for

rcom and board.

Table 6

Number of Institutions
(1) Used in Calculations for Tuition
(2) Used in Calculations for On=Campus Room and Board

Control

Public Private Total
Level Ni* NZ2¥ Ni* N2* Nix N2*
Major Doctoral. 51 50 25 24 76 74
Other Doctoral 58 54 35 32 93 86
Comprehensive 237 188 142 135 379 323
Baccalaureate 107 83 603 572 710 655
Two=Year - 758 152 174 136 932 288
Special Ized 54 - 30 244 ‘ 160 298 190
Total 1265 557 | 1223 1059 2488 1616
N1 = Number of instifuftions used in-tuition calculaflons
N2 = Number of instifutions used In on-campus room and boafd calculations
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3. Overview of Findings

A. List Tultlon and Required Fees
summary

As table 7 Indicates, among publlic Institutions in 1979-80, average per-student fultlon was

$794. Among private Institutions, In 1979-80, the average price faced by the student was

$3,7213. The 1979_enro||menf—welghfed nrlces (which appear in parentheses) show the prlces
students would have pald‘each year i f fhey had purchased the same educaflon as sfudenrs did |
1979-80. The dlscrepancies between these figures and the actual average-fulflon_pr\ces show
fhar students In 1979-80 were purchasing less expensive education than in prevleuslyears,e; |
al though not to marked effect. Some types of Institutions Kparficularly private professlonaJ
and other doctoral coIIeges and unlverslfles) are vlrfually unaffected by any such trend. - AEZ\
confrasf, and already highlighted In fable 2, average prices-faced by the student have.been |
\reduced by changing enrol Iment patterns wlfhln the two-year academlc and occupaTlonaI schools
private. baccalaureafe institutions, and (to a lesser degree) four~year comprehensnve
institutions. One should recall that these are averages-—lndeed the range of prlces faced by
students In 1972-73 was from zero to $1,565 in public Instlitutions and from zero to $3,975 ln;
private Institutions. (A few private special Ized and professional Instifutions accept o;her |
compensaflon in exchange for fuijlon--for example, work provided by the student.) Seven yeans
later, in 1979, these ranges were-from.zero to $2,216. In public Institutlions and -from zero’f'
56 590 in private Institutions. [Indeed, these ranges contlnue to shift upward. For examnle;f
we have seen In fligure 3 the diminishing numbers of publlic Institutions having no fulflon. '[n
figure 4 we find that private Insflfuflonsvcharglng less than $1,500 are-vannshlng. Further

¥
and as il lustrated In figures 5 and 6, tultion charges of less than $400 are almost

excluslvely restricted to public two-year and comprehenslve Insflfuflons. Also hlghlighfed In
AN . .
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figures 5 and 6 are the growing numbers of private students enroiled in institutions

&

more than $3,000.

Contfrol
Public

Private

Tabie 7
Average Tuition Per Student

Public and Private Institutions ]
(1979 Enrol Iment-Weighted Average in Parentheses)

1972-713 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-71 1977-18 1978=79 1979-80

$539 $534 $547 $574 $642 . 5688 $733 . $794
(522) (540) (557) (592) (654) (698) (735) '

$1,955 $2,022 $2,152 $2,327  §2,514 $2,699 $2,945  $3,213
(1,905) (2,008) (2,140) (2,336) (2,519) (2,705) (2,941) ‘

95

charging
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Camparison of List Tulticn and Requlred Fees to Qther Prices

In evaluefing tultion movement against both the Consumer Price-Index (CP1) and an index
ofhdisposab]e personal income (see figure 1), it is apparent that tuition has Increased more
slowly than either average product prices or personal income. As alluded to earlier, however,

the rapid rlse in prices for heavily weighted necessitles represented in the Consumer Price

Index overwhelms price Increases In goods and services such as education.
‘0 . N .

For the most part, and with Tﬁe exception of two-year colleges, there is a general
~~consis+ency_ameng the pricing paTTerns'of Institutions under eim!!ar control. Among private
institutions, pricing movement has closely correeponded t+o the Consumer Price Index. This hae
been most particularly true in recent years. Among privafe four-year col leges and
~unfversities, only ma jor research'universTTIes have,exceeded proporfionafe Increases of. the

CPl. Public=institution pricing, however, exhibits far greaTer“varWEbT1TT7‘Tn‘These—anaTyses:~"‘

The Higher Education Price Index (HaIsTead'i975), when compared to tuition (eee also
figure f), closely corresponds.fo the price movement of private institutions. The Higher
Educafion Price Index (HEPI) Is a measure of price inflation in exemp'ary purchases made by‘
institutions. it is, for, this reason, useful as a comparafive nndicafor although [t does not
represent, for example, the purchasing patterns of Two-year-colleges. Despite this
rimirafion, it seems reasonable to infer that tuition in private Institutions Is more
sensiflve to rising resource costs than is tuition in public institutions., As*such, then,
TUITIOn probably represents the same reIaTive leve! of support for private |ns+1+u+|ons as In
t+he past. For public~tns+t+u+ions, eifher other sources of revenue (such as state and local
appropriafione) are ebsorbing the growing gap between resource costs (as measured by HEPI) and

-+u1+Ion revenues, ‘or purchasing pa++erns are changing (greafer conservafion of. resources,.

substitute purchasing). There is, however, a “growing Trend among public insTITuTions to

- relate tuition #o‘ﬂne cost of instruction and to aftach increasing importance to fuition
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revenues. The prlée movement of public institutions durlng.recenf years seems to contlrm thls
notlon, Further, accordlng to Chambers (1978), fulflon"reQenues at public universivtles
a@counfed for 16.7 percent of educational and géﬁaral‘expendlfures In 1975, as compared_fo

13.2 percent a decade earlier. On the other.hand, McCoy and fal stead (1979, p. 39) found that &
tuitlion revenues In public Inst!tutions decreased by one polnt as a percantage of educatlional
.and general revenues between fiscal year 1972-73 and 1976=77, from 17 to 16 percenf;
Meanwhlle,'sfafe and local approprfaflons grew from 58 percent to 60- percent of'fhls.
lnsfifuflonal Income category. Indeed, a growing dependency upon approprléflons has been
documented among feading publlec research universities ("Dapendehcy of Leading Reseafch

Institutions on Federal Fuhdlng" 1980, b; A-11),

Tuition Price Movement:

_ Although the acceleration of tuition brlce isvof concern, we must note fha*-ifnis

Iower-pri(ed Instltutlions that have genera'iy Incre¢ sed at rates substantially above

| higher p.lced Institutions. As figures 7 and 8 outllne, this Is irue both among publlc and
private ivstitutions., By exam!hing the fulfldn"prlce movemen?.bf The'loqu+-priced |
institutfions, we find thar the 451 pr-ilc lﬁsf%fuflons charging $200 or Iéés In fulflon,during '
the 1972-73 academic vear had increased prices by'139zéercen+ by 1979;80; as compared To the

" average 52 percent increiase of aII sublic Institurlons; for +the 669 private Institutions
charging $1,000 or less In fuition for the auademxc year 1972—73, prices rose by 90 percent as

ccmpared to the average pr;vafe-fuiflon lncrease from 1972-73 to 1979--80 of 69 percent.
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B. Room and Board ' , -

j
/

" As table 8 outlines, differences between public and private institutions in 1979-80 in
éharges for room and board amqunfed fo/only $230 for the average student. Further, these
expenses are moving at approximately equivalent rates in both sectors. This is not
unexpected, since room and board costs are less af fected by Institutional distinctions than
are tuition rates. This assertion is further supported by the consistency between the
base-year room-and-board indicators that are occupancy—welghfed and the Hléher Education Prlce '
Index depicted in figure 9. Despite these similarities, there exists a smal | yef.érowlng gap
In charges for room and board befﬁeén public and privafe I%Sfi%uf]ons, as sUggesfed in figure
9. Assumlﬁé fhaf such auxlllary servlces are fully self—supporTlng, fhls gap may reflect
" quality differences. On the ofher hand, durlng this same period, 1972-73 to 1979-80, the

composlfe prlce index for food af home and renf rose by 78 percent, conslderably above the

“overal | rlse |n room and board prices for either pub lic or private Insflfufions.
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Table 8
Average Room and Board Charges by Institutional Control
and an Index of Food at Home and Rent
(1974 Occupancy-Welghted Index In Parentheses)

1972=73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978=79 1979-80

$1,018 $1,047 $1,123 $1,200 $1,274 $1,339 $1,416 $1,54ﬁ
PUBLIC (102.7) (109.9) (117.8) (125.1) (131.6) (139.2) (151.4)
$1,124 $1,165 $1,248 $1,343 $1,438 $1,531 $1,636 31,771
PRlVATEV (103.6) (111.0) (j19.4) (127.6) (135.6) (145.1) (156.9)
CPI Index of | |
Rent and Food
at Home : S
(Rescaled) 100 112.7 126 .4 135.8 140.6 1481 162.4 177.8
)
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In general, average charges for room and bourd faced by publlc students ranged from $1,262 for
academlc, two-year Instltutlons fo $1,688 for two-year, occupational Instltutlons In 1979-80.

Among private Instltutlons, these averages ranged from $1,475 for two~year, academlc Schools

to $2,381 among maJor research Instltutlons.

Those students |living on campus, then, faced an average price of $3,640 for tultlon,
rocm, and board--$2,492 on publlc campuses and $5,180 on prlivate campuses. Table 9 documents

these prices.

Table 9

Average Tultlon, Room, and Board for Public and Private Instltutions
(1979 Occupancy-Welghted Average in Parentheses)

1972-73 1973=74 1974=75 1975=16 1976=77 1977-78 1978-79 1979=80

Public $1,661 $1,711 $1,812 $1,927 $2,058 $2,175 $2,247 $2,492
(1,663) (1,711) (1,807) (1,928) (2,058) (2,177) (2,301

Private $3,144 $3,296 $3,519 33,806 $4,f06 $4,395 $4,762 $5,180
(3,138) (3,285) (3,509) (3,809) (4,106) (4,396) (+,138) ’

/
While we have not explored of f~campus housing, It Is helpful to examine changes In these
expenses as reported to the Col lege Scholarship Service (Col lege Entrance Examination Board

1980). Figure 10 displays the changes roported between 1976 and 1979.
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Fig. 10. Room and board expenses off campus,'1976 and 1979
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As wo rocall from table 1, 56 percent of all full=time students are commuter students.
While commuter expenses Include only ftyplcal meal costs (any rents pald by the commuters tfo
tholr foemilles aro excludod), those estimates fall dramatically behind the Consumer Price
Indox for food at hoﬁe. From 1976 to December 1979, food prices rose by 33 percenf; at least

throe times the Incroases reported to the College Board.

For students 1lving In private housing, a comparison between 1976 and 1979 expenses for
housing and board Is also presented In fligure 10. This cost Increase approxImates renfai
Increases of 25 percent noted by the Consumer Prlcoylndex between 1976 and December 1979. Iﬁ
al | classes of Institutlions, students living In private housing pald, on the average, more
than thelr péers Ilvfng on campus, and thls expense Increased more rapldliy. This circumsfance‘i
is tempered by the fact that only 21 percent of upper-division and 6 percent of Iower-dlvlsldn' 

students Ilve In prilvate housing.

Following sections portray the tultlon-price patterns observed regional ly and for each
institutional class. These patterns are compared to economlc measures and to higher-education °
costs and expenditures. Figure 1, the reader will recal |, mapped tultion pricing trends
agalnst the Consumer Price Index, an Index of disposable personal Income per caplita, and the

Higher Educatlon Price Index.
C. Reglonal Pricing Differences

As Indicated in table fO, Nor+th Aflaﬁflc tuitions in the public sector Increased aT‘a
more rapid rate than public institutions elsewhere in the country. FurTher,vfhé do]lar amo&nf;
of these increases was larger. Interestingly, this area embraces the fewest public (312) and
t+he most private (619) Institutlions of Thq four reglions. Not surprisingly then, and as flgure;
11 indicates, the North Atlantic reglon has the largest number of private students In the .

country and the fewest public students.
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Table 10

Average Tultion by Reglon
Pubiic and Private Institutions
(1979 Enrol Iment-Welghted Average in Parentheses)

BUBLIC 197273 1973-74 1974=75 1972-76 1976=T0 1971=1C 197879 1979=80

Nor+h s500  $625  $631  $668  $846  $899 9948  $1,042,
Aflantic (603)  (635)  (645)  (682)  (851)  (900)  (948)
‘Great Lakes/ | $650 5648 670  S693  $743 807 $859 9939
" Plains o (e29)  (648)  (669) . (702)  (74B)  (812) (861)
Southeastern  $519  $521  §534  §569  $608 641 s665  $707
. (5000  (519)  (535)  (584)  (615)  (646)  (666)
Southwest/ sa11  $380 - $402  $418  $449  $485  $528  $565
West - -(3e3) (397 (419)  (443)  (470)  (502)  (532) :
PRIVATE - | ‘ o
~ North §2,272 $2,546 $2,484 $2,694 92,910 $3,123  $3,386 $3,683
Atlantic (2,205) (2,326) (2,458) (2,700) (2,905) (3,117) (3,378)
Great Lakes/  §1,008 $1,062 $2,101 $2,244  $2,411  $2,595 52,833 $3,100
_ Plains (1'851) (1,936 (2,080) (2,246) (2,413) (2,602) (2,831)
southosst  $1.557  $1,600 $1,698 $1,828  §1,970 2,106 52,320 52,540
' (17500) (1,588) (1,697)- (1,847) (1,999) (2,125) (2,524)
Southwest/  §1,607 §1,931 §1,858  $2,034  $2,230  $2,391 = $2,622 $2,863

West (1,625 (1,727) (1,862) (2,030 (2,217)  (2,394) (2,%16)

i?NorThiATlanTlc St+ates: Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine, Marylend,
igMassachUSeTTs, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode island, Vermont

- ‘Great Lakes/Plains States: Illinols, Indiana, lowa, Kansas;"Michigan, Minnesota, Missourl, -
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin ' ’

;*Sdufheasférn:STaTes: Alabama, Arizona, F:orida, Georgla, Kentucky, Louisiana, Misslssipbl,

. North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessec, Virginta, West Virginia :

ffWésTern/SouThweéTern States: Alaska, Arlizona, California, Colorado, Hawall, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, Wyoming -

>
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Among private Institutions, regional differences In pricing Increases were less distinct.
The West/Southwest led in rate of tultion Increasea. In absolute doltars, however, the North -
Atlantic and the Great Lakes/PIalns areas remained the highest-priced regions. It should be
noted that the WesT/Soufhwesf region has the hlghes+ proportion of public institutions and
'Therefore t+he lowest proporTlon of private institutions (438 and 291 institutions,
,respecfnvely) The WesT/Soufhwesf region also sustains the highesf public and lowest private
enrollments. Changes In enrollmenf distribution acTed as a deTerrenT to rising average |
uTulTion in all bu+ one caTegory. This is 1l lustrated In Table 10, where average tuition faced‘
by public-lnsflfuflon enrol lees acTuaIIy decllned in 1973-74 in the West/Southwest region.
"Perhaps mosf unexpecfedly, enrollmen+ changes dld not ac+ as an inhibitor to rising tuition R

‘ facing students In private western and southwestern lnsTlTuTions.

On the other hand, 2nd as suggested in tablie 11, trends .in room and board biunted certain
.,regional pricing differences. Room and board charges Increased most rapidly in wesTern,
southwestern, and‘soufheasfern public lnsfifufiqns, although the North Atiantic remains the
hiéhesf priced in both publlc and-prlvafe-cafedories. I+ should -be remembered, however,'fhaf
room and board prices are greatly lnfluenced by. local costs. Thus,-we find the Southeast
f_(where prices are generally lower) faIIlng below ofher reglons of the country in charges for
';room and board. Changing enrollmenf paTTerns have also no+ influenced the average prlce for

- room and board, in conTrasT to The ohenomenon noted for Tulfton. Obviousiy, institutional

5prlcing disfincﬁlons are minute.
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Table 11 N

Average Room and Board by Region and Institutional Control
(Base-Year Occupancy-Weighted Average in Parentheses)

- EUBLIC 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 19717-78 ~1978-79 1979=30

North Atlantic. $1,157 $1,195 .$1,255 $1,312  §$1,410 $1,468 $1,531 . Ii,666
(1,163) (1,199) (1,256) (1,312) (1 413) (1,470) (1,530) .

Great Lakes/ $1,050 $1,058 $1,149  $1,217 = $1,275 $1,342 .$1,410  $1,522
Plains (1,047) (1,057) (1,145). (1,215) (1,272) (1,341) (1,410) :
Southeast $ 918 § 952 $1,014 $1,ios $1,176  $1,228 $1,318  $1,442
: : ' (921)  (954) (1,014) (1,110) (1,179) (1,231 (1,318)

Southwest/ $ 983 $1,023 $1,111- $1,199  $1,287  $1,372  $1,460 $1,594
~ West ©(985) (1,025) (1,111) (1,199)  (1,289) (1,375) . (1,463) .
“PRIVATE

North Atlantic $1,285 $1,335  $1,430 $1,549 $1,651 $1,768 $1,375 '.52,024‘
; (1,288) (1,337) (1,432) (1 ,549)  (1,647)  (1,761) (1,874) :

Great Lakes/  §1,039  §1,074 §1,137. $1,218° §1,306  $1,384  $1,487° $1,602
Plains (1.020)  (1,077)° (1,138) (1,218) (1,307) (1,386) (1,488)
Southeast § 973 $1,013 $1,084 §$1,164 $1,250 $1,316  §$1,409  $1,525

(978) (1,018) (1,090) (1,172) (1,257) (1,322) (1,413)

Southwest/ /- - §1,057 $1,085 §$1,186 = $1,265 $1,367 $1,452  §1,569  $1,720 -
" West // " (1,060) (1,086) (1,188) (1,267) (1,365) ~(1,451) (1,567) R

/
/

Conyrasflng Tdese cond itions to enrellmenf-hovemenfs, it }s'nofable Thaf enrollmehfs rd‘f"
couTheasTern public ‘and private  institutions Increased by Twenfy percenT. wesfern andv
souThwesTern public institutions experlenced an overaII 15 percenT Increase in enrollmenfs
from 1972-73 to 1979-80, peaking in 1975-76 at a growth of 27 percenT. These .increases -
compare favorably wlfh growth rates of only i0 percenT and 8 percenT in the Norfh ATIanTxc and
Great Lakes/PIains regions, respectively. Among privafe school s, growfh was less marked
rahging from 9 percent and 8 pereen+ in the Southeast and North Afranflc; to only 1 percent.
. aand 4 percent in the GreaT Lakes/Plains and Western/Southwestern reglons, respecflvely. ,;;vf
Indeed durlng 1973—74 and 1976-77, the’ privaTe sector im aII but the SouTheasT experienced
losses in ful [-time enrolIments. - S '

et
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The extent to which tuition pricing, number of institutions, and enrol Iment patterns
relate to each other Is clouded. The West/Southwest—==wlth iTs tradition of wide support for

public higher education and corresponding commitment to low +ui+ion--con+ras+s with the North

Aflantic's soIid heritage of privately-supported higher education. In light of these paraIIeI

his+or|es, differences In tuition pricing and pricing poIicies (parTicuIarIy among public
institutions) are +o be expected. Perhaps the most unanTicipaTed finding Is Thaf the
concenTraTion‘of publnc, relatively Iow—prlced Institutions in The WesT/SoufhwesT has no+
pIaced any vnsnble, downward prlcing pressure on priva+e ins+i+u+ions in this region. In
fact, tuitions In western and soufhwesfern private schools are accelerating more rapidly than
In other regions. Nevertheless, and as noted earller, this price trend among western - -and

&
southwestern private schools has not swayed new enrol Iments toward less—expensive schools.

The ou+comes of these trends are mixed. As figure 11 detalls, the relative enrol Iments
of These reg|ons have remained virtually unchanged The Southeast exhibits a mild growth and

The North Atlantic a slight retrenchment from 1972. At the same time, there Is’'no eVidence to

sugges+ ThaT regionaI-differences in pricing have an exclusionary or elitist effect on s+uden+

1 populaTions. In fact, we find in figure 12 that only in the Midwesf did a significant

concenTraTion of entering freshmen come from families in upper—income levels In 1979.» Indeed,
Rl

" for aII regnons bu+ _th Midwesf, approximaTer a Third (as compared .to a quarter- in the

f Midwesf) of en+ering freshmen. were from famil ies wiTh parenfai Incomes of less Than $15 OOO.

‘Acfually, income differences between regions of The West and ‘South and reglons of the EasT

Zgiwere seemnngly more’ pronounced earlier in the decade. In 1972 fully a quarTer of entering

- freshmen |n +he Soufh ‘and Wesf were from famllies with |ncomes of less Than '$8,000 (as

"compared to 20 percent in the Eas+ and 17 percent in the Mndwesf), a third from incomes Iess

than - $10,000 and one-half from families with parenfal incomes of less than $12,500. Thus,

evidence suggests that with the possnble exception - of students in the Midwest, entering.

‘freshmen are noT at an economic advanTage in any region.
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'D. Other Student Expenditures

I+ Is also worthwhile to highlight the additional costs fncurred by the student for one
year'of undergraduate education. Comparing findings of the Col lege Scholarship Service
regarding_sTudenTlekpendifures from 1976 (Suchar, Van Dusen, and Jacobson 1976) and 1979 (Case
and Jacobson 1979), flgure 13 shows that expenses other than tuition and room and board have
risen for students Ilving on campus by less than 15 percent. 1n facf, proprlefary

"Insflfuflons reporTed a Three percent reduction in these cosfs (by $25 to $925). On the other
“hand, ‘among commuTers these other expenses (TransporTaTlon, books and supplies, and personal

: purchases) are r!s:ng at a rate above Thaf of other types of sTuderrs. With the slngle
 exception of pr!vafe, four-year enrol Iments, students living of f campus faced more rapldly

IV R
increasing costs than their on-campus peers. The single dlscrimlnafing expense among sTudenTs

)

= in different living arrangemenfs is clearly transportation. These data are examined in figure

.( 13.

)
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While these increases are cOnsiderably less than the increases In the Consumer Price
Index, which rose 39 percenf during this same time, it is necessary to remember that these
cost estimates are institutionally provided, and thereby may give a picture more optimistic

than real of student purehasing patterns.

Diesecring these expenses, we find that from 1976-77 to 1979-80, expenses for books and
‘supplies rose beTween 12 and 21 percenf as figure 13 suggesTed. in general .These increases
In textbooks and supplies are simifar: to The 16 percenT Increase nofed by “the Consumer Price
Index between 1977 and 1979 for educaflonal books and supplies. Further, the CoIIege\Board's
t,findings are substantiated by Croseley Survevs (1980) which- found that textbooks alone
faveraged $83 per Term--$104‘for‘pr}vafe-insfifufion enrol lees, and $77 for public-insfitufien
- enrol lees. Also, Crossley'Surveys eneerved that four-year college enrol lees “spend an average“

“'of $89, as opposed to $67 for two-year students.

The range of perSonai—expense Increases noTed by the Col lege Board was from“$39 for

- students |iving on campus at private two—~year insfifdflons'fo $126 for students living off

s campys at that type of Institution. Transporfafion charges ranged from a 16 percent decrease
- for sTudenTs living on campus at proprleTary schools to a 27 percenT increase for sTudenTs
ijllv1ng\on campus at public four-year 1ns+ITu+Ions. However, the hlghes+ Transporfafion cosTs
i vere observed among commuting sTudenTs, who pay more than Their counTerparTs with aiternative
living arrangemenTs. Students aT public Two-year |ns+|Tu+Ions were esTImaTed to pay 5464 for
i.TransporfaTion, the hnghesf reporfed average. On the other hand, the sTudenT in The average
;;roprﬁefary'Insfifu%Ion paid.$é39 the lowest observed cost. It should be noted Thaf between
1976 and 1979, the Consumer P#ice Index for Transporfafion rose 32 percenf, eomewha+ above

" estimates provided to the' Col lege Board. One final caveat abouf these data: Leslie's

findings (forthcoming. using data from the-National Longitudinal Studies of 1972 High School

ff Graduates suggest that the average income of students for 1975-76 was, with the excepfion/of

()]
c:
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public two-year enfollees and commuting public four-year students, insufficient to cover the
budge+s reported by the College Board for the same year. Thus while consumer price data would,i
suggest that information reported to the Col lege Board may be less than actual sfddenf

expenses, income data would suggest the converse.

E. Findings for Institutional Class-

AN

As defined by Makowski and Wulfsberg (forthcoming):

These institutions are characterized by a significant level of activity in and commitment -

to doctoral-level education as measured by t@e number of ‘doctorate recipients and the
diversity In doctorate program offerings. Included in this category are those - _
institutions . . . which grant a minimum of Bb\docforal-level degrees. These degrees
' must be granted in.3 or more doctoral-level prdg(am areas or, alternatively, have an
interdisciplinary program at the doctorate level: o :
For purposés of our presentation, we have elected to Treaigsepara+ely ma jor research
institutions=~defined as institutions' that "are engaged sI;}ijicanTIy in research activities,
as measured by the amount of expendifures for research purpoées;! These institutions are the

. : : L - \ o
leading 75 [sic] institutions with regard to research expenditures". (Makowski and Wulfsberg

forThcoming)

Finy-one'puin; and 25 private in$+1+h+i9n5ﬂcomprise This}ca+egory. The category of
other major dbcfdrafe-granfing institutions includes 58 public and 35 private institutions.

Table 12 provides Thé tultion results for these categories.




Table 12

Average Tultion Per Student
for Major Doctorate-Granting Institutions
(Base-Year Enrol Iment~Weighted Average in Parentheses)

FUBLIC 1972-73 1973-74 1974=15 1975-76 1976=71 1977=78 1978=79 1979=80

Major Research  $740 $761 $788 $840 $900 $964  $1,015  $1,008
(735)  (757)  (784)  (839)  (900)  (962)  (1,015)

Other Doctoral  $714 $729 $751 . $827 $881 934 $993  $1,075

‘ (720)  (734)  (756)  (829)  (882)  (933) (995)

PRIVATE | | '

Major Research $2,725 $2,913  $3,080 $3,425  $3,733  $4,008 $4,382  $4,787
(2,711)  (2,895). (3,067) (3,411) (3,712) (3,992)  (4,569)

Other Doctoral $2,024 $2,127 $2,292 $2,501 $2,757 $2,931 $31162 $3,417
_ (2,040) (2,139) (2,280) (2,494) (2,730) (2,920) (3#155),

f

- o !
An interesting fact emerges from a comparison of the 1972-73 averages with the average

: fuifion If 1979-80 enrol Iment pafferns were applied. EnroIImenf frendsfaf doctorate-granting -

/
stitutions, at least, have had no downward effect upon average fuifién prices faced by
»

sfudenfs. As figure 14 |ndicafes, and consistent with ofher types of dnsfifufions, public

t+uition increases are lagging sharply behind those of private insfifu#ions. It should be
i !

noted that among major research universities, privafe institutions ave twice as dependent upon -i

funfion as a revenue source as are their public counterparts, and fhis rafio is tripled in » /

* other fypes of |nsfifufions {"Dependency of Leading Research Incfifufions on Federal Funding
. i i

!

““1980, p. A=11).

<

L

Alfhough there [s no overlap in tuition pricing befween pubiic and private major research
universifles (1972-73 ranges were beTween $233 and $1, 200 for public Institutions and befween
32, 245 and $3,099 for privafe- 1979 ranges were befween $438 and $2 216 for public, $3,301 and

) $5,745 for private), there is considerable overlap between prices at other public

‘ doctorate-granting institutions and their privafe peers. The- 1972-73 ranges were befween $151

§> and $1 082 for public tuition and befween $450 and $3,060- for privafe Tuition. - Seven years

A
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later, these same ranges were between $356 and $1,810 at public institutions and between $900

and $5,450 at private Institutions.
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Turnlng to charges for  room and board among These doctorate-granting lnsTITuTIons, it is

‘clear that prices at private, docToraTe-granTlng institutions are lncreaslﬂg more rapldly Than
in the publlic sector. It is also clear that the resulting gap exceeds differences noted for
pubilc and private Institutions overall. In 1979-80, the absolute dol lar gap vas $734'in
major research Institutions and $387 in other doctorate-granting institutions. Table 13 and
figure 15 reflect these results. Students In a doctoral institution in 1979-80 were facing a
price higher than their 1972-73 counterparts, on the average, by $572 (at public major
research universities), by $507 (at other public doctoral Institutions);, by $945 (at private
major research Institutions), and by $792 (at oTher-brlvaTe doctoral instltutions). Eveq I
enrol Iment patterns were stabilized to 1979-80 attendance pafTerns, these price increases

would be nearly the same.
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Table 13

v

Average Room and Board Cha?ges for Major Doctorate-Granting Institutions
(Base-Year Occupancy-Welghted Average In Parentheses)

1972-73 1973~74 1974-75 1975-176 1976-71 1977-78 1918;19 1979-80
PUBLIC ‘

H

(1,072) (1,084) (1,182) (1,262) (1,336) (1,428) (1,518)

X

Major Doctoral $1,075 $1,087 $1,186 $1,265 $1,337 $1,427 $1,518 $1E547
Other Doctoral $13113 $1,139 §1,217 $1,203 $1,367 $1,419 $1,485 $1,620
(1.108) (1,135) (1,211) (1,289) (1,363) (1,416) (1,484)

PRIVATE '

Major Research 31,436 $1,515 31,612 $1,749 $1,882 $2,036 32,160 $2,381
’ €1,429) (1,510) (1,609) (1,743) (1,867) (2,020) (2,158)

Other Docforal $1,215 $§1,277. $1,407 $1,527 $1,642 $1,730 . $1,854 $2,007
, (1,228) (1,286) (1,410) (1,528) (1,638) (1,728) (1,857)
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In summary and for those students l|iving on doctorate-granting campuses, fable 14

iilustrates the trends in prices for tuition, room, and board from 1972-73 to 1979-80.-

Table 14

Average Tuition, Room, and Board af Doctorate-Granting Institutions
(Base-Year Occupancy=Weighted Index In Parentheses)

197273 1973-14 1974=75 1975-76 1976=77 1977=78 1978=79 197980

PUBLIC - ]
" Major . -$%1,805.8%1,832 $1,958 $2,080 $2,211 §2,366 $2,510 32,718
Research  (1,801) (1,829) (1,952) (2,078) (2,211) (2,366) (2,510)
Other $1,840 $1,884 $1,987 $2,130 32,260 $2,366 $2,495 $2,714
PDoctoral (1,842) (1,882) (1,983) (2,126) (2,256) (2,363) (2,495)
PRIVATE ‘
Ma jor 54,212 $4,472 $4,756  $5,232 35,679 $6,108 %$6,612 $7,259

Research  (4,190) (4,449) (4,735) (5,208) (5,642) (6,072) (6,600)

Other 33,479 $3,685 $3,989. $4,369 $4,773 $5,078 $5,479. $5,946
_Doctoral (3,528) (3,705) (3,993) (4,373) (4,747) (5,070) (5,481)

To counter the high-cost appearance. of these institutions, we must note that university
"students are generz!iy more affluent than students in other types of Institutions. As figure
© 24 will show, ent&ving university freshmen are more |ikely to come from families in the

_upper-income levels than thelr peers elsewhere In higher education.

Qther Eouf-Year Institutions

This category is comprised of comprehensive institutions and general baccal aureate
in§+i+u+ion§fs Comprehensive institutions as def ined by Makowski and Wul fsberg (forthcoming)

.oare

: . . ‘ —_—
characterized by a strong diverse post-baccalaureate program (inciuding first
professional), but do not engage in signiflicant doctorai-ievel education. Spécifically,

’ this category includes™ Institutions « « . In which The number of doctorai-ievel -degrees

" granted Is less thaf 30 or in which fewer than 3 doctoral=-level programs are offered. In

" addition, these institutions grant a minimum of 30 post-baccalaureate degrees and either -
grant degrees in 3 or more post-baccaluareate programs, Or. aiternatively, have an
interdisciplinary program at the post-baccaluareate leveli.
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General baccalaureate institutions are defined as

éharacferlzedsby their primary emphasis on genefal undergraduate, baccalaureate

education. They are not significantly engaged in post-baccalaureate education. Included

are institutions . . « In which the number of post-baccdlaureate degrees granted I's less
than 30 or in which fewer than 3 post-baccalaureate level programs are of fered, but which
elther (a) grant baccalaureate degrees and grant degrees In 3 or more baccalaureate

programs, Or (b) offer a bacca]aureafe program In interdisciplinary sfudies. .

In the fall of 1979, students affendlﬁg public comprehenélve Iinstitutions were péyfng ah
average tuition of $773 (ranging befween $169 and $1,440), $279 more than ln 1972; Theif peers
in private [nsflfufloﬁs’wefe paying an average of $3,315 (between $1,296 and $5,745). or
$1,310 more than in 1972. Among baccalaureate institutions, Tﬁe findings polnf to a simitar "
trend. Average ber—sfudenf tuition charges rose by $278 in public Institutions fo $823
(ranging between $330 and $1,590); tultion charges rose by $1,152 “ro reaci 53,013 (Eang(ng
froﬁ $137 to $6,590) in private institutions. The wide range of Tuiflcn.prices refleéfs the
variety of'insfifufions'represenfed In this large group. Tne fultion charged by The_gyeragé
institution differed from the fuition faced by The average'sfudanf, ‘For comprehensive
institutions, the aQerage list prices were $661 and $3,287 for putlic “ind prlvafe'(confraﬁfed
‘with average per=-student prices of $773 and $3,315 above); for baccg’;dreéfe Insti’utions, the
average |ist prices were $695 and $2,860 (contrasted with $823 énd $3,013),. These
discrepancies suggesT that the higher-priced institutions in Thusébca+egories have higher o
enrol iments Thanblow-priced Insflfufléns; beyond this, howeVer, The_dive:sify represenfed hgke.
makes general ization difficult If not infeasiblé.~ Results are provided in table i5 ahc ffgure

-

15.
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PUBLIC

Comprehenéive

Baccal aureate

PRI VATE

Comprehensfve

Baccal aureate

Table 15

Average Tuition for Other Four-Year Enro! lments
(1979 Enrol iment-Weighted Average In Pareniheses)

Ell:ﬂlﬂlﬂ&lﬂi:lﬁﬁli:lﬁlﬂﬁﬂljﬂﬁﬂﬁiﬂ:ﬂm

$494 $513 $533 $561 $646 $692 $723 $773
(499) (521) (542) (569) (644) (690) (723)

$545  §570  $586  $621  '$683  §728  $763  $823
(547)  (571) (585) (623) (684) (727)  (762) '

$2,005- $2,091 $2,212 $2,426 $2,596 $2,805 $3,060 $3,315
(1,979) (2,074) (2,203) (2,436) (2,601) (2,807) (3,051)

$1,861 $1,923 $2,042 $2,196 $2,368 $2,532 $2,757 $3,013
(1,805) (1,901) (2,026) (2,187) (2,363) (2,533) (2,755)
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Table 16 details the average charges for room and board per student observed at these
institutlons. ‘Private institutions Ieadlln price risee among comprehenslve Institutions and
Iag‘among baccalapreafe Inerlfuflons. Figure 17 better iIIusfrafes this pattern. A pattern
t+hat has been noted among doctoral insflfufions reappears here: just as enrollment chanyges
have not substantially influenced average tuition price, and cerfalnly not lessened its
Impacf, so, too, charges for room and board have not been affected by changing patterns.
5Reca|||ng from tabie 3 that 56 percenf of all four-year enloIImenfs In freshman and sophomore

years: | ive on campus, this price trend is notable.




Table 16

Koom and Board Charges for Other Four-Year Institutions
(Base-Year Occupancy-Weighted Average in Parentheses)

1972-73 1973-74 1974=75 1975-76 1976=77 1977-18 1978=79 197980

PUBLIC

Comprehensive $951 $988 §$1,049 $1,123 $1,193 §$1,251 §$1,331 §1,446
(954) (989) (1,047) (1,121) (1,193) (1,252) (1,332)

Baccal aureate '$888 $947 $1,033 $1,126 $1,208 $1,264 $1,3i6 $1,436
(902) (950) (1,033) (1,131) (1,214) (1,268) (1,318)

PRIVATE | | \

Comprehehsive $1,138  $1,178 $1,262 $1,361 $1,453 §1,531 $1,660 $1,773
, (1,140) (1,179).(1,263) (1,362) (1,454) (1,530) (1,659) ‘

Baccalaureate $1,034 $1,063 -$1,128 31,210 §$1,293 $1,374 '$1,465 $1,583
. (1,035) (1,064) (1,132) (1,213) (1,296) (1,377 (1,466)
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A conslderation of all costs for students |iving on campus shows that students at public
Institutlons pay less than half for tultlon, room, and board what their counterparts at

private institutions pay. Table 17 presents these findings.

Table 17

Average Tultion, Room, and Board for Other Four=Year Instlitutions
(Occupancy-Weighted Averages In Parentheses)

BLIG 1972=73 1973=74 1974=15 1976=77 1977=18 197819 1979-80

Comprehensive $1,510 $1,575 $1,658 $1,758 | $1,882 $1,991 $2,102 $2,267
(1,513) (1,575) (1,654) (1,75%5)| (1,878) (1,991) (2,102)

Baccal aureate $1,487 $1,574 1,682 $1,815 |$1,939 $é,032 $2,125 $2,306
(1,503) (1,578) (1,679) (1,819) (1,944) (2,033) (2,127)

PRIVATE :
Comprehensive $3,159 33,295 33,506 $3,825 $4,105 $4,396 $4,793 $5,150
. (3,145) (3,275) (3,498) (3,819) (4,101) (4,390) (4,777)

Baccalaureate $2,930 $3,058 $3,248 $3,492 $3,758 §4,012 $4,340 $4,728
(2,914) (3,041) (3,237) (3,489) (3,757) (4,018) (4,337)

Professional and Specialized lnstifutions

Data for professional and specialized institutions are perhaps the least relluble and

most unpatterned. These insflfufloﬁs form, in many.senses, the least homogeneous group. They -

are defined as

baccalaureate or post-baccalaureate institutions that are characterized by a programmatic
emphasis in one area, usually a professional fleld such as business or engineering. The
programmatic emphasis |s measured by the percentage of degrees granted in one program
area. An Institution granting over 60% of its degrees in one fielg, or granting over
half of its degrees In one fleld and granting degrees in fewer than 5 baccalaureate
programs Is considered to be a professional jor speclalized institution [Makowski and

Wul fsberg forthcoming] ‘ ’ '

This category includes divinity lnéTlTuf!ons;-medlbal institutions; other health Institutions;
engineering schools; business and management scpools; art, music and design schools; | aw

'

schools; and educat - =2 " "
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Among publiic Institutions, the increase in average per-student fultion over 1972-73 was

$418, ylelding an average price of $1,006 in the fail of 1979-80. However, these prices

ranged from $114 to $1,570. For private institutions, this Increase was $1,110, resuiting In

an average tultion per student In the fall of 19/9 of $2,632. Heré, the range Is even greater
Not surprisingly, given

than for publilc Institutions, spanning tuitions from zero to $4,610.
the unique nature of these schools, changing enrol Iment patterns Inflated the average price

faced by students In these Instlitutions. Changes are depicted In tabie 18 and flgure 18.

Table 18

Average Tuition for Speclialized and Professional Institutions
(Base-Year Enroliment-Welghted Averages in Parentheses)

197273 1973-74 1974=75 1975-76 1976-17 1977=18 1978=19 1979=80

$588 $607 $620 $649 $820 $862 $928 $1,006
(860) (918)

PUBLIC
(581)  (603)  (621)  (650)  (817)

$1,522 §$1,621 $1,731 $1,859 $1,996 $2,162 $2,388 $2,632.

PRIVATE
(1,557) (1,664) (1,786) (1,937) (2,048) (2,198) (2,389)
j
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In evaluating room and board charges and price Increases, It should be remembered that

only 30 speclallzed and professional public schools are consldered here. Table 19 and fligure

19 detall results for room and board charges at both publlic and private speciallzed and

professional schools.

Table 19

_Average Room =nd Board for Speclallzed and Professional Enrol iments
(Base-Vvear Occupancy-Welghted Average In Parentheses)

‘PUBLIC $979  $1,022 $1,061 $1,159 $1,275 $1,318 $1,435 §$1,552
(993) (1,032) (1,074) (1,174) (1,283) (1,328) (1,440)

- PRIVATE $1,059 $1,098 $1,184 $1,286 $1,377 $1,486 $1,574 $1,712
‘ (1,081) (1,120) (1,210) (1,307) (1,399) (1,502) (1,582)
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Finally, the combined prices faced by students |lving on campus at speclalized and
professional Insflfuflons,show,.ag TabJé'ZO /1 lustrates, that students faéed a package price
for'room;lboard, and tuition of $2,565 in public Instltutions and $4,335 in private

institutions during 1979. These prices were Increasing at approximately equivalent rates for
n

N

public and pr}vafe Institutions.
‘ A ~ N
Table 20

Average TuITIon;\Room, and Board for Speclalized and Professional Enroliments
(Occupancy-Welghted Average In Parentheses)

1972-73 1973-74 1974=75 1975-76 1976-77 1977=18 1213:12 1979-8Q

PUBLIC  $1,575 1,641 $1,710 $1,831 $2,106 $2,178 $2,383 $2,565
(1,601) (1,662) (1,724) (1,854) (2,112) (2,188) (2,373)

PRIVATE $2,565 $2,709 $2,923 $3,147 $3,377 $3,657 $3,947 $4,335
(2622) (2,773) (2,992) (3,225) (3,451 (3,717) 3,969)

T
Two-year institutions are -

instltutions which confer fewer than® 25% of their degrees at +he baccalaureate or
post-baccalaureate level, and confer over 75% of their degrees cr awards for two years of
work, or formal awards and complefions requiring less than ftwo years of work.
Institutions with a two-year upper division program would not fall in this category
because they grant baccalaureate degreés. [Makowski and Wul fsberg forthcoming] '

Due to the diversity of two-year Instlfutions, thls category is diviaed into three components:
Qomgrehensive Two-Year lpstifutions - Institutions in which +he number of degrees awarded

in occypational and vocational areas is greater than 20% but less than 80% of all degrees
. awarded. ' : ' :

Academic Two—YeéE Instifutions - nstitutions in which the number of degrees awarded in
t+he academic area . . . is at least 80% of all degrees awarded.

" Myltiprogram Occupational Two—?eag Instlfutions - ‘Institutions which confer degrees or
. awards in two or more occupational programs and which grant less than 20% of .thelr
degrees In the academic area. [Makowski and Wulfsberg forTthming]




Two-year institutions, Iike professional and speclalized schools, reflect considerabie
variability. This variabilify‘is accentuated in figure 20. AIThodgh these irends are
important, as table 4 Il lustrated, a number of two-year institutions are not considered in
this series. Unless these excliuded Institutions behave.similarly to the institutions
conisidered here, our conclusions regarding fwo-year institutions must be viewed.as applicable

to only a subset of currently existing two-year colleges and +he enrol iments they represent.

As table 21 reflecTs, comprehensive two-year Institutions show average-per—sfudeni
tuition increases of $157 and $700 among public and private institutions, respecTiver. Thus
in 1979-80, students affandlng public Institutlions were facing an average price of $421 and a
range from zero to $1,400; students attending private Institutions were facing an average
price of $1,821, ranging from $575 to $4,032. Interestingly, although not surprisingly, the
average public institution was charging $37€ and the average private institution was charging
$2,062--implying that while nublic comprehensive two-year enrol iments are more concentrated in
schools more expensive than average, the reveree is true among private enroliments. As
displayed In figure 20, academic two-year institutions experienced simiiar increases. Among
public schools, the average per-student price was $54O {n 1979-80 (ranging up to Si 704), or
5156 more than in 1972-73. Among private schools, this increasevamounfed +o $803, translating
to & 1979-80 average price of $2,024 and a range from .$675 To,$4,466. We find Thai in bcfh
,pubiic and-brivafe academic-fwo-year'insfitufions, more ‘students are enroilled in insfi}UTions
with higher-fhan-average prices Than with below-average prices. (The average list prices for .
this type of institution were $478 and $1,844 for public and. private.) Two;year occupaTional
schools, which acqu;red considerable popularity ‘during this period, experienced average |
fuition- |nc:eases of $156 and $937 for public and pr|va+e. As a result of these |ncreases,
the average price of attendance a+ these lnsfifufions In 1979-80 was $580 for public (between
$13 'and $1,450) and $2,393 (between zerokand $4,550) for prlvate inSTiTUTIOHS. In,This

category, we find that pub)ﬁc ahd private students were enrolled In greater numbers at schools




W

more expensive than the average. The average prlices charged by Instifutlons were $471 and

$2,250 for publlc and prlvgwbﬁ&h This price movement is apparent in fligure 20 as well.
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Table 21

Averags Tuitlon for Two-Year Enroliments
(1979 Enrol Iment-Weighted Average in Parentheses)

BUBLIC "1972 1973 - 1974 1915 1976 1977 1978 1979
Two-Year $264  $310  $276  §289° §332  §357  $382 3421
Comprehensive  (272) (282) (290)  (299)  (346)  (368)  (384)
Two=Year 5384  $402  $400  $427  $45/  $477  $505  $540
Academic (375)  (395)  (400)  (442)  (461)  (480)  (509)
Two-Year $424  $407  $404  $394  $458  $501  §525  $580
Occupational (386)  (401)  (404)  (408)  (472)  (506)  (527)
PRIVATE L
Two-Year §1,121 $1,160 $1,195 §1,254 $1,406 $1,509 .§1,659 $1,821
Comprehensive (1,115) (1,150 (1,216) (1,303) (1,420) (1,520) (1,659)
Two=Year $1,221 $1,215 §1,328 $1,394° 51,518 $1,655 $1,836 $2,024
Academic (1,167 (1,223) (1,346) (1,436) (1,550)° (1,661) (1,837)
Two-Year $1,456 $1,525 $1,637 $1,735 $1,809 $1,928 $2,064 $2,393
Occupational  (1.430) (1,518) (1,680) {1,760) (1,834) (1,956) (2,083)
5 h :



Turning .attention to chargeé for roon and board among these Institutions discioses some
surprising evidence. What students in public two-year Institutions may save in tuitlion is
being quickly eroded by Increasing charges for room and board. Thus, for e*ample, pubiic
two-year occupational Institutions Iead‘all pubiic Institutions In charges.for room and board.
Further, public two-year academic institutions are increasing prices more rapidly than other
t+ypes of pubiic Institutions. This, of course, may be a function of the low demand for
two~-year institutional housing. As we recall from table 3, only 6 percent of fwo~year
enrol iments |ive on campus. Tabie 22 details these average charges and fligure 21 further

i1lustrates the rapld increase.

\
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PUBLIC
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Two-Year
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Two=Year
Occupational

PRIVATE

Two-Year
Comprehensive

Two=-Year
Academic
Two=Year
Occupational

Table 22

Average Room and Board Charges for Two-Year Enrofliments
(Base-Year Occupancy-Weighted Average in Paréntheses)

1972=73 1973=74 1974=15 1975=16 1976=11 1977=78 1978=79 1979=00

$796
(804)

$729
(726)

$1,224
(1,202)

$1,070
(1,093)

$930 .

(918)

$1,330
(1,382)

$823
(821)

$791
(795)

$1,241
(1,244)

$882
(880)

$887
(897)

$1,277
(1,26 .

$1,181
(1,203,

$1,035
(1,029}

$1,403
(1,491)

$983
(983)

$964
(960)

51,353

i1,354)

$1,244
€1,285)

$1,091
{,094)

$1.%509
{1,522)

$1,047
(1,046)

$1,026
(1,029)

$1,500
(1,501)

$1,349
(1,367).

$1,177
(1,185)

$1,579
(1,587)

$1,111
(1,107)

$1,120
(1,103)

$1,544
(1,547)

$1,433
(1,435}

$1,251

(1,256)

$1,616
(1,640)

$1,176
(1,176)

$1,204
(1,197)

$1,556
(1,556)

$1,503
(1,511)

$1,363
(1,370)

$1,667
(1,691)

$1,293

$1,262

$1,688

$1,628
$1,475

$1,795
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Combining these charges, the average student Ilving on campus pald betwaeen $1,759 and
$5,180 for room, board, and tuition at a two-year Institution in -1979~80. Interestingly, the
‘gap between public and private prices s growing only among occupational schools., These

flndlngs are documented in table 23.

Table 23

Average Tultion, Room, and Board at Two-Year Institutions
(Base-Year Occupancy-Weighted Index In Parentheses)

1972=73 1973=74 1974=75 1975-16 1976-17 1977=78 1978-79 1979=80
PuBLiC

" Comprehensive $1,116 $1,166 $1,242 $1,348 -$1,444 $1,523 $1,612 31,759
» (1,141) (1,171) (1,245) (1,358) (1,448) (1,525) (1,613)

Academic $1,198 §$1,350 $1,461 $1,507 $1,652 $1,745 $1,884 §$1,980
‘ (1,211) (1,345) (1,467) (1,548) (1,670) (1,773) (1,894)

Occupaflbnal $1,958 $1,975 $2,015 $2,094 $2,314 $2,392 32,422 $2,679
: (1,916) (1,980) (2,020) (2,093) (2,314) (2,400) (2,427)
PRIVATE

Comprehensive .52,298 $2,399 $2,525’/ﬁ2,657 $2,923 $3,111 §$3,381 $3,648
(2,321) (2,390) (2,540) (2,724) (2,949) (3,125) (3,378) .

Academic $2,199 $2,279 $2,474 . $2,601 $2,793 $3,004 $3,309 $3,626
(2,176) (2,260) (2,465) (2,626) (2,836) (3,016) (3,320)

Occupational $2,882 $2,975 $3,175 $3,364 3$3,525 $3,698 $3,911 $4,256
(2,920) (3,006) (3,272) (3,386) (3,528) (3,723) (3,926)
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4, Concluding Remarks
A. The Context for Interpretation

In large measure, public concern about the Increasing price of higher education has been
.overrldQQn by the wide avallabillty of financlal ald, We have been conflden+ that the
iyeconomlc plight of the student has been amel lorated by the fact that the prices flixed by
institutions for tultion, room, and board were not necessariiy the actua! or immediate costs
to tho sfudenf. Financlal ald constifutes the difference between izt price (measured by PTRB
Indlcators) and fhe cost of educa110n to the student (exclusi&e of foregone earnings).
Indeed, nearly half of all freshmen receive some form of financnaJ assistance from federal,
state, or prlvaTedsources (American Councii on Education 1979). Thls)clrcumsfance has led to
converse claims in the Wall Street Journal--that flnanclal aid has created the affluent
student (Buss 1980), and that It has elevated the middle-tngbme squeeze to an upper=-income
crunch (Flanagan 1980). And indeed, PTRB indicators show that from 1972-73 to 1979-80 prices
did not Increase as rapidly as financial ald. For example, from 1973 fo.1976, the average
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) award grew from $269 to $852, or 217 percent, while
.funfion, room, and board prices rose during the"same period by 33 percent at privafe and 27
o percenf af pubiic Institutions. At the same time, only 69 percenf of qualified applicants
received BEOG awards In 1973, as compared fo 78 percent In 1977. Ceilings on these awards
’rose from $452 in 1973 to $1,400 in 1977 (U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
1979b). IWIfh the exception of federally guaranteed student loans, however, the frends'ln‘
finaﬁcial assistance to incoming freshmen have ,not shifted sharply since 1974, as flgure 22
indicates. Among some groups (such as éfafe-scholarship recipienfs), the percent of entering
students receiving ald has actual. ined. Furthermore, a recent survey of college
students found that despite the extent of ald, one out of five respondenfs.claimed to have

| severe flinancial problems (Crossiey Surveys 1980, p. 2). The effectiveness of this widespread

?;:.wcial aid in eraqjcafing prlbé\barrlers to higher education is moot, therefore. As figure

106 . o o7




23 Indicatos, oxtont of higher-education particlpation remains a major differonco betwaen tho

rich and the poor, Moreover, tho conflict of prico and accoss looms largor in a future of

+hreatened flnancial=ald sources.
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Considerations of increasing prices and avallability of financial ald aslde,'The

affordabiiity of college-fo the middie class would still be at issue. The sharp upward spiral

“ : N N
- of inflation has infensified pubiic concern about family finances. The rising cost of T

gecesslfiee such as houslng; fuel, and food has eroded the savings capacity of lhe middle
class, presumably hampering the ability of parents to defray college costs. Personal savings
-decllned from 7.8 percent.of disposable personal “income in 1973 To 5.3 percent in 1978; at fhe
same Tlme, consumer interest. payments rose from 2.2 to 2.5 percent of d|5posable personal

income (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, 1979c, p. 443), Moreover, changes In

family structure have placed greater economic pressure on parents.

lne aource of this pressure s the emergence of the so-cal led sibling Squeeze‘among

: college-age youTh (Carroll and Morrison 1976) One-Trlro of the entering freshman class of
1980 had slbllngs still in college and dependent upon parenTal inconie (Asfln, King, and ‘
Rlchardson, n.d., p. 48). O0f those in the current col lege-age populaTlon (born between 1960
and 1964) who have one older slbllng, 80 percent are less than four Years younger and nearly
50 percen+ are less than two years younger than that sibling (U.S. Department of'Commerce;

Bureau of Census, 1980, p. 105).

A —more- —general-ized— dlffJCUlTy“JS _that_the_cost _of ralsing chiidren jumped by ong=third

during the three years follownng 1977. By 1980, parents wlfh ‘disposable income’ of between
514, OOO and $18 OOO were spending an average of $58,200 to rear a child from b|r+h through

college, parents with disposable lncome of between -$22,500 and $27, OOO were spendlng an

estimated average‘of $85,200 (Espenshade 1980). At The +urn of the decade, then, the typical :

4American'family could exoecf to dedicate nearly four years of disposable family income to the

raising of each chlld ~Thus while disposable personal‘lncome”rose in the late 1970s at a rate

faster than fuition and oTher .col'lege cosTs, the abillty of parenTs to provide a college

educaTlon for offsprlng sTlIl dlmlnlshed. Moreover, consumer prices have rlcen since 1980 at

‘a rate above that of the |ncome of American workers (Borum 1981) Current needs therefore may -

110 | T , " " | 101-52
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well exceed the long-range flnancial requlrements of providing a college education to
children. Familles (defined as a group of fwo or more persons related by blood, marriage, or

adoption and residing together) with col lege-age members remain generally more affluent than

_other. families (measured in_ferms of total money Income before taxes, as depicted in figure 24. .. -

‘(albelt the disparity may be waning). Nonetheless, the deterloration of economic capacity
caused by rising prices and Interest rates may render many such famllles unable to~fully

flnance thelr chlldren's college education. The rise of the single-parent home, In which

money typically |s scarcer across al! socioeconomic classes, also must be taken Into accoun+

¢
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T The situation mighf seem to be ameliorated by the new wave of enrol|menfs in two-year

institutions, which has exerfed a downward influence on average PTRB statistics. As figure 25
portrays, this growth in the two-year sector has '=ar exceededr+he 15 bercenf'grewfh
experienced in higher education generally. Moreover, and as affirmed ih figure 26, this
growth has meant considerable change [n the dnsfribufion of enrol Iments across Institutions
from 1972-73 to 1979-80. Yet we musf keep In mind fhaf fwo—year college sfudenfs are less
affluenf than their peers in other types of insfifufions (flgure 27). The rapid rise in
Aprices at two-year colleges therefore may consfifufe a barrier to access for these sfudenfs
quite as high es fheﬁgnice barriers confronted by more affluent students at more expensive

schools.

!
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From an Institutional perspccfive, quesTIons oi price, financial aid, and student chonce’
must be considered jointly. The recenT paral lel movement of pubIIc-lnsfiTuTion tultion prices

and The Highe. Educa+|on Price Index (see figure 1) may reflecf a growung ftrend in This secior

to relate tuition to the cost of insTrucTion. This w0uld effectively increase the ImporTance
of tuition as a revenus source for public institutions. As Chambers (1978) observes, tuition
revenues at public universities accounted for 16 .7 percent of educatlonal and general
.expendifures En 1975, as compared to 13.2 percent a decade earl ier. By contrast, however,
McCoy and Halstead (1979, p. 39) found Thaf tuition revenues In public institutions accounted
~for 17 percent of education and generaI revenues in f iscal year 1972 bu+ only 16 percent in
19/6. Meanwhile, state and local appropriations grew from 58 percent of insTiTuTionaI Income
‘To 60 percent. Indeed, a growing dependence upon sTaTe appropriations has been documenTed
among leading public research universities ("Dependency of Leading Research InsTITuTnons on
!Federal Funding," 1980, p. A=11). However, as federal and s+a+e financial commnTmenTs change,
any reduc+ion or s+agna+ion of the availabilify of financial aid could seriously jeopardize
ihose schooIs that depend upon students from The middIe—nncome and I0wer-income groups.'_From
flscal year . 1967 To 1975, federal sTudenT aid increased more than fourfold=-twice the. increase
'|n The cost of aTTendance (CarIson 1978 P. 5). I+ is difficult fo determine moTivaTion ior
wihe specnfnc pric|ng poIicies of ins+|+u+ions beyond the need to meet |ncreased costs In a

VAS

‘Time ‘of high inflation. But surely the prospecT of augmenTing s+udenT resources by financial

~—

ald has pIayed at Ieas+ a limited role In such pricing decisions. By enIarging the purchasnng
_ power of the student, in other words, financial aid may have triggered offsefflng increases jn
ﬁ‘+u|+|on. DleTch (1979) asserts that need-based flnanclal ayd has acTuaIIy |nhib|+ed prlce
ﬂ.compeflfnon among |ns+i+u+ions. Hyde £1975) contends Thﬁ#lfhe SuppIemenTai EducaTion
7:Oppor+uni+y Grant (SEOG) formula con+ained incentives fo; ins+i+u+ionai price increases. ”

.. Chase (1980, p. 93) also argues that federai,subsidiesﬂencourage rapid tuition increases. On:

§ the other hand, Brunner and Gladieux (1979, pp. 2, 22) suggest that the connection between

¢
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financial aid and tultion price is weak, at -least among public ins+1+u+ions, and- Car| son
(1978) found that financial aid has substantial ly oufrun tultion and cost increases. In any
case, the Impact of reduced flinancial aid on cerTain institutions and possible Impact on

-

tultion pricing needs to be considered.

PTRB indicafors will inevitably be scrutinized for their significance to the burgeoning .
“tuition-gap issue. The widening difference between the list tuition at public and priQaTe .
'»1ns+1+u+ions--wha+ McPherson (1978) has characferized as the "yawning fultion gap"-would be
expected to be a strong factor pushing low- and middle-income students toward public
Institutions. Indeed, studies indicaTe that |ist price is crifical to student decnslonmaking\
and may play a much greafer role in student choice than is usually supposed (Waffenbarger
19794 L|++en, Brodigan, Sullivan, and Morris 1980). And as figure 28 shows, there is an

. income gap between public and privafe students: public insTiTuTions enrol i proportionately . :

" more poor students and private Institutions enrol | proporfionafely more weaIThy sfudenfs._

I+ has been»suggesfed that financial aid does reduce this disparity by making It easier
L forllow- and middle-income students +§ a;fend private fnsflfufions. Aithough Tierney (1979,
p. 26) contends that financial ald signif}canfly affects middie-income students In the choice
befween public and private |ns+1+u+|ons,tseveral other sTudues contradict that findlng.
 Jackson and Weathersby (1975) con+end that the financial "aid necessary to Impacf choice
($3 000~ 5, 000 in 1975) makes the feasibility of a concrefe change in choice_ remofe.

w/

"Weafhersby (1976b) asserts Thaf prospective students cannof obtain suffncienf |nforma+Ion from:

< o

-.|ns+|+u+|ons about availabie financial aid until late in the appiication process. This
position is supporTed by the fact that one-third of the entering freshman class of 1979 was o
unaware of the Federal Guaranfeed Sfudenf ‘Loan Program (AsTin, King, and Richardson n.d., pp.’

57, 58). And PTRB indicators suggest that desp|+e Increases in amounts of and eiiglblilfy for

N

" financial aid, the proportion of students In more expensive schoois has not changed. Overallif
. ey : .

s




then, the evidence suggests tThat financial ald has not removed price barriers fo fhe private

sector, although It perhaps has reduced them.
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Along with a grim family-finance picture and changing financial-aid philosophy, rising

prices are making it harder for students to attend colleges and universities. |If these trends

‘continue, our concept of universal access t+o higher education as a social and economic leveler

may'well suf fer.
B. Prices and Policy

Unti! a comprehensive set of Indicators is available, the Interactions of prices, student

flnancing, student participation, and institutional financing wiil remain largely speculative.

We wnllxconflnue, 1n the absence ;f adequate information, to adopt patchwork national policies

for -higher educafion, trying to repair undesirable conditions whose causes we do not
understand and whose emergence we are unable fo predict. As for the succession of policies
Thaf have been adopted, modifled, and discarded, we cannot gauge their actual ef fects,

“intended or otherwise, wnfh any precision. If, in fact, we were to define national policy for

; higher education in ferms of the consequencés that flow from policy implemenfafion, we would

‘have to say that no one knows what our national policy Is. One of the very largest and quite
;ipossibly the most complex of our national enterprises, higher education Is not easy fo

. describe and always will be hard to understand. But I+ is not unfathomable. Important trends

_can be tracked by a manageable number of indicators, organized in Interactive clusters.
4 .

-

We héve emphasized that PTRB indicafors;provide information about only certain aspects of

higher-educafion financing. Nonetheless, they caII attention to The development of

‘ poTenTiaIIy harmful Trends Thaf may be-associated with reduced federal financial aid fto

~ students. Three pofenfial problems are, particularly noteworthy:

o Rising tuition prices, especially at public Institutions, may conflict with our social

asbirafion to promote access 1o higher education L
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o The widening public-private tuition gap may foreclose free Institutional choice for

significantly greater numbers of students

o The developing student-income gaps, reinforced by growing tuition disparities, may
further polarize public vs. private and ftwo-year vs. four-year enrol Iment patterns,

thus promoting ecoromic stratification In higher education

The American tradition of low tuition and scmetimes no tuition, at public colleges and

universities Is perhaps the clearest sign of the national commitment to something approaching

universal ‘access to higher education. The pronounced increase in pub | ic-sector tultion priceS;
cocumented by the PTRB indicators signals a depar*ure‘from that tradition. Even at public |
twosyear éolleges,AIong +he open door to higher education, tuition increases are accelerating
This has created no particular public alarm, apparently because federal financial aid to
students has more than képf pace with the increaSes in fuition pricés. The government's
'W|Illngness t+o continue to keep financnal ald ahead of pricing trends is now in question.

Pricing is an |nsTITuTIonaI or sTaTe-IeveI policy issue, particularly in the public secTor,v

that should be addressed in light of revisions In federal policy on financial alid to students
During the seventies much of the burden of institutional support shiffed from the federal
government to the state. The responsibility for maintaining access-may undergo a similar

relocation in the eighties.

The unparalleled American effort fo extend access did not confine public dollars to the

public sector of higher education. We are the only major nation in the world with a strong,
wel | dispersed, accessible network of private colleges and universities. Fully half of our

most prestigious universities are independent: we regard them as bastions of excellence andjfé

diversity, against which the great pubiic institutions measure themselves. The federal

concept of financial aid has embraced the principle that the private sector can remain heaifhy
only so. long as students have a substantial measure of free choice. This has ensured that

ctudents from the middle and lower income levels couid obtain a private educanon--and the




dependence of private Institutions on this source of enrol Iment is not ftrivial. _For al |l but
the wealthiest instifutlions and those that draw enrol Iments ‘principal ly from upper=lIncome
families, retrenchment in federal financial aId'pufs institutional vITalITy at rlsk. When

o

student resources are curtalled, the difference in price between publlc and private

v

‘instltutions Is no longer artificial.. |f access fo private Institutions attenuates for al
buf weaIThy students and those of high academic abillty, the survival of the privaTe secTor§In
anything |lke ITs present dlmensions wil| be threatened.  So also wlll be the Amerlcan
tradition that one Is not born Into a fixed place and course of Ilfe, dictated by economlc
‘srafus. Economic stratiflication of access that reserves private institutlons for the monied
" or academic ellfe would conTradlcT almosr every expression o; the national' intent over the
_'pasf 30 years. But trends are taking shape whose inTersecTIon eould in fact br]ng about this
uninTended and inimical social condition. B
[+ may be.ThaT the national cbjective of -a college education for everyone capable of
beneflflng from it cannot be  achieved solely through federal‘:nmncial aid. ‘IT was perhaps
naive for hlgher education to subscribe so warmly To'a broad array of social commitments and
. values over the past three decades, placing blind Trusf in the perpetual avaIIab|II+y of

_adequafe public resources "to meet al] those commiTmenTs. Our coIIeges and universnTIes may

“have acquired a perilous dependence on sources of support foo closely t+Ted to economic growth.

However fhat may "be, we seem flnally to have recognized Thaf The fuTure will no+ bestow
the bounty of the pasT; IT {s"time, we.are told on every hand to make hard cholces. They
"will -be best made on The basis of facTuaI InformaT|on. The indicators of the price of
e‘Tu1TIon, rocm, and board Thaf have been presenTed In this report provide some small part of

3 the Informaflon we need to make sure Thaf higher gducation remains healthy and productive,

" from all perspecflves.‘ Many other |ndica+ors should be developed-—and soon.

Al
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