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Good morning, Chairman Sturla and members of the House Democratic Policy Committee. On 
behalf of Chancellor Frank Brogan and the Board of Governors of Pennsylvania’s State System 
of Higher Education, thank you for this opportunity to speak with you today about college 
affordability. I am Peter Garland, the Executive Vice Chancellor. 
 
More than three decades ago, the 14 universities that comprise Pennsylvania’s State System of 
Higher Education came together under one mission: provide students a high-quality education 
at an exceptional value. Thirty-four years later, that mission hasn’t changed. 
 
The State System has a unique position in the marketplace as the largest provider and lowest 
cost option among all four-year institutions. Today, as has been true throughout the System’s 
history, the vast majority of the more than 105,000 degree-seeking students who attend these 
universities—nearly 90 percent—are Pennsylvania residents. Most will remain here after they 
graduate, to live, to work, and to raise their families. They are, in a very real sense, 
Pennsylvania’s future. 
 

Funding and Price 
 

Earlier this month, the Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center released a new report entitled, At 
Students’ Expense: Rising Costs Threaten Pennsylvania Public Universities’ Role in Upward 
Mobility. This report provides an excellent overview of the conundrum facing the State System 
universities regarding 
scarce state funding, the 
cost of providing a high 
quality education, limits in 
student financial aid 
resources, and the 
corresponding impact on 
affordability.   
 
The State System today is 
receiving about the same 
level of funding from the 
state as it did in 1999, not 
even adjusting for inflation. 
The national recession 
which began in early 2008, 
and still has a lingering 
effect here in the 
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Commonwealth, deeply affected the State System, as it did public university systems across the 
United States.  
 
In May 2016, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities released a study that focused on the 
change by state in funding of public higher education per student and the change in tuition and 
fees to in-state undergraduates since the advent of the great recession (2007/08). During this 
period, the national average state funding per student declined 18 percent and the national 
average price to the student increased 33 percent. In comparison, Pennsylvania’s state funding 
through 2015/16 (to universities and to students through PHEAA’s State Grant Program) per 
public student dropped 33 percent. During the same period, the State System’s typical in-state 
tuition and fees increased about 25 percent. (All numbers adjusted for inflation.) 
 

In other words, even though 
we are grateful for the 
appropriation increases 
received in the last two 
years, Pennsylvania’s state-
owned universities have 
experienced among the 
deepest cuts across the 
country during this time 
period, and yet have 
protected students by 
minimizing their increase in 
price. Such aggressive price 
control maintains 
affordability and helps to 
fight rising student debt. 
 
Nationally, states reduced 
funding to higher education 
by nearly $3 billion during 

the recession. Not until the last several years have states’ economies recovered enough that 
they could begin to restore some of those funds. 
 
Here in Pennsylvania, the recovery has taken longer. It wasn’t until the last two years that the 
Commonwealth was able to begin to reinvest in the State System and in higher education in 
general, including the community colleges, state-related universities, and the Pennsylvania 
Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA). Everyone associated with the State System is 
grateful for that new investment. 
 
Even with two consecutive years of increases in its appropriation, however, the current year’s 
funding level leaves the System $60 million below its pre-recession high. 
 
Additionally, the universities have seen their combined enrollments decline for six straight 
years—by almost 13 percent since fall 2010—primarily the result of the steadily declining 
number of high school graduates in the state. With such a large percentage of State System 
students being Pennsylvania residents—as is appropriate, being that it is the Commonwealth’s 
public university system—and most being “traditional” students between the ages of 18 and 25 
who enroll in college right out of high school, most of the universities have been affected by this 
downward trend. 
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It is anticipated that enrollment challenges will continue into the foreseeable future for most 
System universities, as well as for most public and private higher education institutions in the 
Commonwealth and the northeast United States, as we all experience the effects of the baby 
boom echo leaving higher education and the declining or stagnant number of projected high 
school graduates. The 
accompanying chart reflects 
the drop in high school 
graduates that has occurred 
annually since 2010, and the 
corresponding reduction in 
System headcount 
enrollment. Since 2010, the 
number of high school 
graduates has declined 
6 percent, while the number 
of System students has 
declined 10 percent.  
 
Future projections of high 
school graduates reflect a 
steadier stream of potential 
college students, although at 
a greatly reduced level. 
Based on these trends, the 
System expects enrollment to level off near our current number of students, which is similar to 
the enrollment in 2003. However, enrollment trends will continue to vary greatly by university, as 
regional demographics differ. 
 
The effects of lagging state support, declining enrollments, and continually rising personnel and 
operating costs have combined to challenge the finances of many of the institutions. Even so, 
the Board of Governors has held strong to its commitment to maintain affordable tuition. The 
Board has been able to limit price increases to students through aggressive cost management 
practices as the universities have become more efficient in their day-to-day operations.  
 
Because of budget shortfalls, the universities have been required to make nearly $325 million in 
combined budget reductions over the last dozen years. There are some 1,000 fewer permanent 
employees working at the universities today than there were just seven years ago. 
 

At least in part because of its commitment to controlling and reducing many of its operating 
costs, the State System has been able to limit annual tuition increases for nearly a decade. In 
most recent years, those increases have been kept to about the rate of inflation. This, in turn, 
has enabled the State System universities to keep their total price of attendance—combined 
tuition, fees, room, and board—at about the national average for all four-year public colleges 
and universities and significantly below the median in the Middle States region, according to the 
College Board’s most recent annual survey of college costs. 
 

Student Housing  
 
There has been some talk about changes in the State System’s housing portfolio and its impact 
on price, affordability, and demand. In 1996, the Board of Governors reviewed the critical state 
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of the System’s housing facilities. Most of these self-supported facilities were at the end of their 
useful life and falling into disrepair, with extensive infrastructure, health, and safety issues. The 
estimated renovation cost at that time was $1.4 billion (in 1996 dollars) to renovate back to their 
original configuration. Between 2000 and 2016, universities and their affiliates invested $1.4 
billion to replace student housing through public/private partnerships. Doing so resulted in more 
modern housing options for approximately the same cost in less time than would have been 
required to renovate the old housing back to its original state. 
 
Student housing renovation and replacement strategy is a function of student demand, based 
on university-specific market research. It models national trends in student living/learning 
environments that are more conducive to student learning. This new housing, built to replace 
existing housing without increasing capacity, is in full compliance with current code 
requirements, including ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) and fire safety. 
 
While students pay more for their new housing options, the System’s most common combined 
room and board rates have always been, and continue to be, below the national average. Prior 
to the housing replacement program, room rates were artificially low, as they did not include a 
capital component for renewal and replacement. A comparison of most common rates is 
provided below.  
 

Most Common Room and Board Rates 
 

 2007/08 2016/17
National Average $7,404 $10,440 
System Average $6,450 $10,321 

 
Availability of Financial Aid 

 
The State System takes its access mission seriously and understands the role affordability plays 
in fulfilling that mission. Traditionally, the System has relied on the PHEAA state grant program 
and federal financial aid to provide the financial assistance necessary for our neediest students 
to pursue and achieve their educational dreams. As the purchasing power of federal and state 
need-based aid has not kept pace with the cost of education, the net impact has been that our 
neediest students pay a larger portion of their cost of attendance. Even so, when compared to 
pre-recession enrollments, the portion of our undergraduates receiving a Pell grant has 
increased, while the portion receiving a PHEAA state grant has stayed the same.  
 

 Fall 2007 Fall 2015
Percent of Undergraduates who are Pell Recipients 27% 35%
     Number Pell Recipients 24,732 31,675
     Average Annual Award $3,061 $4,492
Percent of In-state Undergraduates  
who are State Grant Recipients 

 
37% 37%

     Number State Grant Recipients 31,601 30,400
     Average Annual Award $3,175 $3,145

 
Consequently, after the recession hit, the Board of Governors changed its financial aid policy in 
2009 to allow universities to award need-based aid from university resources. Since then, the 
Board has acted three additional times to expand the universities’ ability to provide need-based 
aid, ensuring students will persist and complete their programs. In fall 2014, 57 percent of our 



 

5 
 

first-time, full-time freshmen received federal, state, or institutional grant aid—which they do not 
have to pay back—averaging over $6,000. Of that amount, $2,675 was the average institutional 
grant provided to 23 percent of the cohort. In addition, 79 percent received student loans, 
averaging $8,241. 
 
This fiscal year, universities committed to providing over $50 million in student aid from their 
operating budgets. However, System universities have limitations on how much they can afford 
to invest in student financial aid, due to competing operational expenditure requirements and 
limited revenues. To supplement these institutional financial aid programs, the universities and 
their affiliates have had a long-standing practice of private fundraising in support of student 
scholarships. System universities and their affiliates continue to raise almost $60 million 
annually, much of which is dedicated to student financial aid. 
  

Value 
 

In 2012, the System engaged Maguire Associates, Inc., to assist the System and its 14 
universities in identifying key factors that influenced application and enrollment decisions. An 
emphasis was placed on net cost pricing to reflect the System’s strategic goals to increase 
access to higher education, encourage diversity, and continue to serve as one of the nation’s 
leading systems of public universities. The results of that study included a recognition that all 
System universities hold great value, which accrues from academic programming, affordability, 
and preparation for post-college life.  
 
It also recognized our universities serve in different regions of the Commonwealth, with 
demographic differences affecting students’ ability to pay. It suggested pricing and net cost 
decisions should stem from this affordability foundation, to develop effective approaches 
maximizing the System’s market strength, while minimizing the risks of negative impact on 
enrollment for individual institutions. It also suggested encouraging individual System 
universities to capitalize on what has been learned about their own market opportunities. 
 
The Board of Governors has embraced these and other recommendations from that study, with 
a greater emphasis on local decision-making regarding net price to the student. Other higher 
education institutions in Pennsylvania and across the country, both public and private, have 
employed a wide variety of pricing practices for decades. As System universities operate in this 
competitive higher education market, pathways were created to allow System universities to 
develop more market-driven pricing practices and to assume the financial and operational risks 
of doing so. This pricing pilot process has allowed universities, with Board approval, to test 
methods of targeting the net costs borne by a student in an effort to offer a high quality array of 
educational opportunities to Pennsylvania students at affordable prices and to more 
appropriately allocate costs of more expensive courses and programs. Universities are 
committed to ensuring access for students of all socioeconomic backgrounds; appropriate need-
based financial aid is made available for students whose new or continued enrollment would be 
adversely affected by the increase in the cost of attendance created by these pricing 
alternatives. 
 
It is hoped that these changes in pricing practices will increase the value of a State System 
education while maintaining affordability. Similarly, the Board has commissioned another 
study—a strategic System review—intended to help the universities and the System identify 
new opportunities that will allow us to better serve students in every region of the 
Commonwealth through high-quality educational experiences at an exceptional value. This 
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study is a review of everything the System does—from top to bottom and with no 
preconceptions regarding the outcome.  
 
The State System and its 14 universities are facing unprecedented challenges, including lagging 
state funding, declining enrollment, personnel and operating costs—challenges similar to those 
facing virtually all of public higher education in America. We are working to chart a path forward 
that is right for our universities, our System, our state, and—most important—our students. Our 
students—those currently enrolled and those who will enroll in the future—deserve our total 
commitment to ensuring they will continue to receive the highest quality education at the lowest 
possible cost. That has been at the heart of our mission since the System’s founding, and will 
remain our focus long into the future. 
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Testimony of Dr. Kenneth M. Mash
President, Association of Pennsylvania State College and University Faculties (APSCUF)

Before the Pennsylvania House Democratic Policy Committee on College Affordability in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

House Democratic Caucus Room, Rm.418 Main Capitol, Harrisburg, PA
Monday, fune 19

Chairman Sturla and members of the House Democratic Policy Committee, on behalf of the about 5,500
faculty and coaches represented by the Association of Pennsylvania State College and University Faculties
(APSCUF), thank you for inviting me to testify at this important hearing to discuss the pressing issues of
access to and the affordability of public higher education in Pennsylvania.

A disturbing and inaccurate narrative has emerged in the recent public discourse concerning
Pennsylvania's State System of Higher Education. It is a narrative that suggests our universities, like
corporations, are "failing" because they are struggling with their finances. But our universities are not
corporations. They are Pennsylvania's publicly owned universities, and the State System's founding
statute, Act L88 of 1982, was unequivocal in laying out its mission. The law states: "The State System of
Higher Education shall be part of the Commonwealth's system of higher education. Its purpose shall be to
provide the highest quality education at the lowest possible cost."

The spirit behind this charge was that our universities would be the engines of opportunity for the
working-class people of the Commonwealth. Our universities were meant to be the vehicles that provide
the opportunities for families to secure the American Dream. One of the reports recently released by the
Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center demonstrates that our universities continue to do just that: Our
universities do a much better job of lifting students whose family incomes were in the bottom 60 percent
and moving them to the top 40 percent than do the Commonwealth's elite universities.

Disturbingly, however, that same report indicates that our universities are now educating 1-5 percent
fewer students from the bottom 60 percent than they were a few years ago. The cost to attend our
universities has soared in recent years, with total costs rising from one-fifth of median family income to
over one-third since 2007. Tuition and fees have risen substantially - and some of our universities have
implemented per-credit tuition models that could potentially increase tuition by 25-50 percent. In real
dollar terms, housing costs have increased 50 percent in the last few years.

ln2012, the State System commissioned a report from Maguire Associates to examine the elasticity of
tuition at the state-owned universities; In other words, how would enrollment be impacted by increases
in college costs? Among other things, the report found that an increase of more than $3,000 in total
college costs would lead to drastic reductions in enrollment. Moreover, the effects would be felt the worst
at six of the most cost-sensitive universities: Cheyney University, Mansfield University, Clarion
University, Edinboro University, Lock Haven University, and California University. It is not a coincidence
that, years later and after increases exceeding $3,000, five of those six universities are considering faculty
layoffs and program cutbacks. They also happen to be those universities that cater the most to students
from the bottom 60 percent.



When we discuss cost increases and enrollment drops, we are talking about more than numbers in a
column. We are discussing the futures of our neighbors - and the fate of our Commonwealth. Should
working-class families be forced to choose - if it is available - to have their children take on the type of
massive debt that leads to paying the bank rather than buying homes, cars, and other things those of us
who went to college during an earlier era took for granted?

Is it truly acceptable for an increasing number of students to be forced to make the awful decision
between choosing food or books? There are now food pantries on several of our campuses. Do we really
find it acceptable that an increasing number of high school graduates will just give up on a college
education and believe they will be excluded from the American Dream?

Study after study continues to conclude that a college degree is still worth it - even if one only thinks
about a college degree solely in terms of potential lifetime earnings. (We, of course, believe that the
benefits of college education go vastly beyond income.) But the steepness of total college costs ranging
from $23,000 to $25,000 per year certainly depends on where you are on the economic scale.

We appreciate Governor Wolf s requested 2 percent funding increase for the State System and the
legislature's seeming assent. It is a good place to star! but that increase will only take funding to 1999
levels.

Pennsylvania is at a real crossroads: Do we want to join those states trying to seriously confront the issue
of college costs and committing to the future a well-educated workforce provides brings, or do we wish to
fall even farther down the list of states that have neglected public higher education? We don't have much
farther to fall: We're already 47th out of 50 states in terms of per-student allocation support for our public
colleges and universities.

A high-quality education at an affordable cost must amount to more than a few words on a piece of paper.
When costs grow and opportunities at our universities close down, we put the Commonwealth at risk.
Chairman Sturla and members of the committee, our universities are not failing. We are all failing a

generation by depriving them of what has benefitted their predecessors.

0n behalf of not only our faculty and coaches, but also our students and future generations of
Pennsylvanians working to achieve the American Dream through a college education and those
generations yet to come, we thank you for your attention to this crucial issue.
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Executive Summary1  
 

As a group, the 14 schools that make up Pennsylvania's State System of Higher Education (hereafter the 

State System) are among Pennsylvania’s great working-class colleges. Forty-one percent of State System 

students from 1999 to 2004 (far enough back that we can analyze how these students fare economically 

as adults in their thirties) came from families with incomes (pre-tax income at the household level) in 

the bottom 60% of households, those earning less than $73,500 a year (in 2015 dollars). By comparison, 

just 18% of the students from Pennsylvania’s 10 most elite private colleges during this period came from 

bottom 60% families.   

Because of the State System’s greater access for working families, its mobility rate – defined here as the 

share of all students who come from the bottom 60% of families AND then move into the top 40% of 

earners (total pre-tax individual earnings) as adults in their early thirties – is 22%, compared to just 14% 

for the top 10 elite private colleges.  

Ordered from highest to lowest, the mobility rate at each of the State System schools is 29% at Cheyney 

University, 26% at Mansfield University, 25% at California University, 25% at Lock Haven University, 24% 

at Slippery Rock University, 24% at Indiana University, 23% at Clarion University, 23% at East 

Stroudsburg University, 22% at Bloomsburg University, 21% at Edinboro University, 21% at Shippensburg 

University, 19% at Millersville University, 18% at Kutztown University, and 18% at West Chester 

University.  

Considered as a group, public colleges, including the State System, account for more than half (59%) of 

the total number of mobility “success stories” among Pennsylvania college students in 2002-04 – more 

than half the cases in which Pennsylvania college students from a bottom 60% family moved into the 

top 40% of earners as adults. 

The power of public colleges like the State System to catapult working-class students into high-income 

jobs is under threat as a one third (32%) cut in inflation-adjusted state funding from 2000-01 to 2013-14 

fueled an increase in inflation-adjusted tuition of 48% over the same period. This rising tuition has 

already reduced the flow of students from working families into the State System – 35% of the class of 

2013 came from the bottom 60% families, down from 41% in the class of 2002.  

Facing enrollment declines and budget pressures, the State System has warned of layoffs at the five 

schools with the largest share of enrollment coming from the bottom 60% of families: Cheyney (82% 

from bottom 60% of families), Mansfield (53%), California (50%), Clarion (48%), and Edinboro (48%). 

These schools draw the highest shares of students from working families because they draw heavily 

from rural regions or minority groups that have lower incomes on average. If these schools closed, the 

mobility rate for the State System as whole would fall further. 

The State System should not abandon its historic mission as an engine of upward mobility by shrinking 

campuses most important to rural and urban working families. We will demonstrate in this and 

subsequent briefs that such a retreat would narrow access to economic opportunity for individual 

families and harm the economic regions within which most State System schools are embedded. In 

future work, we will explore in detail affordable ways of restoring access for working families to public 
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colleges by better leveraging federal funds, investing state funds raised in fair ways, and reinvigorating 

the commitment of State System schools to serve working families in their regions.  

Reversing the decline in access to the State System will require new state revenues for public higher 

education in Pennsylvania. We have proposed that the state could raise at least $2 billion in new 

revenues to support increased state funding for higher education and other state priorities through a 

plan that raises 88% of the revenue from the top 20% of families (those making more than $104,000). In 

Pennsylvania, working families currently pay 30% more of their income in state and local taxes than the 

top 20% of families. Therefore, our proposal would raise most of its revenue from families who bear a 

much lighter tax burden and have benefited most from economic growth and past investments in public 

goods such as public higher education. Dedicating a portion of this revenue to fund increased state 

investment in public higher education, an institution which is an engine of upward mobility for working 

families, is a smart investment of public dollars. 

The rest of this brief establishes the historic importance of State System schools to working families and 

the critical need to change course so that the State System and public universities remain 

“Pennsylvania’s Great Working-Class Colleges” 

 

Introduction 
 

Parents and students have long understood that education and training are an important pathway to 

opportunity. Those with a college degree on average enjoy a significant earnings premium and lower 

incidence of unemployment compared to those with only a high-school diploma.2 New data released 

this January, Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility, make it possible 

for the first time to quantify the extent to which four-year colleges and universities in Pennsylvania 

provide a springboard for students from working-class families to become high-income adults.3  

Mobility Report Cards derives from a unique database – including over 30 million college students from 

1999-2013 – that links information on the incomes of college students’ families just before they enrolled 

in college with the earnings of those college students as adults in their early thirties.4 Traditional data 

from surveys of households only identify information from lots of different people at a single point in 

time – i.e., whether a college graduate earns more than a high-school graduate. The U.S. Department of 

Education’s College Score Card, another widely used source, identifies the adult earnings of graduates of 

specific institutions but provides a limited amount of information on where those students started out 

in life.  

The analysis of upward mobility focuses on children born from 1980 to 1982. The researchers define the 
college each student attends as the college he or she attended for the most years in 1999-2004. They 
measure parents’ income as total pre-tax income at the household level when children were 15-19 years 
old. They measure children’s income as pre-tax individual earnings in 2014. Incomes are in 2015 dollars, 
adjusting for inflation using the consumer price index (CPI-U).  
 
The new Mobility Report Cards let us compare the extent to which different four-year colleges in 

Pennsylvania provide access to low-, middle-, and high-income families. According to these new data, 

41% of 2002-04 students from Pennsylvania's State System of Higher Education (who were born in 1980-
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82) came from households with incomes in the bottom 60% (those earning less than $73,500 a year), in 

contrast to 18% of the students enrolled in in the 10 most elite colleges in the Commonwealth (Figure 

1).5  

    Figure 1.  

 
 

Figure 1 also shows that while two-thirds of students from elite colleges come from the top 20% of 

families, more than two-thirds of students from State System schools (71%, based on summing the first 

four blue bars) come from the bottom 80%. Moreover, a high share of elite college students come from 

families with incomes in the top 1% (12% versus 0.5% in the State System). Given these stark differences 

in the income composition of their students, the next sections will show elite schools contribute 

significantly to helping children of high-income families themselves become high income – to realizing 

inequality of opportunity. By contrast, public colleges still play a major role in promoting the American 

Dream of equal opportunity.   
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Intergenerational Income 

Mobility in Pennsylvania 

Colleges and Universities 

 
By linking the household incomes of 

students prior to their attending college 

to their individual incomes a decade or 

more after graduating, Mobility Report 

Cards assesses the success of individual 

colleges in propelling students from low- 

and middle-income families into jobs 

that provide high incomes relative to 

their peers.   

To the right, we present three metrics 

from Mobility Report Cards, access 

(Figure 2), rate of success (Figure 3) and 

mobility rates (Figure 4). We use a 

specific example to help explain these 

metrics. We contrast Cheyney University, 

one of 14 State System schools and a 

historically black college, the University 

of Pennsylvania, an elite private college 

located in the City of Philadelphia, and 

the (weighted) average of each metric 

across all 14 schools in the State 

System.6  

At Cheyney University, according to 

Mobility Report Cards, a substantially 

larger proportion of students come from 

low- and middle-income families – 

defined here as the proportion of college 

students from the bottom 60% of 

earners or families earning less than 

$73,500 – than the University of 

Pennsylvania (82% versus 18%). 

Reflecting the privilege7 conferred by an 

ivy league education, 76% of University 

of Pennsylvania students from working-

class families end up in the top 40% of 

individual earners as adults, for Cheyney 

this figure is 36%.8  

         Figure 2. Access 

 
       Figure 3. Rate of Success 
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Combining these data on access (Figure 

2) and success rates (Figure 3) provides a 

measure of the extent to which an 

institution catapults students from low-

income families into a higher-income 

group as adults – a metric referred to as 

the mobility rate (Figure 4).9 The mobility 

rate equals the share of all students who 

come from families with an income in 

the bottom 60% and have an individual 

income in the top 40% (within their age 

cohort) by 32-34.  

Although Cheyney’s success rate is lower 

than the University of Pennsylvania, its 

over four times greater access to 

working-class students results in a 

mobility rate (29.3%) twice as high as the 

University of Pennsylvania (14%). The 

material advantages of attending a 

private, ivy league college are 

substantial, but only a small share of its 

enrollment is open to families of modest 

means. Appropriately, it’s the public 

university, Cheyney, that provides 

relatively more access to upward 

mobility for low and middle-income families.     

 

  

  Figure 4. Mobility Rate 

 
Source:  Keystone Research Center analysis Mobility Report Cards: The Role of 
Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility http://www.equality-of-
opportunity.org/college/   
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Figure 5 and Table 1 (next 

page) present the mobility 

rates for students in each of 

the 14 schools in the State 

System as well as for three 

other groups of public and 

private schools. On average 

across all the State System 

schools, the mobility rate is 

22% compared to 13.7% at 10 

elite high-cost private schools. 

A key driver of the better 

performance of State System 

schools as well as public 

universities in general in 

Pennsylvania is the accessibility 

of these schools for working-

class families.  

State System schools overall 

enroll a sizable share of 

students (41% on average 

across the 14 schools) from 

working-class families 

compared to elite colleges, at 

which just 18% of the students 

came from families in the 

bottom 60% of earners. High 

tuition ($33,319 on average in 

2000-01), a limited number of 

need-based scholarships 

and/or admissions practices 

reduce the capacity of elite 

colleges as a group to provide 

the kind of affordable 

opportunity for upward 

mobility that the schools in the State System provide to working-class families.10  

As a group, public colleges (including state-related institutions) account for more than half (59%) of 

Pennsylvania college success stories among those attended college from 1999to 2004 – more than half 

the college students from families with bottom-60% incomes who had an income in the top 40% (within 

their age cohort) by 32-34 (Figure 6).11   

  

   Figure 5.  

 
 
   Figure 6.  
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Table 1. 

The mobility rate or the share of all students who both came from a lower-income family 
(bottom 60%) and ended up in a higher-income family as adults (top 40%) by college or group 
of colleges 

College/Group of Colleges 

Access Success Rate 
Mobility 

Rate 
Sticker Price 

Percent of 
Students from 

Households 
with Bottom 
60% Incomes 

Percent of 
Previous Column 

in Top 40% [by age 
32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

Average Annual 
Cost of Attendance 
(Tuition + Fees) in 

2000-01 (2015 
dollars) 

Cheyney University 82% 36% 29% $6,121 

Mansfield University 53% 49% 26% $6,560 

State System - Under Threat⁴ 51% 47% 24% $6,565 

California University 50% 51% 25% $6,795 

Edinboro University 48% 44% 21% $6,289 

Clarion University 48% 49% 23% $6,781 

Indiana University 47% 51% 24% $6,355 

Lock Haven University 47% 54% 25% $6,260 

Slippery Rock University 44% 55% 24% $6,447 

East Stroudsburg University 40% 57% 23% $6,494 

Public - Other¹ 37% 61% 23% $9,450 

State System - Rest⁵ 37% 58% 21% $6,431 

Bloomsburg University 36% 62% 22% $6,425 

Private - Other² 35% 64% 22% $22,686 

Shippensburg University 33% 64% 21% $6,532 

Millersville University 32% 59% 19% $6,612 

Kutztown University 32% 58% 18% $6,423 

West Chester University 29% 63% 18% $6,373 

Private - Elite³ 18% 75% 14% $33,319 
¹ Figures here are an enrollment weighted average of mobility data from five public schools including the University 
of Pittsburgh, Lincoln University, Pennsylvania State University, Temple University, and the Pennsylvania College of 
Technology 

² Figures here are an enrollment weighted average of mobility data for 54 private colleges and universities in 
Pennsylvania, see Table A6 for a complete list. 

³ Figures here are an enrollment weighted average of mobility data from 10 elite private universities and colleges 
including the University of Pennsylvania, Bryn Mawr College, Lehigh University, Carnegie Mellon University, 
Swarthmore College, Bucknell University, Villanova University, Franklin & Marshall College, Haverford College, and 
Lafayette College. 
⁴ California, Cheyney, Clarion, Edinboro, and Mansfield have been notified of potential layoffs.  

⁵ Bloomsburg, East Stroudsburg, Indiana, Kutztown, Lock Haven, Millersville, Shippensburg, Slippery Rock, and West 
Chester 
Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational 
Mobility http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   
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Box 1. First Generation College Students 
The analysis in Mobility Report 
Cards presents a precise 
measure based on household 
incomes of working families’ 
access to four-year colleges in 
Pennsylvania. An alternative 
measure of access is the 
percentage of students who are 
the first generation in their 
family to attend college.    

Table 2. 

Percent First Generation College Students by College Type 

College Type 2000-01 2014-15 
Percentage 

Change 

Private - Elite 16.4% 15.7% -4% 

Private - Other 39.5% 30.0% -24% 

State System 47.0% 36.2% -23% 

Public - Other 39.9% 29.1% -27% 

Note: See Table A5 for details on the colleges in each school type. 

Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of College Scorecard data 
https://collegescorecard.ed.gov/ 
 

Foreshadowing the next section, in which we analyze the change in access to Pennsylvania 
colleges by household income, we observe a decline in first generation college students 
attending Pennsylvania’s colleges and universities between 2000-01 and 2014-15. Each type of 
college (private and public) has seen a decline in first generation college students, with the 
greatest decline (27%) seen in public colleges outside the State System.  For the State System, 
in 2000-01, 47% of students were first generation students; by 2014-15 that figure had fallen to 
36%. However, State System schools have been, and continue to educate the highest 
percentage of first generation college students among its peers.  
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Choking Off Upward Mobility in Pennsylvania 
 

Mobility Report Cards tracks the adult (age 32 to 34) earnings in 2014 of students that attended 

Pennsylvania colleges and universities from 1999 to 2004. When those students went to college, tuition 

had already risen significantly since the 1980s – but the cost was still modest compared to the incomes 

of the middle class.12  

Students entering the State System in 2013-

14 paid tuition of $9,561, 48% over its level 

at the turn of the century (Table 3), in part 

because the state appropriation had fallen 

32%.13 Median household incomes in 

Pennsylvania between 1999-01 and 2012-

14 were down 4%. With state support 

down, tuition up, and incomes down, it is 

no surprise that inflation-adjusted median 

student debt for State System students 

climbed 22% from 2000-01 to 2013-14, 

reaching $26,191 (See Table A1 in the 

Appendix for more details on student debt).    

Figure 7 (next page) and Table 4 illustrate 

how these trends have reduced access for working-class children to the State System: the share of 

students from families with incomes in the 

bottom 60% fell from 41% for the class of 

2002 (i.e., born in 1980) to 35% for college 

students in the class of 2013 (i.e., born in 

1991, the last birth cohort currently 

available from the Mobility Score Cards) – a 

decline of 15%.  

More troubling still, most of this decline 

took place in the past four years for which 

we have data – i.e., since the Great 

Recession.  

Access for the bottom 60% to every other 

group of colleges shown in Figure 7 is down even more than it is at the State System. For example, the 

bottom 60% share at elite colleges is down 18% (see Table 4) from a lower starting point, although 

recent efforts to expand access to low-income students at elite colleges have led to some improvement.   

It will be another decade before mobility rates for the class of 2013 are available (they will not be age 32 

until 2023). If this cohort is propelled up to the top 40% at the same rate as those who attended college 

between 1999 and 2004, the overall mobility rate will fall 12% (because of the drop in the share of 

students from bottom 60% families who can afford to enroll in the state system).14 Declining state 

support, rising tuition, and stagnating family incomes are choking off access to upward mobility for 

Table 3. 

Change in Average Annual Cost of Attendance (Tuition 
+ Fees) between 2000-01 and 2013-14 (2015 dollars) in 
Pennsylvania Colleges 

School Type 2000-01 2013-14 
Percent 
Change 

Private - Elite $33,319 $47,922 44% 

Private - Other $22,686 $35,205 55% 

State System $6,464 $9,561 48% 

Public - Other $9,450 $16,140 71% 
Note: See Table A2 for details on the colleges in each school type. 

Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: 
The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility 
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   

Table 4. 

Percent of Students in Pennsylvania Colleges Born in 
1980 and 1991 Whose Parents Were in Bottom 60% of 
Earners  

School Type 
1980 

Cohort 
1991 

Cohort 
Percentage 

Change 

Private - Elite 19% 16% -18% 

Private - Other 36% 28% -20% 

State System 41% 35% -15% 

Public - Other 39% 30% -23% 
Note: See Table A2 for details on the colleges in each school type. 
Source: Keystone Research Center analysis Mobility Report Cards: 
The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility 
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   
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Pennsylvania families. Recently, under budget pressures, the State System has warned of layoffs at the 

five schools with the largest share of enrollment coming from the bottom 60% of families: Cheyney (82% 

from bottom 60% of families), Mansfield (53%), California (50%), Clarion (48%), and Edinboro (48%). The 

mobility rate in these five schools is 24%; closing them would reduce the mobility rate of the State 

System to 18%, a decline of 25%.15 

   Figure 7.  

 
 

 

Box 2. Working Low-wage Jobs Won’t Cover College Costs Anymore 
There is a long tradition among students from families of modest means of paying for college partly 

by working over the summer at low-wage jobs. With the cost of college rising, but the minimum 

wage stuck in inflation-adjusted terms, students can no longer pay for as much of college this way. In 

1983, the minimum wage in Pennsylvania equaled $7.37 per hour (in 2015 dollars). Working 12 

weeks in the summer at 40 hours per week a minimum wage worker would have made $3,640, 

slightly more than resident tuition at a college in State System ($3,258). Fast forward to 2015, a 

college student earning the minimum wage over the summer would bring home $3,480, a figure less 

than half the $7,060 needed just to cover tuition in that year. 
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Conclusion 
 

A key element of the American Dream is for parents to be able to extend to their children more 

economic opportunity than they had growing up. The Mobility Report Cards quantify the extent to which 

colleges in Pennsylvania facilitate this aspiration for working families. As we have seen, the 14 colleges 

in the State System of Higher Education, as well as public colleges in general, provide substantially 

greater access to families with incomes that rank them among the bottom 60% of earners.  

Rising tuition and declining state support are choking off access for working and middle class families to 

the upward mobility the State System offers, particularly in just the last few years. The disinvestment by 

the state in public higher education in Pennsylvania will continue unless policymakers raise new 

revenues for the purpose of expanding access to higher education to working families.  

State tax collections are falling short of expenditures due to a combination of falling corporate taxes, 

and a greying population that is reducing personal income tax and sales tax collections, while increasing 

the demand for state services. The state is expected to begin each of the next several budget years 

spending $2 billion more than it has in revenues. As each state budget must be balanced, policymakers 

will have to reduce state spending to match available revenues. It is therefore highly unlikely that 

sufficient new state spending directed at higher education can be made available absent the state 

raising additional revenue.  

We have proposed that the state could raise at least $2 billion in new revenues to support increased 

state funding for higher education and other state priorities through a plan that lowers the personal 

income tax rate to 2.8% (down from 3.07%) on wage and interest income while increasing the personal 

income tax rate 6.5% (up from 3.07%) on all classes of income other than wages and interest.16  The 

advantage of this proposal is it raises 88% of the revenue from the top 20% of families (those making 

more than $104,000). With working families – the bottom 60% – already paying 30% more of their 

income in state and local taxes than the top 20% of families, our proposal seeks to raise revenue from 

the families who bear a much lighter tax burden and have also benefited most from recent economic 

growth17 and past investments in public goods like public higher education.18 Dedicating a portion of this 

revenue to fund increased state investment in public higher education, an institution that, as we have 

seen here, is a highly successful engine of upward mobility for low and middle income families, is a 

smart investment in promoting the American Dream in Pennsylvania.  

The State System should not continue to abandon its historic mission as an engine of upward mobility by 

shrinking campuses most important to rural and urban working families. As future briefs will document, 

such a retreat would also compromise the future for the economic regions within which most State 

System schools are embedded, and, indeed, for Pennsylvania as a whole.  

The 1947 Truman Commission on higher education wrote 70 years ago, “The democratic community 

cannot tolerate a society based on education for the well-to-do alone. If college opportunities are 

restricted to those in the higher income brackets, the way is open to the creation and perpetuation of a 

class society which has no place in the American way of life.”19 

In the end, once you recognize the stakes, for the State System to further abandon its historic 

commitment to working families is no choice at all. Pennsylvania must reinvigorate its great working-

class colleges.  
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Appendix: 
 

Table A1. 

The median debt for Pennsylvania students who have completed, 2000-
01 and 2013-14 (2015 dollars) 

College Type 2000-01 2013-14 Percent Change 

Private - Elite $22,420 $23,556 5% 

Private - Other $22,594 $26,767 18% 

State System $21,459 $26,191 22% 

Public - Other $19,952 $27,007 35% 

Note: See Table A2 for details on the colleges in each school type. 

Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of College Scorecard data 
https://collegescorecard.ed.gov/ 
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Table A2. 

The share of all students who both came from a lower-income family (bottom 60%) and ended up as 
higher-income adults (top 40%) by College Type (sample limited to 4-year institutions) 

College Type 

Access Success Rate 
Mobility 

Rate 
Sticker Price 

Percent of 
Students from 

Households with 
Bottom 60% 

Incomes 

Percent of 
Previous Column 
in Top 40% [by 

age 32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

Average Annual 
Cost of 

Attendance 
(Tuition + Fees) 

in 2000-01 
(2015 dollars) 

All Private 31.0% 65.5% 19.3% $25,019 

Private - Elite¹ 18.4% 74.7% 13.7% $33,319 

Private - Other² 34.8% 63.7% 21.7% $22,251 

Private - nonsele/for profit³ 50.4% 35.5% 17.7% $18,583 

All Public 38.8% 58.6% 22.4% $8,240 

Public - Other⁴ 37.4% 60.8% 22.7% $9,450 

Public - State System 40.8% 55.3% 22.0% $6,464 

State System - Under Threat⁵ 51.2% 47.2% 24.0% $6,565 

State System - Rest⁶ 37.3% 58.0% 21.4% $6,431 
¹Figures here are an enrollment weighted average of mobility data from 10 elite private universities and colleges including 
the University of Pennsylvania, Bryn Mawr College, Lehigh University, Carnegie Mellon University, Swarthmore College, 
Bucknell University, Villanova University, Franklin & Marshall College, Haverford College, and Lafayette College. 

² Figures here are an enrollment weighted average of mobility data for 54 private colleges and universities in Pennsylvania, 
see Table A6 for a complete list. 

³ Figures here include an enrollment weighted average of mobility data from four nonselective not for profit colleges 
(Baptist Bible College of Pennsylvania, Lancaster Bible College, University of The Arts and Valley Forge Christian College) and 
five for profit colleges (Central Penn College, Art Institute of Pittsburgh, Art Institute of Philadelphia, Art Institute of York - 
Pennsylvania, Walnut Hill College). 
⁴Figures here are an enrollment weighted average of mobility data from five public schools including the University of 
Pittsburgh, Lincoln University, Pennsylvania State University, Temple University, and the Pennsylvania College of 
Technology. 

⁵ California, Cheyney, Clarion, Edinboro, and Mansfield have been notified of potential layoffs.  

⁶ Bloomsburg, East Stroudsburg, Indiana, Kutztown, Lock Haven, Millersville, Shippensburg, Slippery Rock, and West Chester 

Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility 
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   
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Table A3. 

The share of all students who both came from the bottom 40% of families and 
ended up in in top 40% as adults by College Type (sample limited to 4-year 
institutions) 

College Type 

Access Success Rate Mobility Rate 

Percent of 
Students from 

Households with 
Bottom 40% 

Incomes 

Percent of 
Previous Column 

in Top 40% [by age 
32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

All Private 14.8% 62.7% 8.7% 

Private - Elite 8.9% 72.8% 6.4% 

Private - Other 16.4% 60.7% 9.6% 

Private - nonsele/for profit 26.5% 32.7% 8.6% 

All Public 18.8% 55.8% 10.3% 

Public - Other 18.6% 58.0% 10.8% 

Public - State System 19.1% 52.6% 9.7% 

Note: See Table A2 for details on the colleges in each college type.   
Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in 
Intergenerational Mobility http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   

 

Table A4. 

The share of all students who both came from a lower-income family (bottom 60%) and 
ended up as higher-income adults (top 40%) for 10 elite private Pennsylvania colleges 

Colleges 

Access Success Rate 
Mobility 

Rate 
Sticker Price 

Percent of 
Students from 

Households with 
Bottom 60% 

Incomes 

Percent of 
Previous Column 
in Top 40% [by 

age 32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

Average Annual 
Cost of 

Attendance 
(Tuition + Fees) 

in 2000-01 
(2015 dollars) 

Bryn Mawr College 26% 59% 16% $33,253 

Bucknell University 19% 73% 14% $32,811 

Carnegie Mellon University 21% 70% 15% $34,123 

Franklin & Marshall College 16% 66% 10% $34,225 

Haverford College 20% 69% 14% $34,326 

Lafayette College 16% 80% 12% $32,821 

Lehigh University 21% 79% 16% $33,033 

Swarthmore College 23% 71% 16% $34,684 

University of Pennsylvania 18% 76% 14% $34,643 

Villanova University 15% 77% 11% $29,757 
Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational 
Mobility http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   

 

  



15 | P a g e  
 

Table A5. 

The share of all students who both came from a lower-income family (bottom 60%) and ended up as 
higher-income adults (top 40%) for all 19 highly selective and selective public 4-year colleges in 
Pennsylvania 

Colleges 

Access Success Rate Mobility Rate Sticker Price 

Percent of Students 
from Households with 
Bottom 60% Incomes 

Percent of Previous 
Column in Top 40% 

[by age 32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

Average Annual Cost 
of Attendance (Tuition 

+ Fees) in 2000-01 
(2015 dollars) 

Bloomsburg University  36% 62% 22% $6,425 

California University  50% 51% 25% $6,795 

Cheyney University  82% 36% 29% $6,121 

Clarion University  48% 49% 23% $6,781 

East Stroudsburg University  40% 57% 23% $6,494 

Edinboro University  48% 44% 21% $6,289 

Indiana University  47% 51% 24% $6,355 

Kutztown University  32% 58% 18% $6,423 

Lincoln University 72% 50% 36% $6,918 

Lock Haven University  47% 54% 25% $6,260 

Mansfield University  53% 49% 26% $6,560 

Millersville University  32% 59% 19% $6,612 

PA College Of Technology 51% 53% 27% $10,215 

Pennsylvania State University 34% 60% 20% $9,342 

Shippensburg University  33% 64% 21% $6,532 

Slippery Rock University 44% 55% 24% $6,447 

Temple University 44% 63% 28% $9,563 

University of Pittsburgh 36% 62% 22% $9,612 

West Chester University  29% 63% 18% $6,373 
Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility 
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   
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Table A6. 

The share of all students who both came from a lower-income family (bottom 60%) and ended up as 
higher-income adults (top 40%) for 54 highly selective and selective private 4-year colleges 

Colleges 

Access Success Rate Mobility Rate Sticker Price 

Percent of 
Students from 

Households with 
Bottom 60% 

Incomes 

Percent of 
Previous 

Column in Top 
40% [by age 

32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

Average Annual 
Cost of Attendance 
(Tuition + Fees) in 

2000-01 (2015 
dollars) 

Albright College 38% 60% 23% $27,954 

Allegheny College 28% 68% 19% $29,688 

Alvernia University 42% 58% 24% $18,168 

Arcadia University 34% 63% 22% $24,541 

Cabrini College 33% 65% 22% $23,261 

Cairn University 45% 38% 17% $14,252 

Carlow University 55% 48% 27% $18,363 

Chatham University 51% 46% 23% $25,099 

Chestnut Hill College 51% 55% 28% $23,123 

Delaware Valley College of Sci. & Ag. 37% 60% 22% $22,980 

DeSales University 28% 63% 18% $20,356 

Dickinson College 19% 69% 13% $33,652 

Duquesne University 27% 70% 19% $22,738 

Eastern University 35% 43% 15% $20,095 

Elizabethtown College 28% 69% 20% NA 

Gannon University 42% 61% 26% $19,423 

Geneva College 46% 48% 22% $18,347 

Gettysburg College 19% 68% 13% $34,237 

Gwynedd Mercy University 35% 69% 24% $20,164 

Holy Family University 41% 63% 25% $17,562 

Immaculata University 32% 57% 18% $19,200 

Juniata College 33% 70% 23% $26,646 

Keystone College 62% 37% 23% $16,662 
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Table A6 (cont). 

The mobility rate in 54 highly selective and selective private 4-year colleges 

Colleges 

Access Success Rate Mobility Rate Sticker Price 

Percent of 
Students Whose 
Parents Were in 
Bottom 60% of 

Earners 

Percent of 
Previous 

Column in Top 
40% [by age 

32-34] 

Access times 
success Rate 

Average Annual 
Cost of 

Attendance 
(Tuition + Fees) in 

2000-01 (2015 
dollars) 

King's College of Wilkes-Barre, PA 37% 68% 25% $22,985 

La Roche College 45% 53% 24% $16,516 

La Salle University 28% 72% 20% $25,325 

Lebanon Valley College 30% 63% 19% $25,353 

Lycoming College 38% 63% 24% $25,215 

Marywood University 43% 53% 23% $21,329 

Drexel University 36% 71% 26% $23,215 

Mercyhurst University 38% 50% 19% $19,737 

Messiah College 27% 67% 18% $22,201 

Misericordia University 42% 66% 28% $22,036 

Moravian College 31% 68% 21% $26,701 

Mount Aloysius College 65% 55% 35% $17,315 

Muhlenberg College 13% 67% 9% $28,972 

Neumann University 43% 55% 24% $19,710 

Philadelphia University 32% 64% 21% $21,276 

Point Park University 46% 48% 22% $17,887 

Robert Morris University 41% 62% 25% $13,810 

Saint Francis University 45% 70% 31% $21,758 

Saint Joseph's University 15% 69% 10% $27,589 

Saint Vincent College & Seminary 38% 67% 25% $21,720 

Seton Hill University 58% 42% 24% $20,955 

Susquehanna University 26% 68% 18% $28,133 

Thiel College 54% 49% 26% $15,779 

University of Scranton 23% 73% 17% $25,683 

University of The Sciences in Phila. 38% 82% 31% $22,203 

Ursinus College 27% 71% 19% $29,399 

Washington And Jefferson College 30% 72% 22% $27,046 

Waynesburg University 50% 57% 29% $16,448 
Westminster College of New 
Wilmington, PA 37% 66% 24% $23,378 

Widener University 35% 67% 23% $22,665 

Wilkes University 43% 69% 29% $23,701 
Source: Keystone Research Center analysis of Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility 
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/   
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1 Mark Price is a labor economist at the Keystone Research Center. The author thanks Diana Polson, Christopher 
Dunne, John Neurohr, Marc Stier, Stephen Herzenberg and Stephanie Frank for their assistance. This work also 
would not have been possible without the careful and well documented work of Raj Chetty, John N. Friedman, 
Emmanuel Saez, Nicholas Turner and Danny Yagan which is available online at http://www.equality-of-
opportunity.org/college/ 
2 See Stephen Herzenberg, Mark Price and Michael Wood, A Must-Have for Pennsylvania Part Two: Investment in 
Higher Education for Growth and Opportunity, Keystone Research Center and Pennsylvania Budget and Policy 
Center, October 2014, https://goo.gl/16JSs2  
3 Raj Chetty, John N. Friedman, Emmanuel Saez, Nicholas Turner and Danny Yagan. Mobility Report Cards: The Role 
of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility, January 2017, https://goo.gl/4dvHm6 
4 Unless stated otherwise, we present throughout this report information on the incomes of parents and the 
earnings of their adult children who attended college between the age of 19 and 22 from 1999 to 2004 (specifically 
children born in 1980, 1981 and 1982). The adult earnings of these children were measured in 2014, when they 
were between the ages of 32 and 34. The earnings of parents were averaged over the period when their children 
were between the ages of 12 and 17 years of age.  
5 This group includes the University of Pennsylvania, Bryn Mawr College, Lehigh University, Carnegie Mellon 
University, Swarthmore College, Bucknell University, Villanova University, Franklin & Marshall College, Haverford 
College, and Lafayette College. 
6 Unless specified otherwise, we estimate averages for metrics across groups of schools (such as the State System 
or Elite Private schools) by weighting the metric for each school in the group by its share of total group enrollment 
in 2000-01. 
7 Analysis of the income data in the Mobility Report Cards without reference to college attendance reveals that the 
higher the family income of your parents the higher your income relative to your peers will be as an adult. 
Specifically, children from the highest income families end up 29 percentiles higher in the income distribution 
relative to the children from the poorest families. When the specific college a child attended is introduced into the 
analysis of the intergenerational income mobility, the link between the relative income of parents and the adult 
incomes of their children is broken. That is, children from low- and high-income families that end up enrolled in the 
same college have similar earnings as adults. In this way admission to an elite college for a young adult from a 
working or middle class family is truly a golden ticket to a lifetime of opportunity for them and eventually their 
own children. The role of public colleges is to overcome the limited supply of these golden tickets by creating 
another path to upward income mobility open to more young adults.   
8 The threshold for an individual entering the top 40% of earners (pre-tax individual earnings) between the ages 32 
and 34 in 2014 was $35,200. In body of the paper we discuss parental family income (pre-tax household earnings) 
and the individual earnings of their adult children. The authors of the Mobility Report Cards also measure the pre-
tax household income of adult children (summing the pre-tax or adjusted gross income of all household members). 
The threshold for entering the top 40% for this same age group based on this alternative definition of income was 
$51,900. 
9 In Mobility Report Cards itself, the term “mobility rate” describes the share of graduates who both come from 
families with bottom 20% incomes AND reach the top 20% of individual earners by their early thirties. The New 
York Times (https://goo.gl/pnuA7S) broadens the term mobility rates to mean the share of graduates who both 
come from families with bottom 40% incomes AND reach the top 40% of individual earners by their early thirties 
(see Table A3 in the Appendix). We broaden the term further to mean the share of graduates who both come from 
families with bottom 60% incomes AND reach the top 40% of individual earners by their early thirties. 
10 Some elite colleges say that they have “aid-blind admissions” with no limit on needs-based scholarships. The 
empirical reality is that less than a fifth of graduates from the top 10 elite schools in Pennsylvania come from 
families with bottom 60% incomes. 
11 The State System by itself accounts for 24% of the total Pennsylvania college enrollment and 26% of the upward 
mobility (movement from bottom 60% to top 40%). As a group, all other public colleges account for 31% of 
enrollment and 33% of the success stories. Adult incomes continue to rise after the early thirties but, on average, 
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individuals’ ranks – or position in the income distribution -- relative to their peers of the same age remain relatively 
stable as they age. 
12 The Mobility Report Cards focuses on students who first enrolled in the state system between 1999 and 2001.  
Adjusting for inflation, tuition between 1983-84 and 2000-01 increased from $3,350 to $5,219 an increase of 56%. 
Over the same period the state appropriations to the State System increased by $88 million or 17%.  
13 Adjusting for inflation the state appropriation for the State System fell $200 million between 2000-01 and 2013-
14. 
14 This assumes the success rate (percentage of students from families with incomes in the bottom 60% that end 
up in the top 40% of earners as adults) in the state system is unchanged at 55%. 
15 For the 1991 cohort the share of students from the bottom 60% in the nine remaining State System schools 
(Bloomsburg University, East Stroudsburg University, Indiana University, Kutztown University, Lock Haven 
University, Millersville University, Shippensburg University, Slippery Rock University, and West Chester University) 
was 31%, much lower than the 47% in the schools threatened with layoffs. The success rate for these schools for 
students enrolled between 1999 and 2004 was 58%, assuming this success rate is unchanged this yields of a 
mobility rate of 18% which is 25% below the 24% mobility rate for the five threatened schools between 1999 and 
2004 (See Table A3). 
16 Marc Stier, “A Fair Share Tax to Support Public Investment in Pennsylvania”, Pennsylvania Budget and Policy 
Center, March 2017, https://goo.gl/ZROgzT 
17 For a summary of income trends among the top 1% of families in Pennsylvania and the rest of the country see 
Estelle Sommeiller, Mark Price, and Ellis Wazeter, Income Inequality in the U.S. by state, metropolitan area, and 
county, Economic Policy Institute, June 2016, http://www.epi.org/publication/income-inequality-in-the-us/ 
18 Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy http://www.itep.org/whopays/states/pennsylvania.php 
19 President’s Commission on Higher Education, Higher Education for American Democracy, Vols. 1-6. Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, p. 2:23. As cited in Sara Goldrick-Rab, Paying the Price: Colleges Costs, Financial 
Aid, and the Betrayal of the American Dream. University of Chicago Press. Chicago and London, p. 22. 

http://www.epi.org/publication/income-inequality-in-the-us/
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Executive Summary 
 
The 14 four-year universities within Pennsylvania’s State System of Higher Education have been a pivotal 
engine of upward mobility for working families in Pennsylvania for decades. Today, the role of these 
schools in making the American Dream a reality for a hundred thousand Pennsylvanians each generation 
is threatened. Deep cuts in state funding coupled with living expenses on campus that have risen faster 
than tuition are threatening to put State System schools beyond the financial reach of many moderate-
income families.  
 
This briefing paper presents the facts on the costs of attending State System schools over time, on the 
state policy decisions that drive cost trends, and on the impact of costs on enrollment, especially of 
children from working families. These facts do not present a pretty picture.  
 
Our main findings: 
 

• Pennsylvania woefully underfunds higher education, ranking 47th out of 50 states for funding per 
capita from the state, with funding levels per capita one third to one fifth of the levels in several 
other energy-rich states. 

• From an already inadequate starting point, funding for all Pennsylvania higher education and 
the State System were cut deeply in and after the Great Recession.  

o Even Gov. Wolf’s proposed 2% increase for 2017-18 will leave inflation-adjusted funding 
for the State System more than 25% below the 2007-08 level and a third below its 2000-
01 level.  

o As a share of the state’s economy (measured by Gross State Product), funding for the 
State System today is only 42% of its 1983-84 level. This is an astounding and short-
sighted reduction in a global knowledge-based economy in which post-secondary 
education is critical to both individual opportunity and state economic growth. 

• As state funding has plunged, tuition has increased, forcing families and students to pick up the 
slack. Tuition and fees now account for nearly three quarters (73%) of educational costs at State 
System schools compared to half that level (37%) in 1983-84. 

• Total costs adjusted for inflation have risen faster for on-campus students because of large 
increases in the cost of room and board.  

o Room and board have increased by 76% (a hike of $4,567 in 2016 dollars) since 2000 
compared to 51% ($3,351) for tuition and fees. 

o Total costs have risen by almost $10,000 since 2000, from about $15,000 to about 
$25,000 per year. 

o Total costs have gone from one fifth of median family income to over one third (35%). 

• As costs have risen, they have begun to impact enrollment in two ways. 
o At schools that cater the most to students from working families (with incomes in the 

bottom 60% of the household income distribution), total enrollment has plunged. 
Cheyney University is the most dramatic example: enrollment has dropped an eye-
popping 57% from its 2006 peak. 

o At other State System schools, total enrollment has held steady or even grown, but the 
share of students from working families has fallen. 

o Both these trends speak to a simple point: the total cost of State System schools is 
growing beyond what families of moderate means can afford, especially if they don’t 
want their children to go deeply into debt at the start of their career. 
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• Recent enrollment trends among working families validate the warnings of a consultant 
(Maguire) to the State System in 2011 that further increases in total costs of a few thousand 
dollars could sharply reduce the share of admitted students who end up enrolling in State 
System schools. 

 
As a subsequent brief will detail, demographic trends since 2010 have also played a major part in driving 
down enrollment at State System schools, especially at campuses in western and rural Pennsylvania 
where the number of high-school graduates has fallen sharply.  
 
The bottom line of this brief: state policy choices, exacerbated by institutional decisions to cater to a 
perceived market demand (from more affluent families) for nicer on-campus living, have begun to choke 
off access to State System schools for students from less affluent families. Increased state funding and a 
refocusing of State System schools on their historic mission of providing affordable access to four-year 
college for all families are needed if Pennsylvanians want public higher education to continue to 
promote intergenerational social mobility as opposed to intergenerational social stratification. 
 
For those readers with interest in a specific university, this report presents funding, cost, and enrollment 
information for each State System campus as well as for all 14 schools as a group. 
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Introduction 
 
The Pennsylvania State System of Higher  
Education, in the face of decreased public 
investment and declining enrollment, has 
been discussing the possibility of closing or 
shrinking up to five of its 14 colleges. State 
System schools have historically provided 
higher education opportunities to 
Pennsylvania residents for a relatively low 
cost. This has allowed students from working- 
and middle-class families to afford a four-year 
college, with hundreds of thousands in each 
generation enjoying higher incomes than 
their parents after graduation (see Box 1).3 
Declining state investment, however, has led 
State System universities to rely increasingly 
on tuition, room and board, and other fees 
from families and students to stay afloat. 
 
While much discussion of possible State 
System closures has focused on declining 
enrollment, not enough focus has been on 
the state’s role in that decline. Act 188 of 
1982 brought many of Pennsylvania’s public 
four-year colleges under the central umbrella 
of the State System, “to provide high quality 
education at the lowest possible cost to 
students.”4 Notwithstanding this mission, 
almost from the date of the State System’s 
creation, the cost of attending State System 
schools has risen steadily as state funding has 
dwindled.  
 
This report examines trends over the past 35 
years in state investment in higher education 
in Pennsylvania, costs for in-state families, 
and enrollment. It is the second in a series of 
briefs on Pennsylvania’s State System schools. 
The previous brief examined the data on access and upward mobility that State System schools provide 
to families with incomes in the bottom 60% of households (Box 1). The forthcoming brief in the series 
will examine demographic impacts on enrollment – a decline in births in Pennsylvania in the early 1990s 
and a corresponding drop in the number of Pennsylvania high-school graduates from 2010 to 2015. 
 
 

 

Box 1 – Pennsylvania’s Great  
Working-Class Colleges 

 
The first paper in this series 1 harnessed new data 
from Mobility Report Cards2 to quantify the extent to 
which four-year colleges and universities in 
Pennsylvania provide a springboard for working-class 
students to become high-income adults.  
 
We found that 41 percent of State System students 
(in 1999 to 2004) came from bottom 60% households 
(earning less than $73,500 per year in 2015 dollars). 
Just 18% of students from Pennsylvania’s 10 most 
elite private colleges during this period came from 
bottom 60% households.   
 
Because of the State System’s access for working 
families, a higher share of its students come from 
bottom 60% of families AND then moved into the top 
40% of earners as adults (22% versus 14% for 
Pennsylvania’s elite 10 private colleges). 
 
In the period studied, public colleges (including State 
System and state-related universities) accounted for 
59% of all Pennsylvania colleges’ upward mobility 
“success stories” – cases in which Pennsylvania 
college students from a bottom 60% family moved 
into the top 40% of earners as adults. 
 
In sum: if we choke off access to public colleges for 
families of modest means, it will drastically curtail the 
role of higher education in realizing the American 
Dream of upward mobility in Pennsylvania. 
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Pennsylvania Underinvests in Public Higher Education  
 

Pennsylvania Funding for Higher Education 
     
Pennsylvania woefully  
underfunds higher 
education compared 
to other states, 
ranking 47th out of 50 
for investment per 
capita (at $132.44) 
(Figure 1). This is 
about half the U.S. 
national average 
($259.18 per capita).  
 
It is a third to a fifth of 
higher education 
investment per capita 
in three other states 
rich in oil and natural 
gas – Wyoming, North 
Dakota, and Alaska – 
in part because these 
states have severance taxes on  
resource extraction that raise funds 
for higher education. Pennsylvania is 
the only natural resource-rich state 
that does not have a severance tax. 
 
While Pennsylvania has long spent 
less per capita on higher education 
than most other states, the state has 
also sharply decreased higher 
education funding over the last 
decade. Figure 2 and Table 1 (next 
page) show that higher education 
funding decreased over $700 million 
or 30% since 2007-08.5 Funding from 
the state’s own resources dropped in 
2008-09 and the two following fiscal 
years, but the state allocated federal 
funds from the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) to 
offset those cuts. In 2011-12, funding 
from state revenues fell further and 
ARRA funds ended. As a result, the funds allocated via the state budget for higher education fell from 

Figure 1. 

Figure 2. 
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$2.13 billion to $1.70 billion in 2011-12, a 20% drop. Adjusted for inflation, funding today remains 
slightly below the 2011-12 level. Even under Gov. Wolf’s budget proposal for 2017-18, funding in 2017-
18 would remain 30% below its 2007-08 level (the last budget before the state felt the impact of the 
Great Recession).  
 

As noted by Research for Action, Pennsylvania has a decentralized postsecondary governance structure 
that in part reflects the state’s many long-established private colleges and universities.6 State 
government controls tuition only at State System schools and tuition is high at each type of higher 
education institution in Pennsylvania compared to other states. The substantial presence of private 
institutions also reduces the share of total funding for public higher education in two ways. Public 
funding for private colleges and universities includes some direct institutional support. In addition, 
nearly one fifth of Pennsylvania’s higher education funding goes for financial aid that may be used at 
private or public colleges (see the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency line in Table 1). 
Thirty-five percent of Pennsylvania financial aid goes to private, four-year colleges rather than State 
System, state-related or community colleges.7  

 
  

Table 1. 

Pennsylvania Higher Education Funding, 2007-08 to Present in Inflation-Adjusted 2016 Dollars (Thousands) 

 

2007-08 2010-11 2011-12 
2017-18 

Governor's 
proposed 

DOE higher education $1,211,108 $1,075,923 $799,638 $849,710 

SSHE $583,710 $554,082 $440,449 $453,108 

Thaddeus Stevens $12,653 $11,972 $11,025 $13,273 

PHEAA $523,200 $485,611 $451,332 $308,414 

Total $2,330,671 $2,127,587 $1,702,444 $1,624,505 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center's state budget line item database. Inflation adjusted using CPI-U-RS at 
http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpiurs1978_2007.pdf 
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State Funding for Pennsylvania State System Universities 
 
Figure 3 separates out funding for the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher 
Education from the rest of 
Pennsylvania’s state higher education 
funding. The figure shows that state 
funding for the 14 State System 
universities plunged during the last 
two recessions and has not rebounded 
significantly. Inflation-adjusted 
funding today is roughly one third 
(32.5%) lower than its 2000-01 peak.8 
 
Relative to the size of the 
Pennsylvania economy, state 
appropriations for the State System 
have fallen from 1.65% of Gross State 
Product in 1983-84 to 0.7% in 2016-17 
(Figure 4). This is a stunning decline of 
58% over a 34-year period during 
which the global, knowledge-based 
economy emerged.  
 
Given the importance of investment in 
education to opportunity for 
individuals and economic growth for 
the state, a cut of this scale is surely 
shortsighted in the extreme.9  
 
Table 2 below shows state funding for 
individual campuses within the State 
System, adjusted for inflation. 
Between 2007-08 and 2014-15, the 14 
colleges experienced declines in 
funding ranging from 22% at Lock 
Haven to over 30% at Millersville, 
Kutztown and Indiana. In the context 
of funding cuts, the number of 
permanent employees in State System 
schools has declined by 1,000 in the 
past seven years.10 
  

Figure 3. 

Figure 4. 
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Table 2. 

Pennsylvania Funding for State-Owned Universities in Inflation-Adjusted 2016 Dollars, 
2007-08 to 2014-15 (millions)  

University 2007-08 2010-11 2011-12 2014-15 

Percent Change 

2007-08 to 2014-
15 

Bloomsburg $43.52 $38.44 $35.28 $33.43 -23.2% 

California $41.33 $36.71 $31.14 $30.19 -26.9% 

Cheyney $17.16 $15.23 $14.34 $13.17 -23.3% 

Clarion $31.87 $27.73 $24.93 $23.56 -26.1% 

East Stroudsburg $30.64 $27.89 $22.90 $22.42 -26.8% 

Edinboro $34.10 $29.77 $27.04 $26.04 -23.6% 

Indiana $75.04 $63.53 $54.88 $52.23 -30.4% 

Kutztown $48.18 $41.81 $37.20 $33.39 -30.7% 

Lock Haven $27.52 $23.87 $21.12 $21.52 -21.8% 

Mansfield $22.73 $20.27 $18.53 $16.81 -26.1% 

Millersville $45.14 $37.39 $32.60 $30.60 -32.2% 

Shippensburg $40.23 $34.45 $30.28 $28.75 -28.5% 

Slippery Rock $46.00 $40.61 $34.67 $33.08 -28.1% 

West Chester $63.80 $57.30 $50.63 $48.62 -23.8% 

Total $567.26 $494.99 $435.54 $413.81 -27.1% 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center's analysis of IPEDS data. Inflation adjusted using CPI-U-
RS at http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpiurs1978_2007.pdf 

 

 

Lower State Funding Means Higher Costs and Debt for Pennsylvania Students 
 
Pennsylvania’s public four-year colleges are among the most expensive in the nation. According to the 
College Board, in 2016-17 Pennsylvania ranked third highest for in-state tuition and fees of public four-
year colleges and universities. Pennsylvania had nearly three times the average tuition and fees 
($13,880) as natural-gas rich Wyoming, with the lowest at $5,060.11  
 
Even when you factor in financial aid, Pennsylvania’s public (including state-related) four-year colleges 
have the highest net cost in the mid-Atlantic region (compared to Ohio, New Jersey, Delaware, 
Maryland, New York, West Virginia) for all income levels.12 The difference between Pennsylvania and 
these other states is most pronounced for the lowest-income bracket ($0-$30,000). Pennsylvania’s 
lowest-income students, therefore, pay a disproportionately high price for going to college – nearly 20% 
more than those in the other states in our region.13  
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At the State System colleges  
specifically, tuition and other costs 
for Pennsylvania families have 
risen as state funding has gone 
down. In 1983-84, state 
appropriations accounted for 63% 
of the State System revenue. By 
2016-17, it only accounted for 
27%.14 The contribution of funding 
from other sources – primarily 
tuition and fees – today make up 
73% of total educational revenue 
(see Figure 5).  
 
Figure 6 adds together room and 
board, books and supplies, other 
campus expenses, tuition and fees 
for on-campus students to arrive at 
the “total cost” of attending a 
school in the State System.  Total 
cost has increased by 63% since 
2000, a jump of nearly $10,000 in today’s (2016) dollars (from $15,198 to $24,794).15 While higher-
income families may be able to absorb these costs, lower- or middle-income families will have a harder 
time doing so.  
 
Figure 7 (next page) shows the 
increases over time in the two big-
ticket items which account for 83% of 
total costs and 92% of the increase in 
total costs since 2000-01: in-state 
tuition and fees and on-campus room 
and board. We set the 2000 level of 
each of these costs ($6,540 for tuition 
and fees and $6,045 for room and 
board) equal to 100 to make it easier 
to see the rate of increase adjusted for 
inflation since then. The chart shows 
that annual in-state room and board 
increased by 76% ($4,567 in 2016 
dollars) by 2015-16, while tuition and 
fees increased a bit less than 51% (by 
$3,351). (See Appendix Table A1 for 
more details on rising costs, including 
the smaller components of cost not 
shown in Figure 7.) 
 
 

  

Figure 5. 

Figure 6. 
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Table 3. 

Room and Board Costs for Pennsylvania Universities, 2000-01, 2008-09 & 2015-16 (In Inflation-
Adjusted 2016 Dollars) 

College Type 2000-01 2008-09 2015-16 

Percent Change 

2000-01 to 
2015-16 

2008-09 to 
2015-16 

Private - Elite $7,991 $11,666 $13,611 70% 17% 

Private - Other $7,660 $9,932 $11,673 52% 18% 

State System $5,656 $7,646 $10,478 85% 37% 

Public - Other $7,607 $9,230 $10,730 41% 16% 

Note: Private - Elite includes 10 Pennsylvania universities: Bryn Mawr, Bucknell, Carnegie Mellon, Franklin and 
Marshall, Haverford, Lafayette, Lehigh, Swarthmore, University of Pennsylvania, Villanova. Private - Other includes 55 
other private universities in Pennsylvania. Public-Other includes Lincoln, Pennsylvania College of Technology, PSU-
Main Campus, Temple, University of Pittsburgh Main Campus.  

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center's analysis of IPEDS data. Inflation adjusted using CPI-U-RS at 
http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpiurs1978_2007.pdf 

  
Table 3 shows the inflation-adjusted cost of room and board for State System schools in comparison to 
other colleges in Pennsylvania. Room and board at the State System remains cheaper than at other 
schools, although not by as much as it used to be. While in 2000-01, State System room and board cost 

Figure 7. 
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around $2,000 less than at the other categories of schools, by 2015-16 it trailed other public schools by 
only about $250. The cost of room and board at the State System increased by 85% since 2000, 
compared to 70% at elite private colleges and 41% at other public colleges. The higher increase in the 
cost of room and board at State System schools is even more more stark since 2008-09 – more than 
twice as much as at other groups of schools. An examination by the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette suggested 
that the fast increase in room and board costs at State System schools partly reflects a common need to 
replace 1960s-era buildings.16 The same source also conveys a sense of State System campuses seeking 
to improve amenties that would attract more affluent students. The concern is that this simultaneously 
makes college less affordable for moderate-income familes. 
 
Either the tuition and fees increase or the room and board increase on their own might have been 
within the range that many middle-class families could weather. But the combination of both hikes 
pushed total costs up by a substantial amount relative to  working families’ incomes (Figure 8). Since 
2015, total costs have gone from one fifth of median household income to over one third (35%).  
 
Total cost increases between 2000 and 2015 can be seen for each of the 14 State System universities in 
Appendix Table A2. Cost increases ranged from 36% at Bloomsburg to 66% at Cheyney and Millersville.  
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 8. 
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Box 2 – Will “Pricing Flexibility” Ratchet Up Costs at State System Schools Further? 
 

One new trend that has the potential to impact average tuition if it becomes more common is “pricing 
flexibility.” Since the State System Board of Governors first reviewed “Pricing Flexibility Pilot 
Programs” in January 2014, it has approved 28 pilot programs that allow State System schools 
flexibility in pricing for different tuition arrangements.17 Some of these arrangements lower tuition, 
offering undergraduate tuition for military personnel at a discount, for example. But others increase 
tuition costs for high-demand, high-cost classes, or charge on a per-credit basis.18 Millersville, for 
example, now charges $299 per credit as opposed to a flat rate for full-time students taking 12 to 18 
credits per semester, reportedly generating additional revenue.19 While touted as making it more fair 
for those taking less credits and giving students more flexibility to attend school part time, per-credit 
tuition can increase costs for full-time students who graduate on time (students must take 15 credits 
per semester - 30 for the year - to graduate on time). For Millersville students who take 15 credits per 
semester and graduate in four years, charging on a per-credit basis increases annual tuition by 
$1,400.20 While the Univerity says the change won’t hurt students because of increasing financial aid, 
the Wolf administration fears this change will reduce college attendance among low-income 
students.21 

   



 13 

The Interaction of Cost and Enrollment at State System Schools 
 
This section explores how cost increases have impacted enrollment at State System schools. Many other 
factors, including demographic changes such as the number of students graduating from high school, 
impact enrollment.  
 
To fully disentangle the impact of different factors would require a complete statistical model and 
enough data to estimate the model. We do not attempt to estimate a full model of enrollment at each 
school here. We do, however, present evidence that rising total costs of attending State System schools 
has reduced enrollment, reinforcing the impact of demographics. Cost increases, not surprisingly, 
appear to have lowered enrollment more among moderate-income families (in households with 
incomes in the bottom 60%). Cost increases, if they continue, could become a more important factor in 
the future. 
 

Enrollment Trends 
 
Overall enrollment at the State System trended up throughout the 2000s from 84,554 in 2000 to a peak 
of around 103,000 in 2009-11, a rise of a little under 20%. (See Table A3, which also has enrollment by 
year from 2000 to 2015 at each individual State System school.) By 2015 State System enrollment had 
fallen back to 92,762, a drop of a little over 10%.  
 
Figure 9 (next page) shows enrollment at two subsets of State System schools, with enrollment in 2010 
set equal to 100 (roughly the peak of total enrollment since 2000) – in other words, enrollment in other 
years is shown as a percent of 2010 enrollment. The two subsets of schools are, first, the five State 
System schools threatened recently with potential closure or merger (California, Cheyney, Clarion, 
Edinboro, and Mansfield); and,  
second, the other nine campuses. 
(Setting enrollment in 2010 equal 
to 100 – also known as “indexing to 
2010 equals 100” – makes it easier 
to see how much enrollment has 
fallen in the past few years.) At the 
five threatened campuses, 
enrollment has plunged 25% since 
2010.22 At the other campuses, 
enrollment has declined about 6% 
from its peak (which was in 2011 
for this group, roughly in line with 
national trends).23  Demographics 
played a part in these differences: 
four of the five threatened schools 
come from areas in which birth 
rates plunged in the early 1990s, 
leading to a similar drop in the 
number of high-school graduates 
starting around 2010. But rising 
costs also had an impact.  

Figure 9. 
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Enrollment from Bottom 60% and Top 40% Households  
 
U.S. Department of Education data  
do not provide enrollment for all 
students at different income levels 
(only for students on financial aid). 
The unique and powerful data 
base relied on in our previous brief 
(see Box 1 earlier) does provide 
data on enrollment at individual 
colleges from different income 
groups for students born from 
1980 to 1991 (and who attended 
college from 1999 to 2013).24 The 
last year in which almost all 
enrollment came from this group 
was 2009-10, when students born 
in 1991 were freshmen.25 
Therefore, the data available on 
attendance by income group 
mostly predates the dip in total 
enrollment in State System schools shown in the previous figure. Even so, as Figure 10 shows, 
this source reveals important differences in enrollment trends for students from families with 
incomes in the bottom 60% of households and those from the top 40%. 
  
Over the 11 years from the 1980  
birth cohort to the 1991 birth 
cohort (i.e., college entrance 
from 1998-99 to 2009-10), 
enrollment of top 40% families 
rose substantially at both the five 
threatened State System schools 
and the other nine campuses 
(40% at the nine campuses and 
just below 30% at the threatened 
five). By contrast, the run up in 
enrollment among bottom 60% 
families was smaller – less than 
10% over the whole period at 
threatened schools after a dip in 
enrollment of birth-year 1991 
students. This group entered 
college (in 2009 and 2010) at a 
time when many working families 

Figure 10. 

Figure 11. 
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experienced great economic difficulty. Because the threatened five schools cater more to 
bottom-60% families than their nine peer schools (Figure 11 above), the differential trends in 
enrollment among bottom-60% and top 40% families held down overall enrollment growth at 
the five schools relative to the other nine. 

 

The Shrinking Gap in “Net Total Cost” Between State System and Other Schools 
 
Additional perspective on changing 
enrollment patterns at State 
System schools comes from the 
“College Scorecard” assembled by 
the Obama Administration to give 
families better information with 
which to choose colleges. The 
Scorecard includes recent data on 
changes in costs and “net costs” 
(after grant/scholarship aid) and 
how this has impacted total 
enrollment.  
 
In Table 4, the middle column of 
numbers shows that the average 
annual increase in inflation-
adjusted net total costs at State 
System schools has been 3.8% per 
year over the five years from 2009-
10 to 2014-15 – 19% over the five-
year period. Other public four-year 
schools in Pennsylvania, primarily 
state-related schools, experienced 
a similar increase in net total costs 
but those schools cater less to 
income-constrained families and students. The table also shows that enrollment in State System schools 
over this period fell by half a percent annually. The two groups of private schools (both elite and other), 
while still more expensive at the end of the period, experienced declines annually in net total costs over 
this period and small increases in enrollment.  
 
  

Table 4.  

Average Annual Percent Change in Inflation Adjusted In-State Net 
Total Costs and Enrollment 2009-10 to 2014-15 

School Type¹ 

Percent 
Change in 

In State 
Tuition and 

Fees 

Percent 
Change in 
Average 
Net Total 

Costs² 

Percent 
Change in 

Enrollment³ 

Private - Elite 1.68% -0.82% 0.21% 

Private - Other 2.51% -0.47% 0.28% 

State System 3.16% 3.80% -0.50% 

Public - Other 2.28% 3.55% 0.66% 

¹ Figures are enrollment weighted average 

² The average annual total cost of attendance, including tuition and fees, books 
and supplies, and living expenses, minus the average grant/scholarship aid. It 
is calculated for all full-time, first-time, degree/certificate-seeking 
undergraduates who receive Title IV aid. It is included in the IPEDS Student 
Financial Aid component. Separate metrics are calculated for public 
institutions and private institutions. For public institutions, this metric is 
limited to undergraduates who pay in-state tuition and receive Title IV aid. For 
private institutions, it includes all undergraduates who receive Title IV aid. The 
total cost of attendance depends on whether undergraduates live on campus, 
off campus (not with family), or off campus (with family) 

³ Enrollment of undergraduate certificate/degree-seeking students 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center's analysis of College Scorecard 
data, https://collegescorecard.ed.gov/    
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While the Scorecard does not include data on  
total enrollment by income group, it does 
provide data on “net total costs” for students 
on financial aid within different family income 
ranges. Using these data, Figure 12 shows 
changes in net total costs for students below 
and above $75,000. It shows that net total 
costs for lower-income students increased by 
slightly more at State System schools and at 
other Pennsylvania public schools than net 
total costs for higher-income students.  
 
Over the five-year period shown, net total 
costs in inflation-adjusted terms increased by 
23% at State System schools for students from 
families making less than $75,000. Net total 
costs for students from families making less 
than $75,000 increased by less at elite private 
schools, while decreasing for students from 
families making more than $75,000 (see 
Appendix Table A4). Net total costs barely 
changed for students attending other private 
schools. 

 
Figure 13 and Appendix Table A5 
compare net total costs by family 
income for students who attend 
State System schools and private 
elite colleges.26 Despite the 
immense difference in the “sticker 
price” (tuition and fees before any 
financial aid) for Pennsylvania 
residents between private elite 
colleges ($47,782) and State 
System colleges ($9,525), 
moderate income Pennsylvania 
families attending State System 
schools actually pay similar 
amounts in net costs (including 
living costs) as those who attend 
elite private schools. For the 
lowest income group ($0-
$30,000/year), the net cost of attending either a State System university or private school is nearly half 
of the highest family income in this range (i.e., is nearly $15,000).  
 
These data help make sense of Figure 10 showing a recent fall in the share of State System students that 
come from families with incomes in the bottom 60% of households. They also help make sense of Table 
4 in our previous brief, which showed a decline in the share of students from bottom 60% households 

Figure 12. 

Figure 13. 
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from 41% to 35% between birth-year 1980 and birth-year 1991 students. These data further make sense 
of the fact that student debt levels among 2013-14 graduates from the State System are now higher 
than debt levels among graduates from private elite schools (see Figure 14).  

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Enrollment Decline in Line with 2011 Maguire Report Projections 
 
That increases in total costs could drive down State System enrollment is not a surprising or new idea: 
when the price of a good or service goes up, the demand for it usually goes down. The State System 
commissioned a report by Maguire Associates in 2011 to explore, in effect, the elasticity of demand for 
slots at State System schools.27  

 
The Maguire report used surveys of students and parents to evaluate the sensitivity of enrollment rates 
among admitted students (referred to as “yield” in the report) when net cost rises in increments of 
$1,000 up to $5,000. Table 6 compares the predicted reduction in enrollment according to the 2011 
Maguire report, given inflation-adjusted cost increases that occurred, with the actual reduction. 
Enrollment reductions at individual schools do not always match those predicted, indicative of the 
importance of demographics and institution-specific factors (e.g., market positioning/branding) in 
influencing enrollment. Across all 14 schools, however, the average reductions are in the ballpark of the 
predicted ones.28  

  
 
  

Figure 14. 
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The Maguire report also 
documented that net cost 
increases have more impact 
on enrollment of low-income 
families and minority 
students. This finding also 
echoes the research literature 
on the price elasticity of 
demand at four-year 
colleges.29  

 
Given the demographic factors 
driving down enrollment since 
2011 – factors not 
incorporated into the Maguire 
projections – the actual 
enrollment reductions 
experienced are lower than 
expected given how much 
total costs have increased. 
This raises the question of 
whether the full, long-term 
effect of those increases has 
yet been felt. Will that show a 
further decline in attendance 
of students of moderate-
income families even if 
inflation-adjusted increases in 
total costs end? 

 
  

Table 5. 

Increase in Total Cost of Attendance (In Inflation-Adjusted 2016 Dollars) 
and Enrollment Decline at State System Universities, 2011-2015 

University 

Inflation-
Adjusted 

Increase in 
Total Cost of 
Attendance¹ 

Predicted Drop in 
Number of 

Admitted Students 
Who Attend ("Yield 

Reduction") 

Actual 
Enrollment 

Change 

Cheyney $2,459 -20% -40% 

Clarion $2,199 -15% -22% 

California $988 -5% -22% 

Mansfield $1,618 -16% -22% 

Edinboro $185 -1% -21% 

Lock Haven $3,798 -33% -16% 

Shippensburg $3,301 -23% -16% 

Kutztown $3,232 -23% -13% 

Indiana $1,101 -9% -12% 

Millersville $4,291 -35% -8% 

East Stroudsburg -$67 1% -7% 

Slippery Rock $867 -10% -5% 

Bloomsburg $106 -1% -1% 

West Chester -$677 5% 11% 

Average 
(unweighted) 

$1,671 -13% -14% 

¹Total cost of attendance is for full-time, in-state undergraduate students living on 
campus. Costs include in-state tuition and fees, books, and supplies, on campus 
room and board, and other on campus expenses. 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy analysis of IPEDS data and Maguire 
Associates estimates of price elasticity of enrollment in Maguire Associates, “2012 
Pricing Elasticity and Brand Value Study," March 22, 2013. Inflation adjusted using 
CPI-U-RS at http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpiurs1978_2007.pdf  
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Conclusion 
 
Historically the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education has provided a lower-cost, four-year 
college option than the other institutions of higher learning in Pennsylvania. Due to low and decreased 
state funding, however, costs for students have risen over time. The number and share of enrollees from 
working-class families has also begun to decline, especially in recent years. State System schools are 
becoming out-of-reach financially for some families, and many who do attend face the prospect of 
graduating with a sizable debt. 

 
The five State System schools being considered for closure or mergers are the very institutions that have 
historically educated a disproportionate share of working-class students in our state, providing them 
with a skill-based ladder to upward mobility. Rather than considering closing campuses vital to college 
access for moderate-income families, Pennsylvania should invest more heavily in the State System, 
bringing down costs for students and families.30 Only with lower costs can the state restore the role of 
public universities in promoting opportunity and upward mobility.  
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Appendix 
 

Table A1.  

Student Costs by Category, weighted average (Inflation-adjusted to 2016 dollars), 2001-2015 

Year 

In-State 
Tuition and 

Fees 

On-Campus 
room and 

board 

On-campus, 
other 

expenses 

Books and 
Suppllies 

Total 
Tuition, Fees and 
Room & Board as 

Share of Total 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (1) + (2)  /  (5) 

2000 $6,540 $6,045 $2,670 $925 $16,180 78% 

2001 $6,756 $6,173 $2,691 $956 $16,576 78% 

2002 $7,398 $6,427 $2,728 $1,011 $17,564 79% 

2003 $7,605 $6,653 $2,719 $1,107 $18,084 79% 

2004 $7,781 $6,902 $3,046 $1,164 $18,892 78% 

2005 $7,718 $6,981 $3,065 $1,167 $18,931 78% 

2006 $7,695 $7,125 $3,026 $1,216 $19,062 78% 

2007 $7,799 $7,500 $3,020 $1,207 $19,526 78% 

2008 $7,796 $7,603 $3,066 $1,235 $19,700 78% 

2009 $8,178 $8,444 $3,214 $1,260 $21,097 79% 

2010 $8,519 $9,404 $3,216 $1,275 $22,415 80% 

2011 $8,976 $9,522 $3,568 $1,272 $23,338 79% 

2012 $9,135 $9,888 $3,453 $1,287 $23,764 80% 

2013 $9,261 $10,281 $3,302 $1,234 $24,078 81% 

2014 $9,536 $10,540 $3,137 $1,220 $24,434 82% 

2015 $9,891 $10,612 $3,041 $1,250 $24,794 83% 

% increase 
between 2000-

2015 
51% 76% 14% 35% 53%  

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center based on IPEDS data, 2001-2015 
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Table A2. 

Total cost increases by State System Universities, 2000-2015 (Inflation-adjusted 
to 2016 dollars) 

 
2000 2015 

Percentage 
increase 

Bloomsburg $16,868 $22,890 36% 

California $16,951 $25,764 52% 

Cheyney $15,506 $25,768 66% 

Clarion $16,324 $24,812 52% 

East Stroudsburg $16,168* $22,408 37% 

Edinboro $15,344 $23,141 51% 

Indiana-Main Campus $15,383 $25,231 64% 

Kutztown $16,624 $24,710 49% 

Lock Haven $16,960 $24,334 43% 

Mansfield $15,831 $25,600 62% 

Millersville $15,994 $26,521 66% 

Shippensburg $16,265 $25,827 59% 

Slippery Rock $14,629 $23,713 62% 

West Chester $17,456 $26,291 51% 

*Figure is for 2001 since 2000 was not reported.  

Note: Costs are for full-time, in-state students living on campus. Costs include tuition and 
fees, room and board, books and supplies and other on-campus costs. 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center analysis of IPEDS data. Inflation adjusted 
using CPI-U-RS at http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpiurs1978_2007.pdf  
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Table A3. 

Total Enrollment for Undergraduate Students¹ by State System Institution, 2000-2015 

University 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Bloomsburg 6,843 7,222 7,298 7,520 7,524 7,783 7,877 7,938 8,081 8,605 9,136 9,256 9,201 9,416 9,319 9,119 

California 5,003 5,076 5,127 5,392 5,455 5,943 6,299 6,690 6,925 7,206 7,419 7,417 6,681 6,450 6,076 5,785 

Cheyney 1,134 1,198 1,138 1,251 1,376 1,401 1,494 1,322 1,333 1,402 1,508 1,141 1,224 1,179 997 686 

Clarion 5,687 5,812 6,003 5,943 5,855 5,744 5,904 5,873 5,975 6,223 6,225 5,876 5,518 5,199 4,911 4,555 

East 
Stroudsburg 

4,732 4,967 5,150 5,121 5,409 5,596 5,890 5,959 6,099 6,391 6,372 6,656 6,355 6,186 6,203 6,167 

Edinboro 6,552 6,684 6,922 7,029 6,735 6,524 6,443 6,413 6,155 6,471 6,697 6,649 6,090 5,864 5,595 5,246 

Indiana 11,735 11,763 11,834 12,119 12,163 12,047 11,976 11,724 11,928 12,291 12,827 13,151 13,275 12,668 12,295 11,597 

Kutztown 7,033 7,293 7,591 8,058 8,527 8,806 9,189 9,311 9,404 9,614 9,725 9,487 9,135 8,815 8,562 8,288 

Lock Haven 3,839 4,081 4,394 4,696 4,875 4,977 4,890 4,982 4,988 5,044 5,115 5,029 4,969 4,855 4,521 4,220 

Mansfield 2,891 3,019 3,057 3,168 3,127 2,986 2,936 2,921 2,944 3,068 2,945 2,876 2,824 2,717 2,587 2,249 

Millersville 6,497 6,597 6,646 6,820 6,991 6,935 7,206 7,259 7,217 7,359 7,604 7,644 7,424 7,388 7,171 7,055 

Shippensburg 5,990 6,238 6,413 6,567 6,579 6,459 6,423 6,621 6,733 6,942 7,143 7,132 6,712 6,550 6,305 6,017 

Slippery Rock 6,294 6,500 6,814 7,054 7,202 7,414 7,545 7,585 7,691 7,825 8,026 7,961 7,860 7,595 7,587 7,566 

West Chester 10,324 10,220 10,467 10,562 10,644 10,838 10,818 11,109 11,482 11,920 12,232 12,834 13,297 13,711 13,844 14,212 

Total  84554 86670 88854 91300 92462 93453 94890 95707 96955 100361 102974 103109 100565 98593 95973 92762 

¹Undergraduate students include part-time and full-time students. 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center analysis of IPEDS data 
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Table A4. 

Average Annual Percent Change in Inflation Adjusted Net Total Costs, 2009-10 to 2014-15 

School Type¹ 

Average Annual Change in Net Total Costs² by 
Family Income 

$0 to $75,000 $75,000 +  

Private - Elite 2.2% -0.7% 

Private - Other 0.0% 0.1% 

State System 4.6% 3.7% 

Public - Other 3.7% 3.0% 

¹ Figures are enrollment weighted average 

² The average annual total cost of attendance, including tuition and fees, books and supplies, and living 
expenses, minus the average grant/scholarship aid. It is calculated for all full-time, first-time, 
degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates who receive Title IV aid. It is included in the IPEDS Student 
Financial Aid component. Separate metrics are calculated for public institutions and private institutions. 
For public institutions, this metric is limited to undergraduates who pay in-state tuition and receive 
Title IV aid. For private institutions, it includes all undergraduates who receive Title IV aid. The total 
cost of attendance depends on whether undergraduates live on campus, off campus (not with family), 
or off campus (with family). 

Source: Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center's analysis of College Scorecard data, 
https://collegescorecard.ed.gov/. Inflation adjusted using CPI-U-RS at 
http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpiurs1978_2007.pdf   

 

End Notes 
 

1 Mark Price, “Pennsylvania’s Great Working Class Colleges,” Keystone Research Center, April 24, 2017, 
https://goo.gl/TyIYRN 
2 Raj Chetty, John N. Friedman, Emmanuel Saez, Nicholas Turner and Danny Yagan. Mobility Report Cards: The Role 
of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility, January 2017, https://goo.gl/4dvHm6 
3 11,672 individuals born in the three birth-years from 1980 to 1982 attended State System schools (from 1999-
2004), came from families with incomes in the bottom 60% of households, and had incomes in the top 40% of 
individuals by their early-to-mid thirties. Multiplying this figure by eight and one third yields an estimate of the 
number of upward mobility success stories across 25 birth-years (or a generation), based on the rule-of-thumb that 
there are 25 years in a generation. Eight and one-third times 11, 672 equals 97,267. In sum, roughly 100,000 
individuals attending State System schools rise from the bottom 60% to the top 40% each generation. Estimates 
based on the research of Raj Chetty, John N. Friedman, Emmanuel Saez, Nicholas Turner and Danny Yagan and 
data available online at http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/. 
4 Pennsylvania’s state-related colleges (Lincoln, Penn State, Pitt, and Temple) remain outside the State System. A 
copy of Act 188 can be found at http://www.passhe.edu/inside/legal/documents/act188.pdf  
5 Pennsylvania also ranked 47th for educational appropriation per full time student (FTE) (at $3,576 in 2016), above 
only New Hampshire, Vermont and Illinois. This investment has decreased 37% (from $5,673 in 2016 dollars) since 
2008. See State Higher Education Executive Officers Association (SHEEO), “State Higher Education Finance: FY 
2016,” 2017. 
6 Ginger Stull, Mark Duffy, Austin Slaughter, Joshua Lin, “College Affordability in PA: How Did We Get Here, and 
What Can be Done?” Research for Action, 2016. 
7 Stull et al., “College Affordability in PA.” While Pennsylvania is above average in providing financial aid to 
students, this does not make up for the high cost of Pennsylvania’s colleges. As we discuss below, even after you 
factor in financial aid, the net cost (cost minus grants) for Pennsylvania families is still highest in the region and 
close to the highest nationally.  

                                                 

https://goo.gl/TyIYRN
https://goo.gl/4dvHm6
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/
http://www.passhe.edu/inside/legal/documents/act188.pdf


 24 

                                                                                                                                                             
8 In 2011-12, state general fund appropriation (including ARRA funds) for the State System fell by $70 million and 
other line items for the State System declined by $20.7 million. For details, see Stephen Herzenberg, Mark Price, 
Mike Wood, “A Must Have for Pennsylvania Part Two: Investment in Higher Education for Growth and 
Opportunity,” Keystone Research Center, October 2014. 
9 For evidence on the contribution of higher education to economic growth and individual opportunity, see 
Herzenberg, Price, and Wood, “A Must Have for Pennsylvania Part Two.” 
10 Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education, “2017/18 Appropriations Request,” no date. 
11 Data downloaded from: https://trends.collegeboard.org/college-pricing/figures-tables/2016-17-state-tuition-
and-fees-public-four-year-institutions-state-and-five-year-percentage  
12 Net cost is total cost of attending including living expenses, minus financial aid. 
13 Stull et al., “College Affordability in PA,” 2016. 
14 Figure 4 includes revenues for educational purposes and institutional administration but does not include 
revenue for room and board of on-campus students, discussed later.  
15 Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center’s analysis of IPEDS data 
16 Bill Schackner, “The Other College Debt: Upgrades put Pennsylvania schools in a bind,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 
October 7, 2012. 
17 Bill Schackner, “State System wants to give universities permanent pricing flexibility,” Pittsburgh Post- Gazette, 
January 26, 2017; http://www.pennlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2017/04/wolf_administration_officials.html 
18 Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education. “Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education Pricing 
Flexibility Pilot Programs Overview: As Reviewed by the Board of Governors, January 23, 2014.” 
19 For details on per-credit tuition at Millersville University, see http://www.millersville.edu/osa/tuition-
fees/tuition-faq.php. Millersville has raised $9.1 million through this tuition model. Jan Murphy, “Wolf 
Administration officials take dim view of state university’s per-credit tuition model,” [DATE,] 2017; 
http://www.pennlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2017/04/wolf_administration_officials.html 
20 Tim Stuhldreher, “Millersville’s per-credit tuition has raised revenue. Does it hurt students?” Lancaster Online, 
October 19, 2015. 
21 Murphy, “Wolf administration officials take dim view,” [DATE.] 2017. 
22 The five threatened campuses include California, Cheyney, Clarion, Edinboro and Mansfield. 
23 Between 2010 and 2014, fall enrollment in U.S. degree-granting postsecondary institutions decreased by 4 
percent; https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=98 
24 The data base is from “Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility”; 
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/  
25 By 2011-12, half of enrollment comes from cohorts younger than those born in 1980-91. 
26 For both private and State System schools, the students in each income range include only those receiving Title 
IV aid. For State System schools, the students include only Pennsylvania students,  
27 Maguire Associates. “2012 Pricing Elasticity and Brand Value Study.” Final Report, March 22, 2013. 
28 The Maguire researchers estimated that a $1000 increase would result in a 10% drop in enrollment, which is 

consistent with the literature: numerous studies estimate a 0.5 to 1% drop in enrollment for an increase of $100 in 
tuition). See Saif Ahmed and Anirban Ghosh. “Tuition Elasticity: Student Responsiveness to Tuition Increases.” 
Hanover Research accessed at http://www.hanoverresearch.com/2012/06/28/tuition-elasticity-student-
responsiveness-to-tuition-increases/; L.L. Leslie & P.T. Brinkman (1987). “Student price response in higher 
education: The student demand studies.” The Journal of Higher Education (1987), 58(2), pp. 181-204; D. E. Heller. 
“Student price response in higher education: An update to Leslie and Brinkman.” Journal of Higher Education 
(1997), 68(6), pp. 624-659. 
29 S. Baum. “College education: Who can afford it?” In M. B. Paulsen and J. C. Smart (Eds.) The finance of higher 
education: Theory, research, policy & practice (New York, NY: Agathon Press, 2001), pp. 39-52; Heller pp. 624-659; 
Leslie and Brinkman pp. 181-204; M.B. Paulsen. “The economics of the public sector: The nature and role of public 
policy in the finance of higher education.” In M. B. Paulsen & J. C. Smart (Eds.) The finance of higher education: 
Theory, research, policy & practice (New York, NY: Agathon Press, 2001), pp. 95-132; J. Wetzel, D. O‘Toole, & S. 
Peterson. “An analysis of student enrollment demand.” Economics of Education Review, (1998, 17(1)), pp. 47-54.   
30 For discussion of the Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center’s fair-tax proposal that could raise revenue to invest 
in higher education and other needs, see the conclusion of Price, “Pennsylvania’s Great Working Class Colleges.” 

https://trends.collegeboard.org/college-pricing/figures-tables/2016-17-state-tuition-and-fees-public-four-year-institutions-state-and-five-year-percentage
https://trends.collegeboard.org/college-pricing/figures-tables/2016-17-state-tuition-and-fees-public-four-year-institutions-state-and-five-year-percentage
http://www.pennlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2017/04/wolf_administration_officials.html
http://www.millersville.edu/osa/tuition-fees/tuition-faq.php
http://www.millersville.edu/osa/tuition-fees/tuition-faq.php
http://www.pennlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2017/04/wolf_administration_officials.html
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=98
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/college/
http://www.hanoverresearch.com/2012/06/28/tuition-elasticity-student-responsiveness-to-tuition-increases/
http://www.hanoverresearch.com/2012/06/28/tuition-elasticity-student-responsiveness-to-tuition-increases/


 

Office of Legislative Affairs 
1200 North Seventh Street, Harrisburg, PA  17102-1444 

 

1 
 

House Democratic Policy Committee Hearing 

Public Hearing on College Affordability 

418 Main Capital Building, Harrisburg 

June 19, 2017 

                                           Elizabeth McCloud, Vice President - State Grant and Special Programs 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee - on behalf of our Board of Directors, we thank 

you for this opportunity to provide written testimony on college affordability.   

 

This topic is especially important to us given PHEAA’s primary mission which, since its 

inception in 1963, has been to create affordable access to higher education.  

 

Student Debt in Pennsylvania 

According to The Project on Student Debt, which is sponsored by the Institute for College 

Access and Success (TICAS), a college student in a four-year degree program in Pennsylvania 

who borrows money to pay for school is graduating with an average student loan debt of $34,798 

– which is the second highest in the nation.  

The amount of debt that Pennsylvania college students are graduating with can be financially 

debilitating for many who cannot afford to make their payments – and those who can are often 

burdened with paying down their student loan debt for 20 or more years.    

Also troubling, more and more students seem to become fully aware of their debt burden only 

after they graduate – which is often too late to implement strategies to lessen the indebtedness.  

PHEAA Programs to Address the Student Debt Problem 

 

PHEAA has always advised students and families to avoid unnecessary loan debt and has been 

leading efforts to combat burdensome debt with extensive community outreach and other 

awareness and debt counseling resources.  

In 2013, PHEAA launched a feature-packed student debt awareness and college planning 

initiative – MySmartBorrowing.org. 

This tool engages high school students early in the planning process, helping them to make smart 

choices at some of the most important decision points as they develop their higher education 

funding plan.  

MySmartBorrowing features unique estimators that help determine a student’s possible costs at 

different schools, future salary expectations for a particular degree program, availability of 

related employment opportunities, and their potential ability to repay student loans comfortably 

while affording an independent lifestyle after graduation.  

If students must borrow, we believe MySmartBorrowing can help them make better decisions 

and improve their chances of graduating with manageable debt.   

http://mysmartborrowing.org/
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As with all of our programs and resources, we stand ready to assist you in informing your 

constituents about this valuable initiative. 

Pennsylvania State Grant Program 

 

Of all the programs that PHEAA administers, this committee is probably most familiar with the 

Pennsylvania State Grant Program – which has disbursed more than $10.2 billion in awards to 

nearly 2.6 million students since its inception.   

This fiscal year, the General Assembly appropriated $272.9 million for this program. 

To help fulfill the agency’s public service mission and to support student aid programs such as 

the State Grant Program, PHEAA has developed several lines of business.   

PHEAA’s success as a student loan servicer – doing business nationally as FedLoan Servicing 

and American Education Services – enables the agency to self-fund its operations and public 

services for the Commonwealth, saving taxpayers millions of dollars annually while ensuring 

every appropriated dollar goes directly to students. 

For example, PHEAA’s Board of Directors has committed $87 million in agency resources to 

help make individual State Grant awards more meaningful during the current year. This 

supplement is in addition to the more than $15.3 million that we invest annually to cover the 

administrative costs of student aid programs and to provide public service outreach. 

 

Our supplement, combined with the Commonwealth’s appropriation, helped provide a 2016-17 

maximum State Grant award of $4,378.  

 

On average, this award amount covered about 14 percent of the cost of tuition and fees for a 

typical Pennsylvania college student across all education sectors.  

 

When compared to other states, Pennsylvania ranks third in both the amount of award dollars and 

number of recipients served through its primary need-based grant program to undergraduate 

college students. 

 

Programs Targeted to Specific In-Demand Industries 

 

While State Grants are awarded to students in two- and four-year degree programs, students who 

are pursuing degrees that are less than two academic years in length may be eligible for need-

based aid through the Pennsylvania Targeted Industry Program (PA-TIP). 

In 2012-13, PA-TIP was created to provide grant awards to students interested in working in the 

energy, advanced materials and diversified manufacturing, or agriculture and food production 

fields. 

This program is currently funded with $6 million from PHEAA’s business earning and provides 

need-based awards up to the equivalent of the maximum State Grant award – currently $4,378. 
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Eligible courses of study must be more than 10 weeks in length and less than two academic years 

in length. 

 

From 2012-13 to 2015-16, PA-TIP has provided $20.3 million in awards to more than 5,400 

Pennsylvania students enrolled in 43 schools.  

 

Outreach Efforts to Educate Students on Student Debt 

 

In addition to supporting student aid programs for the Commonwealth, PHEAA invests its 

resources into the development of student aid planning and application tools, community 

outreach events, student aid publications, and other awareness initiatives.  

One of the more visible examples of this is PHEAA’s 14 Higher Education Access Partners who 

are strategically located throughout the Commonwealth.  

These financial aid experts conduct community events, promote our career- and college-planning 

websites, and work to expand awareness of state and federal grant programs.  In 2015-16 alone, 

our Access Partners conducted more than 3,900 financial aid nights, FAFSA
®
 completion 

workshops, school site visits, college fairs, student presentations, and other similar events – 

assisting over 86,000 families, financial aid staff, counselors, and educators.   

They also work specifically with lower-income students and high schools with low college 

attendance rates, while strengthening and leveraging relationships with community and 

government organizations to create greater awareness of the importance of higher education. 

By working with students, families, and schools in the community, our Access Partners provide a 

hands-on complement to the many online tools and resources that we make available.  These 

include EducationPlanner.org, our award-winning career and college-planning website, 

YouCanDealWithIt.com, our debt management resource for graduates and soon-to-be graduates, 

and, of course, PHEAA.org, which is Pennsylvania’s go-to website for student aid.  

PHEAA is ready to assist your office in coordinating any of these events in your legislative 

district. 

This concludes our written remarks.  We want to thank you again for the opportunity to submit 

this testimony. 

 

# # # 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide written testimony for today's hearing. At Penn

State, we understand that to fully realize our land-grant mission, we need to keep a Penn

State education accessible and affordable for the working families of Pennsylvania.

Student debt and the cost ofattendance are increasing as a result ofa variety offactors,
including the substantial decline of funding for public universities in nearly every U.S. state.

Two-thirds of Penn State students receive need-based financial aid and average debt has

grown from $20,000 a decade ago to $35,429.In too many cases, students often must leave

school without a degree and with incurred loan debt. This is not only a challenge for the
student, it is a burden for society as well.

As a public, land-grant university, Penn State relies on our partnership with the
Commonwealth for substantial support in order to offer Pennsylvania residents an in-state
tuition rate that is significantly lower than the tuition paid by non-Pennsylvania residents.
Unfortunately, Penn State receives the same appropriation today, in non-inflation adjusted
dollars, as we did in 1,999-2000, We also rely on the Commonwealth for capital suppor!
which has remained flat since L996. However, our costs, due to inflationary and other
considerations, such as our payment to the State Employees Retirement System pension
program, are significantly higher today than they were l-5 to 20 years ago. Without greater
support from the state, the cost of a Penn State education is disproportionately borne by
Pennsylvania students and their families.

We are working to improve access and affordability to Penn State on three major fronts -
through cost containment measures, through our Enhanced Education Pathway Initiatives,
and through provision of need-based financial aid. These efforts will allow us to provide the
highest quality education at a cost that ensures access for our citizens.

Cost Containment Measures and Increased Revenue Initiatives
For several decades, Penn State has cut and reallocated funds within the budget, and we
continue to strive for efficiencies in ways that support and advance the quality of a Penn
State education. Annual requirements for every unit to identiff recurring savings and
efficiencies created an environment in which leaders continuously evaluate opportunities
to reduce costs. In addition, rigorous, University-wide efforts have aggressively and
strategically identified opportunities for rationalization of academic offerings across the
institution. This has led to the discontinuation of academic programs and majors, the
merger of academic departments and shared administrative positions by campuses.
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More recently, targeted expense reduction initiatives have been implemented within
specific units that needed to make swift budget adjustments in response to enrollment
challenges or direct appropriation reductions. Last year, a voluntary retirement plan was

offered to employees and was accepted by 587 faculty and staff, which will yield expected
savings of $12 to $16 million. In addition, new initiatives have resulted in $1.5 million in
energy savings and $3.5 million in procurement savings. An additional $L9.8 million in cost
savings/budget reductions in the 201"6-17 fiscal year includer restructuring the post-

retirement health care liability, capping/reducing the subsidy to our World Campus and
Outreach, containment of administrative overhead, and other tactical savings.

While cost reduction, cost containment and efficiency initiatives have been an integral part
of Penn State's budget process, the University is also exploring increased revenue
initiatives. These include: the creation of new professional masters programs; providing
multiple seamless points of access through World Campus; monetizing intellectual
property; new residence halls at several Commonwealth Campuses to general additional
enrollments; program investments and targeted advertising to increase enrollment at the
Commonwealth Campuses; and cultivating lifelong learning through refresher courses and
a subscription to professional content modules.

Enhanced Education Pathway Initiatives
Penn State's Enhanced Education Pathway Initiatives target four key areas:

1. Increase retention and graduation
2. Decrease total cost of a degree (time to degree is key to reducing a student's

overall costs)

3. Decrease rate of borrowing
4. Decrease attrition due to finances-need-based students take longer to

graduate, have lower retention rates and higher loan rates

Penn State has invested in, launched and/or in the process of piloting the following
programs:

' Pathway to Success - Summer Start (PaSSS): This provides "at risk" students on 1.2

Commonwealth Campuses opportunities to earn credits, while earning money by
working in on-campus jobs during the summer and fall. The jobs and internships allow
students to earn much needed income, while gaining experience doing research and
related academic pursuits. Initial assessment results suggest gains in: student retention,
math proficiency, grade point averages, and credit accumulation-all helping students
make timely academic progress. The World Campus is also offering a PaSS program
focused on first-time college/online students who are first generation, adult learners or
have high financial need.
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Student Transitional Experiences Program (STEP): The goal is to reduce time to
graduation for change of campus transitions from the Commonwealth Campuses to
University Park by offering mentoring, career prep and financial incentives for
participation. Students take two courses during the summer, partner with a student
mentor, receive a scholarship, and participate in a skill-building workshop series.

Financial Literacy Center: This is designed to decrease the borrowing rate, especially

lifestyle borrowing, while increasing financial literacy. It provides students with access

to financial security information and tools, thereby helping students make informed
financial decisions and avoid common financial missteps. The website
https://financialliteracy.psu.edu is a portal to make appointments and request advice.

Digital Learning Initiative: This collaboration between World Campus and

Commonwealth Campuses is designed to increase access to highly enrolled'entrance to
major' classes that are offered intermittently. It uses online/video classes to help
students make academic progress and provides supplementary materials for classes

with high repeat rates. It will also reduce the number of under-enrolled
courses/sections, and develop a sustainable model to expand courses.

Advising Enhancements: We are developing more efficient models for one-stop advising
for student needs: academics, financial aid, internships, career services, tutoring and
study abroad. These enhancements are also designed to facilitate communication
among academic advisors, instructors and students, and to provide opportunities for
early intervention if students are struggling. For example, Starfish is a new suite of
academic and early progress reporting tools, which was rolled out in May 20t6.ln the
fall'1.6,60,000 unique students received an early alert about their performance in
classes, and 6,000 advising appointments were scheduled.
Raise.me Micro-scholarship Program: While in high school, students earn tuition dollars
through academic and co-curricular requirements to a maximum of $4,000/year for
four years. In addition, the 0ffice of Undergraduate Education is providing wraparound
programming for participants to support their academic efforts and help them succeed.

Currently students in 1"6 urban schools and eight rural schools are eligible, along with
every Pennsylvania high school student in the free/reduced lunch program,
ALEKS Initiative: This program allows for adaptive math placement and provides
modules to strengthen math skills. This helps ensure that students are placed in the
appropriate math course, and eliminates most 5- and 6-credit courses that were
stumbling blocks for students. It also helps adult learners relearn and refresh their
math skills before entering challenging courses. One third of the students in the calculus
sequence used the online modules and 90 percent placed into a course higher than the
original placement level.

Assessment/incentives for students with a high GPA and high credits but who have not
graduated: A sizable population fits this profile, and we are working to assess the
reasons and consider incentives and support to help these student complete their

a
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degrees. Our goal is to help students complete their degrees, so they can use their
education for career success.

These programs, if effectively navigated, can mean the difference between success and
failure. They also can mean the difference between thousands of dollars in debt and/or a

shorter time to degree.

We are committed to ensuring that these, and other efforts will enable more students to
have access to an affordable Penn State education.

Provision of Need-Based Financial Aid
Provision of enhanced levels of need-based financial aid is a top priority for the institution,
enabling us to help students and families receive relief from cost of attendance in
innovative, new ways. This aid helps Pell-eligible students, as well as students who are not
Pell-eligible but still come from families that are challenged financially. For example, Penn

State now offers annual Provost's awards totaling $25 million, up from $20 million when
this initiative was started five years ago. Chancellors'awards are also available to students
attending Commonwealth Campus locations. The Provost's Awards have also been used

successfully to increase diversity, and the program is being refined to maintain a high
academic profile, enhance participation from under-represented minorities, and improve
under-enrolled colleges and campuses while improving retention. Additional scholarships
have been directed to students with need, and Penn State is participating in additional
programs including the "Raise.me" Micro-scholarship Program, as noted above.

In addition to these efforts and others, generating philanthropic support for scholarships is
a core institutional priority, a foundation of the current strategic plan, and one of three
pillars in the current fundraising campaign. Our aim is to raise $450 million for student
scholarships, which is nearly 30 percent of the campaign's total goal.

Conclusion

We wish to close by reminding the Committee that, at a time when other state institutions
nationally, in order to balance their budgets, have seriously shifted their in-state to out-of-
state student ratio in favor of out-of-state students, Penn State has maintained a steadfast
commitment to its role as an institution of higher education in Pennsylvania that serves the
citizens of the Commonwealth. Unlike other states that maintain a system of public
institutions, Penn State's efficient "one campus, geographically distributed" model means
that no matter the campus location, students graduate with a degree from "The
Pennsylvania State University". A student who matriculates at any Penn State campus can
graduate from any other Penn State campus (including University Park) provided that his
or her desired program is available and the student meets entrance-to-major requirements.
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Our unique multi-campus structure enables us to provide access to a Penn State education
in a manner that is flexible, accommodates the needs of students and their families, and
provides choices in cost-of-attendance.

The tiered structure that Penn State has adopted for tuition, taking absolute advantage of
our unique structure and fully leveraging our distributed infrastructure, enhances the
University's ability to provide affordable access to a Penn State education for families with
widely different circumstances and needs. AII students are Penn State students, regardless

of their campus choice. The University's structure and approach allows students who
desire terminal degrees that are only obtainable at University Park to have a range of
financial options, facilitated by the ability to seamlessly transition from one campus to
another.

In summary, while the "sticker cost" of tuition is relatively high for reasons provided
earlier, Penn State is systematically and aggressively working on multiple fronts to address
the cost barriers to earning a degree that is so vital for student career success and for
economic development in our state and nation. We appreciate the support of our
government and corporate partners in this pursuit and we look forward to continuing our
collective efforts to help the families of Pennsylvania.


