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How to Finance Higher Education

• Should higher education be free? Or should students pay tuition?

• Implications of charging tuition for budgets, human capital, and equity
− Pro: tuition provides universities with resources for quality and makes future well-offs pay 
− Con: tuition undermines access and equity in tertiary education

• Question creates strong political tensions
− Countries with long traditions of tuition: Politicians suggest making higher education free of charge 

• E.g., U.S. presidential election: Democrat Bernie Sanders campaigned for tuition-free colleges 

− In traditionally tuition-free countries: Attempts to introduce tuition
• E.g., Germany: 7 of 16 states introduced tuition in 2006/07 

− Substantial public opposition whenever governments try to introduce or raise tuition
• E.g., England: plans for tuition raises in 2010 triggered wave of student unrest
• Germany: 4 state governments got voted out of power in next election, all abandoned tuition within few years
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What Determines Political Majorities for or against Charging Tuition? 

• This paper: political economy question 
− Public opinion battles indicate importance for feasibility of reforming higher education finance
− Little is known about extent to which public favors/opposes tuition, how preferences are shaped 

 To what extent do two groups of factors affect electorate’s support for tuition? 
1. Design of tuition scheme

a) Regular upfront tuition vs. deferred income-contingent tuition 
b) Level of tuition
c) Universal tuition vs. tuition targeted at students from other countries

2. Factual information about central aspects of higher education 
a) Earnings differential between persons with and without university degree
b) Public cost per university student 
c) Unequal access to university education by family background
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Recent German History

• Prototype of political economy conflicts that surround tuition

• 1970: Tuition banned from German public universities

• 2002: Ban enacted in federal legislation (Hochschulrahmengesetz)

• 2005: Constitutional Court declared federal ban on tuition unconstitutional 

• 2006/07: Introduction of tuition by 7 (of 16) states (with conservative governments) 
− Mostly 500 Euro per semester 
− Accompanied by nationwide student protests and controversial debates

• 2010-14: Re-abolishment of tuition in all states
− Mostly by newly elected governments 
− Prominent role in state election campaigns 
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Data: The ifo Education Survey

• Six annual surveys (2014-2019) 
− >23,000 observations in total
− Computer-based 

• Representative of German voting-age population 
− 2018: additional separate survey of 1,085 adolescents (aged 14-17 years)

• Series of randomized survey experiments
Study determinants of public’s preferences for tuition
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Elicitation of Preferences for Tuition

• “Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities 
cover a part of the costs of their studies themselves by tuition?”

• Answer categories:
− Strongly favor
− Somewhat favor
− Somewhat oppose
− Strongly oppose
− Neither favor nor oppose
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Treatment Groups: Information Provision

1. Control group:
− “Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their studies 

themselves by tuition?”

2. Earnings information:
− “University graduates earn about 40 percent more each year than persons with a vocational education 

(apprenticeship). Do you […]”
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Effect of Providing Earnings Information on Public Preferences for Tuition
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Treatment Groups: Information Provision

1. Control group:
− “Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their studies 

themselves by tuition?”

2. Earnings information:
− “University graduates earn about 40 percent more each year than persons with a vocational education 

(apprenticeship). Do you […]”

3. Cost information:
− “The federal government and the federal states currently spend about 8,600 Euro per student at a 

university each year. Do you […]” 

4. Access information:
− “About 75 percent of the children of parents with a university degree take up university studies, and 

about 25 percent of the children of parents without a university degree do so. This difference already 
existed before tuition was introduced in Germany. Do you […]”
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Effects of Providing Information about Earnings, Costs, and Access on 
Preferences for Tuition

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Earnings information 0.081*** 0.083***  -0.089*** -0.091*** 
 (0.024) (0.023)  (0.024) (0.023) 

Cost information 0.027 0.033  -0.003 -0.011 
 (0.024) (0.023)  (0.024) (0.023) 

Access information -0.029 -0.012  0.038 0.021 
 (0.023) (0.023)  (0.024) (0.023) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.400 0.400  0.457 0.457 

Observations 4,123 4,123  4,123 4,123 
R2 0.007 0.058  0.009 0.079 

 

Notes: OLS regressions. Earnings information, Cost information, and Access information: experimental treatments in the survey experiment. Sample: Wave 2014. Dependent variable: 
Col. (1)-(2): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 
otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control mean: mean of the outcome variable in the control group. Covariates include age, income, patience, altruism, and 
dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, highest 
educational attainment, professional degree, employment status, parent status, and political party preferences. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates 
include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, 
** p<0.05, * p<0.10.
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Strong Effect of Information about University Earnings Premium

• Replication 
− Same magnitude in 3 different representative samples 

• Robustness
− Insensitive to whether earnings information is presented in relative or absolute terms

• Heterogeneity by baseline beliefs 
− Prior to experiment: Elicitation of baseline beliefs about university earnings premium
− Treatment effect decreases with prior beliefs
Operates through correcting (esp. confidently held) downward-biased beliefs about earnings differential 

• Persistence 
− Treatment effect persists in follow-up survey about 2 weeks after information provision
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Treatment Groups: Design Experiments

1. Control group:
− “Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their 

studies themselves by tuition?”

2. Income contingency:
− “In other countries, there is tuition that is due only after graduation, when the former students 

earn income. Tuition has to be paid only if their annual income exceeds a certain threshold. 
Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their 
studies themselves by this alternative form of tuition?”
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Effect of Income-contingent Payment Design on Public Preferences for Tuition

Notes: Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Data source: ifo Education Survey 2015, 2016, and 2018. 
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Effects of Income-contingent Payment Design on Preferences for Tuition

Notes: OLS regressions. Income contingency: experimental treatment in the survey experiment. Sample: Control groups and income contingency treatment groups in waves 2015, 2016, and 2018. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(2): Dummy 
variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control mean: mean of the 
outcome variable in the control group. Covariates include age, income, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, 
highest educational attainment, professional degree, employment status, parent status, political party preferences, and voting behavior. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates include imputation dummies. Data 
source: ifo Education Survey 2015, 2016, 2018. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Income contingency 0.153*** 0.151***  -0.158*** -0.154*** 
 (0.026) (0.025)  (0.026) (0.025) 

Income contingency × Wave 2016 -0.000 0.004  -0.007 -0.013 
 (0.040) (0.038)  (0.039) (0.038) 

Income contingency × Wave 2018 0.001 0.008  -0.033 -0.040 
 (0.042) (0.041)  (0.040) (0.040) 

Income contingency × Loan framing -0.003 -0.005  -0.006 -0.006 
 (0.031) (0.031)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Wave 2016 -0.014 -0.012  -0.003 0.003 
 (0.028) (0.028)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Wave 2018 0.033 0.024  -0.011 0.002 
 (0.029) (0.030)  (0.029) (0.029) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.438 0.438  0.464 0.464 

Observations 7,360 7,360  7,360 7,360 
R2 0.026 0.054  0.035 0.060 
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 Strongly favor Somewhat favor Neither favor nor oppose Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Income contingency 0.070*** 0.081*** 0.003 -0.095*** -0.059*** 
 (0.019) (0.025) (0.015) (0.022) (0.019) 
Income contingency × Wave 2016 0.017 -0.013 0.009 -0.009 -0.005 
 (0.027) (0.037) (0.025) (0.033) (0.029) 
Income contingency × Wave 2018 -0.022 0.029 0.032 0.006 -0.046* 
 (0.032) (0.040) (0.023) (0.036) (0.028) 
Income contingency × Loan framing -0.010 0.005 0.011 -0.031 0.024 
 (0.027) (0.032) (0.020) (0.024) (0.017) 
Wave 2016 -0.004 -0.007 0.009 0.002 0.000 
 (0.018) (0.026) (0.018) (0.025) (0.022) 
Wave 2018 0.048** -0.024 -0.026* -0.001 0.003 
 (0.022) (0.027) (0.015) (0.027) (0.022) 
Control mean 0.096 0.240 0.257 0.217 0.190 
Observations 7,360 7,360 7,360 7,360 7,360 
R2 0.023 0.024 0.031 0.024 0.046 

 

Detailed Results by Five Answer Categories 

Notes: OLS regressions. Dependent variable: Dummy variables 1 = answer category given in respective table header, 0 otherwise. All specification include covariates. Control mean: mean of the 
outcome variable in the control group. See the respective tables for additional notes. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014-2018. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in 
parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.



The Political Economy of Higher Education Finance 17

 Income-contingent tuition   

 Support Neutral Oppose Total 
Regular tuition  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Support 0.334 0.023 0.056 0.413 

Neutral 0.058 0.070 0.011 0.139 

Oppose 0.252 0.048 0.148 0.448 

Total 0.644 0.141 0.215 1.000 

 

Within-subject Comparison of Preferences for Regular and Income-
contingent Tuition 

Notes: Sample: Control groups in waves 2014 and 2017. Shares of respondents who support, oppose, or are neutral towards tuition (weighted group 
means). Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014, 2017. 
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Treatment Groups: Design Experiments

1. Control group:
− “Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their 

studies themselves by tuition?”

2. Income contingency:
− “In other countries, there is tuition that is due only after graduation, when the former students 

earn income. Tuition has to be paid only if their annual income exceeds a certain threshold. 
Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their 
studies themselves by this alternative form of tuition?”

3. Student loan framing:
− “In other countries, there is tuition that is being paid in the form of interest-free student loans. 

Loan repayments are due only after graduation, when the former students earn income. 
The student loans only have to be paid if their annual income exceeds a certain threshold. 
Do you favor or oppose that students at German universities cover a part of the costs of their 
studies themselves by this alternative form of tuition?” 



The Political Economy of Higher Education Finance 19

Framing as Income-contingent Student Loans

Notes: OLS regressions. Income contingency: experimental treatment in the survey experiment. Sample: Control groups and income contingency treatment groups in waves 2015, 2016, and 2018. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(2): Dummy 
variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control mean: mean of the 
outcome variable in the control group. Covariates include age, income, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, 
highest educational attainment, professional degree, employment status, parent status, political party preferences, and voting behavior. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates include imputation dummies. Data 
source: ifo Education Survey 2015, 2016, 2018. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Income contingency 0.153*** 0.151***  -0.158*** -0.154*** 
 (0.026) (0.025)  (0.026) (0.025) 

Income contingency × Wave 2016 -0.000 0.004  -0.007 -0.013 
 (0.040) (0.038)  (0.039) (0.038) 

Income contingency × Wave 2018 0.001 0.008  -0.033 -0.040 
 (0.042) (0.041)  (0.040) (0.040) 

Income contingency × Loan framing -0.003 -0.005  -0.006 -0.006 
 (0.031) (0.031)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Wave 2016 -0.014 -0.012  -0.003 0.003 
 (0.028) (0.028)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Wave 2018 0.033 0.024  -0.011 0.002 
 (0.029) (0.030)  (0.029) (0.029) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.438 0.438  0.464 0.464 

Observations 7,360 7,360  7,360 7,360 
R2 0.026 0.054  0.035 0.060 
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Who Supports Tuition?

Notes: OLS regressions. Samples: Col. (1): control groups in waves 2014-2018; col. (2): Income contingency treatment groups in waves 2014-2018. Dependent variable: Dummy variables 1 = “strongly 
favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014-2018. Regressions 
weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors (clustered at the individual level) in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for regular tuition  Support for income-contingent tuition  
 (1) (2) 
Age 0.002***    (0.001) 0.002***    (0.001) 
Female -0.060***  (0.017) -0.021      (0.014) 
Born in Germany 0.042       (0.038) 0.008       (0.032) 
Tuition state -0.007      (0.018) -0.001      (0.015) 
City size ≥ 100,000 -0.005      (0.018) -0.007      (0.014) 
Monthly household income (1000 €) 0.006       (0.007) 0.005       (0.006) 
Partner in household 0.006       (0.019) 0.010       (0.016) 
Parent(s) with university degree 0.022       (0.019) -0.021      (0.016) 
Works in education sector 0.060*      (0.032) 0.001       (0.027) 
Middle school degree 0.006       (0.021) 0.002       (0.016) 
University entrance degree -0.058**    (0.028) 0.014       (0.022) 
University degree -0.065**    (0.029) -0.033      (0.025) 
University student -0.082*     (0.048) -0.126***   (0.042) 
Full-time employed 0.071***    (0.022) 0.049***    (0.018) 
Part-time employed 0.039       (0.026) 0.041*      (0.023) 
Self-employed -0.059      (0.042) 0.076**     (0.033) 
Unemployed -0.005      (0.038) 0.004       (0.032) 
At least one child < 18 -0.034      (0.022) 0.015       (0.019) 
All children > 18 -0.043*     (0.025) 0.034*      (0.020) 
CDU partisan 0.082***    (0.020) 0.052***    (0.016) 
Survey wave dummies Yes Yes 
Constant 0.259***    (0.065) 0.476***  (0.053) 
Observations 6,283 8,314 
R2 0.035 0.031 
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Heterogeneous Treatment Effects

Notes: OLS regressions. Reported coefficients are interaction terms between the treatment indicated in the column headers and the respective variables indicated in the left column. Samples: Col. (1): Waves 2014, 2015, and 2017; col. (2): 
waves 2015, 2016, and 2018; col. (3): wave 2016; col. (4)-(5): wave 2018. Dependent variable: Dummy variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise. The table displays coefficients on the interaction term between 
treatment and subgroup indicators from estimates based on equation (2). The respective baseline category is indicated in parentheses. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018. Regressions weighted by survey weights. 
Robust standard errors (clustered at the individual level) in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Dependent variable: Support for tuition  

Treatment: Earnings information  Income contingency  Level 1500  Non-EU students 
 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 

Interaction of treatment with:         
Age under 45 (age 45-65) 0.006     (0.029)  -0.055    (0.038)  0.039     (0.064)  -0.116*   (0.066) 
Age over 65 (age 45-65) 0.008     (0.035)  0.038     (0.044)  -0.051    (0.074)  0.074     (0.078) 
Female (male) 0.011     (0.026)  0.028     (0.035)  0.074     (0.057)  0.036     (0.062) 
Born in Germany (not born in Germany) -0.019    (0.056)  -0.007    (0.086)  0.042     (0.142)  0.081     (0.152) 
Tuition state (no tuition state) 0.023     (0.027)  -0.034    (0.037)  -0.082    (0.063)  -0.017    (0.065) 
City size ≥ 100,000 (city size < 100,000) -0.001    (0.028)  0.021     (0.037)  0.008     (0.059)  -0.027    (0.066) 
Monthly household income above median (below median) -0.041    (0.026)  0.011     (0.035)  -0.032    (0.058)  -0.014    (0.062) 
Partner in household (no partner in household) 0.033     (0.026)  0.070*    (0.036)  0.013     (0.058)  0.030     (0.065) 
Parent(s) with university degree (without university degree) -0.047    (0.029)  -0.035    (0.039)  0.001     (0.066)  -0.148**  (0.066) 
Works in education sector (not working in education sector) 0.017     (0.049)  -0.049    (0.061)  0.138     (0.123)  -0.110    (0.113) 
Middle school degree (no degree) -0.049    (0.031)  -0.007    (0.041)  0.009     (0.069)  0.014     (0.076) 
University entrance degree (no degree) -0.098*** (0.032)  -0.006    (0.043)  0.038     (0.070)  0.037     (0.075) 
University degree (no university degree) -0.047    (0.036)  0.072     (0.048)  0.021     (0.081)  0.049     (0.081) 
University student (no university student) -0.112*   (0.058)  -0.205** (0.101)  -0.221    (0.143)  0.044     (0.170) 
Full-time employed (not full-time employed) -0.020    (0.027)  -0.025    (0.036)  0.068     (0.060)  -0.038    (0.061) 
At least one child < 18 (no children) 0.020     (0.032)  0.082*    (0.043)  -0.067    (0.078)  0.004     (0.081) 
All children > 18 (no children) 0.006     (0.031)  0.101**   (0.042)  -0.017    (0.065)  0.205***  (0.069) 
CDU partisan (no CDU partisan) -0.010    (0.031)  -0.008    (0.042)  -0.082    (0.072)  0.028     (0.076) 
Frequent voter (no frequent voter) -0.027    (0.038)  0.089**   (0.044)  -0.010    (0.067)  0.204**   (0.085) 
Education important for vote choice (not important) -0.009    (0.035)  0.103**   (0.040)  0.135**   (0.067)  0.024     (0.066) 
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Adolescent Sample: Effects of Income-contingent Payment Design on 
Preferences for Tuition

Notes: OLS regressions. Income contingency: experimental treatment in the survey experiment. Sample: Adolescent survey, 2018. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(2): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat 
favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control mean: mean of the outcome variable in 
the control group. Covariates include age, patience, risk tolerance, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with both parents in household, parents’ university degree, expected 
educational attainment, expected professional degree, parents’ employment status, having siblings (who study/studied), and political interest. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates 
include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2018 (adolescent survey). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Income contingency 0.140*** 0.138***  -0.166*** -0.167*** 
 (0.030) (0.030)  (0.032) (0.031) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.266 0.266  0.629 0.629 

Observations 1,085 1,085  1,085 1,085 
R2 0.022 0.049  0.028 0.067 
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Why Does Public Prefer Income-contingent Payment Design?

• New experiment in 2019 survey – brand-new results… 
• Share of respondents who say that statement is correct (5-point scale) 

Regular Deferred Difference
Despite tuition, poor can afford studying 33.0 64.4 31.5
Tuition is unjust 41.8 23.6 -18.3
Tuition prevents people from studying 53.2 37.6 -15.6
Tuition restricts choice of subject/profession 50.8 35.4 -15.4
Tuition increases risk of indebtedness 59.5 46.2 -13.3
Tuition improves university quality 60.9 68.5 7.6
Tuition makes future higher earners contribute 70.4 75.3 4.9
Tuition is difficult zu administer 26.5 28.2 1.7
Tuition relieves state of financial burden 65.8 64.8 -1.1



The Political Economy of Higher Education Finance 24

Design: Additional Results

• Level of tuition
− 500 Euro per semester: no significant difference to control group without specified level 
− 1,500 Euro per semester: reduces support by 11.7 percentage points

• Target group of tuition
− Strong majority supports tuition for non-EU citizens
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Conclusions: The Political Economy of Higher Education Finance

• Feasibility of higher education finance ultimately depends on political majorities

• Research conclusions 
− Information and design matter for public’s preferences for tuition 
− In particular, deferred income-contingent design 
− In Germany: 

• Information on university earnings premium turns public plurality against tuition into plurality in favor 
• Deferred income-dependent design shifts electorate towards strong majority in favor
− Unaffected by making debt aspect salient through explicit loan framing
Respondents understand underlying payment schemes and intertemporal deferral of obligations

• Policy conclusions 
− Information campaigns might help to gather public support for reforming higher education finance 

• Electorate responds strongly to relative earnings information, but not budgetary and redistributive considerations

− Income-contingent design has profound effect on public appeal of tuition
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Backup
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Overview of the Analyses across the Five Surveys

Preferences 
for tuition
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[2015, 2017]
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[2018]
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[2018]

Within-subject
[2014, 2017]5. Tuition level (500, 1500)

[2016]

6. Target group non-EU students
[2018]

Experiments DetailsAreas
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Data Structure: Survey Waves, Experimental Groups, and Numbers of 
Observations

Notes: Numbers of observations per group. Numbers include participants with missing responses on the tuition question. The total number of responses on the tuition question is 19,577 
observations. See Appendix Tables A2 and A3 for item non-response. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014-2018. 

 Control group  Treatment groups  Total 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

  Earnings information Cost information Access information  
Wave 2014 1,032 1,030 1,056 1,053 4,171 

  Earnings information Income contingency   
Wave 2015 1,390 1,355 1,360  4,105 

  Income contingency Level 500 Level 1500  
Wave 2016 781 852 804 865 3,302 

  Earnings information    
Wave 2017 2,075 2,003   4,078 

  Income contingency Student loans Non-EU students  
Wave 2018 1,036 1,005 970 1,035 4,046 

Total     19,702 
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Heterogeneous Treatment Effects of Providing Earnings Information by Initial 
Beliefs 

Notes: OLS regressions. Earnings information: experimental treatment in the survey experiment. Sample: Control group and earnings information treatment group in wave 2015. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(3): Dummy 
variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (4)-(6): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” 
Belief: continuous variable measuring the difference of the estimated earnings of university graduates from the actual earnings of those without a degree as a percentage of the actual earnings difference between the 
two groups. Control mean: mean of the outcome variable in the control group. “Sure about belief”: subgroup of respondents who were relatively sure that the stated belief is close to correct (choosing a value between 
5 and 7 on a scale from 1 (“very unsure”) to 7 (“very sure”). “Not sure about belief”: respondents who chose a value between 1 and 4. Covariates include age, income, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in 
a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, school education, university degree, university student status, employment status, parent status, 
political partisanship, voting behavior and considering education important for the vote choice. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 
2015. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 All Sure  
about belief 

Not sure  
about belief 

 All Sure  
about belief 

Not sure  
about belief 

 (1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Earnings information 0.052** 0.126*** 0.180** 0.101*  -0.071*** -0.109** -0.139* -0.088 
 (0.025) (0.047) (0.084) (0.055)  (0.024) (0.046) (0.079) (0.054) 

Belief (% of Actual)  0.042 0.033 0.045   -0.013 0.006 -0.023 
  (0.026) (0.046) (0.031)   (0.025) (0.045) (0.030) 

Earnings information × Belief  -0.066* -0.107* -0.049   0.038 0.064 0.022 
  (0.034) (0.058) (0.041)   (0.033) (0.055) (0.040) 

Covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Control mean 0.438     0.464    

Observations 2,730 2,682 750 1,932  2,730 2,682 750 1,932 
R2 0.058 0.056 0.130 0.053   0.078 0.072 0.139 0.072 
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Persistence of Effects of Earnings Information on Preferences for Tuition in a 
Follow-up Survey

Notes: OLS regressions. Earnings information: experimental treatment in the main survey. Sample: Wave 2017. Dependent variable: Panel A, col. (1)-(2) and Panel B, col. (4)-(5): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly favor” or 
“somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; Panel A, col. (3)-(4) and Panel B, col. (6)-(7): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise; Panel B, col. (1)-(3): Dummy variables 1 = belief of 
graduate earnings is below, within, or above the correct range, respectively, where the correct range is defined by being within an interval of 20 percent below or above the true value, 0 otherwise. Control mean: mean 
of the outcome variable in the control group. Covariates include age, income, patience, risk tolerance, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, 
parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, highest educational attainment, professional degree, employment status, parent status, political party preferences, and voting behavior. Missing values of 
covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2017. Regressions in main survey weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

Panel A: Main survey 

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  
 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Earnings information 0.071*** 0.073***  -0.080*** -0.077*** 
 (0.018) (0.018)  (0.018) (0.018) 
Covariates No Yes  No Yes 
Control mean 0.433 0.433  0.458 0.458 
Observations 4,059 4,059  4,059 4,059 
R2 0.005 0.068  0.007 0.078 

Panel B: Follow-up survey 

 Beliefs  Support for tuition  Opposition against tuition 
 Too low Correct Too high       
 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5)  (6) (7) 
Earnings information -0.052*** 0.122*** -0.070***  0.027 0.022  -0.054*** -0.046** 
 (0.016) (0.020) (0.016)  (0.020) (0.020)  (0.020) (0.020) 
Covariates Yes Yes Yes  No Yes  No Yes 
Control mean 0.222 0.563 0.216  0.437 0.437  0.478 0.478 
Observations 2,362 2,362 2,362  2,363 2,363  2,363 2,363 
R2 0.089 0.046 0.062   0.001 0.066  0.003 0.085 
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Effects of Tuition Levels on Preferences for Tuition 

Notes: OLS regressions. Level 500 and Level 1500: experimental treatment in the survey experiment. Sample: Control group and level treatment groups in wave 2016. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(2): Dummy variables 1 
= “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control mean: 
mean of the outcome variable in the control group. Covariates include age, income, patience, risk tolerance, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, 
parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, highest educational attainment, professional degree, employment status, parent status, political party preferences, and voting behavior. Missing values of 
covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2016. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance 
levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Level 500 -0.033 -0.029  0.031 0.029 
 (0.029) (0.029)  (0.030) (0.030) 

Level 1500 -0.117*** -0.111***  0.100*** 0.091*** 
 (0.028) (0.027)  (0.029) (0.029) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.424 0.424  0.460 0.460 

Observations 2,426 2,426  2,426 2,426 
R2 0.010 0.055  0.007 0.058 
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Effects of Targeting Non-EU Students on Preferences for Tuition 

Notes: OLS regressions. Non-EU students: experimental treatment in the survey experiment. Sample: Control group and non-EU student treatment group in wave 2018. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(2): Dummy variables 
1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control 
mean: mean of the outcome variable in the control group. Covariates include age, income, patience, risk tolerance, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in 
household, parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, highest educational attainment, professional degree, employment status, parent status, political party preferences, and voting behavior. Missing 
values of covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2018. Regressions weighted by survey weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Non-EU students 0.246*** 0.236***  -0.278*** -0.265*** 
 (0.031) (0.030)  (0.029) (0.028) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.472 0.472  0.453 0.453 

Observations 2,071 2,071  2,071 2,071 
R2 0.063 0.106   0.089 0.151 
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Treatment Effects on Preferences for Tuition: Pooled Estimation
 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Information treatments      
Earnings information 0.081*** 0.083***  -0.089*** -0.090*** 
 (0.024) (0.023)  (0.024) (0.023) 

Earnings information × Wave 2015 -0.024 -0.032  0.010 0.016 
 (0.036) (0.035)  (0.035) (0.034) 

Earnings information × Wave 2017 -0.010 -0.015  0.008 0.012 
 (0.030) (0.030)  (0.030) (0.029) 

Cost information 0.027 0.029  -0.003 -0.006 
 (0.024) (0.023)  (0.024) (0.023) 

Access information -0.029 -0.016  0.038 0.027 
 (0.023) (0.023)  (0.024) (0.024) 
Design of tuition scheme      
Income contingency 0.153*** 0.147***  -0.158*** -0.151*** 
 (0.026) (0.026)  (0.026) (0.025) 

Income contingency × Wave 2016 -0.000 0.005  -0.007 -0.013 
 (0.040) (0.039)  (0.039) (0.038) 

Income contingency × Wave 2018 0.001 0.012  -0.033 -0.044 
 (0.042) (0.041)  (0.040) (0.040) 

Income contingency × Loan framing -0.003 -0.004  -0.006 -0.006 
 (0.031) (0.031)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Level 500 -0.033 -0.032  0.031 0.029 
 (0.029) (0.029)  (0.030) (0.030) 

(continued on next page) 
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Treatment Effects on Preferences for Tuition: Pooled Estimation (continued)

Notes: OLS regressions. Earnings information, Cost information, Access information, Income contingency, Level 500, Level 1500, and Non-EU students: experimental treatments in the survey experiments. Sample: Waves 
2014-2018. Dependent variable: Col. (1)-(2): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly favor” or “somewhat favor” tuition, 0 otherwise; col. (3)-(4): Dummy variables 1 = “strongly oppose” or “somewhat oppose” tuition, 0 
otherwise. Residual category: “neither favor nor oppose.” Control mean: mean of the outcome variable in the control group in wave 2014. Covariates include age, income, and dummies for gender, born in Germany, 
living in a tuition state, city size, living with partner in household, parents’ university degree, working in the education sector, school education, university degree, university student status, employment status, parent 
status, and political partisanship. Missing values of covariates are imputed; regressions with covariates include imputation dummies. Data source: ifo Education Survey 2014-2018. Regressions weighted by survey 
weights. Robust standard errors (clustered at the individual level) in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

 Support for tuition   Opposition against tuition  

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

Level 1500 -0.117*** -0.109***  0.100*** 0.094*** 
 (0.028) (0.028)  (0.029) (0.029) 

Non-EU students 0.246*** 0.246***  -0.278*** -0.275*** 
 (0.031) (0.031)  (0.029) (0.029) 
Survey waves      
Wave 2014 -0.024 -0.030  -0.004 0.003 
 (0.027) (0.026)  (0.027) (0.027) 

Wave 2015 0.014 0.010  0.003 0.004 
 (0.028) (0.028)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Wave 2017 0.009 0.008  -0.002 -0.003 
 (0.024) (0.024)  (0.025) (0.025) 

Wave 2018 0.047 0.039  -0.007 -0.007 
 (0.031) (0.031)  (0.031) (0.031) 

Covariates No Yes  No Yes 

Control mean 0.400 0.400  0.457 0.457 

Observations 19,577 19,577  19,577 19,577 
Clusters 15,013 15,013  15,013 15,013 
R2 0.038 0.070  0.038 0.077 
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