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PREFACE

We in ,the U.S. Office of Education are most grateful to the staff of. the
Educatioh Commission- of theStates notably Louis Rabineau, Richard Mil-

. lard and Janet Clarke -- for their fine work in milking this conference a great
. success. We are also very appreciative of the superb ,work of Steven Jung ar.d

his colleagues at the American Institutes for Research that has resulted in the
excellent report of the Study of State Oversight in. Postsecondaiy Education,
around which the conference was built.

The study conducted by AIR and this conference represent the first substantial
efforts on the part of the U.S. Office of Education to address significant issues in
the area of state oversight of postsecondary education in relation to institutional
eligibility for federal funding. Becau-se of the importance of these issues, and
their apparent timeliness relative to other priorities, T anticipate that the study

(report and the conference proceedings will have a notable impact upon policy
deliberations within the Office of Education and upon future policy directions
taken by the office.

John R. Proffitt
Director, Division. of Eligibility

and Agency Evaluation
U.S. Office of Education
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G.

INTRODUCTION

Louis Rabineau
Director, Inservice Education Program
Education Commission of the States

On July' 11-14, 1978, in Colorado Springs, a
seminar was held that included perhaps the
most comprehensive analysis and discussion to
date on a topic crucial to the states and to
postsecondary education "State Postsecond-
ary Education Institutional Authorization and
Oversight". The proceedings of the seminar,
attended by over 150 state, regional and na-
tional leaders, are produced in this report in the
hope they may be useful to those involved
throughout the country in this vital issue.

In his keynote address, Governor Otis Bowen
of Indiana reviews the issue of state oversight
from experience both as a governor and as the
immediate past chairman of the Education
Commission of the States (ECS). GoVernor
Bowe noted the importanceand urgency of the
deveiiipment of an appropriate state role in
institutional authorization and oversight.
Richard Millard, director of the ECS Depart-
ment of Postsecondary Education, highlighted
the historical background of the .itates and
ECS' involvement and introduced the report
and reactions to the Study of State Oversight in
Postsecondary Education, recently completed by
the American Institutes for Research (AIR) for
the U.S. Office of Education.

Following review by Steven Jung, AIR
senior resea scientist and one of the authors
of the study, ofthe highlights of the study itself
and the recommendations contained in the re-
port, th,ree knowledgeable educators offered
their reactions T. Edward Hollander, chan-
cellor of the New Jersey Department of Higher
Education; John Phillips, president of the Na-
tional Association of Independent Colleges and
Universities and former, Deputy U.S. Cominis-
sioner for Postsecondary Education; and
William 'Selden, a nationally known consultant
in higher education. Deputy U.S. Commi-Ssioner.
for Higher and Continuing Education, Alfred
Moye, followed the three commentators with a
brief statement on the study from the viewpoint
of the U.S. Office of Education.

Considerable discussion and consternation
resulted from reports of proposed federal activ-
ity. John Proffitt, of the USOE Division of

Eligibility and Agency Evaluation, reviewed
the recommendations of the General Account-
ing Office in its draft report -"The Office of
Education's Eligibility Process,. What, Assur-
ances Does It Provide" and summarized the
response of the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare. Reactions were mixed
to a report of a recent action of the Federal
Trade Commission by FTC staff attorneys
Terry Latanich and Walter Gross:' Ihiinediately
prior to the seminar, the FTC had approved the
form for a "Trade Regulations Rule for Voca-
tional and Correspondence Schools. ". At the
date of this publication, none of these the
GAO report, the DHEW response or the new
FTC rule had been officially released.

Following an informal luncheon. panel ses-
sion, chaired by Kenneth Fischer of the Post-
secondary Education Convening Authority,
concerning the role and future of suchorganizaL
tions as the Council on Postsecondary Accredi-
tation, the Federal Interagency Committee on
Education, the National Association of State
Administrators and Supervisors. of Priyate
Schools and The Veterans Administration, a
summary and synthesw of the seminar was
given. This summary-nd synthesis, thought-
fully prepared and deVered by Thurston Man-
ning, director of the Commission on. Institu-
tions of Higher Education of the North Central
Association of Colleges and Schools, was pub-
lished separately by the Education Commission,
of the States in September 1978 and distributed
widely to the seminar invitees and participants
and to other interested parties._

Throughout the seminar, working party dis-
cussion groups were scheduled in order to give
each participant the opportunity to explore the
issues concerning the topic. The questions, pre-
sented for conside-ration by each of eight woik-
ing party groups, spanned the total realm of the
topic and are themselves an agenda of concern
for the future.

The cosponsors the Inservice Education
program of the Education Commission of the
States and the U.S. Office of Education Div'..;ion
of Eligibility'and Agency Evaluation as well

f'



.as the cooperating agencies are to be com-
plimented-1°r their *efforts- in developing and-
implementing so cogent a program. The partic-
ipantS 'during the seminar and those persons
reading this report are in the debt of all these
organizations. Included in this' appreciation
must be the skilled leaders Of the working par-
ties and the seminar planning committee.

Special thanks are due to Janet Rogers
Clarke, research assistant at ECS, who served
effectively as conference coordinator; Ronald

C
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Pugsley, of the USOE Division of Eligibility
and Agency Evaluation, who attended skillfully
to so much of the planning; David Mirsky, of
Yeshiva University, who provided the confer-
ence notes from-the seminar; and Tom James,
who provided such excellent editing 'services.
Overall final editing and the production and
publication of this report were prOvided by
Nancy M. Berve, associate director of the ECS
Department-of Postsecondary Services, with the
very able assistance, of Martha Kaufman:
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The consumer movement has gained momen-.

tum in the last few years. Since education is
one of the most important and costly invest-
ments that ,inany. Americans make, deceitful
practices, misleading advertising and disadvan-
tageous contracts are at least as important in
education as in the area of consumer loans.
Indeed, consumers seem to be most pained by
the deceit on the part of some educational in-
stitutions, because we place so much impor-
Once and fah in-the educational system as the
way to a better life in America and because we
presume that educators should be pace setters
in morality and ethics.

'The final \factor that has intengifise concern
with state lieensing and oversight is\the im-
,pending 'decline in the traditional student age
group in most\places. All institutions will face'
keener competition for students. There will be
-increased ,incentives to adjust' educational
realities in order to increase enrollment. This
could make state oversight of traditional col-
leges and universities as important as the.cur
rent concern with proprietary schools. '

We are all aware that. if is only: a. small-,
proportion of institutions that cause our prob-
lems. Some are not financially stable and face
.bankruptCy. Some have inferior programs,
staffed by poorly trained instructors. Others.
practice questionable tuition refund practices.
Whatever the probleM, the state has a role in
protecting, consumers and taxpayer- s'from those
few marginal operators.

A great deal of progress has been made. Laws .

adopted, in most states have 'improved states'
lkensing and oversight practices in postsecond-
ary education Institutions. In 197.3, the Educa'-'
tion fiommission. of the States (ECS) sponsorv,s1
a national task force to develop model legisla-
tion for approval of postsecondary education
institutions to operate.and for the authorization
to grant degrees. Some members of that task
force are herp and are continuing this impor-
tant,effort. The legislation-proposed in the task
force report suggested some fundamental com-
ponents for state laV, including the following:

.,1. To establish minimum standards of edu-
cational quality, ethical and business prac-
tices, 'health and safety and fiscal responsi-.

bilityi and to- protect the public against sub-
standard, transient, unethical or fraudulent
institutions and practices.
2. To prohibit false or misleading educes -.

tional practices.
3. To regulate the use of academic ter-

minology in naming educational institutions..

4. To prohibit misleading representation by
educational institutions or their agents.

5. To provide for, preservation of essential
academic records.

As an aside, I am pleased that Indiana has
equaled or exceeded all the provisions of the
ECS model legislation, according to the Ameri-
can. Institutes for Research (AIR) study.

The AIR report indicates that private sector
officials in 23, or about half, of the states report
some use of the ECS model legislation during
the past five years. According to the report, 48
states, as of January 1977, also are exercising
some sort of licensing authority over private
nondegree-granting institutions, and 4 states
have licensing authority for private degree-
granting institutions.. .-True progress has been
Made.

Consumer protection\ laws are broader in
coverage than just education. Virtually all
states have laws to prevent unfair or deceptive
practices in trade and commerce. These statutes
allow states to police deceptive practices. Many
of these laws are not part of the state's educa-
tion .laws and regulations, but they ,provide a
major tool to deal with institutional abuse of
student consumers. Although, the states have
come a long .,way in the development of 'appro-
priate legislation, the-re is a great deal left to do
in licensing and oversight of postsecondary
eduCation. Mar4,states. do not have full protec-
tion and a few have almost none. According to
the AIR report, State laws that .cover much
more than the ECSImodel objectives are out-
numbered by those state laws providing -no
coverage. 4good start has been made, but there
is, a continuing, challenge before us:.

Two. tasks particularly need. to be addressd.
The first is to identify what needs to be gne;
the second is to decide how it can .be done' The
list of what needs to be done, is constantly
changing. Of high priorityjs the problempre-
sented by the many new degree-granting in-

, stittitions. that operate across state lines and
9ffer a range of nontraditional programs. Some,
of these institutions operate only on military.
bases, which technically may not be subject to
state agency oversight. There is a tangled area
involving the jurisdictions of the private ac-,
crediting agencies.- It is not evident who should
accredit these wandering educational off-
springs, the region ofothe home- institution or
the region of the branch campuS. The intrusion
of these-branch campuses complicates the plan-
ning and 'coordination of education within the
state. I hope that this conference can 'make
headway in helping 'to solve this problem,
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Another problem is the exemption of certain
kinds of institutions from regulation. The most
important exemptions allow -schools that are
accredited, or that existed prior to a certain
date, to be regulated indirectly by a profes-
sional board (such as cosmefOlogy examiners) or
to be incorporated as a charitable or nonprofit
institution. These institutions operate with
state oversight. Some of these exclusions are
based on valid reasons. Others are the result of
effective lobbies in the state. If, as I believe,
consumer protection in education becomes more
important as enrollments decline, present -laws

--must be made more inclusive in some states
before a- major scandal forces states to act in a
hasty manner.

There also is a need for state licensing agen-
cies to coordinate their. efforts with other state
agencies: State , agenCies in postsecondary
licensing should maintain adequate, liaison
with the attorneys' general offices and state
consumer protection agencies. The state agency
needs to coordinate its efforts with "the state
office, responsible for course approval for the
Veterans AdMinistration.`

It is important that state licensing agencies
communicate with each 'other. Often, it takes
the coordination of- several states to put a stop
to abusive practices. There also needs to be
improved communications between the states
and the federal offices concerned with institu-
tional eligibility and federal programs. This
requires a continued rapport with the accredit-.
ing agencies. regionally and nationally.

I note that neither ,the excellent array of
questions to be addressed in the "working par-
ties" (discussion groups) nor the AIR
touches extensively on the need for an interface
between approval of institutions, on the one
hand, and. the licensing of individual prac-
titioners on the other. This topic is outside of
the immediate scope of this seminar, but it
Should be considered at another. time. Some of
my recommendations may mean more money
and more staff. There is also a. necessity to
strengthen state laws. These.efforts can be frus-
trated unless everyone is. sensitive to the politi-
cal strategies that lead to success.

There are some basic steps necessary to in-
sure improved state laws. One n-cust involve
raising the consciousness of governors, and
legislators regarding the need for oversight of
postsecondary education. Good public relations
are-important because political persons respond
to the concerns of their constituents. Public
-knowledge can help develoP a constituency that
will keep the need aliVe and visible._ r,
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Another step should be assisting knowledge-
able legislators in developing the kind of legis-
lation that addresses the need.,It is important

\Ikoto snake certain the legislation accurately
and adequately drafted. Private sch of owners
and associations aswell as other affected or-
ganizations must be involved in this drafting
process. The less conflict and divisiveness, the
more likely that the legislation will be enacted.

Too often the intent and the practice of gov-
ernment are in conflict. It is important that
conflicts between state_agencies be discussed,
clarified .and resolved and that all of the in-
volved administrative agencies understand and
support legislative proposals before and after
they become law.

These recommendations are perhaps too
basic, but they are too' often forgotten. Good
state government and good state policy are
needed to ward off the danger of federal
preemption. Education is a state responsibility.
We recognize the increasing federal support of
students and the desirability of cooperation
with the federal government.. Because of the
constitutional, traditional and fiscal 'respon-
sibilities of the states, however, we must be
reluctant to relinquish claims of authority and
responsibility to the federal level. Rather, we
must be creative partners, with 'state and fed-
eral groups each contributing to the-process.

State action is a precondition of accreditation
and federal recognition Of ,eligibility. An in-
stitution must exist to be accredited or to be
eligible for federal funds. States determine the
minimal levels of fiscal and educational integ-
rity for institutional operations. This is the
foundation on which further assessments of
quality and eligibility for federal programs are
built..It is a triad, a three-way partnership. We
must build it to insure that we provide the best
education possible to our citizens, that we Pro-
tect the interests of taxpayers and that institu-
tions are not saddled with -overly restrictive
laws, state or federal..

I have stressed the importance of the state
-,role today and pointed out what I believe are
some of the critical problems. But I' must also
emphasize that we :need to remain sensitive to
the crucial roles played by private accrediting
agencies and by the federal government. Pri-
vate accreditation is a key to insuring educa-
tional quality. Therefore standards must be set
with the full cooperation, of the educational
comniunity to be affected.

The federal government -is concerned- about
determining eligibility of institutions, to par-----...____
ticipate in federal student assistance programs,



In general, its agencies depend upon state au-
thorization and accreditation to make their de-
terminations. If. the efforts of the states and
accrediting groups are not satisfactory, there
will be increasing pressure for the federal gov-
ernment to increase its invorvement in the af-
fairs of postsecondary education.

_ You have a tremendous challenge to make
policy and to administer and adjudicate the
delicate and yet. important matters involved in
the' oversight role of the states in licensing and
authorizing postsecondary educational institu-
tions. Few, if any, challenges in education are
more important. And yetYou must have much
Courage in developing and implementing solu-
tions, because- often you Stand virtually alone
amid the cross currents of opinions and
pressures. You might take some solace however
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in noting, as Edmund Burke said, that "All
government, indeed every human benefit and
enjoyment, every virtue, and every prudent act,
is founded on compromise and barter."

I' wish you good-luck in your efforts. I can
challenge you, point to the difficulty of the task
and bid you good luck. I then leave it to each of
you to find solutions, I hope my remarks may
provide sofile beacons to' guide your delibera-
tions. As Lard William Beveridge noted The
object of government is not the glory of
rulers or of races, but the happiness of ...
man." I wish you well in meeting that objective.
If this meeting is successful, and it has the
earmarks of success, then- the ultimate ben-
eficiaries Will be the students and the public
whom we serve.

or



TO COLORADO SPRINGS AND BEYOND

Richard M. Millard
Director, Postsecondary Education Department

Education Commission of the States

Alfred North Whitehead has described every
moment as the culmination, convergence and
synthesis of diVerse histories, as a unique event
in itself in which things happen and as a new
beginning shaping the future. This meeting at
Colorjado Springs uniquely illustrates what
Whitehead was talking about. It grows out of
the congruence of a series of historical de-
velopments, some recent and some of much
longer duration, which highlight: impor-
,tance today of state, oversight and authorization
of institutions to operate and the need not only
for reconsideration nf- institutional, state and
federal policy issues but for critical concern
with the practical operational issues involved
in effective oversight by state authorizing
agencies.

What I: would like to do is identify some of
"these converging factors, highlight the objec-
tives of this seminar and suggest some of the
directions or impact that may grow out of it if
our deliberations are as fruitful as all or us
hope they will be. First, suppose we look briefly
at some of the converging factors, that have
brought about the seminar and, in fact, made it
necessary.

I hardly need remind ,you that back of, all
other developments leading to today is not
eligibility for federal funds, nor the relation of
authorizatiOn to accreditation nor even the
present level of concern with° information for
students as important as these are but the
&Elsie fact that it is in the states and by the
states that educational institutions have been
and are chartered, incorporated, licensed and/or
authorized to operate. At a meeting in Key-
stone, Colorado, in July 1977, on "The Mainte- ,
nance of Academic QualitY, in a Time of Uncer-
tainty," I pointed out to many in this group that
the involvement of states with the formation of
schools and colleges is coextensive with their
existence as states.

You will recall that the New York Board of
',Regents, established by the -first session of the

--New -York state legislature;-was -in fact the first
state agency established to authorize institu-
tions to operate, to grant degrees, to require
reasonable quality and' to insure that institu-

tions would serve "the best interests of the
people of the state as a whole." You will, also
recall that even in the Dartmouth case (1819)
the Supreme Court,, which upheld the' condi-
tions of a charter as a contract, did not chal-
lenge the basic responsibility of the state to
license or charter or to set the conditions under
which a charter or license could be granted.

This is ancient history and you are as aware
as I am that until relatively recently, with
some exceptions, states have- not taken this
responsibility very seriously. It is, however,
important to recall it and to keep it in mind if
for no other reason than to keep perspective
straight. State authorization has its roots in-the
constitutional responsibility of the states for
education. It is not-the result of a federal or any
other external mandate. With the current size,
importance and complexity of postSecondary
education, it is crucially importantthat it be

idone and be done well for the best interests of
the 'people of the state and the nation as a
whole, whether or not federal programs or any-
thing else utilized or depended upon it.

Having recognized thi, however, there is no.
question that events since Woild War II, in-
cluding develoPment of federal prograths, have
radically changed the perception of the impor-
tance of state authorization and have encour-
aged the states to develop more effective laws
and agencies and to take their authorization
and regulatory functions far more seriously. -As
you are well aware, in .1950 only a handful 'of
states exercised their authorizingIunctions ef-
fectively. In most states institutions were au-.
thorized by articles of incorporation granted by
the secretary of state. In some states charters
were granted directly by the legislature. Today
the picture is very different.

By January 1977, 47 states and the.District
of Columbia had established agencies and exer-

. cised some kind of licensing authority over pri:
vate nondegree or proprietary institutions.
Thirty-eight states exercised specific licensing .

-authority, over private degree-granting institu-
tions, and an additional five states had laws
and agencies primarily for nondegree-granting
institutions that covered degree:granting in-
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stitutions under certain circumstances. The
laws still differ considerably from state to state
as do the agencies that enforce them. But the
striking factor is the close to unanimous recog-
nition by the, states of the importance of the
authorizing function and in many cases,the
need for strengthening it. It shOuld also be
noted that in even the three states with no laws
some activity to correct the situation is under
consideration.

This change has been brought about by a
number of things. First, even before World War
II, legitimate institutions in some states be-

.came concerned about degree/mills institu-
tions offering degrees for substandard, minimal
or no work to a gullible public for, pecuniary
gain. Second, returning veterans under the G. I.
Bill sometimes ran into fraudulent or substan-
dard operations in some cases specifically de-
vised to part the veteran from his federal funds.
The federal government as well as the states
became concerned, and as early as, 1952 in the
Servicemen's Readjustment - Act,, Congress
began to specify conditions of institutional
eligibility for federal funds, including authori-
zation to operate within the .state of residence
and accreditation by an agency recognized by
the U.S. Commissioner of Educationas- capable
of attesting to the quality of instruction offered.
Today some 2,0 federal statutes, in addition to
this law depend upon the federal .eligibility -
system, including state authorization for
awards of federal. funds, to institutions..

Third is the phenOmenal growth of Post-
secondary and higher education (hiring the
1960s and firt half of the 1970s and the oppor-
tunities that this presented for less than reput-
able institutiOns to take advantage of public
desire for education beyond the high school.
Fourth has been growing public concern with
consumer 'protection in,all fields and the recog-
nition specifically of the 'need for consumer pro- '

tection ,in education beginning:in the early
1970s. Fifth has been-the series of expOsures of
fraud, abuse and- Submarginal operations from
the. Life _magazine article of the,early 1970s to
the- recent 'programs on "60 Minutes," which
have increased public awareness.

Sixth has been the Congressional and Admin-
.

istratiO s Concern with fratid and abuse in,fed-
eral pr grams, which led, among other things,
to the lisclosure provisions and extension of the
U.S. Commissioner's responsibility to limit,
suspend and terminate institutional eligibility
in the Education'Amendments of 1976. Seventh
has been the. growing concern-in the mid-1970s
not just with protection of students from fraud,
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abuse and substandard programs, but with
supplying students with objective and more
complete information in order to make effective
choices of institutions and careers in postsec-
ondary education. And, finally, is the growing
concern in recent years with off-campus, out-
,.of-state and nontraditional forms of education
and the extent to which they do or do not
provide real clucational benefits. --

This list is not exhaustive but illustrative.
Along with it have gone other responsive and
positive histories that bring us together here.
One part of this is, as already noted, the
number of states that have taken positive ac-
tion to develop more effective legislation and
agencies to deal with the issue of authorization
and that have and are in fact exercising their
regulatory functions in a conscientious manner.
Closely related has been the growing concern
and initiative taken on the part of those agen-
cies and administrators designated to carry out
the authorizing functions with' (1) the impor-
tance of their 'tasks; (2) the need for communi-
cation among themselves about general de-
velopments, improved regulations and stand-
ards, more effective operations and strength-
ening state legislation itself; and (3) the need
for more adequate interchange with -other
groups, including accrediting agencies and the-
federal government concerned with'similar but
complementary issues.

Fairly early the' state administrators of vet-
erans programs had the National ._As-
sociation of State Approval Agencies (NASAA)
to 'share common concerns: In connection with
the 1971 Minneapolis meeting of NASAA, a
group of state administrators of proprietary
schools got together, and as a -result of that
meeting:in additiOn to one in Washington later
that fall, the National Association of State
Supervisors and Administrators of Private
Schools (NASSAPS) was formed to provide_ a
forum for state authorizing agencies of pro-
prietary and nondegree programs. Since that
time NASSAPS not only has grown as addi-
tional states have added agencies but has taken
the initiative in developing its

and
studies

a(1973-1975) 'of state effectiveness nd standards
and in determining how the states might as-
sume a more effective role in helping to deter-
mine institutional eligibility.' .

In addition NASSAPS has encouraged impor-
tant federal ,studies, has cooperated with other.
organizations in attempting to develop more
effective lines of communication and has been
one of the major positive forces leading to a'
series of meetings such as this at which issues



have been identified and positive action taken.
For example, it played a critical role in the
Arlie House conference in 1975 sponsored by
the Postsecondary Education Convening Au-
thority, which for the first time brought to-
gether those agencies responsible for authoriz-
ing nonprofit degree-granting institutions a
conference, significantly, on "state licensing of
postsecondary educational institutions."

Another part of this positive history was the
development of model legislation by a task force
of the Education. Commission of the States
(ECS), completed in June of 1973. The task'
force itself represented a coalition of legislatorS,
state approval agencies, state higher _education
agencies, accrediting agencies, the Office of
Education, the Veterans Administration and
the Federal Interagency Committee on Educa-
tion. It was financially supported by ECS and a.
combination of federal agencies. The -model
legislation that resulted has been utilized by
some 23 states in various ways. It has. served as
a reference point not only in relation to-assess- ,
ment_of_state_legislation, as intended, but alsO".
for regulations and to some extent operations
since.*

Among the important offshoots .of developing
the model legislation was planning for the first
national conference on consumer protection in-.
postsecondary education, held in Denver in
spring of 1974, followed by a second such con-
ference in the fall of 1974 in Knoxville, Tennes-
see. These conferences for the first time bi ought
together representatives of the state agencies,
the federal agencies, consumer protection
groups, accrediting agencies, students and
others all concerned not only with state our
thorization but with all aspects of assurance
minimum standards, quality and adequate in-
formation for students-

At about the same time the Federal Inter-
agency Committee. on Education (FICE) de-
veloped its own internal federaLtask force on
consumer protection in postsecondary educa-
tion. Both the ECS conferences and the FICE
task force report urged further strengthening of
state laws, adoption of the ECS model legisla-
tion, development of
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a clearinghouse for infor-
mation among states on authorization and on
consumer protection and continued cooperation
among all the interested groups.

In the meantime, in the area of accreditation
as it relates to eligibility for federal funds, -a
number of developmentS' had occurred, The,Na-

. tional CoMmission on Accrediting and 'the Fed-
eration of Regional Accrediting Commissions of
Higher Education had begun discussions that

were to lead to their merger in the Council on
PostsecOndary Accreditation. Two reports
highly critical not just of accreditation but of .

the entire eligibility system emerged. The first
was the Newman report** that, though never
formally published, was widely circulated in
draft form and had considerable impact in rais-
ing critical issues. The second was the Orlans

report*** published in 1974, which was fol-
lowed by a U.S. Office of Education-sponsored
national invitational conference on institu-
tional eligibility in 1975.

Accrediting, agencies in the meantime sepa-
rately and, with the advent of the Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation, together had
undergone considerable evolution and had be-
come more aware of their public as well as
institutional responsibilities. They had iden-
tified as their major concern not just assurance
of minimal quality but \institutional qualitative
improvement. At the '-' ational conference on
institutional eligibility however, it became
evident that the nature and extent of the state
role in authorization'and licensure was .not as`
clearly understood as it ought tabC-It was.at
that time that first discussions about the need
for an infdepth study of state oversight opera-
tions took place. \
., It wasduring this period that Richard Ful-
ton, then exekutive secretary and general cowl-

' sel of the-Association of Independent Colleges
and Schools, coined the phrase "the triad" for

. interrelations among the federal government,
the accrediting agencies' and the states as they

. separately and together are involved in deter-
mination of institutional eligibility. While rep-

:. rebentatives of the triad4had'*ken part in the
ECS model legislation, irt *e"cOilgumer protec-
tion conferences and in the,liatianal conference

1.,.....On institutional eligibility, it"' now becamt an-
explicit concern to explore their interrelations
more fully and to develop continuing communi-
cation and working relations: A conference in
January 1976, sponsored again by the Post-

, secondary Education Convening Authority,-Was
devoted specifically to such exploration.

, s "kY.

* See Steven M. Jung, et a., A Study of State Oversight in
Postsecondary-Education, Final Technical Report (Palo'
Alto, Calif:: American Institutes for lysearch, December
30, 1977). ' .
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** Newman, Frank, Unpublished manuscript for the U.S.
-Office of gfiucation.

*** Orlans: Harold, et al, Private Accreditation and .Public
Eligibility: (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution
and National Academy of Public Administration Fodn-
dation, October 1974).



This leads us to mid-1976 and Keystone, a
seminar specifically designed for state approval
agencies to accomplish three things: (1) to es-
tablish lines of communication among state au-
thorizing officials, some of them new in their
positions and their responsibilities; (2) to pro-
vide a working session including the opera -'
tional aspects of state authorization; and (g) to
de-al with policy issues on the state level as
these related to the other members of the triad.
It was the hope of the planners and participants
that the Keystone experience could be repeated
if not annually at least biennually.

One other series of developments must be
added. I have already 'mentioned the impact of
the Newman and the Orlans reports. Two other
studies call for brief mention and a third is
critical to this meeting. The first two studies
deal more specifically with consumer protec-
tion. One of,these, Better Information for Stu-
dent Choice: National Project I, was funded by
the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary
Education and involved 11 institutions and 4
national agencies. The project was coordinated
by the Education Commission of the States. lts.,.
primary focus was on better information-, for
students and was aimed at ways in which in-
stitutions .could improve communications with
students. The second was a study, funded by the
U.S. Office of Education (USOE), by the,Ameri-
can InStitutes for Research on improving the
consumer protection, function in postaecondary
education. This -second study had its, roots in
the Federal Interagency Committee on Educa7
tion task force. It not only identified major ,.,
abuses but developed 'a checklist of key con-
sumer protection issues: This served as impor-'
tant background and point of reference for the
third and crucial study.

This third study in part grew out of- the
discussions after the USOE's national, invita-
tional conference plus -a number of other de-
velopments. noted: The report, funded by USOE,
is the Study of'State Oversight in Postsecondary
Education by the American Institutes for Re-
search (AIR) under the direction of Steven
Jung. This study for the first time gives a
comPrehensive picture of state licensure and
authorization of institutions to .operate; of the
laWs, regulations and operations of state agen-
cies; and makes a series of significant recom-
mendations on how licensure and authorization
can be improved. A consideration of this report
is one of the basic functions of this confererice.

While -the- AIR report was in process, the
federal General Accounting Office (GAO) was
undertaking its own investigation of the assur-

ances provided by the U.S. Office of Education's
eligibility process. Althotigh the GAO report
has not been officially released, drafts have
been circulated to. USOE and key persons in the
accrediting process. Regardless of the report's
methodology or the accuracy of its information,
it does suggest that the assurances need shor-
ing.

Among its recommendations directly relevant
to this meeting and reinforcing recom-
mendations of the AIR report are the following:
(1) that representatives of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare continue to
meet-with the states and accrediting associa-
tions to develop together definitions of their
respective roles and to-establish a reasonable
timeframe for defining and implementing them;
(2) that the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare take steps to upgrade the state
authorization process; ''and, (3) that the De-
partment of Health, Education and ,Welfare
conduct a study of what information should be
shared by the parties in the eligibility process
and establish a formal information-sharing sys-,

hem among these7parties:-:The-reportargues
that' because the states possess the legal 'au-
thority to permit or deny a school the right to
operate within their bOrders, they currently
represent the most effective means to insure
that students are protected in their relations _
with schools.

In fall 1977, at a special invitational seminar
for representatives of .the triad plus selected
Persons from the wider educational community
held in West Palm Beach, Florida, the im-
mediate need for follow up to-Keystone became
evident-The message from the conference was
clear. Tensions were developing among the
members of the triad, due. to the inCreaikin-
competition for students in the postsecondary
educational community, due to growing, federal
concern 'with increasing default rates and in-

. stances of fraud and abuse in marginal institu-
tions and due to state concern with postsecond-
ary edueatigoal accountability. Further, the
key to effective control rests with:_the states
exercising". their regulatory functions, not in
place of accreditation or federal-operations but,

- as a strong foundation on which accreditation,.
and federal concern for eligibility can build.

Shortly aft- the 1977 meeting, the planning
committee for this conference was set up with
representatives from state agencies approving
nondegree and proprietary institutions, state

. agencies approving nonprofit degree-granting
institutions, the accrediting community, the
U.S. Office of Education, the State Higher Edu-
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cation Executive Officers and the,American In-
stitutes for Research. The :rates of the plan-
ning meeting and progranA outline were sent to
all participants o the Florida conference .for
comment and suggestion. While this seminar is
sponsored and ,funded by the Education Com-
mission of the States and the Office of Educa- .
tion, other groups cooperated in it, as noted by
Governor Bowen in his address.

And that, with some gaps, brings us to 'Col-
orado Springs. Again, the focus of this seminar

on accreditation
on the federal_government primarily nor

on accreditation but on the states and their
authorizing and oversight functions. It involves
the federal government and accreditation from
two standpoints. First, state action is the pre-. condition of accreditation or federal action .in
relation, to eligibility, for an institution must
'exist either to be 'accredited Or to be.eligible for
federal funds, and to exist:it must be incorpo-
rated, authorized to operate or licensed by a
state. Second, to the extent that authorization

a continuing process including monitoring to
insure: that institutions continue to meet at
Least minimum conditions ofilscal and educa-
tional integrit3r, it is_ the foundation on which
further assessments of -quality and eligibility
for federal as well as other tYries-ofprograms
rest. As. such it is of vital interest ioother
members of the triad who may also help rein-
force and inform action.on the state level.

The objectives of this'seminar are, it seems to
me, rather clear. They grew out of the past
history. Particularly important in this is the
AIR report, which for the first time brings to.-
gether comprehenSive information on- what the
states are or are not doing about oversight (as
of January 1977), including their laws, regti-
lations and operations,' and which makes sig-

. nificant recommendations for the futufe.
Clearly; one objective is ye- 'review the AIR

report not as another historical- docutnent to be
noted and shelved but a working..basis for
further developinents. We need 10 assess its-
strengths and' Weaknesses, but particularly its
implications and recommendatIons.for improv-
ing state oversight activity to better serve the'
needs of the" citizens of the states and-nation. A
second equally important objective, as in Key-
stone, is to provide working sessions in which
the issues, operational concerns, roadblocks and
opportunities facing authorizing agencies in
carrying out their functions can be shared- and
dealt with. The questions and discussion guides
for the small workshop 'sessions, in addition to
the material from the report, should help focus
and highlight these disbussions.

The third objective, related to the first two, is
to look more critically at the relations of state
oversight operations to accreditation and to the
federal government, including ways in which
accreditation and federal activities can rein-
force and infonxi_state oversight activities and
vice versa. To what extent and what kind of
technical assistance and support should or
should not the federal govetnment, and particu-
larly the Division of Eligibility and Agency
Evaluation of the USOE, make available to the
states? In what ways can or cannot states and
accrediting agencies complement each other or
work together- in dealing with such issues as
the probleM of off-campus and out-of-state in-
stitutional operations? How can more effective
communication and Understanding among state
agencies and of state agencies with accredit-
ing agencies and the federal government be
established?

The fourth objective :is to review the adequa-
cy of present laws and regulations and to con-
sider 'more specifically the kinds of factors that
should be incorporated in regulations to carry
out the intent of the laws. 'The fifth objective is
to develop h-p-proprinte-recommendations-to-the
states, accrediting agencies and the federal
government on future directions and actions to
help enhance more adequate state oversight

.----activities, not simply primrily for the sake
of enhancing agencies, but to serve the best
interests of the people -of the states and the
nation.

These ohjectives constitute a large hut criti=
cal order. The work of this seminar will be
intense and hopefully lively. Not all of the
issues can he explored thoroughly and not all
the problems will be solved. But it would be
difficult to. overestimate the impottance of the
discussions. The seminar is a unique event in,
which things will happen. But far more impor-
tant, than this seminar, as a meeting is the fact)...
that it can constitute new beginning. '

does or.does not happen here,will ,inevitably, set
the stage for,further deveropments. If for some
reason we are unwilling or unable to work oi,ir
way through the issues, confidence' in state in-
itiatives and the ability of state agencies effec-
tively to protect both student consumers and
legitimate academic operations _will not be in
creased and other, perhaps federal, alternatives
are likely to be explored: If the solid work of
this meeting indicates' progress and' commit-
ment, everyone, including students, the public,
lenders and institutions, will benefit and the
possibility of an effective state and interstate
oversight network will be enhanced. 0
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VV?, are facing a period, as you are all too well
aware of, of increased competition for students,
of changing student clienteles, of demands for
increased accountability and of changing state
and national priorities. All of these and other
factors will highlight the oversight role of the

states in licensing and authorizing institutions
to operate. From this standpoint, while the road
leading to Colorado Springs is important; what
happens here ds even more important; and most
important is what happens beyond Colorado
Springs aS a result.

u



A REVIEW OF THE STUDY OF STATE OVERSIGHT
IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION *

Steven M. Jung
Senior Research Sbientist

American institutes for Research

Two years ago, I stood before- many of you at
the ReTstolieTColorado, conference _for state.
-licensing and approval officials,' when John
Proffitt and Bill Green of the U.S. Office of
Education (USOE) announced that the Ameri-
can Institutes for Research (AIR) staff had been
awarded a contract to perform a study of the
status Of-state authorization and oversight of
postsecondary schools.' The reception was uni-
formly chilly and about evenly divided betWeen
those who, felt that they already .knew every-
thing worth knowing about state Oversight and
those who felt that state oversight was none of
USOE's business in any case. Fortunately, this
initial reception soon gave-wa y to one of sincere
interest and cooperation as it became more and
more apparent that state oversight constituted
the first and too often the only defense for
students who were the:recipients of federal ,
assistance against eduCatiorial malpractice.

In proyiding a brief overview of the study and
its prAucts, it would ,he remiss of 'me not to

jidote the immediate isterical anteCedentetof
our work, includin the 1973 ECS 'mqdel state
legislation and two national conferences sporp-
sored by ECS in 1974 on ,theAopic of student
consumer protection. These conferences first
poin4Wou the,importance of state licensing
thg so-called 'partite",system of institutional
eligibility for f derail student, assistance pro-
grams. The an ce ents also" include the\-1674*""'
USOE-Sponsored 'stud3i by :Orions And- -
his collaborators** that strongly' brought into
,question the federal government's de facto pol-
icy of relying on private accreditation, bodies to
prei.ent student consumer abuse. They include

- the 1975 Airlie "House conference, which
brought to national attention the growing area
of state licensing for private degree-granting
institutions. Until then,'' it had been generally
perceived that the licensing function was more
appropriate for vocationally oriented schools,

,..

i.e., proprietary schools: Finally, the antece-
dents of this Study include the 1975 USOE
conference on institutional .eligibility, at which
the detrimental effects of the dearth of knowl-
edge about, state licensing were noted with in-
creasing concern.
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During the initial .stages of our study, the
:lack of knowledge about the effectiveness of
state licensing in providing consumer protec-
tion was strongly reflected in several policy
discussions at the federal level: (1) the .1976-
1977 Federal Trade Commission staff- investi-
gations of abuses in the proprietary school field;
(2') the 1977 Department of Health, Education
and Welfare (DREW) student financial assist-
ance study group hearings .and report on reor-
ganization of federal assistance programs under
Title 'IV; and (3) the 1976-1977, Government
Accounting Office (GAO) study of the federal
eligibility systems, all of which, gave state
licensing the shortest' possible shrift.

This brings me to the 'completion of our
study, which might better be titled "everything
you always wanted to know about state liceni-
ing but were afraid to ask-". The study is based
on- a detailed analysis of about 95 percent of the
total number of state laws and regulations
passed before January 1977, that dealt with
institutional licensing and approval. In connec-
tion tilitfi this analySis, over 900' pages orcom-,
mon format abstracts were prepared. TheseAre
currently being made ailable through the
ERIC system. In addition, t study is based on
over 150 hours of telepho a interviews with
officials'. iri all' 50 sta the District of
,coluinbia, and- in -de e interviews with '
overs100 officials in 20 states,These.interviews
gae.us extensive data on the enforcement ye-
sources and needs of 184 state agencies.. 32
exercising authority over private institutions
and 102 with sore form of governance respon-
sibility for publicly 'supported institutions. We
were able to collect and record over 200 critical.'
incidents where state licensing/regulating
agencies had been conspicuously successful or
unsuccessful dealing. with institutional
policies, practices or conditions-that were 'con-
sidered potentially abusive to students. These

*.See Appendix A for the Executive Summary of the AIR
study.

** See footnote,.page'7..,



data are reported in the Final Technical Report.
Included in the appendixes of the report are
detailed' tables that indicate the consumer pro-
tection provisions of state laws and regulations
in the 14 following categories that were iden-
tified by a previous AIR study:

1. Institutional purpose, governance and
operation.
2. bourse length, content, goals or objec-

tives.
3. Degree, diploma, credential or gradua-

tion requirements.
4. Qualifications of instructional or ad=

ministrative staff, including maximum
teaching leads and-teacher-Pupil ratios.
5. Facilities, including instructional and

administrative facilities; and- equipment,
housing or room/board facilities, health and
safety requirements,.

6. Financial stability, including institu-
tional performance bonds and, financial rec-
ord. maintenance.

7. Minimum qualifications of potential stu-
dents and orientation of entering students.
8. Public disclosure of material, facts, in-

cluding fees and content of enrollment -
agreements or contracts.

9. Advertising or sales/recruiting practices,
including minimuntqualifications for licens-
ing of sales representatives, and limitations
on use' of terminology such as "university,"
"aPpioval," "admissions counselor," etc.-,
IA Student and' personnel recordkeeping
practices, including minimum. requirements
for content of students' records.
,11. Student and personnel recordkeeping
practic-es,..insitiding Minimum requirements
for maintenance of students' records.
T2. Financial practices, including procedures
for Making loan awards, requirements for
fees and-scholarships or aid requirements.
13Minimum refund` olicies and practices.
14. Placement, including follow -up data col-
lection from former students, graduates and
employers regarding posteducation outcomes.
Also included are comparative state-by-state

analyses on such topics as: (1) location of the
licensing function within the state bureaucracy,
(2) authorized enforcement strategies, (3) dates
of recent rulemaking activity, (4) treatment of
out-of-state institutions and (5) comparisons
with the similar provisions of the 1973 ECS
model state legislation. Finally, extensive dela
are provided\ on state officials' perceptions of
their own needs' for strengthening the oversight
of institutions under their juri,Kliction. Obvi-

ously, these results are much too extensive for
e to report here. I urge you to read the Execu-

tive 'Summary (see Appendix A) to get a basic
overview and then use the table of contents in .

the Final Report to examine the results on
topics about .which you are particularly in-
terested.

However, some major findings of the study
bear repeating. For ',example, only 38 states
have legal provisions for authorization and
oversight of private degree-granting institu-
tions, and, of these, fully three-quarters contain
provisions that make most established institu-
tions exempt from the consumer protection
standards of the laws and regulations.' This is
true despite the well-documented and well-
prplicized DNEW projections that nonpublic

,'traditional degree-granting institutions are fac-
7 ing "ominous" prospects in the immediate fu-

... ture, with declining enrollments, declining fi-
nancial stability and increasing competition
with public-suPpOrted institutions and nontra-
ditional institutions offering degree programs,
costing considerably less money to operate. In
the nonpublic occupational school sector, 48

. states have licensing prokisions. Here I have'
hpreViously characterized t e common situation
as on e of not enough staff o money, not enough
legal expertise, not enough support. from state
law enforcement agencies and not enough visi-
bility 'for the important jOb being done.: Yet
these agencies represent virtually the only real
authority in some states for, forcing unethical,
unscrupulous or incompetent schools from the .

educationsl--marketplace -- a Multibillion dol-
.,' tar , marketplace in which existing state con-

sInner fraud or. UDAI:" statutes are rarely if
ever applied. Governor Bowen listed a number
of things that need to be done to rectify this
situation. But progress will not be easy.

Recently, someone quoted a statelegislator
Who, while helping to vote down a proposed
state licensing bill for degree-granting institu-
tions, said, "Hell, no one ever died from a poor
education and; besides, licensing eosts money'!"
Given the political climate in most states, that
legislator's position is an entirely rational one
and probably more reflective of the future than
any of us care to 'admit. The trend, as I see it, is
away from more, public support for state regu-
latory 'intervention in the, name of consumer
protection, away fix= the provision of more
public funds for any purposes, intervention in
the free marketplace and away from serious
concern for the individual student who,thrchigh,
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ignorance,-is subjected to odUcational malprac-
tice.

Given that situation, of what good is this
study that we hav'e worked two years to com-
plete? I hope. you will come up with some
answers to this question during this uniqtle
workshop. But I would like to offer some per-
sonal suggestions.

First, of course, there are a number of ways
the federal government could help, including
ithose that have been listed in the Final Report
and in the Executive Summary, such as. the
establishnient of a USOE state liaison center
and clearinghouse, the provision of technical
assistance, the, provision of grants for specific
developmental purposes and the funding of
workshops such as.this one. At the state level,
it inay be poSsible to influence legislators to add,
more effective pliovision'S or substitute condi-
tional exemptions for blanket exemptiOns: by
pointing out some of the provisions other states
have enacted. We have attempted to facilitate,
this use by preiAring two additional documents

a set of, consumer protection principles for
state regulations promulgated' under t i e ECS
Model legislation and actual listings o
'segments of various state' laws and regulations.)
that were rated as more extensive than the
provisions of the -model legislation.

The importance of good public relations can-
not be underestimated.' It is clear that effective
oversight of schools will never make headline
news. Paradoxically,. it seems that only abuses
make news. However, incidents that have .oc--
curred elsewhere (i.e., in other states). have
been used effectively in . some gat-OS' 'to show
"what could happen here." The following repre-
sent some other specific suggestions for licens-
ing .agencies:

1: Prepare routine annual reports to the
legislature and to the general .public de-
tailing the 'number and topics of student
complaints received, the nature of abuses
discovered by routine authorization over-
sight visits, the consequent agency actions
and the outcomes, especially in terms of
potential.. abuses prevented. In this con-
nection, the development of a standard
complaint handling mechanism,- to record,
categorize and follow up on student com-
plaints, is essential.

2. Issue special reports and press re-
leases; detailing 'especially . noteworthy
abuses or actions, .taken against institu-
tions, including detailed explanations of
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the practices or conditions that were un-
covered and the corrective steps that were
taken. .
3. Arrange publication a d wide dis-

tribution within the state of pamphlets
and/or handbooks that tell students and
parents about how to shop for an.educa-
tion, be more effective consumers and
complain effectively if they encounter
abuses. Publish a standard student com-
plaint form with instructions on where to
send it.
4. Participate, with state vocational

guidance organizations, in comprehensive
programs to make potential students in
the state mere aware of available options
and their rights and responsibilities in
choosing an education. One example is
providing a statewide hotline number or a
computerized information sharing and re-6
-trieVal system with connections to all high
schools trahe-state...

-----

bove all, a cies should seek to point lout,
the c ?.? its to the state of maintaining a
careful .1mited program of institutional
monitoring and follow up. Every student who
successfully completes a sound educational pro-
gram is more likely to become a taxpayer,
rather than a tax user. Moreover,..many state
institutional liCensing programs take advan-
tage of licensing fees and sub§idibs provided by
the Veterans Administration. for performing .
course approvals 'for. veterans to provide the
bulk of their financial support.

This conference marks the ,end of .my own
involvement in the area of state oversight and
.student consumer protection. I will be moving
on to an assignment in a completely different
area of educational researchaa A lack of perma-
nent attachment to a sponsor -can, proVide. a ,
necessary measure of objectivity to a contracted
study such as this. Unfortunately, it is also a
drawback because it means we can rarely be
around to see if there will be any follow up to
our recommendations. It is somewhat unusual
and very gratifying to me to..have this much
contact with the actual follow up by a rosearch
sponsor. It is my hope that in a few years we .
might again an opportunity to conduct a
study of the status of state oversight in post-_
secondary education, finding substantial im-
provements that can be *traced to the data and
recommendations of this study. In retrospect, it ..
has been a great pleasure.
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through federal statutes, rules and regulations,
-.. are' :likely to open more doors. for abuse than

state prpcedures could close. Federal efforts also
are le,ss 1 ,ely to be effective.k.

So I tie-r as m., first- point .a self- serving.
one considering my position that the useful-
ness of the-Aate in its oversight role requires a'
mOre generous federal recognition of the state ..

role in higher education. A decade ago', when
i the federal government began to aid local

school districts' on a significant level, it was
concerned about the -relative ineffectiveness of
the state agencies for elementary anti second-
ary education. 'It thee adopted financing pol;
icy ,designed to strengthen the state' agencies,
an effort that has been 'reasonably successful.
The programs funded through the Education
Amendments -of 1978 rely heavily .uporCState
agency peli4 making, surveillance and
monitoring.

By contrast, the federal. government Main-
.1. tains a direct relationship to institutionsief

higher educ''ation, avoiding, whenever' possible,
'reliance upon the state agency. Such -a: policy '4
has resulted in serious prciblerns in student aid
administration, administration of loan prp-
kritms and the development of coordinated state
policies: The federal. goyerninent, facjig ''as it
does statewide pbstsec-ondsix_Y'age;leies that in
some states are weak and frag.mefited, must
choose betWeen supporting and strengthening o ,

them or. attempting its own. enforcement -ar-
rangements, The latter course, in my yiew, if
implemented, its likely to be ineffeetive, threat-'
ening to institutional autonomy, hope4essly
bureaucratic and counterproductive. could
-even lead to a weakening otstate Support for
postsecondary. education.

The nature' and -.extent of -the federal-state
inpartnership iSlikely to be decided n the7raft,.

ing_ of the Higher Education' Amendments of
1980. anti the way wioh the proposed De-
partment Of Education, if and when it emerges,
is structured.. So it is. that I.:applaud a major .

recommendation of the study that the federal'
'government -finance, in partnership with the
-states, Strengthened state oversight in postsec-
ondary education. The "feds" should do so, how-'
'ever, -a .broadened context that extends state. 4-
fforts in planning, Coordinatiop, policy making
and student aid and loan admimiStration,draw-

-' ing upon:the federal experience At the elemen-
tary and\secondary Levels. I also applaud the
recommendation that it do so only fardgtatet-;
wiiling, to establish effective statutory, author-
ity for oversight. The Education Commission of
the States model leg-ilation should be regarded

O

.

as an adequate- aid desirablemodelfor state
oversight activities_. All of the rernfiining rec-
ommendations are laudable, though not very
useful unless tbe financing and the finanCial
inceriliiie proposal areini:Plemented.

- The study points out the significant differ-
ences in the source of complaints among stu-

. dents who attend prOprietary (profit-making)
and other institutions. These differentes are
crjtical to the nature or:the statutory authority
requixed_and the enforcement procedures" that.
may be appropriate, Students attending pro-
prietary institutions are concerned about abus-
es that are toininon.among commercial enter;,,:-...
prises that 'sell produbts at the retail level,*

pricing, refund
nacy of facilities, -fitiancial-Yespon7 .

namely, truth-in-adver-

sihility and so forth.. Oversightsof, proprietary
tising, adeq

postsegondarY institutions is needed.io prevent.
"rip-offs" of-the student,:thOugh the preventi6ri'-...
of exploitation of federal and state aid programs
may bei a necessary," theugh secondary, objec7

, tiv
,
e

.

...
StUdents seeking to , attend degre&grantine

and even nondegree-granting public and non-
profit prlyate institutions ireqUire a more
sophisticated level of protection. students
generally seek access to such institutions; they
are more reluctant to withdraw, once admitted;
their major resource commitment is time, earn-.
Trigs and other , opportunities joregone 'rather
than outlay costs, and their length of study is
longer and hence the .consequences' of .a bad,
decision are ni'uch greater Than in the case of '
proprietary 'institutions.

While it may be that students attending .

degree-granting institutions require.. aditional
consumer protection in some circumstances,
would argue, that colleges and universities have
built-in. Safeguards against the.- more obvious,
kinds of consumer abuse. First, . there is no
single proprietor or sinall.group of stockholders
who stand to gain or lose significantly from
changes in, the level of.profits..Secondly, and
more importantly; the decision-making procesS
in a higher institution is' diverse and involves a
variety of interests including trustees, .faculty
members, organized student groups, alumni.
and the state. The obvious and typical con-
sumer, abuses are likely to cause indignation
within the academy; they certainly would be
recognized as "bad form." Thirdly, the students
whO attend private colleges and other nonprofit
degree-granting institutions' tend to be rea-
sonably sophisticated consumers, though there .

are important exceptions among students* w'hp '
attend nondegree-granting postsecondary in -°

s



stitutions or degree-granting institutions that
tend to.servelirst generation college studentsf,,

Higher institutions are, less likely to abut.
de students in the traditional was identified

in the 'study,, but they act in the own self-
. interest when su1-vival is at stak or even to
accomplish institutional goals that ruire sus -
tained growth in enrollments an ustained or
expanded financing:. Several exa le me to
minth

'''31.AThe encouragement of enrollments in
programg of-study for which job market op-'
portunities- are limited. The incentives for
recruitment are financing for the institution
and employment and promotion levels for the
faculty.. A

2. The recruitment of students through the
use of degree program options that sound
romantic, but offer,few opportunities for
plication, such as the master's degree in clin-
ical psychology in states where the doctorate
is required for practice.

3. The offering of programs- of sititdy 'that
are shoddy because the potential student en-

. rollment is insufficient to justify adequate
facilities and faculty.

... 4. The overaward of credit in relation to
available instruction in order to attract stu-
dents .(easy degree) or to qualify students for
full-time status (for student aid) work when
only part-time study is provided.
5. The recognition of life experience or

credit by examination that is unwarranted in
relation to actual accomplishments in order
to recruit or retain students:

' 6. The reduction of standards of :perfor-
.

mance in order to retain tuition-paying stu-
0

dents who should have been counselled into
some other area of study.'

7. The admission of students who .are un- .

prepared for college (and who are likely to
_drop out) without providing adequate coun-
.seling or remedial programs that 'could offer

'such students a reasonable chance for suc-
cess.
8. The'award of credits for noncollegiate

preparatory mork .'in order to attract such
students and provide the full measure of tu-
itionior state aid).

9. The failure to provide adequate informa-
tion to students and prospective students
conceciing availability of student housing,
-career opportunities in specialized areas OE',
study, acceptability of transfer' credits, an
achievement profile of the freshritan class,
staffing and class size and counseling' and
related activities..
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10. The award of unfunded student aid to
attract high achievement students to their
freshman year, but the failure to continue
such aid in subsequent,13,ears.
11: The continuation of inadequate and
below standard programs (at the graduate
level) that credential students but do not
offer them realistic probabilities for sub-
sequent employment.
12. Inequitable or biased admissions proce-
dures.
13. Use of accr'editation and licensure au-
thority at a home campus to franchise branch
campus operations or other institutions to
offer degree-credit work that they cannot

-Offer underotheir own authority.
The point is that the nature of the oversight

required for degree- granting< institutions -ref
quires a higher order of jUdgment and the iden-
tification of possible abuses that are difficult to
establish.' In some cases the institution itself
may be unaware that its actions have done
harm to the student or exploited, improperly,,
federal or state financing arrangements. The
nature of sta*oversight pertinent to the
degree-granting sector is threatening. It bor-
ders on 's intrusion into the academic ac-
tivities of the institution. The boundary that
separates academic freedom frohi academic ac-.
countability is neither well 'marked nor well
defined.

So it is that I argue that state oversight for
degree-granting institutions should be in the
hands of an agency of state Government that
itself is reasonably separated from the everyday
political decision-making process of state gov-
ernment. I argue too that federal financing, and
the terms under Which it is made available in
tandem with state resources, should be sensi-
tive to the academic checks and balances pecul-
iar to,the degree-granting, institutions, as well
as the high degree of judgment necessary to
insure institutional accountability in the
degree-granting sector. What are the pertinent
elements of accountability?

1. The state board or "commission that exer-
cises such power should have all of the attri-
butes usually delegated to a board of trustees'
with governance power over a degree-
granting institution. Academic accountabil-
ity should not be vested in 'appointed offi-
cials, the budget office nor' the staff of the
legislature.
2. The scope of oversight should extend to

all institutions with degree-granting powers.
No exemptions should exist through statute..

3. Academic oversight should be exercised



by a staff holding academic credentials and
meeting academic. requirements, consistent
with those required for academic adminis-
trators withinkthe institution.
4. Academic oversight should be exercised

through the following processes:
a. Fiill.and fair diklosure to students and
to the public about/ the institution's
academic strengths and weaknesses, in-
cluding but not limited to information
about 'who is admitted, standards for grad-
ing and retention, including rates, what is
taught and by whom, sufficiency of staff
and faculties, description of pertinent in-
structional strategies and other informa-
tion that would provide students with a
reasonable 'basis for. assessment of
academic sufficiency and pertinence of the
institution Co student needs.
b. Full and fait disclosure to students and
the public concerning "consumer prac-
tices," including admissions policies and
procedures, tuition practices, available
student aid, refund policy, degree re-
quirements, housing and student services
available and other pertinent information.
c: A system for program registration and
assessmemt of the academic quality of the
programs of study .offered by degree:-
granting institutions by one er the other of
the following methods, with the method
chosen' depending upon the acaderific tra-
dition within the state:,
(1) Reliance upon specialized accrediting
agencies or regional accrediting agencies
that include prograili-by-program assess-
ment within their purview, if there is pro-
per follow up to insure that recom-
mendations are implemented:

(2) A. process of self assessment by such
institution of its own academic programs
on at least a five-year cycle, -using a sys-
tem of outside visitors reporting ,. to the
board through the president, with suffi-
cient public disclosUre of the results of the
process to insure that recommendations
arc implemented.'

(3) A system of outside evaluation and
registration of program under 'state
agency auspices:.

5. Special attention is warranted for such
nontraditional programs as branch campus
and off-campus operations, experiential
learning, new progfam proposals ana`exter-
nal degree arrangements.,
6. The establishment, by the state, of a state
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information system for ,postsecorfdary educa-
. tion that provides objective and pertinent

information about postecondary oppor-
tunities is highly desirable.
While it may be that more staff is needed,

especially in enforcement areas, the most effec-
tive state efforts in the° degree-granting sector
are likely to result if state activity is limited to
defining standards and encouraging the 'estab-
lishment of self-policing arrangements within
the higher education community. Direct state
intervention should be the exception rather
than the general practice. While state agencies
should exercise their powers with restraint and
sensitivity, they can be effective only- if they
have the power to act when action is the appro-
priate remedy.

I wish I could argue that voluntary accredita--
tion is sufficient. Unfortunately it is not and for
the following reasons:

1. Accreditation relates to the total institu-
tion. There are examples of relatively small
institutions enjoying accreditation that
undertook major off -campus or specialized
programs enrolling three and four times
their regular enrollments, growing essen-
tially on the basis of revenues from state and
federal tuition aid programs. Or often -
adequate 'undergraduate institutions under-
take graduate missions that are weak and
limited. Individual quality programs in addi-
tion to overall institutional capability are
warranted.

2. Institutions accredited on a basic campus
franchis or offer branch campus operations
that are not monitored. The voluntary ac-
crediting associatons are now beginning to
monitor branch campus. operatons.
3.. Visiting accreditation teams may talk

tough in info'rmal conversations, but they
issue the blandest kinds of reports, certainly
not the kind. of report on which a state can
act.
'4. The interval between accreditation visits
is too long a period to countenance abuse.
State agencies may identify abuses more
rapidly and establish special visits to settle
such questions.'
Yet, I would 'argue that state agencies shoUld

rely heavily upon voluntary accreditation; 'if
only to establish minimum standards; but the
nature and extent of the reliance should be at
the discretion of the state agency.

Finally, I should like to raise some concerns
'about potential and actual abuses by state
licensing agencies, especially those whose,
major area of activity are in the field of higher



education. The state agency is under the fol-
ldwinq pregsures:

1. Liberal administration of existing sta-
tutes, rules and regulations when applied to
domestic institutions, 'especially degree-
granting institutions under nongovernmen:
tal sponsorship. .

2. Strict interpreation and administration
of 'existing statutes, rules and regulations
when applied to foreign institutions.
3. Liberal interpretation of student aid

policies for resident students attending
domestic institutions.
4. Limitations on student aid for resident

students attending out-of-state institutions.
If compliant with these pressures, states are

inviting a U.S. Supreme Court test of the
"commerce" clatiSe as regards higher educatiOn.

In a previous existence I worked in New
rork, a state concerned with maintaining
maximum enrollments.'State student aid could
not be used outside of the state Or at foreign
institutions operating branch campuses within
the state. Foreign institutions can operate in
the state vnly if a New York institution is
unable to meet the need.

My present employer, the' generous and pub-
lic spirited state'of New Jersey, has established
a more open policy. Student, aid is "portable" on

1

a reciprocal basis (only six otlier-states are able
to reciprocate). New Jersey doesTiiermit an
out-of-state institution that meets New Jersey
standards to operate within the state if the
incoming institution meets a demonstrated
need within the, state. Need is established if a.
school system, a commercial corporation or
other agency concludes that a relationship with
the out-of-state institution is most appropriate
in relation to the needs after review of the
alternative arrangements that could be made
with a New Jersey institution._ By way of con-
trast,_ need in New York is established only if
there is .no.-New York institution available'and
willing to undertake the program, not a likely
possibility at this time. If the New York defini-
tion becomes widely accepted, interstate in-
stitutional mobility.will 'be impossible.

Although off -campus and branch campus op-
erations raise academic,questions, these can be
,resolved through ApprOpriate Jicensure stan-.
dards. Absolute 'interstate barriers to branch
campus operations are an undesirable' outcome,
especially if it is paraded under the banner of
academic standards.

In summary, the authors of the AIR study are
right on target both in their findings and rec-
Ommendations. Support for their -recom,'
mendations is warranted.

II. A Naiional/Feder6I Perspective

John D. Phillips
President, National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities

In one of rhy'previous conditions of servitude,
as Deputy U.S. Commissioner of Education, I
had -the great pleasure of working for John
Proffitt and his Division of. Eligibility and .

Agency Evaluation. That is to say, I was John
Proffitt's superyisor. I would describe this rela-
tionship as roughly akin to that between Billy
Martin and Reggie Jackson. That is, I was in
constant peril of being fired by the owner of the
U.S. Office of Education (USOE).ball club (Mar-.
tin Kramer), depending largely on the perfor-

of my heavy-hitting but temperamental
star ballplayer .(John Proffitt) who, in turn,
faced considerable trouble getting his game to-
gether because of constant meddling and inter-
ference from the front office.

tt was just about three years' ago ,while
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this uneasy relationship between Kramer, Phil-
lips and Proffitt was being artfully worked out

that the rhetorical battle cry of "fraud and
abuse" began to reverberate through the halls
of Congress and the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare (DHEW), following the
sensationalized disclosurfs in the cases of ad-
vance schools and the West Coast trade schools.
Indeed, I cannot yet escape the memory of OM.

first full-scale meeting on fraud and abuse 'in
my office on a typically overheated summer day
in 1975. In retrospect I see clearly that the
meeting marked the beginning of the end for
those easy, informal and essentially trusting
protocols among federal,, state and voluntary
accrediting agencies. that had predominated
throughout the 16-year development of federal



,

student aid\ programs from a tidy $3-million
National Defense Student Loan Program ap-
propriation \ in 1959 to an .enormous multi-
faceted $37billion appropriation in 1975.

The tight-lipped investigator from .the De-
partment of justice had required me to sign .
personally- fOr the sealed brown envelope
Marked "administrative-confidential." 1 already
had read-thrOugh the litany of miscreance
while he waited impatiently and perspiringly

. across the room.o 1 already had been. told in no
uncertain terms that it was my responsibility
as Deputy CoMmissioner to act immediately
and forthrightly, to halt this "fraud and abuse."
And finally, Of course, I already had been ad-
vised in equally \ certain terms by the DHEW
Office of General \Counsel that I had absolutely;
no'authority under the law, not to Mention any
administrative capacities, to carry out the in-
structions from the Department of Justice.

It was in this context that the first meeting of
owner, manager and star ballplayer on the sub-
ject of fraud and abuse took place my office .

on that hot surnmerday in 1975. It was clear to
:all three parties and our various agents and
seconds _arrayed around the table - that we
would be up against an enormous set of ad-
Ministrative tasks over an extended time period
just to redirect our bureaucratic apparatus from
the primary business of helping needy students
to the primary business of tracking down and
prosecuting (I did n( t Say persecuting) the per-
petrators of fraud. nd \ abuse. But that could
wait, as what we net ded, to concentrate on first
was the lack of legOatiye authority to guide
the bureaucratic apparatus, and the question
was: "What authorit es should we seek in the

\

Higher Education mer\dments of 1976 to
. bring the problem un er effective control?"

I see now that the iscusSion of that question,e
which extended over many; more meetings on
many more ,steamy a ternoOn3, was essentially

. a discussion by prox of the entire system of
triad relationships t at had grown up' around
the administration o federal higher education
programs since 1958. The ower had previously
stated his views on t e matt T in the Newman'
report. He plumped .furiousl, for a major ex-
pansion of direct federal powers to review, to
recognize, to license- a d even in some cases to
directly_ accredit postsecond ry institutions
seeking to secure or mainta n eligibility for.
themselves and their students to participate in
federal programs.

The manager, a classical epublican type
who hailed from a civilized stat and had been
heavily influenced by is personal involvement
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with the Education Commission of the States
(ECS) in the establishment of the 1202 state
commissions, argued forcefully for expanding
the powers, authorities and capacities of the
states and for providing federal financial incen-
tives to link together the state coordinating
commissions, the state student aid agencies and
the state eduCational licensing agencies in a
coordinated system to deal with fraud and
abuse. And the star ,ballplayer, having spent
years becoming seasoned in the tradition of
exerting governmental influence discreetly and
indirectly through recognition of voluntary
self-governing bodies' that, in turn, required
compliance with generally accepted community
standards, argued persuasively for expanding
the pavers, authorities and capacities of the
accrediting agencies to review -and certify the
integrity or "probity" of institutional adminiS-
trative and financial practices as part of their
regular accreditation review. processes.

Now it is true that both the owner and the
manager succeeded in so thoroughly 'discredit-
ing each others' arguments that they created a
readily available op'portunity for the star
ballplayer to 'prevail. But, for the benefit of any
who thus far have missed the opportunity to
contend with John Proffitt in a policy dispute, I
should point out that his lifetime batting aver-
age in such matters is pretty good for an old
Kentucky ,country hardball player, and much
better than Reggie Jackson's.

On the other hand, as so often happens to
good' bureaucratic ballplayers, they .win all the
battles and still lose the wars. The owner and
manager eventually agreed to make common
cause with the star ballplayer, carefully con-
structinga coalition of various interests within
the postsecondary education community-to ad-
vance and support amendments of the Higher
Education Act to strengthen the -capacity of
accrediting bodies to control fraud and abuse by
simply requiring these agencies to review and
certify the integrity of institutional administra-
tive and financial practices instead of empower-
ing the federal or state governments to do so.

What began as an honest effort to encourage
self regulation as an alternative to government
regulation soon dissolved into "The Great Pro-.
bity Debate," in which the members of the
accrediting establishment looked squarely into
the mouth of this gift horse, decided that they
did not much like its federal breeding and
bloodlines and set out to defeat the bill. 'The
postsecondary community was thus sufficiently
divided togive members of Congress a plausible
excuse to do nothing about the problem in the



1976 amendments, which' is precisely what they
did.

The scene now shifts to the air-conditioned
office of the Undersecretary of DHEW on a day
in the summer of 1976 shortly after it had
become inescapably clear that Congress would
riot_ consider: the Administration's proposal to .
rely primarily art the voluntary accrediting
agencies to deal with the problem. The tight-
lipped men from the Department of Justice
were there, demanding to know what we were
going to do now that the path of legislation to
rely upon voluntary self regulation had been
blocked. The eqUally tight-lipped men from the
new and rapidly expanding DHEW Office of
Investigations 'were also there and they wanted
to know just what we were going to do about
the'problem. The men from the DHEW Control-
ler's. Officeand from the Office of Management

yid Budget were also there, and they too
wanted to know what we were going to do to:.
reassure the Congress that they could go ahead
and appropriate $3 billion to sustain the stu-
dent aid programs for another year without
having the programs victimized by fraud and
abuse.

After some preliminary commentary about
the stupidity of the USOE ball club for having
tried to work out a solution in collaboration
with those reactionary accrediting people, and
some countervailing commentary about the un-
seemliness of a Republican Administration to-
tally reversing its field and advocating ex-
panded federal 'controls, the process of elimina-
tion was quickly completed. The idea of relying
primarily on the state governments to solve the
problem suddenly gripped everyone in the room
with the tenacity of some mystical "Great Dis-
covery."

:The rest of. the story is recent history with
which we are all quite familiar. John Proffitt.
and I attended the Keystone conference. with
state licensing and regulating officials, posi-
tively exuding enthusiasm and confidence
about the prospects fora state-federal partner-
ship to protect the consumers of postsecondary
education services against- institutional fraud
and abuse, thereby filling. the vacuum treated
by. the unwillingness of the accreditors to accept
responsibility for prosecuting the predators.
Then we returned to Washington to .prepare
and issue the RFP (request for proposal), which
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eventually produced the Arrierican Institutes
for Research (AIR) report setting forth a plaus-
ible justification for an enormous expansion of
state controls on postsecondary education in they
name of consumer protection, and an equally
plausible justification for federal matching
grants to support that effort.

I recount all of this history not to lay the
dead hand of a former federal official on. the
Collective shoulders of those participating in
this seminar, but rather in an effort to put this
discussion of the AIR report into a proper
perspective. From that perspective, it strikes
me that we are in grave danger of pushing
blindly ahead with a course`of action acciden-
tally hit upon two years ago to solve a problem
that fell upon us three years ago, without suffi-
cient pause to consider the possibility that we,
like the perennial French generals and the or-
thodox American economiSts, may be preparing
ourselves to fight the last war or.cope with the
last economic crisis rather than dealing effec-
tively with the next one.

It seems, to me that the next war will not be
over how much more government control we
must have to deal effectively with such issues
as consumer protection or fraud and abuse, but
rather -how much less government' control we
can achieve to deal effectively with the much
more fundamental issues of persistent inflation,
the basic freedom of our business and financial
institutions to produce, the basic integrity of
our educational institutions and study pro-
grams, and the basic. rights of individuals to
lead a full and rich life unfettered by runaway
government' controls imposed in the name 'of
protecting them.

-If you, agree with me that we are facing a
massive readjustment in the. balande of power
between government and other institutions of
American life, then the AIR report Must be
seen. not as charting a positive course but
rather as a pretext for fuither extensions and
refinements of government.powers that must at
least be resisted, if not reversed. It is more
critical today than ever before that we fUlly and
fairly explore the possibilities for voluntary self
regulation preferably through expansion of
accreditation processes, but otherwise if neces-
sary --- rather than erecting yet another collec-
tion-of government controls and another self-
perpetuating bureaucracy to adminiSter them.



III. An Accreditation Perspective

William K. Selden
Consultant

As I read the final technical report of A Study
of State Oversight.in Postsecondary Education, I
was impressed that the issues
similar to those discussed at a conference in
Washington in which Iwas involved nearly a
quarter of,a century ago. The Council ofState
Governments had prepared the draft' of ',model
legislation to be suggested to the states for.
adoption in order that they might' more
adequately be able to enforce oversight of post-
secondary educational institutions. As now, it
was then recognized that most of the states
needed hot only stronger laws and regulations
but increased funding-and personn to perform
adequately what was perceived as need for pro-
tection of the public.

More than 20 years later we are attending
another conference.,to face the same issues and
to explore ways by which we may again try to
dn what we have so far been unable to ac-
complish except in a small percentage of the

-states. For the past few years I have been.
engaged in other pursuits and have not been
directly or intimately involved in the issues
with which most of the participants at this-.
conference encounter on a daily basis. In view
of this fact it is best that I limit myself to a few
random observations of a broad nature and pre-
sent these merely to initiate discussion at this .
seminar.

The Issue. The issue is simple. Homo sapiens
being what it is, there are always some of us
who will endeavor to obtain for ourselves as
much as we can in return for giving as little as
possible even if it 'requires deception, deceit or
fraud to enhance our personal gain. Fortu-
nately this human weakness is submerged in
most people. However; it is found among indi-
viduals in all endeavors, including,education at
the postsecondary level.

The fraudulent, the inadequate, the mark-
edly inferior educational institutions are not a
creation of recent years. They have al,ways
existed. In fact, their presence is one of the
reasons for the creation of the nongovernmental
accrediting agencies that undertake institu-
tional and programmatic reviews, some of

which had their origins i Ihe past century.
What is of.immediate ancern is the present

dimension of the issue zild the importance that
postsecondary educati in has for the continued
well-being of our so,:iety. The report to which
we are addressing 6urgelves indicates that
over 8,300 postsecondary institutions are cur-

rently recognized as eligibie for participation in
the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, which
is the largest of the five- Office of Education
(USOE)-administered programs". identified in
the document. Even if the percentage of the
institutions that can justifiably be accused of
malpractice in advertising, recruiting, financial
refunds' or making false promises is small, the
absolute number can be -significant because of
the large total-of postsecondary institutions. In
other words, the dimension of the issue is now
greater in absolute terms than it was 25 years
ago.

Furthermore, for an increasing number of
occupations postsecondary education is a neces-
sity and the functioning of our society is depen-
dent on qualified persons filling many of these
occupational positions. Consequently, education
has grown increasingly important to our
economy and our society in which fraudulence
can be an undermining influence to our total
welfare.

For these reasons, as well as for the protec-
tion of the individuals in our society; we and
our government are concerned with the iden-
tification and development of the means by
which we may not necessarily totally elimi-.
nate, even though that would be ideally, desir-
able -- so reduce fraudulence. in postsecondary
education that society does not unduly suffer
and that comparatively few individuals can be
harmed. Sufficient disclosures have been made
to indicate that at least in recent years with the
increased funding provided at the postsecond-
ary,Jevel by government there has been such
fraudulence to recognize that our society is
being excessively injured.

The Problem. The problem is not as simple as
the issue. The problem is to develop an appro-
priate means of exercising: adequate oversight



for postseCOndary, education S2 that fraudulance
will be reduced and remain at a minimum and
so accomplish this goal without establishingan
undue burden on all educational institutions
and without, creating a bureaucratic structure
that will be an excessive burden on either the
public or private sectors of our economy. The
problem exists because of our political heritage
and 'form Of government both of which have

'produced and continue to support innumerable
benefits for. mankind. However, in the identifi-
cation and eradication of fraudulance in post-,
secondary.education we do face a problem that
is not easily resolved.

Because our United States Constitution indi-
rectly' delegates the responsibility'for education
to the several states, because the federal gov-
ernment has in recent' years provided large
funding for various aspects and elements of
'postsecondary education and becauSe we have
developed and relied extensively on ,non-
governmental agencies to 'accredit and approve
educational institutions, we have a tripartite
'hegemony in the oversight. of educational in-
stitutions,Despite avowed disapproval by. all of

.1) fraudulance in education, it has been difficult
to obtain sufficient consensus among officials of
federal and state governments' and of educa-
tional institutions and accrediting agencies to
develop and adopt legislation and provide sub-
sequent financial support and personnel to ac,
complish the goal that most all of us at this
seminar perceive to be needed.

. Although we are not certain that it is the
case, let us proceed on,the assumption-that the
time has arrived when it will be possible to
take major steps leading to eradication of much
of the'Traudulance that, does now ekist'in post -'
secondary education. To assist in these en-
deavors-I offer the following random obServa- .
(ions.

Types Of Institutions Requiring.External Over-
sight. In the studies and reports that I have
read, -attention has been Called. primarily to
examples of fraudulance in nondegree voca-
tional programs offered for profit. It is possible
that a higher incidenceof deception and deceit
may exist in this type of ,institution. On the
other hand, I submit "that without too much
probing examples of misrepresentation can be
found in both private and public institutions; as
well as in. degree-granting . and nondegree-
granting, in one-year, two-year and four-year
colleges.

After an extended period of continually ex-:.
parading, enrollments in postseCondary educa-
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tion we are now entering a time, probably of
long, duration, of an anticipated receding col-
lege population. This era.willstimulate aggres-,
sive competition for students on the part of
institutions of all types. Witness the current.
recognition of the desirability to provide ediica-
tion for older persons and the expansion of
programs in continuing education now being so
widely endorsed by most of the professions. Let'
us recognize, that economic motives are' present
as. philosophical reasons for such changes in
attitudes are endorsed.

My purpose in mentioning these develop-
ments is to support the principle 'that any ex-
pansion of external oversight of pOstsecondary
education should be similar for all education
and not limited to any one type of institution.
Although the extent of fraudulance may vary
among types it is: regretfully present in all
types.

Broad Discretion 'Strategy v., Detailed, Stan-
dards Strategy. The report that serves as the
focal point' of this conference identifies a
century-old issue of the nongovernmental ac-
crediting agencies. When accreditation was in-
itiated it was necessary to provide specific de-
finitions for a college. This the regional or in-
stitutional ,accrediting associations attempted
to do with their detailed requirements that in
large measure provided merely a check list. In
a similar manner the profeSsional or specialized
agencies accomplished the same purpose by re-
lying on detailed and specific standards as to
physical. facilities, hours of instruction, qualifi-
cations of faculty, laboratory, procedures, li-
brary collections and so on.

As time passed and as educators, in whatever
field, began to develop a consensus as to the
necessary ingredients for a good educational
institution or program of study, they expressed
uneasiness with detailed' specifications. Hun-
dreds of thousands of manhours .and of dollars,
have been expended in attempts to devise stan-
dards that are broad in scope and at the same
time sufficiently specific to be constructively
employed in the accrediting review process. At
the same time that it is necessary both to per-
mit some flexibility and variability in educa-,
tion, it is .also necessary to have a scale of
values in order that an institution or program
may be evaluated as to its quality. Without the
latter accreditation is meaningless.

Standards for accreditation- are in flux, .they
always will be and they always should, be. If
they are not education will be stultified,: and
dormant. In this- respect I, am concernecathat
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there may be too much support for the detailed
standards strategy especially when imple-
mented by officials of government agencies.
Government requirements cannot and should
not be subject to rapid change. If they are
detailed -and immediately, specific, we run the
serious risk of imposing outmoded and oppres-
sive standards. On the other hand, if we sup-
port the approach of broad discretion by gov-
ernment officials in educational oversight re-
sponsibilities we will encourage conditions: in
which compliance in many situations will be
based upon personal opinion and whim.

The answer to this dilemma must include a
measure of each ingredient. broad discretion
and more specific standards. The discussions' at
this conference could he significant in prescrib-
ing a Solution, at least for the immediate .fu-

,ture.

Tripartite Structure. In this same report. on
State Oversight in Postsecondary Education, a
statement was presented to the effect that state
agencies can provide closer' surveillance and
oversight and also react' more quickly than
nongovernmental accrediting agencies. I will
not argue for or against this specific claim but I

do call your .attention to: the question whether
we .should consider only immediate conse-
quences or whether they should be considered
within the context ,of. possible long-term de-
velopments. I am indicating'that our immediate
worry about fraudulance in postsecondary edu-
cation, which I totally condemn, should not

'absorb our entire attention to such an extent
that we overlook the long-term consequences of
recommendations that may emanate from these

'sessions.
I will expand on this approach by referring to

what was, identified a few years ago as the triad
or tripartite relationships in accreditation
among agencieS of the federal. government,
agencies of . the many states and the non-
governmental organizations. This triad rela-
tionship provides an easily identified and vis-
ualized description but from my point of view is

'insufficient and deceptifully misleading. Let me
explain.

One of the pillars. of the political philosophy
on which this nation has been based is the
principle of balance of forces. Recognition of
this principle, was incorporated in the United
States Constitution with the three branches of ..
government executive, judicial and legisla-.
tive. It was also incorporated in our federal
form of government with certain powers dele-
gated to the central 'or federal government and

23

the others reserved for the many states, whfch
in turn have powers reserved to their subdivi-
sions whether they be counties, towns, parishes
or cities. The states also have their respective
three branches of government.

In addition tb these balances of powers we
also have the'private sector in contrast to the
governmental sector. The history of this nation,
in fact of all nation's to varying extents, record
the ebb and flow ..of relative influe"nce , and
strengths between what we now gall the public
sector in contrast to the private sector. ,.

During most of the lifetimes of those present
,,- at this conference there has been a momentum

toward greater strength for the public sector
based largely 'on the assumption that govern-
ment will better represerntatthe

sector
e all

people than will the private
various intrenched and. powerful segments.
This movement toward greater Power for got,-
ernment versus the Private sector is also, stimu-
lated by developments in no ct ehother na t i o n s

the
where

this tendency is well advanced and also
ppressures of economic, political .and military

competition with the more autocratic and cen-
tralied governments of Eastern Europe:

We are -now witnessing the frutrations f
millions of people who feel boxed
slowing economic growth,

and growing
aspira-

tions, expanding taxes ing govern-
ment intended to provide services for which the
people themselves have not accepted realistic
limitations. These frustrations are being man-
ifested in a brutally blunt manner as, expressed
in, the recent California election (i.e., Prop-
osition 13). This election will undoubtedly
stimulate a response. throughout the country
and should encourage us at this seminar, to
reflect and endeavor to resolve what for the
forseeable future should be a Proper balance

,
among the various-agencies, bo,th private and
public, that are 1-

sh ouldK1 be conc erned with
external oversight of postsecOndary:-education.

I contend that the balance of,powers is not
sufficiently indicated by the term triad Or,
tripartite relationship. Under current condi-
tions the accrediting agencies, of the private
sector are one element and should continue to
be a 'vital element.in the identification of qual-
ity in education. In this respect they may be
identified as one side of the triad with the
federal government serving: as the second side
and the states as the third side of the triad. On
the other hand, X beseech you to review ,the
issues assigned to this seminar in the light of
the appropriate balance of Powers or forceS .in
our body politic andembody that philosophy on

J
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which this nation was founded and which, I
insist, even with all of our abberations in
governmental operations has been the basis
for this great nation, a nation that is capable of
further revision and adaption for the total wel-
fare of its citizens.

It should be recognized that, as with the
private sector, government has its entrenched

and, powerful segments that strive to per-
petuate thernselies and their own interests.
These interests are not always consonant with
the broad public well-being. If we will consider
the issue confronting, this seminar within. this.
broader context we will undoubtedly enjoy
stimulating explorations and hopefully will
reach constructiveconclusions.

IV. A Federal Perspective

Alfred Moye
Deputy Commissioner For Higher arid Continuing Education

U.S. Office of Education

In hiS opening statement to this conference,
Governor Otis Bowen struck an important
theme. This conference, like those that pre-
ceeded it, is part of a continuing effort by fed
eral, state and educational institutional repre-
sentatives to join in a common effort to address
issuea-of universal concern in the postsecondary
education arena. I am pleased to be here as a
participant, and on behalf of the U:S. Commis-,
sioner of Education, Ernest Boyer, to extend his
welcome to you and his hope that we will have
a most productive and constructive conference.

As I believe' you know,' the U.S. Office of
/Education's (USOE) interest in these proceed:
ings spring from its support of the "triad con
cept," which involves the federal government,
state agencies and accrediting bodies in a divi-
sion of responsibilities concerning USOE's
eligibility system for administering student and
institutional assistance programs.. It was this
support that lead to the issuance by the USOE,
of a contract with the American Institutes for
Research (AIR) to provide an indepth profile of
the strengths and limitations of state. legal
chartering and approval procedures, including
'specific suggestionS for strategies that might be
employed in order to help state agencies ac-
quire stronger laws and enforcement
mechanisms.

Due to a numbei of, well-publicized institu-
tional abuses of students who were recipients of
federal aid programs, protection of students had
become a significant problem to USOE. Thpse',
abuses had been the ,..topic of several research
studies-and national conferences, all of which
called for efforts at strengthening the state role
in authorizing and oversight of postsecondary
institutions.' Therefore, we believed that a
study was needed to assess the degree to which
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postsecondary state licensing and approving
agencies provide student consumer protection
by preventing or correcting abusive, and poten-
tially abuSive, institutional policies, practices -
and conditions.

lie AIR/ study now is completed, and
i

cer-
,, //.t 'is a substantial and significant re

search effort. Because of its scope .and because
of the range, of its findings and recommenda-
tion, we in the Office of Education have con-
cluded that it was important not only to com-
municate its results to, all state approval agen-
cies, but also to provide a forum in which par-
ticipants in the triadsystem could meet in
order to 'discuss its implications. We were espe-
cially gratified when the EdUcation Commis-
sion of the States. agreed to .cosponsor this con-
ference with us and _have been equally gratified
by the joining of other agencies, public and
private, as cooperating members.' The interest
of these agencies in the conference augers well
fot its outcome.

Clearly, one of the most important findings of
the AIR study is that 48. states and the District
of Columbia eXercise.some sort of licensing. au'
thority'over priVate nemdegree-granting in-
stitutions and that 38 states exercise. specific
licensing authority over traditional private
nondegree-granting institutions. This data
strikes at an old shibboleth regarding state
oversight activity. Not only do the states have
the major constitutional responsibility forgov,
erning postsecondary institutions, within their
boundaries, but it is clear that they have been,
and continue to be, attentive to this responsibil-
ity.

Another important area of the study findings
relates-to state authorizirig/oversight agency of-
ficials' perceptions of 'the U.S. Office of Educa-

,



tion's role. I sense a desire on the part of state
agency representatives for USOE to assist in
developing some kind of communication'
mechanism-for the states in order to assist state
agency officials in sharing information about
schools that operate in more than one state.
also sense.a desire that the office provide-work-
shops and technical isSistance, including legal
experts and research studies, that will allow
state,agency officials to acquire new knowledge,
skills and techniques for oversight. In ,these
areas, USOE looks to this conference for guid-
ance. For this reason, I am pleased that the
conference steering committee has explicitly in-
cluded among the items, for discussion, the fol-
lovving questions:

R.,

1. How .can the U.S. Office of Education
assist states in discharging the state licens-
ing of postsecondary ,institutions?
2. What should be the relati9riship of state

licensing to institutional eligibility for fed-
eral funding?
These questions Are riot confined to the AIR

study, or to the Office of Echication or to the
states.-They are questions also on the minds of
others. Recently, the General Accounting Office.:
(GAO), in a draft report entitled "The Office of
Education's Eligibility Process What Assur-
ances Does it Provide," recommends that the ,

Commissioner of Education: (1) develop the
capability to provide technical 'assistance and
leadership to states to upgrade their authoriza- -

ti

tion and monitoring progress including initial
authorization and monitoring capabilities, and
(2) propose legislation to the Congress that
would provide adequate financial supportto the
states to improve the state authorization pro-
cess.

John Proffitt will shortly be reviewing with
you the findings and recommendations of the
GAO report. In the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare's (DHEW) response to
thelwO GAO recommendations I have cited, we
have stated that thege items will be reviewed at
this conference, following which DHEW and
USOE will consider the appropriate directioris
to take,includingthe need for legislation. So, I
urge you to explore carefully and thoroughly
those questions concerning the relationship be-
tween state licensure and institutional eligibil-
ity for federal funding,' including the, issue of L._
whether or not USOE should establish recogni-
tion criteria for state licensing bodies (similar
to those alrdady in use for accrediting agencies)
and should recognize,,and provide aasistanCe to,
those state liCensing agencies that meet the
recognition criteria.

I can., assure. you that your collective counsel
on these questions will bg given the most care-
ful consideration by DHEW and USOE. Once
again, on behalf of the..commissioner, I want to
thank you for coming to this conference. We are
delighted that'you are here, and we 'hoPe that
this Will be a very profitable conference for all
of us.



REVIEW OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE IN ITS DRAFT REPORT,

THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION'S ELIGIBILITY PROCESSWHAT ASSURANCES DOES IT PROVIDE ?"
C.

AND THE RESPONSE OF THE. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE

1

, I

John Proffitt
Director, Division of Eligibility and Agency Evaluation

U.S. Office of Education

Seven major recommendations contained in the
General Accounting Office's (GAO) draft report
on "The Office of Education's Eligibility,
ProcessWhat Assurances Does it Provide ?"
were reviewed by-Mr., Proffitt. For each recom-
mendation, Mr. Proffitt defined the response of
the-U.S. Department'of Health, Education and
Welfare (DHEW) and the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion (USOE), which response-is as yet not pub-
lished. The recommendations and the DHEW/
USOE response are ,surnmarized below.

Recommendation 1. We recommend that the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
direct the Commissioner of Education to con-
tinue to meet with representatives of the
states and accrediting associations to jointly
(a) .develop definitions, of their respective
roles and (b) establish a reasonable time
frame for defining and implementing these
roles.
Response: 'We concur. The Commissioner of
Education ,nd the USOE staff will continue._
to meet with state and accrediting bodies and
will organize national and regional confer-,
ences to discuss thr GAO recommendations.

Recommendation
i

2. We recommend that *the
Secretary of DHEW direct the Commissioner,
of Education to initiate efforts that will in-
crease the public awareness qf the accredita-
tion process and what can and should be
expedtefrom it:
Response: DHEW and USOE concur. The
Office of Education is-prepared to issue an
eligibility 'statement and will Then organize
nationwide public hearings on the revised
criteria.

Recommendation 3: The Secretary of DREW
'should direct the ComEnisSioner of Education,

.,,in order to systematically evaluate associa-
tion Retittons to (a) establish mnimum
submission reqUirements, (b) identify. sample
self studies and vi Siting team-reportk,to be
submitted, (c) condUct observer visits to-the
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school;.(d) obtain information from appropri-
ate groups regarding schools accredited by .

the petitioning association,'and (e) determine
if association performance is of Sufficient
scope to meet its standards.
.Responte:.We concur with the -direction of

reconimendation but not with three of
the specific recommendations., USOE agrees
with parts (a) and (c); but does not concur
with part (b), with part (d) (because we be-
lieve Current prOcedures are adequate), nor
do we concur with part (e).

Recomrinendation 4. We recommend that the
Secretary of DHEW direct the Commissioner
of Education to forthrightly implement the
provisions of the 1976 Education Aniend-
ments. Specifically, this should include.. the
use of the limit, suspend and termination
actions :.against schools which misrepresent
the nature 'of. their educational programs,
nature of their charges or employability of
graduates:
Response: DHEW and USOE concur. The
final rules have already been published in
the Federal Register.

Recommendation 5. We recommend that the
Secretary of DREW direct the Commissioner
of Education to issue regulations for,schools
applying for eligibility for USOE financial
assistance programs that provide for the fol-
lowing:

a: Admission policies that enroll :students
with potential to benefit from training;
with exceptions to be justified in writing;
b. For universities, colleges, schools or
programs preparing students for gainful
employment, the provision to students of
information on the number of ..students
completing the program and seeking
employment, or license or other document
legally required to obtain employment in
the recognized occupation;
c. Fair and equitable refund policies under
which 'a school must'refund unearned tui-
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tion and fees and room and board charges
to students who 'do \not begin or complete
the period of study for which funds were
paid.

Response: We concur basically with all-
three ''parts, of this recommendation. With
respect to part (a), current regulations would
require schools to .document the basis for
admission, and to part (b), regulations al-
ready call for publication of such informa--

Recommendation 6. We recommend that the
Secretary of DHEW direct the Commissioner
of Educationto:

a. Develop the capability to provide tech-
nical assistance and leadership to states Co
upgrade their authorization and monitor-,
ing process including initial authorization
and Monitoring 'capabilities;
b. 'propose legislation to the Congress that
would provide adequate financial support
to the states to improve the state authori-
zation process:
C. Encourage states to ado t strong au-
tho-rization mechanisms i chiding' the
elimination of exemptions for accredited
schools from state review;

Develop minimum standards for such

a

/,
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matters as advertising, refund policies,
and information disclosure fol states to
use as a guide.

ReSponse:' With regard to part (a) of this
recommendation we concur and the staff will
be developing this further. However, we do
not agree with part (b) and urge the adoption
of the Education Commission of the States'
model legislation. We concur, with part (c)
and believe that this already exists in the
ECS model legislation, but we will continue
to study the issue. We will reserve comment
On part (d) as this recommendation has
created the most discussioil Within DHEW,
particularly with respect to the refund policy.
The department is cohsidering extending the
refund policy to all student aid programs of
DHEW:

Recommendation 7. We recommend that the
Secretary of DHEW direct the Commissioner
of Education to conduct a study of what in-
formation should be shared by the parties in
the eligibility process' and establish a formal
information sparing 'sytent among those
parties.
Response: DHEW and- USOE concurs with
this recommendation.

et.
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Answer: .We cannot'insw4r at this point as
this is a romplex issue.

"cooling-off"Wherl will the 14-dayQuestion:
peried'aPP137? .

, c

Answer: The period begins with the date of .

Pceptanceuf the student.
Question: Will. this not give the student, under

certain conditions, the opportunity to `1

. ' "riP off' the,institution? :

Answer: This may be true ola srnalr percent-
age, but the FTC feels it is a proper.
rule.

Question Has the FTC given any consideration
Lt(1. a statement on , Student resporsi-
L'ilitY in ,fulfillment of educational
contracts?

AnSwerf, We cannot think of an instance
where the FTC would enter into: this
issue.

Question Doesn't the naive ap-
proach
such rates be

to placement rates as how can
to training.

proach

. and, the FTC

traced back

naive but feel ,
notorious for inaction

maybe
it should do something however .im-
perfect. It.should be understood that
the FTC rule will require job Pl,tee-
inent data only if the school makes
claims about placenrient.

Ariswef':

(3.

I.
An add
floor ,00t6d that

addition

d_scOsurelaw requircS a 50

comment
question:nfirsotrrnattil-oLne

Veterans

r

conflict

It was

Administration

federal

edi as this
.,es have their Own

problem be exam
overlap of ruleNand, the resulting

for the schools

that
have

and thatfrom vocational schools

difficult

discloSure

. .

involved.
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SUMMARY AND SYNTHESIS OF THE CONFERENCE*

(Revised from the oral presentation at the conference)

Thurston E. Manning.anning .

Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
North Central Association of Colleges and Schooli

I. INTRODUCTION.

. .

This conference.may be likened-to a piece of 'architec-
ture.-There is. a plan the comprehensive and de-
tailed American Institutes for Research (AIR) report
,by Steven Jung and his associate's' that provides a
variety of cross sections-and views of the topic. There
have been subcontractors the distinguished
speakers who provided a depth of knowledge on spe-
cial topics. There ha§ been--a clerk-of7the-works
John Proffitt, who represented the builders to be sure
that everything goes well. However, the heart of the
construction was the contributions of those who at-
tended the 'conference and partjcipated in the ex-
tended, discussion groups. I suppose the discussion
leaders might be called the foremen and the conferees
called the artisans who made the structure..Like arti-
sans of the Middle Ages, each one did not 'confine
hi trigelf to making a faithful repreSentation of the
plan, b`ut rather provided a unique and singular elab-
oration.

There is a danger in allowing so many to work so
freely on a structure. The result may be incoherent
and even structurally unsound. But if the plan has
been convincing, the subcontractors effective and the
foremen'oremen communicative, then, like the artisans of the
Middle Ages, we may have created a structure excel-

-dent in its outline, convincing in its detail and better
than any single person could have done.

Thisanalogy suggests that the task of summarizing
the conference is not unlike; the task of the architec-
tural critic,.. to discover in the multiple detail cer-
tain pervasive themes and, haVing identifienhose,
to show how they interact to. form the.details of the
structure: In.doing this, thecritic must be careful not
to add his own contribution (other than in interpreta-,
tion). His obligation is to report and interpret, not to
build the building. It should also be noted that no
Critic can comment or include all that:occurred with-
out failing- in his obligation,to summarize. Therefbre,
no artisan, should feel abused if' his or her im;7,(:(.1

.

con tributipm is omitted here.
1

'Jong; steyen NI., A Study. of State OrersIght tri Poq.a.cmr(hin.
Educottoti, l'alo Alto, Calif.: American Int.aitmes lin Research.
Decttillter 30, 1977.
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The tas.kr.or sum marizi ng has been made easier by the
skill of the discussion leaders in,reporting the, com-
ments of the' groups. Without that first synthesis of
ideas it would have been impossible to prepare this
final document.

II. THEMES
It is possible to discern in the discussions certain
themes that recur in various combinations and per-
mutations. They are enumerated here in random
order, with no attempt to judge their relative impor-
tance.

Theme I: Complexity.
One person mentioned to me in t e hall that he hadn't
realized how complex the issues of .state oversight
are. He admitted that until he got i dto the discussion's
he thought things were quite/simple, but now he was
confused and glad he didp't have to solve all the
problems. The complexity theme/ is expressed in
many ways, including th following:

1. The structure of o ersight in the severalstates.
The. AIR report emonstrates 'clearly (and the
reports from th drgeussions confirm) that the
administrativ Organizations are widely'dif-
ferent in the ifferent states. Indeed, in some
states there re no structures at all to deal
With certain segments of postsecondary edu-
cation. I

1

2. The heterlogerieity of postsecondary institu-
tions. ThP United States has developed a post-
secondy'y universe that displays a wide spec-
trum on any classification one can find. In
size, institutions range from a dozen students
to over 50,000: In purpose, institutions 'can
seek/to be as focussed as those that aim only to
train good truck drivers, or as diffused as the
unifrersities whose programs range from re-.
medial arithnietic to research on the origins of
the universe. In financial resources, some in-
stitutions are explicitly bankrupt, while

i,
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others preside over permanent endowments of
millions odollars.

3. The philosophical stance of the conferees. Some
conferees advocate strong central control as-a
matter of principle 'while others advocate as
free a competition as possible. Some feel cer-
tainty in their own minds and do not hesitate
to-express opinions unambiguously. Others
believe that truth has not yet been cevealed to
them and speak with hesitation.

Examples. need not be multiplied. The complexity. of
the issue, the resources, the people and above all of
the postsecondary enterprise is obvious: It is a.recur-
ring theme n the discussions and it is a reality that
prevehts simplistic solutions to problems, however
intel lectual ly appeal ing such solutions maybe.

Theme-II: Evenhandedness:
This second theme flows from the first one. Through-
out. the discussions, along with the recognition of the
complexities, was a dedication to fair play, often ex-
pressed as an unwillingness to give certain categories
of postsecondary institutions special privilege or to
treat other categories especially harshly. 'Phis was
not, however, a simple insistence on uniformity, since
Chore was recognition. that uniformity oltreatnient is
not fair if applied to different kinds of institutions,
However difficult it is to he lair (and the discussions
provided examples of the difficulties); there was
throughout the discussions a dedication to that dual-
ity of fairness that one group called "eVenhandedz
ness," a striving for equality of treatment, while rec-
ognizing essential differences and not using irrele-
vant characteristics as*the basis for discrimination.

Theme III: Acceptant" of the Triad.
"Triad" carries the idea that oversight and improve-
ment of postsecondary education involves three dis-
tinguishable groups the-federal government, the

...71;tates and the institutions themselves as represented
their nongovernmental voluntary accrediting or-

ganizdtions. Among the conferees were _those who
wished the federal government would go away and
get out of higher education, others who would like a
freer market for education than some states have
been wil ling, to allow and still other's who predicted
an early demise to:voluntary accreditation. Overall,,
however, the therhe that ran' through the discussion
was that each component is currently here and
reasonably strong and that each is going to continue
to be a three within postsecondary education. Thus an
acceptance of the presence of the triad' colors much of
the discussion,. and is reflected in the themes that
follow,

The triad'concept Was not always regarded as helpful
and has been strongly criticized as being an over-

t
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simplification. .Nevertheless,. the concept appeared
repeatedly in the discussions and its utility was ap-
parent. Perhaps the idea of the triad might best be
regarded as a revelation of truth in need of a theology.
The theology, of course, would have to explicate not
only the connections among the components, bUt also
the essential characteristics of each component.
Some connections and characteristics found in the
discussions included the following:

b. There is a need to recognize a necessary divi-
sion of labor among the triad components. Ac-
creditation is different from eligibility for fed-
eral funds. State authorization for an institu-
tion to operate is not the same as accredita-
tion.

.2. State authorization to operate is mandatory in
states exercising such authorization. Neither
eligibility for federal funds nor accreditation
has that mandatory characteristic, although
some conferees held that the pervasive need
for funds and approval'makes almost a fiction
the claim that use of federal funds and ac-
creditation is "voluntary."

3. Activities of various agencies within the fed-
eral government cause concern and confusion.
Federal regulations (and here recent regula-
tions promulgated by the Federal Trade
Commission were explicitly mentioned in the
discussions) conflict with state statutes and
regulations. Federal recognition of accredit-.
ing agencies has affected the internal struc
tures and activities of these private organiza-
tions.

Acceptance of.the presence of the three components of
the triad did not mean in the discussions that all was
well with the world. Many examples were provided
illustrating various Weaknesses in each component
and much attention ,vas given to ways in which these
weaknesses could be removed. It was clear that a lack
of resources was a fundamental weakness in each
component. While a lack of resources for the federal
government seemed laughable, to some, conferees
remembered that only a short time ago The U.S.
Commissioner of Education testified that one reason
for...difficulties with student loan programs was that
insuffiCient administrative strength shad been pro-

, vided when thee programs were established. There
seemed to be no doubt in most minds that most of the
states were not providing fully adequate administra-
tive resources for the oversight of institutions, and
data from the AIR report were cited in support. One
conferee suggested that the accrediting agencieg
would not be able to fulfill paper expectations until
t heir stalls were increased several fold.

At the same time, there seemed to be a recognition
that a manifold crease in resources would not be
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forthcoming, regardless of need. The "Proposition 13-
phenomenon," understood as a deep reluctance of the
public to provide. further growth of government at
any level, was often mentioned and was emphasized
by John PhilIips in hiS paper early in the conference.

Such considerations made more importSnt the
clarification of the proper roles of each triad compo-
nent. Identifying what each can do best and dividing
the work would be a teLhnique for allocating scarce
resources and accomplishing work at minimum ex-.
penditure levels.

Theme IV: Fundamental. Nature of State Authorization.
This theme develops the idea of proper division of
labor and appropriate interaction among the triad
components. Recurring in the discussions was a rec-
ognition* that each state has a fundamental. obliga-
tion fothe oversight of alhedticatio,n within its bor-
ders,nn obligation thatis constitutionally prohibited
to the federal government and an obligation that
cannot he exercised by the self regulation of accredit-
ing associations that must rely on the.voluntary join-
ing together of institutions. Recognition that state
authorization is fundamental leads at once to the
understanding that it must be the precursor both to
federal actions affecting institutions and to accredi-
tation.

This fundamental nature of state 'authorization also
places squarely on each state the 'obligation to see

- that its authOrization is carried out in a responsible
fashion.,Two levels of responsibility were identified
in the discussions: 11) having appropriate statutes
and regulations, and (2) having appropriate and suf-
ficient administrative strength for enforcement. The
model legislation developed several years agony the
Education Commission of the States was cited as
h ilpful for the first level, Some of the recommenda-
ti( ns of the AIR report speak to the second.

Theme V: Credibiliti, and Communication.
One of the discussion groups talked extensively about

gap. s." This was the only group to use this word, but
what it expressed found other forms in the discus-.
sions. A gap is an empty space and important gaps for
the triad are the empty spaces or understanding and
confidence among and within. the componentS. It was
clear in the discussions that personsfr(im state agen-
cies do not know how well, Or even how. accrediting
agencies worked. Nor do those from the federal gov-
enment understand the. problems and constraints
affecting the daily activities of the states. Therefore,
the accrediting agencies have mistrusted. the actions
of both the states and the federal government.

But if the triad is a reality, and Theme [II expresses
this, then its effective working through 'a rational
division of labor requires that each component he
credible. Credibility means more than presenting a

0'
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surface validity (that is, mere plausibility). Credibil-.
ity means supporting the validity of policies and ac-
tions by evidence and sound logic. If, then, the com-
ponents of the triad are to have credibility with one
another, they must find ways by which they can mus-
ter not well-meant sentiments, but evidence of effec-
tive work.

Clearly better and more complete Communication
among the triad members is one way in which such
evidence can be shared and the discussions strongly
supported improved communication. Communica-
tion did not mean handouts of convenient infoi-rna-
don, but rather a full sharing of both successes and
failures directed toward an appreciation and under-
standing of the strengths and weaknesses of the triad
members. Alai emphasized was a need for similar
credibility within each triad component. The pre-
sence of multiple federal -agencies affecting post-
secondary education leads to a loss of federal credibil-
ity when, as has 'happened, the decisions of one
agency contradict the positions of others. Accrediting
agencies sometimes seem to have quite different
policies, leading to confusion, and loss of credibility.
The statutes iind 'regulations 'of the several states are
so different that Some have concluded that the states
as a group are unreliable in the oversight of educa-
tion.

This themeof credibility and the need for effective
. communication does not provide easy answers the
'many problems identified. What emerged from the
discussions was an awareness of gaps among and
within the triad members and t willingness to seek,,
ways of bridging these empty spaces and coming
closer to establishing and recognizing the credibility
of all. the groups working to give appropriate over-
sight to education.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE AIR
REPORT

Having identified some of the recurring themes of the
structure constructed in the discussions of the confer7,
ence, we turn now to consideration of specific ele-
ments of that structure, beginning with the recom-
mendations of the AIR report which served as the
fundamental plan.

1. The U.S. Office of Education (USOE) should
disseminate copies of the AIR report, including.
its "Technical Addendum," to all state agen-
cies that express a desire to strengthen their
laws and regulation.*.

Such dissemination clearly improves communication
and was supported by the conference. Indeed, one
might question why the report should not he dissemi-
nated to all state and accrediting groups that are'
interested in it. or even to those that are not 'in-
terested. However, the thrust.of the recommendation
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is that the dissemination' should have an end other
than mere broadcasting. Such a limitation is also
reflected in. the theme of effective communication
that strengthens credibility.

2. The USOE Division of Eligibility and Agency
Evaluation should convene a workshop for
staff of' all state authorizing',and oversight
agencies, including those in both nondegree
and degree-granting sectors, o go over the
findings of this study and its:ir iplicat Is for
state agencies.

This recommendation was also supported in the dis-
cussions. It bears on. the fundamental nature of state
authorization and.the consequent need for each state
to provide responsible authorization. Such. a work-
shop would Id so assist in the communication among
states and in finding more effective ways in which
states can expend limited resources in carrying out
the authorization activityThis seminar constitutes
the first such workshop.

3. USOE .should begin to. formulate an official
policy statement encouraging all states to enact
and enforce. state authorizing and oversight
standards that meet or exceed minim con-
sunier protection standards.

In the discussions bearing on this reeominendation
there was an Undercurrent, almost another theme, of
mistrust of too much federal presenCe. Federal en-
couragement was generally welcomed; but the clause
"meet or exceed minimum . . :standards" Seemed to
someto i nvite unwelcome federal specification of how
states shou Id behave and what standards they Should.
embrace. Perhaps this is only an illustration of a
credibility .gap, but it was clear in more than one
discussion group that the federal government needs
to tread cautiously lest its encouragement step over
into requirement. So long as the federal presence is
limited to encouragement of thestates, there was no
loss of support for this recommendation. Perhaps the
recommendation needs rewording to include explicit
recognition of state autonomy and of the states' own
concerns for consumer protection.

4. USOE should Strongly consider drafii,ng,, and
asking the Congress to pass. an amendment to
.the general prOvisions'ofTitleyl of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, as amended, providing
federal funds for states that hive enacted stan-
dards more extensive than those in the ECS
Model legislation.

On this i'ecommendatiOn. the discussion groups...al-
most without exception, voiced j. rent. teserv;it
Some of it was related to the qUestiion of evenhanded-
ness. Why should only states exceeding the model
legislation provi4lons be eligible for federal funds?
Some of it. was related to the standard tself'. What

makes the ECS model the touchstone, other than the
absence of any other model? By far the greatest res-
ervation was with respect to the principle implied in
the recommendation that the states should look to
the federal government for financial support of nor-
mal state activities. This principle was clearly re-
jected by the conferees. There were some who expres-
sed great reservation_ about any continuing federal
funding. As one conferee expressed it, "Every federal
dollar comes with a string attached to it, and it's only
a question of' time before that strineis jerked."'

5. tiSOE should establish and maintain a state
licensing agency liaison center and clearing-
house. .

This is a recommendation that speaks directly to the
theme of communication, certainly within the state
*component of' the triad, and possibly also among all
three components. The recommendation was
strongly supported in the discussions. However, the
theme of a proper division of labor was also heard in
the discussions, with a clear conelasion that while
federal encouragement and funding was desirable,
federal operation (Implied hy "maintain" in the rec-
ommendation) was not. The alternative suggested
was operation of the clearinghouse by a neutral party
acceptable to all components of the triad, but cer-
tainly having the confidence of the states since it is
'state information that would be exchanged. Such
organizations as the Education Commission of
the States or various professional groups of state
agency officials were suggested as possible clearing-
house operators. \

\ ,
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6. USOE should contract for .the services of an

organization of national reputation to plan and
carry tit a continuing program of staff de-
velopin nt activities for state licensing agency
personn I.

Again a positive fsponse to this recommendation
was found in the dis ussipn groups, the details.echo-
ing many already m tioned Such as the desirability
of federal encouragem nt, the need forlit tesAichout
extensive resources to rovide proper a, ministrat'i'on'
of oversight activities and the ne essity.of increasing
credibility and communication through better know-
ledge and experience. The recommend tion's provi-
sion' for training to be conducted by ah r ganization
apart from the federal government was trongly sup-
ported. A large number of conferees ap eared to re-
gard as a proper part of the federal activity the-en-
couraging and stimulating (in part through funding)
activities to be carried out by others. Here is another
development of theidea of division of labor among the
triad components.

7. USOE should consider making more extensive
use of the data collected-during this study.
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While there was little indication that this recom-
mendation received rnuch discussion during the con-
ference; it seems to be such good advice that few
would arguewith it. There was agr6ement that the
data were reliable, except for changes since their
collection.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
ACTI N

The ussion groups did not confine their sug' ges-
-`----t-i-ons for future work to those suggested in the AIR

report. Finding general agreement on additional rec-
ommendations for action was difficult because the.

Igroups had only highly 'informal communica ionon
among themselves: Nevertheless, there are some id-
ditional recommendation's that seem to have wide-

. spread. support:

I. Because the data ofthc .4IR report are valuable
in the daily work of the three triad components,
provision .should ,be mode to keep those data
current.

The AIR report may be likened' to a ".snapshot" of
state oversight at one instant in time. What is needed
for Unproved credibility and communication is "live
coverage.' Already, according to testimony in some
discussions, the AIR data have been made obsolete by
actions since they were collected.

2. Because of the-gaps in understanding and be-
cause of confusions o/ roles that have been.
identified in certain cases, there is need to
make explicit the role ofeach component of the
triad.

To work toward an .underFtanding of these roles it
' was suggested that a nongovernmental group under-

take to formulate guidelines to distinguish the proper
role of each component.

While not a recommendation, there is clearly a
general expectation that the U.S. Office of &In-
cation will give careful consideration to the
results of this confirence, pc;irticularlv those
recommendations for action and those cant,
meats about the concerns of the conferees that
the proper federal role-is not in operating ac-
crediting Or state approval activities, even at
long distance.

it is clear that the foIn or this conference was not that
of alegislative assembly. coming together to debate.
propositions and proposals and concluding by voting
approval of some and not of others.. Rather, this was a
conference given, tafie discussion of ideas, 'and its
results, while we may call them recommendations.
are really an agenda for action by others. Further,

while the conferees come from all parts of postsecon-
dary education and all kinds of: state 'and federal
agencies, they are by no means the chosen represen-
tatives of their groups. Their opinions and conclu-
sions, while important, cannot be said:to bind or obli-
gate others. In addition, the conference. took -place
within only:a particular few dayS, withoutthe possi-
bility of reflection between discussions.

This supports the wisdom of wide dissemination of
the results of the conference, both to allow persons
not present to consider and contribute to the issues
and to give all of the conferees the opportunity for
second thoughts. Indeed, it might be useful to con-
vene another group to meet later and see whether the
agenda formulated here can be further developed.

V. CONCLUDING COMMENTS
The preceeding sections represent a summary of the
construction done at the conference. Like any critic, I
have my own biases and opinions and like any good
critic, I have tried to suppress them and report care-
fully what I observed, whether it was all I desired.
The summary probably leaves out items of impor-
tance to some and emphasizes things of little impor-
tance to others. If anyartisans are troubled that their
important contributions whether it is the design of
the foundation or merely the joyfut., carved eagle
wearing a frock coat that surmounts the pedi-
ment has been overlooked, please remember that
it waiin't'done by design. To help i:emecly my omis-
sions, the discussion leaders had the opportunity to
report for each group.

One final comment: the length and content of this
summary are testimonyto the extent and depth of
work by the members of the conference. Surely there
have been few conferences atwhich the participants
came earlier or stayed later than they did at this one.
In fact, one of the problems was to terminate the
discussion groups so that the leaders-could report the
results. And while we all enjoyed the amenities of.the
pleasant site and congenial friends, no one can say
that we were on vacation, nor, I think, can anyone say
that what was, constructed is a mere vacation shack.
It certainly heeds further work, but I think there haS
been enunciated a basis for sound and effective over-
sight ofour complex postsecondary education, resting
pn the ground of state authorization and building on a
strengthened triad.



COMMENTS FROM THE WORK SESSIONS

1. The AIR report presented a complete view as of
January 1, 1978 of stateoversight of postsecon-
dary eduCation. The. AIR report needs to be con-
stantly modified, revised and updated as the
situation changes. The proposed licensing center
and clearinghouse should be instituted
mediately to keep the information current.

2. Guidelines should be developed to-delineate
more clearly the' functions of the various cornpo:
nents. of the triad.. Such guideline development
should be undertaken by,'a nongovernmental
group with full consultation with represents=
fives of the triad and other interested groups and
citizens. These guidelines should attempt to de-
,fineate the roles and responsibilities of each
triad ..element, e.g., what each triad member
should do and how. The guidelines would help,
for example, to distinguish 'between licensing,
accreditation and recognition as these relate to
eligibility for federal funds.

3. The proper role of federal funding in support of
state oversight and accreditation is to provide .

stimulation, training, communication and facili-
tation of state and accrediting agency activities.
It-is not a proper function of federal funding to

.. operate licensing and accrediting activities...
Funding itself carries such power that the (under
could easily become the operator. There is con-
cern that while funding is. needed, it,should not
be used to control .operations. Rather it should
take the form of incentives -to the states to del

. velop legislation,at least equal to the Education '
Commission of the States' model legislation and
to improve and expand agency activities to in-
sure adequate oyersight operations.

4. Although .the conferees were representative of
the postsecondary .education .Community, they
were not selected representatives of that corn-
mUnity. The recommendations and .proceedings
should be sent to the broadest 'community possi
ble in addition to the attendees.

. . .
5. Further refinerinent and specific reconi-

mendEitiong might be enhanced by a smaller fol-.
low-up meeting of -key representatives of the

t.
state authorizing and agency accrediting com-
munities and other. concerned organizations in-
volved in the conference.

6. State oversight in relation to consumer protec-
tion and institutional probity should be exercised
in relation to all postsecthulary institutions in-
cluding satellites or branch campuses whether
.operat3 within the state or across state lines..

7. Problems of communication and coordination Of

state oversight and accrediting agency activities
are frequently as' crucial within the states as
among state. Accordingly, states should be en-,
couraged to bring together representatives of
state higher or postsecondary education agen-
cies, state oversight agencies, institutional and
academic leaders and other interested parties to
develop better lines of communication and to ad-

.dress common problems related to consumer pro-
tection, oversight, accreditation and other re-
lated issues.

'8. While lieensing is exclusively a state function,
the U.S. Office-of Education (USOE) and the
Education Commission of the States (ECS) can
facilitate better communication- and encourage
improvement in legislation Wand practice. ECS,
with USOE support, should establish and main-
tain a licensing agency Center and cl6ringhouse
to improve licensing and monitoring procedures
in the states and to provide, an ongoing program
for staff development.

9. Since the common concern' of oversight' and 'ac-
crediting agencies is with responsible and.qual-
itatiyely.adequate education for students, stu-
dents must not be lost sight of in oversight and
accrediting activities.

10. Initially, there is need for a neutral non-
governmental body to stimulate the develop.
went of a cooperative and coordinated activity
for state licensing and authorizing officers. Such
a body shouldbe funded to engage in the follow-
ing tasks:

a. Reinforcement of self-sustaining organiza-
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tions of state licensing and authoriiing offic-
ers.

b. Encouragement and assistance to such or-
ganizations in the formulation of sound
mutually beneficial and useful' policy and ac-
tion agenda.

c.CEncoUragement of such. groups to formulate
and develop sound joint activities with the
accrediting community, institutions and the
appropriate agencies of the federal .govern-
ment.

1. With reference to the relationship between state
licensing and authorizing agencies and accredi-

-tation, four observations should be noted:

a, Closer communication is essential in order to
provide the basis.fOr improved cooperative ac-
tion.

b. Further work is needed to improve standards
including educational outcome measures as a
common basis for licensing or authorizing and
for accreditation. The-documentation utilized
in this process of developing standards should
be a matter of public 'record.

c. Off - campus centers and branches are respon-
sibilities both ofthe respective states and the
regional and programmatic accrediting agen-
cies. The accrediting groups must have
adequate evidence for judgement of program
quality if theli.sq.Pe-to be of value to the state
licensing or authoriling agency involved.
From the standpoint of state oversight agen-
cies, off-campus operations of out-of-state in-
stitutions within the state must be considered

as 'new or additional institutions within the
state.

d. Joint visitations to institutions by accrediting
and licensing/authorizing agencies where
feasible and in the interests of both parties
should be explored. In some, instances this is
currently taking place.

12. States should continue to work toward adoption
of the ECS model legislatidn to cover basic educa-
tional authorization operations and to insure
fundamental consumer protection in relation to
all providers of postsecondary, programs, but in
other particulars they should adapt it to their
own circumstances. At the same time, ECS
should continue its efforts to formulate addi-
tional model legislation provisions to cover
emerging problems in the field of consumer pro;
tection.

13. The informatieri clearinghouse should also
maintain current information. on licensing and
regulations of postsecondary education and
make such information available to states wish.-
ing to improve their laws.

14. The. U.S. Depariment.of Defense. and the states
should work closely together in addressing the
needs for education on military bases.

15. Education in relation to the military can be
likened to a laboratory situation in that it repre-
sents a microcosm of all of education. The state
bears a major responsibility for working with the
military. There should be increased awareness
and recognition of the problems of the military
because of the scope and importance of the
tory programsto the states and the nation. ''''
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APPENDIX A
A STUDY OF STATE OVERSIGHT IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION:

Executive Summary of the Final Technical Report*.

Steven M. Jung, Jack A. Hamilton, Carolyn B. Helliwell, Jeannette D. Wheeler
American Institutes for Research

f. Introduction
The state government functions of institu-

tional authorizing and oversight were defined
as "granting initial and continuing approval to
postsecondary educational institutions to oper
ate and offer educational services within the
state." These functions were studied by the
American Institutes for Research (AIR) under a
contract to the U.S. Office of Education'
(USOE).:USOE was concerned about state au-
thorizing and oversight because of the' impor-
tance of these functions in the "tripartite" in-
stitutional eligibility system for USOE-
administered student assistance programs
under Title IV of the Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended, and over 20 other federal
programs of financial assistance to postsecond-
ary education. In essence,. this system requires
institutions to be (1) state authorized, then (2)
accredited by a. USOE-recognized private ac-
crediting body (or approved by a USOE-
recognized state agency, for public vocational
achools, or awarded social recognition by the
U.S. Commissioner of Education) and (3) cer-
tified as eligible by the Division of Eligibility
and Agency Evaluation (DEAE) of USOE.,

The major focus of the AIR study was the
degree to which state oversight provides aft':
dent consumer protection by preventing or cor-
recting abusive and potentially abUsive institu-
tional policies, practices;and conditions, such as
those. listed in Table 1. Consumer 'protection
has become.a significant problem tci'USOE due
to a number of well-publicized institutional
abuses of students who were recipients of fed .
erg aid tprograms; these abuses have. been the
topic of several recent research studies and na-
tional conferences, all of .which have called for
efforts at strengthening the state role in au-
thorizing and oversight of institutions. Pre-
requisites for such efforts were: (I) an in-depth
profile of the strengths and weaknesses of state

\laws and enforcement resources and (2) specific
suggestions for strategies that might be used to
help state agencieS acquire stronger laws and
augment their enforcement resources. The pres-
ent study, begun in July of 1976, was an at-
tempt4o provide such information:

3-7

Method
Three separate data collectioh efforts were

carried out. First, all state education laws and
regulations dealing with school. authorizing and
oversight were sought and, to th e extent possi-
ble, obtained. Excluded from AIR,'s nine-month
search were laW s/regulations that: (1) dealt
strictly with noneducational .topics (e.g., state
consumer protection laws), or (2) did not have
statewide jurisdiction or (3) dealt with func-
tions outside of AIlt!s definition -of "institu-
tional authorizing and oversight" (e.g., budget
review and approval, program planning and
coordinating, :scholarship and loan program
administration). It was estimated that the
search, which included personal, mail and tele-
phone appeals, resulted in acquisition of about
95 percent of the total existing set of docu-
ments. Obtained documents were abstracted
into a standard format that allowed consumer
protection provisens of the laws/regulations of
all states to be analyzed and cornpared.1

Table 1
Potentially Abusive Institutional Policies, Practices

and. Conditions RePresenting Primary Focus of Study

1. Financial instability
2. Misleading advertising and recruiting Practices

3. Inadequate disclosure of nedessety inform ation to students
and prospective students

4. Inferior instructional programs and.facilities

51 Inferior instructional faculty and staff
policies and6. Inadequate rocordKeeping

students7. Inadequate follow uP of former inferior job
placement services, if offered . stud

8. Inadequate or nonexistent tuition and fee refund policies
9. Misleading representation of accreditation or approved -

status

and the* This executive sununarYpursuant to Contract
report on which it is

based were prepared' No. 300.76-
0377 from the Office or planning, Budgeting and Evalua
don, U.S. Office of );duration, Department. of Health,
Education and Welfare. The opinions expressed, however,
do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the
sponsor, and no official endorsement by the sponsor
should be inferred. ..- .

I. These abstracts were
e

published as a Separate, 900+ page
product of the study.



second, a telephone survey was carried out
using specially designed questionnaires for
state authorizing and/or regulating agencies.
Separate questionnaires were -developed for
heads of all state agencies that (1) licensed
private nondegree-granting institutions, (2)-

licensed private degree-granting institutions
and (3) governed public, nondegree and/or
degree-granting institutions. Over ';150 inter-
views were conducted, averaging over one hour
apiece. In all, data were obtained from 184
agencies: 82 with licensing authority over pri-
vate institutions and, 102 with governance re-
sponsibility for. public institutions.

Third, AIR staff conducted site visits 'to 20
states to obtain (1) estimates of the accuracy of
the telephone interview data; (2) in-depth criti-
cal incidents of successful and unsuccessful at-
tenipts by state agency officials to prevent or
correct abusive practices by postsecondary in-
stitutions; and (3) the perspectives of staff of
state licensing agencies, consumer affairs, law
enforcement and attorneys' general offices,
legislatures, agencies that approve courses
under contract to the Veterans Administration
(VA) and``.`'1202" commissions. In all, 100 offi-
-cials were interviewed.

Ill. Results and Discussion
One of the most important findings of the

study was-that as of January. 1, 1977, 48 states
(including the District of Columbia) exercised
some sort of licensing authority over private
nondegre.e-granting 'institutions (only Missouri,
Utah and Vermont did not). Thirty-eight states
exercised specific licensing authority over ft-a-.
ditional private degree-granting 'institutions,

4 and five others had licensing laws for private
nondegree-granting institutions that may cover
degree-granting institutions untler certain' cir-
cumstances (only Alabama, Aiizona, Iowa; Mis-
souri, New Mexico, North" Dakota, Utah and
Washington had no licensing. laws for 'tradi-
tional private degree-granting'institutions as of
January 1977).

Retailed charts were prepared, showing the
provision,s of each state's laitis and regulations
in 14 consumer protection-related categories
such as those listed in Table 1. From these
charts, summary tables were 'prepared; Which

ialso contained information on types of institu-
tions covered or excluded from coverage by the
laws/regulations, institutional licensing/
bonding requirements, sales agent licensing/ .
bonding requirements, monitoring and en-
forcement strategies and special proviSions for
treating but-of-state institutions. As one exam-

ple of the type of information provided in these'
summary tables, 'all of the 48 states with pri-
vate nondegree-granting institutional licensing
laws except one (Maine). have requirements or
standards in the area of advertising, sales and
recruiting practices; Vermont also has re-
quirements in this area for' sales agents: Eigh-
teen states have provisions in the advertising/
recruiting area for private degree-granting in-
stitutions. Only one state (Oregon) has laws
with specific advertising provisions for public
institutions. Of the 48 states with provisions for
advertising in the private nondegree-granting
sector, 40 explicitly prohibit false, inaccurate
deceptive or misleading statements or practice.
Of the 18 states with provisions in the private
degree:granting sector, 4 explicitly prohibit
such statements or practices.

This example is illustrative of another major
finding of the study: state authorizing/Oversight
requirements are much more extensive for pri-
vate nondegree-granting institutions, less ex-
tensive for private degree-granting institutions
and almost nonexistent for public institutions.
In an effort to estimate more precisely the ex-
tensiveness of coverage in. the private sector,
ratings were made of the coverage of state
laws/regulations in the 14 previously men-
tioned consumer protection' categories. The

'coverage of model state legislation drafted in
1973 under the sponsorship of the Education.
Commission of the States (ECS) was used as a
standard of comparison. A summary of the re-
sults, of these comparative coverage ratings is
presented in Table 2. Care must be taken to
avoid the conclusion that the large numbers of
zeros and minnses in Table =2 indicate some
states have "inadequate" coverage. These are
areas of state sovereignty, over, which state
governments retain the constitiAtio,-,R1 right to
determine what- is adequate for their needs.
Nevertheless, the results provided evidence
that improvement is possible in many states, to
bring the coverage of their licensing laws and
regulations up to a minimum standard rep-
resented by the ECS Model Legislation.2

Analyses of the dates of passage or modifica-
tion of the laws/regulations rated in Table 2
illustrated a great deal of recent activity. Since
1975, 73 percent of the states have .modified
their private nondegree-granting _laws/

2 The ECS model legislation hasno provisions in categories
A, G and M. The model legislation represents a minimum
standard because it was purposefully left very broad, with
the intention that more, specific standards and require-
ments would be added by states in the fOrm of detailed
implementing regulations.
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Table 2

Summary of Coverage Ratings of State Licensing Laws
and RegulationS in Cdmparison with ECS Model State Legislation*

A, Institutional purpoSe, governance
and operation

B. Course length, content, goals or
objectives

C. Degree, diploma,. credential or
graduation requirements'

D. Qualifications of instructional or adminis-
trative staff (including maximum teaching
loads and teacher-pupil ratios)

E. Facilities (including instructional and 1.

administrative facilities and equipment,
housing Or room/board facilities, health
and safety requirements)

F. Financial stability (including institu-
tional performance bonds and financial
record maintenance)

.G. Minimum qualifications of potential.students
and orientation of entering students

H. Public disclosure of material facts
(including febs and content of enrollment
agreement or contracts)

I. Advertising or sales/recruiting practices
(including minimum qualifications for licens-
ing of sales representatives, and limitations

. on use of terminologysuch 'as "university;"
"approval," "admissions counselor," etc.)

J1. Student and personnel recordkeeping practices
(including minimum requirements for content
of students' records)

J2. Student and personnel recordkeeping practices
(including minimum requirements for rnainte-
nance of students' rooms)

K. Financial practices (including prcicedureS
for making loan awards, requirements for
fees and scholarships or aid requirements)

L. Minimum refund policies and practices
'M. Placement (including follow-up data collection

froM former students, graduates,.employers
regarding posteducation outcomes)

N. Other topics of possible importance for
student consumer protection

Totals

++

Private
Nondegree-Grantlng

0 .+ +

Private
Degree-Granting

1 22 2 0 26 7 13 1 0 30

4 23 11 2 11 3 12 10 1 25

1 6 24 1 19 3 13 6 1 28

9 23 ' 6 5 8 5 15 5 2 24

1 11' 18. 13 8 .1 16 7 '3 24
s'

5 19 16 6 5 2 7 13 22

2 . 24 4 0 21. 0 i8 2 - 0 3i

13 12 8 14 4 2 7 3 8 31
,.

20 13 9 7 1 17
,-

3 20 9 14 7 32'

0 12 25 14 1 6 9 12 32

2 15 17 3 14 0 2 1

,11 22 8 . 7 3 3 2 42

3 12 15 0 21 0 7 0 0 44

3 13 16 3 "16 1 17 6 0 27

78 235 175 91 186 26 139 76 66 '458

State has much more extensive coverage than-ECS
+ State has more extensive coverage than ECS

State haS equally extensive coverage as ECS
State has equally extensive coverage as ECS

0 State has no coverage or no law

State laws and regulations in effect as of January 1, 1977.

39 5o



!

regulations and 68 percent have made modifi-
cations in the Private degree-granting sector. -
Of most concern recently in the latter sector
has been the problem of licensing degree-
granting programs of institutions that are
based outside the. subject state, especially those
of a nontraditional nature, that offer academic
credits for "life experience," individualized and
nonatructured' courses, use of community edu-
cational resources,,, etc.

Telephone interview data provided extensive
information about enforcement mechanisms
and, resources.; Among the more interesting
findings were that: (1) about half of the states
extend the term "proprietary schools" to private. '.
noyfor-profit institutions as well as profit-

\ oversight responsibility for private nondegreei
seeking institution's; (2) agencies exercising\

\times as many' institutions, on the average,'as
granting (NDG) institutions license.about three

agenciesa in the private degree-granting (DG)
secs or (108.6 v. 31.5), but receive fewer rev-
enu ($141,868' v. $263,834 annually)3 and
have fewer full time equivalent staff (5.5 v: 15);
(3) alth ugh they have fewer staff on the aver-
age;'ND agencies make school inspections vis-
its' more fr quently (annually, on the average)
than DC agencies (about every three and one-
half years); ( J the NDG site visits are shorter
(averaging less than' one day each) than the DG
site visits (alma t two days each staff), but sta of
both agencies at empt to apply fixed educe-
tional criteria and tandards in most cases; (5)
over half of all the 1110/ate sector agency heads
interviewed reported tiat "significant" num-

' bers of institutions ar, rex rg_iptaLfrom over
sight in their states, gen rally because the in-
stitutions are accredited, religious affiliated,
avocational, older or subject o curriculum con-
trol through s,tate professiona licensing boards.
(e.s., barber and cosmetology schools); and (6)
private sector officials in 23.state reported that
some use had been made of the ECS model

-
legislation during the past five y ars, in the

.process of making "significant" changes in their
authori°zing/oversight laws or regulatiims.

Almost' all officials of private NDG, agencies
reported they had received studentcompaints
(an average of 46) dUring 1976, while slightly
more than half of the private DG agencies 'had
received complaints (an.average of 21), and few
public agencies had received any Complaints.
These statistics were tempered by the fact that
almost 80 gel-Cent of the private NDG agencies
had formal student complaint-handling
mechanisms, while fewer than' 30 perbent of the
private DG agencies and public 'agencies had

ti

40

such mechanisms. Complaint mechanisms usu-
ally required students to state their cases in
writing: Almost all student complaints were
followed up and resolved informally, using only
the threat of formal action fewer than 10
percent of the NDG agency complaints and 2
percent ofcthe DG agency complaints actually
became the basis for formal investigative or
court actions. In 1976 a total of over 250 formal
administrative actions and 32 court actions
were reported by state,agencies for institutional
violations in the private NDG sector, while the
corresponding figures in the private DG sector
were 10 and 3. Only a small percentage(around,
25 percent) of the private sector agencies
supplied information to students on their rights
as consumers of 'education, and a smaller per-
centage still (under-20 percent) made public the
names of schOols whose authorization to operate
had been revoked, or limited. Around half of the
private sector agencies reported pass-
ing on to other states or to the. U.S. Offioe of
Education information about their' investiga-
tive or enforcement actions.

Both the telephone interviews and the site
visits provided data on state, agency officials'
perceptions of their needs for improVing the
state role in student consumer ;protection and
barriers to meeting those needs and things the
federal government might do to assist.

With regard to changes and resources needed
by state agencieS to improve the consumer pro-
tection function, there was general agreement
that:

1. More staff members are needed, especially_,
legal staff, to facilitate 'enforcement actions,
and clerical staff, to free professional staff for
more effective school monitoring.
2. Stronger laws and regulations are needed,

especially to (a) eliminate provisions that now
exclude accredited institutions from state
agency oVersight, (b) provide- stronger bonding
or tuition, indemnification requirements, (c)
provide and publicize statewide complaint
handling systems and (d) improve the coordina-
tion and communications among the agencies
that have various oversight responsibilities
within states; and
3. Better communications and coordination

are needed among licensing agencies in all
states, especially in the degree-granting sector
to deal with sproblems created by institutions
that operate 4ross state lines.

'These average figures captain funds received from the
Veterans Admininstration for course approving (generallx
in the NDG sector) and, occasionally,. other nonoversight
state agency functions (generally in 03 DG sector)..
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The chief perceived barriers to making these
changes and obtaining these resources were:

1: Unwillingness of legislatures to make
adequate appropriations for school, oversight,

. due to a lack of understanding of the nature of
the problem and general reluctance to approve
funds for any. forma of state regulation;

2. Strong and effective opposition by schools
and accreditation bodies to increased levels o!
state agency oversight;

3. Lack of agreement. and cooperation among
state education agencies about which agency .
should p6rform what functidns; and
. Reluctance of law enforcement agencies and

attorneys general to take strong action against
educational institutions.

Almost without exception, state officials felt
that the powers of the states should be preemi-
nent in the area of student consumer protec-
tion, with the federal role limited to:

1. Providing more effective internal audits and
controls over the federal student aid programs;
2. Providing a communications and clearing-

house -mechanism for the states, to allow state
agency! officials to better (a) share information
on their enforcement actions concerning schools
that operate in\ more than one state, (b) achieve
more consistent standards and consequently
More reciprocity agreements for licensing, and
(c) learn froni each other's successes and fail-
ures;

3. Provide workshops. and technical assis-
tance,. including legal experts and research
studies, that will allow all ty :.state agency
officials to acquire new knowit Ige, skills and
techniques for oversight; .

4. Provide some federal operating funds; pos-
sibly on a matching basis, for supporting better)
state .agency 'oversight, if ,that oversight is to,
play a role in the eligibility -of institutions for
federal programs; and
5. Exercise stronger controls over accredita-

tion agencies that seeik to become recognized by
USOE, especially to preiient them from ac-

..crediting unevaluated branch. campuses and ..
off-campus programs.

IV. Follow-Up Implications
Based upon all of the obtained.data and sepa-

- rateanalyses of the states' and the U.S. office of
Education's (USOE) needs for a stronger state
role in improved institutional authorizing and

4

oversight for consumer protection purposes,
AIR staff provided a number of follow-up rec-
ommendations.

For state agencies themselves; AIR especially
noted as needed improvements:

1. The elimination of nontrivial exemptions
from state licensing requirements for (a3 ac-
credited institutions, (b) institutions that are
only indirectly overseen by state professional A

licensing boards (e.g., barbering schools, cos-
inete_ogy schools, nursing schools, driver train-

' ing schools), .(c) Older and well-established in-
stitutions and (d) institutions that are or-
ganized as nonprOfitl

2. The addition of consumer protection proVi-
skins to state laws for authorizing and over-
sight of private degree-granting institutions,
resulting in greater standardization of licensing
requirements across the private.nondegree and
degree-granting sectors;

3. The development of procedures that reqUire
private and public schools doMiciled out-of-
state to meet the same licensing requirements
as private schools domiciled in-state, especially
in the degree-granting sector, 2

4. The elimination of other !major coverage
gaps; as identified- imrelatien to the coverage of
ECS model legislation (see TaBle 2);

5. Greater intrastate cooperation among agen-
cies that have 'consumer prOtection respon-
sibilities, especially between the private school
licensing agencies and (a) law :enforcement and
attorney general offices, (b) state course approv-
ing agencies for the VA and (c) privale §cF ool
associations;
6. Greater interstate corn_ rnunications and

cooperation among private I school licens'ing
sec-

tor; and
nacies, especially' in the degree-granting sec-

'7. Broader utilization of (a) getter enforcement
Mechanisms to identify potentially abusive
conditions, policies and practices in postsocond-
ary institutionaand (b) educational programs to
enable students to become More effective con- .,
sumers of education and complain more e.ffec-
tively if they encounter abuses.

In carrying out such needed iinprcvements,
AIR staff provided several 4eCific,euggeations
that appeared workable, based on successful,
state experiences. Suggestions were provided in
the areas of the political process, improved pub -
lib relations and use,' of potential technical
assistance resources fronroutside the state.

.

For the U.S. Office of Education, AIR noted
the following implicationS.

1. USOE Should disseininate copies of the. AIR
,0
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it vvould be instructive to use the state survey
data to;create "indicators" of oversight practices
that could be -derrelated with the number c

actions- or possible "effectiveness" rat-\\
ingsPY'd Panel of wepertsePr:Imising indicators \

to \
ess

could then be used by state agency personne
galige their -own effective

agailidt these variables and take steps, toy it 7
prove their Practices. The survey data now exist
on- computer tapes that could be made available
to Other researchers at very low cost.

For a nother example, the state lawireg..
Illation coverage dreasflhat received "-f- rat-

; ings in comparison to the ECS model legislation
could be extracted to create a "composite state

based-on the model legislation but
containing tnticti\ more depth. Because it would

11.
0

/

.1/

be based on recent sources, this composite regu-
lation would also be More up-to-date than the
1973 model legislation, which is obsolete in a
fe.wFoorfaits provisions.

final 'exauiple
"effectiveness"

iaws/regulatio
correlate data on coverage and
of state data from

, it would be instructive to

Bureau of Stu-the Bfederal sources (.g., nns
with othue

dent Financial Assistance)

(e.g. loan
tence of potential institutional abuses in the

default fraud cases.,

AceE)
regarding the exis-

\ federal student assistance

etc.). The de
stren

oversight

rates, , s tudent

the rationale
monstration of a relationship would

nale for further federal
*ntere5t in improving state

institu-
tions.

of postsecondary
authorizing and

\ 1

educational
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Four Seasons Motor Inn Cot do Springs, Colorado
July 11-14, 1978

FRANK N. ALBANESE
Executive Secretary
State Board of School and College

Registration, Ohio

GER D 0. ALLEN
Chai an
state oard of Schciol and College

Registration, Ohio

MERLIN ANDERSON
Administrator
Commission of Postsecondary

Institutional Authorization, Nevada

GEORGE ARNSTEIN
Educational Consultant
Veterans Administration,

Washington, D.C.

DEAN E. ASCHIM
President
National Association of State

Approving Agencies

THOMAS W. BALLS
President
Nashville Auto Diesel College,

Tennessee

GRAEME BAXTER
Assistant, Commissioner for Executive

Operations-. -,
U.S. Office Of Eddfation

JAMES F. BEMIS \
Executive Director
Commission of Colleges
Northwest Association of Schools and

Colleges

ROBERT H. BERLS
Program Analyst
U.S. Office of 'Education

SARAH BORNEMAN .

Associate Supervisor
Bureau of Special Occupational
- Education Services /

New York State Education
Department

THE HONORABLE OTIS R: BOWEN
.AND MRS. BOWEN

dovernor of Indiana
. .

SYLVIA E. BOWMAN .

Special Assistantto the President for

Extended Studies Program
Indiana University System

MARILYN SRACHTENBACH
Senior ReseercIrAnalyst
Higher Education Committee
Washington State Senate

WALTER J. BROOKING
Education Program Specialist
U.S. Office of Education

MARY BROWN
Division of Eligibility and Agency

Evaluation
U.S. Office of Education

GEORGE T. BRUNER,
Assistant State, Supervisor
Private Vocational Schools
Colorado State -Board for Community

Colleges and Occupational
Education

ROBERT BULLOCK
Assistant Attorney General in Chargez

of Consumer Protection
Office of the Attorney General, //

Kentucky

JANET L. f3I-INTEBART
Acting Chief, Certification ection
Bureau of Student. Pinanci

Assistance
U.S. Office of Education

SUSAN S. SURCAW
Director
Continuing Education
University of Idaho

. .

JAMES E. BURNS
Chief
Proprietay School Bureau
Department of Business RegulatiOn,

Montana

4.----AINGELO CHRISTOPHER
Director
Colorado springs Military Program
Regis College. Colorado

JOSEPH A:'CLARK
"President
Joseph A. Clark Associates, Indiana

WILLIAM C. CLOHAN, JR.
Assistant Education Counsel, Minority

Staff
Education and Labor Committee
U.S. House of Representatives

ROBERT F. CORCORAN
Special Assistant to the Governor for

°Education, Illinois

JOHN F. COREY
Assistant Vice.President
Student Services and Special

Programs
The University of North Carolina

HAROLD CROSBY
President
Florida International University

RUTH W.,CROWLEY
Chief, Occupational School Eligibility

Section/
Division of Eligibility and Agency

Evaluation
IS. Office of Education

GEORGE V. CRUZ
Member, Board of Regents
University of Guam

IRVING E. DAYTON
Deputy Commissioner for Academic

Affairs
Montana University System

a

HADLEY S. DEPUY
Deputy Commissioner for Higher and

Professional Education
New York State Education

Department

NORMAN B. DODGE
Assistant Director--
Colorado Commission 2i,n Higher

Education

C. L. DOLLARHIDE.
Deputy Director
Education and Rehabilitation Service,

Department of Veteran Benefits
Veterans Administration .

ANIK S. EADDY
Assistant 'Oogram Director

...State Approving. Agency
Alabama Department of EduCatiOn

THOMAS 1/1/2.. EMMET
Special Aisistant to,the President
Regis\College, Colorado



EARL R. EDWARDS
Director . .

State Board of Independent
Postsecondary Vocational,

, Technical, Trade and Business
Schools, Florida

WARREN D. EVANS
Coordinator of Private and

Professional Institutions and
Specialist for Chartering .

,Pennsylvania Department of
Education

, ARTHUR M. FELDMAN
Director
Education Approving Agency
New Hampshire Department of

Education

LARRY S. FEWELL
Program Officer
Ohio Board of Regents

KENNETH C. FISCHER
DirectOr .-,.._..

Postsecondary Education Convening
. Atithority
Washington, D.C.

WILLIAM A. FOWLER
Executive Secretary
Accrediting Commission
National Home Study Council

C. WAYNE FREEBERG
Executive Director
State Board,of Independent CollegeS

and Universities, Florida

CARROLL V. GALBREATH
Director
Division of Education Services
USOE Region VI, Texas

JANET GALLIN
Montessori School.
Boulder, Colorado-

ANDREW GASPERECZ
..Director

Proprietary Schools
.Lo.uisiana State Department of

Education

:JOAN GIVENS:
Education Program Specialist
Divion of Eligibility andAgency

Evaluation
U.S. Office of Education

W. A. GODDARD
Executive DireCtor
National Association of Trade and

Technical Schools

I.

LUIS E. GONZALEZ-VALES
Executive Secretary
Council on Higher Education, Puerto

Rico

WALTER C. GROSS, III
Staff Attorney
Bureau of Consumer Protection
Federal Trade Commission

PAUL GULYAS
Assistant Director
Alaska Commission on Postsecondary

Education

NIARTINE. HAMMOND
Project Associate
Project CHOICE -
Stracuse University, New York

DAVID F. HANSON
Specialist
Accreditation 'and Approval
Higher Education Management

Services. Michigan

/ FRED F. HARCLEROAD
.1 Chairman

Accrediting Commission
National Home Study Council

LINDA HILL
Committee on Accreditation &

Institutional Eligibility, New Jersey

HARRIET HOLLANDER
Director
Corrections Project
Rutgers Medical School, New Jersey

T. EDWARD HOLLANDER
Chancellor
Department of Higher Education, New

Jersey

THE HONORABLE WALLY HORN
State Representative, Iowa

GEORGE R.HUNTER
Director
Veterans .Education and

Postsecondary Education
Tennessee-State Department of

Education

ELIZABETH JOHNSON
Member
Oregon Educational 'Coordinating

Commission

PAMELA JOHNSON
Executive Associate
Joseph A:Clark Associates, Indiana

STEVEN M. JUNG
Senior Research Scientist
American Institutes for Research in

the Behavioral Sciences, California
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ANN KELLEY
Manager of Institutional Approval and

Consumer Affairs
Minnesota' Higher Education

Coordinating Board

LEE R; KERSCHNER
Executive Director
Colorado Commission on'Higher

Education r7

HOWARD P. KILLMER
Supervisor, Private Schools
State Board of Community Colleges &

Occupational Education, Colorado

ROBERT KIRKWOOD
Executive Director
Commission on Higher Education
Middle States Association of Colleges.

and Secondary Schools

BARBARA KNUDSON
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Minnesota

ALAN S. KRECH
Coordinator of Research
South Carolina Commission on Higher

Education

SHERRY P. LANCASTER
Coordinator
Institutional Review and Approval
State Council of Higher Education Or

Virginia

DOUGLAS E. LARSON
Assistant Supervisor
Minnesota Department of Education

TERRY LATANICH
Staff At. orney
Bureau of Consumer Trade
Federal Trade Commission

PATRICK LAUGHLIN
Member
Advisory CommitteeorAccreditation

and Instiqttional
U.S. Office'-of Education `

NORA JEAN LEVIN
Member
Advisory Committee on Accreditation

and Institutional Eligibility
U.S. Office of Education

ARTHUR LEVINE
Senior FelloW
Carnegie Council on Polidy Studies in

Higher Education

TED LITTLE
Executive Director
KentuFky Board for Proprietary

"EduFation



P. ALISTAIR MacKINNON
Assistant to Commissioner of

Education
NeW York State Education

Department

GENE MAEROFF
New York Times

JAMES R.,MANNING
Supervisor
Proprietary School Service, Virginia

THUFtSTON E. MANNING
Director
Commission on Institutions of Higher

Education
North Central Association of Colleges

and Schools

ROBERT E. MARTIN
President
Independent Colleges and Universities

of Indiana

MYRA MASON
Assistant Commissioner for

Administrativb Services
Indiana Commission for Postsecondary.

Proprietary Education

ROY E. MeDERMOTT
Manager
Nonpublic School Approval Section
Illinois Office of Education

JOE McFARLAND
Academic Officer
Kansas Board of Regents

BERNARD MICHAEL
EZecutive Director
Federal Interagency Committee on

Education
Office of Education

, .

BARBARA MICKEY
Vice Pi'esident of Academic

Development & Evaluation
University of Northern Colorado

RICHARD MILLARD
Director
Postsecondary' Education Department
Education Conimission of the States

N. EDD MILLER`,
President
University of Maine, Portland-Gorham,

CARMELO JOSE
CRISTOBAL-MIRANDA

Assistant to. the ExecutivesSecretary
Council on Higher EducatiOn, Puerto

Rico

DAVID MIRSKY
Yeshiva University, New York

KRISTIN MORRISON
Member
Advisory Committee on Accreditation

and Institutional. Eligibility
U.S. Office of Education .

ALFRED L. MOYE
Deputy Commissioner for Higher and

Continuing Education
U.S. Office of Education

PETER MUIRHEAD
Former U. S. Deputy Commissioner of

Education

JAMES F. NICKERSON
Director
Servicemen's Opportunity College

GEORGE J. NOLFI
President
University Consultants, Inc.,

Massachusetts

HAROLD ORLANS
Senior Research Associate
National' Academy of Public

Administration

JOHN C. ORR
President
College of St. Francis, Illinois

KEITH GARLAND PAILTHORP
Associate Coordinator
Washington Council for Postsecondary

Education

CLYDE PEARCE
Section Administrator
Standards for, Public and Proprietary.

Schools
Georgia Department of Education

JOHN H. PETERSON
Chief
Office of Private Postsecondary

Education, California

LAWRENCE K. PETTIT
Commissioner of Higher Education
Montana University System

JOHN PHILLIPS
President
National Association of Independent

Colleges and Universities

SUSAN POWELL
Director
Program Planning & Coordination
Minnesota Higher Education

Coordinating Boa rd

JOHN R. PROFFITT
Director
Division of Eligibility and Agency'

Evaluation
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Bureau of Postsecondary Educati
U.S. Office of Education

STERLING PROVOST
Coordinator for Veterans Educatii
Utah State System of Higher

Education

RONALD PUGSLEY
Chief
Accrediting Agency Evaluation

Branch
U.S. Office of Education

R. WAYNE RICHEY
Executive Secretary
Iowa State Board of Regents

NANCY ROSE
Board of Directors
American Montessori Society

ROBERT ROSS
Academic Director
University of Northern Colorado

PHILLIP H. ROUSH
Commissioner
Indiana Commission for Postsecondary

Proprietary Education,

W. A. RUMBAUGH
Di rector
Postsecondary Authorization
Kansas State Department of

Education

WENDELL P. RUSSELL
Chariman
Postsecondary Education Commission,

Washington, D.C.

SAUNDRA K. SANDBLOM
Owner

\Arizona Automotive Institute

LAN SCHIFF
As tent Branch Chief/Eligibility
U.S. Office of Education

WILLIAM eELDEN
Consultant, New Jersey

MONTE P. SHEPLERNN
Deputy Commissioner
State Board for Higher Edueation,

Maryland

JOHN SPERLING
President
University of Phoenix, Arizona

J. P. STEELE
American College of Radiology, South

Dakota



MILTON R. STERN
Dean
University Extension
University of California, Berkeley

DAVID R. STUCKI
Executive Secretary
Wisconsin Educational Approval

Board

KENNETH J. TELLIER
Director
Navy Campus for Achievement
Chief of Naval Education and

Training

E. E. THRASH
Executive Secretary and Director
Board of Trustees of State Institutions

of Higher Learning, Mississippi

ROBERT TOREN
Executive Secretary
Accrediting Commission
Association or Independent Colleges

and Schools

FRANK A. TREDINNICK, JR.
Executive Vice President
Association of Independent Colleges

. and Universities of Massachusetts

CLIFFORD M. TRUMP
Deputy Director for Academic

Planning
Idaho State Board of Education

IKPE B. UDOFIA
Director
Private Vocational Schools & Veterans

Education
'Nebraska State Department of

Education

THE HONORABLE JOHN E.
ULIBARRI

State Representative, Utah

MICHAEL USDAN
Commissioner of Higher Education
Board of Higher Education,

Connecticut

BERNIE WAREN
Deputy Director
Illinois Board of Higher Education

THE HONORABLE KEITH C.
WARNER

Utah State Senator
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DENNIS P. WITTENBERG
Assistant Director
Florida State Board of Independent

Colleges and Universities

RICHARD WOOD
Executive Director.
UNC/CSAP
University of Northern Colorado

JOHN C. WRIGHT
'Vice Chancellor and Director of

Academic Affairs
West Virginia Board Regents

KENNETH E. YOUNG
President
Council on Postsecondary

Accreditation

RICHARD YTURREGUI
Executive Secretary ,
Postsecondary Education Commission
Maine Department of Educational and

Cultural Services

- ROBERT ZIMMER
Director
Postsecondary Education
Office of the Assistant Secretary of

Defense
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Education Commission of. the States

The Education Commission of the States is a nonprofit
organization 'formed by interstate compact in 1966.
Forty-six states, American Samoa, Puerto Rico and the
'Virgin Islands are now members. Its goal is to further a
working relationship among governors, state legisla-
tors and educators for the improvement of education.
This report is an outcome bf one of many commission
undertakings at all levels of education. The commis-
sion offices are located at Suite 300, 1860 Lincoln.
Street, Denver, Colorado 80295.

It is the' policy of the Education Commission of the
States to take affirmative action to prevent discrimina-
tion in its policies, programs and employment prac-
tices.


