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The 1993 General Assembly created the Legislative Study Commission on the
Status of Education at The Universiry of Norttr Caiolina to study three general issues:
(1) undergraduate education at The Univenity of Norttr Carolina; (ii) university funding
issues; and (iii) university qrrality of education issues. (See Appendix A) The
Csmmissien was dfuected to report to the Joint lrgislative Education Oversight
Committee by March l, 1995, at which time the Commission terminates.

The Commission met nine times. In addition, the Commission contracted with the
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems_ (NCHEMq) fgt
professional research, oonsultative, od other services. As part of its work with the
bommission, NCHEMS prepared.a background paper to pr6vide a brief ovelview of
obiectives and policies -related to imprbvements in the quality of undergraduate
education. Thi- paper is auached as Appendix W. Lists of those attending the
meetines. as well as complete minutes of the meetings, are contained in the
Commi-ssion's records on fild in the Irgislative Library. A-list of the members of the
Commission are found in Appendix B.

HISTORY OF COMMIS|SION
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COMMISSION PROCEEDINGS

First Meeting - January 21. 1994

IJNC Govemance Review
@Director, Institute of Government

Mr. Sanders explained the structure and development of the University of North
Carolina System. He said that the University is organized and is expected to operate as
a system, and yet, none of its components were originally created to be part of a
system. There are now 15 degree-granting institutions in the University, a teaching
hospital, a University television system, a school of science and math, a special purpose
preparatory school, and a number of other activities that are under the general oversight
of the Board of Governors. Each of them was created to serve a particular purpose that
the General Assembly felt was important at that time. Some were established from the
beginning to serve a statewide constituency and a general educational role: UNC at
Chapel Hill in 1789; later, UNC at Greensboro in about 1891; and sometime later,
North Carolina Central University with a somewhat similar mission. Two special-
pqpose technological institutions, NCSU at Raleigh and A&T University at
Greensboro, were established as land-grant institutions to specialize in engineering,
agriculture and related technological fields to serve the entire state.

Most of the institutions were originally teachers' colleges, at least in their
collegiate role. As the state developed C public school system in the late nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, there was a severe need for school teachers. At that time there
was no thought of preparing school teachers as forrrally as we do now, but at least they
needed some teaching instruction, as well as knowledge of the subject matter they were
to teach. Mr. Sanders said that Normal schools were established under state
sponsorship to provide that training. These include East Carolins, Fliz4lsth City State,
Fayetteville State, Western Carolina and Appalachian State. Those institutions, over
time, broadened their programs to become general purpose colleges, but their roots
were in teacher-training roles, which were largely local in purpose.

Another set of institutions, Asheville, Charlotte, atrd Wilmington, were created
originally to serve, not as residential colleges, but on a day-basis, people who lived in
those community areas. There is one specialized school, the School of the Arts, which
was formed n 1963 and has always had a state-wide and even a region-wide mission.

Five institutions were created originally to serve black students only, one to serve
Indians only, and the remaining nine to serve whites only. The School of the Arts
never had aiiy kind of racial deiignation as a part of its c6mmission. The location of
these institutions responded to their purpose. If they were intended to serve essentially
a local service territory or group, they were located with that in mind and, therefore,
when they became a part of a larger system, they may be perceived to be oddly located
to serve a statewide mission.

Until 1931, each institution was created by the General Assembly or adopted from
a previously private status by the General Assembly, given a Board of Trustees and a
president, and a direct line of communication to the Governor and the General
Assembly for appropriations and other purposes. In 1931, The University of North
Carolina was consotdated into three campuses, primarily as an economy measure.
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North Carolina State College, the University of Chapel Hill, and what we know today
as the University of Greensboro, made up the consolidated Univenity. Their combineit
budget, plus that of thc cooperative agricultural extension service, in 1930-31 was just
under two million dollars. That was a staggering sum in those days. The total state
General Fund budget probably didn't exceeti2O million dollars. Governor Gardner and
others were concerned that there was duplication of programs occurring that could be
eliminated to the adnntage of the state'sbudget and fo the better provision of effective
teaching for the students ln ttre University. 5o at his urging, the 'General Assembly of
1931 merged those three institutions, which previously had been legally separate, into
one under one Board of Governors, under one Board of Trustees, and under one
president. The result was that three years later in 1933-34, the combined General
Fund appropriation for the three-campus university and the cooperative agricultural
extension servie was $832,000, only about 35%- bf what it had been tfree yea$
before. That was not due to the economy achieved by consolidation, but rathei the
grea! dgpression. It was not until the mid-1940s before the General Fund appropriation
for higher education in Norttr Carolina got back to where it had been in thb-late 1920s
in current dollars. That is evidence of the depth of the depression into which North
Carolina and the nation as a whole went.

- By the late 1930s, NC State focused on agricultural, engineering, design, textiles,
and other technological subjects; Chapel Hill concentrated more on the arts and the
sciences and some of the professional schools were based on the arts and sciences
programs; and Greensboro was an undergraduate college for women with very little
graduate work. And so it continued for several years. The Board of Governors,
consisting of one hundred members, was elected by the General Assembly. The Board,
in turn, elected the president.

With World War II and the erowth in funds available for hisher education for the
state and federally through the Gi Bill, there was a vast increasE in enrollment in the
institutions of higher education. By 1955, the state was maintaining the three-campus
university and nine sepaxate colleges, each with its onm board of tnrstees. The General
Assembly created a Commission, and in 1955 it recommended that the General
{ssembly establish the Board of Higher Education as a planning and coordinating body
for degrbe-granting institutions of -higher education in'the Stite. That Board-had il
sgmewlat irregul-ar hislory of ups and downs and it was never fully credited by the
Qeneral Assembly as the spokesman for higher education. Its powbrs were adjusted
fuom time to time. In 195l-62, Governor Sanford created The Commission on
Education-Beyond High School, known as the Carlyle Commission for its chair, hvine
Carlyle of Winston-Salem, which came in with a 

-set of recommendations, which the
Governor and the 1953 General Assembly endorsed, calling for better order in the
public higher education sector. One of the things it created, and of the most lasting
importance, is the Community College System, which in its present form dates from
1963 wittt basic state underurriting of the program and local provision of most facilities
for the institutions. That Commission alsb spoke to the deeree-srantine institutions of
higher education clarifying the rule of the University and pro'viainlg for tfie expansion of
the University to additional campuses where the Board of Trusteesl subject to legislative
approval, found appropriate.

Pursuant to that authority, the Board and the General Assembly added the
campuses in Chadotte in 1965 and at Asheville and Wilmington in 1969 to make the
Univenity a six campus structure, instead of its original three campus form. There
were also some recornmendations with respect to the regional colleges throughout the
state. These were to occupy a role distinirty different Fom that ofthe Univdrsity and
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its campuses with the University having exclusive control, for example, of the doctoral
degree and post graduate training.

During the 1950s, the General Assembly took an increasingly active interest in
higher education. The move for a medical school, as it ultimately became at East
Carolina, got its start through legislative initiative. In 1967 and 1969, the State
redesignated nine colleges, as they then were, as universities, 8od granted them all the
authority to give the doctoral degree at the approval of the Board of Higher Education.
In a number of other instances, the Irgislature interested itself in intimate ways in the
operation of the University.

The institutions were growing, but the 1950s, 1950s, and 1970s were an era of
rapid growttr in institution enrollment and in the financial provision made for them by
the General Assembly. Governor Scott concluded, in about 1970, that fundamental
reordering, reorganization, illd restructuring of public higher education was essential.
This led to a study commission, which made a recornmendation to the Governor, and
he to the Generil Assembly in 1971, for a substantial reorganization of higher
education. The General Assembly did not like the plan, was not ready for the plan he
proposed at that time, so the matter was put over to a special session in the fall of
1971. For a week in October of. 1971, the General Assembly addressed the subject of
higher education solely. Out of that session, which was a very traumatic experience for
members and others, came the present structure of the Board of Governors and the
Univenity as we know it. That called essentially for the merger of the ten institutions,
which had previously been separate, into the University stnrcture so that it became a
l5-campus unirenify. The Board of Trustees of the old uni-r'enity was transformed in
name and in form, but not in legal being, into the Board of Govemors. The number,
which was reduced from 100 to 32, continued to be elected by the General Assembly as
the old Board of Trustees had been.

The initial stnrcture of the Board of Governors consisted of 15 members chosen by
or from the old 100 member University Board and 15 members chosen by or from thb
Boards of Trustees that previously had been separate. They were given staggered terms
expiring over as much as seven years so that there was continuity in the early years of
the forrration of the University under the l5-campus scheme. This helped to provide
stability, continuity and familiadty with the several institutions of the State.

There was also continuity in administrative leadenhip. IvIr. Friday, who had been
president of the six campus Univenity for many years, was elected as-president of the
new 16-campus structure. He continued in that role until 1985.

Fortunately, the period of the 70s, when the new structure was going into plaoe,
was a period of relatively good times financially, so no institution could say that it had
lost money by virtue of restructuring. Many of them got more than they would have
gotten otherwise, so it turned out to be a relatively satisfactory experience for most of
them.

One feature of the new system was that each of the institutions had its own board
of trustees, eight chosen by the Board of Governors, four chosen by the Governor, and
one student body president as an ex-offEcio member. That was the uniform stnrcture
for all of them. This meant that the six campuses composing the old university had
their own board of trustees for the fint time. One of the fint things that the Board of
Governors did when it took office n l97l was to adopt a code which sorted out a
delegation of duties and responsibilities between the Board of Governors and the 16
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boards of tnrstees. There was uniform delegation to all 16 with authority over such
matters as student admissions, student performance standards, graduation standards,
most personnel matters except for the top{evel administrative people and the granting
of tenure to retirement to facultv members. All the rest was handled at the local level
by the local board of trustees. 'Such matters as athletics, student atrairs of all kinds,
services, the physical planning of the campus, responsibility for management of the
campus facilities, and other services for the institutions were delegated to the local
boards of trustees and to their chancellors. The Board of Governors retained for itself
only those poweni that were essential to its general oversight and management
responsibility: budget powers, the planning of programs, the deterrrination of what
programs, degrees and so on each institution could calry out, the power to set
enrollment levels, the power to choose top administrative people, the president, the
chancellors, and their principal staff people.

The staff structure at the seneral administration level is a President who is the
chief executive officer of the wh6le structure, whose powers under statute and the code
of the Board of Governorc are very extensive. He is supported by seven vice-presidents
of various specialty areas: finance, academic affairs, iesearch, and so on. -The 

staff
that is based in Chapel Hill can carry out the support duties for the Board of Governors
and for the President.

At each institution, there is a chancellor who is elected by the Board of Governors
upon nomination of the President and who serves at the pleasure of the Board of
Governon. The local board of tnrstees nominates a chancellor to the President, but
that local board has no power to remove a chancellor, however much they may be
displeased. They can complain to the Board of Governors or to the President, but that
is as far as their authority goes. At each campus, there are officen who report to the
chancellor, generally designated vice-chancellors with details and specifics of their
particular areas. There also are assorted deans to direct various activities at the
institution.

The governance structure for other institutions under the Board of Governors that
are not included in the 16 campuses that make up the University, in particular, the
Math and Science School, the School of the Arts, the Norttr Carolina Center for
Advancement of Teaching, the Principals Executive Program, atrd the Arboretum,
varies for each institution. Among the most extensive is the Norttr Carolina Hospitals
at Chapel Hill. It has its own Board of Directors who are chosen in a combination of
ways, some by the Board of Governorr, some serve ex-officio positions, but it reports
to the president and not to the Chancellor at Chapel Hill. The School of Mattr and
Science and NCCAT at Western Carolina each has a Board of some kind. The
Highway Research Center, which was established in 1965, reports to the President, but
for administrative purposes is lodged at the University at Chapel Hill.

When ECU was still a legally separate college with its own board of tnrstees, there
was a movement that lasted over a period of several years before the final decision was
made to create a four-year medical school. By the time that decision was in place, the
Board of Governors was in place and assumed the responsibility of the school. It
started out as a one-year program and then a two-year program. There were also
accreditation problems. Finally, in the early 1970s, it was clear that the General
Assembly was determined that there would be a medical school of some kind in
Greenville and that it would be a fully accredited, first-rate medical school.
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Mr. Sanders said there had been no effort to standardize admission requirements
and curricula at some basic level, so that, for instance, if a student took English 101 at
ECU, it would be the same counie content and knowledge as if at Chapel Hill or NCSU
because this is a matter to be determined by the local board of trustees or the
chanellor. He went on to say that there are two instanes where there is
standardization. One is that all institutions are required to administer the SAT to all
incoming students, and the other, since about the mid eighties, is that everyone coming
to any of the 15 campuses must have a certain set of high school units.

In response to a question concerning whether there is any evaluation to minimize
unnecessary or obsolete doctoral programs, Mr. Sanders said this was controlled in two
ways. There is periodic review of programs in a particutar category, such as_science,
chemistry, or health professionals university-wide, and the institutions that offer those
doctorals, are examined to see that they are qualitatively up to the standards that they
ought to be meeting. Efforts are made to improve them if they arc not. Secondly,
when there is a proposal for a new program, first the institution comes to the Board of
Governors. At-that point the institutioh must demonstrate why it feels this program is
needed and what the capacities of that institution are to offer this. The Board must
authorize the plan. The institution then develops the plan and brings it back to the
Board for final approval. In the same way, tho institution or administration can
propose the discontinuation of a program if it tends to be obsolete or it no longer
serves a necessary purpose, or if there are too many progams in that category.

The federal concern for the enforcement of desegregation began about 1970, just
before the restructuring, but the federal officials, then with the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, did not get vigorous about reinforcement of the policy until
after the reorganization in l97l-72. By the time the Univenity had to make some
serious efforts- to change the racial conipositions at the institutibns, it did have one
board in charge in a wly that had not eiisted n 1972. From that time forward,- the
Board of Govirnors has deAt witfr racial desegregation in institutions of the University.

In response to a question, Mr. Sanders said that in a Mississippi case, which was
decided about a year ago, there was a challenge to the eight-campus state unilersity-
system. In the state univenity system maintained by the state of Mississippi, three of
those institutions were traditionally black and five were traditionally white. The
Supreme Court by a 54 majority, found that system constitutionally deficient on
sevbral grounds. there were diffeient admissions Standards to the variirus institutions
which coutd be traced back to racial purpose origins. There were different
classifications of the institutions, doctoral institutions anci so on, which also seemed to
parallel the old racial stnrcture. The Court said that the state wouldn't have created
eight institutions except for the old system of desegregation; and therefore, the very
existence of eight institutions has to be justified by the state of Mississippi_or something
else must be dbne about it. What the oor else" is or what level of proof the state will
have to provide to justify its maintenance of eight institutions in Mississippi is not
clear. That is the first tkire the Court has raised tf,e question of the very exiStence of a
number of institutions being a constitutional defect in-the higher education system of a
state that has a tradition of legal segregation.

One of the fnrstrations for the University system in trying to respond to the federal
mandate was how to eliminate the vestiges of the segregafed system, the chief evidence
of which were student bodies which were 80-90Vo ona race or the other, and at the
same time, preserye, protect, enhance and defend the traditionally black institutions,
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largely in their role of serving black students. Neither the federal agencies nor the
federil courts ever confronted the convergence between those two roles.

Mission statements start out with a proposal from the campuses, from their boards
of trustees, but they must ultimately Ue 

-adopted, wiill such modifications as the Board
sees fit, by the Board of Governors.

Overview of UNC Fiscal Information
st

Mr. Newlin reported that there has been a steady decline in hig! qchoo-l gra{uates
since 1989, but this trend should bottom out this year. (See Appendix D - Higlr School
eraduation and public undergraduate and graduate enrollment trends 1983-1993.) There
ire five campusbs that are dore than 2%-below their projected enrollment: Pembroke,
UNC-A, UNC-C, UNC-G and Western Carolina. Dr. Carroll commented that one
factor in this decline was changes in the federal policies with regard to financial aid.

Mr. Newlin added ttrat enrollment increase money is based on projected
enrollment. He said decisions are already made about admissions when the General
Assembly makes enrollment increases avait-able the Summer after projected enrollments
are made in the Sprine. He also observed that, this year, the enrollment report
reflected that seveial -LJNC institutions exceeded the 

- 18% limit of out-of-state
enrollment of the freshmen.

He said that with undersraduate education now taking five years or so, the decline
tends to accelerate. If therJare four successive classes oT smafer groups, then finally
after four or five years it really does affect the enrollment. He said.-this-is p.ure

demographics. Ttrdre is enrollm6nt growttr, just less than budget; but still higher than
it was the previous year.

There was discussion oonceming FTES. Depending upon the number of honrs
students take, one can get more or-less students- in under-the same FTE. That is
something that is not coitrolted by the system. The General Assembly funds a full-
time FTE for L2 hours. If profesCon teabh for 15 hours, they get nothing more. lvlr.
Newlin added that legislation has been passed to make the average !o4 15 hours. He
noted that the numbers there reflect-that there are between- 13,000 and 18,000
additional students or FTEs.

Appropriations per school vary. The average amount per student for the School of
rhe niti is $ts,ooo, for UNC-cH ueam Atralrs is $25,5b0, for ASU, EqU, qryc-q
and UNC-W is 

.above 
$7,000, for UNC-CH AA is a little over $10,000, for NCSU is

around $8,500, and for Elizabeth City State is in the same mnge. There are two
reasons for the differences. One, there-is a certain amount of money needed to operate
a school. Elizabeth City has a significant amount of Scholarship funding that drives its
costs up. Winston-Salem State is-also a high one because it is a small campus.

The budget is historically based. If one looks at l97l there were some changes
and improverients that the ionsent degree brought about. The Board of Governors
broughf about some equalization in sal-aries among different levels of campuses. The
amorint of money each-campus had when started also is a major consideration.

If two campuses are getting additional students, say LJNC-CH and Pembroke,
Chapel Hill is going to get-morJ nrnOing than Pembroke, because it is, in effect, an
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average-budgeting system. It won't matter whether those students are all freshmen or
all graduate students because growth is not measured by whether it's in the
undergraduate or graduate sertor.

This year was the first year that per student furding significantly exceeded
inflation since 1987-88. Mr. Newlin said that North Carolina has done very well
compared to other states, especially dealing with other public systems.

Mr. Neuilin explained ttrat Ore cost per student has increased by $571 (including
tuition and receipts) since 1987-88. This reflects that the state's buyrng power has
been reduced by ll% snen 1987-88; however, it is an improvement of L.5% over
1992-93. He said that two separate actions by the General Assembly, in 1991, gave
additional operating authority to the individual institutions in management flexibility to
try to help them through this period of time.

Mr. Newlin said that North Carolina actually retains more of its students in the
State system, that we oimport more than we export.o (See Appendix E - Geographic
Origins of Undergraduates by Sector in Fall 1993.) The proportion of out-of-state
students in the System is akiut l4%. The only direct policy that the Board stated in
the last ten years'was to set a limit that no mord tharr L8% of entering freshmen on any
campus are supposed to come from out-of-state. This Fall, seven schools exceeded that
limit by some amount. When one looks at the graduate level, the percentages are_much
higher. Competition for these students is higher because private colleges or out-of-state
colleges may be offering better scholarships to keep their enrollment up.

Mr. Newlin pointed out that, n 1973-74, in-state students were paying right at
13% of instructional and general costs. That had declined by 1988-89 down to 7.3%
and during the budget crises of 1991-92, tuition increased ftom 7.3% to ll%.

Mr. Newlin added that for all of the United States the average proportion of
tuition and fees is right at 3l%. In North Carolina it is less thran20%, North Carolina
ranked 43rd among the 50 states in the proportion of those overall requirements paid
for tuition receipti Mr. Newlin said this ivas for in-state and out-of-state. He 

-said

that Norttr Caro[ina was high from the point of out-of-state tuition as compared to other
states.

The number of N.C. high school gaduates applylng to UNC in 1990 and 1991,-
statewide from the public high schools, declined in-f991 over 1990. The percentage of
students applying is up for all white students, but down for African-Americans and
Native nnielritani. Peicentages reflect racial differences in the proportion of students
that apply to UNC. fire proportion of minority students, particulaly qales, that apply
to more than one school is significantly less than the proportion of whites that apply_to
more than one school. If a student applies to more than one school, his chance for
admission goes up about 20%. Data also showed enrollments for Whites, African-
American went up, American Indians went down during these two years.

There is a correspondence between SAT scores and retention or feturn rates.
81.5% of all freshmen came back this Fall. Also, five-year and six-year graduation
rates are up. The percentage of freshmen graduating in four years was approximately
the same from 1981-1989, but both fifth year and sixth year graduation rates for whites
are up. However, the same rates for African-American students are lower.
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The four-year graduation rate for these students is l9Vo. For the class entering in
1989 for all Ctudents, 29% had graduated after four years from_ the same_ campus.
From all UNC campuses, 30% hadgraduated. Persistence rates reflect that 70% either
graduated or were still enrolled. Thfufy percent, four years later, were not on a IJNC
6ampus. Mr. Newlin reiterated that ihis information is only for entering freshmen
undergraduates.

Second Meeting - April 26, 1994

Messase from the Presidentffi
President Spangler reported that the latest long-range plan of the Board of

Govemors shows-that during the 1980's, real per capita income in North Carolina grew
28% compared to a national average of l8%. The long-range data show that the
median inbome of men with a college degree was 62% greater than men with only_ a
high school education. The correspondihg figure for women was 91% tigher for
college educated women.

The University's reputation, throughout history, has been based on its
undergraduate actirrities. Any examination-of ttris edueitionat program will show how
the students are involved and positively affected by the research, also.

In recent yeani, the system has had to cut back on library activity and has suffered
as a result. Prbsident Spangler stated that overall, however, they are ahead of the game
nationally on sharing library resour@s electronically since the General Assembly has
given strong support to this effort. This library network serves not only the
[niversities,-but ^aiso the community colleges, the people of this state, and the lublic
libraries.

In the next decade, the number of high school graduates will increase by 16%.
President Spangler continued his report by saying they are seeing an increase in the
percentage who have chosen UNC institutions. - These come with better academic
credentials than ever before. It is his theory, with all the concerns raised by many
regarding the public schools, that there are basically two groups of-people coming from
public schools: one group with a tremendous education Q5% of those coming from
public schools go to one of the 15 campuses); the other group doesn't get what they
should have.

In conclusion, President Spangler thanked the General Assembly for the interest
and support given to the University-. He thanked the General Assembly for the_budge!
flexibility eiven.which he asked 

-to be continued. fuid he thanked the General
Assembly f6r th6 $310 million approved in the bond issues and also for the renovation
tund.

One member asked what the Univenity's role is in improving the training of the
teachers who work in public schools, atredting the quality of education that students
get. President Spangler responded that it is not a public school problem; it is an
6ducation problem-. IIe said il aU nts together -- not aswell as it shofld - but it all fits
together (rirentioning the role of commuiity colleges as well as public schools).
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Another question related to the University's efforts to extend its programs outside
the immediate area of the 15 rmivenity campuses, its work with nontraditional students,
and limiting course requirements so that sfudents can coqrplete their-degrees in fqur
years. President Spangler replied it is not easy to transfer cou$es from community
bolleges to the universities. After President Spangler's response that the standards are
not fte same with atl the eemmunity colefes -and, ttreiefore, not accepted a! all
colleges, one member asked il he saw dny impiovements in this direction. A lot of our
peopie ire going to community collegesi if they go for two yearc and cannot transfer
iheii courses, this is wasted. The effort to fix this problem must come at the University
level.

President Spangler responded that the legislature does not want to begin setting
standards for specific counrcs, and that there is little central control among the 58
community colleges. The committee suggested that the Board of Governors needs to
look at the problem of articulation and-make recommendations on how to solve the
problem to this committee. The Board needs to take the lead in setting the standards
bf what will be approved.

Because of the tension between research and teaching, President Spangler was
asked how more emphasis can be put on teaching without negatively affecting the
reputation of the two research institutions? Because the reputation is so good in the
peiforrrance of research, we get more than $400 million 

-p"t y*_from-the federal
government, stated President Spangler. He does not see the conflict for having a good
research professor and having good undergraduate teaching.

Another member asked President Spangler if the long-range planning addresses the
issue of students who take more than four yean to complete what should be a four-year
college degree. It would be beneficial to have the curriculum, counselors, gtc.? let up
in such a *ay that students can get out in four yea$ if they have the academic ability.

Dr. Little answered that this concem with four-year graduation has been an area of
concern with the Board of Govemors and the University system. They are exchanging
ideas on how to attack this problem. They have asked that the completion of a
baccalaureate degree be limited to 128 hours rinless a specific degree gets an exception
from the Board of Governoflr...a pharmacy degree, for example.

One member said there is a glitch in our funding system that perhaps _doesn't
create the incentive to get a studeniout in four years. Ttrii is that we 

-nrnd i full-time
equivalent position * iZ hours. The effect is that for every student taking 15 hours,
the Universrty gets fi.rnding for 12 hours. The University gets the same funding,
whether 12 or 15 hours. This should be looked at so that the incentive would be for a
student to take 15 hours.

Another member asked how catch-up for past discrimination at the five HBC's and
Pembroke fits into the long-range plan. President Spangler replied that remarkable
improvements have been iade-with facilities, quantl' oT prof6ssors and quality of
students.

President Spangler was asked about the report by U.S. News & World Report
regarding the annual listing of the perceived quality of the universities across the
nalon. -Over the last feuiyears, soire of ourcarripuses have gone down in their
rankings. President Spangler said they developed this because it sells magazines. Atty
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one of our campuses has many areas which can be judged. He said it was impossible
to judge these universities accurately.

The general overall mission of The University, as adopted by the Board of
Governors, says that teaching is the primary responsibility of each of the ttNC
institutions. The Board has, by statute, the responsibility "to determine the functions
and the educational activities and academic programs of each institution.o Each one of
these 16 institutions is diverse, each representing a substantial invesfinent in place.
Each has its own traditions and own faculty, library, etc. This diversrty is important.
The Board has approved statements of identification that distinguish one campus from
another.

The Board identifies eight interrelated strategic directions and outlines specific
strategies which the Board has chosen to pursue during this planning period. For
example, one direction pertains to having stronger linkages between the University and
other educational sertors to improve qualiry of education. Dr. Carroll forcefully
emphasized that the missions are'differerit for eactr of the 15 institutions and should tb
that way.

The Board adopted a classification scheme (for each institution), which was used
until 1980 when the Board adopted a classification system developed by the Cqrnegie
Counsel on Policy Studies on Higher Education. This is still used for all federal
reporting requirements and all national studies and analysis. This system does not rank
institutions. It is simply a descriptive classification of what they are. When asked
whether it was true that most campuses aspire to a higher classification and, if so, are
they losing sight of their mission, Dr. Carroll confirmed that most campuses aspirg to a
higher classification. Most of the institutions want to modify and change some of their
emphasis.

Dr. Caroll concluded that there is a sreat deal of evidence that the institutions are
conscientiously using the flexibility to shift-and redirect funds to things that are directly
related to their instructional program, particularly undergraduates.

Dr. Little referred to a report, which was approved in September, 1993. The
general finding of this report is that tenure can- be revoked on specified grounds,
including incompetence, neglect of duties, serious misconduct. By and large, the
tenure policies and procedures are sound.

Because of the wide diverslty of disciplines and standards for wiich performance is
judged - especially at a large irnivenity - the detailed criteria for tenure are often
found at the departmental levels. These will vary, and rightly $o, according to the
institutional mission. Each institution is subiect to the Board of Governors' declaration
that teaching is a primary obligation at ill of our institutions, particulady at the
undergraduate level.

Dr. Little stated that the central question is whether sufficient consideration is
given to the quality of teaching when tenure decisions are made. Student evaluation is

Rewards and Incentives for
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extremely important. The system is not flawless, but when thousands of decisions are
made each year and only a handful are appealed, the system works well. Peer
evaluation is important, also, but not as important as student evaluation. Evraluation is
continued after receiving tenure, but peer evaluation is mostly for the nontenured,
probationary faculty member. Faculty development more and more applies to activities
that enhance the teaching ability of the faculty member. There are centers that hold
seminars on teaching techniques.

One area of concern to the committee and the Board was the training of graduate
assistants to teach in a classroom setting. Recent changes have been made in the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools in that a published set of guidelines must
be set up for graduate assistantship administration.

The Board of Governors approved four recornmendations to enhance teaching. One
of the recornmendations, The Board of Governors Award For Excellene In Teaching -
will be given out for the first time next spring -- to one recipient from each institution.
These awards will have a cash value of $7500 each. fuiother recommendation is that
greater efforts would be made to develop and strengthen the teaching skills of graduate
teaching assistants and that the President prepare, in consultation with the Univenity-
wide graduate council, specific guidelines and recommendations for the training,
monitoring and evaluation of graduate students who teach cotuses at UNC institutions.

Dr. Little told of a survey that was conducted with a 72% rcspnse. The results
were that for all UNC institutions, 94.4% of the respondents ranked the instrustion
they received as satisfactory or better (he mentioned that one of the research
universities had the highest score).

In another survey conducted by the North Carolina Center for Public Policy
Research, 720 department heads, deans and chief academic officers were suneyed with
a 78% response. On a scale of 1-7, the quality of teaching ranked 5.5 overall for the
university. At the two research universities and the doctoral university, the figure was
6.3 on a scale of 7; 6.5 at comprehensive one's and 6.6 at comprehensive two's. The
quality of research ranked overall st 5.7; 6.6 at research and doctoral institutions; 5.6
and 5.1 for comprehensive. Dr. Litde concluded that these data suggest that teaching
is good and taken seriously at the institutions.

One member asked, since it appean there is an elaborate method for evaluating
teaching, if there is an equally elaborate method for evaluating research. Dr. Litfle said
there are a lot of measures such as the ability to compete nationally and the ability to
publish research results in journals. It is much easier to measure research
accomplishments.

In response to another question asking if each campus set a percentage of the
faculty they will allow to be tenured (can it be 100%?),. Dr. Little said it could be
IOO% -- there are no quotas. If it's rcO%, there are problems. Dr. Little said that
roughly 65Vo of the faculty are tenured.

Dr. Little also noted that research was ranked ahead of teaching by the people who
recommend promotions. When asked what is being done to correct the fact ilnt
research has a higher ranking, Dr. Carroll said that was why the Board stated that
teaching was to be the primary obligation. Members observed they aren't convinced
that at the two institutions mentioned previously, the emphasis is on research.
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Media's View of

There are a variety of perspectives on quality in higher education, but that
information that comes tir public is very timited.' As 6xample5, he distributed copies of
articles from "US News & World Reporto, "Moneyo, and TThe Chadotte Observer' to
give an indication of how local media treat the ranliing of universities.

The oUS Newsn bases its criteria primarily on reputation with some compiled
through surv_ey polling. Since implementation of rantring eight years ago, howbver,
"US News" has developed other criteria.

North Carolina institutions are included in some of the rankings. US News-
America's best colleges Regional in the South places Appalachian- State at ninttl
ranking, UNC-Charlotte at 13th ranking, UNC-Wllmington in lath ranking. But in
the category of "Best National Universities,' North Carolina has none ranked in the top
25.

On the last page of oMoney'so article, under Top Public Schools ranked by in-
state tuition, UNC-Chapel Hill ranks number one. Di. Watts said that tuition is an
important value in that magazine's ranking.

There are inherent problems with these rankings. They are very general, but
satisff the public thirst 

-for information. Ttre metbers were reminded ttrat ilNC
President Spangler had said he didn't put a lot of credibility into these rankings.

Measurins Institutional Effectiveness
t

Dr. Caroll stated that he believes the exercise of assessment of qualitv is
extremely important to the University. The University has a comprehensive proceis of
evaluating a very wide range of things by multiple indicaton and multiple measures.

Dr. Carroll said many students, some 94-96%, indicated that they were very
suisfied with what they teirn at the University. In measuring quality, tlie University
does @urse examinations through all sorts of devices, has anniral reviews anil
evaluation rgports. Also, academic programs are subject to specialized accreditation by
a number of bodies. This accreditatibnls encouraged by the ilniversity.

_ He said, with regard to teaching, they have never had an institution ranked
relatively low, but they have received low ranltings in areas such as advising.

In August, the Co-Chairs sent letters to all the Chancellors and Vice Chancellors
of Academic Affairs at all institutions. They were asked to review their institution's
annual reports to.determine if what they did was the best way to assess quality. Ms.
Johnson gave a brief summary of their response.
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The letters were unanitnous in their support of the annual assessment reports and
their ability to reflect quality at the institutions. She sensed that the level of satisfaction
varied and depended on how well they fared in the reports. The measures of
assessment which appeared most frequenfly were measures related to the library usage,
multimedia technology used in instnrction, sfirdent and faculty ascess to computers and
technology used by the sciences, and measures related to an institution's financial
trends over time.

One of the letters suggested looking at students across the UNC system according
to race, gender, socioeconomic status, location of origin and looking at transfer
students, graduates by discipline and grade distribution listing the degrees that are
awarded. Another suggested measuring the level of productivity via the percentage of
students graduating with distinction. Availability of resources to support faculty
development; gaduates' surveys to reflect experience of graduates after graduation and
their evaluation of their educational experience also were suggested.

Other suggestions included: add age categories of full-time faculf; for institutions
awarding graduate degrees, grve the number and percent of graduate teaching
assistants; include a component that denotes resources and a resulting productivity as
directly associated with progress towards an institution's mission; add a provision on
the effect of overhead receipts being returned to the state; report how public and
community services tie in with the academic programs and missions of institutions; and
measuring the impact of funding levels on the ability of institutions to address problems
that may impact their missions.

The letters from Elizabeth City State, A&T State, Norttr Carolina Central, the
School of the Arts, Pembroke State and LINC-G all warned against using one m@sure
to measure all of them against each other. Instead, they emphasized the need for
multiple measures that reflect each institution's mission. As William Pnritt, Vice
Chancellor for the School of the Arts expressed, "The primary use of the assessment
measures should be as indicators of the extent to which the institution is fulfilling its
unique mission rather than as a means to construct artificiat scales of comparability
between essentially dissimilar entities."

Finally, most of the letters reflected a great deal of thought. Chancellor Hackley
of Fayetteville State said, oOne aspect that is not clearly assessed nor linked to the
quality of the constituent carnpuses is the effort to 'backward map." This shategy
reflects the chanses we want to achieve in what sraduates know and can do at the end
of the college exlerience and includes the vital cillaboration and coordination with the
public schools and the community, as well as with those employers of our products.
Institutions have to ensure a seamless learning experience through the education
pipeline, kindergarten through college graduation and the professional career; with
inforrration from the latter -being 

used- to change instnrction and assessment from
college down into 12th grade-kindergarten.

In 1993, there were almost 1,500 students (1,023 Black, l0% of total Black
applicants; 455 White, t.5% of total White applicants; and other) who graduated from
Norttr Carolina high schools and applied to one of the campuses of the UNC system;
however, they were not acceptable due to their not meeting the Minimum Admissions
Requirementf CUenl. It ii important to note that each-of these students carefully
completed an application, paid the admissions fees, and in some cases, even visited the
campuses for orientation. It is our supposition that there should have been appropriate
guidance and intervention throughout these students' schooling to ensure that they were
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completing successfully the appropriate coursework to be eligible for acceptanoe. We
are interested in monitoring closely the progress of these students and following up
with them to determine whether or not they are on track to continue their academic
pursuits. FSU, as part of its plans, contacts these students individually to see if we can
provide assistance and motivation so that they can persist in educational endeavon.
Each tlNC institution has a special responsibiliry to be involved directly in the
communities served and to pilot and coordinate the linkage in the educational
opportunities of its region. "

He went on to talk about SAT averages and how these are frequently used to
demonstrate the quality of a campus; howevern the scores really only represent which
students were admitted to the universities and the degree of predicted suc@ss levels for
those students. nWe should develop for higher education a matrix which plaes
students in categories by SAT, High School GPA and class rank. This will allow each
student's performance to be compared against students with similar beginning abilities
within each institution. More importantly,. it will allow an institution and others to
'determine how well each institution does with similarly prepared students over the
years. At the state level, such a matrix will allow institutions to be compared with
respect to their success with similarly prepared students, rattrer than as is done
currently by comparing institutions whose freshmen classes may vary by as much as
400 to 500 points on the SAT. With the matrix, each institution would be judged by
how well it does with students whose beginning abilities fall into the same category.
We would be able to determine also the institutions' expected performance and how
well each does against that expectation. "

Dr. Carroll replied that the purpose of the annual assessment report is not to
compare institutions, because each individual institution draws up its own plan to
measure it, the success of its students, its plans, and its goals. On the @mmon
measures, people look at the reports and make such comparisons, but the Univenity
doesn't make those kinds of comparisons of dissimilar groups.

Dr. Carroll said, for instance, if SAT scores and graduation rates for all 16
institutions were presented, the University would not say that because the graduation
rate is lower at one, then that institution is doing a poorer job. But inevitably, people
are drawn to make those kinds of comparisons even thougtr they are not valid.

When asked if they could put something in their assessments to do what Dr.
Hackley is saying, that is, to compare apples to apples, Dr. Carroll said that he thought
they could. He thought Dr. Hackley was asking that his graduation rate not be
compared to the graduation rate at Chapel Hill. He said the University doesn't do that.

One member retorted that perhaps Chancellor Hackley was saying, 'How well do
our students based on their skills do as an incoming class, compared to another school
with those same students?" That is a better way of telling how schools achieve.
fuiother member said there seemed to be something more basic: that the institutions
shouldn't be compared to one another at all. They are not in competition with each
other.

Dr. Carroll replied that he felt Chancellor Hackley was saying that the outputs
depend in part on the inputs. One would not, for example, come to the conclusion that
UNC-A has a disappointingly low graduation rate compared to another institution that
has a traditional student body all of which is resident on the campus, when you have a
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nontraditional student body with most commuting. One must recognize that there are
other variables.

Another member suggested that it is more important that the assessment lend itself
to comparing a campus with itself year after year to see if that campus making
progress. In that way, one will be always comparing "apples to apples.' Dr. Carroll
answered that the University does this, looks at its record over time to compare.

The General Assembly doesn't use much data. Everybody is trying to rank
according to SAT s@res and high class rankings. If we continue in that direction,
many underprivileged students may not get to go to college. If more of this data were
filtered in with other data, perhaps we could create another way to measure whether an
institution is successful. Ms. Johnson suggested that it might be helpful for members to
read point number one in Chancellor Woodward's letter.

Mr. tenth presented an overview of the Education Commission of the States
(ECS). Norttr Carolina was a founding member of the Commission in the 1960s, and
all states except Montana are now members. ECS's agenda tends to be dominated by
K-12 issues and brings some of that systemic framework in working with higher
education, but it is attempting to link K-12 education to make sure efforts are consistent
with a frarnework within higher education. Part has to do with an increased emphasis
on lifetime learning and people entering in and out of education throughout their
lifetime.

He said the Commission regularly looks at the goveman@ stnrctures across the
United States. There is a fundamental issue of wf,at we communicate in higher
education with respect to what we are providing. How do we evaluate the quality inoour' terms rather than in the terms of the consumers? Mr. knth said that when
looking across the nation, it is very clear that we must rethink and maintain
commitment to access, at least in high-growth states.

Secondly, we are dealing with a situation of dramatically changrng public
expectations with regard to student performanes and performances of colleges and
universities. Some of this is because of chanees in the business environment and
notions of quality which need to be brought into f,igher education in a meaningful way.
We must think about quality and reorganize our organizations so that they reflect that
attention to quality.

Third, we are dealing with a situation of rapidly accelerating costs. It is not
equivalent to the situation in medical coverage, but there are some similarities that we
need to be aware of. Higher education costs across the country have been acoelerating
at very high rates, nearly as high as some medical costs increases. Student costs, which
may not be such an issue in North Carolina, are issues in other states. We must decide
what size investment we, as a society, want to make in higher education and decide at
what point that becomes less affordable. When do we begrn to cut back on our other
expectations and goals?
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Finally, we are dealing with a situation of changing relationships; the notion of re-
inventing government is ieal. So we need to rethink some of our relationships,
particularly between state government and higher education, to ensure that the policies
in those rblationships allo* things to happen that we want to happen. As we tttink
about our objectives, students' gbals, assessments, ild other things, we need to look
back at our existing stnrctures in state policy to make sure that they reflect that sort of
change and that sort of behavior. In many instances, that is not the case. State
policies tend to support what is in place now rather than the changes that we want to
support and to have occur.

Mr. Irnth outlined the principles of quality that ECS wants to examine over the
next year. They are not setting out to define quality, nor are they taking on a negative
connotation with respect to existing quality in higher education. But these are the
principles ECS is interested in punuing:

1. To attempt to generate much more public attention, involvement and
discussion of issues of qualitv in hieher education. Admittedly. there are
some risks, but this forniat is a good-example of what needs to-occur, both
at the state level and the institutional level. Lying behind this is that we
can't expect colleges and universities to be accountable to our expectations
unless we, as a society, are very clear as to what those expectations are.
There are a lot of higtr expectations, but not enough clarity of what is really
expected of colleges and universities. We tend to impose sometimes
conflicting goals and objectives and are very ambitious as a society as to
what we E*rt"t colleges 

-and 
universities to d6. The principle_behincl that is

that we must base quality on the needs an{ expectations of our primary
shareholders. He said again that he felt this format was a proper one to do
this.

2. To work with state leadership and institutional leadership on the
presumption that we can't have quality organizations, whether in higher
education or some other sector, without the commitment of leadership. If
we have learned anything from the private sector, it is that there must be
commitment from 

-the -top and it must be pervasive throughout the
organization.

3. Quality in higher education must focus more directly on the "constrmers' of
higher education; that is the students. Iooking at existing quality measures,
whether those are in accreditation, or in state-level report cards, or other
formats, is where we are lacking in a lot of ways. We have not yet
developed good systems that mally help to identify and look at the
satisfaction bf orn primary customers, mainly the students. But it does not
end there, for we have to think about the employers and state government as
consumers of higher education. There is a whole set of consume$ that we
have to address.- Quality, in discussions and definitions of higher education,
must ultimately reflect those values of the @nsumers.

4. Quality must be resource-based. We are not talking about-quality at any
cost or price. We are talking about value for money issues or state
investments in hisher education and how our definitions and measurements
of quality reflect-that sort of calculus. Are we getting a dollar's worth of
education for the dollars that the students and the states have put in? That,
too, is a rather new agenda: one that needs to be explored, but one that is
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increasingly important, both for individuat ooDsumers and for state
consumers.

5. Quality must, at some level, be measurable. When we talk about quality in
higher education, we are developing a ne!\, model and a new way of
thinking. We don't have in mind the quality of a good book or the qdality
of a_good poem, which in the past tend6d to'be useii witnin higher eau'catioir
as if the qualiry of a good education for the student is a work of art. But we
are talking in different terms. We are talking about quality that penades an
organization much more in line with the guality conversations that are
ocorring in industry now. That is something that we need to explore
together.

Mr. Jones and Mr, Ewell, from the National Center for Higher Education
Mqqagemegt Systems (NCHEMS), were next on the agenda. Mr. Jones explained that
NCHEMS is a private, non-profit corporation that does consulting, but not for profit.
NCHEMS was founded in 1959 as a part of the Western Inters-tate Commission for
Higher Education, which is the Weslern equivalent of SREB. NCHEMS became
independent of that organization n 1977 because they were doing all of their work
nationally.

NCHEMS deals with issues of planning, management, and policy making in higher
education, at both the state and institutional levels. They deal only with higher
education and only with policy-level kinds of issues; that means questioris of plannlng,
budgeting, and 'resoufce illocation, performairce budgeting, assessm'ent afai
accountability, and issues of governance. That array of activlties involves research and
dwelopment, publication, training, and consulting. On one hand, NCHEMS is a
tttink-tank; on the other hand, it spends a great deal-of time working either with a state
agency or an institution on these kinds of issues.

Mr. Jones said North Carolina is not the only state that is dealing with these kinds
of issues. He said that, in most states, they are seeing depressed oi timiteO financial
resources (unlike Virginia and Georgia which actually took money away from
edqcation). In many ways, Norttr Carolina is unique from what has happened
nationally in higher education. If one looks at the forces of higher education, then the
forces are probably an increasing recognition that education is-more important than it
has ever been. More people want in; more external groups like employers think it's
important. They recognize that edlcation is the key to-economic competition and their
own ability to keep a quality workforce in a mobile workplace.

Technology is changing: things are moving faster. What we are up against in
higher education is that we are dealing with more demand. r imitations on resoures
exist and always will, but in most states they are tighter. This means that institutions
have more to do with less to do it with, and the environment in which they have to do
it is more complex than ever.

Federal govemment, state govemments, and others involved in oversight of the
institutions malre life more complex. In most states there is an increasing public
age-nda for higher education. It is not an agenda in which institutions are fr& to set
their own priorities and punue their own ends. From the State, the industrial sector
and from students, demands are on the institutions as consume$ of the products of
education. That means that the state, for example, is looking at institutions, not just in
an efficiency sense, but in the sense ttrat the state is making an investment. Stafes are
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asking, "What is the return on that investment?" The terms have to be expressed in the
investors' terms and not in the institution's terms.

Tttis is part of the place where communication starts to break down. At the
individual student level, particularly in the public view of higher education, the
credential of higher educition is iircreasingly important. Thai credential used to
guarantee you a job. Now it's clear that if you don't have it, you can't even stand in
fine {or e jo!. So from a student's perspective, the "credential,o not necessarily
learning, having a piece of paper, is critically important in today's market. It won't
guarantee you a job, but its absence guarantees that you won't have a good oin" in the
current marketplace. Polling data have shown that the public wants to make sure that
their children let that crederi'tiat and that they can get it a price that they can afford.
Beyond that, they don't know much about higher education, except that iri most states,
they don't want to pay any more for it.

In most states there are limited revenues and higher expectations. When
everything else is funded, higher education gets what is left. When tough times oome,
higher education experiences cuts. Distress between the dilemma of access and
effigrency seems -to be at the heart of the problem, as well as the issue of productivity,
to do more with less, to increase workloads.

One member commented that in Norttr Carolina the problem is not how to do
more with les_s, that the University System is not experiencing funding cuts. We have
spent a lot of energy trying to allocate resources among the -15 institutions that malre
up The University of Norttr Carolina. How can it be explained to the citizens of this
state? Mr. Ewell said this was a problem across the nation, the dilemma of setting up
some tight controls in expendituras for colleges and univeisities for the purposei of
accountability.

North Carolina is experiencing a growth boom; in the next 15 yean we are going
to need to educate a higher percentage of the population in order to keep up-with
groving technology. (See Appendix F-- North Carolina Public High School-Graduates
1983-2009.) Mr. knth said this is an item on the agenda in almost all states. Raising
the educatibn levels for the entire population is-not necessarily focused iust oi
producing more college graduates. Thaf, of course, is part of it, 

-but 
the feeiing for

educational needs has changed. There is a lot of attention now on preparation for the
workplace. Mr. Jones added that, as a state, Norttr Carolina may have to look more
broadly qt th9 entirety of both seclors, and at the question of community colleges
versus university. Where and what are the connections between those two systems?

The speakers were asked who should take the responsibility for putting those two
relationships together. Does the University try to communicate with the community
colleges or do the community colleges try to communicate with the University? Or
does the General Assembly have to set into it and leeislate? Mr. Jones said that
legislation is one way. Oire of the fEatures of North darolina as a state is that the
struchrres for having that conversation are largely in the General Assembly. In
Virginia, for example, money has been put betrverln the two. That state will- pay a
capitation gfant to a four-year institution that graduates a two-year transfer studen-t. In
this way there is created an incentive for the two sides to work together.

Mr. Jones said that many of the issues that have been discussed here are explicit
elsewhere. One of them is talt<ing about accountability more broadly in terms tha,:t say

-26-



how is the system working, not how is the institution working. Another common issue
is decentralization and deregulation.

Also, education and government are learning from the private sector. There is
more recognition that no one can nm an institution or department as well as those
closest to it. The question is how to get autonomy and deregulation and still have
accountability for the right things. In most places this is a relaxation of expenditure
control and attention to incentives. Reward perforrrance, rather than attempting to
control werything.

One member noted that we do not have a cornmon undershnding of what our
expectation is as to the University and wondered if there is a process though which we
can arrive at that understanding. What do we need to do determine how the Univenity
reliates to onown in this world and this state? Has it changed as the world has changed?
Perhaps there is a need to examine the effectiveness of our system to see if it relafies to
the state's problems in the ways that we need it to.

Mr. Jones said many states are experiencing these problems. Most of what goes
on in higher education is around an internal and institutional penpective on higher
education and its quality and how good the institution is. So when you take a closer
look, the institutional perspective tends to be around issues of resources, books,
incoming students, and faculty.

Perspectives at state levels are changing. More states are asking what kinds of
problems are the universities helping us address. It is not simply, what are they doing
in terms of research, but are they doing research on things that are important to us.
What are the sets of problems that the state has that the institutions can help with?
How do you create enough incentives for the University to want to help?

fuiother issue to examine is access with more students to educate. To begin this_
pro@ss, start at "where are we now?" How do you look at it from the
the state doing the analysis, not the institution?
or country venius country.

you look at it from the penpeinive of
Irok at this state versus another state,

Mr. Ewell added another thing that is important in comparing institutions is to
stay focused on the kind of a higher education system you want and what you want its
characteristics to be. There are a lot of legitimate differences among institutions that
are serving many different kinds of needs. But then there may be some things where
everybody is in the same business. Where this occurs, comparisons are appropriate.
Mr. Jones replied that you could create a system composed of 16 wonderfrrl institutions
and still have a system that serves the state badly.

One member commented that data is always expressed in terms of the dollars that
are being created for the University. Until someone explains how the research is
helping the state, it is meaningless. Mr. Jones said that there are various ways to go
about that. By far the more useful exercise is just to stand back and say, "let us paint a
picture of the state and its higher education.t If you can change anything about this
picture, what would it be? Maybe it would be what kind of students, or what area in
the state the institution would serve. Out of that kind of mosaic, can we have a
conversation of how we can change this picture so that we will be better satisfied?
How do we assess this?
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Mr. Jones said research is difEcult to evaluate in many ways. It is also
complicated by many factors, particulady with research universities. These institutions
not only have the state and students as a set of clients, but they also have the national
institutions and the federal government as a set of clients because that is where millions
in grant money comes from. The question of the state government is not to nrin that,
because that cleates the basis on which you could do a lot of things. The state should
conentrate on how to "tap that." Now that you have all those smarts here, how do
you use it? The question is not to destroy the capacity, but how to use that capacity to
do things that would benefit the state.

Mr. Jones said if you can get your priorities straight, then you can create a
dialogue and have a meaningful conversation with the University. Commission
members pointed out that when they got into K-12, they considered the Schools of
Education in the University system as part of the problem. It is difficult to bring about
change when a bureaucracy has taken on a life of its own. We must articulate what our
expectations are because the University will respond.

Mr. Jones said that one of the things they also have learned about the change
pro@ss is that creating more mandates is seldom the solution. You have to create an
environment in which change is supported, but you can't drive it. As soon as you get
in that pit, you have just created a mindset at the institutions that says let us respond in
a very bureaucratic way to a mandate, let's @ver our bandaids and not be as innovative
as we can be.

Next, Mr. Jones discussed the relationship between planning and resour@
allocation, which is a device for making sure those plans are carried out. With regard
to North Carolina's plan, how do you ask the question, how do you put money behind
achieving particular ends and hovv do you do accountability against those priorities?
Until you can come to a determination about what the state's priorities are, then you
cannot ask institutions how well they are doing against anything but their ourr
priorities. It is haxd to hold them accountable for something you can't deterrrine.

One member said the Board of Governon is responsible for institutional planning,
but not for setting the priorities of the state. Mr. Jones said that if one follows that
around, from the state perspective in particular, what is required is an agreement on
priorities. The second is some consistency, if accountability information is requested, it
is around established priorities.

The budget is still the biggest driver as to what institutions see as important.
Poliry differentiation does not fit every institution. It is much better to create an
environment with the institution that it is in its best interest to do the right thing, rather
than by mandate or regulation. Universities are so full of really smart people that they
can always get around those.

Mr. Jones said there are at least three different kinds of stnrctures that other states
have put into place. One is a coordinating board, a group that monitors things. A
second is like in Colorado. Every year the Governor and the leadership of both the
House and the Senate get together to identiff the priorities of higher education. That
forces a conversation. It also runs the risk of changing things every year. A third
model is a regular cycle of review to take a systematized look at things. The cycle of
review should be more often than every fifteen yea$.
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But first, the State must decide what balance sheet it is looking at and what it
wants to accomplish? Should we look at professional programs or graduate programs?
Should we look at the private sector to provide certain kinds of education?

Mr. Jones said there are five issues of conern contmon in most states. These
include: (1) Undergraduate education; (2) the appropriate role of the university system
in K-12 Reform; (3) haining to meet specific worKorce needs; (4) the State's capacity
to use applied research to solve State problems or meet specific State needs; and (5)
ways to get an older workfore, 40-50 year-old adults, to be functionally literate.

Most states don't have the dual svstem that North Carolina has. But the roles are
changing, although we still think fi tenns of the Community Colleges and the
University as being totally sepaxate. Now community colleges are getting more
students who transfer to the University and the University seems to be attracting more
business.

Mr. Jones said California has had the same type of experience. In order to avoid
conflict betrreen the systems, the two entities (Community colleges & University)
created a no-man's land, with one side saying, "It's not my job" and the other side
saying, olt's not my job. " So certain things never get done because it becomes
nobody's job. How do you fill in the gaps?

One member replied that a problem with our system is that it has to articulate
statewide because our institutions aren't the same in each region of the state. Mr.
Jones said that goes back to the premise that the system may not be the solution in all
parts of the state. If it were just a local problem, it probably would be easier to deal
with. But it is a systemic problem because of the way the state has structured the
system.

Mr. knth assured the Commission that these same problems occur in other states
with different governan@ stnrctures. He wondered if the issue was the governance
itseH or some other issue. While there are examples of masterplanning and strategic
planning, there are very few examples that are more like an investor's meeting, where
you bring, whether on a regional or state basis, stakeholders into that discussion rather
than just those who are in the operations now. But no matter what the framework for
lhe governance structure, you will have to do some of that before you get to these
$sues.

Mr. Irnth said there are several other states which have legislative study
committees from time to time, but they aren't very powerfirl vehicles and maybe that's
what missing. Even in Florida, where they have permanently staffed vehicles working
for the legislature, they tend to be of a different nature. They do reports and so on,
but they don't tend to interact with the stakeholders on a regular basis, only
periodically.

Mr. knth said it would certainly have to go beyond the higher education
govemance stnrcture to include meaningful legislative, governmental and local service
Eomponents. But again, he said, sht& werE approacf,ing this problem in different
ways. In some states, for example, there are blue-ribbon study commissions that are
very heavily represented by business interests. It should be left up to the state to
decide who has a role in making their expectations for higher education known.
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Mr. Jones said he had worked with many states that were going through this
pro@ss, and one of the things they observed irost often was that-theie is a -natural

orientation to say, o[€t's have a hr:aring.' Those almost inevitably turn into useless
conversations.

But if you do picture the state, how do you think this picture should look, what
would you change to make the picture better, from your perspective, to fix it. A couple
of things happen. They are very likely to oome up with the same list of ideas. This
starts the p_rocess of building, not political consensus and not only within the political
structure of the state, but in the largest set of constituents. trii. Ewell added that
typically in these groups would be players that are key public service representatives,
both government, occasionally students, particularly adult students, and general
taxpayers.

Mr. Irnth added that, on the other hand, there is a risk of dividing up too much
from the ongoing governing structure. A couple of states have set up veiy ihdependent
bodies, but then they come back to use the higher education leadership or the
legislative leadership. He said he would argue for a'balanced dialogue.'

Mr. Jones said that one of the dilemmas they have found is that it often takes a
third-party qgency, separately funded perhaps, to-get that going. He said Catifornia
ha.s something like that. Mr. knth said just this year the Governor of California
appointed a special commission to do this.

Right now there is no incentive in the System to get people out of the classroom
and int6- public service. There is no rewar? there ii th'e world of academia, only
rewards for other kinds of things like publishing and research.

He said there are many disincentives to that sort of engagement and that the
reward structure is built to rdward different things. On the othir f,and, there are many
faculty members who really want to do those-kinds of things and there is a lot of
interest on campuses to do them. Some campuses are even-changing. To do that,
often there needs to be some connection outside, not necessarily just financial
incerttives, but some connection outside the campus environment where- the odds are
against them, whether they are individual faculty members trying to teach critical
thinking skills or to get their students out into the community 

-doing 
community

senrices. He said he would look at the leverage of change outside the college
community.

Mr. Ewell added that there have been some sucoesses when money was set aside
for achievements in specific priorities. There is a highly competidve culture in
academia. Mr. Jones said this is a construct that has happened in the last 50 years
because the Federal Government had enough money for research, which provided large
amounts of discretionary resour@s for a university's faculty. When that happened then
the reward, promotion,'etc. followed that sort of iead.

One of the interesting phenomenon of the cold war's declining ttreat is a change
in the national priority. But the state priorities change also, and the question now-is
what is the new agenda. If higher education is not doing what we want them to do it is
because we have set up the wrong set of priorities. This is hard to accomplish if you
don't know what your priorities are.
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When the state has a budget for higher education, one often thinks about it in
three parts. The big part goes to the Univbrsity as base funding for them to aooomplish
its mission, it's the continuation part of their b-udget. It sustains the asset structure. It
keeps them doing what they d9. But if you are going to have priorities and are going
t9 try to move some things, if you don't reserve some funds on the side, for example,
then, y9u have lost the major tool that you have to affect that change. There has to be
a relationship betrreen your resource aliocation process and your pribrities.

One member commented that, even before the General Assembly gave the
University flexible budgeting, they were receiving all of the faculty salary money as a
llgck grant and they did with it what they pleased. They didn't even give a cbst-of-
living increase. He said he had never seen the General Assembly be 

-able to affect
policy with anything but money or the courts.

Mr. Newlin said that in this last session, legislation was passed to lower the
student-facul8 ratio to no more than 15 to 1. - The leeisladon oassed and the
allocations wbre spread to where the ratios were. ge tattied with 6hancellors who
received funding for this to see what they had done with that money. Each had put
ev_ery bit of this- funding into freshmen teiching. They were conoenied about the size
of fieshmen classes, coicerned about freshmeri getting the courses they need right off
hand, and they were concerned that the faculty-were-not interacting 6nough unvtfr tfre
students. Iooking back on this, perhaps the- kgislanre could r*':ve usef, the same
thinking by allocating the money to those schools that agreed to use it only for
freshmen instnrction. This is the type of thing that the General Assembly can do.

Mr. Jones said that perhaps 9O-95Vo of the budget should be block-granted to the
institutions for their miSsions. Another pot codd be set aside that- ttre General
Assembly can invest in achieving the state's priorities.

A member observed ttrat in all of this we haven't talked about the Board. What
we have been doing is giving them money to enhance the existing programs out there
and the additional money to our Board for them, not the state, to-decide how to do it.
Up to this point we have allowed the Board to detemrine priorities. Mr. Jones
responded that ttre notion of centralization or decentralization or autonomy are not
mutually exclusive conversations. There are ways to have the University mirintain iS
autonomy with the block grant money and accomplish its mission. But he felt that
"investors" should enter the market on behalf of the state.

Mr. Jones said that the next question to ask is, "What is to be done and how are
we going to do it?" Often in the absenoe of talking about the what, they tell you thenhout.n Instead of saying, nwe really do want betier retention and gradiration rates,'
they will say, "we want more advising." And then you ask, odid you?"

Several members said that the key thing that is missing here is that we need to sit
down and tell the University what we want'up front. Ttreil take new money, tie it up
and say this is what the state and the taxpayers need from you instead of waiting for the
Board to send its priorities over. The state is missing the oppornrnity to get help from
the University siniply because it is not identifying aiy of thb ways in wf,ich th'e state
needs help. Mr. Jones suggested that another way to do this is to say, "We are going
to pick those measures like perentage of tenured faculty that teach."

In ggneral terms, how do you decide what to let the General Assembly decide and
what to leave up to the system. Mr. Jones spoke of policy review, to look at why
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things are working and what is the cumulative effect of all the acts of the legistature
and the_governor over the last ten years. One of the things that they found was that
many of the liaws on the books deal with a single institution, a single problem that is
applied to every institution and every problem. So when someone was seen using a
state car in an inappropriate way, not only did that institution get singled out, but they
combined the motorpool for the whole state University system under the Department of
Administrative ServiiBs as the response to that one inilividuat being off base in that one
instance.

Mr. Lenth said it is important to make some observations about lvtrat has
happened over time. Some of the different types of policies that used to be in place
are no longer as effective as they once were, which is contributing to a lot of
frustration. Tuition and fee policies are one example. There used to be somewhat
more concrete guidelines in plae in many states with regard to tuition and fees. In
other states, they simply set them aside with the notion that tuition shouldn't be more
than one-third the total cost; when they could not hold the line on that, everyone sort
of gave up. In other states, institutioris are now making tuition decisions virtually on
their own with only frustration coming from the Legislatrne.

Mr. Ewell said there were a lot of things going on in other states that the
Commission may want to know. Around the mid-80s, programs were put into effect
to make assessments and provide accountabilitv. Manv states have been runnins into
difficulty in short funding-time and the difficuliy of havihg those kinds of measur6 add
up. Some are not good, but one can learn from mistalies. The kinds of things that
some states are looking at much more fully are budget prac{ices, freshmen accessibility
to kinds of classes that are needed, access to senior faculty, senior TAs, and things of
that nature. Many states are tying these kinds of things to lirnding.

Literacy education at community colleges is one example. This is such a large
problem to deal with, but there is not enough money to do it. The problem has to be
expensive enough to malre ttre institutions go after the money.

Mr. Jones said that in some states this problem is not necessarily assigned to the
Community colleges. One answer may bti to let the employers fay, $bcause the
motivation for somebody to gain literacy skills is much gfeater if it is tied to their
workplace than if it is disonnected from their workplace. So the question is how to
get employers enggged in this conversation. Or how do you get the community-
employer partnership engaged in this kind of conversation?

Mr. Ewell said sometimes the bait corresponds with the priorities of local
leadership at {te campus. One of the things that they discovered both in assessment
and marginal funding programs is that it sometimes dobsn't take money to get changes
to happen if what you do is to empower someone at the institution who wants the
change to happen. Sometimes managing the policy is pufting an inoentive so a
president or academic vice president, for example, can say it's not me ttrat's mahing
you do that, it's those guys in Raleigh making you do it. So you have to know what
their priorities are and see how they correspond with yours.

Mr. Jones said that, from a student penpective, there is the question of wtrether
there is a likelihood of someone who looks like them beins sucoessful at that
institution? That is the @nsumer question. Dr. Watts said it ii atso a management
question. One needs to understand this experience at the public school level in terms
of disaggregating populations at building comparisons in terms of similar populations at
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other schools. It is very useful knowledge in a management sense in terms of what you
need to focus on. If your similars are not doing as well as in another setting, then you
probably have some focus issues to deal with. This illustrates the importance of having
data.

Mr. Ewell said that one way of doing this is to examine graduation rates or
achievement rates for a specified bbdy of students that meet certainlharacteristics like,
for instance, a student's kind of preparation level, or perhaps his attendance reoord. It
is important to take this down to the student clientele. Dr. Watts said the point is
understanding students as customers, and determining how well they are being served
and understanding similar students at other institutions.

Mr. Ewell examined the elements of a "customer serviceo approach to
accountability. He said there are two things that have to go on when assessing
accountability. One is highly decentralized, the method that most states had in the
early 80s. That is, having institutions assess themselves against their own goals, set
their own targets for continuous improvement, tr5r to be as creative and wide-rangrng as
possible. The most common practice is periodic peer review of one kind or another,
where people will come in as experts and look at what's happening. But it's a highly
decentralized focus that's aimed at causing improvements.

The second and quite different one is in those areas in which the state feels that all
institutions are in a common business. That is principally undergraduate education.
You may want to have some things that are centralized and assessed against common
goals.

But one is not a substitute for the other. You can't say, for exarrple, that if you
do a good job at your internal improvement mechanisms, then you have done this job
meeting common ends or discharging the accountability obligation. Those kinds of
efforts don't add up to a coherent accountability pictue and don't serve the common
ends particularly well.

Mr. Newlin added that in North Carolina, we took both these kinds of assessments
and pushed them into one report. Perhaps we should try to pull that data apart. On
one hand, we have the institutional piece which is individualized, but also the cornmon
goals that are across campuses to mahe whatever changes that are necessary.

Mr. Newlin said that data can be broken down to compaf,e how similar students
are doing at different schools. Mr. Ewell said that one way to improve this is to
compare like-populations across institutions. fuiother is to put in place next to these
performance indicators some descriptive indicaton that say what kind of institution this
is and describe it in terms of things like "part-time attendanoe, characteristics of its
student body, entrance scores, etc," so that a person's judgment can contextualize that
and more fully understand what he is looking at. The danger in the Quantitative
Indicators Approach is that if you don't contextualize it, then you are going to
homogenize institutions. There may be some areas where you want similarity.

Mr. Jones said that a couple of things came up eadier that covered this. One is
what is a fair comparison. We have covered some of that by differentiating. But what
is the use of ttre data? Is the purpose to aid student choice, is it a consumer kind of
thing? For example, Wisconsin has just engaged in a process where they are trying to
put in a publication which describes the system, a number of these kinds of indicators
that are relevant to a particular student's choosing a particular institution.
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The final point is that whatever is done with these kind of data, there is a need for
several of them to enforoe one another, different kinds of data that look in different
directions. Because onoe you start a performance data, the temptation is very strong on
the part of any unit to make that a must.

There probably needs to be some measurement tool so that an institution could
determine if it is iup to speed.' How do you kno*' how much your students can learn.
He wondered if schools were giving these itudents more knowl6dge. If SAT scores go
up, does the difficulty of the dlucition change?

Mr. Jones said they also find just the opposite. When some schools invested in
merit scholars and their SAT scores'went up, irideed the retention rates went down, not
up. What was happening was that they had all the better students and the mark of a
good institution was to show how hard they could grade. The second part of it was
that the faculty tumed into a set of folks who were not respecting better students, but
were in fact punishing them for being better student. So it rirorks Soth ways.

- -Tttg pane_l members were asked if they had any thoughts about how big a school
should be. Chapel Hill and State have about 25;000 sfudents, and there has been
debate that they're too big. The numbers keep growing. If the state has this big
population coming as it now appears we will either have to get the community colleges
to educate more and let the University do more of the thfud and fourttr year or we are
going to have to expand or build monJ universities.

Mr. Ewell asked, oWhat is the real question?" He said overall student-size is the
wrong qrrestion. The right question is what does the student experience look like in
terms of classes, in terms of the kinds of experiences that the student has access to.
That can occur at an institution of 60,000 if the resources are managed properly, or it
can occur at an institution with 2,500 students. Class size, access to faculty, and
advisor ac@ss are facton.

Mr. Irnth said there is another aspect of this. In the future, we seem to be
moving into the direction of size being less important, and location being less
important. As students move around from institution to institution, you need that kind
of flexibility. Some students may experience part of their education in a small
institution and part in a large, iod the job then is to connect those in a more
meaningful way. We can worli around size. 

-

Someone asked how many more students could be admitted to the University
without boil$tg more buildingi. Dr. Carroll said that the University was probably a:t
capacity as far as dormitory space is concerned, but the saturation level is difficult to
determine and will vary from campus to carnpus.

Another member asked if all of those future students will be able to comprehend
or to benefit from a college education. That is one aspect to bear in minal as we
expand. W9 are trying to build and expand the University System. Another thing to
understand is that there are independent colleges in Norttr Carolina that will abJorb
some of this growtlt, and appropriately so. -One of the things that makes Norttr
Carolina is the choices that it offers. If we are making potcy on expansion to absorb
anticipated growth, it is not up to the state to provide fdr aU Uiat growttr.

Assuming that we are going to have this growttr, another member said if the state
doesn't address this situation, community coll-eges have an open-door policy, and as
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they turn those students out, the Univenity system is going to have to take them.
There will be a system where the first two years are at the community colleges and the
last two are at the University because all the capacity will be used up more and more
taking hansfers. If we don't say up front ttrat we are going to open these doors, it is
going to happen anyhow through the back door and these institutions will dramatically
change. In some institutions, transfer students may be a solution to build enrollment.

Mr. Jones said he was dealing with this same set of issues with another state at this''rne. The questions really are, what do you want the firture system of the state to look
like? Do you want anoiller research uiiversity? When yori ttrint of it in terms of
another large univenity in five or six year, what kind of place should ttlat be?

Secondly, how would you distribute that? How many would you like to see in
community colleges versus the University? Mr. Jones said the ttrird question is, are
there some kinds of students out there that aren't in the system that should be and does
the state need to provide some sort of education for them?

Mr. Newlin said the community college hansfer program has accelerated fairly
rapidly, approximately 45%. The University system has had enrollment gfowttt during
a period of four years of declining high school graduates. Now we are going to start to
have high school graduates increase again and in just looking at the same ratios, have
an equivalent of an East Carolina over the next eight yea$. Mr. Newlin said this
growttr is going to talre the capacity of the LINC system, community college system,
private colleges, and will even ta}*e new relationships. (See Appendix G - Distribution
of All Undergraduates in North Carolina by kvel and Sector in Fall 1993.) The Board
of Govemors'wilt have to look at how they are going to provide instnrction off the
main campuses. One member noted that individwal campuses are looking at this from
the institution perspective and not in terms of what the state needs wilt be.

Mr. Jones said that five years ago, Callfornia was playing from great strength, but
now has lost it, partly because of ttre e@nomy, but mainly because they don't have a
mechanism for dealing with state policy. Now they cannot act. He said it doesn't talce
long to lose a very good thing.

He said it hasn't changed, that it is still three sectors, a University system that the
top 12 l/2 perent of the students are eligible to attend, a State College system that
takes the top third and a community college system that takes everyone else. It was
observed that California's and Norttr Carolina's systems were similarly stnrctured.

Mr. Jones added that one of the problems that arose when things got tough in
Califomia, was that there was no place to deal with state policy. So each of the
systems responded against their own set of priorities. What has happened is that
200,000 students have disappeared from the California higher education system. They
just made it impossible to emoll. Mr. Lenth said that funding was cut and the
institutions dealt with this by not taking as many students.

One member concluded that, in the absence of specific attention to this, something
will happen to our higher education system, and "it probably won't be something we
want.o
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Fourth Meetinq - october 25,1994

Mr. Newlin presented information prepared by the National Comrrission on
Higher Education Management Systems. Co'rrparative statistics give a perspective on
where North Carolina is-strong, where North Carolina is weak, how resedrch is funded,
and some of the perceived cohflicts that occur. Mr. Newlin observed that he did noi
know if there was a conclusion to be drawn from these statistics, other than the fact that
research.is an important part of the Univenity system. The purpose of this meeting is
to examine how research ties in with the miision of teaching. 

-However, in terms'of
research, we certainly don't lead the pack.

Mr. Newlin gqv€ research expenditures per capita at the doctorate-granting
institutions: UNC-Chapel Hill, Ne State Univenity, and Duke UniversiryI (SeE
Appendice_s tI 4 I - Comparative Information Relarding Research E:rpenditrnes.)
Overall, Norttr Carolina is near the top, but below Ge6rgia, -Maryland, Texai, Virginia;
Yitltig* and Wisconsin. Marylandrs very high overill-futdiog pbr capiia rehect6
significant fi.rnding oJ pajor Feileral instaliatioi's at Johns Hopkins Univrirsity. The
Engineering Research Expenditures Per Capita, Norttr Caroliha is below the U.S.
avenge -- the only states we rank above are Florida, Illinois and New York. Again.
Maryland is the highest because of Johns Hopkins and the close proximit! to
Washington.

Wittr Physical Sciences Research Expenditnres Per Capita, Norttr Carolina
aompares Poorly, _less than 5O% of the U.S.- average. Norttr Carolina ranks poorly in
the Environmental Sciences Research ExpenditurefPer C-apita. Among ttre'statei on
the chart,_Norttr Carolina is about avenige in the Matheiatics & Co'iputer Sciene
Research Expenditures Per Capita. However, we are somewhat above the national
xveragg: North Carolina compares very well in the Life Sciences Research
Expenditures Per Capita. Duke University his a significant impact in this field.

- With Psychology Research Expenditures Per Capita, Norttr Carolina is a little
behind. North Carolina is about average with Social Sciences Research Expenditure
Per Capita. The ninth chart Mr. Newfin discussed was Shares of Federal 

-Research

t*ditg Received Relative to Population. Compared to our population, North Carolina
is getting a little more than its share. Overall, we are slightly lower.

North Carolina gets less money from foundations than most of the other states -
less than one percent. Overall in thb U.S., the averageis 7%. In terms of dollars, this
is significant.- Norttr Carolina gets more money fr6m State and local Government,
21.3%. This is the highest percentage of the states with which we have been
omparing. With the institutional funds, we are getting less money.

All of the above data was for fiscal year 1992. Prior to t99l-1992, these
campuses could not move money into research from a flexibility standpoint.

What it is and How it Benefits States
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In response to questions, Mr. Newlin said the only thing he could think of that
would have an impact on these charts was the funding of engineeringdoctoral degrees
at UNC-Charlotte & NC A&T State. Over a period of time, this could have an impact.

Mr. Newlin concluded that the main message received from the above information
is that institutions have different missions. He iejected the idea that it is necessarily a
research OR teaching situation.

Dr. Watts was next on the agenda. The appropriate way to discuss these findings
is research and teaching. We have a tremendous capacity with our universities here in
North Caroffi'. Depen-ding upon the institution, it ii a qirestion of mission and focus.

Dr. Watts talked of basic research that was done in terms of the hours worked per
wpk by full-time faculty.at public institutions. At those institutions where their
primary missions are public research, their faculty tends to work more hours than
others. In comparing average weekly classroom hours, in a research institution, they
are working less classroom hours than others (research institutions being NCSU, LJNC
& DLJKE). Doctoral granting institution is UNC Greensboro. Comprehensive
institutions are most of the other universities with the exoeption of Asheville & NC
School of the Arts. The professors working at research institutions spent comparatively
more time with research than teaching.

The last chart Dr. Watts showed was supplied by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, which polls university higher education professors and
teachers. (See Appendix H-1.) This chart shows that teaching effectiveness should be
the primary criterion for promotion of faculty. The tendency is directed towards
resedrch in- terrrs of priorities. The last part of tfre ctrart state,J, "It is difiEcult for a
person to receive tenure if he/she does not publish" with percent shongly agreeing or
agreeing with reservations. The increase since 1969 in the comprehensive campuses
was 33%. When asked why faculty has changed its mind since 1969, it was noted that,
in the 1950's, research grants were novelties : this kind of funding just was not there.
For a variety of reasons, there are pressures for institutions to become more research
oriented. It is important to understand why this is happening.

Research at The U

om

of Norttr Carolina

and Research, Kenan Professor
I,'NC

Before Dr. Memory began his remarks, (referring to the statistics by Mr. Newlin
and Dr. Watts), he stated that there are always different ways of presenting statistics.
Dr. Memory presents statistics without per capita information and does not include
Duke with Chapel Hill and NCSU but does include the other 14 campuses. Having
said this, he cited a single statistic about research funding. The National Science
Foundati6n ranl$ the univinity systems across the country ii terms of federal research
and development dollars. On this basis, the UNC system has been ranlrcd fourth in
terms of federal obligations in terms of research and development, behind California,
Texas and Wisconsin.

A university is a place where tearning occurs. There are three principle missions
of the university: teaching, research & public service. Dr. Memory spoke of how
research influences each of these three missions.
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Teaching is the primary purpose of our univenities. Research ptays an important
role in teaching. This is most obvious in the trainine of PH.D. students. fire sraduate
education of students, particularly at the doctoral-level, is the preparation-for the
professors, of the next generation. They learn to be professors through doing research
and also through graduate teaching.

Dr. Memory discussed the results of a random telephone survey was conducted in
1991 of NC citizens. Conducted by a LJNC professoi, ttre following question was
asked: olf you know a particular professor does'research. do you Urinf-nLt he or stre
will be a Setter teachef for havin-g kept up in research-or a poorer teacher?" The
results of this survey, whic! has b-een pubfished, show that, Uy atmost a 3-1 margin,
NC citizens believe that professors who 

-do 
research are better teirchers.

Pttblic service also interacts with learning. We have cooperative programs throughout
the State. These are usually very positive experiences'for ttre ituilents. nreie atl
involve research.

Dr. Memory noted that there has been a re-examination of the mission statement
gf al 15 campuses of UNC. It is explicitly stated that teaching is the primary fimction.
In the past, there may have been an over emphasis on research because research is
easier to measure. He_ applauds recent efforts at our campuses to provide better
measures in the quality of t6aching.

One member said that teaching effectiveness should be the primary criterion in the
promotion of faculty. At the resedrch universities, only 27% sirongly agree with this.
He asked if this was correct. Dr. Memory said if ihis was the iase-, then it is a
lnisperception. He believes teaching in the fast few years has come to the fore,front in
importance in terms of promotion and tenure. There may be a lag time before the
faculty fully appreciates this.

Dr. Tom Meyer presented a slide presentation for the Commission. He believes
they are cr_eating-a frodet with fundidg from foundations. fuiother aspect of the
research effort is the economic consequences which are significant. In particular, last
year at Chapel Hill, their total funding from outside N.C. 

-reached 
$244:6 million; our

state appropriation was $270 million Multiply $244.6.Qy nv_g and three and the
consequence is roughly 1/2 billion dollars of economic activity. We have been able to
compete in this in a successful way. We need to keep this oompetitive
edge. DuPont is one of the major suppliers 6f research funds, as well as baxter,
Ciba-Geigy, Procter & Garnble, Hoechst-Celanese. These companies are non-RTP
compames.

We need to compete internationally. We need to use our scienoe technology and
make contacts with industrial labs. This is where the U.S. economy is going to grow in
the next few years. We are getting into this game, not as much as ttie Wbst C-oast or
Boston, but we can get close in the next few years. As of this year, UNC-CH became
gmong the top 20 research universities in terms of total Federal support, the only one
in the southeast, including Duke.

A discussion about the research fuids follou'ed. Do they supplement professors'
salaries, also? The National Science Foundation, for enample,'allowi professors to talce
a one- month sunmer salary (their salary base is for nine months). In the health
sciences, the amount of support coming from grants is traditionally higher; in the arts
and sciences it is typically three surnmer months. Dr. Memory added that the rule is if
a professor is on a nine-month salary and does not work during the summer, summer
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salary can be paid out of a research grarit. They cannot get paid at a higherrate than
the regular academic year salary. Some agencies put a limit on the number of months.
Ttre academic year salary cannot be supplemented with grant fuids from the National
Scienoe Foundation.

North Carolina is paying salaries for nine months. During those nine months,
they are teaching six hours and saying they are doing research half of the time; why is
not the research money used to pay half of the salary? Dr. Memory said this is not
usually approved by the granting agencies. Research is done all year. Almost all
research grants require matching funds on the part of the univenity. Because almost as
much money comes from research as from the General Fund appropriation, it appea$
this would be a place to get some money to raise faculty salaries if, os the enclosed
chart says, 40% of the time is spent doing research. Dr. Memory said typically the
matching fund is that a professor does not have to teach 12 hours.

Dr. Meyer said that 75% of the salary comes from research grants. Dr. Memory
was talking in terms of a supplement. Dr. Meyer was describing a case in which the
position itself is designed to be supported in part by state funds. One member pursued
by asking if 40% of a professor's time is spent in research all year, why can we not
draft our proposal so that 4O% of. the salary all year is paid from research funds? Mr.
Newlin said this can't be done; Dr. Meyer said this is done in the health sciences.

Another member asked about the "brain drain" syndrome. He said he has reports
that we are loslng some of our better_faculty: {re we losing teachers gr a5e we.losing
researchers to Emory, Vanderbilt, Duke, etc.? Dr. Meyer responded that in reviewing
150 applications, they interviewed perhaps six and hired no one. The reason why is
that if they can't survive in the modern world and acquire research grants and be
amongst the best research people in the world, then we can't survive the high level.
These are the people (teachers and researchers) we are talking about - a very small
fraction.

Dr. Reed described the undergraduate research programs at UNC-A, which
provide one-on-one involvement with students, thereby gling them a great deal of
confidence as well as an opporrunity to disseminate their results. These are high
quality research projects. Institutional funds go toward faculty salaries. The outside
funds do not go to faculty salaries during the school year. There are stipends for the
facultv for surrmer research. The onlv faculw member who has any release time is the
directbr of the undergraduate research prograrh, who has one aoursd release time.

News & Obsemer's Findinss on Research in North Carolina
t(

Ms. Johnson summarized this recent report, which was based on a six-months look
at a series of growing industrial academiC parfrrerships. The main thnrst of these
articles was on-the coirflict-of-interest problehs that riise from corporate finding of
research at the universities. Ms. Johnson reported there are three essential questions
raised in these articles: (1) Has corporate fi.rnding of scientific research in the Triangle's
universities (NCSU, UNC & DLJKE) been good for science?; Q) Can professors still be
objective about the ideas they cast?; and (3) Are univenities focused on the public's
needs or on the bottom line?
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Corpo^rate funding of scientific research at these three universities has grown from
less than $10 million in 1984 to $56 million n 1992. Duke has a 5OO-% increase;
NCSU qhows a significant gain. The articles quote Dr. Meyer, who said he thinks the
rqsoq for this growttt is that federal funditrg isn't oexpanding fast enougho to keep up
with the demands.

The articles show also how the total research spendins at these three universities
has more than tripled during this period from $50-75 mfuion in 19M to $140-190
million n 1992. Ms. Johnson continued by saying that universities are very dependent
on grants and contracts. Research dollars at NCSU and UNC constitute about one
fourth of their operating expenditures. This computes to approximately 14fl) out of
4100 people dependent on grants.

- Cg.goeqs passed the Bayh-Dole Act in 1980 which allows rmiversities to patent
technology that taxpaye$ pay for through federal research grants rather than leave the
patent in government hands. The last article in the report shows the
interconnectiveness of the universities for scientific research. Ms. Johnson hiehlishted
a few notes. Industry investment at Duke has climbed 5W% from $5 millioriin-lg8s
to $31.9 n 199t2. The National Science Foundation ranl$ Duke third asrone all U.S.
universities. NCSU was ranked eighth in industry-sponsored research rnE'tfr $ZO.g
million tn 1992, oompared with $8.2 million in 1985.- In tgg2, NCSU was ranked
12th among Amgrican universities n 24 U.S. patents; n 1993 it obtained 30 patents
which is expected to boost their rank into the top ten. UNC'CH was ranked 120th out
of 459 universities with $3.3 milton in univeriity funded research and development
reported n 1992.

How Do Universities in the UNC

Mr. Coble began by noting that the Center is a private nonprofit corporation with
the goal of conducting research for citizens and poliqrmaken on how well state
gov€rnment works and on significant policy issues facing Norttr Carolina. They publish
their research in their magazine, North Caiolina Insight.

Mr. Coble offered a draft bill that would statutorily enact current Board oolicy on
evaluation of teaching performanoe, clear up the murky-area of whether tenurdd f"cotty
axe to be evaluated, plug two loopholes he described, and make permanent thb
legislature's commiment to progams for teaching awards and endowed ctrairs for
teaching.

Mr. Coble concluded his testimony by quoting the former president of Harrrard
University, Derek Bok. He said this qubtatiori is reinforced when'hearing from people
on campuses in Norttr Carolina speai< of teaching lqads and research -opportrinitiies:

"Ratherthan just reacting po attacis on universitie-sl,Eneed to see wha=iFEiffifi-g
the public...I se_nse that somehow...despite the improvements that may have taken place
in tlie quality of undergraduate educati6n in this cbuntry, the public lias finally cofre to
suspect quile strongly that our institutions, itrd I would emphasize particularly our
leading institutions, are not making the education of students a top priority, espCcially
tbr our undergraduates... There are many little signs that betray these priorities...;when
we_ go and recruit a star professor, the bargaining-chip is a reduced teaching load, not a
reduced research load... The public understands these priorities, and the public doesn't
like them.n
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When asked if we really work hard at trying to improve the quality of teaching
through improving private giffs and grants to the university system, Mr. Newlin replied
it is hard to say how we stack up with other states. In 1985, the legislature set up
distinguished professorships in the approximate arnount of $16-20 million, with state
money to be matched by private fund. ln 1993, the legislature added that any money
that the Board put into any distinguished professorships was to go to professorships
where the primary emphasis is on teaching (this was only for the 1993-94 years).

Dr. Carroll distributed a booklet entitled, 'Tenure & Teaching in the University of
North Carolina'. In 1992, the Board of Governon had a number of questions raised
about the criteria for awarding tenure to faculty members. There had been a tendency
over time for teaching to be less well rewarded than it once was and for research to be
more rewarded than it once was. Also, the tremendous growth in graduate education in
the 1960's, 1970's and early 1980's led to some neglect of undergraduate education.

Beginning in 1983, there was growing con@m expressed in national studies about
the quality, character and integri$ of undergraduate education and what needs to be
done to improve it. A previous self-study was devoted almost entirely to research with
very little about undergraduate education. The dramatic shift in 1994 was a
reaccreditation process with the self-study entirely on the question of undergraduate
education. This is a real change in attitude.

A review done in 1993, with 100% participation, demonstrated that the quality of
teaching is a matter of genuine commitment and concern on all UNC campuses. It is
the most important, single factor in reappointment, tenure and promotion decisions.
Teaching is to be the first decision in faculty personnel decisions. The most @rnmon
form of evaluation of teaching is studeni iatings of instnrctors and its courses.
Interviews with graduating seniors is another form of effectiveness, and surveys of
alumni. This evidene concludes that student satisfaction with teaching is quite high at
all of our institutions. Peer review among the faculty is another good form of
evaluation. It involves a lot more than just observation of classroom teaching.

Eleven institutions have revised their statements with respect to teaching, while the
remaining five institutions indicated there was no need for a change. These statements
will be adopted by the full Board at its November meeting. Serious efforts are being
made on an unprecedented scale to improve the ways we identify, rengriue and reward
good teaching throughout the university. Substantial progress has been made in
clarifying priorities, clarifying standards and procedures for malcing personnel policies
and decisions. There will be more focused, structured and extensive evaluation of
faculty perforrrance, especially teaching effectiveness.

The Institute for Collese and Universiw Teachins

Dr. Stillion gave an overview of the background of the Institute for College and
Univenity Teaching, which began in 1985. The Institute's three charges are:
1. What is effective undergraduate teaching?
2. How do we measure it?
3. How do we reward and support it?
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Dr. Stillion introduced Dr. Ben Ward, Associate Director of the Institute. Dr. Stillion
and Dr. Ward presented a slide presentation for the Cornmittee. They discussed the
factors of good undergraduate teaching, the stages of teacher development, bariers to
good teaching, asd what can be done to remove those bariers and promote good
teaching.

General O'verview of LJNC Budset
alvst

The total LJNC Budget for 1993-94 was approximately $2.9 billion in operations.
$.3 billion of that was the UNC Hospital wittr- the remainder for all the campuses for
general administration. The non-General Fund rcvenues actually exceeded the General
firnd revenues by a significant amount of money. The total fund equity was about $4.5
billion, of which about two-thirds is investment and planning, which includes buildings,
equipment, ild things of that nature.

Total revenues based on an accnral basis, are $3 billion and total general fund
appropriations amount to about 37% of the overall operating revenue. Expenditures,
just under $2 billion. Auxiliary operations, (one-half of that being UNC Hospitals)
balance represents dormitory operations, food servie, bookstore, etc.

On the 15 campuses, tuition amounts, which are about $247 rnillion in revenue for
UNC, total just under lO% of the total operating costs. The General fund
appropriation is just over $1 billion for the 16 campuses. Independent operations and
clinical services are $154 millisn (majority of that is Medical, Dental, and Veterinary
practie plants at ECU, UNC-CH, and NCSU). Of the $1 billion, $17.5 million is
carry forward money that the campuses are able to retain based on the budget flexibility
legislation.

Mr. Newlin explained that the majority of the General Adminishtion's receipts
would &, 5% of the indirect oosts that UNC-CH and NCSU get from overhead reoeipts
from research operations. UNC Hospital is an enterprise operation and does not show
up in the General Fund budget. The total expenditure last yeqr for the Hospital was
$328.2 million. Total revenue, including appropriations, was $366 million, of which
the General Fund amounted to lt.3% or $41.3 millisn.

It was pointed out that the expenditures were about $38 million less than the
receipts and that the General Assembly appropriated $41 million. When asked what
happened to the $38 million, Kenneth Briggs from the State Budget Offiae explained
that the Hospital began selling bonds for new constnrction when it became an enterprise
fund. The bond company had a requirement that they set up some separate funds such
as a hospital reserve fund and a firanagement reserve fund. Balances are accrrmulated
in those firnds in relationship to the debt load that they have on the bonds that are
already sold and for cashflow purposes. Those noted balanes are deposited into ttrose
funds for debt-service requirements as well as maintenance and operation of the
facilities. At this time there are collectively approximately $1.3 million in these funds
accumulated over the last three yea$. There is a relationship that the bond rating
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agencies ttrfutk should be maintained betrveen cash and the balances in these funds and
the debt service load. This is not un@mmon.

Mr. Briggs said the basis for the appropriation has historically been to @ver
indigent patient care costs, as well as unreimrbursed teaching costs from the federal
govenrment. Receipts from all souroes, like third-party payers, Blue CrosslBlue Shield,
private paying patients and state appropriations go into the hospital operations. It
could be said that there is an equivalent relationship that those funds go into the
operating budget and what is left over goes to enhance those fund balances.

Discussion followed which explained how the hospital evolved into an enterprise
fund. There is a special provision in the law that allows them to take any over-redized
reeipts and spend them on buildings without having the approval of the General
Assembly. Over-realized receipts are kept and put into a fund that the General
Assembly has no authority over and this is used to create 'self-liquidating projects.'
When one sees this in the budget, it appears that it doesn't cost anything.

The General Assembly found out two yeanl ago that, at North Carolina Central
University, the total outlay of funds for capital projects over the past ten years came to
approximately $13 million. At Chapel Hill, it ranged around $300 million with more
than half the students. The big difference is that Chapel Hill could do self-liquidating
projects. Ttris figure does not include the Hospital. Chapel Hill can do many
self-liquidating projects because all of their dormitories are paid for and they have the
ability to fund bonds and go forward. NCCU can't because they don't have any
money. When Julius Chamben became the Chancellor at NCCU, he found that, in
order to repair steam lines to get heat to the buildings, they had to start digging and
following the water lines and the steam lines because a blueprint was not available that
showed where the lines were. The General Assembly is told that the problem exists
because they can't do self-liquidating projects. In the bond issue where everybody was
getting to choose, not necessarily what they needed, but rrhat they wanted, Central had
to do a dormitory. Here we have a situation where we have a campus, as most
minority institutions and smaller schools are, in the University System that don't have
the ability to self-fund their programs. Mr. Briggs said he believes the Hospital itself
will establish a cap and, while hospital rates have been increasing rapidly, to remain
competitive, rates will have to level off.

Mr. Newlin continued. In the early 80s, budgeted and actual enrollment were the
same. In 1985-86, when enrollment increased, funding started being above budget,
which continued until the last two years. In the last trvo years, the actual enrollment
has been belou, the budgeted enrollment in terms of full-time equivalent students or
those that take at least 12 semester hours. Beginning tn 1997, however, the Board of
Governors has policies in plae on each campu- that will require the average full-time
undergraduate student to take 15 hours or more per semester

Mr. Newlin pointed out that the cap of 18% of out-of-state students was only on
incoming freshmen. Right now there are approximately 14% of out-of-state students
in the whole system. North Carolina charges out-of-state students what our students
would be charged if they went to ttreir state. North Carolina charges a little more than
average. There was concern ttrat the State appears to be subsidizing students from out-
of-state.

D.G. Maftin, from General Administration, replied that there are all kinds of
reasons for this. First, there is an educational benefit in having our students come in
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contact with a broad group of people, rather than just those from North Carolina.
Second, these students who come to Norttr Carolina for an education often remain here
and eventualll beoome taxpayent. North Carolina actually has gotten these students'
K-12 education free because they came from another state.

Graduate students who are also teaching assistants get what is known as tuition
remission, which means they pay the in-state-tuition ratel There is an additional $15
milfion in the budgetfor tuition remission, and approximately 50% of graduate students
from out-of-state get in-state rates.

Mr. Joyner explained the budget process for the University. He said the statutory
basis under which the Board of Governors, the legislature, tnd the Governor's Offioe
functioned first was based on the old Executive Budget Act. ln 1971, the General
Assembly enacted new legislation with regard to financing for the Board of Governors
which subscribed to the E:recutive Budget Act as it relates to all state agencies.
Secondly, it established some differences in the way of handling the University's
budget. 

- At that time, the General Assembly was beiirg besieged 5y lobbyists, by at
least eleven groups of people. The University had six demonstration campuses and was
generally represented by the President and some of the Board. The other ten
institutions had separate boards and all of them came straight to the Governor and the
General Assembly at budget time. There was a faidy sustained run at the General
Assembly. It is fair to say that this had been a growing frustration for the General
Assembly. One of the things it did was to tell the various groups of lobbyists that it
wanted a single budget request, essentially submitted by a single agency. The Board of
Governors was established partly for this purpose.

There were two principal characteristics which the General Assembly wanted. One
was a single request, and the second was that it should be divided in three broad parts.
The first, the continuing operations budget, later became the base budget. The second
request was for academic salary increases, requested on behalf of all institutions for
their facrrlties and all other people classified as exempt from the Personnel Act. The
third part of the budget was what became the expansion budget, which is addressed in
two parts, capital requests and current operating.

Given that set of directives, there was also a set of directives to the Lrgislature,
the restructuring of higher education. Appropriations for continuing budgets would be
made directly to the institutions. The appropriation for academic salary increases
would be made in one lump sum to the Board of Governors for subsequent distribution.
The same general directive was provided with regard to the expansion budget. That
was, the lump sum would be appropriated to the Board. It was, however, very difrcult
to deal programmatically with capital improvements. A project can't be described
without noting which campus it is. For that reason, the statute was amended to allow
the General Assembly to specify uses that would be made of the capital improvements
fund. Almost without legislative instruction the General Assembly, Office of State
Budget, and the Board of Governors arrived at a system to organize the remainder of
the requests, for programs such as Agricultural Extension service, UNC Hospital, etc.

The method of putting together the budget for The Univenity is basically the
responsibility of the Governor and the Office of State Budget Management. The
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development of what it costs to continue previous operations needs to coincide with the
kind of budget re4uest that come to the Irgislature from a lot of state agencies.

One minor difference in the gontinuatign .budgets .ry plt forward by t"gh
institution is they did not account for or take into consideration any increases in
enrollment. So the continuing budget reflects what it really costs to teach the same
number of students for the coming biennium the way it was for the current year. The
additions come to that budget from the costs of maintaining and operating new facilities
limited to the last few years, costs of inflation, utilities, etc. Increases in the
continuing operations budget have been relatively small. Mr. Joyner pointed out that,
over the last trvo yea$, there has only been a $30 million increase.

The academic salary increases request is developed during the period of time that
the President and the Board are considering budget requests, and forwarded to the
General Assembly in October. The President and the Chanellors must come to a
general consensus on what appears to be a reasonable re4uest for salary increases for
faculty and staff. Coming into that equation will be consultation to the Board on the
personnel contingency list, consultation from the Budget Committee and consultation
from Departrnent heads and the Faculty Senate, plus a number of University
organizations that will have input in the development of a budget request.

then asks
Mr. Joyner said the Board asls for a percentage increase in the base budget and
asks the General Assembly to give the Board and the Institution the ability !o

individually raise salaries more in less than that. In 1993, the Universrty got $6 or $7
million to stop the "brain drain" and then, last year, another $10 million. Each
institution made individual faculty re@rnmendations to the Board and the President;
there was no across-the-board distribution of that set of resouroes.

Mr. Newlin added that the University has the authority to differentiate between
good teachers and others and has the authbrity to differentiaie between disciptines like
Business and Accounting, for example, ve$us English where there is higher demand.
The General Assembly has given the University the flexibility to make those
differentiations.

When asked how excellence in teaching was awarded, Mr. Joyner replied he
believed more flexibility could be afforded to-people who are closest to the situatiol,
and that is at the institution level. That is the level to deterrrine which faculty
members should be rewarded.

Mr. Newlin reminded the Commission that one of its charges is to look at the
equity of funding by taking a look at the missions of the institutions and the different
academic programs. The continuation budget is basically that; in many cases, other
than marginal changes, those budgets are based in some degree on what those
campuses were when they entered the system some twenty years ago. There have been
a number of changes to get ttre faculry salaries equitable, to get tuition equitable, but
continuation budsets are different. That is an issue ttrat the Board itself has debated
for a considerable amount of time. The amount of money allocated per student is
significantly different depending on which campus you're oomining. It is difficult to
get equity in funding because the continuation budget is not built on a per FTE basis;
only the increases are.
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When asked if he believed that, with regard to costs, NCSU is treated fairly as it
relates to faculty salaries, capital expenditures, in the way it is reimbursed by the Board
of Governors or by the General Assembly, Chancellor Monteith answered he was
extremely pleased with the things that the General Assembly has done for NCSU over
the years which has allowed competitiveness of faculty. He feels, however, that the
school has gone down the last few years, because of its inability to be competitive in
faculty hiring. Also, the library has not been funded adequately as NCSU has grown
and developed, and there is not enough money for need-based scholarships.

When asked how the campus could better serve the State, Chanoellor Monteith
said the number-one priority should be to create a lifetime of opportunity for the young
people who come there. Having said that, which is the basic mission of all campuses,
NCSU takes science and technology and puts it to work through the efforts of graduates
and through programs on campuses. But we are facing the need for our institutions to
do an even better job. In our State there are three or four things that are really
plaguing us. Our per capita income needs to increase. This would require changi4g
the job mix in our State and creating education for people who will be prepared to fill
this job market. Starting new kinds of industries, like SAS (founded by Jim Goodnight,-
a graduate of NCSU), needs to be done a thousand times. Bringing the right kind of
industry mixes to our state will help us make that transition. It also helps to try to
educate and avoid negative impacts on the environment. How are we going to confront
a doubling of the population, the usage of our land masses and resour@s so that they
might double again someday? Since it helped fuel that derelopment in forestry,
agriculture and manufacturing, NCSU plays a very unique role in fying to educate and
avoid as much of that impact as possible through iesearch, extension, and public
resource activities.

Chancellor James kutze quoted Edward Kidder Graham, who said, "Boundaries
of the University are the borders of the state.' That is horr the university should
function. The first role should be in the classroom, dealing with students, educational
problems and tuming out educated citizens who compete for and get jobs. We also
have a responsibility to do things in our region. UNC-W is in a poor region of the
state. Figures recently published on infant mortality rates indicate that some of the
counties surrounding New Hanover are almost double the national average and are on a
par with third-world countries. He feels it is the role of UNC-W's School of Nursing
and volunteers to go out and help with these kind of problems. There are also a
number of economic issues in this regton. He said the faculty is encouraged to learn
how the University can cooperate to learn what UNC-W's Business School might be
able to do througtrpublic service to assist in training people for employrnent

Chancellor Leutze said that the problems at LINC-W continually wonpn. His
comments focused primarily on the issue of funding for admission per FTE students.
Several aspects of the current funding process have not been fully responsive to the
needs of LJNC-W and possibly other relatively young campuses that have experiened
rapid gpowttr. During the next decade, estimates predict that all North Carolina
campuses will face growing demands for increased numbers of students. For this
projected enrollment gpowth to be accommodated, the Chancellor believes that
institutions such as UNC-W and UNC-C witl need help in being able to deal with those
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additional numbers of students. He said he wanted to make it clear up front that he is
not questioning the necessarily complex fi.rnding formula used by the Board of
Governors andGeneral AdminiCtration. Instead, h-e wanted to talk about the effect of
the formula on UNC-W. The forrrula for enrollment changes at UNC-W has provided
new faculty positions without the support dollars that are essential for futtre suc@ss.

There is a $5000 difference in the amount funded for in-state FTE student and
some students at other institutions. Wtry? As Chancellor Monteith pointed out, NCSU
is a research institutions with more graduate programs and graduate prograrns require
more dollars. Some are Black institutions that historically have been underfunded and
there has been, over the past 15 years, an effort to bring these institutions along and
provide them with more funding. Over time, older and established institutions have
brought forth programs, that peihaps were funded on a yeady basis for several years
and -eventually in-corporated into that university's budget. Consequently, without
anyone knowing or wanting this to be this way, older and more established instihrtions
gel more doilaft. They h-ave more programi that have become institutionalized than
f,ave some of the other'institutions. ifedtively young universities, such as UNC-C and
UNC-W, are disadvantaged in this process because they haven't had time to incorporate
some of those programs. The Consortium for the Advancement of Public Education is
a program that LJIIIC-W has institutionali"ed and brought into its budgetary proess-. It
is now a part of the University's continuation budget and has increased some of the
fi.mding that UNC-W gets.

UNC-W has grown at a rate of about 22.48Vo over a period of fiv9_yea$._ Adding
to problems at LINC-W, given the growth cited eadier, the percent differential in FTE
fu"?titrg between UNC-W and othir institutions is inireasiirg. The extent to which
UNC-W is behind others is, instead of normalizing, actually-increasing. The General
Fund appropriations per in-state FTE student for IINC-W compared with other UNC
schools, shows that UNC-W is at zero.

There are a number of reasons why the firnding procedure has changed. One is
that, during the last two years, the University system enrollment as a whole has been
below the budgeted amounts. In Wilmington, however, that has not been the case.
Actual FTEs to projected FTEs is one factor. Others, for example, include additional
library frrttding given for the past two year which the General Assembly_split ttnt
between recuning and nonrecurring. When the campuses made requests for library
funding, the General Adminisration did not make that differentiation. Some_campuses
needed more money in operating funds for personnel while other campuses focused on
books. When thesr! are fundeO frittr nonrecurring money, the distribuiion tended to b
toward those who had focrrsed on books. That is'the type of factor that enters into this
picture.

Mr. Newlin observed that the fi.rnding formula changes from year to yegr and that-
North Carolina is not a formula-funding state. There are certain principles of
budgeting for higher education. One is that graduate progams cost more than
undergraduate pro-gams. Juniors and seniors cost-more to educate than freshmen and
sophomores. Ttreie ge Ltigh cost programs ang Sq* +tt l9w cost programs, such as
engineering ve$us English. The -final principle is that students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds require more in student servioes to keep them on track to
graduate, more than-students who come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds.

Chancellor l-eutze said we need to do more at the freshmen and sophomore level
in order to keep those students in school and to give them special attention. He said he
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wanted to talk about effects. As a result of the funding that LJNC-W is reeiving,
academic support senices such as admissions, records, financial aid or computing, as
well as faculty development, have less funding. There are also major needs in areas of
institutional support and student services. To meet only the most pressing of these
needs, tlNC-W has to "rob Peter to pay Paul' by using budget flexibility.

LINC-W is at the bottom with 809 admissions for every staff member. Total salary
and wage expenditures for admissions and records offices per FTE student also reflect
that tlNC-W expends $313 per student, and other institutions expend considerably
more in ttrat type of activity. Students per microcomputer at UNC-W is also well
above the number at other institutions. UNC-W is above the nationally accepted
murimum standard.

Demographics indicate thar North Carolina is at a low in high school graduates at
about 58,345 n 1994. By the year 2010, it is estimated that there will be an additional
20 thousand graduates from North Carolina high schools. The UNC cam?uses that are
most able to-grow have been growing, but ttris growth', coupled with triitorical trends
has created some problems. The lack of sufEcient funding to academically support
additional students is a disincentive to grow. UNC-W has the room, the space, and it
wants to grow. But in fact, there is no incentive in the numbers of funding dollars to
accommodate that gfowth.

Chancellor I'eutze said while UNC-W was a regional university, half of its student
population is drawn from other areas of the state. It is up to each institution to be the
best it can be. He said LJNC-W wants to be the best, medium-sized, liberal arts
undergraduate teaching institution and it wants to be the best in the Southeastern
United States, not just in North Carolina.

Considerable discussion followed concerning the data on the projected increase in
high school graduation rate. The state will have to educate more kids at existing
universities or somewhere, if we just want to maintain the same literacy rate that we
have now. Norttr Carolina is no:w 3Vo behnd the national average in-percentage of
college graduates. The problem appears to be that growth at UNC-CH and NCSU is
now limited. Other schools like UNC-A do not want to grow and other institutions like
UNC-C and LJNC-W are rapidly growing. The relationship between the Community
Colleges and The UNC System should be articulated. The state also should consider
utilizing private colleges and universities as a resource for this growttt.

Chancellor Chambers said he purposely did not bring charts in an effort to
demonstrate a constitutional violation and to point out some problems that Norttt
Carolina Central and other historically black colleges are experiencing in the present
system of state allocation of resources. He said the state and country have a history of
discrimination that we cannot ignore. When looking at the budget, he suggested that
the Commission continue to be aware of that.

Secondly, there have been major changes in the way we support higher education
in the state, and those changes have been very beneficial to historically black colleges
and universities including Norttr Carolina Central. There are still major problems to be
addressed in the system. The kgislature and General Administration have made great
strides in addressing those problems.

He said if he had prepared charts today comparing funding allocations, these
would reflect that NCCU is being allocated money on an equitable basis. The General

-48-



Adminishation, particularly since the late 70s, has tried to do things to cleate funding
allocations for institutions. There are things, however, that occur that continue to pose
real problems for the University and the state. One of the first problems that Norttl
Carolina faces is the failure to decide on the mission of the 15 institutions.

One can focus on geography in certain institutions and talk about those institutions
serving oertain needs in a particrilar geographic area. With NCCU right in the midst of
Chapel Hill and Duke, that obviously is not going to fit. Nor would it fit in
Greensboro. So geography doesn't explain what we're talking about.

If we are talking about undergraduate and graduate programs, that isn't go_ing to
be a good explanation. Chancellor Monteith mentioned earlier, its major effort to
develop an undergraduate program. Norttr Carolina State Univenity has the resouroes
to do ttrat. Chapel Hill is eight miles a\pay with an undergraduate program. NCCU
competes with programs at NCSU, UNC-CH, and Dulre, which puts NCCU at an
extreme disadvantage. If we look at F'lizabeth City State or Fayetteville State or North
Carolina A & T we have the same problem. One should ask what is the mission of
each of these institutions and decide how to fund those missions with the limited
resour@s allocated. Because of the lack of defining the mission, all institutions are
competing with one another. NCCU doesn't have the resour@s to compete with other
campuses. While NCSU and UNC-CH actively recruit minority students, NCCU
doesn't have much success in recruiting minorities. It just can't compete.

Chancellor Chambers was appalled at the physical campus when he first came to
NCCU. Facilities have not been maintained and programs are limited because of
resources. He feels there is no explanation for this but race.

He thinks that once a penlon gets an undergraduate degree from NCCU or another
small college, that person should be automatically admitted to a graduate school or
Ph.D. program at NCSU or UNC-CH. He questioned whether there axe true exchanges
among fu"rrlty memben and whether the Sra-te is really operating one university system
or 15.

NCCU has a business school and law school. In 1947, they built half of a glm
that they are now trying to find a way to complete. They were told to look to$rard
self-liquidating projects but find they are limited in the amount of money they can raise
for self-liquidating projects. They are told to raise self-liquidating fund to $5 millign,
but the g),rm will cost $t0 million-to complete. A Student Union Building will oost $12
million. Despite an acknowledged need, NCCU is stymied. There are many resources
throughout the System which could be used to enhance other facilities.

Chancellor Chambere asserted that eady history reflects blatant discrimination in
the way institutions have been funded over the years. The results of ttrat disctimination
continues n 1994 and can be felt and seen at every historically black institution in
North Carolina. Norttr Carolina has made major strides in trying to address problems
at HBCUs and there have been some good changes. NCCU didn't get capital funding
until 1993, so despite the acknowledged differences in the facitties in 1966, those
problems were not addressed for a longperiod. The results of that still exist n 1994.

Third, we are one university and we can do morc in our missions and our
programs, in our faculty, in our students within the University System to address many
of the needs and concerns that have been previously raised during this session. But it
cannot be done by thinking of 16 separate institutions. We must look at it as one. We
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must also take into consideration the other educational institutions that can and are
playlng a vital role in helping to educate our children.

Chancellor Chasrbers concluded by commending the Commission and the
I-egistatue for raising this issue. He said it is difficult in 1994 to get people to talk
about racism although we see it brealcing out dl around us.

Discussion followed with resard to mission statements. Chancellor Chambers said
it is crtrcial that the mission of eich institution be articulated and then funded properly.
As missions are decided, we must make sure that we are accommodating all students.
Chancellor Chambers said he felt the missions shoutd be decided by -the Board of
Governors.

He said he wanted to see NCCU become the principal undergraduate liberal arts
program in the region with cooperative programs and collaboration with other
institutions in the state that are servicing graduate and professional programs. Being in
the midst of the Research Triangle area, he felt that NCCU should have a major role in
research. That is crucial because there are too few black scientists; too few blacks
involved in medical research that affects minorities differently. It also is cnrcial that
the law school continues. And, there is a great need in ihe area for the business
school to work to try improve employment opportunities.

One member commented this is probably the most important thing the
Commission will discuss. If NCCU became the University of North Carolina at
Durham, the first thing the Board of Governors would do would be to improve the
quality of that campus- Forget the race part of it, the state is pufting lots of money
into five institutions that are not the quality of which North Carolina can be proud.
Emphasis should be turned to repair and restoration on all of the campuses.

Chancellor Harding said the l*gislattre has shou'n remarkable fortitude and
patience and clear concentration and attention. Since he has been at UNC-CH, the
General Assembly has done the following things: Forced them to make painful cuts
during the 1989-90 Sessions; had 4". goq to-raise.taxes which led the way to good
economic recovery; and gave the University financial responsibility legislation which
allowed fi.rnding flexibility. It also reallocated overhead receipts, and approved a bond
issue and helped to get the referendum approved by the voters of Norttr Carolina in a
tough environment. 

-In the last Sessions, the General Assembly funded faculty salary
increases which made the Universify system more competitive. He also wanted the
Commission to know that the University does allocate faculty salary pools on a merit
basis. The Board of Governors has joiried with the General Assembly in not imposing
very many across-the-board restrictions. He related a situation in which Chap€l Hill
was in danger of losing an excellent faculty member to Duke Univenity to become a
departnrent-chairman. - Duke made a bid for him, upping the salary offered by
IJNC-CH by $11,000. The professor decided to stay at UNC-CH. One reason he
stayed is tliat he was assured that overhead receipts could be used to replace the
foreseeable retirement in the faculties.

The main point is exactly how are we spending overhead receipts that oome to us
as a result of our faculty in competing for externally funded research. This is mostly

from Contracts and Grants
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federally funded projects. Chancellor Hardin said ttrat when he came to UNC-CH in
1988, it had done $E5 million in externally funded research. Then the General
Assembly began to reallocate that research overhead and let the Universif keep more.
When the bools werc closed in fiscal 1994, UNC-CH had done $2M.6 million in
externally fuided research.

Chancellor Monteith followed with his comments on indirect costs. Disctrssion
followed regarding networking among campuses, and the articulation of students
btween campuses. Chancellor Monteith said that NCSU has one program that is a
national center involving Chapel HiIl, Duke, UNC-C, NC A&T working as partrers.
Networking among the campuses is what makes this successful.

Dr. Reichel said libraries receive enrollment increase monies, of which some is
allocated to the collection budget, but some is not indicated to any specific purpose.
Libraries can use that money to create new positions.

With respect to comparative funding with other states, Mr. Nern'lin stated that
North Carolina is ranked as fifttr among the 50 states with regard to funding. The
second comparison is the amount of appropriation per $1,000 of personal income in a
state. North Carolina appropriates $13.28 of ttrat amount for higher education, which
includes community colleges. fuiother source of information prepared on national data
by Research Associates of Washington and Virginia shows that Norttr Carolina ranks
sixtfr in allocations to public edrication. In'the state payment effort or rate of
appropriation per student to tax revenue per capita, Norttr Carolina ranks first.
Statistics on education appropriations per student for t993-94, show that Norttr
Carolina rant$ ninttr. Tlventy percent of total appropriations go to research agriculture
and medical appropriations, which is higher than the national average. firis would
indicate that Norttr Carolina is making a good effort in funding research. North
Carolina ranks 43rd and 44th in terms of tuition per FTE student including in-state and
out-of-state sour@s. In the "family payment effort,n the state ranks 43rd in
affordability.

For total financial support, which includes appropriations and net tuition per FTE
student, Norttr Carolina ranks 19th. For resident undergraduate tuition and fees, last
year, North Carolina ranked 50th compared to other states. For resident undergraduate
tuition and fees at comprehensive campuses, Norttr Carolina ranks 46th. Mr. Nervlin
observed thar Norttr Carolina is very affordable. Higher education in the General Fund
Budget in North Carolina in 1986-87 at being just uider t7.4%. In 1994-95, ttnt has
dropped over 4% to L3.2%. Over that peribd of time, public school funds also have
dropped. This is consistent with the rest of the country. Expanding demands for
healthcare, including entitlements such as Medicaid, prison construction, 8Dd crime
prevention, are the main reasons for declining appropriations for higher education.

Mr. Newlin noted that the total amount of Capital Funding is a liffle under $1
billion, of which $835 million went to the 15 campuses and the balanoe to the hospitals

-51 -



and other entities. Discussion followed concerning the fact that nobody prioritizes the
needs of projects at the different campuses. Whei the General Assemlily gets a list of
projects, they are not listed as which projects are the most critical for a particular
campus. Dr. Little said the campuses have the first oshot" at deciding when they
submit their enrollment projections. For the long term (five-year plan), it is an
institutional choice. For instance, UNC-Chapel Hill and N.C.S.U. have decided not to
grow any larger. Several members emphasized the need for a system plan developed
by the Board of Govemors.

Mr. Gary Barnes said he thinlc the idea of linking capital projects to enrollment
growttr is logical, and he doubts anyone at the University system would disagree. fite
problem is producing reliable predictions for projections for enrollment growth. So_

many factors outside a university affect the growttr. For example, there is a lot of
change from one year to another on the prediction of high school graduates. The
approach typically taken is to define participation rates and-potential students for each
campus. The economy makes a difference in participation rates. To tie capital projects
to.enrollment projections may be way off. Mr. Barnes does not know if this would be
an improvement over the current system.

Members, however, replied that there ought to be a way, statistically, from birth
rates and everything else, to be able to tell essentially an estimate of what the student
body of the whole -Univenity system is going to be fS years from now -- not just five
years. Mr. Barnes said that what they see in enrollment patterns results in self
selection more than it is institutional selection. Most of the campuses have capacity to
grow.

Historical data (number of applications) could change significantly. When asked if
the different "trends" of interests of students could have any effect on long term
projections, Mr. Barnes said they do consider specific programs to some extent. They
are constantly having to modify to accommodate the growth in one deparftnent venils
another department.

Mr. Jones, President, National Center for Higher Education Management Systems,
said what is being discussed is the difference between projection and policy: How big,
if left to their own devices, will institutions get versus how big does the State want
them to get. Also, what is the role of the univenity versus the iole of the
colleses. Where is this decision beins made. if at all? Members answered that in the
abseice of an overall plan for growttr] capital needs that are carefully prioritized on a
set of criteria and policy, the decisions about how the money is to be spent are made
politically. There was a plan at one time, but not any more.

The State is looking at $828 million of capital requests for the next bienninm. We
are at a low point with our high school students. We should be prioritizing and
planning for the next 10-15 yea$ because the General Assembly will have tremendous
demands made upon them. We may not have the money. We need to work together
and begin planning.

Mr. Felix loyner said enrollment and projerted enrollment play a big part of the
consideration that goes into the capital improvements plan._ However, it is far from the
only consideration. He doesn't see any great problem of the University having been
prebared to respond to the needs of the piople.' It may be the choice of bne insdtution
to not grow, but it is ultimately the Board's decision to accept ttrat institution's choice.
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Mr. Joyner said they would not need any more money for about six years if they
had the $82E million capital requests and $300 million bond money. When asked
would we then be like California where the state university system has closed its doors,
Mr. Joyner replied that for the next decade he believes we would not turn down any
qualified student.

Base/Continuation

The speakers announed that they came prepared to think of ways of budgeting
and resource allocations in the contexl of planning and policy, as they are interrelated.
In the absenoe of a plan, the budget is the plan. -It gives all-the clues and directions of
what is possible anil legitimated. If there is a plan, but it is not connected to the
budget, file budget is still the plan. There are at least two levels of planning, reso-urce
allodation, budgeting, assessment and accountability. One level is institutional. How
do you g6t ttre-instif,itional and state priorities to work together? Historically, bu{g-ets
are-built-, if looking at the relationship between the state and institution, by deciding
what is adequate and what is equitable.

The approach to resour€ allocation is the strongest lever for changing direction.
The corollary to this is that all resource allocation mechanisms have incentives built into
them. Quantity versus quality then becomes the issue. Because money has to be spent
by the end of the fiscal year, nspend it or lose it" may not be the wisest way of
utilizing the money.

When asked, Mr. Jones said that the federal government has a lot t9 say about
Norttr Carolina's univenity system. In looking at-research money and the incentive
system, this is where ne [rig-aiscretionary resoiuces of these univdrsities are. This is
where the entrepreneurship money is for higher education -- in federal research grants.

Mr. Jones said one of the things he kept hearing at yesterday's meeting was, how
do we calibrate the base budget for this state for the various institutions? Are we
convinced that that calibration has been done and what has happened over the last "x"
years with growttr (and decline)? In comparing institutions, -thgy may lgve
inadequacies but don't necessarily have inequities. Adequacy is relative to need -
equiry is the question that says, "How far from the need am Io?

The base budget should include the funds to maintain the _existilg stock of assets.
We want to get to-the point that we do not appropriate renewal and renorration funds.
This is paft ;f the base budget of the institutioir. We should be putting between t ll5 '
2% of -the 

replacement value of the physical plant into renewal and renovation every
year. Until we get to where institutibns can do this, we will have a problem. New
initiatives and stite purposes should be where gfowth is attached because this is a
policy decision ultimately.

In talking about as_setsJ Mr. Jones said all were discussf at ylsterday's meeting:
buildings, equipment, faculty (how much_investing in faculty), rnd p-rogram review.
Anothei asset should be the maintenance of the student body, image and reputation.

The history of capital budgeting in most states is such that it is up, to ttle
Legislature to put out fiinding foirendwal and renovation. If the lrgislature-does not

Incentive/Perfonnance

Jones. President. and Mr. Peter Ewell. Senior Associate
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do this, the institutions can walk away ftom this problem and say, "This was not my
job." Gtris was Mr. Jones' response to a question asked about Chancellor Chambers'
itatemeirt that his campus hail to close 

-buildings 
because of lack of funds for

renovation.) Mr. Iones tttinlc it should be the responsibility of each institution to
maintain iti Uuitdings. This can be accomplished by including this renovation money in
the base budget of the institution.

Mr. Jones confimred that a lot of states, including Norttr Carolina, balanoe their
budgets with the university funds. The GPAC study showed that by the year 2000, we
are -eoine to have a structural deficit -- a financial crisis in Norttr Carolina, even
withdut frecession. (It is inevitable that we will have another recession). What are we
soins to do with our rmiversities -- will we fall firrther behind in maintenanoe, repairs
inO &pitat? Do we leave this for a crisis to let future General Assemblies handle? It
is impirtant to talk about this before it happens - perhaps in this committee. We need
to try to make sure that we stay atread of the loorning ciisis and be able to deal wittl it
wheri it comes and in a more iesponsible rnanner. We do not want a ctisis in Norttr
Carolina. We do not want to be in ttre position that California is in at the present t"rre.
Another example is Virginia where the cost of tuition has increased dramatically.

Mr. Jones asked what was the link between higher education and external groups?
Are there parts of the economy that the State wanta to invest in and encourage because
they serve-the State's needs? 

- 
There are states that are doing this explicitly. He has

herird from the Board of Govemors that they are looking at: growth, K-12 education
and undergraduate education.

Next, Mr. Jones gave examples of what some states are doing to achieve incentive
funding. The final set'of rules lvlr. Iones wanted to give was that-the p9t hS t9 -be-big
enougf that it cannot be ignored. The nrles should b-e that- everybody who should P.qy,
can ilay. For example, ihen talking about research funding, the institution should be
in the research game.

There should be some small set of funds (2-3%) that is for special purpose
funding. Equipment renewal should not be placed in ,tp.qul purpose ftnding. Tltt
should-be fairoied into the base part of the institutional budget. In goqg lpk to tle
beginning, Mr. Jones said if the State is going to have special purpose funding, make
sure it knows why.

Teachine Assistants

Dr. Stewart described how NCSU prepares its teaching assistants. When she
concluded her remarls, considerable discussion followed. Members discussed
constituents' concems about teaching assistants who could not speak English. Dr.
Stewart noted that the program at 

-NCSU requires graduate students to achieve a
minimum soore on a tesi thlt measures Englisfi speatlng ability as a prerequisite to
admission to the graduate school. She said ihe reality is that international students are
extremely hardworking and make some of the best Teaching Assistants. She added,

School. North Carolina State U
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however, that language proficiency is essential, and there are now mechanisms in place
to ensure that TAs can teach effectively.

Dr. Stewart, in resp,onse to a question, said that about 60% of gradu4te sttrdents at
NCSU are from out-oflstate. Te{iching Assistants receive a stipehd of $11,000 for
teaching 20 hours a week on a l2-montlicontract period. firis stiipend is in addition to
any tuifion remission that the student may receive. Stre added thai gOn of all graduate
snidents in oompetitive programs (from out-of-state) are on stipends of some kind.
They are either'Teachin! iGsistants, Research Assiitants, or Ftillowships. She said
therb is g limil of 515 tuition remission spots at NCSU and that the average amount of
tuition remission is about $7,000. Dr. Stewart said, however, some students, for
example, who are in electrical engineering could receive as much as a $15,(D0. The
total package for the out-of-state siudent could be as high as $25,000.

She added that not all TAs teach courses; some are laboratory assistants, etc. If
the TA teaches physics, he teaches one three-hour oounle. If the discipline is English,
however, the prbphration time differs and the TA could have two to three three-hour
courses.

There was discussion relating to the number of North Carolina students admitted
to the graduate programs at uNe-cH and Ncsu. Dr. stewart told the commission
that no-Norttr Caro'iina student, whose grades are competitive, is denied admission.
Members questioned this statement because some of them have heard that North
Carolina students were not being admitted to $aduate programs because UNC-CH is
seeking an international program. Dr. Little said that in some instances North Carolina
studenis are advised to gb elsewhere so they can get a different kind of experience. Dr.
Stewart responded ttrat 

-not every program is natiinally aompetitiv_e, that it depends on
the discipline. She added thaf u.rnless fi.rnding is increased for future expansion, ,the
University will be unable to adsrit every Norih Carolina student that app-lies. When
asked wliy out-of-state students were aOniUeO before North Carolina 3tudents, Dr.
Stewart responded that perhaps there could exist a 'qualification differenoe.n

Mr. Newlin told the Commission that in all the graduate programs at NC State,
30% are out-of-state students, not @% as previously stated. In doctoral_programs, the
overall is 4l% out-of-state. In 515 graduate assistantships that are pai{ for by the -stpte
by tuition remission, approximately 35% of those students from out-of-state get tuition
r6mission. At Chapel'Iii[, the nulnber is just under 4O%, including graduate and first
professional, which include the Vet School at NCSU, the taw Sbhool, the Medical
School and the Dental School. At Chapel Hill last fall, based on that headcount,
aporoximatelv 4O% of the out-of-state graduate students got tuition remission. At
liiSU last falt, admissions in the graduite prograrns for inlstate students was 54% of
the applicants.- For out-of-state st[dents, ign-wu_accepted. At the Iaw School at
Chapel Hill for last fall, orly 20% was from out-of-state. Overall there was a 46%
aceptane rate. The numbers indicate that in-state students at NCSU are acoepted at a
much higher rate than out-of-state students.
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Characteristics of a Education:

Undergraduate education is a topic that is useful to consider in the framework of
statewidg goals and of budgeting incentives to work toward those goals. It illustrates
many of the steering conceptsn or the kinds of incentives that the state wants to put in
place with regard to some undergraduate education alternatives. Another thing that is
important to undergraduate education is that everybody does it. Although each campus
may have its o\iln mission, there are specific characteristics about undergraduate
education that all institutions have in common. The final thing to note is that General
Administration has put priority on undergraduate education.

Mr. Ewell said the bottom line, in terms of data that is available, establishes the fact
that, when talking about UNC, one is talking about undergfaduate education. The
following points are important when addressing the quality of undergraduate education
in North Carolina:

- Most of the action in undergraduate insftuction in North Carolina is at uNC.
- About ll4 of. UNC undergraduates attend research universities and experience

a distinctive pattern of instruction.
- North Carolina appears to have adequate faculty resour@s (retrative to peer

states) to allow excellence in both instruction and research.
- General Administration has identified undergraduate education as a priority

area for investment.
- The primary legislative task is to create a set of incentives that reinforce and

legitimate this priority. Faculty at four-year institutions, particularly research
institutions, seem to focus on graduate education because the incentives are
greater.

Mr. Ewell said, with regard to questions of quality, the following axe results of national
projects that focused on outcomes in measuring what constitutes quality:

- Higher-Orderappliedproblem-solving abilities.
- "Enthusiasmn for learning on a continuous basis.
- Interpersonal skills (e.g., Teamwork, Oral Communications)
- Sense of responsibility for action (personal and collective)
- Ability tg bridge culturd and linguistic barriers.
- Sense of "Professionalism"

The following information reflects what business leaders believe to be important
characteristics of "High Quality' undergraduate institutions:

- Degree to which institution is nstudent enteredo
- Commituent to instnrctional 'good practices"
- Commihent to assessment and continuous imorovement

- Efficiency and integrity of operation

In the 1992 Graduate Perceptions of Outcomes after One Year,
there are two notable messages. (See Appendices J-O - Information Regarding
Graduate Satisfaction with Undergraduate Education.) One is that students are
generally lower in perceived mathematics ability and in the public responsibility area.
The other message is that there is a gap between the research universities, Chapel Hill

Ewell. Senior Associate
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and NC State, in oral communication ability. In most four-year universities, math is
not highly emphasized, ild math tends not to be reinforced throughout the curriculum.

Discussion ensued relative to the problems of advising and faculty contact at the
research institutions. Dr. Carroll, from UNC General Administration, said that one of
the major ttrrusts of the institutional plans for improving the retention and graduation
rates for every campus has focused on how to improve and change this situation. Mr.
Newlin said it was also part of the request that is put forth in UNC's current budget
request. Mr. Ewell acknowledged ttrat in every survey like this that he has seen
nationally, advising comes out,low. It's a universal problem and perhaps reflects the
fact that students may expect a good deal more out of advising than in fact advising is
designed to deliver. There may be a weakness in our system when it comes to
academic advising. The situation appears to be that a student can get advice if he seets
it, but there isn't anyone to warn of blindspots and pifalls and to get the student
properly oriented at the right time. Mr. Ewell pointed out that there is also
tremendous value in having faculty as mentors. Mr. Newlin added that some
univenities have gone to professional advisors.

Mr. Ewell summarized the characteristics of 'good practice' in Undergraduate
education: (i) high expectations; (ii) coherence in learning; (iii) synthesizing
experiences; (i9 integrating education and experience; (v) active learning; (vi) ongoing
practice of learned skills; (vii) assessment and prompt feedback; (viii) collaborative
learning; (ix) considerable time on task; (x) respect for diverse talents and ways of
learning; and (xr) frequent student-faculty contact; (xii) emphasis on the early years of
study. He said the following are two common approaches to policy of quality
improvement in higher education: (i) inducing local good practice; (ii) decentralized
focus; (iii) assess against own goals; (iv) invest in innovation; (v) assuring quality and
maintaining standards; (vi) centralized (comparative) focus; (vii) assess against oorlmon
goals; and (viii) invest in known good practices and technologies.

The following axe a number of different ways in which states at many levels have
operated with regard to $ome specific levers to promote positive change:

(1) Direct Intervention
a. Through mandate
b. In curriculum/instructional practice
c. In faculty assignment and workload

@ Fiscal Incentives
a. Performance Funding (Funding the Outcome)
b. Categorical Funding (Funding Good Practice)
c. Grant-like" Investments to Develop New Approaches
d. Funding the Client

(3) Accountability Measures
a. Institutional Assessment Mandates
b. Performance Indicators

(4) Technical Assistance
a. Disseminating Good Practice
b. Statewide Conferences

Mr. Ewell said some states have been successful in using a combination of these.

Direct intervention is rare, but sometimes happens. Florida, for example, has a
nrle which mandates that writing be taught in the first year of instruction. More
common are directions about faculty workload assignment. These don't tend to work
well and tend to be subvenive.
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The more promising ones are the combination of fiscal incentives and
accountability measures, really pulling the two together as a package. New York is
using performance funding, frrnding a-particular outcome; that is, using the number of
degrees granted as well as the number of students in the institution. Categorical
funding, spending money on a particular destination is another. Ttris would include the
focus on problem with advising. One of the things that categoricat funding needs to be
accompanid by, is the question of what difference it will make.

Mr. Newlin wondered how, with budget flexibility, could the Irgislature make
sure the University is using the money for these specific things. There are only two
strategies. One is accountibility, to folow the trail^of the monley. The other is to toot
at outcomes to see to what degree the investment paid off. This would have to be
accompanied by the data that expldns the investment and the problem that needs to be
addressed. The legislature could determine to what degree this goal can be
accomplished given the investment.

While the first two incentives are very directive, there is also "risk money,' which
uses "grant-like" invesffients to develop neur approaches to improvement. There are
few instances where funding the actual consumer is an approach. Mr. Jones said that
one of these is, for example, to put the money in the "best provider,o not necessarily
in the hands of the University. This, however, is hard to do in terms of undergraduate
education.

The predominate one is pairing categorical funding and grant funding - where ttre
Irgislature tells the Board that the funds will be spent on specific things and then find
out what some of those things might be for future funding. What is needed is to get to
some kind of accountability or performance measures. The following are two
approaches frequently used:

(1) Institutional assessment mandates and performance indicators measured
against mission.

@ Performance Indicators an exarnple is to survey the alumni, just as
IJNC-Chapel Hill has done.

One member observed that an example of this type of approach had been used with
regard to public schools. The Irgislature used Senate Bill 2 to create the same
atmosphere as grant-like investments and categorical fi.rnding. This allows the schools
flexibility to move certain monies around. To get this, the schools had to tel the
General Assembly what it wanted to achieve with the money. Mr. Ewell said that,
given recent fiscril conditions in most states, there is often less 'neur money' invested
fr these kinds of things.

Discussion of budget flexibility followed. When the University system was given
budget flexibility, it was unclear that it would be for all 16 institutions, nor did the
General Assembly know it would be established permanently. Out of this move, the
Iegislature is not aware of any 'outcomen or improvement. Conversely,_ when the
public schools were given the option of budget flexibility, they had to specify what the
additional firnding would be used for.

Based on the experienoe with other states, Mr. Ewell doesn't feel that Norttt
Carolina's position is foo bad. It doesn't take a great deal of funding to malrc some of
these things happen, perhaps as little as 5%. The Legislature has to determine how to
get the most for the dollar. In the future, resources won't be available in proportion to
the population. The Commission is not premature in calling these issues to the
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attention of the Board of Governon. With tax increases being a thing of the past, if
the Irgislature doesn't address these issues now, there will be future problems.

Members observed that with a new group coming into the l*gislature that believes
it has a mandate to make some changes and eliminate some fhings, the Board of
Governon may be asked to $queeze resour@s and make adjustuents. If the
Commission does nothing more than deterurine how to measure suc@ss in an
educational system, it has been worthwhile.

Scventh Meeting -- la""arv tg, 1995

Supplv and Demand for Hisher Education in Norttr Carolina
uenn$ Jones, fre$oent

Mr. Jones summarized data put together at the chairs' request that provides
background of supply and potential demand for higher education in North Carolina.

Compared with other states, North Carolina has more of its adult population with less
than a high school education; less of the adult population with a baccalaureate
education. (See Appendix P - Eclucational Attainment of the Adult Population, 1990.)
In comparison with the U.S. average, N.C. has a way to go to be as well educated as
other states. This education is not wenly distributed across the counties in N.C. The
Triangle area has the highest degree of education.

From now until the year 2008, there is a projected increase of approximately 37%
in the number of high school graduates. Relative to other states, (in comparing fixst
time freshmen), North Carolina does not do as well as the northeast and north central
states; however, it does befter than most of the southeastern states. North Carolina is
the most oin-state' state in this comparison. More of our students stay in state than in
any other comparison states. (See Appendix Q - Proportion of First-Time Students
Enrolled In-State.) This is probably a testimony to our low tuition policy. It is a
bargain to go to school in state in North Carolina.

The largest growth in first time freshmen has largely been in the community
colleges. (See Appendix R - "First-Time Freshmen Enrollments in Public Institutions"
for recent historical enrollment comparisons between community colleges and
universities.) Fewer than 1@0 students leave Norttr Carolina to go to another public
four-year institution. Almost 4000 come to Norttl Carolina from out of state for
four-year institutions. Comparing the vocational technical, the four-year university
first-time enrollments and community transfers relative to the number of high school
graduates, the Triangle area has the highest percentage.

In looking at the history of Norttr Carolina, enrollments have been going up while
high school graduates have been going down. When asked, in looking at minority
enrollment, Mr. Jones said that participation in community colleges is higher than the
high school graduation. Mr. Gary Barnes, UNC General Administration, said that in
comparing the perent of black high school graduates in this state who attend the
university and the percent of white graduates who attend the university? the peroentages
have gone up in the last decade, but there still is a gap of approximately 4%. In
response to a question, Mr. Bames said he believes that the proportion of black high
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school graduates is about 29%. In the four-year institutions, about 2O% of the 500
full-tim; graduate students are black. About iefo of the part-time students are black;
about 15% of. desrees sranted in the four-vear institutions are black. There is wide
disparity of racialiistrib-ution per population in different parts of the state.

An increase in proportion of the students coming to the university are coming as
community college transfers. (See Appendix S - Community College Transfers to UNC
as a Proportion of Fint-Time Freshmen.) We have five community oolleges who have
contract programs, where the Univenity teaches the students for the community
colleges in a oollege transfer program. There are less than 50 commtrnity college
hansfer programs. There followed some disca$sion as to the mission of the cornmunity
colleges- In talking about training, it should be to hain persons to go into the work
place. However, what we are seeing is that more and more of our community colleges
are going into assisting the universities to some degree and preparing high school
graduates for the first and second years of transfer.

Mr. Jones said we do not have a picture of the overall enterprise. Of the
approximately 48 transfer programs in the community colleges, how many of them will
the various university campuses accept? Dr. Carroll replied ftat all were acepted.
Several memben, however, disagreed and argued that while Dr. Carroll's definition
rnay be correct, most of the uriversities do not accept all of the community college
transfers. Some of the misunderstanding is with some of the community colleges
having "quarter houmn and the university having semester hours. It is reasonable to
requiri crimmunity colleges that offer coll-elge han-sfer programs to inform students there
is no guarantee all the courses will transfer to a university.

One member said, in looking at trends, it appears we are headed toward a system
where the cornnunity collages are educating more and more the_fi$t two years and the
universities are shiftihg graiuaUy toward tfrE Ust two yeaxs of a four-year itegree. (See
Appendix S - Distribution of North Carolina Resident Regular Undergraduates in Fall
1993.) If a policy is not made, this will acoelerate. When asked if ttris is a part of the
Univenity's plan, Dr. Carroll replied they have seen an approximate 11% increase in
enrolliment at dl levels. Mr. Newlin responded that over the last ten years, high school
graduates have gone down. In looking at the Univenity enrollment, it has gone up,
though slowly over the last two years. They maintain their enrollment by increasing
college transfers and increasing graduates.

Members wonied that fewer students will be able to afford to go to college simply
because of economics, even though we have among the lowest tuition rates in the
country. These students will be stayrng at home and going to community colleges as a
result. If they cannot get into a four-year program after leaving the community
college, it will be a sharne. We will be forcing the University system to take a larger
number of transfen. This shift is occurring andhas been occurring for at least the past
five years. We need a long-range plan.

With regard to baccalaureate programs, N.C. is very strong with math and
sciences; less-in engineering. North C-arolina is the last iir ttre fiEtd of Masters of
Education (of the 12 compaiison states). (See Appendices U & V - Types and Fields
of Degrees Awarded.)
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Discussion of Commission Findings/Recommendations

The Commission considered four issues connected to the three major charges in the
authorizing legislation for the study: (i) should the study be oontinued; (ii)
undergraduate quality assessment; (iii) budget practices; and (iv) teaching and learning.

Much discussion concerned how the work of this Commission fits in relation to
what the Governor and the leaden of other groups are doing. Some felt the
commission did not have enough time to know if there is a system-wide plan. The
General Assembly has to be involved in this. With the dramatic increase in the number
of pgople needin'g four yean of college, someone needs to make sure that the effort is
put forth to coordinate it. Other members aryued other structures are aheady in place
that could continue or expand this study.

Some members argued that the Univenity system does not want anybody to study
the overall system. It should be the "c:rown iewel" of the State of North Carolina. It
is our way olrt of the poverty in this State and what our people want access to. We are
looking at tremendous trends as to what will happen within the next 15 years. How
does the University system think they are on such an "island" that ftey can exist
without somebody from the General Assembly knowing what is going on? The more
people are educated about what is going on, the better we will be. Anybody who
understands the Univenity system will not hurt it, but will try to help it because it is
the key to the future.

This commission has two choices: either make findings and recommendations based on
what little discussion we have had or continue the study and malc some kind of
findings to give the new group of memben some direction. It became apparent that
consensus was not being reached on whether to continue the study.

Members wanted the final report to show some historical perspective. This will
put into place the things which have been of conem. The report should make it clear
that this Commission is asking the Board of Governors to revisit what they are already
doing through different "lenses" to reflect quality of undergraduate education.

At one of the first meetings of this Commission, when capital and enrollment
planning were discussed, there appeared to be some concern among members about
whether capital planning truly tracked the long-range plans. It was difficult for the
members to see how specific capital projects and requests for capital projects tied in to
system wide enrollment planning, for example. One possible recommendation would
take a step in this direction. Members also were concerned throughout the meetings
about pitting research against teaching, stating this is not an accurate picture.

The members debated whether to make any recornmendation to maximize space so
that we can graduate more students. This can be accomplished by seeing that the
students take the number of hours (and make sure the required oourses are available for
the students) required to graduate in four years. Under the current system, a student
who is not taking the normal load is taking up space of another student who would be
taking a full required hours to graduate in four years. If a student goes five years, that
fifth year displaces a possible freshman.

Another possible finding referred to the equity of firnding by the Board of
Governors. Mr. Jones said he felt he could say that the funding levels are not as
equitable as they could be. Mr. Newlin said that each campus is not funded the same.
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For example, if three_campuses had 100 new students, S.y yo$d reeive vastly

different amorurts of n Oi"g based on what their base builget. is. There is no

iOentinaUJteason why this is-the way it is; we need to understand these reasons.

There was gfeat disagreement over wtrether there is a need to state the mission of
n" U.ir"nity iilt*-stafirtes. Some felt it_was important-to do so, partiqylarly {o

"Iot&inJph-ny 
t-prird oiieactring. oth.en disagreed \gause t11:I FqT tl_i

the primarv-responsibitity of the Univenity to discover and seek new knowreoge, ano

thesd -d6ers dia not \r6ff to exclude resdarch and community service.

There also was disagreement over what to recommend concerning the- quality o.f

tortting .rsiJtants. Mosi believe that their overall quali_ry_it^g19'_!y1 wnen one is

unable to cornmrrnicate-well witft stuOents, it is dwastatiirg to thp students and is a
t"nr"tion of tn" o6er teactring assistants. 

' 
Ttrey agreed that ttre Board of Governors

rttoufA-t"i* tfrii-[o,iner,-tttry disagreed as io whether this is spall problem

.tr*t"d-;-f;* ai"ilG or a iitge pioblem that affects students all over Norttt
Carolina.

Eighth Meeting-February 13. 1995

The Commission held its final meeting on February 13, 1995. After a brief disctrssion,

tfrJ..*U"t 
"pptond 

ttiit p"tt, ittquding the findings and recommendations, to the

Joint Legislativ-e-Education Ovenight Committee.

-62-



FINDINGS AI\D RECOMMENDATIONS

ISSTIE I: T]NDERGRADUATE QUALITY ASSESSMENT

FINDING
la. The Commission finds that the quality of undergaduate education, particulady at
the freshman and sophomore year, is a high priority concern.

One of the primary objectives assigned to the Board of Governors and the
University of Norttr Carolina by statute is to improve the quality of education (G.S.
115-1). A variety of recent activities by the Board of Governors reflect this important
priority as it pertains to the quality of undergraduate education.

The Commission commends the Board of Governors for the development of
strategies to improve student learning at the undergraduate level, strengthen
undergraduate degree progfarns and efforts to recruit and retain faculty that exhibit
outstanding teaching. These activities illustrate an increased commifinent by the Board
of Governors to the quality of undergraduate education.

The Commission heard expert testimony that there was a direct correlation
between student suc@ss in achieving baccalaureate degrees and student satisfaction and
success experienced in the first nvo years of the undergraduate experience.

The Commission also heard concerns expressed from a variety of sources regarding
the quality of undergraduate education nationally and its relative importance in higher
education.

lb. Since the quality of undergraduate education is a high priority among State
poliqrmakers, it is critical that key indicaton of the quality of undergraduate education
are assessed accurately and regularly. Assessment findings and analyses should be
reported in a manner that is useful at the institutional, system and State levels for both
adminishators and poliqmaken.

Institutional assessment of Universify programs and the quality of undergraduate
education have been an ongoing response by both the constituent institutions and the
University to requirements of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools and to
legislation adopted by the 1989 General Assembly.

Dependable, credible assessment and reporting of the quality of undergraduate
education at the institutional and system levels has the potential to act as a useful
management tool in diagnosing stren-gths and weaknesses iri undergraduate education at
the system and institutional level. Similarly, analysis of undergraduate quality can
support crucial policy and resource decision-making among State policlrnalrers.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1a. The Board of Governon should review the current annual institutional assessments
to identi$ specific data currently collected, as well as as additional measures, that may
be used to gauge the quality of undergraduate education. The assessments should be
revised in order to provide a particular focus on quality undergraduate education. Core
quality indicators identified by the Board of Governors should be required of each
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constituent institution. Data should be maintained for at least a five year historical
period so that trends analyses may be conducted.

lb. The Board of Governors should develop regular systemwide analyses of progress in
the area of improving the quality of undergraduate education. Evaluation and
appropriate reporting of data could be used to provide supporting evidence for State
policymakers to justi$ shifting or expansion of resources in order to support needs
identified by the analyses. fuialyses should include comparisons of similar student
population gloups within institutions so that valid inter-institutional comparisons may
be made.

lc. The Board of Governors should charge the constituent institutions to conduct a
biennial assessment of institutional undergraduate education quality. The institutional
assessments should include common core elements desienated bv the Board of
Governors as well as elements developed by, and unique to, i;dividual-institutions.

FINDING
2. Constituent institutions that exhibit quality undergraduate education reflected by
core system indicators should receive incentive awards.

RECOMMENDATION
2. The Board of Governors should develop a proposal for incentive awards that will
reward constituent institutions for performance in the quality of undergraduate
education. Core data collected in the system should be the basis of the inoentive
program.

ISST]E tr: BTJDGET PRACTICES

The Commission reviewed the fundine from the State and other sour@s
extensively, discussed the results of budget allo-cations for capital projec{s and operating
funds, and considered the budget management flexibility granted by the General
Assembly to UNC campuses.

IIINDING
1. The Commission has serious questions about the differences in the quality of
facilities on the different campuses, which significantly impact the ability'of some
campuses to attract students and faculty. Some of this problem is the result of projects
funded by the institution or their studeirts (self-liquidatin:g projects), which tend io favor
larger schools with a higher student base, more private funding, and larger budgets
from which to extract funds. These projects appear to contribute to this differentiation
of campuses when facilities are compareci

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Caoital Fundins

(d)-ffEe-Bffil of Governors should review its policies in order to establish a
mechanism to distribute funds for repairs and renovatibns of facilities which uses the
age and condition of the physical facilities as a primary factor and which provides morc
funding to those campuses with inadequate facilities.
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O) The Board of Governors should consider its policies for funding student
facilities (which are generally considered to be self-liquidating) on those campuses with
a small student body, or with most students receiving need-based financial aid, or both.
The Board should consider such possibilities as General Fund subsidies to such facilities
(as is done nou' on a case by case basis), pooling of revenue bond debt issuanoe to
lower the cost and insease the bond ratings, and other options to reduce the potential
debt load on these students.

(c) The Board of Govemors should develop a capital improvement request prooe$s
that it can use when it makes its capital priorities across camp$es known to the
General Assembly. This process should use needs criteria based on mission,-
enrollment, adequacy of factlities,the functional age of the facilities, utilization of
facilities and other objective factors.

(d) The General Assembly should appropriate funds for UNC capital improvements
based on the priorities and needs factors developed by the Board of Governors.

FIITDING
2. The Commission found that the University ranks high anong a number of peer
states in research frrnding per capita, especially in the fields associated with life
scienes. North Carolina futds a higher proportion of research from State funds than
the other peer states. The Commission heard testimony explaining that research and
teaching, particularly graduate teaching, are intertwined.

The State supports, through the General Fund, a considerable amount of faculty time
that is used for research, including matching requirements for grants. Because this may
arrount to 40% of tenured faculty time at research institutions, the Commission is
concerned that adequate resour@s remained for classroom instruction, particulady at
the undergraduate level.

RECOMMENDATION
2. This issue should be studied firther bv the General Assemblv. which shonld look
at the amount of in-kind match provided b! instructional faculty time,to the effect that
all faculty not teaching twelve liours each'semester should account f6r the balanoe of
their time in research, institutional service, student support services, community selice,
and other budgets. In this way, the General Assembly and the public could see the
true costs of various efforts, including instruction and research.

FIhIDING
3. The Cornmission finds that the University reeives funding for a full-time
equivalent (FTE) undergraduate student if a student is taking twelve hours per semester,
or a group of students is taking an equivalent number of hours. In order to graduate in
four academic yea$, students would need to take 15-16 hours per semester. During
the fall of 1994, 43% of all full-time undergraduates were taking less than 15 hours per
semester. The Commission is concerned that providing funding in this manner is a
disincentive for the University to graduate students in four years. Most states in the
Southern Regional Education Board area use 15 semester hours to determine an
undergraduate FTE.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
3. Full-Time Equivalent Students GTE)

sider funding the University on the basis of
student credit hours rather than on full-time equivalent enrollment. This eliminates
arguments about full-time equivalent students. The UNC Board of Governors should
reEommend a system of frinaing which incorporates this change to the General
Assembly.

O) The General Assembly should consider fimding additional credit honrs above
the cuirent regular term instiuctional levels for sumirer school and in off-campus
degree programs on a basis more comparable to the cunent regular terrr funding. This
would utilfue campus facilities more fully, and it provides financial resources and
incentives to provide higher education opportunities away from the 16 campuses at a
time when enrollment growttr is looming and the demand for worker retraining is
growing. The Board of Governors should recommend a plan to provide for additional
educational opportunities in the summer and away from the 15 campuses, including a
funding mechanism to accomplish this goal.

IilNDING
4. The Commission finds that the funding system for appropriations to each campus
for continuing operations, which constitutes the majority of General Fund support to
higher education, is not based on identifiable criteria that are measurable or that allow
comparisons of adequacy of funding among the sixteen campuses.

RECOMMENDATION
4. The Board of Governors should review the equity of its funding system. The
Board could review funding at like institutions, and should consider such factors as size
of student body, the costiof the programs ofere0 by each campus, the level of the
student body (ower division, upper division, graduate), and the resouroes required to
meet the early college needs of entering students based on their relative preparations
for college iuccess.- The Board sho[H propose a system of funding Sased on
identifiable criteria to the General Assembly.

FINDING
5. The Commission finds ttrat the perceived ability of the General trsse4bly to
initiate policy change in the University has diminished wittr the use of budget
management flexibility statutes enacted in 1991. While the statutes are a good
management tool for the campuses, specific benchmarks for change are not tied to neur
fundirig, and new funds may be shifted to other purposes based on camDus priorities.

Other states have used specific levels of higher education budgets, generally 5% to
tO% of operating funds, as leverage for initiation of change and as rewards for meeting
statewide policy goals. This allows campuses to have flexible use of the majority of
their budgets, while allowing the State to provide incentives to carry out statewide
policy initiatives.

When proper priorities for the University are determined and the General
Assembly Oetenilnei that fimding should be appiopriated to implement these policies,
the Commission finds that these funding mechanisms can be used to implement change
in higher education.
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(a) All new fundittg provided to the Univenity could be tied to specifically stated
performance goals, with a monitoring system to provide evaluation of performanoe back
to the Board of Govemors and to the General Assembly.

O The ability of the campuses to retain some portion of their reversions each year
could be tied to specific gains toward pre-stated student perforrrance goals.

RECOMMENDATIONS
5. The privilege of retaining the management flexibility granted as a Special
Responsibility Constinrent Institution should be based on more stringent management
perforrrance requirements, such as no errors cited in annual financial audits. These
additional requirements should be enacted by the Board of Governon, who currently
have the statutory responsibility to 'enact rules prescribing management staffng
standards and internal fiirancial controls and safeguard3... that...Imust be-rnaintained..."-

ISSI]B ltr: TEACIIING AND LEARNING

FIhIDING
1. The mission of the Univenity focuses on teaching, research, and service.
Traditionally, as have all universities, the University has emphasized teaching,
particularly in decisions concerning hiring, promotions, and tenure. Over the past 20
yea$, however, there has been a gradual shift, both nationally and in North Carolina,
tourards stressing research, especially in these decisions. Recognizing that the quality
of faculty is critical in the pursuit of academic excellence, flld that, as a consequenoe,
faculty i4embers must bririg a personal commitment to undergraduate
Board of Governors, in its 1993 reDort on Tenure and Teachins in the

tenure policies to give explicit recognition to the prinary importance of teachingi the
review of procedures for the evaluation of faculty teaching performance; the
establishment of systemwide teaching awards; support for the establishment or
enhanoement of centers for teaching and learningl an4 the adoption of guidelines for
the training, supervision, and evaluation of graduate teaching assistants.

The Commission commends the Board of Governors in its continued focus on
teaching as being of primary importance in carrying out the mission of the Univenity.
The Commission encourages the Board of Governors to continue its emphasis on
rernrarding teaching ability and effertiveness, particularly in decisions conceming tenure,
hiring, and promotions. Furthermore, in order to endorse the importance of teaching
ability and effectiveness in carrying the University's mission, the members of the
Commission believe the University's mission statement, with an emphasis on teaching
and learning, should be set out in Chapter 116 of the General Stafirtes.

, tlr€
Board of Governors, in its 1993 report on Tenure and Teaching in the University of
Norttr Carolina, adopted specific measures
ttffirsltJriTfiese m6asures include: the review and revis-ion-of mission stitements and
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RECOMMENDATIONS
la. The General Assembly should enact AN ACT TO IMPLEMENT TI{E
RECOMMENDATION OF THE LEGISI.ATIVE STTJDY COMMISSION ON THE
STATUS OF EDUCATION AT THE UNTVERSITY OF NORTII CAROLINA TO
CODIFT THE TJNTVERSITY'S MISSION, WHICH EMPHASIZES THE PRIMARY
IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING AND LEARNING. (See Appendix C)

lb. The General Assembly should enact legislation that would appropriate sufficient
funds annually to establish a system of teaching awards to encourage good teaching
throughout the University system.

lc. The General Assembly should enact legislation in support of the Board of
Governors' policy that directs that teaching be given primary consideration in making
faculty personnel decisions regarding tenure, hiring, and promotional decisions for
those positions with_ teaching as the primary responsibility, ild to assure ttrat the
personnel policies reflect the Board's directions.

ld. The Board of Governors should revieu'its policies on peer evaluations of teaching
performance to ensure that they apply to all teaching faculty, including those who are
tenured.

NNDING
2. The Commission recognizes that the quality of most graduate teaching assistants is
good; however, when one cannot cornmunicate to one's students, it is devastating to
those students and reflects negatively, not only on all the other teaching assistants,-but
also on the institutions themselves. The members of the Commission believe that
everybody who teaches students in the univenity system should be able to communicate
effeitively. The Commission learned ttrat North iarolina State University, for one, has
an excellent program that screens potential graduate teaching assistants and assists them
in communication and teaching skills in order to ensure their effectiveness in the
classroom. The Commission cornmends this and similar programs, and encourages the
Board of Governors to expand them to all the campuses thafemploy graduate teaching
assistants.

RECOMMENDATION
2. The Board of Governors is encouraged to review the procedures used to screen and
employ teaching assistants to ensure their ability to communicate effectively in the
classroom. As part of this review, the Board may wish to consider the following issues:

a. Whether all proposed teaching assistants and all nerv faculty should be
required to attend teaching workshops before they teach their first classes.

b. Whether there is a need to strengthen the role of faculf who supervise
teaching assistants.

c. Whether all faculty should attend periodic teacher training sessions.
d. Whether teaching faculty should be required to have their teaching skills

reviewed by established Centers for Teaching and Iraming.
e. Whether the English proficiency of all persons offering classroom instnrction

should be assessed prior to classroom contact with students.
f. Whether undergraduate majon should take comprehensive exams to assess the

degree of leaming in the teaching/learning equation.
g. If the use of contextual course evaluations would capture the unique aspects

of differing disciplines and courses.
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APPENDD( A

AUTHORIZING LEGISI,ATION
SECTION 101.5 OF CHAPTER 321 OF THE 1993 SESSION I.AWS,

AS AMENDED BY
SECTION 50 OF CHAPTER U OF THE 1993 SESSION IAWS, 1994 EXTRA
SESSION

T'NIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA EDUCATION STT'DY/FI]I{DS
Sec. 101.5. (a) There is established the Irgislative Study Commission on the Status
of Education at The University of North Carolina. The Commission shall be composed
of 12 members, six Senators'appointed by the President Pro Tempore of the S6nate,
and six Representatives appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. Alt
members shall be appointed within 30 days following adjoumment of the 1993 Regular
Session of the 1993 General Assemblv.

(b) The President Pro Temporb of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives shall each designate one appointee as cochair. These cochairs shall
jointly call the first meeting and shall preside at alternate meetings.

(c) The Commission shall study the following areas:
(1) Undergraduate edircation at The University of Norttr Carolina,

including:
a. Rewards and incentives for quality undergraduate teaching;
b. Assessment and evaluation of faculty teaching, and the role of

this assessment in the rewards system, including salary increases
and the granting of tenure;

c. Academii sup-port systems for undergraduates, including
underprepared students ;d. The consistent establishment of minimum standards for college-
level coursework and ths success rates of students in remedial or
develoomental Drograms :

e. Accessibility of hi-gher 
'education to qualified residents of the

State; and
f. Student contact with tenured faculty and the use of teaching

assistants;
@ University funding issues, including:

a. nqirtty of finOing among thdconstituent institutions, considering
the differences in institutional missions and academic programs;

b. The effect of budget flexibility on the ability of each campus to
carry out its mission in an effective marmer;

c. The impact of allowing campuses to retain a greater proportion
of indirect costs reimb-tusement from research $ants (overhead
receipts);

d. Total fundine sources available for each constituent institution
and each affifiated entity, including institutional trust funds,
research grants, gifu, grants, and ilonations, expenditures for
the beneflt of the campus by private groups or foundations, 8d
other sources of revenue;

e. The projected impact of changing the State finding for a full-
time equivalent student from 12 semester hours to 15 semester
hours for rndergraduate students;

f. Changes in factilty teaching loads and student counp loads over
the past 10 yean; and
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g. Affordability of higher education, including existing finsncid aid
programs, alternative methods of providing student financial aid,
and various plans for saving for college education; and

(3) University education quality issues, including:
a. The impact and effect of research on the teaching mission of

The Univenity of Norttr Carolina;
b. Quality and current levels of services of all the libraries in The

University of Norttr Carolina;
c. Facutty salaries and other compensation relative to similar and

peer public institutions in other states; and
d. The relative quality of all 16 campuses compared to peer

institutions and to changes in quality of each of the 15 campuses
over time.

(d) Members of the Commission shall receive subsistence and travel expenses at
the rates set forth in G.S. 120-3.1.
(e) The Commission cochain may contract for professional, clerical, or oonsultant
services as provided by G.S. l2O-32.O2, may purchase or contract for the
materials and services it needs, and may contract with an individual who has an
excellent national reputation in the area of evaluating the quality of public higher
education to facilitate its work.
The lrgislative Services Commission, through the kgislative Adminishative
Officer, -shall assign professional staff io assisi in the wdrk of the Commission.
The Supervisors of Clerks of the House of Representatives and of the Senate, upon
the direction of the Iegislative Services Commission, shall assign clerical staff to
the Commission. The expenses related to the clerical employees shall be borne by
the Commission.
(D The Commission, with the approval of the Irgislative Servioes Commission,
may meet in the Iegislative Building or the lrgislative Office Building.
(g) The Commission shall malre interim reports, as it deems appropriate, to the
Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee and shall mafte a final report to
the Joint lrgislative Education Oversight Committee no later than March l, 1995,
at which time the Commission shall terminate.
(h) Upon the request of the Commissiotr, il State deparfinents and agencies, all
local governments and their subdivisions, and all institutions and departments
under the jurisdiction of the Board of Governors of The University of North
Carolina shall furnish the Commission with any information in their possession or
available to them.
(i) Of the fund$ appropriated in this act to the General Assembly for the 1993-94
fiscal year, the sum of one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) shall be available
to fund the work of the Iegislative Study Commission on the Status of Rlucation
at The University of Norttr earolina.
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APPENDX B

LEGISII\TTVE STT]DY COMMISSION ON THE
STATUS OF EDUCATION AT THE TJNIVERSITY OF NORTH CA.ROLINA

MEMBERSHIP LIST
1993 - t994

President Pro Temlnre's Appointnrents

Sen. David W. Hoyle, CoChair
P.O. Box 2494
Gastonia, NC 28053
Q0/-)8674822

Sen. Betsy L. Cochrane
1007 Bermuda Run
Advance, NC 27006
(910)998-8893

Sen. Howard N. I.ee
109 Glenview Place
Chapel Hill, NC 275L4
(9r9)942-6s28

Sen. Beverly M. Perdue
P.O. Box 991
New Bern, NC 28563
(919)633-2667

Sen. Marvin Ward
641 Yorkshire Road
Winston-Salem, NC 27106
(9r0)724-9rM

Sen. Dennis J. Winner
(Appointed from 8/93 to 12194)
81-B Central Avenue
Asheville, NC 28801
(704)258-00e4

Staff:

Ms. Robin Johnson
Dr. Jim Watts
Research Division
(919)733-2s78

Mr. Jim Newlin
Fiscal Research Division
(e19)733-4910

Speaker's Appointments

Appointed from 8/93 to 2195

Rep. Martin L. Nesbift, Jr., CoChair
Suite 700
29 North Market Street
Asheville, NC 28801
(7U)2s2-M90

Rep. Anne C. Barnes
313 Severin Street
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
(919)967-7610

Rep. James B. Black
417 Lynderhill Iane
Matthews, NC 28105
(70/.)84-7-e938

Rep. Milton F. Fitch, Jr.
615 E. Nash Street
Wilson, NC 27893
(91e)291-6500

Rep. Robert Grady
107 Jean Circle
Jacksonville, NC 28540
(er9Ess-g3se

Rep. Warren Oldham
3211 Cumberland Rd.
Winston-Salem, NC 27105
(9rc)767-6936

Clerks:

Janette lee
(91e)733-5805

Elaine Myers
(9t9)7ts-2s32
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LEGISI.ATIVE STI'DY COMMISSION ON fiIE
STATUS OF EDUCATION AT THE I]NIVERSITY OF NORTII CAROLINA

MEMBERSHIP LIST
1993 - 1994

Speaker's Appotnhnmts

Appointed 2/95

Rep. Robert Grady, CoChair
107 Jean Circle
Jacksonville, NC 28540
(910)4ss-9359

Rep. Stephen W. Wood
P.O. Box 5172
High Point, NC 27262
(910)883-9563

Rep. Frances M. Cummings
P.O. Box 983
Irrmberton, NC 28359
(910)739-5800

Rep. Richard T. Morgan
570 Pinehurst South
Pinehunt, NC 28374
(9ro)29s4s7s

Rep. Jean R. Preston
211 Pompano Drive
Emerald Isle, NC 28594
(9Le)3s4-6572

Rep. William C. Orens, Jr.
803 First St.
Elizabeth City, NC 27909
(910)335-0157
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A BIII TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT TO IMPLEMENT TIIE RECOMMENDATION OF THE

LEGISI-ATIVE STT'DY COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF
EDUCATION AT THE UNTVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA TO
CODIFT TIIE T,JNN/ERSITY'S MISSION STATEMENT, WHICH
EMPHASIZES THE PRIMARY IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING AND
LEARMNG.

The General Assembly of Norttr Carolina enacts:
Section l. G.S. 115-l reads as rewritten:

"$ l16-1. Purpose.
(a) In order to foster the development of a well-Dlanned and coordinated

system-of higher education, to improve the quality oieducation, to extend its
benefits and to encouage an economical use of the State's resources, the
University of Norttr Carolina is hereby redefined in aooordance with the
provisions of this Article.

The U of Norttr Carolina is a multi
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of life in the State. In the fulfillment of this mission, the
an etnqent use resources to ensure
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Enrollment Trends
Fall 1983 - Fall 1993
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RESEARCH EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA
AT DOCTORATE-GRANTING INSTITUTIONS

FY 1992
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APPNDIX H-1

Teaching Effectiveness, Not Publications. should Be the

Primary Criterion for Promotion of Faculty
(Percent Strongly Agreeing or Agreeing vith Reservatiors)

1969 r975 1984 1989

Rcscarch 597o 48Vo ' 347o 27Vo

Docorarc-gmndng 72Vo 657o 

" 
5370 48%

Conprehensive 86Vo 84Vo 72Vo 7SVo

Libcral Arts 92Vo
I9r?o ;

837o 827o

Two-year 967o 969o ' 88Vo 957o

ALL RESPOT.TDENTS 77Vo 757o 6SVo 69Vo

Source: Data supplied by the carnegie Foundarion tbr the Advanccment of Teaching

It Is Difticult for a Petlson to Receive Tenure If He/She

Does Not Pubtish
(Percrcnt Strongly Agreeing or Agreeing With Reservations)

Source: Data supplied by ttre Carnegie Foundation for rhe Advancement of Teaching
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SHARES OX' PUBLIC T]NIVERSITY RESEARCH X'UNDING
RECEIVED F'ROM STATE AIID INSTITUTIONAL SOURCES

FY 1992
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Sources: NSF, Science Resource Studies, 1992
U.S. Census Bureau, Estimates of State Population,1992



L992 Graduate Perceptions of Whether
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1992 Graduate Perceptions of \ilhether
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1992 Graduate Perceptions of Quality
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1992 Graduate Perceptions of Outcomes
After One Year
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Proportion of First-Time Students Bnrolled In-State
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Degrees Granted per 100 High School Graduates

Certificate (10)

Associate (5)

Baccalaureate (4)

Masters (llll2l

Doctorate (10/l l)

l st Professional (9/10)

Number

INorth Carolina EllAverage of Comparison States

Note: Numbers in ( ) indicate NC Rank of 12

Source: NCES, IPEDS, 1992
WTCHE; High School Graduates: Projections by State, 1992-2009

FU
tt
hl1z
HX
c



FU
[t
Etz
HX

I
\o
UJ
I

Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded Per 1000 High School Graduates
Selected Fields (All Institutions)

Business & Marketing (7)

Communications (6)

Computer Science (7)

Education (6)

Engineering (10)

Humanities/Fine A rts (6)

Science & Mathematics (l)

Psychology (3)

Social Sciences (3)

Health Professionals (6)

Number

lNorth Carolina flnComparison States

Notes: Comparison States are FL, GA, IL, MD, MI, NY, SC, TN, TX, VA, WI.
Numbers in parentheses indicate NC rankings (of 12 states).

Sources: NCES, IPEDS, 1992, WICHE (1990 Data)



APPN{DIX I,{

BACKGROIN{D PAPER ON STATE ACTION
TO IMPROVE T'}TDERGRADUATE EDUCATION

Prepared for the Study Commission on the Status ofEducation
at the University ofNorth Carolina

National Center for lfigher Education ]vlanagement Systems (NCHEMS)

Ttre purpose of this background paper is to provide the Study Cornnission with a brief overview
of objectives and policies related to improvements in the quality ofundergRduate educatioa Thc
paper is consequently divided into two sections. The first section describes the objective ogtrhigh
quality" in undergraduate study from two points of view. One perspective coveni the outcomes
ocpected of r:ndergraduate educatioo by those who pay for it and those who eurploy its
nproducts.n The discussion here is informed by the results of eigbteen focus groups composed of
policy and corporate leaders held last sunmer under the auspices of the'Education Commission of
the States (ECS). Another perspective on undergraduate qudity is provided by twelve
characteristics of ngood practicen in delivering undergraduate education identified through a
review ofthe research on collegiate learning. Tbe evidence is strong that if srch good practices

are engaged in systematicdly by colleges and universities, outcomes for undergraduate students
will i'nprove

The pape/s second section briefly reviews the policy options available to state govemments to
induce institutions to teach toward zuch outcomes and to engage in such practices. These options
are presented under two main headings-fiscal policies and accountability/reporting policies.

L Policy Aims

Policies directed toward the improvement of undergraduate educational quality must be
concerned about both outcomes and processes. First, the state's colleges and universities must be
clear about the partiorlar common ends that nndergraduate education is intended to produce.
Secood, a great deal is already known about the conditions tbat affect production ofthese desired
outcomes. A second objective of policy, thereforg should be to provide mechanisms to ensure
that these conditions in fact are present in all instinrtions.

A Vdued Outcomcs of Undergreduate Study

To determine the tlpes of undergraduate outcomes most rralued by members of society with
a strong stake in higher educatioq theEducation Cornmission ofthe States (ECS) recently
conducted a series of focus groups involving policy and corporate leaders from around the
country. All were centered on a single $tding question: "what con*itutes quality in
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undergraduate study?" Among the range of desirable outcomes consistently noted by
participants as hallmarks of "quality" in these conversations were the following:

l. higher-order applied problem-solving abilities. Though superficially resembling

the kinds of skills labelled "critical thinking" inside academic circles, the particular
abilities noted here were far more practical. It was not enough that students simply
possess analytical skills; they should equally be able to use these skills effectively in
complex" real-world settings. Especially valued by participants were applications of
such skills in novel and creative ways--ways they believed were not typically
captured by instruction organized exclusively in terms of the traditional academic

disciplines. Noted instead were qualities like the ability to "think on one's feet" or to
function as a "reflective practitioner"--not just "solving problems," but ubeing able to
find the right problems to solve.." Significantly, participants from the corporate
community did not emphasize technical skills provided that these more basic
problem-solving abilities were present.

2. an t'enthusiasm" for learning on a continuous basis. This attribute resembles

more traditional notions of "lifelong learning" expressed by academics, but again

with a strong admixture of actual practice. Especially emphasized by all participants

were the skills and inclination to cope with changing circumstances--both on the job
and in one's own life as a citizen. Equally stressed were the abilities to access new
information and to learn how to do new things.

3. r range of interperconal skills including communication end an inclination
toward collaborative worlL On the part of business leaders, rating such attributes
as important reflects perceptions about the changing nature of work. On the one

hand, this puts a premium on oral communications skills-- needed both to allow
increasingly collegial work-teams to function effectively and to allow communication
with non-specialists. On the other hand, it demands additional social skills of
listening and mutual assistance required to make teamwork effective.

4. a strong sense of responsibility for action-both personal and as a member of a
community. For policymakers and business leaders alike, this widely expressed

theme involved two related components. The first encompasses a sense of
responsibility for one's own actions, especially as these may affect other people.

Another refers to the individual's behavior as a member of a community. For
business leaders, this often included such attributes as "organizational loyalty". For
both policymakers and corporate representatives it also prominently included
participation in public service activities, voluntary work in one's community, and

informed citizenship.
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the ability to bridge cultural and linguistic berriers. Agair\ this theme has much
on the surface in common with current intellectud values of "multi- culturalism" and

"global awareness." Both educational and policy leaders, for instance, could agree

broadly that an important outcome of college should be "transcendence of one's own
parochial world-view." Equally at the core of this attribute is an awareness of and
respect for ethnic and national differences. Additionally mentioned by both parties
were foreign or second language skills required for intercultural communication.

a well-developed sense of "professionalism." In assigning importance to this
themg poliry and business participants differed decisively from educational
leaders--though some ofthe attributes mentioned do resemble occasional
"character-related" outcomes mentioned as part of traditional liberal education.
Included here were such characteristics as self-discipline (especially when applied to
a particular tash as in "work-ethic" or "disciplined goal achievement") and the ability
to "understand and work through a structure to get things done" as a member of an

organization.

This list of outcomes constitutes an excellent template in terms ofwhich to begin
discussions of collegiate attainment on a statewide basis.

B. Characteristics of Good Practice in Undergraduate Education

Considerable research on the characteristics of good practice in undergraduate education
has also resulted in a relatively short list of factors that are likely to provide students with
superior learning experiences. Twelve of these factors are identified and described in
summary fashion below.

High Expectations. Students learn more effectively when expectations for learning
are placed at high but attainable levels, and when these expectations are clearly
communicated from the outset. When students af,e expected to take risks and to
perform at high levelg they make greater efforts to succeed. Absent this kind of
encouragement, they will tend to choose usafeu learning alternatives that allow little
room for developing their full potentials. In contrast to more conventional notions
of "academic rigor," moreover, students should not be simply left on their own to
reach set standards; instead, both the institution and its faculty must make active
efficrts to help them succeed.

Coherence in Learning. Students also succeed best in developing valued
higher-order skills when such skills are reinforced throughout their educational
program. This means at a minimum that students should be presented with a set of
learning experiences that consists of more than merely a required number of courses
or credit hours. Instead, the curriculum should be structured in a manner that

5.

6.

l.
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3.

sequences individual courses to reinforce intended outcomes and that consciously
direct instruction toward collective ends.

Synthesizing Expcriences. Students also learn best when they are required to
integrate knowledge and skills learned in different places in the context of a single
problem or setting. Tpically in baccalaureate curricul4 this involves a senior
seminar, project, external examiner, or thesis that requires a synthesis of knowledge
and an active demonstration of independent inquiry or application. But such
experiences can appropriately occur at multiple points in a student's career and
should not be confined to upper division or baccalaureate programs.

Integrating Education and Erperience. Classroom experiences are both
augmented and reinforced by multiple opportunities to apply what is learned. In
professional curricula such opportunities abound in such mechanisms as formal
practica, internships, or cooperative education arrangements, but they are generally
lacking for undergraduate education as a whole.

Active Learning. At all levels, students learn best when they are gtven multiple
opportunities to actively exercise and demonstrate skills. Rather than placing
exclusive reliance on instructional settings that emphasize passive listening (for
instance, lectures) in introductory courses, for example, this implies frequent
discussion of presented class material, considerable written worh and the application
of learned material to new settings or contexts. Rather than being based entirely on
information recall, moreover, student assessments should require active
demonstration of synthesis and application.

Ongoing Practice of Learned Skills. A common research finding in both K-12 and
postsecondary study is that unpracticed skills will quickly atrophy. This is
particularly the case with such core skills as computation and writing whictr, if not
reinforced, will inevitably deteriorate without use. Good practice consistent with
this principle requires multiple opportunities to meaningfully exercise such valued
higher-order skills as communication (written and oral), critical thinking and
problem-solving, or basic quantitative techniques. It also requires that students
demonstrate such skills at appropriate levels as a condition for graduation.

Assessment and Prompt Feedback. Frequent feedback to students on their own
performance is also a major contributor to learning. Typically in college classrooms,
students receive little formal feedback on their work until well into the term.
Consistency with this principle demands far greater attention to providing students
with information about their own performance--both within courses and through
advisement processes and integrative experiences that give them an opportunity to
assess more broadly what they have leamed. At the same time, early assessment at

4.
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the classroom level allows faculty to determine the many levels of student abilities

and background that are often present, and can suggest some strategies for dealing

with this diversrty.

Collaborative Learning. Students learn better when they are engaged in a team

efort rather than being entirely on their own. Working with others increases active
involvement and provides multiple opportunities for feedback. At the same time, it
actively reinforces communications and problem-soMng skills. At least as

important, it is the way the world outside the academy works--a world that students

will shortly be expected to face. Research also suggests that collaboration is a useful
model for faculty/student interaction; rather than being a "judge" of student
performance, the best teachers act as "coaches"--working with students as joint
participants in achieving a conrmon goal.

Considerable Time on Task. Research also confirms that gtreater investments of
time in learning yield greater payoffs in terms of what and how much is learned.

How an institution defines its expectations of the ways students and instructors
should use their time can thus powerfully influence the quality of learning that
occurs. At the same time, visibly emphasizing time on task helps students to learn
how to more effectively plan and manage their available time and how to better
focus their energy.

Respects Diverse Talents and Ways of Knowing. Students come to college with
vastly different backgrounds, levels of preparation, and funds of previous experience.
At the same time, regardless of background, different students may learn effectively
in quite different ways. Good practice demands carefully designing curricula and

instructional efforts to meet this expected variety. Diversity, moreover, can itselfbe
of instructional value. Not only should individual ways of knowing be respected and

students allowed to capitalize on their strengths, but provide on the subject matter
taught. Instructional approaches that actively tap prior student and faculty
experiences and that highlight the difFerences in those experiences can thus be
particularly effective.

Frequent Student-Faculty Contact. Considerable research suggests that
frequency of academic, but out-of-class, contact between faculty and students is a

strong determinant of both program completion and effective learning. Knowing a

few faculty members well enhances students'intellectual commitment and

encourages them to think about their own values and future plans. At the same time
through such contact, students are able to see faculty less as "experts" than as role
models for ongoing learning.

10.
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12. Emphmis on the Eerly Years of Study. Consensus is emerging that the first years

of undergraduate study-particularly the freshman year--are critical to student
success. Partly this is because the transition from high school to postsecondary

study represents for most students a major discontinuity in both expectations and

behavior. Not only are standards higher but students are expected to work
independently and to make major choices about their course of study. For adult

students returning to the unfamiliar world of postsecondary study after many years

absent, the shock oftransition can be particularly abrupt. Yet the pattern of
resource investment at most colleges and universities strongly favors upper-division
work; at the same time, comprehensive efforts to integrate first-year students into
the mainstream of collegiate experience are often treated as "auxiliary
enterprises"--unconnected to faculty and to core academic experiences.

II. Policy Mechanisms

To induce institutions to work toward cornmon outcomes or to engage in desired "good
practices" in undergraduate education, state leaders have a number of different policy tools
available. Generally, however, they fall into two quite different classes. One set of policies is
intended primarily to induce institutions themselves to make changes in the ways they operate.

Prominent among these alternatives are assessment programs consistent with local instructional
goals and funding mechanisms designed to promote experimentation with new forms of
instructional delivery. A second set of policies is intended primarily to ensure and improve the
level of quality present across all institutions. Prominent among these alternatives are
assessment and performance indicators approaches intended to measure common outcomes and
practices at all instifutiong and investment strategies such as performance funding or categorical
grants that require institutions to engage in specific activities. Among the most conrmon t1ryes of
policy tools used by states to address issues of undergraduate quality are the following.

A. Direct Intervention

One class of alternatives-+elatively rarely used--involves the direct use of state policy to
mandate the way instruction is delivered or the ways instructional resources are deployed.
Prominent examples ofthis approach include:

. mandates affecting instructional practice or curricular content. States or university
systems may occasionally act to ensure that certain topics are taught or instructional
practices engaged in-especially in the "basic skills" portion of the undergraduate
curriculum. Florida's "Gordon Rule" that requires all freshmen in state institutions to
wdte 24,000 words is a prominent example. Less prescriptive is Arkansas'provision that
all students take a general education curriculum of specified length, with exposure
provided to a specified range of courses. Finally, state requirements for particular
curricular sequences or structures are quite common in several specialized
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undergraduate curricula--most notably nursing and teacher education.

. mandeted worHoads or requirements. More commonly, states may specify how
instructional resources (particularly faculty) are deployed--or place clear restrictions on
their deployment. Ohio, for instance, requires non-native English-speaking faorlty to
pass a test of English proficiency. Many other states now speci$ a minimum teaching
workload for full-time faculty in public institutions.

B. Fiscal Incentives

Far more conrmon are policies that use financial reward or directed investment to ensure

institutional attention to engaging in valued practices or for attaining valued outcomes.
Among the most common alternatives under this heading are:

. performance funding. In its purest fornL perfonnance funding mechanisms reward
institutions directly for attaining particular targets or objectives. Tennessee's

performance funding program is heavily centered on undergraduate instruction and
provides institutions with up to 5.SYo in addition-to-base funding for such outcomes as

student achievement in general education and the major field (both measured by
nationally-normed standardized tests), as well as other statisticd measures of quality.
Missouri and New York reward institutions for the number of degrees actually
completed, and the former additionally rewards institutions for each degree granted to
minority students. Other variants of performance funding reward institutions for the
attainment of specific targets agreed upon in negotiation between the state and
individual institutions. This allows institutions with different missions to be rewarded
for appropriately different types of attainment and performance.

. categorical funding. Categorical funding mechanisms direct resources toward specified
institutional investments and practices--restricting their expenditure only to such
practices. Florida and Texas, for instance, provide funds explicitly to institutions to
reduce lower dMsion class sizes in English in order to promote writing achievement.
Minnesota provides funding to institutions for investments in computing and
instructional technology. Minnesota's uQ-7" program at the same time directs funding
toward the development of senior "capstone experiences" in all state university
undergraduate curricula. Typically, such funds not only carry such restrictions on actual
expenditures, but require institutions to report actual progress in engaging in such
practices (e.g. reporting class sizes or numbers of capstone experiences).

. rrgrant-like" programs. Probably the most conrmon addition-to-base incentive
mechanism used by states to address undergraduate improvement is the establishment of
competitive grants for particular types ofprograms. New Jersey's "Governor's
Challenge Grants" of the mid-80's, Ohio's "Program Excellence" component ofits
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"Funds for Excellence" approach, Colorado's "Programs ofExcellence" grants and

Virginia's "Funds for Excellence" program are all examples ofthis relatively
non-directive approach. Such approaches work well when what is wanted is substantial

experimentation with new approaches by institutions, but they are unlikely to result in
consistent changes across institutions. As a result, such funding mechanisms work best

when coupled with a strong evaluation requirement to determine actual outcomes of
those investments, and an active dissemination network to ensure that successful
programs are known and imitated.

C. Accountability Mechanisms

Most states now also require specific forms of accountability for undergraduate
education--either through direct legislative mandate or board policy. The two most
common policy mechanisms used in this arena are:

. institutionel assessment mandates. Some two-thirds ofthe states now require all
institutions to periodically assess undergraduate outcomes and report what they have

learned (and what they intend to do about what they have learned) to state authorities.
The vast majority of these programs allow institutions to set their own goals for
assessment and specify the particular forms of assessment that they will use to
demonstrate or determine goal achievement. Most such policies, however, do specify
the particular areas that institutions should assess--for instancg general education,
achievement in the major field, retention and graduation rateq student and alumni
satisfaction, and the like. Such programs, experience has shown, are often of
considerable value in ensuring institutional attention to questions of undergraduate
improvement, but because they do not allow ready comparisons among institutions, are

rarely sufficient to satisfy growing demands for public accountability.

. common performrnce measures. About fifteen states now require all public
institutions to report results on a conrmon set of statistical performance indicators
largely centered on undergraduate education. Performance indicator systems ofthis
kind generally include input and "good practice" measures as well as outputs. For
instance, South Carolina requires institutions to report on the number of undergraduates
directly involved in faculty research activities and Tennessee reports the proportion of
lower-division courses taught by full-time and senior faculty. Emerging performance
indicator systems in Virginia and Wisconsin examine class-size pafferns and the
proportions of graduating seniors involved in capstone or other "integrative"
experiences.

Both kinds of accountability mechanisms, state experience has shown, are best used in
tandem with other policy mechanisms. For instancg Virginia examines the results of quite
different institutional assessment programs across the state to determine if any patterns
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might be present to guide the next round of awards under its competitive "Funds for
Excellence" program.

D. Technical Assistance

In this final class of policy mechanisms, state agencies act to disseminate good practice or
provide direct assistance to institutions in improving undergraduate delivery. Some state
boards sponsor periodic conferences or workshops on topics of undergraduate
improvement. New Jersey's annual multi-cultural and gender education conference and its
Institute for Teaching and Learning or Washington's Center for Teaching and Learning are
prominent examples. Often such conferences are underwritten by state boards or legislative
grants, but are administered by consortia of institutions. Examples are the statewide
conferences on assessment held annually in states like Colorado, Washingtor\ Virginia, and
South Carolina. Finally, technical assistance provisions can be a helpful follow-up to both
categorical and grantJike funding approaches. In Mnnesota" for instance, technical
assistance opportunities on topics related to the use of instructional technology are designed
to work in tandem with categorical funding approaches, and in Virginia periodic statewide
conferences are held to disseminate the lessons learned by institutions in piloting new
programs under "Funds for Excellence."

A major lesson that has emerged from almost fifteen years of state use of these policy tools is that
they are best employed in combination and in the presence of an explicit statewide vision for
undergraduate education. Unlike research and many other areas of institutional perhrmance,
undergraduate education is little affected by direct state action. Rather its practice is shaped by
numerous academic departments and individual faculty members acting in relative isolation. As a
result, the principal aim of policy should be to create appropriate and properly aligned incentives
for common action at the institutional level--incentives that can be recognized and used effectively
by institutional leaders to affect local change. At the same timg these policies must clearly signal
to both institutions and the public that the state considers effective undergraduate education to be
a priority, and that institutions will be held accountable for achieving it.
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