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' "State Policies and Programmatic Imﬁlemeptation",:
by -
Richard W. Jonsen

- Senior Staff Associate )
Western Interstate Commission for Higher -Education

’

States have been active in developing‘policies with respect
to the nonbublic sector of postsecandary education since about 1960.
Those policies should not be peréeived“as static. The social,
demographic, econbmic, and political environment in which they
have been deveéloped is anything but static. Thus, this conference,
which seeks to reconsider the relqtionéhips of the public and
nonpublié_seéfofs, is particularly appropriate.{ It presumes new
conditioﬁsvand the need to re-appraise policies in light of thnse
conditions. ”

Your conference theme includes consideration of all nonpublic
higher education. Used this way.nonpublic includes all institutions
of higher education that are not p;imarily funded by governﬁeﬁt
appropriations or controlled by pubiicly appointed boards. The -
nonpublic sector embraces both private-independent and 'proprietary"
profit making insfitutions. I'1l try tc use the two terms in-
dependeﬁt or.proprietary in situations that réfer specifically to
one or the other,vand use nonpublic where both are concerned.

o
State Interest and Nonpublic Higher Education

All states but one support Jependent institutions or
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students attending them. This is ample evidence of state interest

in the nonpublic sector. In some states, such support takes several
forms. The bedrock of staie pelicy must be a clear understanding

of the state goals for postseccndary education, and the contribution |
that ncnpubllc 1nst1tut10ns--1ndependent and proprletary--make
towards the achlevement of those goals Higher education policies

are needed that ccn51der the appropriate roles of public, independent,

and proprietary institutions. _ N

The two key questlcns that should guide the development of such

 po11c1es, as they affect nonpublic higher educatlcn are:

- What\are the general pelicy objectiyes for postsecondary
education within the state? |
- What is ehe role of nanpublic colleges and universities, and
how do tney‘contribute to the accomplishment of those objectives?
From that nerspective‘there are reaily no policies Egggzg_the non-
public -sector, but only state policies that gfiggg the nonpublic
sector. The well being or the survival of individual institutions,
or even an entire segment of institutions, is not the prinary-focus
of policy development, but only the secondary result of policies
prinarily intended to achieve_the established goals fer postsecondary

" education--the provision of educational opportunity of high quality;

assuring equity, diversity, ard efficiency.
Assessing the contributions made by th~ nonpublic sector to the

achievement of those goals requires intimate knowledge of the size,

nature, role, complexity, and health of the nonpublic sector, as

well as recognition that its contribution changes over time. For

4
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example, in time§ of rapid enrcllment growth thé nonpublic sector.
maf make a contribution to public goals of absorbing additional
students with minimal state support, a contribution that may be
less signiticant in timeg of declining enrollment. With the foré-
going pointsvin mind, I'd like to talk;abbut‘thrge set of policy

issues: planning issues, financing issues, and accountability.

Statewide Planning and Coordination, and thé Involvement of the

Nonpublic-Sector

The independent settor, and to some extent, the pro-
prietary sector, have been effective in Securing benefitial
policies through legislative process. .Inéfgg;ing competition
in higher education for students’and‘résqurces, and ihcreasing
demands for accountability from the public and from political
leaders, w111 surely mean 1ncreases in the bureaucratic structures
respon51b1e for planning, coordlnatlng and regulating of post- :
secondary education. This means that the nonpublic sectors will
need to develop the same capacity for working with such structures
as for working with legislatures and governors. |
" This depends, of course, on the character, respon51b111ty, ap@
authority of the state structure,‘but it also depends upon the way
in which the nonpublic sectors are organized. Let me make several
points about that organization:
1. Associations represehting nonpublic institutions CSuch
as ICUF and FAPS) must be willing tb invest organization

and energy in developing relationships with state:
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structures.

2. Statewide agencies ggg.institutionallassoéiation; mist
recognize the importance of both formal apd informal
working-telaticnships.

3. Ca;g_shduldwbé taken-to.provide appropriate represen-
‘tation (t.hrmigh membership, obsérvers; ‘or staff liaison)
in the work of coordinatiénjand plamning, whether that
takes place at the level of the board, its camittees,
or its staff. | | - )

4. This means that the nonpublic sectors must be well
organized not dhl& to proviﬁe such representati&n, but
also to provide the extensive data collection and
position articuiatian that Supporfs it.

Jay Chronister of the University of Viréinia has recently sur-

veyéd state postseccndary aéencies and associations of independénf-

institutions about their planming relationships. The survey
returns emphasize the importﬁhce of the quality of those relation-
ships. ThiS'places1responsibility on both state agencies and
associations to work seriouSly to develop positive and productive
relationships.\ » |
In Mhrylaﬁd, where State policies provide effective support
to the independent instituticns;_there is an extensive network of
relatiqnships between the State Board for Higher Education_and the

Independent Collegé and University Associaﬁion--thrqugh formal

membérship on the "segmental advisory committee" tévthe Board, as

well as committess and task forces at every level of policy develop-

/
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ment and decision making. Thesq formal and informal arrangements
éppéar to have engendered cordia wofking relationships between )
.thelSta;e Board and the Associa iﬁn. I am conVinced that, in the
future, such relationships will be én indispensible'prergquisite
to effectivehess at the legislative level. I emphasize these
planning relationships also because I believe that many of the
central issues of the next few years for the nonpublic sectors
will be essentially planning issues. Let me illustrate this |
point by'meﬁtioning four of these issues:

First, to what extenf should the nonﬁublic secfor be involved
in the statewide review of new and exigting programs? This is a
complex issue, invqlving the purpose of such réviews, the néture'
of existing érrangements for prugram review, the authorfty of the
agency that carries out the review, and the extent to which the
nonpublic sector enjoys the support of the state. If it is the
case that program review seeks to insure the quality of the state'sﬂ-
resources for higher education, and the efficiency with which they ;
are utilized, then yéu should consider the involvement of the non-
public sector in that activity. If the nonpublic sector is seen
as contributing to thelgchievement of state goals for postsecondary
eduéation;.thgn you should fecognize the resources of the non-
public. when considering program development in the publi; sector.
By the same~réasoning, it seems logical to consider the resources
of the public sectof when deyeloping programs in gggbublic in-
stitutions. | "

I recognize that the fiscal relationship between state govern-

kg o
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ment and nonpublic‘ipstitutions--the extent to which state appro-
priations support these institutions or their students--is an.
important factor injdecisidns about the tole of the nonpublic
sector in progtem review.”

A second issue is, hcw.can_resources be shared among public'
and independent sectors? Several states (including Connecticut,
Pennsylvania, and Virginia, as well as'Flotida) provide for con- -
tracts between the.State and indepeﬁdent institetians to develop
services that meet public needs by utilizing the facilities of
nonpublic institutions. . '

In spite of. those arrangements, genuin '; e resource sharing
between publlc agenc1es or institutions' and nonpublic 1nst1tut10ns
can hardly be called exten51ve. If state p011c1es facilitate
such practice, both legislation and administrative action should
promote it. The agency responsible for developlng and admini-
ster1ng these contractual arrangements can bring this about by
imaginatively seeking opportunities for efficient use of state
resources through means of such ccntracts.

Issue three, how will the 1ndependent sector be involved in
policies relating to'the_provision.of learning opportunities for
adults? Because of the decline in the size of tra&itioeal college-
aged poﬁulation,_increased attention has been placed ¢n "non-
traditional" clieﬁtele and "nontraditional'' modes of delivery of
instructional services. - If the.pattern of subsidies for these
activities in public institutions is changed, then that will
affect the way in which the resources of nonpublic institutioﬁg

/ ' ' g . /
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are used to render these services. Few new policies have been

developed that effectively settle the questions of f1nanc1ng,

‘allocation of function, allocation of ""territory,' and control

of quality,- in the provision of learning opportunities for adults.

‘The development of such policies needs to involve the nonpublic

séctor and takevits resources into consideration.

Issue four, how should poiicies relating to role -and scope -
of instituFions accomodatg the nonpubliclsector? Historically,
most of this type of planning--master planning--has concerned
public institutions. If state policy con51ders a "'system" of
postsecondary opportunlty, some of Wthh is prov1ded by nonpubllc
1nst1tut10ns--then the incorporation of the 1ndependent sector
in role and scope planning should ‘follow.: ‘This is not a‘bland
and inconsequential exercise. Role énd gcope plahniné will
grapple with some of the toughest issues of the steady state,
because, if done correctly, it will involve serious institutional
redefinition of mission. Obviously, the link betwéen such planning

|

and 1nst1tut10na1 response will be stronger and more direct in the

public sector than the nonpublic. But the p011cy recommendatnons

- . made by.resolufe and imaginative postsecpndary_plannlng agenc1es

' to nonpublic institutions, and the inducements provided to follow

those recommendations, may be one of the most effective future
devites to improve resource utilization in the total "system'' of

postsecondary education. Of course, by far the most impértant

/

planning "'issue' is the questlon of whether how and to what

extent the state provides financial support for the nonpublic



38

. sector.

What is the Appropriate Role of ‘the State in the Financing of

Nonpublic Institution?

States'employ several methods to support nonpublic.institutions'
or tne students attending.them. The most current surveys by ECS
and the National Associatien of State Scholafship and Grant Pro-
grams 1nd1cate that every state with an 1ndependent sector operates,
at least, a student aid program for students attendlng independent
institutians. (In 22 states, not ;ncludﬁng Flor1da, these grants
can be used to attend proprietary institntipns.) Nine states
have programs of general purpose direct institutional aid to

’independent institutions and } three more states institutional

- aid follows financial aid recipients. cher programs of institutional
aid are cetegorieelz' for medical education, programs for disadvan-
taged students, contracts for specific services, and the sunport of
»spec1f1c institutions. .

. There is extensive support for need-based student aid as the
prlmary vehicle for state support of 1ndependent hlgher education.

- The ECS Task Force on State Policy and Independent ngher Education
recommended that "stFtes glve first consideration to the develop-
ment of need-based student grant programs, funded at levels adequate
to provide students with real ch01ce among 1nst1tut10ns " Breneman
and Finn, in their study for the Brooklngs Instltutlon, also em-
phasized adequate student ald grants throughvthe coo;dlnatlon of

state and federal programs, with the latter encdpreging "increased

: !
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eutlays devoted to student aid. . c(S)tmdent choice among colleges
‘will have beeﬁ/ehhanced The higher educatlon narketplace will -
have become a more re11ab1e gu1de to resource allocatlon, and those
pr1vate colleges that compete suecessfully for students will have
reeeived public aid in a manner that minimizes the threat to

their autonomy" (p; 432).
?assage'of the Federal Middle Income Student Assistance Act

-is an appropriate occasikn for state re-appraisal of student aid |
. | = :
policies. Since middle %nccme-students can now be helped by

BEOG, it can be regarded\as providing subsistence for a signifi- .
R \\ o ) )
cant portion of students.\ State programs can be directed at
/ ‘ .
variable tuition costs. A\maximum BEOG will provide an eligible

/ ' Vo _
student with "'typical” rocm‘and board expenses at a Florida .
college or university. The $1 200 maximum Student A551stance
Grant (1977 78) will then\cover about half of the thltlon at the

|
typical . 1ndeEendent 1nst1tut10n, or about one third of that at a
I

higher-priced independent institution. Family contrlbutlon,
|

1nst1tut10nal aid, and SEOG, loans and other self help (1nc1ud1ng
1

_work-study) can make up the balance State dec151?n makers need
to determlne what portlon of the cost of -tuition in the nonpubllc

~ sector  the need-based student aid program should cover. Thus,.
the new federal legislation should help state level decision makere
determlne approprlate 1evels for state student aid programs,
because the expanded BEOG provides a more effective foundation for

comprehen51ve student aid "packages", and liberalized SEOG, CWS,

and GSL provide greater confidence that\Pther aid, coupled w1th

i\
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family support 'and self help, can complete a package whose founda-

tion is BEOG and state student aid.,

State policy makers may-wish té,cbnsider the‘possibility that
|

- the increase in federal appropriations for student aid, and'the/"-w

liberalizatian of their eligibility rules, may make it possible
for mhe federal-state- institutional partnership to assure, for the
first time, that every eligible student has adequate financial
aid to attend the institution - public or nonpublic - that best
meEts hlS or her needs
h ConSideration of the procedures required t6 achieve this
would 1nvolve L
- Calculation of the implications of new federal student aid
levels, given the;in;ame characteristics of Florida students,
- and the educational charges of its inetitutions.
- Determination of the urmet need that will remain after
federal aid is awarded.
-§Consideratiqn of'the extent to which the state program

‘should meet that urmet need, and the fiscal impact of doing
5 ] _ hads: )

- . v . \.\ |
S0: ‘ \ '
This means that the central policy questions are: What should

the maximm award level be, and, if all "needy'' students cannot be -

‘aided, how should awards be rationed? Presently, Florida's average

- awards are relatively high'?$1063) and they appear to go to those

students with the largest need. If award levels were raised to
about the average tuition at nonpublic institutions (2,200 to

$2,400) and if the number of students who could be aided were in-

12‘ . / .
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creased, then ycu would be: | |

1. Making more efficient use of the foundaticn provided

by federal student aid programs.

* 2. Providing an improved higher education "market' by
reducing the distance between public and nonpublic
tuitions for‘many students.

3. Encouraging nore efficient use of the resources of the

nonpuhlic sector; and, |

4. Assuring maximum choice, among-institutiOns, for students

on all income levels.
'_ The maximm award 1eue1 is a critical state’policy decision;
states should con51der pegglng the1r 1eve1 to somé portlon of

| tuition costs in 1ndependent 1nst1tutlons By d01ng so the state

is maklng a declslon about the value of student choice.

There are several other 1ssues that involve development of
effectlve p011c1es of support to ‘the" nonpubllc 1nst1tut10ns or
to students attending them. . ' J

“The first of these issues, is, how should need be determ:Lned'P
Most states follow CSS or ACT gu1de11nes in deternunlng need.
Inadequate attention has been given to the fact that it -is these
schedules—-because of the heavy expectatlons they make with respect
to contrlbutlons from m1dd1e class fam111es-~that are 1arge1y ‘

U~

respon51b1e for the so~ca11ed middle~ 1ncome squeeze. ‘David Breneman

wrltlng, in the October issue of Ch g naga21ne sa1d that "these
- f1nanc1a1 need formulas ‘rather than belng 'sc1ent1f1c “and beyond

e e
‘criticism are fraught with necessarlly arbitrary and debatable

13
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judgments." It is hardly necessary to abandon the concept of need-
based aid in order to provide relief to middle income families
with children in college. It would simply be necessary to adjust
need analysis scheduleS'-to ~require‘smaller family contributions

in the middle and upper middle income ranges and possible to allow

- awards sllghtly in excess of total demonstrated need. Such pro-

grams would be. as effectlve as tax credits and much more efficient,

since there would be no additional cost. to the state at lower and

higher income levels. ‘I recognize, however, that because state

programs are tied in the national system, and mterrelate w1th

need determ:matlon in the federal programs this cannot be a

' un:.latera.l policy determlnatlon

If Student A551stance Grants are aimed at w1demng student

choice, the e11g1b111ty of students attendmg proprletary in-

stltutlons to receive these grants should be con51dered Because

of the d1ff1cu1t1es that beset federal programs where mstltutlonal'

_ ellglblllty mcludes proprietary 1nst1tut10ns and such policy
‘should be developed with empha51s .upon assuring the quahty and

‘ .‘respons1b111ty of ellglble institutions. “The Florida Assoc1at10n'

of Prlvate Schools would undoubtedly w15h to- a551st in developmg

./

such rules ' TS

Should non-need based student a1d (sometimes called tu1t10n

T

offsets) be avall"‘“e to aid independent hJ.gher educatmn" Several -

- . states have now enacted programs of student aid that provide grants
to students attending lndependent institutions 1rrespect1ve of

family nieans:. '. Questions that should be asked before such a policy

14
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is adopted include: -

1. What state“objectives are.met by such a program?

2. Would these grants have the e%fect of changing the.dis~‘
tribution of students between public and nonpublic
institutions, and among low and high cost institutions?
How high would subsidies need to be i srder to have
these effects? \

3. Would tuition offsets permit independent institutions
to concentrate-their recruitment efforts on students
from more affluent families, “and would this be consistent.
w1th state p011c1es with respect to access?
4. Would these grants be pee ce1ved as a way of 1nd1rect1y
) prov1d1ng cost of educatlon subsidies to 1ndependent
institutions of a sort provided to public institutions,;
and ‘if that is so, would it be preferable to prov1de such
subsidies d1rect1y to 1nst1tutlons? \
§.zﬂAnd most 1mportant1y, if such sub51d1es are, 1ntended to
improve student cholce .and students are a1ded who would
1 ~ have attendnd their 1nst1tut10n in any case, is the cost

produc1ng important beneflts to the state?

D1rect Supvort to Independent Inst1tutlons

Seven states provide d1rect general purpose support to 1ndepen— .
dent 1nst1tutlons. Five more states use contracts as a vehlcle for
' general 1nst1tut10na1 support, or for support related ‘to enroliment :

of low income students. A mumber of other states prov1de categorical = -

|
1
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institutional grants. Such programs demonstrate tﬂe importance to
the state of the survival and quality of the independent sector.
These programs may also signify an emphasis upon centralized
.higher education planning’instead of what I would call a "fair"
market approach. Institﬁtional aid programs must be carefully
‘based upon an understanding of the way in which the independent
sector cqntributee to the-achievement of state ﬁurposes for
higher education, upon an %ptiﬁate understanding of the nature
of the independent sector, and upon its general and fiscal well
being. | | o _ '
A couple of"ccncluding words about ﬁrograme of supbort.
The ccmpesiticn of an 2id prOgrem should be baSed’squarei§ upcn
a clear understandlng of state goals with respect to postsecondary
education, and the role nonpubllc 1nst1tut10ns play -in. g .ev1ng
them. Because these two elemepts differ from state to state;,~
there is’clearly nb prescripticn that could guide state policy
. makers in developlng an adequate mlx of programs )
_ Hav1ng sald this, I also want to emph351ze ‘the prlmacy of
- need based_student aid. Student aid enhances opportunlty by
widening stﬁdent choice AdeQuately financed student aid programs,
with hlgh enough award ce111ngs are clearly effect1ve~-for ;
example, in Callfornla, New York, and Illinois, both in provialng
access to nonpubllc institutions for students from 1ower and /| ©
middle income. families, and, as a consequence, contr1but1ng é
institutional health. '

John Folger calculated that if you raised your award'ceiling ‘
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to $1,800, and if this resulted in about twenty-five percent of
your independent sector students reeeiving $1,500 awards, the cost,
over and above the Student Assistance Grant dollars now going to -
independent institutions (this assumes the new awards would be
limited to tuition costs) might be about eighteen million dollars.
I believe. this uould represent about four percent of your
total expenditures for higher education.
It would purchase: ) _
1. Fairer competition Between public and independent
,lnstltutlons
2. The chance for more "students -to choose the institution
‘that best suits the1r needs and interests. |
3. -Eff1c1ent use of the resources of the 1ndepenoent’
_sector at a cost .on the part of the state that is
'~qu1te small in proportlon to 1ts total hlgher educatlon

expendltures

Accountabllltz

The- recognltlon of the pub11c functlon served by the nonpubllc
sector of h1gher educatlon ‘as well as 1ncrea51ng governmental
support 1nev1tab1y means that nonpubllc—lnstltutlons w111-1n~
: crea51ng1y be accountable to state agencies, for the1r performance
'and for their use of tax funds ' ._ ) _

' Earl Cheit sa1d recently that "1t cannot/be assumed that dual
standards of accountab111ty w111 survive 1ndef1n1tely with public

. funds to the-prlvate:sector.ﬁ '

17
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The policy questions involved are:

1. Who will monitor the accountability of the independent
sector? ECS recommends, quite-appropriately, that the
responsibilities be vested'in.the state agency for
postsecondary education. ¥

2. Should accountability to the state be broader than

N accountability for respohsible use of state funds?
The aigument of public functions made by the independent
institutions themselves mey also carry the conclusion
N that the institutions need to be accountable,. in a
: .general way at least, for all the1r resources used in
serv1ng the publlc lnterest.- This suggests the ”
p0551b111ty of 1ndependentlsector involvement in pro-
,gram.rev1ew and other procedures for asse551ng respon-=
'sible and respon51ve serv1CE. L |

There 1s little unanlmlty w1th respect to the meanlng of

'accountablllty for the nonpubllc sector. 'But.lt 1s.lrkely that
| working out that meanlng,-ln a way. that 1sréppropriate ande
sensitive .to the 1nterests both of the state and of the 1nst1tutlons,f

.w1ll be a challenglng area of pollcy development in comlng years.

- Conclusion {

The comlng decade is sure to be turbulent and dlfflcult for
.hlgher educatlon.‘ Few" 51gn1f1cant 1ssues w1ll be resolved w1thout t
'contentlon. It w1ll be hard .to keep the publlc 1nterest foremost,

as 1nst1tut10ns and. sectors struggle for p051tlon and resources.‘
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A

But the' contribution of the nonpublic sector to the-state goals for
postsecondary education are such that decision makers must consider
both the interest and voice of the independent and proprietary
institutions as‘étate policy is developed nith respect.to the
foregoing issues. | Those sectors must be adequately-organi;ed
and prepared to engage in'the development of state policies‘in a
cooperative and cons: *uctlve spirit, a spirit which, widely enough
shared will amellorate some of the negative p0551b1llt1es in the«\
future env1ronment of postsecondary education. ' _ ,A\\\'
That cooperative spirit, however, will of 1tself not be enough \
It is also necessary--crltlcally 1mpo rtant--that the policies and
programs that are developed in response to these 1ssues be 1n1t1ated
in the context of a plan or a comprehen51ve approach “Such a plan
R zhould con51der the publlc educatlonal needs and obJectlves, and
_how the resources--of both publlc and 1ndepend°nt 1nst1tutlons-~can
be most effectlvely and eff1c1ently utilized-to meet these needs
.'_andiachieve these objectives. ° o . |

Thank you.







