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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

October 31, 1988 

Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 626-1616 

TO: The Honorable Wendell R. Anderson 
The Honorable Charles H. Casey 
The Honorable M. Elizabeth Craig 
The Honorable Jack P. Grahek 
The Honorable Wally Hilke 
The Honorable Elton A. Kuderer 
The Honorable David M. Lebedoff 
The Honorable Charles F. McGuiggan 
The Honorable Wenda W. Moore 
The Honorable David K. Roe 
The Honorable Stanley D. Sahlstrom 
The Honorable Mary T. Schertler 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

ILLd-t h'u -s ~.0 

The issue of tuition and fee levels was discussed at some length at 
your October meeting as part of the legislative request approval. While 
the position taken (to present the real needs of the University while 
expressing concern about the possible tuition implications) seems proper, 
we must be careful that tuition policy is not pushed into the 
background by the pressure of events. That will result in hasty and 
perhaps ill-advised action as we develop our budget after legislative 
adjournment. Therefore, Rick Heydinger and I have scheduled further 
discussion of cost of attendance issues at the November meeting. 

At the October meeting, we provided some basic information about 
tuition levels. Since then we have gathered some additional data and 
added to the October report to include collateral information. That 
revised report is enclosed. It provides some important data and I 
encourage you to review it in detail. 

It is important that our representatives before the 1989 Legislature be 
able to express a clear position on tuition issues, endorsed by the 
Board of Regents. It can be accepted that no one wants cost of atten­
dance to limit access more than is absolutely necessary. Thus we must 
agree on an optimum strategy. Should emphasis be placed on low 
posted tuition rates or enhanced student aid? Is setting a maximum 
percentage increase in advance of legislative action a desirable 
strategy? This could have the effect of unilaterally reducing the 
state's offset, a practice that docs fall within state guidelines. Should 
a campaign to have the Legislature reduce the present 33 percent offset 
be a first priority? If we arc to advocate reduction, what should the 
goal be? 
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Also attached is a resolution that was passed unanimously at the 
October HECB Board meeting in Bemidji. This resolution reaffirms the 
three components for higher education funding: average cost funding, 
cost-related tuition, and shared responsibility for financial aid. The 
resolution was motivated by the Board of Regents action on the 
biennial request in Duluth. HECB does not view this as a criticism of 
our initiative. Instead they want to remind "the public" of the 
initiative, and the interdependent nature of the existing policies 
comprising the state's approach to higher education funding. However, 
it would also be difficult to view this resolution as an endorsement of 
any effort to reopen the question of tuition offset, particularly if our 
action is taken unilaterally. 

I look forward to a constructive discussion of these and collateral 
issues at the November meeting. 

Sincerely, 

~.'1·~ 
Interim President 

RJS:pln 

Enclosures 

c: Chancellors 
Vice Presidents 
Student Representatives to the Board of Regents 
Barbara Muesing, Secretary to the Board of Regents 
Mark Brenner, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Carrie Simenson, Chair, Student Consultative Committee 
David Berg, Assistant to the President and Director, 

Management Planning and Information Services 
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This report addresses the need for contextual information, both currently 
and over time, about the level of student tuition and fees in the State of 
Minnesota and at the University of Minnesota. 

Throughout this report, unless otherwise stated, the measurement used is 
"Tuition and Required Fees," a measure of the price impact on students 
whether the price is designated as a "tuition" or a "fee." Usually the 
number used is for an average undergraduate liberal arts student. That 
concept is well defined among the AAU Data Exchange universities where most 
differential tuition rates occur. 

A first step is to compare University of Minnesota tuitions to other 
schools. Schedule A does this for 1988-89. We have displayed 52 public and 
52 private institutions including all public AAU institutions and most 
private AAU institutions. All colleges and universities in Minnesota are 
present. Representative schools in the upper midwest region have been added 
as well as most other state universities and a few high and low outliers to 
indicate national ranges. 

No private school in Minnesota or the region charges less than the 
University of Minnesota. Nationally there are four or five less expensive 
private colleges, none well known. Minnesota is 2% below the mean of all 
Big Ten publics and 7% above the mean of the AAU publics. 

The State of Minnesota currently assumes that 33% of all instructional costs 
will come from sources other than direct state appropriations. An obvious 
question is what assumption is made in other states. The question is 
difficult for two reasons. Many states pay no attention to this ratio, 
setting tuitions through use of other analyses such as cost of living 
indexes, personal income measurements, or simply comparison with rates in 
other similar institutions. Where the ratio is computed, or where fully 
allocated instructional costs are determined for other reasons, the cost 
definitions may differ from that used in Minnesota. Here is what we know 
about this in the Big Ten states. 

Some reasonably detailed data from Wisconsin indicate that resident 
undergraduates at Madison are paying 35.3% based on the Minnesota 
definition, as nearly as we can adjust the numbers. This is not a 
systemwide or even campuswide figure and cannot be directly compared with 
our 33%. At Minnesota, a comparable figure for resident undergraduates 
would be about 40%. 

The Indiana Higher Education Commission recommends a tuition level of 35% of 
instructional cost; we don't know the detailed definition. Iowa also 
appears to work with a stated figure of 35%. In Illinois the state standard 
is 33% of a cost base that excludes all fringe benefits. Michigan and Ohio 
appear to have no set standards. 



SCHEDULE A 

PUBLIC 
Corr.ell-oubl ic 
Terople 
Pittsburgh 
Per.r. State 
MICHIGAN 
William and Mary 
!'liCH!SAN STATE 
Delaware 
New Hardpsh ire 
Rutgers 
ILLINOIS 
Virginia 
ir.assachusetts 
Ohio U. 
Conr:ect i cut 
MINNESOTA 
South Ca r'C•l i r.a 
OHIO STAfE 
INDIANA 
~issouri-Rol!a 

Coloradc· 
PURDUE 
Wi scor.si ;r.-~:i lNau;.:e2 
Marylar.d 
W! SCC~SI l'H~~DI SON 
lolashir,Qt<:r.-Seatt le 
Missouri-Co:umbiio 
South Dakota 
IC~JA 

Iowa State 
Nebraska 
iliirm.State ~r.iv. iaveraQe w/c. Metred 
South Da keot,; State 
Oregon 
~isconsin-av.of fo1.1r bor'Cer· schools 
Cali forrlia-Bet·keley 
SUNY-Stor•y P.roo~ 

u:LA 
North DaKota 
fi:etro State 
Alexandria i:VTI 
North Dakota State 
Kansas 
Kar.sas State 
Okalaho:aa 5to.te 
Oi<! ah•:OI•ia 
lt.im.esota Cv:;'t•Jr,lty C.:ol ;;:.;,.; 
Ar1 zc.r•« 
~or.tar.a 

Florira 
~·.c•rth Care•: i :.a 
7exas 
Mear. of P 1 g ·r er. 
Mean of AR~ I r.s t :l uti c.r,s 
~ean of R!! A~o~e 

Undergraduate Resident Annual 
Tui tior, and Fees 

1988-89 
PRIVATE 

S5,240 Ber.n i ngt on 
$3,894 Harvard 
S3,836 MIT 
S31610 Prir.cetor. 
S3,170 Dartmouth 
$2,966 Chi cage• 
S2,9~ Cornell-private 
$2,7'30 Boston U. 
S2,768 Yale 
$2,744 Penn 
$2,821 Tulane 
$21526 Carl tor, 
$2,4~0 lSC 
$2,3'34 Duke 
$2,293 NORTHWESTERN 
S2,254 NYU 
$2,230 Boston Colle~e 
$2,040 Srirmell 
$2,035 Maca lester 
S1,9'33 Ripor. 
$1,'324 Gustavus Ad•Jl piltts 
$1' 916 St. Olaf 
$1,915 fiarnl ir.e 
S1, '306 Cot·nell of Iowa 
$1,857 Augsburg 
u, 797 Ccoe 
Sl, 774 Bethel 
$1,708 St. John's 
$1,706 St. Benedict 
$1,706 St. Catherir•e 
$1,703 St. Norbert 
Sl, 681 i'lpl s. ColleQe of Art & Des1 Qn 
S1,669 St. Tho11as 
Sl 1649 Wartburg 
S1,601 St. Scholastica 
$1,530 Concc•rd ia-iloorhead 
$1,495 St. Theresa 
S1 1 4'31 St. Plary's 
$1,4 72 !llar~uette 

S1,440 t\cdhwestern Colle9e 
S1 1 435 D~buque 

$1,38'3 Concordia-St. Paul 
st,::;n V1 t erbQ 
$1,363 Walcorf 
$1,326 Bet~any Lutherar, 
$1,3!7 St.Paul Bible ColleQe 
S!,305 1\c•rth Central Bi!Jle Col!e£e 
$1,278 Pillsbury Baptist Bib:e Coli~ge 
$1,250 rir.nesota Bib!e Col:eQe 
S1,:54 Dr.r.artin Luther 

$87€. Se::na U. 
~874 Berea 

s;~,3e3 

$2,111 ~ear. of A~ Institutions 
$2,035 ~ean of All Above 

S151670 
S13,6b5 
$13,400 
$13,380 
$13,335 
$13,285 
$13,140 
$12,975 
$12,960 
$12,750 
$12,730 
$12,485 
$12,466 
$12,286 
$12,270 
$12,250 
$11,076 
$10,870 
$10,~8 

$10,267 
$'3,250 
$9, lb5 
S9,070 
$9,070 
$8,115 
$8,010 
$7,800 
$7, 7b5 
S7, 765 
$7, 756 
$7,690 
$7,540 
$7,524 
S71510 
$7,281 
$7! 155 
$7,1~ 

S7,065 
S6,9B4 
$6,960 
$6,435 
$6, ~20 
ss,ga~ 

S5,0B0 
S4,890 
$4, 700 
$3,880 
S21 750 
$2,550 
$2,525 
S1, 730 

Sl48 

$12,785 
$8,753 
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Adjusting as best as we can for definitional differences, the following is a 
rough comparison of the Big Ten institutions about which we have any 
information: 

Minnesota 
Purdue 
Iowa 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 

33% + 
about 35% 
about 35% 

estimated 33% 
40% + 
35% + 
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Although comparison of gross tuition as a percentage of instructional cost 
is very difficult, "State Profiles: Financing Public Higher Education 1978 
to 1987" (Research Associates of Washington) contains a state by state 
analysis of net tuition and fees as a percentage of a derived instructional 
cost figure, i.e. excluding appropriations for Medical, Agricultural, and 
research functions. The comparison of net tuition after offsetting state 
appropriations for student aid is probably a fairer comparison of the burden 
actually imposed on students than is a percentage based on gross tuition 
rates. The data in this study have generally appeared to be accurate and 
the study is well regarded. An array of states based on this series 
probably gives a useful impression of where Minnesota stands relative to 
other states in burdening students with attendance charges. Schedule B 
presents the 1986-87 situation. 

Also of interest is a comparison of this ratio over time for Minnesota 
compared with a national average. 

1977-78 
1978-79 
1979-80 
1980-81 
1981-82 
1982-83 
1983-84 
1984-85 
1985-86 

Minnesota 

17.1% 
18.4% 
19.9% 
20.1% 
23.4% 
23.8% 
24.9% 
24.4% 
23.0% 

United States 

20.7% 
20.6% 
21.2% 
21.8% 
23.1% 
23.8% 
22.8% 
23.0% 
23.1% 

Please note that these numbers measure impact on students after allowing for 
state provided student aid. Thus in the past nine years Minnesota's burden 
on students has risen about 35% compared to a national average of 12% and 
now stands nearly at the national average instead of 17% below it. 

51 



SCHEDULE B 

Permsylvania 
O!lio 
Jt,ichigan 
Miss i ssi o:n 
Indiarkl 
Louisiana 
South Dakota 
Iowa 
Wisconsiro 
N!braska 
Marylarod 
Rhode Island 
Virgiroia 
Missouri 
North Dakota 
West Vit•giroia 
Oregoro 
Karosas 
South Caroliroa 
Ala~ama 

l<erotiJcky 
New Jersey 
Termessee 
Arkar.sas 
MINNESOTA 
Georgia 
Massachusetts 
washinQtOYo 
Morotaroa 
dtan 
Texas 
Cororoecticut 
Nevada 
Arizona 
Florida 
Oklahoro1a 
Illi neoi s 
New York 
New Mexico 
North Carol Hoa 
Idallo 
Alaska 
wyoflli Tog 
Cali forroi a 

Net Tuitioro and Fees as a Percentage 
of Gro~s Appropriation as Defiroed 

1'386-87 

District of C.:·l•JIAbia 
Ha..,ai i 

AveraQe of Ao<m: 

38.~ 
35.1'/. 
34. 1'/. 
32.9~ 

32. B:t. 
32.2~ 

30.~ 

30.G~ 

.3it2:t. 
2'.1. 7'/. 
2'3. 5'/. 
E'9. 1 Y. 
28.8'/. 
28.8'/. 
26.2'/. 
28.1'/. 
25.5'/. 
25.5'/. 
25.5'/. 
25.5')( 
25. 1'/. 
24.5')( 
23.6'/. 
23.4'/. 
23.0~ 

22. 7'/. 
22.3'/. 
22.3'/. 
21.6'/. 
21.6')(: 
21. 3'/. 
20.9'/. 
20.8'/. 
20.3'/. 
19. 9'/. 
19.8'/. 
19.2'/. 
1::,.2'/. 
;,, 9:t. 

! ~-8~ 
;:;, 3'/. 
: l. 4'/. 

·''· 4'/. 
'3.6'/. 
ii. 5'/. 
7.5'/. 

23.4:1. 

Note: Cc•lot·adeo, De lanare, ~lai ne, New Hamoshi re, and Vet•roor.t are excluded fr011 this 
disolay because high proportioros of ro~:~r.resident tuitioro distort the 
average. 

Source: "State ~ofiies:Firoaroeirog fiigher Education 1978 to 1'367"; Research 
Asseoc1ates of WiJshir.stor•: 'enth Edition; July,1987. 
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University of Minnesota tuitions, as deflated by the Consumer Price Index, 
have increased about 27% in the past twenty years. In the same period, the 
average real tuition in the other eight public Big 10 universities has 
increased by about 20%. Near the beginning of the period, U/M tuitions were 
sixth in the Big 10. By 1976, Minnesota had risen to fourth and has been 
either third or fourth since then. Currently we are fourth behind Michigan, 
Michigan State, and Illinois. The first graph shows the pattern of 
relationship of U/M and other Big 10 tuitions over the study period . 
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It is necessary to bear in mind that the past twenty years is a period in 
which the State of Minnesota shifted from a policy of low tuitions and 
negligible student aid to a policy of massive student aid coupled with 
somewhat higher tuitions. In 1970 there was $21 per enrolled student in 
available student aid; today that figure is about $300 and it has been as 
high as $380. The second graph shows the overall effect on students of 
state tuition and student aid policy. If one looks at the net effect, the 
increase over twenty years is about 11.5%. (Note: this should not be 
compared with the 20% increase in Big 10 tuitions since student aid 
elsewhere has not been netted out.) 



v 

<( 5g 

-+--' gg c (f) 

Q) L LB 0 u 
gg :J 0 

0 -+--' 
(f) 0) ~g 

ro 
17H Q) I 

ro 
_Q ro rg 
0 

0) 
or- lS ·-

0 c 
~g (/) > en L 

<:( ~ 0 Q) Q) og Q) 0 z >-L 

~ ::J 6L 
0 0 

(/) gL u 
U) UJ 

Q) ·-Q) LL 4-' LL Q) 0 
+.I u_ (/} 9L 

~ 
E SL 0 
L 
'f- tL c -+-' 

0 c £L ·- Q) 

-+--' ""0 
::J ZL 

~ +-' 

~ 
fJ) 

lL 
L 

<D 
0 Q_ OL 
~ 

c 0 0 0 0 0 

c 0 0 0 0 0 
I(} 0 l() 0 Ul 

<( (\J C\J ~ ~ tit 
T;A: :I;# ~ m 



• 

Also of interest is a measurement of tuition against ability to pay. One 
approach to this is to use Minnesota per capita personal income as an 
ability to pay measure. The third graph shows U/M tuitions as a percentage 
of Minnesota per capita personal income. Having declined substantially in 
the early eighties, this series is almost precisely where it was twenty 
years ago, a little over 13%. The graph does not take available student aid 
into consideration. If that is done, the 1970 figure is 12.9% and the 1989 
estimate is 11.4%. 

To compare this with national data requires moving to a ratio of net (after 
state student aid) tuition and fees to per capita personal disposable 
income. The data are from Research Associates of Washington as previously 
cited. 

Net Tuition and Fees as a % of Per Capita Personal Disposable Income 

__!UM_ Minnesota U.S. Average 

1977-78 14.6% 9.1% 9.7% 
1979-80 13.2% 9.0% 9.4% 
1980-81 12.7% 8.6% 9.3% 
1981-82 13.3% 8.8% 9.4% 
1982-83 15.0% 9.7% 9.5% 
1983-84 15.4% 10.5% 10.1% 
1984-85 16.3% 11.4% 10.3% 
1985-86 15.5% 10.6% 10.2% 
1986-87 15.1% 9.7% 9.8% 
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The general increase in student charges, however measured, is traceable to 
cost impacts on higher education. The following graph illustrates the 
problem by comparing the progress of the Consumer Price Index and the Higher 
Education Price Index over the past twenty years. The HEPI measures the 
price that colleges and universities actually pay for the goods and services 
they must buy. Clearly, in recent years, while general inflation has 
moderated, higher education costs have continued to increase quite sharply. 
This by itself would tend to force tuitions up at a faster rate than general 
inflation. In addition, not reflected are increasing volumes of expenditure 
for computerization, equipment, litigation and regulation, and the 
maintenance of a dangerously decaying plant . 
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It is clear that the tuition burden on students has been r1s1ng both on a 
gross posted rate basis and after offsetting state student aid. The data 
with which to factor in federal student aid are not readily available, but 
it is not likely that federal aid has been sufficient to offset the trend of 
recent years. Although the inc:ease is not striking when related to ability 
to pay measures, such measures do not necessarily rel~te to the ability to 
pay of students, specifically. In particular, students who are not defined 
as independent but do not have access to parental assistance may have 
suffered severe 1 y. In add it i 1, there may we 11 be another important 
negative effect of increased . ,udent burden. 

There is little empirical evic2nce that naccess" has been affected by high::. 
student burden. Enrollments d~ring the period of incr~ase in price have 
been above those predicted on the basis of no price increase. But we know 
that nearly any increase in price is accompanied by some decrease in demand 
and there are numerous studies that show that student attendance is 
sensitive to price as well as to other factors. Thus the observea-data seem 
contrary to both economic theory and common sense. The problem, we suspect, 
is tha~ th~ wrong demand measure is being observed, at least for the 
University of Minnesota. 

The graph that follows charts net tuition burden per student against the 
average number of credit hours per term attempted by undergraduates. The 
nega~ive correlation is striking (technically, the statistical correlation 
is R =-.89). We know that the choice to attend or not is affected by 
factors other than price, and that some of them appear more important than 
price. However, beyond the attendance decision are decisions regarding the 
rate at which instructional services are purchased. 

The relationship shown is consistent with a view that increased student 
burden has driven students to lower credit loads and slower progress toward 
degree goals. 

The phenomenon of decreasing credit hours per registration is not confined 
to the University of Minnesota. In a recent inquiry among AAU Data Exchange 
schools, every response but one observed a trend toward lower student loads . 

~I 
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Net Tuition and Fees and Average Credit Hours 
of University of Minnesota Undergraduates 

80 81 82 83 84 85 

Academic Year 

19S8 1989 Cost 

Credits per Term 

12.52 

86 87 88 

1\ 



WHEREAS, Minnesota In J983 adopted an innovative, 

.. Integrated set of finance policies for Minnesota post-secondary 

education to promote access, quality, equity, and efficiency; 

WHEREAS, the three components are average cost funding 

for public post-secondary systems, a cost-related tuition 

policy, and a shared responsibility policy in financial aid 

for students attending all post-secondary Institutions; 

WHEREAS, significant changes In the principles of one 

policy without careful consideration of their effects on the 

other policies and the application of changes in the policies 

for one post-secondary education system without corresponding 

changes for the other systems could hinder achievement of the 

goals; 

WHEREAS, the tuition policy relates the price to the 

• 
cost of providing post-secondary education; specifies equitable 

- sharing of costs between the state and students; treats a 11 

collegiate students ·and systems equitably, and allows for 

reasonable levels of funding to ensure quality education; 

WHEREAS, the cost-relatec.J tuition policy provides 

Incentives for governing boards to use resources efficiently 

and leaves discretion to governing boards in setting specific 

tuition rates and in amount of tuition revenue raised; 

WHEREAS, full funding of the State Scholarship and Grant 

Program has greatly assisted students with financial need In 

paying for post-secondary education, as intended by the inter-

related finance policies;· 



!· 
WHEREAS, there Is no empirical evidence that tuition 

increases have eroded access to post-secondary education in 

Minnesota, which has one of the highest participation rates 

In the country; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Higher Education 

Coordinating Board reaffirms Its support for Minnesota's 

Integrated set of post-secondary finance policies, urges 

support for its biennial budget request for financial aid, 

and pledges to continue evaluation of the finance policies, 

by moni taring the work of the Average Cost Funding Task Force, 

reviewing analyses by its own staff, and examining the results 

of the M SPAN 2000 study • 

• 
H I N ll E S 0 T A H I G II E R ED U CAT I 0 tl 

• COORDIHATIIlG BOARD 

October 20, 1988 

• 
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