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he private sector of higher edu-
cation in the United States has always been and is
now a great national asset 1t has been a major
force in setting the pattern for all of higher educa-
tion as Lhe best system in the world — a productive
combination of diversity, of dynamic change, of
high quality, of institutional autonomy, of academic
freedom, of attention to the individual student. But
we, members of the Task Force on State Policy and
Independent Higher Education, have serious con-
cerns for the strength of the private sector should
current trends and policies continue.

The purposes of this report are to
vxamine the role of private higher education in
meeting public purposes, to consider how state
policies affect this role and to make recommenda-
tions based on our observations. Qur findings
warn of serious causes for concern, and our recom-
mendations include preventive measures that de-
serve early consideration.

The task force believes that we, as a
nation, need to preserve and even improve the
whole American system of higher education. That
system has provided:

=== Greater opportunity to enter higher
cducation than in anv other nation in the world.

=~ More diversity ot choice tor
students,

= The highest international level of
resvarch and Ph.D. training in an economy where
40% of the increase in output per person emploved
is due to advances in knowledge.

- Responsiveness to the changing
demands of the labor market in which advanced-
level education and training is pariicularly impor-
tant to that 200 of increased output per worker due
to education in all its forms.

= A nation of well-educated people
that has a major role in guiding the destiny of the
world of the future.

- A quality of life tor many individu-
als that is closciy related to the guality of the edu-
cational system.

We see, hoswever, several develop-
ments that threaten to erode our system of higher
education:

= We have already eaperienced a
diminished role for the private sector which histori-
cally has strongly established the tone of the entire
svstem. Since 1950, the private sector's share of all
vnrollments has decreased from 5000 to 229
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= Ve see threats to the continuing
tiscal health of the private sector.

— W find also that the closely related
dependence of the public sector and of its cam-
pus-based governance is eroding.

We recognize that each state’s poli-
cies arise trom its unique history, traditions and
needs. No one model will fit every state. How-
ever. we conclude that any weakening of the pri-
vate sector or of the independence of the public
sector, or both, threatens to place the American
svstem of higher education at risk.

This report addresses these actual
and potential trends, suggests some solutions and
makes recommendations for public policies that will
enhance the opportunity for the private sector to
serve as a vital part of an excellent system of higher
education for the nation. We now have such a
system; the challenge is to preserve it.
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n July 1987, the Education
Commission of the States (ECS), under the chair-
manship of Governor John Asheroft of Missouri,
convened the Task Force on State Policy and Inde-
pendent Higher Education. The group was co-
chaired by Asheroft and Clark Kerr, president
emeritus of the University of Caliornia,
The group received the following

charge:

= To develop a consensus regarding
principles that should guide state relations with the
private sector of higher education in the next
decade

= To develop broader awareness and
understanding of the ways that private colleges and
universities contribute to public policy objectives

e To develop a factual base for under-
standing the current status of private colleges and
universities, and the effects upon the private sector
of state policies for planning, finance and account-
ability

= To recommend state policy alterna-
tives that will contribute to the continued vitality of
the independent sector and its capacity to serve
public policy objectives

The task force met several times,
commissioned a series of technical reports from
experts on a variety of aspects of state policivs and
private higher education, convened regional forums
throughout the country to gather the views of con-
cerned educators and citizens, and now has com-
pleted this report outlining its findings and recom-
mendations.

A series of supplementary mono-
graphs, based on the experts’ reports to the task
force, will be published by ECS (see Appendin B).

The task force and ECS wish to
acknowledge, with thanks, the financial support of
the Lilly Endowment, Inc. and the AT&T Founda-
tion.
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he Lo0O private nonprofit col-
leges and universities in the United States con-
tribute in concrete, measurable ways to the social,
cultural and economic life of the nation and the
states in which they are located.' Making up 55%
of all colleges and universities, these institutions
offer diverse opportunities to 2.6 million students.
They are a vital contributor 1o the capacity of the
higher education system to respond o pressing
Jdemands tor an educated work force and for re-
search and technology. They stimulate indepen-
dence, autonomy and diversity in all of higher
education. And by serving important public pur-
poses, largely with private resourees, they provide o
valuable and finandially prudent service to the state
and nation.

For vach state, these contributions
ditter greatly depending on the number, size and
missions of private institutions. (See Map 1 at the
end of this chapter and Appendin A

Access, Choice and Opportunities
for Students

The students who attend private
institutions choose among a tar richer array of insti-
tutions than is available, or even possible, in the
public sector. The range of nissions of private
institutions is estraordinary:  liberal arts colleges,
comprehensive colleges and universities, research

umversities, two-year colleges, historically black
colleges, women's colleges, church-related colleges,
seminanus, rabbinical schools, Bible colleges, sepa-
rately established schools of law, medicine, engi-
neering and business, Native-American colleges,
teacher colleges, and institutes of art, design, music
and architecture.”

— Overall, private and public imstitu-
tons enroll essentially the same propostion of mi-
nority students, although Hispanic students enroll
m publiv institutions (particularly community col-
feges) at a slightly bigher rate.’ Private mstitutions
storically have led the nation m educating minori-
fies  In 1987, about 36 of 89 historically black insti-
tutions woere private.

— rivate mstitutions also sorve stu-
dents trom a wide range of income levels, in part
because they invest substantial dollars in student
aid. In 1YBB-89, privaw institutions provided, from
their own resources, $2.6 hillion in undergraduate
tinancial assistance -— up from $1.2 billion (adjusted
for inflation) in 1970-71, or a 102% increase.” 1t s
estimated that $2 billion of this $2.6 Dillion was
based on need.

The 1986 median tamily mcome of
tudents at private colleges was guite similar to that
of students at public institutions — only $2,000
more. Moreover, based on studies conducted in
states with detailed data, there is evidence that
family incomes of students attending a flagship
stote upiversity campus frequently are higher than
at comparable independent colleges and universi-
ties.



= Ninety-five percent of the nation’s
600 liberal arts colleges — undergraduate institu-
tions that offer more than half their degrees in arts
and science fields — are private nonprofit institu-
tions."

— Almost 800 private colleges and
universities have a religious affiliation,” and many
others also emphasize ethical values. For students
who see higher education and their religious con-
cerns as intertwined, private colleges and universi-
ties are essential, not optional. Catholic colleges,
numbering 250 institutions, have, among other
contributions, provided a special welcoming envi-
ronment to generations of children of Catholic fami-
lies; the "Christ-centered” Protestant colleges (about
125), including members of the Christian College
Cualition, have done the same for children of fami-
lies with this religious persuasion. And the more
than 400 colleges and universities affiliated with
"mainline” Protestant denominations have led, from
the nation’s carliest days, in providing values-
driven liberal arts education.

— All but two of the 200 single-sex
colleges in the nation are private.”

— Small size is an advantage that
many private colleges offer students.

Of those colleges that enroll fewer
than 1,000 students, 859 are private, whereas of
those institutions that have more than 10,000 stu-
dents, 90% are public.”” Many private colleges also

$10

provide to the small communities in which they are
located the only source of advanced education and
cultural programs.

—= Private institutions are major pro-
viders of opportunities in graduate and professional
fields. In many arcas of the nation, whether urban
or rural, they are the principal source of further
professional education for adults. Nationally, pri-
vate institutions enroll 334 of all graduate stu-
dents,’ grant 60% of all first professional degrees
and award 36% of all Ph.Ds."' In state after state,
private institutions are key providers of graduate
programs in fields such as education and business
administration."

These facts demonstrate some of the
historic and current contributions and commitments
of private colleges and universities to provide a
wide variety of educational experiences and oppor-
tunities to the nation’s youth and adults (see Chart
1 at the end of this chapter).

Responsiveness to Society's Demands

Private institutions respond swiftly
to changing societal needs and to new clienteles.
They tailor programs to meet local conditions, shift
resources without having to consuit through several
layers of boards or commissions and concentrate on
specific population groups.

/
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= As the need for more and better-
trained teachers grows more urgent, the capacity of
private institutions to train teachers gains signifi-
cance. Private institutions, with 22% of students
overall, grant 28% of all bachelor's degrees, 269 of
all master’s degrees and 38% of all doctorates in
education.”

= Private colleges also represent a
vital source of new facuity members at a time when
the nation faces a massive turnover of the academic
professorate in the mid-1990s and beyond. Private
institutions have an exemplary record of producing
graduates who eventually receive PhDs: 63 of the
68 institutions that produce the most Ph.Ds, on a
per-capita basis, are private institutions.”

= Research universitios are widely
recognized as indispensable elements of the nation's
capacity to compete in the world economy.  Of the
104 major research universities in the nation, 33 are

private.”

Stimulation of Autonomy, Diversity and
Innovation

One of the most important, yet
frequently unrecognized, contributions of the pri-
vate sector is the example it provides for the auton-
omy and independence of institutions in the public

10

sector. The lay board of trustees at the campus
level, the principal governance feature of private
colleges and universities, has served as the model
for the governance of public universities throughout
the history of the United States.

However, in this century, many
states have abolished campus boards and consoli-
dated public institutions into larger statewide sys-
tems. Today, more than 6.5 million students (out of
9.5 million students in public institutions) attend
campuses that are parts of multicampus systems
governed by central boards sometimes far removed
from those campuses. And yet the campus is the
natural unit of affiliation and governance. In con-
trast. nearly every private campus still has its own
independent board of trustees,”

By virtue of their independent gov-
ernance, private institutions are better able to do
what public institutions often find it difficult to do:
challenge the norms, innovate, reach out to new
areas of service, advocate fundamental values aban-
doned clsewhere and take risks for the sake of
improvement. Because of this, private colleges and
universities are invaluable resources for states inter-
ested in seeking improvements in minority achieve-
ment, new approaches to teacher education, unique
ways to employ electronic technology for training
and reaching underserved populations. They also
provide means to achieve breakthroughs in technol-
ogy transfer for economic development.

34
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Private institutions also set high
standards for teaching ang tor attention to the wel-
fare of the individual student, provide standards for
judging the costs of public institutions and vstablish
muadels of academic freedom.

Overall, private institutions encour-
age .he continuance and further development of a
total system that is more competitive, more diverse,
more dynamic, more cost effective and of higher
quality than it otherwise would be.

Conservation of Public Resources

While American society has bene-
fited greatly from private higher education, it has
not had to bear most of the cost. If the nation’s
public institutions were to assume responsibility for
educating the students now attending private col-
leges and universities, the additional burden for
taxpavers would exceed $12 billion annually.”
States facing population growth over the neat de-
cade will confront a rising demand for higher edu-
cation. To meet this demand, they may wish to
consider using more fully the existing capacity of
private insttutions or encouraging expansion of this
capaaty. Either option would require fewer public
resources than a similar expansion of the public
sector.

40
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In sum, private institutions make an
important, even irreplaceable, contribution to what
Harvard University President Derek Bok describes
as an American higher education system that has
the world’s respect:

Most knowledgeable observers . ..
believe that our colleges and uni-
versities surpass those ot other
industrialized countries in the ca-
pacity for first-rate research, the
quality of professional education,
the extent of innovation in instruc-
tional programs and the success
achieved in opening higher educa-
tion to the entire population with
enough variety to meet the differing
needs of a huge student popula-
tion.™

Our private colleges and universi-
ties are a key element in our
nation’s ability to "surpass” other
industrialized nations in achieving
these several goals,

11
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Map 1. Percent Enroliment in Private Institutions
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¢ have noted the high quality
of the American system of higher education in
general and the many contributiors to this quality
made by the private sector. We have, however,
several concerns about the future.

The Declining Enroliment Share
oi Private Higher Education

The trend line in distribution of
enrollments shows a substantial reduction in the
historic role of the private sector within all of hi;h-
er education. Consequently, its influence is reduced,
both in its own right and as a model for, as a com-
petitor with, and as a check and balance to, the
public sector.
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We believe that a further decline in
the influence of the private sector would be detri-
mental because it would tend to reduce diversity,
innovation and other positive features of the Ameri-
can higher education system. In particular, we
believe that such a decline would be a detriment to
the welfare of the public sector, both now and in
the long run, because the autonomy and the aca-
demic freedom of public institutions are, in part,
derived from the existence of a strong private sec-
tor.

Declining Diversity

The greatest impact of the declining
enrollment share for private higher education has
been on the most diverse segment of all in Ameri-
can higher education — the Liberal Arts Colleges Ii
in the Carnegie Classification. These colleges num-
bered 550 in 1970 and 400 in 1987.' Some disap-
peared, a few became Liberal Arts Colleges 1 and
some, especially seminaries, are now classified as
Theological Schools. But a large number became
Comprehensive Colleges or Universities, adding
new programs and clienteles in an effort to survive
and prosper in an era of increasing financial pres-
sure and declining numbers of students of tradi-
tional college age.”

As such, they perform important
educational and public services, but in becoming
more like other colleges in their range of offerings,




many have lost their distinctive characteristics,
some have undertaken programs which are not well
integrated with their historic missions, and some
have overextended themselves to th: point where
the quality of some programs suffers. Yet it is the
Liberal Arts 11 institutions that provide the greatest
diversity within American higher education and the
most service to specialized segments of the Ameri-
can population. Total enrollment. in these institu-
tions fell by 30% from 1970 to 1987
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This group of institutions is the
most threatened by any adverse economic develop-
ments. It is most at risk.

The Growing Problems of Affordability

Problems of affordability may serve
to erode further the enrollment share of private
higher education, particularly the Liberal Arts Col-
leges 11

Charges to students in private col-
leges and universitics are rising sharply. Median
family income is rising less rapidly (see Chart 2 at
the end of this chapter).

There is a widespread public belief
that tuition increases have been too great and too
fast in both public and private institutions. Cost
containment should become a much higher priority
for all colleges and universities.

We must realize that the cost of
providing a given program is roughly the same in a
private institution as in a public one. However,
because private institutions do not receive subsidies
from the state, they must charge higher tuition.
Private institutior.s depend on tuition for about half
of their revenues, compared to one-fifth for the
state-subsidized public institutions. In addition, as
noted below, high costs of need-based student aid
are a major source of comparatively high rises in
tuition costs at private institutions.




The Increasing Gap Between Rising Costs for Student Aid

Public and Private Tuition .

Private institutions now carry a
burden from their own resources of $2 billion per
year for need-based student aid, and this burden is
likely to keep on increasing unless federal policies
are reversed.

The gap between public and private
tuition is widening. In 1975-76, the gap was $1.800
(based on average tuition at four-year private and
public institutions). By 1987-88, it had reached
$5,300, an increase of 2009 in current dollars and — Federal grant support based on
$0% (to $2,510) in constant dollars.™ need to students in private nonprofit institutions
has deteriorated in constant as well as current dol-
lars (sce Chart 3 at the end of this chapter).

— A higher proportion of this declin-
ing support now goes to proprietary institutions
with less going to both private and public nonprofit
institutions (see Chart 4 at the end of this chapter).

8251

== Private institutions are accommo-
dating, increasing numbers of underserved minority
students, many of whom require financial aid in
order to attend (see Table 1 at the end of this chap-
ter).

HEENEEE

One clear explanation of the rise in
196788 tuition and fees in private institutions is the cost of
institutionally provided grants™ (see Chart 3 at the
TUITION GAP BETWEEN PUBLIC end ot this chapter).
g?mgms In almost unc-fifIh of the private
colleges, 20% or more of educational and general
expenditures goes to student aid, and 70% of this
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mstitutional aid comes trom tuition revenue. 1t
institutions fully seek to meet the needs for student
aid, some will go bankrupt.

it they do not make a full ettort,
they will both tail their sowial duty and invite con-
flict on campus from those who support more
eqquality of opportunity. Providing acces has long
been accepted as a public responsibility and should
be honanced with public funds.

The percentage of undergraduate
students in private four-vear institutions receiving
institutionallv tunded student aid is now 4770 in
research and doctorate-granting universities, 557 in
comprehensive institutions, 617 in Liberal Arts
Colleges 1 and 630 in Liberal Arts Colleges 117

|

613

-— 47%

SEEELEE

The potential cost of public absorp-
tion of this public responsibility for need-based
student aid would be about $2 billion (out of the
over $2.6 billion total student aid by private institu-
tions). Such absorption would particularly aid the
Liberal Arts Colleges 1 which subsidize the highest
proportion of students. This $2 billion stands
against the $12 billion now saved taxpavers by the
wwistence of the private sector.

State student aid also has picked up
some of the increasing federal deficiency, |t in-
creased 1057 (477 in constant doltars) from 1980-8]
to 1988-89. The rate of growth is slowing, however,
especially in need-based grant programs.

- 11 1988-89, states awarded more
than $1.9 billion in grant aid to 1.7 million students,
mostly on the basis of need. 1t 1s estimated that
about one-half or $900 million of this grant aid goes
to students at private colleges and universities.

= The fastest increasing form of state
aid, however, is awarded for merit or other special
purposes such as encouraging students to enter
teaching or nursing education. Such aid has in-
creased 637 since 1983-84.

== Most of the state need-based aid
(86"%) is awarded by 14 states.  Four states (Califor-
nia. llinois, New York and Pennsylvania) award
53% of aid and another 10 states award another
RER

)



Looking at the major sources of the
$4 billion in need-based student grants to students
at private insiiiutions, the institutions themselves
provide one-half of all aid, about twice that provid-
ed by either the federal or state governments.

INSTITUTIONAL
$2 0 billion

Additional Increasing Burdens

Some very important additional
burdens will be placed on highe: .afion in the
1990s which the private sector, in many of its insti-
tutions, may find difficult to bear.

20

=== A huge "underserved” population of
low-income and/or minority students will require
increased support at great cost.®

—= Substantial effort also will be re-
quired to raise educational levels of the labor force
as employment in scientific, professional, adminis-
trative and technical occupations rises from 25% to
30% of the labor force in a single decade.”

== Buildings and other facilities will
require a $60-billion investment in renovation and
replacement in the 1990s.® At least one-quarter of
this total will be in the private sector.

Centralization of Governance

The task force also is concerned that
strong centralizing and consolidating forces are at
work in higher education. These forces, if they are
not moderated, will lead both to increasingly con-
trolled, rather than autonomous, public institutions
and to more controls potentially over private insti-
tutions as well.

The general trend, in particular, is
for more and more public institutions to becorne
larger, more homogeneous, more centrally con-
trolled. More than half of all students in higher
education are on campuses within public multi-
campus systems.” Thus far, however, states have
been restrained in their imposition of controls over
private institutions which they support financially.

D7 e



In Western Europe, and elsewhere
in the world, a number of nations are trying to
retreat from the negative costs of excessive central-
ization.” Having eliminated thrir private institu-
tions years ago through public funding and control,
many nations now seek more independence and
diversity for their public universities. Some are
even encouraging the establishment of new private
institutions. Kenneth Baker, secretary of state for
education and science in Great Britain, stated at a
conference at Lancaster University in England on
Januarvy 5, 198%:

One of the great trends of the next
quarter of a century will be our
increasing integration into Western
Europe and increasingly close links
between our institutions of higher
education. But I sense that we may
face something of a choice between
expansion on the lines so far fol-
lowed in Western Europe and ex-
pansion along the patterns followed
by our American cousins. And |
would say that the diversity and
flexibility so evident across the
Atlantic represents the future to-
ward which we in Britain — and, 1
hope, throughout Europe — will
wart to move.”

N
e
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We, in the United States, should be
careful to preserve what the rest of the world so
admires and seeks to emulate.

Equity

A final major concern is that there
should be reasonably equitable treatment among
institutions that more or less equally serve impor-
tant public purposes. Present policies divorce dis-
cussion of state policy for public institutions from
discussion of policy toward private institutions,
often resulting in differential treatment.

== There is an overall lack of coordina-
tion of tuition and student aid policy. States are in
a position to pursue two goals: (a) to ensure that,
through tuition policies, students attending public
institutions pay a reasonable share of the cost of
their college education, and (b) that through student
aid policies, students have access to higher educa-
tion and a reasonable ability to choose a private
institution. No more than one-quarter of the states
have policies that are designed to pursue these two
goals consistently.

—= The majority of states do not set
tuition in public institutions on the basis of a policy
outlining the expected shares of costs to be borne
by students and their families.




— Only 11 states allow undergradu-
ates to use state aid at out-of-state institutions.™ At
a time when international trade and mobility of the

A |
work force are increasing, states are moving to 550‘ > -
restrict mobility of their own resident students. ml -7
Because increases in federal aid, traditionally the 550 x4
primary source of portable aid, are unlikely, staies R d o
should bear the burden of funding some opportuni- 500 < ”
ties for students to choose an out-of-state institu- 1= - !
tion. " 450 7 L -

L
Without state action, mobility will g 400 ’ = //:
be severely limited for all but the few students and g =4~
families who can afford it. = 350 - dem=t="1
¢ “’ L L b=
) P g 2 e
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chart 2: COMPARISONS OF TRENDS IN PUSLIC
AND PRIVATE TUITION, FAMILY INCOME,
CONSUMER PRICES AND INFLATION IN
INSTITUTIONAL COST, 1860-88

s - ===== Pyt Tuition Higher Famly Income—

== = = = Higher Family Income  Loper imi of incorme

ian . Y 2080
m———— Median Family Income MWN Education

— ——= HEP| Pnce index
R MY CPi — Consumer Pace ingex

==ee== Public Tuition Source Ko Halsiodd.

ington, DC - Ressarch

Assoriates of Washt .
anﬂQ),pR;UM&w

of the Census, Current
(‘ \ ) Po Reports. Senes
) . P-60 No 182 pd2

ERIC 22 b1




958%

EN

Percentags Change

ol Bl & 2 =

L 11

Instifutionally Federal Tuition
Provided Student and Fees
Grants Grants

Chart 3: COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGE
CHANGES IN TUITION WITH INSTITUTIONALLY
PROVIDED GRANTS AND FEDERAL STUDENT
GRANT ASSISTANCE FOR UNDERGRADUATES
AT PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
1980-81 TO 1987-88 (1987-88 Constant Dollars)

Notes Federal grant assistance includes Title 1 (Pefl. SEOG, S5IG)

and non-Titi2 Social Secunty, veterans benetis) to
undergraduates at prme colkes and umversities

Sources Dataon rovided grants are from the Nahonal
institute of indepandent

and Universihes émlcm data on federal
am ass'slam are from the US Department of Education and other

3 3gencias. data on fwtons and fees are from the Cotlege Boara
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Table 1

Changing Conditions for Need-Based Grant Aid to Students Attending Private
Institutions of Higher Education, 1980-81 to 1987-88

{Grants i 1887-88 Constant Dalfars)

1980-81 1987-88

Federal Need-Based Grants to Undergraduates $2.604 biikon $1 101 biion
== Per Recipient’ $2.360 $1610
insttutionally Provided
Grants To Undergraduates $1.015 bilion 32 bilkon
maeee Pe1 Recipient $960 $1,670
Prop.ion of Pell Grant Funds Going to Propnetary Institutions 11.5% 26.6%
Number of Full-Time Equivalent Minonty Students Enrolled
in Private Institutions 349,000° 378.000°
Notes * Data on federdl need-based granis per recipent are estimates Source  Natonal Institute of Independent Colleges and Unive. sites
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tate policy is critical to the

b

strength of private nonprofit colleges and universi-
ties. States provide the legal framework for higher
education, charter institutions, set minimum quality
standards and provide preferred status under tax
laws. Most important, states are the largest single
source of funding for all of higher education —
approximately 38% of the $79 billion total (exclud-
ing income from sales and services), or $30 billion
in 1986." How the states allocate this funding — to
support public institutions and thereby make possi-
ble low public tuition, to fund state student aid
programs in both public and private institutions
and to fund grants to or contracts with private
institutions — establishes the financial environment
within which private institutions function.

Some states recognize the impact
state policy has on the private sector and take delib-
erate steps to enhance private-sector contributions
to public policy purposes. Other states do not.
State policies vary dramatically, but almost two-
thirds of the states traditionally have failed to rec-
ognize the private sector’s contributions or have
policies that are limited in scope. States vary in
size and in demographic, economic and other con-
ditions, and these factors affect public policy. The
most important variables are intangible traditions
and attitudes embedded in state constitutions and
statutes, and in policy choices made over
decades. "

26

Components of State Policies

States employ five general kinds of
policies that affect, either intentionally or uninten-
tionally, the capacity of private colleges and univer-
sities to serve public purposes.

| Recognition in state planning and policy.
Some states involve representatives of the pri-
vate sector in statewide planning and encom-
pass ali of the state’s higher education resources
— both public and private — in those plans.
Policies related to public institutions are devel-
oped with a sensitivity to their impact on the
private sector. In a few stiies, cortain regula-
tions, usually applicabl: only to public insti-
tutions (program approval, sor example) are
extended to private institutions.

4

Student subsidy policies. All states have som
basic policies on helping students and families
pay for mgher education. Low public tuition,
ma:de possible by state subsidy, is the most
common policy. Many states, howewver, also
have one or more student aid programs for
which students attending private colleges and
universities are eligible. These include:

- Student grant programs with eligibility
and grant amount determined by one or more
of several criteria; financial need, the cost of at-
tendance (tuition and other costs), academic

64
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performance or work-force needs (e.g,, teachers
and nurses).  The higher the grant maximum
and the higher the income eiigibility ceiling. the
more the grant program affords students the
opporlunity to choose amony, institutions. The
federal State Student Incentive Grant (851G)
program has provided funding for state nevd-
based aid programs on the condition that the
states match the federal dollars at least on a
one-for-une basis, but the Bush administration’s
FY 1991 budget proposed to phase out 551G
wrants.

= Student loan programs, most often relat-
ed to the federally guaranteed (Stafford) Joan
program.

we= Work-study or community service pro-
£rams,

— Tuition vqualization programs to reduce
the difference between the low, state-subsidized
tuition rates in public institutions and the
charges at private institutions. Some programs
provide flat grants to any state resident attend-
ing an in-state private institution, while others
have income-eligihility requirements.

Specific purpose grants or contracts. Many

states have one or more programs that explicitly
tap the resources of private colleges and univer-
sities to address state priorities and avoid costly

Al

27

duplication thiough new programs at public
institutions. Tvpes of programs include:

= Support of health science and heaith
professions programs (medicine, dentistry and
nursing).

== Support of undergraduate and/or grad-
uate programs in areas of state need such as
education or engineering,

— Support of rescarch and technology
transfer related to state cconomic development.
These programs include funding of partnerships
between business and university research cen-
ters, including both public and private universi-
ties; eligibility of private universities for state
matching funds for new research initiatives
supported by nonstate sources; and capital
financing for research facilitics and equipment
at private institutions.

= Support for endowed chairs at private
colleges and universities.

«= Eligibility of private colleges and uni-
versities to compete for state grants to improve
undergraduate academic programs or to carry
out innovation and reform in areas of critical
need (e.g., teacher education).

— Support of private college initiatives to
serve disadvantaged and minority students —
outreach, guidance, counscling and support
services.

~!
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4 General purpose institutional aid.  Six states

(INlinois, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, New
York and Pennsylvania) provide general pur-
pose direct funding, to private nonprofit colleges
and universities. The aim of this aid is not to
meet a specific need but to reflect the state’s
recognition that high quality and fiscal strength
in the private sector are in the state’s interest.

hd

State tax policies. Almost all states provide
basic property tax exemptions for both public
and private nonprofit institutions.  Also com-
mon are state sales tax exemptions on at least
education-related purchases. If the state has an
income tax, donations to colleges and universi-
ties are usually deductible, although some states
set limits. At least 30 states allow private non-
profit colleges to benefit from the issuance of
tax-exempt bonds for construction through
state-chartered higher education financing au-
thorities. ™

State Variations

Bevause of the great variations
among the states, it is difficult to generalize about
state policy and private higher education. To aid in
deciphering this complenity, four categories are
employed below to divide up the continuum from
limited to extensive state recognition of private

institutions. These are shown in Chart ® and Map 2
at the end of this chapter in relation to four of the
five major types of state policies noted above. Itis
important to caution, however, that the number and
names of states and the percentages of enrollments
in each category are approximations and not defini-
tive classifications of specific states. (See Appendix
C for details of state programs.)

Category 1 - Minimal State Role.
Forty-four percent of the states (21 states and the
District of Columbia), encompassing about 104 of
the nation’s total nonprofit private enrollment, have
strong traditions of serving public purposes only
through public colleges and universities rather than
also utilizing private institutions for those purposes.
Six of these states have three or fewer independent
nonprofit institutions, and their small size and lim-
ited numbers mean that private institutions have
minor pulitical influence on state policy.

A few of these states have constitu-
tional provisions prohibiting state funding of pri-
vate entities.  Few of these states involve the private
sector in statewide planning, and most limit the
responsibility of higher education governing or
coordinating boards to public institutions.  The
principal state policy for aiding students in paying
for college is low public tuition. Student aid pro-
grams in private institutions are limited, and only a
few of these states match the federal SSIG program
on more than the minimum one-for-one basis.



None of these states provides direct aid to private
institutions, either for specific state priorities or for
general purposes.

Category I - Limited State Role.
Twenty-two percent of the states (11), encompassing
17% of the total nonprofit private enrollment, make
limited use of state policy to recognize the value of
the private sector to the state higher education
system. They do so, not by providing direct aid to
private institutions, but by funding student aid
programs (need-based grants, tuition equalization
programs, ctc.) for students who choose to attend a
private college. Few, if any, of these states make
decisions about public tuition on the basis of a
consistent policy regarding the shares of higher
education costs to be borne by students and their
families. These states generally involve the private
sector in statewide planning, but they do not in-
volve private-sector representatives in setting the
missions and reviewing potential program duplica-
tion by the public sector.

Category Il - Moderate State Role.
Twenty-two percent of the states (11), encompassing
about 34 of the total nonprofit private enroliment,
use state policy deliberately to enhance the competi-
tive position of private institutions. The principal
policy tools to accomplish this are: explicit policies
on how public tuition should be related to educa-
tional costs; policies on student aid that are de-
signed to facilitate reasonable choice, including
among private institutions; and programs proyviding

students with information on opportunities in both
the public and private sectors. Because the private
sector is seen as integral to the state’s higher educa-
tion system, private-sector representalives are gen-
erally involved in state planning. Some of these
states use grants to or contracts with private institu-
tions to advance specific state priorities, but limit or
avoid general purpose grants.

Category IV - Major State Role.
Fourteen percent of the states (7), encompassing
about 39% of the total nonprofit private enrollment,
have long troditions of recognizing private higher
cducation as integral to the state’s higher education
system. Interestingly, state culture and traditions
apprar to be more important in supporting these
policies than the size of the private sector in most
of these states. (Only two of these states have
private-sector enroliments of 40% or more of total
enrollments, and the percentages in the other five
are under the national average v 22% ) First, all
make exter.ive use of grants to and/or contracts
with private institutions for special state priorities.
Second, all but one of these states have a program
of general institutional aid. And third, in most
cases, the state plavs an active role, through regula-
tion, in issues of quality control and in curbing
mission overlap and program duplication between
the public and private sectors.
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Categories of State Policies Related to Private Nonprofit Colleges and Universities

Category and
Percent of
Private
Enroliment

States in
Category

Recognition of
Private Institu-
fions in State
Planning and
Policy

Inclusion of Pri-
vate Institutions
in Student Sub-
sidy Policies

Specific
Purpose Grants
or Contracts 1o
Private Institu-
tions

General
Purpose
Direct Grants

I, Minimal state role
10%

Tradion of
serving public
purposes only
through public
institutions

N=22

{44% of States)
Alaska
Arnizona
Arkansas
Colorado
DC*
Delaware
Hawar

Idaho
Louisiana
Maine
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Mexico
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Oregon
South Dakota
West Virginia
Wyoming

Limded. d any, rec-
ognition

Relatively low public
tuition. Limited stu-
dent aid. minimum
matching of SSIG.
low grant maximums
and low income
ceiings

None

None

T b
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Category and States in Recognition of | Inclusion of Pri- | Specific General
Percent of Category Private Institu- | vate Institutions | Purpose Grants | Purpose
Private fions in State in Student Sub- | or Contracts to | Direct Grants
Enroliment Planning and sidy Policies Private Institu-
Policy tions
it Limited state role N=1 Moderate recognition | Student aid pro- Limited None
{22% of siates) in planning, but not grams dssigned 10
17°% Alabama in setting public mis- | provide reasonable
Georgia sions and program choice; some tuition
Limited 10 Kansas review:approval equalization pro-
moderate use of Kentucky grams
stale policy 1o Mrissouri
improve competitive North Carolina
position of private Texas
nsttutions, Limited Utah
state regulatory Vermont
nvolvement virginia
Washington
M Moderate slale N=11 Strong recogniton in | Deliberate design of Some granis or con- | Limited
1ole (22% of States) planning. but gener- student aid programs | tracts for specific
Connecticut ally not in setting to provide reason- state purposes
34% Caldorma public missions able choice.
Indiana and program re- Soms tuition equal-
Deliberate use of state | lowa view approval ization programs.
palicy to tmprove Massachuselts Some attention 1o
competitive position Minnesota tuition policy.
of private institutions. Dhio
Limited state reguiato- | Rhode Island
ry nvoivement South Carolina
Tenngssee
Wisconsin

~

I
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Category and States in Recognition of | Inclusion of Pri- | Specific General
Percent of Category Private Institu- | vate Institutions | Purpose Grants | Purpose
Private tions in State in Student Sub- | or Contracts to | Direct Grants
Enroliment Planning and sidy Policies Private Institu-
Policy tions
V- Major state role N=7 Extensive recogni- Extensive student aid | Extensive use of Grants per degree
(14% of states) tion. impaci on .- programs designed special purpose granted, capiation
3%% Florida™ vate instiutions con- | 10 prompte reason- grants and confracts | and other bases.
lihinots sidered when sefting | able choice. Tuition fo use private instiu-
Prvate institutions Marytand public missions and pohcy related to tions capacily {0
considered as mntegral | Michigan program student aid policy. serve public purpos-
1o the state higher New Jersey review/approval. es.
education system. New York
Some state-related pr- | Pennsylvania
vate institutons. Com-
prehensive student

and institutional aid.

*The District of Columbia 1s counted as a state.

**Florida is the only one of this group that does not provide institutional ard 1o ali private institutions in the state.
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v believe that the United

~

States in the future will be best served by a system
of higher education that has these characteristics:

— Access for every qualified high
school graduate who wishes to attend an institution
of higher education within reasonable distance from
home, with adequate financial resources available to
make attendance possible.

== Highly diverse institutions amor 3
which students may choose, with their choices
made reasonably possible among both private and
public institutions,

— Wise use of taxpayers’ money, uti-
lizing available private resources and private insti-
tutions where that will increase total system effi-
ciency and effectiveness.

- Institutions which, while varied in
many other respects, are financially able to serve
students from all income levels and are available to
students from all racial, ethnic and religious back-
grounds.

= Academic programs of great variety
and high quality throughout.

—= Institutions, both public and private,
which are largely autonomous within their mis-
sions, competitive with vach other, dynamic in their
adjustments to social needs and free to innovate.

Such a system requires a substantial
private sector, the welfare of which is considered
carefully by the states along with that of the public
sector.
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v assure the system for the
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future just described, the task force makes the fol-
Jowing recommendations:

To the States:

19

5

Recognize all colleges and universities within
the state — both puble and private —- as inte-
gral to the state’s capacity to meet higher edu-
cation abjectives. This recognition s fundamen-
tal to sound policy making,

Ihcorporate private institutions into policy mak-
my and policy review mechanisms at the state
level

Guard the autonomy ot both public and private
nonprofit colleges and universities and maintain
a pohey environment in which both sectors can
adapt, innovate and compete ettectively,

Utilize more tully the existing capacity ot pri-
vate institutions to serve public purposes.
States expenencng enrollment growth may
wish to consider encouraging expansion of this
Capadity.

Reassert the responsibility, shared with the
federal government and higher education insti-
tutions, to provide all qualitied students, as
basad on need, with fimancial support necessary
tor both access and choice among a broad range
ot private and public institutions,

30
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Over the last decade, insidtutions
have assumed a disproportionately large share
of this responsibility. One consequence has
been that the cost of institutionally awarded
student aid bas become a major tactor in rising
taition
lesels,

Design all student tinancial-aid programs so
that students at private nonprotit institutions
are cligible. Such programs might include
need-based student grants and loans and paren-
tal savings incentives,

Integrate state policies tor helping students pay
tor college. Most states make separate decisions
about levels of public tuition and fees and
2ot student aid in both public and private
mstitutions,

Moke more student aid portatle for use at et
of-state institutions. Each st should design ot
least some of its programs to assist students
wha wish to study out of stale, tor example.
where adequate in-state opportunities do not
st

Lise contracts, competitive and maentive grants
and other targeted financing strategies to en-
hance the capabilitivs of private nonpruofit insti-
tutions to serve state needs. For example:

w—e Contract with pri -ate institutions to
develop new wavs to educate teachers, to work

91
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with public schools for school improvement, to
improve minority participation and to establish
service centers for at-risk youth or adults.

== P’rovide incentive funding to foster
cooperation among public and private institu-
tions serving the same area or similar types of
students.

= Consider chartering and providing state
start-up funding for new nonprofit colleges or
universities, or branches of existing institutions,
instead of establishing new public institutions
to serve growing population centers.

—= Consider adopting a special research
tunding program open to competitive proposals
trom facultv and research institutes in both
private and public institutions, Such research
might be closely related to state economic de-
velopment objectives and involve, for example,
medical, agricultural, engineering or veterinary
schools.

Invite private nonprofit colleges and universi-
ties to participate in designing ways to monitor
the effectiveness of the higher education system
and to participate voluntarily in state programs
to assess educational outcomes.

=~ Establish and report information on a
tinite number of widely accepted indicators of
success of the higher education system — in-
cluding both public and private nonprofit insti-
tutions.  These should include critical issues

"2
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such as participation and achievement of minor-
ities in higher education,

- 'rovide financial incentives for private
nonprofit institutions to participate voluntarily
in state programs to encourage assessment of
student outcomes.

11. Monitor the condition of “at-risk™ segments of
the private sector, especially the Liberal Arts
Colleges 11, so that their survival may be made
more likely when ir the public interest.

12. Review policies for public-sector institutions
that will maximize their competitive autonomy
as through, for example, lump-sum grants or
broad funding formulas and campus-level
boards with authority over local issues.

The task force recognizes that each
state’s polivies must fit unique needs, conditions,
traditions and laws. No one model is applicable to
all states. At the same time, all states should recog-
nize the contributions that their private colleges
make to important public purposes.

The states that most need to look at
their higher education policies are those in Category
1 above ("minimal” state role with respect to the
private sector),

The states that next need to look at
their policies are those in Category H ("limited”
state role). These two groups of states should re-
view their policies, each in light of their unique

3



needs, and consider ~hanges drawing on the range
of alternatives and examples from other states.

States in Category 1 ("'moderate”
state role) should examine the details of their pro-
grams and the adeguacy of their funding and con-
sider strengthening them,

States in Category 1V ("major” state
roled clearly have practices that recognize private
coettributions and take them into account when
mukirtig, public policy. We commend these states
for their remarkable restraint in not following
lump-sum grants to institutions-as-such with the
same controls they place on the public institutions
which also receive such institutional grants. They
apparently fully recognize the perils of advancing
down this road.

We place highest priority, however,
on need-based student aid programs since they ad-
vance equality of opportunity among all students
and, at the samwe time, support the private sector by
making choice for many students more financially
feasible. The states are in the better position to
provide tuition aid grants based on need, and the
federal government to provide cost-of-attendance
grant programs based on need and covering living
and other non-tuition costs.

40

To the Education Commission
of the States:

L. Develop a system of early warning signals of
difficulties in the private sector. These should
be based on monitoring measures such as:

== P'rivate tuition as a percentage of medi-
an tamily income

= Ratio of private tuition to public tuition

m— Student financial aid as a pocentage of
private institutional budgets

= Private sector shares of students and
mstitutions,

+

Examine state policies and practices tor institu-
tional licensure in cooperatior with the State
Higher Education Executive Officers and the
Council of Chief State School Officers and rec-
ommend model legislation, if needed. State
licensure and regulation is a mere formality in
most states, and accreditation agencies, by
themselves, cannot monitor institutional quality
standards and protect students” consumer rights
in the proprietary sector. Addressing this prob-
lem will require a strengthening of all parts of
what used to be referred to as "the triad” of
state licensure and regulation, accreditation and
federal regulations which go along with federal
student aid.

a5



In 1970, the Education Commission
of the States developed model state legislation
for institutional licensure. A number of states
responded - - most recently, California and
Washington — and took a number of promising
steps to utilize all elements of the triad. But
many states ignored the model legislation, and
the current situation requires a new look at this
issue.

To the Federal Government:

1. Recognize that the greatest single imperative 18
to restore the growth of need-based student aid.
The assurance of equality of opportunity is a
national promise and responsibility which has
been shared with states and with institutions of
higher education.

T

Develop careful guidelines for programs involv-
ing proprictary institutions, covering such areas
as authorization and quality of programs, pro-
tection of student consumer rights and repay-
ment of loans.

To Institutions of Higher Education —
Public and Private:

)

Work together to serve the welfare of all stu-
dents, of the states and the nation, and of all of
higher education.

Promote policies of access and choice for all
gualified students,

Advocate policies that will ensure adequate
levels of support for quality programs at all
levels and in all sectors.

Contain costs of education, whether paid from
public or private sources. (See, in particular,
the suggestions of Howard Bowen referenced
above — Note 23)

Defend a strong and diverse private sector.

Support a strong and autonomous public sector.

7
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1. Only Wyominy does not

t

have any private nonprofit institu” ns of higher
cducation,

National Institute ot Independent Colleges and
Universities (NHCU), Independent Higher Ednca:
tion: In Service to the Nation (Washington, D.C.
NHCU, 1988), p. 12.

Throughout this report, the task toree uses the
classification of institutions by the Carnegiv
Foundation for the Advancement ot Teaching
(CFAT), 1987 edition. For simplicity, the text of
the report combines several of the classifications
as follows: research and doctorate-granting
universities {(including Research Universities |
and 1 and Dovtorate-Granting Universities |
and ID; comprehensive universities (including
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges 1 and
ID; selective liberal arts colleges (Liberal Arts
Colleges 1; less selective liberal arts colleges
(Liberal Arts Colleges 1. The definitions of
those and other Carnegie classifications are
included in Appendix A to this report.

LS. Department of Education, National Uenter
for Education Statistics (NCES), Digest of Educa
tion Statistics. 1989, Table 174, p. 192

NCES, Digest, Table 189, p. 211

National Association of Independent Colleges
and Universities (INAICW), Independent Colleges
amd Universitivs: A National Profile (Washington,
D.C.: NAICU, 1989), p. 2.

L
1.

13
4.

ibid., p. 8. Analysis of data from US. Burcau of
the Census, Crirrent Population Reports, October
1986. In 1986, estimated median family income
was $34,000 for students in four-year public
institutions and $36,000 tor students in four-
vuar private institutions,

CEAT, A Classitication of Institutions of Higher
Fducation 1987 edition (Princeton, NJJ.o CFAT,
19R7).

NCES, Diyest, Table 197, p. 218,
Hud.
NCES, Digrest, Table 186, p. 203

American Council on Education, 1989 Fact Book
on Higher Education {(New York: Macmillan
Publishing Company, 1989), Table 125, p. 125.

Itid., Table 129, p. 207.

William Zumeta and Kenneth C. Green, State
Policies and Independent Higher Education, a paper
prepared for the 1987 conference of the Associa-
tion for the Study of Higher Education, p. 19.

NCES, Digest, Table 177, p. 213

Carol H. Fuller, "Ph.D. Recipients,” Clnge
Magazine (November/December 1986), p. 43.

. CFAT.



_ Clark Kerr and Marian Gade, The Guardion::
Boards of Trustees of American Colleges and Uni-
versitivs (Washington, D.C.: Association of
Governing, Boards of Universities and Colleges
[AGB], 1989), pp. 35, 37 and 115,

C NAICU, National Protile, p. 2.

" Derek Bok, "Toward Education of Quality)
Harzard Magazine (May-June 1986), p. 52.

. Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
(CCHE), A Classification of Institutions of Higher
Fducation (Berkeley, Calif.: CCHE, 1973); and
CFAT.

In “Are We Losing Our Liberal Arts Colleg-
es?” College Bonrd Revweaw, no. 156 (Summer
199, pp. 16-21 and 29, David W. Brenesnan
estimates that there are only about 83 colleges,
nut 400, in the Liberal Arts 11 category that are
true liberal arts colleges. The remainder award
60 or more of their degrees in professional
ticlds.

. The net change in Liberal Arts 11 institutions
between 1970 and 1987 was -145, However,
wome have been added in the interim as well as
lost. There are about 240 Liberal Arts 11 col-
Jeges listed in the carlier Carnegie Classification
that do not appear in that category in the 1987
Classification. Of those, about 10 have be-
come Liberal Arts 1 colleges; 277% moved to

12
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Comprehensive 11 13% to Comprehensive §;
107 are now Specialized (mostly theological
schools); and 1% became Doctoral-Granting,
institutions. About one-third have merged or
disappeared, many of them small colleges affili-
ated with religious denominations or orders.

23, See, for example, the many excellunt sugges-

tions in Howard R. Bowen, The Costs of Higher
Fducation (San Francisco: Jussey-Bass Publish-
ers, 1980).

_ Staff calculations based on: 1975-76, The States

and Private Higher Education, A Report of the
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher
Education (San Francisco: Jussey-Bass Publish-
ers, 1977), Table 5; and 1987-88, Chronicle of
Higher Education Almanac, (September 1, 1988).

Need-based student aid v\pondilurvs ($2 bil-
lion) constitute about 124 of the total tuition
income of private colleges and universities.

NIHCU, A Commitment 10 Access (Was'ningtnn,
D.C.: NHCU, 1990). Figure 4.

27, Ibid., Tables A-4, A-8, A-12 and A-l6.
28.

See the discussion in Arthur Levine and Asso-
ciates, Shaping Higher Fducation’s Future (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1089),



29.

3.

31

i3

34

See George Silvestri and John Lukasiewicz,
"Projections of Occupational Employment,”
Maonthly Labor Revicrs, vol. 112, no. 11 (Novem-
ber 1989), pp. 42-65; and U.S. Department of
Lakaor, Employment and Earnings (January 1990).

Sean C. Rush and Sandra L. Johnson, The Decay-
ing American Campus: A Ticking Time Bomb, a
juint report of the Association ot Physical Plant
Administrators of Universities and Colleges and
the N 1onal Association of College and Univer-
sity Business Officers in cooperation with
Coopers & Lvbrand, 1989; and Henry H. Kaiser,
Criombling Academye: Solving the Capital Rencwal
anmd Replacement Dilemng (Washington, D.C.:
AGB, 1989,

Kerr and Gade, Thn Guarduns, Chapter 10.

Roger Geiger, Private Sectors of Higher Education
in Eight Conntrivs (Ann Arbor, Mich.. Univer-
sity of Michigan Press, 1985).

Aenneth Baker, secretary of state for education
and science, "Higher Education: The Next 25
Years,” conference at Lancaster University, Janu-
ary 5, 1989, [Offprint issued by the press office,
Department of Education and Science, London,
1989.]

National Association of State Scholarship and
Grant Programs, 21st Aunual Survey Report,

35.

36,

38.

1989-90 Academic Year (Harrisburg: Pennsylva-
nia Higher Education Assistance Agency, 1990),
Table 12, pp. 64-73.

NCES, Digest, Table 269, p. 292 Major sources
of curr.n, fund revenue for institutions of high-
er educn o in 1985-86 included:

Lintion and tees $23 | olhon
Federal government 127 7
State governments Y
Srivate gilts, grants

ami contracts 54
Fogal government 25
Fadowment income 2.3
Onther sources 32

Subtotal 741
Sales and services 21.3

Total S1UN4

William Zumeta, A Framework for Analysis of
State Policy and Didependent Higher Education,
ECS working paper, PS-88-8 (July 1988), p. 5.
The categories employed in this report are
based in part on the framework developed by
Zumela,

. Pata for this chapter are drawn primarily trom

William Zumeta, State Policies and Indeperdent
Higher Education: A Techiical Report, ECS (De-
cember 1989),

Ibid., pp. 38-41.
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Appendix A

Number and Enroliment in U.S. Institutions of Higher Education,
by Control, Carnegie Classification and State

State Carnegie Number of { Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- institutions institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Instifu- as Percent of
tions Total
ALABAMA Doctoral 1 8 1t 0 0 2 25130 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1 3 7.583 10 39.833 16.0
Liberal As 1 1 1.572 0 0 1000
Liberal Ants 1 9 5.897 2 2.543 699
Two-Year B 2.324 36 78,132 29
Other’ 6 691 3 3428 168
Total for Alabama 25 18 067 53 149.066 108
ALASKA Comprehenswve | & 1l 0 0 3 7.661 00
Liberal Arts i 1 473 ) 0 1000
Two Year 0 0 g £.233 00
Other 2 247 D 0 1000
Total for Alaska 3 720 12 13.8%4 49
ARIZONA Research 1 & It 0 0 2 59,394 00
Doctoral | & 1} 0 0 1 11.026 00
Liberal Aris It 2 1,551 0 0 1000
Two-Year 1 327 15 §3.238 5
Other’ 4 2879 0 0 100.0
Total for Anzona 7 4,757 18 133,659 34

It
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Publiz ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Instifu- as Percent of
tions Total
ARKANSAS Doctoral | & I 0 0 1 12.070 00
Comprehensive | & i 1 1.245 8 31.832 38
Liberal Ats | 1 1,028 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts 1l 6 3.010 i} D 1000
Two-Year 3 684 10 9080 70
Other 1 225 1 1192 159
Total for Arkansas 12 6,192 20 54174 10.3
CALIFORNIA Research | & !l 3 37.825 7 134.048 221
Doctoral 1 & I 6 20.205 2 14,634 58 0
Comprehensive 1 & I 14 48,726 19 253.804 16.4
Liberal Arts | 6 5.883 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts It 17 9.327 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 14 7.281 103 527 581 14
Other’ 73 25.380 3 3,545 87.7
Totat for Calforma 130 185,727 134 933612 143
COLORADO Research 1 & Il 0 0 ? 39,701 0.0
Doctoral | & i 1 5436 2 11,415 323
Comprehensive 1 & I 1 2,605 7 32.631 74
Liberal Arts | 1 1970 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts it 2 800 1 3.313 195
Two-Year 5 3.041 15 28.112 98
Other’ 6 1.229 2 5,787 175
Totat for Colorado 16 15,081 29 120.959 111

110
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
CONNECTICUT Ressarch | 8 i 1 10.506 1 19.883 us
Comprehensive 1 & 1 6 21408 4 24736 46.3
Liberal Arts | 3 6679 0 0 1000
Libera! Arts i 3 1476 1 238 851
Two-Year 3 1.238 17 19,883 59
Other* 7 2280 2 1.344 629
Total for Connecticut 23 43588 25 £66.144 87
DELAWARE Research i 8 I 0 0 1 16.014 00
Comprehensive 1 & 1! 0 ] 1 1.851 00
Liberal Arts Il 2 1543 0 0 1000
Two-Year 1 1.215 3 4,725 205
Other* 2 1908 0 0 100.0
Tutal for Delaware 5 4666 5 22.590 171
DISTRICT OF Research | 8 3 33031 0 0 100.0
Doctoral 1 & 1 2 13.526 ) 0 1000
COLUMBIA Comprehensive | & i} 0 0 1 5472 0.0
Liberal Arts I} 3 3.090 0 0 1000
Other* 7 1,961 1 493 788
Total for District of Columbia 15 51,608 2 5.965 89.6

112
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Number of

State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
FLORIDA Research | 8 )! 1 11,582 2 50.245 18.7
Doctoral | 8 1) 2 9.375 2 25.880 26.6
Comprehensive | & 1! 8 19.495 5 35.021 358
Liberal Arts | 1 1.227 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts 1 5 2.842 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 5 4513 28 139.802 32
Other* 16 12.737 0 0 100.0
Total for Florida 38 61.871 37 250,948 19.8
GEORGIA Research | & Il 1 8207 2 34.731 191
Doctoral | & 1 1 792 1 13,581 55
Comprehsensive 1 & 1! 4 7.784 13 43305 15.2
Liberal Arts | 2 1,185 0 n 100.0
Liberal Arts 1l 8 6.795 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 12 7,001 17 21.388 247
Other* 11 7.337 10 12,120 377
Total for Georgia 39 39,101 8 125,123 238
HAWAII Research i & 1 0 0 1 14,752 0.0
Comprehensive | & Il 3 6,757 1 2750 711
Liberal Arts 1l 1 303 1 291 578
Two-Year 0 0 6 12170 0.0
Other’ 1 22 0 0 100.0
Total for Hawaii 5 7172 9 29,963 193
114; 5] |




State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enrollment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
IDAHO Doctoral 1 8 1 0 ) 2 12921 00
Comprehensive | § Ii 0 0 2 9.701 0.0
Liberal Arts ) 1 1.036 0 D 1000
Two-Year 1 6,755 2 3.544 65.6
Other* 2 700 0 0 100 0
Tota! for Idaho 4 8.491 & 26.166 245
ILLINOIS Research ! & II 2 23.300 3 74914 237
Doctoral | 8 i 2 13.880 2 40,707 254
Comprehensive | § 1 14 37,072 7 43303 46 1
Liberal Arts | 9 9.843 0 ) 100.0
Liberal Ars 1i 16 14579 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 14 7538 45 169.997 43
Other’ 48 19.815 1 3.880 836
Total for Ninois 103 126.027 59 332.801 275
INDIANA Research | & Il 0 0 2 60,759 00
Doctoral § & i 1 9,580 2 25.764 271
Comprehensive | & 11 5 11.354 9 39.848 222
Liberal Arts | 4 5.352 0 0 100.0
Liberal Aris 1) 16 11.38% 0 ] 1000
Two-Year 4 1120 15 20.262 52
Other" 9 3,015 0 0 100.0
Total for Indiana 39 41,806 28 146.633 222

L.b
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State Carnegie Number of | Enrpliment Number of | Eproll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Inslitu- Public Institutions
tions tions Instity- as Percent of
tions Total
ﬁj ﬁ
JOWA Research | & ! 0 01 2 48888 00
Doctoral 1 & 11 i 4419 0 0 100.0
Comprshensive 1 & 1l 5 7.827 1 10,200 434
Liberal Ants | 5 6.732 0 0 100.0
Libera! Arts i 16 12.767 0 0 1000
Two-Year 4 2,364 16 31837 69
Other* B 3,775 0 0 1000
Total for lowa 37 37.884 19 90,925 29.4
KANSAS Research | & II 0 0 2 38.067 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1 1 455 5 27.420 16
Liberal Arts | 1 769 0 0 100.0
Liberal Ars 1} 12 7,351 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 3 1.107 20 25.862 4.1
Other' 3 298 1 2,067 126
Total for Kansas 20 8,980 28 83416 9.7
KENTUCKY Research | & I 0 0 1 18.240 0o
Docloral | & 1 0 0 1 14,271 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1i 3 5,296 6 40,583 115
Libera! Arts | 2 1613 0 0 100.0
Liberal Ans 1l 10 7.424 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 8 4,352 13 17.443 20.0
Other* 6 3.283 0 0 1000
Total for Kentucky 29 21,968 21 90,537 185
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
LOUISIANA Research | & If 1 8985 1 24 670 26.7
Doctoral 1 8 1l 0 0 2 20411 00
Comprehensive } 8 1f 3 6476 10 54 954 91
Liberal Ants | 1 830 0 0 10090
Liberat Ants § 3 2289 0 0 1000
Two-Year 0 o 5 7.688 00
Other 3 1702 1 2.318 424
Total for Lowsiana 11 20.342 19 120.058 145
MAINE Doctoral | 8 I 0 0 1 9.37% 00
Comprehensive | & i 1 646 2 7.840 75
Liberal Ars | 3 4707 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts I 4 1,860 2 1.489 56.8
Twp-Year 5 822 6 4,995 141
Other* 5 2203 1 440 B34
Total for Maine 18 10.338 12 24,240 299
MARYLAND Research | & 11 1 7.815 1 31578 198
Doctoral 1 & 1 0 0 1 7.54p 00
Comprehenswe 1 8 11 4 7.914 7 29 210
Liberal Ans | 4 3574 ] 0 1000
Liberal Aris # 1 806 2 2.450 248
Two-Year 3 1.352 19 48.577 27
Other’ 11 3823 2 9,091 296
Totai for Marylang 24 25284 32 128.011 164
1210
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
. tions Total
MASSACHUSETTS Research | & II 4 55262 1 23939 69.8
Doctoral § & 1! 4 44874 0 0 100.0
Comprehensive 1 8 il 12 29140 10 58.208 N4
Liberal Arts | 12 20917 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts i 8 5748 0 0 1000
Two-Year 17 10.892 17 44 409 197
Other” 29 22,163 3 2,526 89.4
Totai for Massachusetis 86 '88.996 N 129,182 59.4
MICHIGAN Reseaich 18 1 0 0 3 90,887 00
Doctoral 1 & Il 1 2.362 1 17.798 117
Comprehensive 1 & 11 6 17.542 11 85,095 171
Liberal Arts | 4 6.390 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts | 12 9,322 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 5 5.497 28 107.964 48
Other* 119 12.782 0 0 100.0
Total for Michigan 47 53,895 44 301.744 15.2
MINNESOTA Research 1 & 1l 0 0 1 38573 0o
Comprehensive ! & 1l 5 13.718 7 51.440 211
Liberat Arts | 6 12.741 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts 1} 6 5.556 2 3915 58.7
Two-Year 3 2721 22 35,121 72
Other* 15 5.938 0 0 1000
Tota! for Minnesota 35 41,674 32 130,049 243




State Camegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
MISSiSSIPPI Doctoral 1 & I 0 0 1 10.853 0.0
Doctoral | & Ii 0 0 2 18.275 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1 1 1177 5 13632 8.0
Liberal Arts | 1 1,27 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts !t 4 2647 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 6 2115 14 33.037 6.0
Other* 5 380 1 1373 221
Total for Mississippi 17 7.600 23 77470 a0
MISSOURI Research 1 & I 1 8510 1 20.181 297
Doctoral 1 8 1] 1 7.956 3 20,749 278
Comprehensive ! 8 1 11 20.236 8 47,308 30.0
Liberal Arts i 11 9.301 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 6 1531 14 32292 45
Other® 26 10,268 1 514 91.8
Total for Missour 56 57842 27 121,444 324
MONTANA Doctoral 1 & i 0 0 2 16.354 00
Comprehensive 1 & il 1 1.081 3 5910 155
Liberal Ards b P 1,362 1 673 641
Two-Year 0 0 3 1.836 00
Other’ 0 0 1 144 00
Total tor Montana 3 2.443 10 25.007 89
125
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Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of { Enroll- Enroliment in
Classitication Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
fions Total
. e
— 1
NEBRASKA Research | & I 0 0 1 19,818 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1l 2 6.028 4 20.169 230
Libgral Ads | 1 1.222 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts i 7 4,759 1 1.024 82.3
Two-Year 1 258 7 9,263 27
Other* 4 644 4 5.522 104
Total for Nebraska 15 12,911 17 55,796 188
Doctoral 1 & 1l 0 0 1 6.958 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1l 0 0 ! 8.565 0.0
Libera! Arts 1 1 138 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 1 25 4 9738 K]
Total for Nevada 2 163 6 25.262 )
NEW HAMPSHIRE Doctoral 1 & 1 1 4732 1 10,836 30.4
Comprehensive | & 1t 2 2.225 ? 6.615 252
Liberal Arts It 5 3.987 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 3 1510 8 4310 26.0
Other® 3 5.058 1 785 86.7
Total for New Hampshire 14 17552 12 22.546 438
NEW JERSEY Research | & I 1 8.226 1 27.176 186
Doctoral § & Il 1 2.252 1 6.496 257
Comprehensive | & I 10 26.183 10 £3.262 330
Liberal Ads | 1 1.811 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts I 4 1996 0 0 1000
Two-Year 3 1.665 17 58.612 28
Other* 8 2614 2 7.646 255
Total for New Jersey 28 42,747 K} 183.192 218
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State Camnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
NEW MEXICO Research 18 1§ D 0 2 29.368 00
Comprehensive | 8 11 ] 0 3 6.050 0.0
Liberal Ads | 1 396 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts I} 2 924 0 0 00
Two-Year 0 0 1 8.425 0o
Other 0 0 1 1052 00
Total for New Mexico 3 1320 17 44 895 29
NEW YORK Research 1 & Il 8 58.928 3 45453 654
Doctoral 1 & 1} 8 53013 3 154714 778
Comprehensive | & 11 35 109 891 23 144 425 432
{iberal Aris | 16 25271 1 2949 89S
Liberal Arts Ii 15 11.010 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 44 27.481 46 170.845 139
Other' 53 19.609 1 24.959 24.0
Total for New York 179 332.203 87 403802 451
NORTH CAROLINA Research 18 11 1 10.158 2 38,389 205
Doctoral | & 1l 0 0 1 8643 00
Comprehensive | & i 8 18.197 12 63.779 222
Liberal Arts | 3 3525 0 0 1000
Liberal Aris i 17 15.225 0 D 100.0
Two-Year 12 6.202 58 72.750 78
Other* 5 1.376 1 461 748
Total for North Carofina 46 54 683 74 185.022 228
124
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
NORTH DAKOTA Doctorat 1 & I 0 0 2 18.047 00
Comprehensive | & 1l 0 0 1 2.801 00
Liberal Arts 1} 2 1.752 3 2.785 3856
Two-Year 1 211 8 5.738 36
QOther” ) 451 0 0 1000
Totat for North Dakota 4 2414 14 29.371 76
OHIO Research 1 & II 1 6.575 2 70.224 86
Doctoral 1 & i 1 856 7 112.737 8
Comprehensive | & 11 11 32348 2 23,045 584
Liberal Ats | 6 8.961 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts I 23 212,664 0 0 1000
Two-Year 10 9270 44 64.703 125
Other 20 11.806 5 14,336 452
Total for Ohio 72 91,480 60 285,045 243
OKLAHOMA Research | & i 0 0 2 36.250 0.0
Doctoral | & 1l 1 3813 0 0 100.0
Comprehensive 1 & 11 2 5,546 8 33.604 142
Liberal Arts Il 5 3.508 2 1.9%0 638
Two-Year 4 3.857 14 29.831 18
Other* 4 501 2 2235 183
Totai for Oklahoma 16 17.225 28 103910 14.2
130
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classificaton Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions institu- Public Instiutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent nf
tions Total
OREGON Research 18 1l 0 0 2 29.320 00
Docloral i & il 0 0 1 10,719 0.0
Comprehensive | & I 2 3537 3 8830 285
Liberal Ants | 3 5874 0 0 1000
Liberal Ars Il 7 3611 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 3 1,243 13 37.808 2
Other* 9 2.288 2 3601 389
Total for Oregon 24 16.554 21 80,279 155
PENNSYLVANIA Research | 8 Ii 2 25.214 3 78,518 243
Docloral | & 11 4 22.261 0 0 100.0
Comprehensive | & Ii 22 54.879 16 72,145 432
Liberal Ats | 18 27.365 0 0 100.0
Liberal Ars i 21 16.989 2 2.004 895
Two-Year 34 78.424 34 70,016 289
Other* 41 17.926 3 12,891 58 2
Total for Pennsylvania 142 193.058 58 235574 450
RHODE ISLAND Research 1 & 1l 1 7.194 1 12033 374
Comprehensive 1 & I 3 8.281 1 5657 544
Liberal Arts I 1 365 0 0 100 0
Two-Year 0 0 1 7.152 0.0
Other® 4 13612 0 0 1000
Total tor Rhode Island g 29.452 3 24842 543
60 133 -
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
SOUTH CAROLINA Research | & Il 0 0 1 19.479 )
Doctoral 1 8 i ) 0 1 12381 00
Comprehenswe 18 11 2 5.2687 9 27334 16.2
Liberal Arts | 1 2542 0 0 100.0
Liberal Ants - 13 10,978 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 8 2919 21 25,459 10.3
Other 3 1.070 1 1.744 380
Total tor South Carotina 25 22,776 33 86.437 209
SOUTH DAKOTA Doctoral 18 1l 0 0 1 5335 00
Comprehensive | & 1l 1 1,649 2 4811 255
Liberal Arts i 4 2.196 1 751 745
Two-Year 3 718 i 586 550
Other® 2 1172 1 1,643 416
Total for South Dakota 10 5733 ] 13.126 304
TENNESSEE Research 1 & 1t 1 8,344 1 21.777 277
Doctoral 18 0 0 3 31,797 0.0
Comprehensive | & 1] 6 10.157 5 25.082 281
Liberal Arts | 3 2042 ) 0 1000
Liberal Aris 1} 16 11,523 0 0 1000
Two-Year 12 3.510 14 30,491 103
Other 14 4,207 1 1.696 713
Total for Tennessee 52 40.683 24 111,743 267
2
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enrpliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment In Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Pubilic Institutions
tions tions institu- as Percent of
tions Total
TEXAS Research | & 1i 0 0 2 78.818 0.0
Doctoral | & i 4 28208 7 88 550 242
Comprehensive | 8 I g8 18.104 19 116.088 135
Liberal Arts | 2 2887 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts 1 20 14786 4 2051 878
Two-Year 6 2479 56 172582 14
Other’ 13 7193 19 11.926 376
Total for Texas 54 73657 98 470.016 136
UTAH Research 1 8 1) 0 0 2 28.223 00
Doctoral | & 1t 1 24 871 0 0 100 0
Comprehensive 18 1i 0 0 2 11.350 00
Liberal Ars |t 1 869 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 1 182 5 14,842 1.2
Totat for Utah 3 25622 9 54 515 322
VERMONT Doctoral | & 1 0 0 1 9553 00
Comprehensive | 8 1} 3 4327 1 1478 745
Liberal Arts | 4 3209 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts It 5 1.869 2 2.001 483
Two-Year 2 1623 2 1803 47 4
Other’ 2 534 0 0 100 0
Total for Vermont 16 11 562 6 14,835 438



State Camegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroli- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in Private
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public institutions
, tions tions Institu- as Percent of
tions Total
] IR R uuuuu=w—hSikhh EEEEEE——NNN—————NSEEmm———h—————
mm
VIRGINIA Research 1 & 1l 0 0 3 55422 00
Doctoral | & §l 0 0 2 18.436 00
Comprehensive | § 1i 4 11,954 8 4779 200
Liberal Ants } 6 5.971 1 1.310 820
Liberal Ants 11 12 9.366 1 1.066 89.8
Two-Year 2 373 24 §1.638 R}
Other* 7 1.544 ) 0 100.0
Total for Virgimia 31 29,208 39 185.599 136
WASHINGTON Research 1 & Ii 0 0 2 44,499 0.0
Comprehensive { & 1 8 20.204 3 22.355 475
Liberal Arts 1 1 1.261 0 0 100.0
Liberal Arts I 1 550 1 2.768 166
Two-Year 1 989 27 80.668 12
Other* 7 1618 0 0 100.0
Total tar Washgton 18 24 622 3 150.280 141
WEST VIRGINIA Research | & fl 0 0 1 15.119 00
Comprehensve | & I 2 2179 9 29.250 69
Liberal Arts 1 4 2,692 0 0 100.0
Two-Year 4 1,682 4 5.921 221
Other* 1 149 2 1.224 109
Total tor West Virgma 11 6.702 16 51514 15
1358 ' 63
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State Carnegie Number of | Enroliment Number of | Enroll- Enroliment in
Classification Private in Private Public ment in
Institu- Institutions Institu- Public Institutions
tions tions Institu- as Percent of
L tions
| i S M S —
WISCONSIN Research | & ! 0 0 1 18.747 0.0
Doctoral | & I} 1 10512 1 17.369 377
Comprehensive | & I 2 3837 11 72.086 48
Liberal Ants | 4 4526 0 0 1000
Liberal Arts I 11 8.397 0 0 1000
Two-Year 4 1478 14 50.304 29
Other” 7 3758 0 0 100.0
Total for Wisconsin 28 32.308 27 178.516 15.3
WYOMING Research | 8 11 0 0 1 8.998 00
Two-Year 0 0 7 9129 00
Total for Wyoming 0 0 8 18,127 0.0

Notes Fall 1987 Full Time Equwvalent Stdents
“Specheed Instiubons  Rekgous Megical Health Engnecring Busmess Law Teachng Corporation

Source Nanonat Center 1or Higher EQucation Management Systems Integrated Postsecondary Educaton
Data System PLDS) Enroliment Database. 1987 88
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The Carnegie Classification
of Institutions of Higher Education

Definitions

The 1987 Carnegie classification
includes all culleges and universities in the United
States listed in the 1985-86 Higher Education Gener-
al Information Survey of Institutional Characteris-
tics. It groups institutions into categories on the
basis of the level of degree offered — ranging from
pre-baccalaureate to the doctorate — and the com-
prehensiveness of their missions. The categories are
as follows:

Research Universities 1: These
institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate pro-
grams, are committed to graduate education
through the doctorate degree and give high priority
to research.  They receive annually at least $33.5
million in federal support' and award at least 50
Ph.D. degrees each year

Research Universities 1I: These
institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate pro-
grams, are committed 1o graduate education
through the doctorate degree and give high priority
to research. They receive annually between $12.5
million and $33.5 million in federal support for
research and development’ and award at least 50
Ph.D. degrees each vear.?

142
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Doctorate-Granting Universities I:
In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate
programs, the mission of these institutions includes
a commitment to graduate education through the
doctorate degree. They award at least 40 Ph.D.
degrees annually in five or more academic disci-
plines.’

Doctorate-Granting Universities 11:
In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate
programs, the mission of these institutions includes
a cornmitment to graduate education through the
doctorate degree. They award annually 20 or more
’h.D. degrees in at least one discipline or 10 or
more Ph.D. degrees in three or more disciplines.’

Comprehensive Universities and
Colleges I: These institutions offer baccalaureate
programs and, with few exceptions, graduate edu-
cation through the master’s degree. More than half
of their baccalaureate degrees are awarded in two
or more occupational or professional disciplines
such as engineering or business administration.”
All of the colleges and universities in this group
enroll between 1,500 and 2,500 students.’

Comprehensive Universities and
Colleges 1I: These institutions award more than
half of their baccalaureate degrees in two or more
occupational or professional disciplines, such as
engineering or business administration, and many
also offer graduate education through the master’s
degree.' All of the colleges and universities in this
group enroll between 1,500 and 2,500 students.’

14
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Liberal Arts Colleges I: These
highly sclective institutions® are pritaarily under-
graduate colleges that award more than half of their
baccalaureate degrees in arts and sciences fields.®

Liberal Arts Colleges H: These
institutions are primarily undergraduate colleges
that are less selective” and award more than half of
their degrees in liberal arts fields.” This category
also includes a group of colleges (identified with an
asterish) that award less than half of their degrees
in liberal arts fields but, with fewer than 1,500 stu-
dents, are too small to be considered comprehen-
sive,

Two-Year Community, Junior and
Technical Colleges: These institutions ofter certifi-
cate of degree programs through the associate of
arts level and, with few exceptions, offer no bacca-
laureate degrees.

Professional Schools and Other
Specialized Institutions: These institutions offer
degrees ranging from the bachelor’s to the doctor-
ate. At least 504 of the degrees awarded by these
institutions’ are in a single specialized field.
Specialized institutions inchide:

e Theological seminaries, Bible colleges
and other institutions offering degrees in religion: This
category includes institutions at which the primary
purpose is to offer religious instruction or train
members of the clergy.

e Meddical schools aind medical conters:
These institutions award most of their professional

66

degrees in medicine. In some instances, their pro-
grams include other health professional schools,
such as dentistry, pharmacy or nursing.”

e Other separate health profession
schools:  Institutions in this category award most of
their degrees in such fields as chiropractory, phar-
macy or podiatry.

o Sthools of faw; The schools induded
in this category award most of their degrees in law.
The list includes only institutions that are listed as
separate campuses in the Higher Education General
Intormation Surevy,

— Sthools of cigpiecrig and technology:
Fhe institutions in this category award at least a
pachelor’s degree in programs limited almost exclu-
sivelv to technical fields of study.

— Sthovls of business and mndgement:
The schools in this category award most of their
bachelor's or graduate degrees in business or busi-
ness-related programs,

— Schools of art, music did design: Inshi-
tutions in this category award most of their
bachelor’s or graduate degrees in art, music, design,
architecture or some combination of such fields.

= Tvachers colleges: Institutions in this
category award most of their bachelor’s or graduate
degrees in education or education-related fields.

EERRE
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— Other specialized institutions: Institu-

tions in this category include graduate centers, mar-
itime academies, military institutes without liberal
arts programs and institutions that do not fit any
other classification category.

e Corporate-sporsored institutions;

These institutions are accredited, degree-granting
colleges and universities establisl «d by profit-mak-
ing corporations.

Notes on Definitions

tJ

The vears used in calculating average federal
support were 1983, 1984 and 1985,

The academic vear for determining the number
of degrees awarded by institutions was 1983-84,

The Liberal Arts disciplines include area studies,
biological sciences, the fine arts, foreign lan-
guages, letters, mathematics, physical sciences,
psychology, the social sciences and interdisci-
plinary studies. Occupaitional{pre-professional
disciplines include agriculture, the natural sci-
ences, architecture and environmental design,
business and management, communications,
computer and information science, education,

146 i
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engineering, the health professions, home eco-
nomics, law, library science, public affairs and
theology.

The vears used for calculating, average student
enrollment were 1982, 1983 and 1984

An index developed by Alexander WL Astin at
the University of California at Los Angeles is
used to determine the selectivity of liberal arts
colleges.

This category lists only institutions that appear
in the Higher Education General Information Sur-
try as separate campuses. Those seeking a
complete listing of accredited professional
schools should consult publications of the sepa-
rate professional associations, such as the annu-
al report on medical education published by the
American Medical Association.

QOur list of corporate colleges and universities is
taken from Nell P. Eurich, Corporate Classrooms:
The Learning Business (Princeton, N ., CFAT,
1985). Since that report was published, some of
the institutions it included have become inde-
pendent or part of other institutions.

Source A Classthorton of beshitutpnis ot Higher Fduatinm, 1987 Bhiton

Princeton NJ CFAT 1ORT. pp TN
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Appendix B ’
Summary of Technical Reports

t

Chance, William. On the Origins of Low Tuttion
in Public and Independent Higher Education,
Working Paper IPS-88-3. Denver: ECS, July
1988, This paper discusses the historical evolu-
tion of college access as atfected by nearly two
decades of changing sacal, economic and politi-
cal privrities, practices and laws.

Curry, Denis ). Financing e Student Costs of
Higher Lducation: Considerations for Lffective
Access, Working Paper PS-88-5. Denver: ECS,
July 1988. This paper discusses varions finan-
cial aid strategies used by the states and their
relationship to the concerns of the independent
sector. Driven by a 50-state 1988 SHEEO sur-
vev of state executive financial aid officers, 404
of whom felt their state had no financial aid
policy, Curry categorized each state as a “high,”
"moderate” or “low" taition state. State financial
aid practices, tuition and fees are discussed in
the conteat of economic, political and regional
factors. Specific case studies focus on Minne-
sota, New York, Washington and North Caro-
lina.

Lee, John B. Enrollment i Private Career Schools
by State, Working Paper P'S-88-6. Denver: ECS,

63

July 1988, Lee’s report identifies the number of
accredited private career schouols by state and
enrollment,  Also discussed are various accred-
iting vrganizations, criteria for accreditation and
access to the total share of federal student aid
dollars.

National Center for Higher Education Manage-
ment Systems. The [ndependent Sctor’s Public
Purposes: Implications for State Policy Analysis,
Working Paper PS-88-7. Denver: ECS, July
1988, This paper explores the role of the inde-
pendent higher education sector as a partner of
the state in supplying quality higher education,
in sutficient quantity and variety, to meet a
broad range of needs. The paper provides
conceptual framework and analytic approach
tor assisting state governments in developing
greater awareness of the independent sector’s
contributions to the state, and ways in which
these contributions can be affected, positively or
adversely, by state policy.

Wilensky, Rona. Trends in the Public and Dde-
pendent Sectors of Higher Education. Working,
Paper 1'S-88-1. Denver: ECS5, March 1988,
Written as a synopsis of publications for the
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ECS Task Force on State Policy and Indepen-
dent Higher Education, the report focuses on
major trends in higher education and the simi-
larities and differences between the public and
independent sectors. Five major topics are
covered: the numbers and characteristics of
institutions, enrollment trends, paying for col-
lege, institutional revenues and institutiona)
expenditures.,

Zumeta, Willlam. A Frameword for Analysis of
State Policy and Independent Higher Education.
Working Paper '5-88-8. Denver: ECS, Julv
1988, Zumeta presents a conceplual framework
for understanding the different ways state poli-
cies may affect the independent sector in such
areas as student aid policy, direct state appro-
priations, state academic review, state informa-
tion distribucion svstems, state regulating poli-
cies, tax policy and other indirect financial aid
policies. Three distinct state policy postures
toward the independent sector are identitied:
“Laissez-Faire,” "State Central Planning” and
"Market-Competitive.” Zumeta also presents
several ideas for how various state policies
affecting the independent sector can be
arranged to fit individual state circumstances.

69

Zumeta, William. State Policics and Independent
Higher Education: A Technical Report. Final
Report to the Task Foree on State Policy and
Independent Higher Education. Denver: ECS,
1989. This report, as a companion to the ECS
task force final report, provides an overview of
what is known about the major types of state
policies that affect the independent higher edu-
cation sector.

The report uses data from a pri-
mary 50-state survey of state higher education
executive officers and statewide independent
college and university association executive
officers, conducted in the spring and fall of
1988. Additional data were secured from the
National Asszociation of State Scholarship and
Grant Programs’” annual survey reports of state
student aid agencies. The report is divided into
vight sections: student aid policy and funding,
direct state pavments to independent institu-
tions, independent sector involvement in state
planning, state academic program review/
approval policies, state tax policies, state regula-
tion, public/independent sector relationships
and state puolicy issues of greatest concemn to the
independent sector. Charts and tables are in-
cluded to facilitate data presentation.

N |

-



|

’ )
v -

Appendin C

State Support of Privat
or Approved in the 50 States an

e Higher Education: Programs in Operation
d Washington, D.C.’

State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Conltracts Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher | Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Award Education
Dollars .
ALABAMA sAlabama Commission on «Student Assistance Program. | <Special Education Trust None' *PHE" exempt irom iocal
Higher Education max. $2.500°, PHE 36% Fund (PHE" and public: and state properly tax
-No statutory planning au TAD"". need-based.’ state fungs given 1o public «Bonding authority avaifable
thorty for PHE +Student Grant Program. PHE nsitutions for minorily for capital consiruction and
-Occasional PHE - {fuhion equalizationtiatinon- education opportumues. equipment
volvement 1n planning need). max. $1.200. PHE competitive; annual con-
100% TAD. tracls). state-generated
Ment programs available for | funds
eligible PHE students.
ALASKA «Commussion on Post-sec- *Student Incentive Grant. None None *PHE exempt from jocal and
ondary Education max. $1.500. PHE 11.8% state property 1ax.
‘Statutory planming authorty | TAD. need-based.” *No Alaska state Lales 1ax
for PHE «Bonds--Municipaity of
-1 PHE representative Anchorage Housing Author-
-Advisory role in planning ly captal construction.
ARIZONA .Commussion for Postsecon- | *Incentive Grant Program. None None *PHE not exempt from prop-
dary Education {through the | max. $2.500. PHE 11% TAD. erty and sales fax
Anzona Board of Regents) need-based »No bonding authority aval
-Appoinied by the governar. able
-No statutory planning au-
thonty for PHE. .
-1 PHE representative 1 5 .

-Minor PHE involvement in

nlannine
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State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contracts Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher { Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Award Education
Doliars
ARKANSA®  +Deparment of Higher Edu- | -Student Assistance Grant None None *PHE exempt trom property
cahon. Program, max. $500, PHE and sales tax on ed-related
-Policy planning authonty for | 15% TAD. need- and mertt- nems.
PHE. based.’ *Bonding authonty.
-Occasional PHE -
volvement in planning.
CALIFORNIA | *Postsecondary Education «Cal Grant A: State None None *PHE exempt from property
Commission. Schofarship Program, max. and sales tax for ed-related
-Statutory planning authority | $5.250, PHE 68.7% TAD, activities.
for PHE. need- and merit-based ’ *Bonds--CA Educational
-1 PHE and 1 proprietary Facilities Authority: capital
representative. facilities.
-Occasional PHE in-
volvemant in planming.
CA Student Aid Commis-
5100,
-4 PHE and 1 propnetary
representative.

-Extreme involvement in
planning.

101

71



State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contracts | Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy 10 Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher | Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Award Education
Dollars
COLORADQ | -Commission on Higher +Student Indentive Grants, None None *PHE exempt from property
Education. max. $2.500, PHE 7% TAD. and sales 1ax on ed-related
-No statutory planning au- need-based activities.
thority for PHE. +Colo. Student Grant Pro- *Bonds--CO Higher Educa-
-Minor PHE involvement in | gram, max. $2,000, PHE 7% tion Facilities Authority:
planning. TAD, need-based. capital construction.
sTuition Equalizaton Pro-
gram. {flat/need- and non-
need), PHE 100% TAD/
-State Work Study Program
available.
*Merit programs available for
eligible PHE students, non-
need based.
CONNECTI- { -Board of Govemors for *Indapendent College Student | -Yankee ingenuty Grant None *PHE exempt from sales
cuT Higher Education. Grant Program. (tuition Program (Cooperalive pub- and property tax.
-Policy planning authonty for | equalization/need-based). liciprivale research grants *Bonds--CT Higher Educa-
PHE max. $5.937, PHE 100% and collaborative industry tion and Facility Authority:
-Occastonal PHE involve- TAD? college research grants in capdal construction.
ment in planning. «Scholastic Achievement high technology areas; open «CT Higher Education Sup-
Grant Program, nesd with 1o PHE). plemental Loan Authority:
academic screen, max. *The Connecticut Collegiate PHE bensfits from provision
$2.000; available for PHE Awarensss and ion of tax exempt bonding au-
students. Program (Competitive grants thority for education loans
*Some merit programs avail- | 1o support development of for CT students and for out-
l -—} b able for eligible PHE stu- partnerships with targeted of-state students attending
* dents. public school districts for college in CT.
motivational and academic
support for at-risk students; 157

open to PHE).




State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contracts | Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher | Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Award Education
Dollars
DELAWARE | ‘Postsecondary Education . None Nons +FHE axempt from property
Commission. Fund. max. $1,000, PHE and sales tax on ed-related
-Policy Planning authority for | 21% TAD, need-based” items.
PHE. «Some mert programs avail- *No bonding authority avail-
-1 PHE representative. able for eligible PHE stu- able.
-Minor 1o no PHE involve- dents. '
men in planning.

DISTRICT *QOffice of +D.C. State Student Incentive | None None *PHE exempt from property
OF Education, Research and Grant Program, max. $1,500, and sales tax on ed-related
Assistance. PHE 50% TAD? items.

COLUMBIA | “Sianory planning authority +No bonding authorty avail
for PHE. able.

-Occasional PHE involve-
ment in planning.
FLORIDA +State Board of Education, Assistance Granis *Florida Contracting for Spe- | None *PHE exempt from sales
Education max. $1,300, PHE 48.6% gific Academic Programs and property tax.

Planning Commission. TAD, need-based. (state contracts with PHE to «Bonding authority available
-Statutory planning authority | +Tuition Voucher Program, mest needs not fuififled by for capital construction
for PHE. (tuition equaltzation/fat/non- the siate ysiem; competi- (county lavel only).
-Extensive PHE invalvement | need), max. $1,250, PHE tive, anmual coniracts): Liate-
in planning. 100% TAD? generated revenue funds.

*Several merit programs

available for efigible PHE

students.

bR
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State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contracls | Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher | Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher

™ TAD - Total Award Education
Dollars

GEORGIA *Board of Regents, Universi- | «Student Incentive Grants, *GA Ressarch Consorium | None *PHE exempt from property
ty System of Georgia. max. $450, PHE 20% TAD, | {research grants available to and sales 1ax on ed-related
-No statutory planning au- need-based. eligible PHE and public activities.
thority for PHE. +Tuition Equalization Grants, | members; competitive); *Bonding authority available.
-PHE involvement in plan- (Rat/non-need), max. $925, state-generated funds.
ning. PHE 100% TAD?

HAWAII *Board of Regents, Universi- | +Student Incentive Grants, None None *PHE exempt from property
ty of Hawaii. max, $2,500, PHE 55% TAD, and sales fax.

.| -No statutory planning au- need-based «Bonding authority available
thority for PHE. with specific legislative ap-
-Minor 10 no PHE involve- proval.
ment in planning.

IDAHO -State Board of Education. | +Studsnt Incentive. Grants, None None *PHE exempt from property
-PHE involvement in state- | max. $2,500, PHE 9% TAD, and sales tax on ed-related
wide planning. need-based. items.

*State of Idaho Scholarships, *No bonding authority avail-
max. $1,500, PHE 23% TAD, able.
need-based.”
*State Work Study Program
available to efigible PHE
students.
.7 4 161
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State

Recognition of Private
Higher Education in
State Planning

* PHE - Private Higher
Education

Dollars

ILLINOIS

inclusion of Private
Higher Education

in Student Subsidy
Policy

* 1989 Dollars

* TAD - Total Award

Specific Purpose
Grants and Contracts
to Private Higher Edu-
cation

* PHE - Private Higher
Education

+Board of Higher Education. *Monetary Award Program,

-Statutory planning authority
for PHE

-Extensive PHE nvolvement
in planning.

max. $3.150, PHE 57.5%
TAD. need-based *

*Some merd programs avail-

able for eligible PHE stu-
dents

+Heatth Servicas Ed. Grants

{state grants given to sligible
PHE institutions to train
health pro‘essionals, enroll
ment-based); state-general-
ed funds,

»IL Engineering Grant Pro-
gram (PHE and public; pro-
wides maiching grants 10
rollege and unwersily eng-
neering programs, reim-
bursement basis). state-
generated funds.

*Higher Education Coopera-
fion Act {PHE and pubfic: to
encourage institutional coop-
gration; competitive; annual
contracts); state-generated
funds.

«Build IL. Grants 1o Non-
Public Institutions of Higher
Learning (PHE only; provide
capital improvement funds
for research and Iab areas,
{ormula-based; annual con-
fracts). funded bond sales
through state bond sales.

General Tax Policy

Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
Direct Education

Grants

sFinancial *PHE exempt from sales
Assistance and properly taxes except
Act for Non- excise, gas and fransporta-
Public Instilu- | hon taxes.

fions {provides | -Bonds--IL Educational
general drect | Facities Authority: capial
purpose fund- | facilities and bulidings

ing 1o private

nonproft col-

leges and unt-

versities).

state-general-

ed funds.

16¢
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State

INDIANA “Commission for Higher

Recognition of Private
Higher Education in
State Planning

* PHE - Private Higher
Education

Inclusion of Private
Higher Education

in Student Subsidy
Policy

* 1989 Dollars

** TAD - Total Award
Dollars

Specific Purpose
Grants and Contracts
to Private Higher Edu-
cation

* PHE - Private Higher
Education

General
Purpose
Direct
Grants

Tax Policy
* PHE - Private Higher
Education

A

«Highsr Education Grants. None Nong *PHE sxemp! from property
Education. max. $1,737, PHE 27.4% and sales tax on ed-related
-Statutory planning authority | TAD, need-based. items,
for PHE. *Freedom of Choice Grants, Bonds--IN Education Facili-
-Extensive PHE involvement | max. $2,302, PHE 100% ties Authority: new capital
in plannitg. TAD, need-based.! construction.

IOWA +State Boasd of Regents- *Tuition Grants, max. $2,500, ubvention Program (Uni- None *PHE axempt from property

!owaCojggeMCo:mnis PHE 100% TAD, need- vers:tyofo.ﬁeopaﬁmMem and sales fax.

based’ cine; reserved spaces for *Bongs--jowa Higher Educa-
Appmnted by the governor. | +State Work Study Program lowa students). tion Loan Authority: student
-1 PHE representative. available. loans and facilities.
-No statutory planning au- *Some mert programs avail-
thority. able for eligible PHE stu-
-Occasional PHE involve- dents.
ment in planning.
-lowa Coordinating Council
for Post High Schoo! Educa-
tion, voluntary coordinating
body with membership from
PHE, public two- and four-
year, propristary. College
Aid Commission and lowa
Public Television.
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State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contracls Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Privale Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher { Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Award Education
Dollars
KANSAS +State Board of Regents. »State Scholarship Program. | None None PHE must pay property tax
-No statutory planning au- max. $1.000, PHE 21.5% on faculty housing and In-
thorty. TAD. need-based. come property.
-Minor 1o no PHE involve- «Tution Gran? Program (tur- *PHE exempt from sales tax
ment in planming. tion equahzction/need-based), on ed-related items.
max. not to exceed 1:2 of *Bonds--The Kansas Inde-
public-private tuition gap. pendent Coliege Association
PHE 100% TAD “ has bonding authonty for
PHE capital purchases.
KENTUCKY | Counci on Higher Educa- «State Student incentive None’ None *PHE exempt {rom property
fion. Grant, max. $500. PHE 25% tax on ed-related items.
-Policy planning authonty for | TAD. need-based *PHE exempt from sales 1ax
PHE. «Tuttion Grant Program {tui- on all items.
Occasional PHE involve: tion equalization/need-based), »Bonds--Kentucky Develop-
ment in planning. max. $1.200. PHE 100% ment Authority: capial
TAD "¢ construction and renovation.
»Several ment programs
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LOUISIANA »Board of Regents. +State Student Incentive sLouisiana Education Qual'yTNone *PHE exempt from properly
-No statutory planning au- Grant Program, max. $2.500. Support Fund Program {(PHE tax on ed-related ems.
thonty for PHE. PHE 2.4% TAD. nesd- and public; for the recruit- «Bonds--Louisiana Public
-Minor PHE involvement in based.” ment of endowed chairs. Facilities Authority: build-
planning. +Some mert programs avail- superior graduate students, ings and equipment.

able for eligible PHE stu- and to promote research at

dents. independent and public
institutions; competitive
contracts); tunded through
interes! eamnings from a
special state trust fund.
»Rocketeller Wildlife Reluge
Trust Fund (PHE and public.
promotes and funds wildlite
research projects. competi-
tive contracts). funded
through the Louisiana
Rockefeller Wildlite Reluge
Trust Fund.

MAINE +Board of Trustees, Universi- | «State Student Incentive None None *PHE exempt from property
ty of Maine. Grant, max. $1.500. PHE and sales 1ax on ed-related
-No statutory authority for 67% TAD. need-based.” tems.

PHE. +Bonds--Maine Health and
-Minor 1o no PHE involve- Higher Education Facilities

ment in planning

Authority: capital construc-

tion.
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MARYLAND | °Higher Education Commis- | +General State Scholarship, *Assistance in the "“eabody | *Aid to Inde- +PHE property tax in hen
sion. max. $2.500. PHE 39 3% -Institution Conse vatory pendent insti- | only.
-Statutory planning authonty | TAD. need-based. {special program 1o suppon futions (PHE *PHE exempt from sales tax
tor PHE *Senatonal Grants. max a conservatory at one desig- | only provides | on all purchases
Extenswe PHE involvement | $1.500, PHE 17 8°. TAD. nated PHE only). state-gen- | general pur- +Bonds--Maryland Health
in planning. need-based.* erated funds. pose direc! and Higher Education Facih-
-Academic program review *Several ment programs +Capital Assistance 10 Inde- | lunding fo ties Authorty: capital tacili-
available for eligible PHE pendent Instiutions (PHE PHE instiu- ties
students. and pubhc; funds raised lions, ate
through bond bills fo support | generated
capial assistance); funds funds
appropnated through political
decision through matching
grants up to 50% of total
project cost
MASSA- *Board of Regents of Higher | +General Scholarships. max *Massachusetis Educatonal | None *PHE exempt from most
CHUSETTS Education. $3.800. PHE 56% TAD. Opportumty Program (PHE propenly and sales taxes.
-Statutory degree-granting need-based. and public. provides coun- +Bonds--Massachusetts
authority for some PHE «Chrishan Herter Memoral seling services 10 disadvan- Health and Education Facili-
-Occasional PHE involve- Scholarship. max. = 12 cost | 1aged high schoo! studenls; lies Authority: capral facili-
ment in planning. of education, PHE 1% TAD. | competitive, annual con- ties and equipment,
need-based. tracts); state-generated Massachusstts industrial
+Pan-Tims Grants, max. = funds Finance Agency: capit2!
cost of education. PHE 43% faciities and equipment {not
TAD. need-based * state-backed)
*One mernt program available
for eligible students.

-
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MICHIGAN +State Board of Education. +Tuon Grants {tuition equal- | +Select Student Service «General- *PHE exemp! from property
-New degree program ap- ization’ need-based), max. Program (grants for PHE Degree Reim- | and sales tax on ed-related
proval for PHE. $2.300, PHE 100% TAD. angd public institutions o bursement items.
-Advisory policy ptanning for | need-based. increase access and reten- Program «Bonds--Higher Education
PHE. *Adult Part-Time Grants. tion of disadvantaged stu- (PHE only: Facilities Authority: capital
-Substantial PHE involve- max. $600, PHE. 17% TAD. dents; compefitive; time- reimburse- construction.
ment in planning need-based. limited contracts): state- ment given to | ~State tax credits for contn-
»Competitive Scholarship generated funds. PHE for de- butions to PHE and public
Program. max. $1,200. PHE | -Alfied Health Degree Reim- | grees con- nstitutions (up to $200 tax
26% TAD. merit: and need- bursement (PHE only: spe- ferred to Mich- | credit for individuals and up
based.” cial rembursements for igan res 1o $5.000 credit for corpora-
-State Work Study Program allied health degrees grant- dents); state: tions).
available for eligible PHE ed to Michigan residents) generated
students (need-based and +Dantal Grant {PHE only, funds
campus-based. PHE 25%). grant to University of Detroit
Dental School).

MINNE- ‘Higher Education Coord | Scholarship and Grant Pro. | None None *PHE exempt from property
SOTA nating Board. gram, max. $5.182, PHE and sales tax on ed-related
-Statutory planning authority | 45% TAD, need-based. items.

for PHE. *Part-Time Grant, max. {less »Bonds--Minnesola Higher

-Substantial PHE involve-
ment in planming.

than 1,2 time tuttion plus
expenses), need-based.

»State Work Study Program
available.

Education Facilties Authori-
ty. buildings and equip-
ment.

- )

| -

80



State Recognition of Private
Higher Education in
State Planning

* PHE - Private Higher

Education

—_— e
I S EEEE——

Inclusion of Private
Higher Education

in Student Subsidy
Policy

* 1989 Dollars

** TAD - Total Award
Dollars

Specific Purpose
Grants and Contracts
to Private Higher Edu-
cation

* PHE - Private Higher
Education

General
Purpose
Direct
Grants

1 1

Tax Policy
* PHE - Private Higher
Education

MISSIS- *Board of Trustees. «State Incentive Grants. max. | None None *PHE exempt from property
SIPPI -No statutory planning au- $1.500. PHEVM.B% TAD. and sales tax on ed-related
thorly for PHE. need-based.’ items.

-Occasional PHE involve- *Bonds--Education Facites

ment n planning. Authority for | ndent
Colleges: capital construc-
tion.

MISSOURI *Department of Higher Edu- | +Student Grants. max. «Contracts with PHE insttu- | None *PHE exempt from property

cation. $1,500, PHE 84°, TAD. tions (PHE only; state stat- and sales tax.

-Statutory planning authority | need-based- utes permit contracting for +Bonds--Missour Health and

tor PHE. *Some merit programs avall- | educational and research Education Facilties Auinori-

-Occasional PHE nvolve-
ment in planning

able for eligible PHE stu-
dents

services not available in the
public sector: currently imi-
ed 10 architecture). state:
generated funds.
-Economic Development

Grants for iad Re-
saarch, Innovation Centers

Centers for Advanced Tech-
nology, and Business Devel-
opment {PHE and public:
PHE and public mstitutions
are eligible for economic
development grants; com-
pettive basis! state-generat-
ed funds and matching
grants.

ty: capital construction.
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MONTANA +Board of Regents of Higher | +Student Incentive Grants. None None +PHE inshiutions exempl
Education max. $600. PHE 5 7% TAD. trom property 1ax.

No statutory plannag au need-based sNo Montana state sales
thonty for PHE 13x.

-Occasional PHE involve *No bonging authorty avai-
meni in planning able.

NEBRASKA | ‘Coordinating Commissian *State Scholarship Award None None «PHE exemp! from property
for Postsecondary Educa- Program. max." discretion of and sales lax on ed-related
tion. each individual nstitution, ftlems.

Statutory planning authonty | PHE 22% TAD. need-based. *Bonds--Nebraska Educa-
for PHE. «Scholarship Award Program. tion Finance Authority:
-Occasional PHE involve- max.: discretion of each bulldings and equipment
ment in planning ndividual institutun, PHE

24% TAD. need-ased.’

NEVADA -Board of Regents, Universi- | -Student Incentive Grant. None None *PHE exemp! from sales
ty ot Nevada System. max. $2,000, PHE 0% TAD. and property tax on ed-relat-
-No statutory planming au- need-based. ed rtems.
thority for PHE *Bonding authority available
-Occasional PHE involve-
ment in planning.

NEW HAMP. | -Postsecondary Education *incentive Program. max. «Dartmouth Medical Educa- None *PHE pay property tax ac-

SHIRE Commission. $1,000, PHE 20.7% TAD. tion Program {provides op- cording to local municipal
Statutory planming authority | need- and merit-based.” portunities for medical edu- policy.

for PHE.
-Extensive PHE involvement
in planning.

*Some meril programs avar-
able for eligible PHE stu-
dents.

cation at private medical
schools only: formai con-
tracls, renegoliated annual-
ly). state-gensrated tunds.

*No sales tax in New Hamp-
shire.
«Bonding authorily available.

7
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NEW *Board of Higher Education. | *Tuition Aid Grants. max. -Aid to Professional Schools | +Independent
JERSEY -Statutory planning authorty | $3.700, PHE 35% TAD. of Nursing (to support the Colleges and
for PHE need-based. operational expenses of University Aid
-1 PHE representayve «Educational Upportunily PHE nursing schools: enroll- | Act {provides
-PHE extremely involved m Fund, max. $1.950. PHE ment-based); state-general- | general pur-
planning 33% TAD. need-based. ed funds. pose. direc!
»Garden State Scholarship, «Challenge Grant Program funding 10
max. $1.000, PHE 27°% TAD. { (i promote educational private non
need- and merit-based. opportunities for minority profit colleges
+Part-Time_1uthion Aid and disadvantaged students; | and univers)-
Grants. max. $2.775. PHE competitve nrarls). state- ties); state-
24% TAD., need-bacad.’ generated funds. generated
+Some mert programs avail- | +Dental Schoo! Suppont {to tunds.

able for ehigible PHE stu-
dents

support the operation of a
second dental school in the
state).

«Compeltive Grant Pro-
grams {PHE and public; o
support 2 wide varisty of
achwities including comput-
ers in curricula, humanities,

maln and science education.

and retention initiatives).
«Educaiional Opportunity
Fund {EOF) Program {to
support the operational ex-
penses of EOF programs at
independent colleges).

*PHE exempt from propery
and sales 1ax on ed-related
items.

*Bonds--New Jersey Higher
Education Facities Authori-
ty: capital construction.
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State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private
Higher Education in Higher Education
State Planning in Student Subsidy
* PHE - Private Higher | Policy
Education * 1989 Dollars
** TAD - Totat Award
Dollars
NEW «Commission on Higher -Student incentive Giant.
MEXICO Education. max. $2.500. PHE 4.6%
-Statutory planning authority | TAD, need-based.
tor PHE. «Student Choice, max. $104/
-Occasional PHE involve- credit hour {up to $2,500),

ment in planning.

PHE 100% TAD, need-
based.’

«State Work Study Program
available for efigible PHE
students.

*One merit program available
lor eligible PHE students.

Specific Purpose General Tax Policy

Grants and Contracts | Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
io Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education

cation Grants

* PHE - Private Higher

Education

«Correctional Education None *PHE exempt from property
Contract {Colege of Santa fax.

Fe only; Department of Cor- PHE exempt from gruss
rections contract to provide sales fax.

educational services 10 in- *No bonding authority avail-
mates; annual contract); adble.

state-generated funds.

Predd
uw
Poman



educalion; competitive; an-
nual contracts}, siate-gener-
ated funds,

«Canters for Advanced
Technology (PHE and pub-
lic: o foster economic devel-
opment 1n New York state;
compehitive; annual con-
tracts); state-generated
funds.

sEnroliment Grants 10
Schools of Medicine and
Dentistry (PHE only; pro-
viges partial state suppont
for accredied medical
schools; enroliment-basis).
state-generated funds.

State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contrarts Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Private Higher | Policy cation Granis
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Award Education
Dollars
NEW YORK | Board of Regents, Universi- | +Tuiion Assistance Program. | <Aiben Einstain Chairs in *Bundy Aid PHE exempt from property
ty of the State of New York. | max. $3.650, PHE 63.7% Science and Albent Schwel- {PHE only. and sales fax.
-Statutory planning authorty | TAD. need-based. 1zer Charrs in the Humani- provides gen- | +Bonds--Dormitory Authority
for PHE. »Aid for Parl-Time Study. ties {to support faculty chairs | eral purpose. | of the State of New York:
-Some PHE mvolvement in max. $2.000. PHE 36.7% at PHE and public instiu- direct funding | capdal construction, equip-
planning. TAD. need-based.* tions; competitive-basis. fo PHE insttu- | ment and renovations.
+Some meri} programs avait time-imited contracts); state- | tions; rem-
able for eligible PHE stu- generated funds. bursement-
dents. «Higher Education Opportu- basts). state-
nity Program {to advance generated
egqual opportunity in higher funds.
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NORTH *Board of Governors, Uni- «Student Incentive Grant. +Private Medical School Aid | None *PHE g+empt from sales
CAROLINA versity of North Carolina. max. $1.500, PHE 48% TAD | (o support PHE medical and property tax.
-Statutory planning authonty need-based.’ schools: enroliment-based. +Bonds--North Carplina
tor PHE. +Legisiative Tuition Grants annual contracts): slate- Higher Education Facilities
-Some PHE mvolvement in {tuhon egualization flat non- generated funds. Authority: capital facilfies.
planmng. need), max. $1,150.
*Some merit programs avail-
able for eligible PHE stu-
dents.
NORTH *Board or Higher Education. | Student Financial Assistance None None PHE exempt from property
DAKOTA -No statutory planning au- Program, max. $600, PHE and sales lax.
thority for PHE 17.8% TAD. need-based ’ +No bonding authority avail-
-Occasional PHE mvolve- able.
ment in planning.
$1
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Dollars
OHIO «Board of Regents. +Instructional Grants. max +Super Computer Center None «PHE exempl from property
Statutory planming authonty | $3.306. PHE 30% TAD. {services 10 PHE); state- and sales lax.

for PHE.
-Occasional PHE planming.

need-based

»Studen! Choice Granis. non-

need. max not to exceed
25% of average undergradu-
ate subsigy 1o state institu-
tions, 1989-80 funding of
$590. PHE 100° TAD*

87

-generated funds.

+Podiatric Medicine (PHE
only; o cuppon podialrc

ed : funds distribuled
through stale mstiution
negotiations); state-gener-
ated funds and bond issues.
«Aid to Non-Profit Medical
and Dental Schools (1o i-
crease no. of students enter-
ing medicalidental profes-
sions; enroliment-based);
state-generated funds.
Thomas Edison Pregram
{PHE public; matching funds
fo stimulate research, com-
petitive-basis). state-general-
ed turds.

*independent College Chal-

ienge Program (PHE only; to
enhance fine liberal arts pro-

grams: funds awarded at
giscreton of legislature,
competiive awards), state-
generated funds.

«Special Progs. for Teacher
Ed. (state subsidy for teach-
er ed. colleges); state-gener-
ater hinds

*Bonds--Ohio Higner Educa-
tion Facilties Commission:
capital facilities.
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OKLAHOMA | °State Regents for Higher Tuiron Awd Granls. max. None None +PHE exempt from all sales
Education. $1.000. PHE 12 6% TAD, and property tax on ed-refat-
-Statutory planning authority | need-based.” ed tems,
for PHE. +Some merit programs avail- +No bonding authority avail
-Occasional PHE involve- able to eligible PHE students. able.
ment 1n planmng
OREGON Office of Educatonal Policy | +Need Grant Program. max. sPurchase of Educational Nosne PHE exempt from property
and Planning $1.710. PHE 14 5% TAD, Services from Independent tax.
-Statutory planming authordy | need-based. Colleges (PHE only: the *Nu sales tax in Oregon.
for PHE. «Cash Award Program. max siate contracts with non- *Bonging authority available
-Extensive PHE mvolvement | $804. PHE 44.8% TAD, sectanian colleges 1o provide for capital fachities and
in planning need- and menit-based ’ educational services. enroll- equipment.
ment-based: ime-Imited
contracts). state-generated
funds
B 154
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PENNSVYL- sState Department of Educa- | +State Grant Program. max +State-Aided Institutions *Institutional *PHE exempt from property
VANIA tion $2,100, PHE 44°% TAD. {PHE only; provides awd 1o Assistance and sales tax
Statutory Planming authonty | need-based * medical, veterinary, eng- Grants {IA) +Bonds--Pennsylvania High-
for PHE Mert programs avasable 1o neenng. oplometry and other | (PHE only: er Education Facilities
-Some PHE involvement in ehigible PHE students disciplines; fund aliocations unrestncted Agency: facilities only.
planning. deternuned by vote of legis- | aid grants are
lature}; state-generated made {0 all
funds. PHE mstitu-
*Equipment Grants (PHE tions not in:
and public; to support aca- cluded in the
demic equipment purchases; | state-aded
enroliment and remburse- category}.
ment-based), state-generat: annual appro-
ed funds. priations
Ben Frankiin Partnership through state-
{(PHE and public; to provide | ¢.eneraled
fungs. maiched by area unds

businesses 10 universiy
research centers); state-
generated funds.

130
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RHODE «Board of Governors for +Scholarship and Grant Pro- »Brown Medical Program {ic | None PHE exernpt from properly
ISLAND Higher Education. gram, max. $2.000, PHE promote megical educatiun and sales tax.
-No statulory planning au- 18.3% TAD, merit- and need- | in Bhode Island: non-enroll- «Bonds--Rhode Island
thortty for PHE. based. ment or degree-based. an- Heaith and Education Build-
-Occasional PHE involve- nual confract); state-generat- ing Corporation: capital
ment in planning ed funds. construction, renovation ang
Governor s Math and Sci- equipment {no! backed by
ence Program (PHE and the stale).
public: contract program to
offer college-leve! math and
science education for Rhode
Island sludents. mstitutions
are chosen by the state).
state-generated funds.
SOUTH *Commissivn on Higher «Tuition Grant Program. {tui «Instructional Grants - The None *PHE saempt from property
CAROLINA Education. tion equalization/nees-based). | Cuting Edge Program (PHE and sales tax.
-Stawtory planning authority | max. $3.760, PHE 100% and private: 10 improve un- «ivo bonding authority avail-
tor PHE. TAD? dergraduate instruction in able.
Qceasional PHE involve: the state; competitive-basis):
ment in planning. state-yenerated funds.
-Statutory Advisory Council «Centers for Excellence in
of Private College Prest- Teachers Education (PHE
dents. and private. 10 sncourage
the development of exem-
plary programs in teacher's
education: competitive ba-
sis); earmarked state sales
1ax revenuss.
1834
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SOUTH »Board of Regents. *Student Incentive Grants. None None *PHE exempt from property

DAKOTA -No statutory planning au- max, $800, PHE 33% TAD. ard sales lax
thority for PHE need-based. *No bonging authority avail-
-Occasional PHE mnvolve- «Tution Equalization Grants. able
ment in planning {need-based). max. $250,

PHE 100% TAD *
sMert programs avaiable 1o
ehigible PHE students

TENNESSEE | -Higher Education Commus- | -Student Assistance Awards. | -Contract Educational Pro- None *PHE exempt from proparty
sion. max. $1,280, PHE 46.8% grams (PHE and public; fo and sales tax on ed-related
-Policy planning authority for | TAD. need-based * provide programs and ser- ftems.

PHE. *Merit programs available 1o viCeS not necessarily provid- *No bonding authorty avail-
-Some PHE involvement in eligible PHE students. ed by the state; competitive; able.
planning. annual contracts); state-

generated funds.

TEXAS »Texas Higher Education Tuttion Equatization Grants, | +Advanced Technology Pro- | None *PHE exempt from property
Coordinating Board. {need-based). max. $1,500. gram {PHE and public; to and sales 1ax on ed-related
-No statutory planning au- PHE 100% TAD** promote economic develop- items.
thonty for PHE «State Work Study Program ment in the state; compsli- *Bunding authority available
-Some PHE involvement in available for eligible PHE live-basis); state-generated ior capital construction and
planning. students. funds. equipment.

UTAH +State Board of Regents. «Incentive Grants. max. None None *PHE exampt from property
-Statutory planning authonty | $2.500. PHE 2% TAD, need- and sales tax on ed-relatert
for PHE. based * ftems.

-Occasional PHE involve- *No bonding authorty avail-
ment i planning. able,
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Education * 1989 Doflars * PHE - Private Higher

** TAD - Total Award Education
] Dollars L_.

VERMONT *Higher Education Planning | +Incentive Granis, max. None None *Any college property pur-
Commission. $5.200. PHE 57.8% TAD. chased after April 1941 1s
-Forum for communication, need-based. subject o local propenrty
-PHE representation on Part-Time Student Grant. taxes according to fixed
commission. max. $3.900. PHE 49 8% valuations sef at the time of
-Agvisory role 10 governor. TAD. need-based. acquisition.

*Non-Degree Student Grant *PHE exempt from sales
Program. max. $1.000. PHE fax.

6° TAD. need-based. *Bonds--Vermont Educalion
*Tuition Differential Grant. and Hea'th Buildings

max. $1.200, PHE 100% Finance Agency: condui
TAD. nesd-based.’ for tax exempt bonding at
«State Work Study Program market rates

available.

VIRGINIA «State Council of Higher +Zoilege Scholarship Assis- «Contracts for Services Pro- | None *PHE exempt from property
Education. tance Program. max. $2.000, | gram {PHE only: to pur- and sales tax.

-No statutory planning au- PHE 24% TAD, need-based. | chase educational services *Bonds--Virginia College
thority for PHE. *Tuition Assista-ce Grant from PHE institutions: com- Building Authority: buildings
-Some PHE involvement in Program. {tuition equaliza- petitive: time-limited con- and equipment.
planning. tionfffat'non-need), max. tracts); state-generated

$1.500, PHE 100% TAD/ funds.

*State Work Study Program

available for efigible PHE

sludents.

Merit programs available o

gligible PHE students. .01
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WASHING- +Highsr Education Coordi- «Need Grant Program. max. - { <Displaced Homemaker None «PHE exempt from property
TON nating Board. variable grant not {o exceed Program (PHE and public: taxes.
-Statutory planming authorty | 15% of student's cost of state contracts with institu- *PHE must pay sales tax
for PHE. atlendance, PHE 12% TAD. tions 1o provide educational -Bonds--Washinglon Higher
-Some PH nvolvementin | need-based.© programs and centers for Education Facilitres Authori-
planning +State Work Study Program displaced homemakers): fy: capital construction.
available for eligible PHE state-generated funds.
students
*Merit programs avaiable for
ehgible PHE students.
WEST «Board of Directors, State +Higher Education Grant None None *PHE exempt from propenty
VIRGINIA College System. Program. max. $1,640. PHE tax on ed-refated fems.
-Statutory planming authonty | 22.8% TAD. mert- and need- «PHE exempt fom sales
for PHE. based. fax.

-Extensive PHE involvement
i planning.

*No bonding authority avail-
able.
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State Recognition of Private | Inclusion of Private Specific Purpose General Tax Policy
Higher Education in Higher Education Grants and Contracts Purpose * PHE - Private Higher
State Planning in Student Subsidy to Private Higher Edu- | Direct Education
* PHE - Priva:e Higher | Policy cation Grants
Education * 1989 Dollars * PHE - Private Higher
** TAD - Total Awaid Education
Dollars |
WISCONSIN | +Board of Regents. Unwerst -Higher Education Grants. Medical Education Contract | None «PHE mus! pay property
ty of Wisconsin System. mas. $1.800. PHE 0° TAD. (PHE only: to increase den- taxes when land 15 over 80
Np statutory planning au- need-based. 1al education opportunifies acres
,ority for PHE »Tuition Grant Program. (tur- by oroviding slate financial *PHE exempt from sales
.Spme PHE involvement in tion equalizationneed-based). | aswstance: enrollment- tax
planning max $2.172. PHE 100% based; annual contracts). *Bonds--Wisconsin Health
TAD state-generated funds and Educational Faciblies
Merit and other fargeted Authorty captal construc:
programs avatlable 1o elgible tion
PHE students.
WYOMING -Board of Trustees. Unwersi- | +Incentive Grants, max. $800. | None None «Not applicable. There are
ty of Wyoming PHE 0% TAD. need-based. no PHE insttutions 1n Wyo-
-There are no private. non- ming.
profit institutions n Wyo-
ming.
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NOTES

1. The information in this chart was drawn from
the following sources:

- National Association of State Schol-
arship and Grant Programs (NASSGD) (21st

Annual Survey Report), 1989-90 Academic Year.

w— Report on Shite Assistnce Programs,
State Assoviation Executives Council (SAFO),
February 1990,

= Education Commission of the
States” H)-State Survey of State Policies Atfeching
budependent Colleges and Universitios, William
Zumeta, University ot Washington, 1V88.

19

The percentage of total award dollars (TAD)
cited for this state may include both private
higher education and proprictary institutions.

3. Alabama makes direct appropriations to siv
institutions (a total of $2,853,374 for 1989-6()).
These institutions are not eligible for tuition
cqualization grants.

4. The percentage of total award dollars (TAD)
cited for this state represents private higher
education only,

5. Ninetv-seven percent of the total award dollars
(TAD) are tor private higher education; 3% are
for-profit specialized business schools (candi-
dates for regional accreditation).

22

~J

10.

The grant maximum information for the State
Student Incentive Grant Program and the Tui-
tion Grant Program is correct throughout the
1989-90 school year. The Kentucky Legislature
voted to increase funding for these programs
starting in 1990-91.

While some small contracts between the state
and various Kentucky private higher education
mstitutions exist, they are not svstematic or
widespread.

Texas will begin funding its new Texas Educa-
tiohal Opportunities Grant Program (not includ-
vd in this chart) in 1991, This need-based pro-
gram will be available to both private higher
education and public school students.

. These funds are included above as part of the

Incentive Grant Program.

The grant maximum for the Need Grant Pro-
gram is capped at public research university
costs.
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Appendix D
Summary of Previous Reports on

State Policy and Private
Higher Education

1.

The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in
Higher Education, The States and Private Higher
Education: Problems and Policies in a New Era.
(San Franciscor Jossev-Bass Publishers, 1977),
84 pp.

'he report addresses the public
policy and financial responsibilitics of the states
toward undergraduate education within non-
profit private institutions of higher education.
The report explores the precarious economic
position of many private institutions in the
19705, evaluates federal and state programs
undertaken during, this period and makes spe-
cific recommuendations for future action.

Generally, the council addressed the
cconomic position of the private sector, the
major state programs in place to support pri-
vate education and special concerns and atti-
tudes regarding the impact of state support on
both public and private institutions. The major
points in the report were:

= The private sector should be valued

by states for its independent governance, diver-
sity, high standards of academic freedom, edu-

96

cational access for low-income students, focus
on liberal learning, competition with and poten-
tial tax savings to the public sector.

= The public sextor should provide
policy and financial assistance in ways that
encourage balanced competition and preserve
the private sector’s independence. The council
opposed income tax credits and deductions as
regressive, discouraged "bailing out” individual
institutions as disruptive to competitive forces
and supported coordination of federal and state
government policies toward higher education.

== ’rivate institutions should be fully
it olved in all state planning and coordinating
cffurts.

w— State financial aid programs should
be tailored to fit local conditions and strive to
provide equality of opportunity, including
choice of institutions (in- and out-of-state),
through programs such as necd-based student
aid, tuition-offset grants, contracts for services,
categorical grants and direct institutional grants.
States must recognize that such different types
of support mav have very different conse-
quences.
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~= Because of declines in population
and enrollment, private-sector dependence on
tuition and an increase in the tuition gap be-
tween public and private institutions, the next
decade will see increasing pressure for scarce
resources.  Public-sector support may include
the absorption of some venerable private insti-
tutions into the public sector, allow their demise
ur assist some of them in becoming more dis-
tinctive through careful coordination of aca-
demic programs or new construction,

The major recommendations of the
report were:

m—— States should preserve and strength-
vn private higher education in ways that protect
the traditional autonomy of private institutions
and should not cause significant disadvantage
to public institutions,

= Private institutions should continue
to plan ahead to improve their economic situa-
tions and minimize their dependency on gov-
ernment.

== The federal government should
vontinue to expand and enhance the federal
student financial aid programs to become the
major vehicles of assistance for needy students
to meet both noninstructional and instructional
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costs. In the national interest, the federal gov-
ernment has a special financial responsibility to
increase support to research universities.

- State governments should aggres-
sively pursue the development of long-range
puolicies for private higher education.

== Financial aid to students should be
the primary vehicle for channeling state funds
into private institutions.

= Nevd-based state student-aid pro-
grams should be adequately funded to allow
students genuine choice, provide adequately for
both noninstructional and instructional cost,
provide for a maximum tuition grant that is the
same or higher than the federal State Student
Incentive Grant (SSIG) program, and support
student work-study and loan programs.

= State programs of support should
give consideration to the possibility of direct
institutional grants, incentive grants, state con-
tracts and cost-of-education grants tu institu-
tions.

= State student aid programs should
allow but be neutral in their effects on the inter-
state flow of students.
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e Drivate colleges and universities
should be exempt from property, sales and
other state and local taxes.

— Public institutions should consider
the potential effect on the private sector before
expanding their institutions or programs.

— Private colleges and universities
should be fully represented in all state coordi-
nating mechanisms,

The 12 council members included:

Clark Kerr, chairman, Carnegie Council on Poli-
cies Studies in Higher Education

Nolen M. Ellison, president, Cuyahoga Com-
munity College

E.K. Fretwell Jr., president, State University
of New York College at Buffalo

Philip R. Lee, professor of social medicine and
director, Health Policy Program, University of
California, San Francisco

Margaret L. A. Mac Vicar, associate professor of
physics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Rosemary Park, professor of education emeri-
tus, University of California, Los Angeles

James A Perkins, chairman of the board, In-
ternational Council for Educational Develop-
ment

Alan Difer, president, The Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching

98

)

joseph B. Platt, president, Claremont University
Center

Lois D. Rice, vice president, College Entrance
Examination Board

william M. Roth, trustee, Carnegie Institute,
Washington, D.C.

Stephen H. Spurr, professor, 1L.B) School of
Public Affairs, University of Texas

Task Force on State Policy and Independent
Higher Education, Final Report amd Recommenda-
tions. Denver: Education Commission of the
States, June 1977, 52 pp.

In spring 1976, an 11-member task
force, chosen from both the private and public
higher education sectors, was appointed to
define the role of the independent sector in the
total state system of postsecondary education
for the 1980s.

The task force was driven by sever-
al concerns:  the continued ability of states to
offer high-quality education opportunities at
reasonable cost; the need to develop an effective
pluralistic system of higher education that in-
cludes the independent sector as integral to the
total resources of the state; and the recognition
that there is no single solution equally applica-
ble in all states.
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The task force focused on construct-
ing a framework within which state policy
makers could formulate policies according to an
individual state’s needs and priorities. The
major findings of the report were:

~= Declines in the college-age popula-
tion, limited financial resources and other new
challenges may increase tensions between pub-
lic and private institutions competing for scarce
Tresources.

=~ Now that postsecondary education
as a whole is not expanding, public and inde-
pendent institutions can no longer afford to
develop apart from ecach other.

Each state needs to understand the
independent sector, such as educational access
to low-income students, the high proportion of
degrees granted, value orientation of denomina-
tional affiliations, contribution to research and
graduate training, the diversity that specialized
mission and clienteles add to the higher educa-
tion system, independent governance and the
availability of the benefits of the independent
sector’s resources at a fraction of the cost in tax
dollars.
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The major recommendations of the
task force were:

—= Each state should construct a specif-
ic policy regarding the independent colleges
and universities that serve its citizens. States
should develop such policy in light of clear
state purposes and a detailed understanding of
the role and condition of independent institu-
tions.

= Statewide planning should include
the full participation of the independent sector.

= Depending on the state’s goals for
postsecondary education, the state’s planning
approach will favor one of two alternatives: a
student-centered approach or an institution-
centered approach.

—= State policy makers should be sensi-
tive to the concessions to private institutional
autonomy that are made necessary under condi-
tions of state support.

m— States sheuld consider appropriate
programs that utilize the resources of the inde-
pendent sector by providing support to inde-
pendent institutions or their students.
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— States should first give consider-
ation to the development of adequately funded
need-based student grant programs to allow
real choice among, institutions.

== State programs of support should
give consideration to the possibility of direct
institutional grants, tuition equalization grants,
contracts and cost-of-education grants to institu-
tons.

—— Programs of support to the inde-
pendent sector should be continually monitored
and assessed for effectiveness.

— The responsibility for monitoring
the independent sector, in a program of state
support of independent institutions, should rest
primarily with the state.

Task force participants included:

Otis R. Bowen, chairman, governor of Indiana

Richard C. Hawk, vice chairman, president,
Higher Education Assistance Foundation,
Minnesota

Martha E. Church, president, Hood College,
Maryland

Harold L. Enarson, president, Ohio State
University

john Gaffney, executive director, Association
of Independent Colleges and Universities of
Michigan
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Joseph C. Harder, state senator, majority leader
and chairman, Education Committee, Kansas

T. Edward Hollander, chancellor, Buard of
Higher Education, New Jersey

Vera Katz, state representative, Oregon

Dan M. Martin, president, Assuciated Colleges
of the Midwest, and vice chairman, Hinois
Board of Regents

The Reverend ). Donald Monan, president,
Boston College, Massachusetts

Morgan Odell, executive director, Association
of Independent California Colleges and
Universities

Kenneth R. Recher, executive director, Pennsvl-
vania Higher Education Assistance Agency

Lois Rice, vice president, College Entrance
Examination Board (CEEB) and director,
Washington Office of CEEB, Washington, n.C.

Cameron West, president, North Carolina
Association of Independent Colleges and
Universities

Richard W. Jonsen, project director, Education
Commission of the States
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