Discussion Paper No. 27

Williams Project on the Economics of Higher Education

Denison Gatehouse
Williams College
Williamstown, MA 01267

Expenditures and Revenues in American Higher Education

Michael S. McPherson
Williams College

Morton Owen Schapiro
The University of Southern California

DP-27
September 1994

©September 1994 (Mike McPherson, Morty Schapiro)

This paper is intended for private circulation and should not be quoted or referred

Note:
to in publication without the permission of the authors.



Expenditures and Revenues in Anerican H gher Education

M chael S. MPherson
Wllianms College

Morton Omen Schapiro
The University of Southern California

Sept enber 1994



“Expenditures and Revues in American Higher Education” (DP-27)
Abstract

This paper analyzes changes in expenditure patterns and revenue sources for the majority of
private and public non-profit colleges and universities from the years 1986-87 to 1988-89 and
1990-91. It compares the changes between public and private schools by Carnegie types,
uncovering similar trends in all types. Net spending per student is greater at private institutions
than at public ones -- and is increasing relative to them, largely because of declines in state and
local appropriations to public schools. Their reaction to cuts in appropriations has been to cut
spending with future benefits (ie, library, plant maintenance) rather than spending on current
students. Financial aid is increasing dramatically at all types of institutions, but net tuition still
increases, posing concerns about what is happening to the access to higher education of those less

able to afford it.



Over the past decade or so there has been a great deal of
specul ati on concerning the course of revenues and expenditures in
U.S. higher education. However, presumably due to data
limtations, there have been few attenpts to analyze the recent
hi story of higher education finances at the national |evel. One
exception is our paper (with Scott W Blasdell) "Trends in
Revenues and Expenditures in U S. H gher Education: Were Does

the Mney Conme Fron? Wiere Does it Go?, " which appeared as

Chapter 2 in our book (wth Gordon C. Wnston), Paying the Piper:

Productivity, lncentives, and Financing in U S H gher Education,

(The University of Mchigan Press, 1993). This paper updates and
expands our earlier work.

Section | describes the data set enployed in our analysis.
Section Il presents a detailed |ook at the recent behavior of
hi gher education institutions in the nation. Section IIl |ooks
explicitly at changes over tinme in the conposition of

expenditures and revenues. Section |V concl udes.

The Data

Qur data set consists of financial and other information on
i ndi vi dual col |l eges and universities during the period from 1986-
87 to 1990-91. These data are available on CD-ROM through the
CASPAR system put out by the National Science Foundation. The
data come originally from the Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (I PEDS) adm nistered by the U S. Departnent of
Education and describe the basic financial accounts of alnost all

public and private non-profit post-secondary institutions in the



2
United States, along with figures on full- and part-tine
enrol I nent for each institution. The enrollnment data allow us to
construct estimtes of full-tinme-equivalent enrollnent (FTE),
which we use to express all of the financial data on a per FTE
enrol Il ment basis. W have these data for the majority of private
non-profit and public colleges and universities and concentrate
here on three academic years -- 1986-87 (referred to as 1987 in
the tables and text that follow), 1988-89 (referred to as 1989),
and 1990-91 (referred to as 199I).| Al of our nunbers are
adjusted for inflation and are presented in 1990-91 dollars. The
data set has been constructed as a panel, so that only those
schools with data for all three observation years are included.

In the tables summarizing these data, we disaggregate
institutions by Carnegie Cassification. Table 1 presents
separate data on expenditures for public and private Research |
and Il plus Doctorate-Ganting | and Il universities (referred to
bel ow as research universities), while Table 2 presents anal ogous
data on revenues. Tables 3 and 4 exam ne public and private
Conpr ehensive Universities and Colleges | and Il (referred to
bel ow as conprehensive universities). Tables 5 and 6 consider

public and private Liberal Arts Colleges | and Il, while Tables 7

1Inorder for an institution to be included in our data set,
we need information on the full set of expenditure and revenue
categories for each of the three years. Both the nunber of schools
and their enrollment are presented in each of the tables that
follow There are a total of 1,197 public institutions in our data
set, wth a total enrollnment in 1991 of 6.4 mllion students.
There are 709 private institutions, enrolling 1.7 mllion students.
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and 8 exam ne public two-year coIIeges.2

Al'l of our expenditure and revenue categories are explained
in detail in the glossary attached to this paper. Briefly,
expenditure categories include educational and general spending
per FTE student net of student aid (NEFSPEND)3, which is then
broken down into spending on instruction and self-supported
research (INSTRUCT), externally supported research (RESEARCH),
public service (PUBSERV), academ c support other than library
expenditures (ACADSUPP), |ibrary expenditures (LIBRARY), student
services (STUDSERV), institutional support (1NSTSUPP), and
operations and mai ntenance (OPMNEXP). Restricted scholarships
(SCLREST), wunrestricted scholarships (SCLUNRES), and plant
additions (PLANTADD) conplete the list of expenditures. Revenue
categories include per FTE values of gross tuition and fees
(TANDF) , federal grants and contracts (FEDGRCN), state and | ocal
grants and contracts (SLGRCN), state and |ocal appropriations
(SLAPP), endowrent earni ngs (ENDQNNC)4, total scholarship aid
frominstitutional funds (TOTSCH), tuition and fee revenue net of
institutional aid (NETT&REV), federal financial aid (FEDFNAID),

2The smal |l sanple sizes led us to ignore private two-year
coll eges along with the professional and specialized groups.

3W have netted out student aid spending because part of this
spending is directly "passed through" from federal student aid, and
for nost institutions the rest is best seen as foregone
institutional revenue, rather than as spending on educational
programns.

~ 4/s explained in the %I ossary, endowrent incone is conputed b
taking 5% of the market value of the endowrent at the beginning o
the academ c year |ess total debt.
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state and local financial aid (SLFNAID), and the net price paid
by the average student (NETSTPR).

A nunber of these variables are related to each other. Net
spending equals the sum of all expenditure variables except for
schol arships and plant additions. On the revenue side, gross
tuition and fees less scholarship aid frominstitutional funds
equal s net tuition and fee revenues, while net tuition and fee
revenues |less federal and state and local financial aid equals

the net student price.

Il.  Expenditures and Revenues: Levels and Trends

Table 1 shows that net spending per student at private
research universities in 1991 was substantially higher than in
the public sector ($23,635 versus $14,441, in 1990-91 acadenic
year dollars) and that the difference grew over time (net
spending increased at an annual real growh rate of 2.64% at the
private schools versus 1.35%in the public sector). \Wile sone
public sector expenditures are "off-budget" and are therefore not
included in these financial data, expenditures per student are
strikingly different between sectors and this difference has been
growing rapidly, particularly since 1989.° In fact, as will be

apparent for each of the public sector groups exam ned bel ow,

5/ exanple of an off-budget itemis that, in some states,
certain parts of enployee benefits (such as pension plans) appear
on state governnent budgets rather than institutional budgets. The
underestinmation of public expenditures nmay be especially inportant
in analyzing capital spending, Wwhere significant plant additions
may be of f-budget.
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there has been little or no real growh after 1989 in net
spendi ng per student for students attending public institutions.
Private schools, on the other hand, have continued to increase
net spending at a fairly rapid real rate.

Expenditure growth has varied considerably across spending
categories in public higher education. Table 1 shows that
academ c¢ support has increased nodestly (with an annual rea
growth rate of .41% from 1989 to 1991) while operations and
mai nt enance spendi ng decreased at an annual real rate of -1.59%
Institutional support and library expenditures also suffered
consi derable real declines per student (-1.20% and -1.04%
annual ly). The differences in growth rates between the private
and public institutions inply that the already substantia
disparities in levels of particular expenditures have tended to
I ncrease further over tinmne. For exanple, in 1991 library
expenditures per FTE student at private research universities
amounted to $844 versus $477 at their public counterparts, wth
these expenditures increasing during the 1989-1991 period at an
annual real rate of 1.21% at the private schools while falling at
a -1.04%rate in the public sector. The area of greatest growh
for private research universities is in financial aid (note
especially the 8.49% annual real rate in unrestricted
schol arships from 1989 to 1991), a subject that will be returned
to shortly in the discussion of revenues.

Wiile all but the last expenditure category relates to the

operating budget, the final category, plant additions, relates to
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the capital budget. In our earlier paper, we showed that private
institutions were engaged in a massive building boomin the
1980s. In 1979, additions to plant and equi pment were al nost
identical in the public and private sectors, but by 1989 plant
additions were twice as large on a per student basis at private
universities as at public universities. However, our latest data
show a very different behavior by the late 1980, with a per
student capital expenditure of $3,534 at private research
universities falling to $2,295 in 1991. It appears that private-
public differences in these expenditures are evaporating,
returning toward the parity of the late 1970s.

Table 2 shows that, while gross tuition and fees (sonetines
called the "sticker price") are far greater at private research
universities than at their public counterparts ($12,207 versus
$3,084), annual real growth rates over the entire period were
quite simlar (3.11% in the private sector versus 2.98% in the
public sector). Mving down the list of revenue categories, the
reason for stringency in public sector expenditures quickly
becones apparent -- state and local appropriations failed to keep
pace with inflation over the entire period, with a striking
annual real decline (-2.22% per year) between 1989 and 1991.

State and | ocal appropriations are by far the major revenue
source for public institutions ($7,123 accounts for alnost half
of the $14,441 net spending figure mentioned above) and the
substantial real decline is the obvious cause of the cutbacks in

key expenditure categories.
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Universities in both sectors have increased institutiona
financial aid at staggering real rates -- TOTSCH increased at an
annual rate of 10.12% in the public sector and 7.80% in the
private sector over the entire period.6 The breakdown for the
nost recent period, 1989 to 1991, indicates that the rate of
increase in private expenditures on financial aid is accelerating
(8.44% annual growth versus 7.80% for the |onger period). The
rapid increase in financial aid neans that net tuition and fee
revenues have increased less rapidly that gross tuition. The
| argest differences occur between 1989 and 1991 for the private
universities, wWth sticker prices increasing at an annual rea
rate of about 3% and tuition revenues increasing by less than 2%
Finally, sluggishness in federal and state and l|ocal financial
aid from 1987 to 1991 neans that the net price facing students
has increased at a rate less than the sticker price but nore than
net tuition revenues going to schools.

Tables 3 and 4 provide expenditure and revenue data for
conprehensive universities. Wile the private-public difference
in net spending per student ($9,328 versus $7,135) is nuch
smal l er than was the case for research universities, annua
growth rates inply substantial widening over tinme. O particular
note is the 1.69% annual real growth rate during the 1989-1991
period in the private sector conpared with the -.70% growth rate

in the public sector. The decline in real expenditures at these

6 Note, however, the very snmall base on which changes in
institutional aid at public institutions are cal cul ated.
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public schools is felt nost heavily in the library and operations
and nai ntenance categories (rates of decline of -3.58% and
-3.74% wth spending on academ ¢ support bucking this trend (the
annual growth rate in academ c support expenditures was positive
2.16% from 1989 to 1991). Again, there was considerable growh
in financial aid at private schools and the difference in plant
additions across sectors decreased substantially.

Table 4 shows that growth rates in gross tuition and fees,
institutional financial aid, net tuition and fees, and the net
price facing students mrrored fairly closely the experience of
research universities. Again, substantial increases in financia
aid led to the situation where net tuition revenues increased
more slowy than sticker prices. Finally, there was a striking
decline in state and |ocal appropriations for public
conprehensive universities -- wWth an annual rate of decline of
-2.55% from 1987 to 1991 and an even nore disturbing decline of
-4.75% during the 1989-1991 period. Not only is the decline
greater for this group of schools than for public research
universities, but state and |ocal appropriations accounted for
63% of net spending at public conprehensive universities ($4,480
out of $7,135) conpared with 49% in the earlier case.

Tables 5 and 6 present information for liberal arts
col | eges. Private liberal arts colleges have experienced nmuch
more nodest real growth in net spending over the 1987-1991 period
(.90% per year) than was the case for either private research

universities (2.64% or private conprehensive universities
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(1.78% . Again, there was considerable real growh in financial
aid and considerable real decline in capital expenditures. n
the revenue side, we again see the famliar pattern of financia
aid increases wiping out a third or so of the increase in gross
tuition in the private sector. Caution is suggested by the
relatively small sanple size for public liberal arts colleges but
the expenditure and revenue data mrror pretty closely the
experience of public conprehensive universities, with the
exception of the unusually high increase in tuition at public
l'iberal arts colleges after 1989.

Tables 7 and 8 examne our final institutional category,
comunity colleges. These schools have managed to maintain a
slight real increase in net spending (0.26% per year from 1989 to
1991), despite a real decline in state and |ocal appropriations
(-1.63% per year). One reason for this is that institutiona
financial aid is so small that increases in gross tuition (2.85%
annual ly) translate alnmost directly into increases in net tuition

revenue (2.75% annually).

IIl. Expenditures and Revenues: Changes in Conposition

Tables 9 and 10 present the expenditure and revenue data in
a different manner. Table 9 shows the share of net spending
going to each expenditure category in 1987 and 1991 for each type
of institution.

Starting with the 1991 figures, the dom nant category for

all groups is instruction and self-supported research,



10
accounting for roughly 40%to 50% of operating expenditures.
Wi | e academi c support, library expenditures, and operations and
mai nt enance account for a fairly consistent percentage of
expenditures (5-7% 3-5% and 8-14%, there is much greater
variation across groups for the other expenditure groups.
Differences in the role of funded research and public service are
to be expected, but there is also a good deal of variation in
relative spending on student services and institutional support.
Specifically, private schools allocate a greater percentage of
operating expenditures to student services and institutional
support than do their public counterparts -- 17% total versus 12%
for research universities, 30% versus 21% for conprehensive
universities, and 36% versus 27% for liberal arts colleges.

Looki ng at changes over tine in expenditure shares, there is
a great deal of stability from 1987 to 1991, although it is
interesting to note that by the end of the period one expenditure
category, operations and nuintenance, accounted for a snaller
share of operating expenditures for each institutional group.

The figures in table 10 exam ne the percentage contribution
of each of our major revenue sources. T In 1991, private schools
received nost of their revenues fromtuition, ranging from 55% at
research universities to 85% at conprehensive universities, wth

liberal arts colleges at 79% The major funding source in the

7W define total revenues as the sumof our five revenue
categories. Unfortunately, our data base has very limted data on
tota ?ifts (to the endownent and el sewhere). = Again, We use a
proxy for endowrent incone which provides an indication of the
anount of noney that is availed fromthe endowrent.
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public sector is state and |ocal appropriations, which account
for 69% of revenues at community colleges, 55% of revenues at
research universities, and around 64% at other public colleges
and universities. Qher significant revenue sources are federal
grants and contracts at public and private research universities
(accounting for 18% and 27% of revenues), endowrent income at
private research universities and liberal arts colleges
(accounting for 12% and 14% of revenues), and net tuition revenue
at public research universities (22% of revenues), public
conprehensive universities (27% of revenues), public liberal arts
col l eges (28% or revenues), and community colleges (21%.

In terns of changes in revenue shares over tinme, the nost
striking nmovenent is in the relative contribution fromthe
governnent as opposed to students at public institutions. For
all four public institutional groups, the share of revenues
contributed by state and |ocal appropriations has declined while
the share of revenues contributed by net tuition revenue has
increased. Wiile tuition dependency in the public sector renains
much | ess than anong private colleges and universities, the
experience during the 1987 to 1991 period suggests that the

narrow ng trend docunented in our earlier work has cont i nued. 8

8 Wile our earlier work used a different sanple of schools as
well as some different revenue categories, we found that the
contribution of net tuition revenue at public colleges and
universities rose by 3 to 4 percentage points from 1979 to 1989.
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V.  Concl usion

The aimof this paper is to use the |atest national data
available in addressing two key questions concerning Anmerican
hi gher education: \Were does the noney come fron? \Were does it
go? Recognizing the heterogeneity of institutions of higher
education in the United States, we have asked these questions for
a variety of institutional types.

On the expenditure side, financial problens have tended to
take their toll on certain expenditure categories -- nost notably
l'ibrary spending and operations and maintenance -- rather than
| eading to across the board reductions. Such behavior suggests
an intergenerational cost transfer, Wth increasingly scarce
resources being nore likely to be spent on current students,
faculty and staff (in the form of instructional spending and
sel f-supported research, anong other expenditure categories)
rather than on future generations. One very clear difference
between these findings and our earlier ones is that the
deterioration in the financial climte in recent years has put an
end to the boomin capital spending that we had previously
documented. Again, this is consistent with allocating resources
nore to the present than to the future.

The reason for financial problens for public institutions is
their dismal experience with their principal revenue source,
state and local appropriations. Real declines in these
appropriations, particularly after 1989, have forced public

schools of all types to becone nore tuition dependent. The
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failure of financial aid (federal, state and local, or
institutional) to keep pace with the increases in gross tuition
means that, from 1989 to 1991, students attending public colleges
and universities have had the average real net price they pay
increase by between 2% and 10% per year. The worry about this
trend i s whet her needy students are being "held harm ess”
whet her increases in public tuition are being targeted on those
students who can afford to pay. If not, the progress we have
made over the past three decades in terns of access to higher
education for |ow incone students is under threat.

The biggest difficulty faced by private colleges and
universities relates to institutional financial aid. Real annua
growth rates for different groups of private schools have ranged
from7%to 9% from 1987 to 1991, and from 8% to 10% during the
1989- 1991 period. A natural tenptation would be to increase
private gross tuition at rapid rates in recognition of the fact
that a substantial portion of gross revenues will be recycled in
financial aid. However, an alternative perspective suggests that
rapid increases in gross tuition generate increasingly little in
terms of actual revenues, making large tuition hikes not worth
the political fall-out. Wat is clear is that a considerable gap
has devel oped between the course of gross tuition changes and
net tuition revenues.

The bottom line is that many private and public colleges and
uni versities have been experiencing some difficult times. The

causes have differed and, to a certain extent, so have the
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responses. Recognizing recent changes in revenues and
expenditures allows us to anticipate better the short- and
mediumtermfuture of American higher education, and to begin to

deal with problens that may arise.



TABLE1

Carnegie=Research I.1I; Doctorate-Granting |,
Expenditure Levelsin 1990-9 1 Dollars

All Dollar Values are per FIE

Annual Annual Annual
% Change % Change % Change
Expenditure Institutional 1987 to 1989 to 1987 to
Category Control N 1987 1989 1989 1991 1991 1991
ENROLL Public 123 2,08 1,530 148% 2,143,893 2.08% 2,234,919 1.78%
Private 66 560,997 1.22% 574,856 0.67% 582,595 0.94%
NETSPEND Public 123 13,682 2.36% 14,343 0.34% 14,441 1.35%
Private 66 21,266 2.88% 22,526 2.40% 23,635 2.64%
INSTRUCT Public 123 5,595 1.08% 5,717 0.01% 5,718 0.55%
Private 66 8,885 3.98% 9,621 3.36% 10,290 3.67%
RESEARCH Public 123 2,769 4.87% 3,053 1.97% 3,175 3.42%
Private 66 4,150 2.70% 4381 1.24% 449 1 1.97%
PUBSERV Public 123 1,011 4.11% 1,098 1.94% 1,142 3.03%
Private 66 774 1.14% 791 4.54% 867 2.84%
ACADSUPP Public 123 923 3.30% 986 0.41% 994 1.85%
Private 66 1,197 0.01% 1,197 -0.15% 1,194 -0.07%
LIBRARY Public 123 462 2.63% 487 -1.04% 477 0.80%
Private 66 755 4.36% 824 1.21% 844 2.78%
STUDSERV Public 123 565 3.59% 607 -0.12% 606 1.73%
Private 66 1,002 2.23% 1,047 1.98% 1,089 2.10%
INSTUPP Public 123 1,146 1.44% 1,179 -1.20% 1,152 0.12%
Private 66 2,581 2.25% 2,700 2.52% 2,839 2.38%
OPMNEXP Public 123 1,211 0.19% 1,216  -1.59% 1,178 -0.70%
Private 66 1,923 1.08% 1,965 1.42% 2,022 1.25%
SCLREST Public 123 574 3.58% 617 -0.82% 607 1.38%
Private 66 1,011 -2.01% 972 1.43% 1,000 -0.29%
SCLUNRES Public 123 256 10.09% 313 7.04% 361 8.56%
Private 66 1,386 8.11% 1,630 8.49% 1,931 8.30%
PLANTADD Public 123 1,634 5.74% 1,833 0.51% 1,852 3.12%

Private 66 2,953 8.98% 3,534 -21.59% 2,295 -6.31%



Table 2

Carnegie=Research I.1I; Doctorate-Granting |,!1
Revenue Levelsin 1990-9 1 Dollars
All Dollar Vaues are per FI'E

Revenue

Category

ENROLL

TANDF

FEDGRCN

SLGRCN

SLAPP

ENDOWINC

TOTSCH

NETT&FREV

FEDFNAID

SLFNAID

NETSTPR

Annual
% Change
Institutional 1987 to
Control N 1987 1989

Public 123 2,081,530 1.48%

Private 66 560,997 1.22%
Public 123 2,737 4.00%
Private 66 10,780 3.19%
Public 123 2,000 4.53%
Private 66 4621 2.39%
Public 123 370 2.81%
Private 66 616 5.79%
Public 123 7,309 0.93%
Private 66 571 -6.58%
Public 123 174 0.38%
Private 66 1,937 -0.07%
Public 123 186 13.40%
Private 66 1,601 7.17%
Public 123 2,551 3.24%
Private 66 9,179 2.46%
Public 123 369 2.48%
Private 66 383 0.50%
Public 123 160 7.16%
Private 66 132 -16.33%
Public 123 2,022 3.06%

Private 66 8,664 2.78%

1989

2,143,893
574,856

2,965
11,489

2,190
4,847

391
692

7,446
501

176
1,935

243
1,848

2,722
9,641

388
386

184
95

2,149
9,159

Annual

% Change
1989 to
1991

2.08%
0.67%

1.97%
3.03%

2.94%
1.70%

8.93%
2.15%

-2.22%
-1.96%

1.15%
4.68%

6.85%
8.44%

1.50%
1.92%

-1.59%
0.11%

-0.27%
-4.52%

2.19%
2.06%

1991

2,234,919
582,595

3,084
12,207

2,323
5,015

468
722

7,123
481

180
2,125

279
2,188

2,805
10,019

376
387

183
87

2,246
9,545

Annual
% Change
1987 to
1991

1.78%
0.94%

2.98%
3.11%

3.74%
2.04%

5.87%
3.97%

-0.65%
-4.27%

0.77%
2.31%

10.12%
7.80%

2.37%
2.19%

0.45%
0.30%

3.45%
-10.43%

2.62%
2.42%



TABLE 3

Carnegie=Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I,11
Expenditure Levels in 1990-9 1 Dollars
All Dollar Values are per FIE

Expenditure

Category

ENROLL

NETSPEND

INSTRUCT

RESEARCH

PUBSERV

ACADSUPP

LIBRARY

STUDSERV

INSTSUPP

OPMNEXP

SCLREST

SCLUNRES

PLANTADD

Annual Annual
% Change % Change
I nstitutional 1987 to 1989 to
Control N 1987 1989 1989 1991

Public 287 153545 1 2.88% 1,626,365 3.08%

Private 220 553,996 2.25% 579,489 2.36%
Public 287 7,181 0.38% 7,235 -0.70%
Private 220 8,686 1.88% 9,018 1.69%
Public 287 3,659 -0.16% 3,647 -0.91%
Private 220 3,971 1.19% 4,066 2.54%
Public 287 224 8.94% 268 2.74%
Private 220 196 6.27% 222 2.41%
Public 287 226 5.41% 251 3.03%
Private 220 136 1.79% 141 1.30%
Public 287 439 -0.12% 438 2.16%
Private 220 525 0.23% 527 2.55%
Public 287 275 3.35% 294  -358%
Private 220 305 7.79% 356 -0.81%
Public 287 565 -0.65% 558 0.43%
Private 220 895 3.48% 960 3.50%
Public 287 915 1.42% 942 -0.48%
Private 220 1,695 2.49% 1.781 0.68%
Public 287 879 -2.38% 838  -3.74%
Private 220 963 0.00% 963  -1.74%
Public 287 578 4.91% 637 -1.50%
Private 220 726 6.27% 823 0.95%
Public 287 120 4.49% 131 5.50%
Private 220 811 8.08% 953 9.75%
Public 287 601 3.25% 641 -0.26%

Private 220 1,239 -2.4490 1,180 -19.90%

1991

1,729,721
607,526

7,135
9,328

3,581
4,279

283
233

267
145

457
555

274
350

563
1,029

933
1,806

778
930

618
839

146
1.158

638
793

Annual
% Change
1987 to
1991

2.98%
2.31%

-0.16%
1.78%

-0.53%
1.87%

5.84%
4.34%

4.22%
1.54%

1.02%
1.39%

-0.12%
3.49%

-0.11%
3.49%

0.47%
1.58%

-3.06%
-0.87%

1.70%
3.61%

4.99%
8.91%

149%%
-11.17%



TABLE 4

Carnegie=Comprehensive Universities and Colleges 1,1

Revenue Levels in 1990-91 Dollars
All Dollar Values are per FTE

Revenue

Category

ENROLL

TANDF

FEDGRCN

SLGRCN

SLAPP

ENDOWINC

TOTSCH

NETT&FREV

FEDFNAID

SLFNAID

NETSTPR

Institutional
Control

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

N

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

287
220

1987

1,535,451
553,996

1,836
7,433

321
374

179
268

491
127

11
373

87
862

1,749
6,570

480
405

96
157

1,173
6,009

Annual
% Change
1987 to
1989

2.88%
2.25%

2.61%
3.62%

2.22%
3.09%

4.33%
10.85%

-0.35%
0.59%

-7.58%
1.67%

8.87%
7.55%

2.28%
3.08%

5.36%
5.13%

1.49%
13.13%

1.02%
2.65%

1989

1,626,365
579,489

1,935
7,991

336
398

195
333

4,926
129

10
386

104
1,003

1,831
6,988

534
449

99
204

1,198
6,336

Annual
% Change
1989 to
1991

3.08%
2.36%

2.60%
3.00%

2.93%
3.42%

1.92%
-1.81%

-4.75%
-5.98%

10.48%
3.89%

8.58%
10.31%

2.24%
1.85%

-2.74%
-1.30%

1.13%
5.43%

4.39%
1.95%

1991

1,729,721
607,526

2,038
8,485

356
426

203
321

4,480
114

12
417

124
1,232

1,914
7,253

506
437

101
227

1,308
6,589

Annual
% Change
1987 to
1991

2.98%
2.31%

2.61%
3.31%

2.57%
3.25%

3.12%
4.52%

-2.55%
-2.70%

1.45%
2.78%

8.73%
8.93%

2.26%
2.47%

1.31%
1.91%

1.31%
9.28%

2.71%
2.30%



TABLES

Camegie=libera arts

Expenditure Levels in 1990-9 1 Dollars
All Dollar Vaues are per FTE

Annual Annual Annual
% Change % Change % Change
Expenditure Institutional 1987 to 1989 to 1987 to
Category Control N 1987 1989 1989 1991 1991 1991
EN-ROLL Public 28 33,213 4.86% 36,605  4.65% 40,173 4.76%

Private 423 408,152 3.63% 438,869 2.37% 460,143 3.00%

NETSPEND Public 28 8,006 -1.31% 7,799 -0.53% 7,717 -0.92%
Private 423 10,516 0.56% 10,635 1.24% 10,902 0.90%
INSTRUCT Public 28 3524  -1.26% 3,436  -1.16% 3,358 -1.21%
Private 423 4,220 0.98% 4,304 1.40% 4,426 1.19%
RESEARCH Public 28 269 -5.62% 240  -430% 220 -4.96%
Private 423 131 2.19% 137 -7.04% 119 -2.43%
PUBSERV Public 28 135 15.32% 184  -0.88% 181 7.22%
Private 423 116 -0.96% 113 0.87% 115 -0.05%
ACADSUPP Public 28 553  -12.66% 430 1.16% 440 -5.75%
Private 423 543 -0.64% 536 1.93% 557 0.64%
LIBRARY Public 28 276 16.95% 388 -4.28% 356 6.34%
Private 423 418 4.56% 457 2.14% 477 3.35%
STUDSERV Public 28 693 -1.11% 678 1.77% 702 0.33%
Private 423 1,332 2.01% 1,387 2.53% 1,459 2.27%
INSTSUPP Public 28 1,330 -0.22% 1,325 2.14% 1,382 0.96%
Private 423 2,383 -0.68% 2,351 1.33% 2,415 0.33%
OMPMNEXP Public 28 1,225 -4.52% 1,119 -1.84% 1,079 -3.18%
Private 423 1,373 -0.87% 1,350 -0.58% 1,334 -0.73%
SCLREST Public 28 897 0.47% 906 0.65% 917 0.56%
Private 423 1,204 4.50% 1,317 -0.40% 1,307 2.05%
SCLUNRES Public 28 166 4.58% 182 5.95% 205 5.27%
Private 423 1,315 5.14% 1,457 8.41% 1,724 6.78%
PLANTADD Public 28 837 16.54% 1,165 -8.91% 975 3.82%

Private 423 1523 3.99% 1,650 -20.09% 1,104 -8.05%



TABLE 6

Carnegie=liberal arts

Revenue Levels in 1990-9 1 Dollars
All Dollar Values are per FTE

Revenue

Category

ENROLL

TANDF

FEDGRCN

SLGRCN

SLAPP

ENDOWING

TOTSCH

NETT&FREV

FEDFNAID

SLFNAID

NETSTPR

Institutional
Control

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

Public
Private

N

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

28
423

1987

33,213
408,152

2,000
8,311

448
268

252
243

5,167
66

28
1,237

129
1,506

1,871
6,805

703
593

164
214

1,004
5,998

Annual
% Change
1987 to
1989

4.86%
3.63%

2.89%
2.58%

-3.44%
1.94%

8.06%
11.97%

-0.02%
-14.39%

-0.80%
-2.38%

11.98%
7.08%

2.20%
1.52%

1.62%
2.50%

-3.19%
6.09%

3.43%
1.26%

1989

36,605
438,869

2,119
8751

419
278

296
309

5,164
50

28
1,180

163
1,735

1,956
7,016

726
624

154
242

1,075
6,150

Annual
% Change
1989 to
1991

4.65%
2.371%

5.42%
3.25%

-7.34%
-3.11%

-5.13%
2.06%

-2.82%
-0.04%

-1.70%
4.12%

11.32%
7.88%

4.90%
2.03%

-3.50%
-4.84%

1.83%
4.91%

10.25%
2.571%

1991

40,173
460,143

2,362
9,339

362
262

267
322

488 1
50

27
1,281

205
2,031

2,157
7,307

677
566

160
267

1,320
6,474

Annual
% Change
1987 to
1991

4.76%
3.00%

4.16%
2.91%

-5.39%
-0.59%

147%
7.01%

-1.42%
-71.22%

-1.25%
0.87%

11.65%
7.48%

3.55%
1.78%

-0.94%
-1.17%

-0.68%
5.50%

6.84%
1.91%



TABLE 7

Carnegie=2 -Y ear

Expenditure Levels in 1990-9 1 Dallars
All Dollar Vaues are per FTE

Annual Annual Annual
% Change % Change % Change

Expenditure Institutional 1987 to 1989 o 1987 w0
Category Control N 1987 1989 1989 1991 1991 1991
ENROLL Public 759 2,129,326 267% 2,246,229 357% 2,412,267 3.12%
NETSPEND Public 759 5,236 1.03% 5345  0.26% 5,372 0.64%
INSTRUCT Public 759 2,692 0.87% 2,739 0.35% 2,758 0.61%
RESEARCH Public 759 6 5.93% 7  458% 8 5.26%
PUBSERV Public 759 119  7.31% 238 -2.58% 131 2.37%
ACADSUPP Public 759 341 -0.92% 335  060% 339 -0.16%
LIBRARY Public 759 122 7.23% 141 -177% 136 2.73%
STUDSERV Public 759 502 1.42% 517  231% 541 1.86%
INSTUPP Public 759 829 1.49% 854  0.52% 863 1.00%
OPMNEXP Public 759 624  -0.86% 613  -1.45% 596  -116%
SCLREST Public 759 419 6.69% 479  2.69% 505 4.69%
SCLUNRES Public 759 31 -571% 28  05™% 28  -25™%

PLANTADD Public 759 422 -2.14% 404  -0.16% 403 -1.15%



TABLE 8

Carnegie=2-Y ear

Revenue Levels in 1990-9 1 Dallars
All Dollar Vaues are per FTE

Revenue
Category

ENROLL
TANDF
FEDGRCN
SLGRCN
SLAPP
ENDOWINC
TOTSCH
NETT&FREV
FEDFNAID

S ANAID

NETSTPR

Institutional
Control

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

Public

N

759

759

759

759

759

759

759

759

759

759

759

1987

2,129,326

1,039

195

258

3,769

25

1,013

357

52

605

Annual

% Change

1987 to

1989

0

3.13%

0.61%

11.26%

0.29%

-30.85%

7.44%

3.02%

6.87%

1.99%

0.69%

1989

2,246,229

1,106

197

323

3,790

29

1,077

410

54

613

Annud

% Change

1989 to

1991

0

2.85%

-1.70%

-3.46%

-1.63%

35.30%

6.51%

2.75%

2.74%

-1.36%

3.10%

1991

2,412,267

1171

190

302

3,669

33

1,137

433

52

652

Al
% Change
1987 to
1991

2.99%

-0.54%

3.90%

-0.67%

2.22%

6.97%

2.88%

4.81%

0.32%

1.89%



Tabl e 9

Composition of Expenditures. 1987 and 1991

1987

Instruction and
Self-Supported
Research

Funded Research

Public Service

Academic Support

Library

Student Services

Ingtitutional
Support

Operations and
Maintenance

1991

Instruction and
Self-Supported
Research

Funded Research

Public Service

Academic Support

Library

Student Services

Institutional
Support

Operations and
Maintenance

Research/ Libera Two
Doctorate Comprehensive Arts Y ear
Public Pri vate Public Pri vate Public Private Public
40.89% 41.78% 50.95% 45.71% 44.01% 40.13% 51 .40%
20.24% 19.52% 3.12% 2.26% 3.36% 1.25% 0.12%
7.39% 3.64% 3.14% 1.57% 1.69% 1.10% 2.27%
6.74% 5.63% 6.1 1% 6.04% 6.91% 5.16% 6.52%
3.38% 3.55% 3.83% 3.51% 3.45% 3.97% 2.34%
4.13% 4.71% 7.87% 10.31% 8.66% 12.67% 9.59%
8.37% 12.14% 12.75% 19.51% 16.62% 22.67% 15.84%
8.85% 9.04% 12.24% 11.09% 15.30% 13.06% 11.92%
Research/ Libera Two
Doctorate Comprehensive Arts Y ear
Public Private Public Private Public Private Public
39.60% 43.54% 50.20% 45.87% 435 1% 40.59% 51.34%
21.99% 19.00% 3.96% 2.50% 2.86% 1.09% 0.14%
7.91% 3.67% 3.74% 1.55% 2.34% 1.06% 2.44%
6.88% 5.05% 6.41% 5.95% 5.70% 5.11% 6.31%
3.30% 3.57% 3.84% 3.75% 4.61% 4.38% 2.54%
4.20% 4.61% 7.89% 11.04% 9 10% 13.38% 10.07%
7.97% 12.01% 13.07% 19.36% 17.91% 22.15% 16.07%
8.15% 8.55% 10.90% 9.98% 13.98% 12.24% 11.09%



TABLE 10

Composition of Revenues. 1987 and 1991

1987

Federal Grants
and Contracts
Stale and Loca
Grantsand
Contracts
State and Local
Appropriations
Endowinc
Net Tuition
Revenue

1991

Federal Grants
and Contracts
State and Local
Grants and
Contracts
State and Local
Appropriations
Endowinc
Net Tuition
Revenue

Research/ Liberd Two
Doctorate Comprehensive Arts Y ear
Public Private Public Private Public Private Public
16.12% 27.30% 4.44% 4.85% 5.77% 3.11% 3.71%
2.98% 3.64% 2.48% 3.48% 3.25% 2.82% 4.92%
58.92% 3.37% 68.70% 1.65% 66.52% 0.77% 71.92%
1.41% 11.45% 0.15% 4.83% 0.37% 14.35% 0.10%
20.57% 54.23% 24.22% 85.19% 24.09% 78.95% 19.34%
Research/ Liberd Two
Doctorate Comprehensive Arts Y ear
Public Private Public Private Public Private Public
18.01% 27.31% 5.11% 5.00% 4.70% 2.84% 3.59%
3.63% 3.93% 2.91% 3.77% 3.48% 3.49% 5.68%
55.22% 2.62% 64.32% 1.34% 63.44% 0.54% 69.17%
1.39% 11.57% 0.17% 4.89% 0.35% 13.89% 0.11%
21.75% 54.56% 27.49% 85.02% 28.03% 79.24% 21.45%



d ossary of Expenditure and Revenue Categories
Expendi t ures

NETSPEND: net spending per FTE student -- V& conpute this nunber
as the average per FTE student value of educational and general
spending net of student aid. W have netted out student aid
SEending because part of this spendiqg Is directly "passed
through™ from federal student aid, and for nost schools the rest
is best seen as foregone institutional revenue, rather than as
spendi ng on educational prograns.

| NSTRUCT: I nstruction and self-suPported research per FTE
student -- Expenditures of the colleges, schools, departnents,
and other instructional divisions of the institution and
expenditures for departnmental research and Egblic_servic? whi ch
are not separately budgeted are included. pendi tures for
academ c admnistration where the primary function is

adm ni stration (e.g. academ c deans) are excluded.

RESEARCH. research per FTE student -- Al funds expended for
activities specifically organized to produce research outcones
and conm ssioned by an agency either external to the institution
or separately budgeted by an organizational unit within the
institution are included.

PUBSERV:  public service per FTE student -- This category
includes all funds budgeted sPecificaIIy for public service and
expended for activities established primarily to provide

noni nstructional services beneficial to groups external tO the
institution. Exanples are semnars and projects provided to
particular sectors of the comunity, comunity services, and
cooperative extension projects.

ACADSUPP:  academ ¢ support per FTE student -- Expenditures for
the support services that are an integral part of the
institution's primary mssions of instruction, research, or
public service are included. Expenditures for nuseuns,
gal l eries, audio/visual services, acadenmic conputing support,
ancillary support, academc admnistration, personne

devel opnent, and course and curricul um devel opment are exanpl es.
We have taken out library expenditures and treated it as a
separate category.

%[ERAR% l'ibrary spending per FTE student -- Expenditures on
i brary.

STUDSERV:  student services per FTE student -- This category

i ncludes funds expended for adm ssions, registrar activities, and
activities whose prinary Pur ose is to contribute to students'
enotional and physical well-being and to their intellectual
cultural, and social devel opnent outside the context of the

formal instruction program Exanples are career guidance, _
counseling, financial aid admnistration, student health services



(except when operated as a self-supporting auxiliary enterprise),
and the admnistrative allowance for Pell grants.

| NSTSUPP: institutional support per FTE student -- Included are
expenditures for the day-to-day operational supPort of the
institution, excluding expenditures for physical plant
operations. Exanples are general admnistrative services,
executive direction and planning, legal and fiscal operations,
and community relations.

CPMNEXP:  operations and mai ntenance per FTE student -- Includes
all expenditures for operations established to provide service
and mal ntenance related to canpus grounds and facilities used for
educational and general purposes. Expenditures made from
institutional plant funds accounts are excl uded.

SCLREST:  scholarships fromrestricted funds per FTE student --
I ncluded are schol arships and fellowships awarded from restricted
funds, including Pell grants.

SCLUNRES:  schol arships from unrestricted funds per FTE student

I ncluded are schol arships and fellowshi ps awarded from
unrestricted funds. This category, as well as the one above,
applies only to noneys given in the form of outright grants and
trainee stipends to individuals enrolled in fornmal coursework,
either for credit or not. A d to students in the formof tuition
or fee remssions are included (except those rem ssions granted
because of faculty or staff status). College work study program
expenses are reported where the student served, not in either of
the schol arship categories.

PLANTADD: plant additions per FTE student -- W conpute this
number by summ ng over the three categories of physical plant
additions during the year - land, buildings, and equi pnment.
Additions during the year are additions to plant made through
purchase, by gift-in-kind from donors, and trom other additions.
Construction in progress and plant expenditures which represent
capital fund investnments in real estate are excl uded.

Revenues

TANDF: gross tuition and fee revenue per FTE student -- The
convention followed by academc institutions is to calculate this
amount b% assum ng that every student Pa¥s the sticker or_|ist
price - hence this variable is gross of financial aid. Charges
for room board, and other services rendered by auxiliary
enterprises are excluded.

FEDGRCN. federal grants and contracts per FTE student |ess Pel
and SEOCG anounts -- Exanples are research projects, training
prograns, and simlar activities for which anounts are receilved
or expenditures are reinbursable under the terms of a governnent
grant or contract.



SLGRCN. state and local grants and contracts per FTE student.

SLAPP:  state and |ocal appropriations per FTE student --
Includes all anmpunts received or nade available to an institution
through acts of a legislative body, except grants of contracts.
These funds are for neeting current operating expenses and not
for specific projects or progrars.

ENDONNC. we conpute this by takin% 5% of the market value of
the endowrent at the beginning of the academ c year |ess total
debt. The 5%figure is a proxy for the average availnment rate
used by coll eges and universities. Wile the |PEDS form asks
directly for endowrent income, respondents are asked to reply
based on the particular availnent formula they use. For song,
their answer will be based on total return but for others their
answer will be based only on yield. W therefore use our 5%
nmet hod as the best proxy we can find for endowrent incone.

TOTSCH  total scholarship aid frominstitutional funds per FTE
st udent .

NETT&FREV: net tuition and fee revenue per FTE student -- W
subtract the total amount of scholarship aid frominstitutiona
funds (TOTSCH) from gross tuition and fees (TANDF) to calculate
this net revenue figure.

FEDFNAID:  the sumof Pell and SECG grants di sbursed per FTE
student -- Adm nistrative expenses are included for SEQG

SLFNAID: state and local financial aid per FTE student
NETSTPR. the net student price -- calculated by taking gross

tuition and subtracting institutional aid, federal aid, and state
and | ocal aid.



