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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Reorganizing Higher
Education in
North Carolina:

What History Tells Us
About Our Future

ation of North Carolina’s 16-campus public

university system. The drive to restructure
higher education was proposed by then-Governor
Robert Scott and key leaders of the State Board of
Higher Education. It was opposed by leaders and
supporters of the University of North Carolina,
which had grown from a single campus in Chapel
Hill to six institutions across the state. Many of the
issues discussed during that time still resonate in
public debate over higher education today.

Much of the legislative debate focused on the
size, composition, and powers of a proposed gov-
erning board for all of public higher education in
North Carolina. Supporters of restructuring argued
that such a board was needed to develop a
statewide plan for higher education, to end harmful
competition among campuses, to deal with
inequities in funding among the campuses, and to
eliminate duplication in higher education pro-
grams. Opponents argued that restructuring would
reverse the success achieved by the University of
North Carolina (particularly at UNC-Chapel Hill)
and would not improve the allocation of resources
and programs among the state’s public colleges and
universities. Other concerns included whether the
state’s regional universities — including the state’s

In 1971, a heated legislative battle led to the cre-

historically black colleges — would gain or lose
under a revamped system; whether a new system
would prevent each campus from running to the
legislature independently for funds; and whether
election of the Board of Governors by the legisla-
ture was the best way to achieve a representative,
independent board.

In the end, the 16-campus system established
by a special October session of the 1971 General
Assembly was built on the administrative founda-
tions of the University of North Carolina. The new
32-member Board of Governors was comprised of
equal numbers of representatives of the old UNC
system and of the state’s public regional universi-
ties. William Friday, long-time president of UNC,
was chosen to lead the expanded university system.
A unique feature of the governance system created
by the 1971 legislative action was the retention of
local boards of trustees for each of the 16 individ-
ual schools. Those boards derive their power from
the central Board of Governors, whose members
are elected by the General Assembly.

Since it was founded more than two decades
ago, North Carolina’s 16-campus system has won
national praise for its administrative and academic
success. The state’s dual-board structure has been
hailed as a model for education governance, and



UNC’s programs continue to rank high in national
comparisons of colleges and universities. Some of
the key challenges facing educators and political
leaders in the 1971 debate, however, continue to be
public issues today. Chief among these challenges
are how to distribute state resources fairly among a
large, diverse group of educational institutions;
how best to protect the university system from
potentially harmful political interference; what role
the historically black universities should play in the
state university system; and what the balance of
power should be between the central Board of
Governors and the local boards of trustees.

These issues are echoed in recent controversies
over UNC-Chapel Hill business school efforts to
bypass the Board of Governors in approaching the
General Assembly for a tuition increase; calls to

change the allocation of power between the Board
of Governors and local campuses in setting tuition
policies; and calls by legislators and others for a
new study of funding inequity for the historically
black campuses and for the campuses with rapid
increases in enrollment. North Carolina’s history
in having the first public university to open its
doors and citizens’ support for the independence
and health of its public university are strengths the
system can build on in adapting to changes in
higher education and politics.

At a time when there are fewer eyewitnesses to
the dramatic and difficult birth of North Carolina’s
public university system, reviewing its history can
help educators, policymakers, and citizens better
understand its present and prepare for the future.




INTRODUCTION

n April 29,1998, in a ceremony filled with

academic pomp and Southern courtliness,

Molly Corbett Broad was inaugurated as
the 15th president of the University of North
Carolina and the third President of the 16-campus
system. Broad is the first woman and the first
non-North Carolinian chosen to lead the state’s
prestigious public university system — two facts
that were frequently underscored by media
commentators and participants in the celebration.

In her address to the assembled crowd, Broad
spoke of the importance of preserving the Univer-
sity’s historic mission, while at the same time
adapting to an environment of global economic
change and “constrained” local resources. “We
must redesign ourselves in a way that is faithful to
our principles,” she said. “The question is, how do
we translate the strength and foresight embodied in
our University to meet the challenges of the
future?”

More than two decades earlier, academic and
political leaders in North Carolina were asking
similar questions about redesigning the state’s sys-
tem of higher education, which at the time was
comprised of independent regional universities and
the six-campus University of North Carolina. In
1971, a heated legislative battle led to the creation

of the University Board of Governors and the 16-
campus system the board oversees. '

While the governing board design is acclaimed
as a model by national educational leaders, in
North Carolina its history is little known and little
discussed outside of the university community.

— y‘ﬁ
“We must redesign ourselves in a way that is faithful to
our principles.”

— MoLLy CoreeTT BROAD
UNC President, 1998-present
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As time goes on, there are fewer witnesses to the
dramatic, difficult birth of a system that now serves
more than 155,000 students on campuses stretch-
ing from the mountains to the coast.

Some who were present for the political fight
of 28 years ago liken the experience to a civil war.
By all accounts, the effort to bring North Carolina’s
public colleges and universities under one adminis-
trative roof was controversial, complex, and full of
surprises. Leading the drive was a governor whose
campaign platform had not focused on higher
education and who was approaching “lame duck”
status at the end of his term. His most powerful
opponents were influential leaders of the state’s
historic flagship university; his most loyal support-
ers were administrators of a higher education plan-
ning agency that lacked enforcement power.

The legislative process saw academic leaders
playing politics and lawmakers taking on the role
of educators. The political debate over restructur-
ing occurred in the larger societal context of rapid-
ly expanding demand for higher education and
growing concern over unequal access to education-
al resources. But in contrast to the bitterness
that dogged the legislative debate over restructur-
ing, the implementation of

pants; how large the opposition was to creating a
multi-campus system; and what type of political
influence was used to bring about change.

More importantly, many of the issues that were
being confronted by political and academic leaders
in the 1970s still T e 5
resonate today.
Chief among
them are how to
distribute state
resources fairly
among a large,
diverse group
of institutions;
how best to
protect the uni-
versity system
from potentially
harmful politi-
cal interference;
what role the
state’s five historically black universities should
play in the system; how to maintain academic
excellence in an uncertain economy; and how to
balance power and flexibility between the central

Board of Governors and

— WiLLiam C FRIDA
UNC President, 1956-1986

the new 16-campus system
took place in an atmos-
phere of calm and coopera-
tion. Felix Joyner, who
at the time was the Univer-
sity’s vice president for
finance, echoes the senti-
ments of many when he
says, “It was an irrational
fight that led to a rational
system.”"

In the years since

“Underpinning everything about this place is a
massive affection for the University. It was the
University that was provided for in the [state]

Constitution. It was the one sustainable force.”

UNC President, 1956-1986

the individual campus
boards of trustees.
Numerous interviews
with university leaders,
current and former state
legislators, scholars, and
historians make clear that
by 1971, many people felt
that North Carolina’s
higher education infra-
structure had reached a
point where it was no

— WiLLiam C. Fripay

1971, North Carolina’s

public university system has won widespread
praise for academic and administrative success.
The accomplishments of the 16-campus University
have led to a powerful form of hindsight among
participants in the dispute over restructuring. Most
of those who staunchly opposed that change now
count themselves among the system’s most loyal
defenders.

That doesn’t mean that the recent history of
higher education in North Carolina is a clear pic-
ture. Participants in the restructuring debate still
disagree over how that history ought to be written,
including where the impetus for change came
from; what the views were of many key partici-

2 INTRODUGCTION

longer workable — either
from an academic or a political standpoint. Many
believed that a system in which a growing number
of public universities were each approaching the
legislature separately for funding was leading
to administrative chaos, needless duplication of
academic programs, and a waste of tax dollars. But
while the need for change may have been certain,
the form it took was not. As a product of legisla-
tion, North Carolina’s current university system
reflects the aspirations, accomplishments, fears,
and failings of the many people involved in the
restructuring debate. As a product of history, the
university system also reflects the times in which it
was created.



Aims McGuinness Jr., a senior associate at the
National Council for Higher Education Manage-
ment Systems, has been studying the evolution of
education governance systems across the United
States since 1975. He believes that looking at edu-
cational change from a purely tactical viewpoint
misses the mark. “One could write this as a sort of
war story about how all these people and places
were fighting with each other,” McGuinness says.
“The real issue is, in some respects, not higher edu-
cation at all, but the broader shifts in political and
economic power within a state.”

In that vein, North Carolina educational lead-
ers point to a unique connection between the lead-
ership of the Tar Heel state and its public universi-
ty system. In her inaugural address, President

‘Molly Corbett Broad spoke of how a “bedrock
belief in the transforming power of education, in
many ways, continues to define North Carolina.”
William C. Friday, who served as president of the
University of North Carolina from 1956 to 1986,
says in reflecting on the 1971 restructuring debate,
“Underpinning everything about this place is a
massive affection for the University. It was the
University that was provided for in the [state]
Constitution. It was the one sustainable force.”

This report will describe the history of the

1971 restructuring of the University of North Car-
olina, including the various forces that led to
change, the arguments made for and against
restructuring, and some of the strategies used to
bring about a new system of university governance.
Second, the report will show how the 1971 reshap-
ing of higher education in North Carolina mirrors
broader public policy trends at work in the state.
And lastly, the report will identify what this portion
of the history of higher education in North Caroli-
na can tell us about future issues in the field.

Underlying all of the sections will be a focus
on the lessons that can be learned from reviewing
this particular chapter in our state’s history. Offi-
cial documents, interviews with participants, and
media and scholarly accounts of the events of 1971
will help answer some key questions, including:
Where did the idea for change in North Carolina’s
educational system come from? What is significant
about the way in which it was altered? What prob-
lems have been left unresolved by restructuring in
the 1970s?

FOOTNOTES

! Interview with Felix Joyner, April, 1998. Hereafter, all direct
quotes that appear without footnotes are from interviews
conducted by the author in April and May, 1998.
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CHAPTER 1

A Varied
Educational Landscape

“... what's past is prologue, what to come in yours and my discharge.”

of North Carolina’s public colleges and

universities operated as separate and competing
organizations. The state’s higher educational
system was an intricate patchwork of institutions
serving diverse regions, populations, and needs.
And the agency that had been created to manage
the growth of higher education — the North
Carolina Board of Higher Education — lacked
authority to carry out its mission.

By the late 1960s, North Carolina had more
community colleges, colleges, and universities — a
total of 96 public and private institutions — than
any Southern state except Texas, which had 124.
Each campus had a distinct history and a different
level of political backing, and each public institu-
tion vied for a share of the state budget.

In the decades before 1971, the majority

Building on the Historic Base
of the University

The Consolidated University of North Carolina -

— which in 1971 was comprised of six campuses
with headquarters in Chapel Hill — was seen as
having the most political clout. It operated under a
single, 100-person Board of Trustees elected by the

— WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE
~ The Tempest

legislature and chaired by the governor. That board
was made up of some of the state’s most powerful
business and community leaders. Phil Godwin,
who was Speaker of the state House of Represen-
tatives (D-Gates) in . 1971, says, “In my opinion,
they not only ran the [Consolidated] university,
they ran state government.”

The six-campus Consolidated University was
built on the foundation of the University of North
Carolina, which opened its doors in Chapel Hill in
1795 as the nation’s first state-supported universi-
ty. Another key piece of the university’s heritage is
a provision in the state Constitution that originally
read, “The General Assembly shall provide that the
benefits of The University of North Carolina, as far
as practicable, be extended to the youth of the State
free of expense for tuition.””

For almost 140 years, the University
comprised a single campus at Chapel Hill. Then in
1931, the General Assembly approved a consolida-
tion of three campuses -— the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill, the North Carolina Col-
lege of Agriculture and Engineering (now North
Carolina State University at Raleigh) and the North
Carolina College for Women (now the University
of North Carolina at Greensboro).® State appropri-
ations for all public universities had been sharply

CHAPTER 1 5



TABLE 1
THE HISTORIC GROWTH OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

1789 - The University of North Carolina is founded
with one campus at Chapel Hill.

1795 - The University of North Carolina opens its
doors to students.

1931 - North Carolina College for Women in
Greensboro and North Carolina College of
Agriculture and Mechanic Arts in Ralgigh
~— also publicly-funded universities — join
UNC as the University of North Carolina at
Greensboro and North Carolina State Uni-
versity at Raleigh, respectively. The term
“Consolidated University” comes into use to
describe the three-campus federation.

1965 - Charlotte College, a state-funded college,
joins UNC as the University of North Car-
olina at Charlotte, bringing the total number
of campuses to four.

1969 - Asheville-Biltmore College and Wilmington
College — both state-funded — join UNC
as the University of North Carolina at
Asheville and the University of North Car-
olina at Wilmington, bringing the total num-
ber of campuses to six.

1972 - Ten state-supported institutions join UNC,
bringing the total number of UNC campuses
to 16. The 10 institations, with their origi-
nal names in parentheses, are Appalachian
State University (Watauga Academy), East
Carolina University (East Carolina Teachers
College), Elizabeth City State University
(State Colored Normal School), Fayetteville
State University (Howard School), North
Carolina Agricultural and Technical Univer-
sity (Agricultural and Mechanical College
for Negroes), North Carolina Central Uni-
versity (North Carolina College for
Negroes), North Carolina School of the
Arts, Pembroke State University (Croatan
Normal School), Western Carolina Universi-
ty (Western Carolina Teachers College), and
Winston-Salem State University (Slater
Industrial Academy).

6 CHAPTER 1

cut in 1931 and 1933 due to the Great Depression.
Tar Heel political leaders hoped that by forming a
three-campus institution comprising the state’s
leading public universities, they would save money
by streamlining operations and eliminating dupli-
cation of costly professional and graduate pro-
grams.

The University of North Carolina expanded
again in 1965 by taking in Charlotte College,
which became The University of North Carolina at
Charlotte. In 1969, Asheville-Biltmore College
and Wilmington College joined the Consolidated
University as the University of North Carolina at
Asheville and the University of North Carolina at
Wilmington, respectively (see Tables 1 and 2 show-
ing UNC’s historic growth).

But unlike consolidation in the 1930s, the rea-
sons for this second wave of growth had political
and geographic rather than economic roots.* “We
thought we’d get killed politically if we didn’t have
anything east of Raleigh or west of Greensboro,”
says former U.S. Congressman for the Fourth Dis-
trict Ike Andrews, who was a member of the state
House (D-Chatham) and a Consolidated Universi-
ty trustee in 1971. “Geography had a lot to do with
it.”” John Sanders, former director of UNC'’s Insti-
tute of Government and current member of the
Board of Governors, also notes that Gov. Dan
Moore, in his successful campaign for governor in
1964, had promised Charlotte residents that their
rapidly-growing city would be chosen as a site for
another Consolidated University campus.

This rapid expansion of the Consolidated Uni-
versity was not a fully welcome development —
even to some of its own leaders. President William
Friday was among those who believed that while
the decision to make the Charlotte campus a uni-
versity within the consolidated system was a sound
academic move, Asheville and Wilmington were
taken in too soon. “I tried to advocate that they
should be colleges and grow slowly,” he recalls.
“But the trustees would have none of that.”

The extension of the Consolidated University
to the eastern and western ends of the state was
viewed with suspicion by leaders of some rapidly-
growing regional schools, such as East Carolina
College in Greenville, who saw the move as an
effort to shore up the University’s influence in the
face of growing competition from their institutions.
East Carolina had experienced a dramatic upsurge
in enrollment and was seeking legislative support
for new graduate programs in business and nursing.
As William Link wrote in his biography of William



Friday, East Carolina administrators “regarded the
sudden elevation of Charlotte, only recently
a junior college, as the ‘essence of condescen-

sion.””® Lindsay Warren Jr., who was a state sena- -

tor (D-Wayne) from 1963 to 1969, describes the
Consolidated University’s expansion to Charlotte
as “the straw that broke the camel’s back” in high-
er education because it sparked a push by schools
such as East Carolina for full university status.

T ]
“The General Assembly shall provide that the
benefits of the University of North Carolina and
other public institutions of higher education, as far
as practicable, be extended to the people of the

State free of expense.”

— N.C. Constitution ArTicLE IX, SEcTioN 9, 1999

The Distribution of Resources for
Higher Education

By 1970, half of the state’s public university
students were enrolled at the six campuses of the
Consolidated University.® The rest were served by
a growing network of former teachers’ colleges,
former community colleges, and historically black
institutions — all of which were seeking funds
from the legislature. North Carolina’s General
Assembly historically had made sizable invest-
ments in higher education — and the 1960s and
early 1970s were no exception. Between 1960 and
1970, spending on higher education in the Tar Heel
state climbed from $28.4 million to $175.9 million
— an increase of 519 percent.” When adjusted for
inflation, the increase is still a hefty 75 percent —
from $28.4 million to $114 million.®

Although much of that jump could be attrib-
uted to rapidly rising enrollments, Tar Heel law-
makers also approved more dollars per student and
devoted a higher portion of tax revenues to higher
education than those in many other Southern states.

For example, in 1969-70, North Carolina spent

$1,806 for each full-time college student. That is
significantly higher than the national average of
$1,245 per student and the average of $1,239 spent

CHARLES KURALT AND WILLIAM FRIDAY

by 15 other Southern states in the same period.’
And, even though personal income in North Car-
olina lagged behind many states in the 1960s and
early 1970s, the level of state higher education
spending as a percentage of that income was high-
er. Specifically, state spending on higher education
was $11.69 for every $1,000 of personal income in
North Carolina in 1969, as compared to $8.25
spent nationally and $8.90 spent by 15 other South-
ern states that same year."”

While appropriations for higher education had
been comparatively generous in North Carolina,
funding inequities existed — even among members
of the Consolidated University. Studies by the
North Carolina Board of Higher Education
revealed wide disparities in library resources, fac-
ulty salaries, and physical plants among the state’s
public universities. Further, the board found North

‘I speak for all of us who could not afford to go
to Duke, and who would not have, even if we

could have”
=~ CHARLES KURALT

Carolina’s five historically black colleges were par-
ticularly underfunded in comparison to the state’s
historically white colleges."

For example, in 1967, professors at six four-
year, predominantly white institutions in North
Carolina were paid close to $12,000 annually,
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while their counterparts at five predominantly
black institutions were paid slightly less than
$11,000, the state board found.? The Board of
Higher Education’s analysis of library expendi-
tures in 1967 found that among public senior col-
leges and universities in North Carolina, Winston-
Salem State College — a historically black school
— was at the lowest end of the spending scale,
receiving only $62 per student, while Asheville-
Biltmore College — a historically white school —
was at the highest end, with $267 per student.”
Part of the disparity in the latter case could be due
to the fact that Asheville-Biltmore had just become
a senior college and needed an upgrade of library
resources.

Acting on its findings regarding financial
resources for the state’s public universities, the
Board of Higher Education convinced the 1967
General Assembly to set aside $1 million in “catch-
up funds” for historically black schools to be dis-
tributed at the discretion of the state board. In a
report the following year on “Planning for Higher
Education in North Carolina,” the Board of Higher
Education underscored a need for “continuous,
major financial support™* for the state’s historical-
ly black colleges if they were to continue to serve
students — an issue that would continue to be part
of the debate over public higher education in the
1970s and beyond.

Rising Enrollments and Ambitions

By the late 1960s, serving students was becom-
ing more of a challenge for all of the nation’s high-
er educational institutions, as greater numbers of
the “Baby Boom” generation reached college age.
Between 1969 and 1975, national college enroll-
ments rose from 7.9 million to 9.9 million students
— a jump of 20 percent. In North Carolina,
college enrollments almost tripled in the years
between 1951 and 1969.® During the 1960s and

early 1970s, enrollments in the nation’s public

institutions grew faster than enrollments in private
institutions, rising from 59 percent of the national
total in 1960 to 74 percent in 1975. Those trends
were mirrored in North Carolina, where enroll-
ments in public universities grew from 56 percent
of the total in 1960 to 75 percent in 1975."

The state’s growth in higher education showed
itself not just in larger numbers of students, but
also in the rising ambitions of institutions outside
of the Consolidated University. The state’s five

8 CHAPTER 1

UNC-Chapel Hill

historically black colleges, which were founded as
teacher training schools in the late 19th and early
20th centuries, were rethinking their role in light of
changes brought about by the Civil Rights Move-
ment. Until the federal courts intervened in the
1950s, African Americans had been barred from
attending all historically white public colleges and
universities in North Carolina. During the first half
of the 20th century, the state’s historically black
schools were the only public institutions meeting
the demand for a college education among North
Carolina’s black citizens. “The state had created
them [the historically black colleges] for one rea-
son, but they had developed into something else,”
says Charles Lyons, retired president” of Fayet-
teville State University — founded in 1867 as




TABLE 2

THE CONSTITUENT INSTITUTIONS OF
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA, 1998

INSTITUTION (original name and date of founding) Date Joined UNC Fall 1972 Fall 1997 FY 1997-98
Enrolimentt Enrolimentt Budgets$

OLD CONSOLIDATED UNIVERSITY:

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL 1789 19,224 _ 23,668 251.4%

(University of North Carolina, 1789) . 162.2%
413.6

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY AT RALEIGH 1931 13,809 27,529 303.9

(North Carolina College of Agricultural and Mechanic Arts, 1887}

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHARLOTTE 1965 5,159 16,370 109.1
(Charlotte Center of UNC, later known as Charlotte College, 1946)

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT GREENSBORO 1931 7,428 12,308 101.3
(State Normal and Industrial School, later known as
North Carolina College for Women, 1891)

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT WILMINGTON 1969 2,233 9,176 66.8
(Wilmington College, 1947)

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT ASHEVILLE 1969 968 3,179 260
{Buncombe County Junior College, 1927}

ENROLLMENT SUBTOTAL CONSOLIDATED UNIVERSITY: 48,821

East CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 1972 10,858 17,846 132.6%
(East Carolina Teachers Training School, 1907) 45.6%
178.2

APPALACHIAN STATE UNIVERSITY 1972 7,353 12,108 93.4
(Watauga Academy, 1899)

NORTH CARQOLINA AGRICULTURAL AND TECHNICAL STATE UNIVERSITY 1972 4,510 7468 68.6
(Agricultural and Mechanical College for Negroes, 1891)

WESTERN CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 1972 5,972 6,531 58.5
(Cullowhee State Normal and Industrial School, 1905)

NorTH CAROLINA CENTRAL UNIVERSITY 1972 . 3,760 5,664 46.3
(National Religious Training School and Chautaugua,
later known as North Carolina College for Negroes,1909)

FAYETTEVILLE STATE UNIVERSITY 1972 1,643 3,916 31.3
(Howard School, 1867, later known as State Colored Normal School)

WINSTON-SALEM STATE UNIVERSITY 1972 1,720 2,970 259
(Slater Industrial Academy, 1892, later known as
Winston-Salem State Teachers College)

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT PEMBROKE 1972 1,970 3,304 24.0
(Croatan Normal School, 1887) :

EL1zABETH CITY STATE UNIVERSITY 1972 1,109 1,962 21.6
(State Colored Normal School, 1891)

NORTH CAROLINA SCHOOL OF THE ARTS 1972 351 771 19.0
(1963)

1997 ENROLLMENT TOTAL FOR UNC SYSTEM 154,770

Source: UNC - General Administration

t Figures are for head count enrollment

< Current Operations Budget in millions of dollars. Does not include Health Affairs at East Carolina University and UNC-Chapel Hill.
% Academic Affairs Budget for East Carolina University and UNC-Chapel Hill.

% Health Affairs Budget for East Carolina University and UNC-Chapel Hill.
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North Carolina’s first publicly-funded institution
for African Americans. In the late 1960s, “we were
concerned about respect for those institutions and a
recognition of them as viable.”

Other institutions were looking beyond their
original missions as land grant universities,"
teacher training schools, and junior colleges, and
were envisioning a broader educational role for
themselves. East Carolina College had the most

U.S. Senator Robert Morgan (D-Harnett) was
chairman of East Carolina’s board of trustees at the
time. He recalls being warned by leaders of North
Carolina College in Durham (now North Carolina
Central University) — another historically black
school which had declined to be included in the
regional university bill — that just such a move
was afoot. “They said that representatives from
Guilford [County] had requested that black institu-

-

North Carolina Agricultural and Technical University

visible expansion campaign, due mostly to its bold
and politically savvy leader, Leo Jenkins, who
served as president from 1960 to 1978. In the late
1960s, Jenkins launched a drive to establish a two-
year medical program in Greenville and full uni-
versity status for East Carolina.

A bill that would have given East Carolina uni-
versity status and making it the first and only mem-
ber of a new class of state institutions — regional
universities — was defeated in the state Senate in
1967 after bitter debate. But later that same year,
East Carolina was granted university status in a bill
that also extended university status to Western Car-
olina Teachers College in Cullowhee, Appalachian
State Teachers College in Boone, and North Car-
olina Agricultural and Technical State College
(A&T) in Greensboro. The inclusion of A&T — a
historically black school — in the mix was viewed
by some as a cynical effort to defeat the measure.
Former North Carolina Attorney General and later
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tions be added as part of the university bill as a way
of killing it,” Morgan says. “The comment was
made, ‘Morgan will not accept black institutions.’
But their little thing boomeranged against them,”
and the bill was passed. Former state Senator
Lindsay Warren (D-Wayne) says most legislators
saw the 1967 measure as a “salve to East Caroli-
na’s wounds” and not as a commitment to create
new doctoral-level institutions across the state.
“Most people saw it as [granting] a name change
only,” Warren recalls. “They didn’t really think of
those schools as universities.”

Toppling the Educational Pyramid

The combination of burgeoning enrollments
and growing demands for a wider range of educa-
tional programs across the state was starting to
upset the pyramid structure that had developed to



bring order to North Carolina’s far-
flung network of public colleges
and universities. At the apex of the
pyramid in the early 1960s was the

six-campus Consolidated Universi-
ty, followed by regional universi-
ties, general purpose senior col-
leges, and community colleges,
with the state’s public high schools
at the base.”

This structure had been codi-
fied by the legislature in 1963,
when it acted on recommendations
of a blue-ribbon panel called the
Carlyle Commission, named for its
. chairman, attorney Irving Carlyle of
Winston-Salem. In addition to
founding the state Community Col-
lege System, the 1963 session of the
General Assembly approved a
mechanism suggested by the com-
mission for gradual expansion of
the University of North Carolina,
and made clear that the then three-campus system
was the only one authorized to award doctoral
degrees.”

Only six years later, lawmakers took a step
which toppled the established educational pyramid.
In 1969, against the advice of the Board of Higher
Education, the legislature granted regional univer-
sities the right — with theoretical oversight by the
Board of Higher Education — to offer doctoral
degrees beginning in 1972.* That meant an end to
the Consolidated University’s position at the top of
the pyramid as the sole provider of programs
beyond the master’s degree. At the same time, leg-
islators granted university status to five historically
black schools and one school — Pembroke State
College — that had been established for the educa-
tion of Native Americans. That brought the total
number of regional universities to nine. The North
Carolina School of the Arts, established in 1963,
was in a category by itself, offering high-school
programs for performing artists as well as a college
curriculum.

Former state Senator Warren believes the 1967
and 1969 legislative moves came about because
lawmakers could no longer handle the competing
demands of so many educational institutions.
“Because of the pressure being brought to bear, a
lot of politicians got nervous, and they came in
with these bills to establish these regional universi-
ties,” he says. “I voted against every one of them.

UNC - Pembroke

I thought it was the wrong way at the wrong time
to approach the restructuring of higher education.”

When Robert W. Scott took office as governor
in 1969, it was clear that the state’s patchwork of
higher education had begun to stretch and fray
around the edges. The programmatic distinctions
between the Consolidated University and the new
regional universities had been erased by the 1969
legislative action. But the political and academic
hierarchies established in an earlier era were still
firmly in place.

FOOTNOTES
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cation in the South 1970, Atlanta, GA,1970, pp. 2-16.
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ble, be extended to the people of the State free of expense.”
(Italicized portion denotes changes from 1868 constitution. The
words “for tuition” at the end were deleted.]
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public land for state colleges under the Morrill Acts of 1862 and
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and representative to endow at least one agricultural college.
North Carolina created two land grant colleges in 1887 and
1891 — North Carolina College of Agricultural and Mechanical
Arts, now North Carolina State University at Raleigh, and the
Agricultural and Mechanical College for Negroes, now North
_Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University in Greens-
boro.

Board of Higher Education, note 6 above, p. 21.
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Consolidated University, which would be called “The University
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amended due to vocal opposition from alumni of North Carolina
State College (now North Carolina State University at Raleigh),
who objected to having “the University of North Carolina” as part
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1991 when proposals to drop “at Chapel Hill” from UNC-Chapel
Hil's name were rejected by the Board of Governors.
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A Gathering Of
Forces For Change

“Every year | was in the legislature, there was some serious debate about structural change in [higher] education.
It was in a consistent state of boiling.”

estructuring of higher education was not a
Rconcept unique to North Carolina in the late

1960s. Between 1950 and 1970, 47 states
established coordinating or governing boards
in response to unprecedented growth of their col-
leges and universities." The period was marked by
change and upheaval in fields ranging from health
care to state government. In education, federal leg-
islation also played a role in encouraging a greater
focus on planning among leaders of colleges and
universities. For example, the Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963 offered federal aid for con-
struction  of educational facilities and required the
creation of state commissions to handle planning.:
“State eligibility for that federal aid required exten-
sive facilities planning,” notes Aims McGuinness
of the National Center for Higher Education Man-
agement Systems. “Therefore, the state’s interest
in gaining some rational control of expansion coin-
cided with the federal requirements for state plan-
ning through state facilities commissions.”

The issue of how best to manage higher educa-
tion was being debated in forums ranging from the
prestigious Carnegie Commission on the Future of
Higher Education to individual college boards of
trustees. James E. Holshouser Jr. — who was a
Republican member of the North Carolina House

— JAMES E. HOLSHOUSER, JR.
N.C. Governor, 1973-1977

in 1971 (R-Watauga) and Governor from 1973 to
1977 — says the topic also was being talked about
by Tar Heel politicians. “Every year I was in the
legislature, there was some serious debate about
structural change in [higher] education. It was in a
consistent state of boiling.”

Relationships With the Legislature
and the Public

The fragmented nature of North Carolina’s
higher educational system was making rational
planning more difficult. Institutions were adding
programs and making budget requests without
regard to what their fellow colleges and universi-
ties might be doing. The result, says former
state Senator Kenneth Royall Jr., who was a state
House member (D-Durham) and head of the pow-
erful House Appropriations Committee in 1971,
“was really mind-boggling. Listening to all 16
institutions and their requests — well, you wanted
to be fair. But money was limited. What it came
down to back then was who had the best lobbyist.”

On that score, the regional universities and
historically black schools felt hard-pressed to
compete with the Consolidated University, whose
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unofficial flagship campus at Chapel Hill had tra-
ditionally graduated many of the state’s lawmak-
ers. “The feeling on the part of the regional
schools was that we were at a great disadvantage,”
says Wallace Hyde, a former Western Carolina
College trustee, Democratic Party fundraiser, and a
member of a 1971 blue-ribbon committee on
restructuring. “We obviously envied the schools
[such as UNC-Chapel Hill] that had more strength.
It wasn’t prejudice but jealousy. We felt we need-
ed to be in a better posture.” Former state Senator
Ruffin Bailey (D-Wake), now a legislative lobbyist,
recalls that “Half of the Senate and House were
allied with Chapel Hill. It had always prospered
because of that.”

On the other hand,
Chapel Hill supporters
were concerned about a
waning of their universi-
ty’s political influence.
Author and retired Greens-
boro Daily News editor
William Snider notes in his
history of UNC-Chapel
Hill that as more of the
state’s ruling elite began to
attend other campuses,
“these new allegiances

in a better posture.”

“The feeling on the part of the regional schools
was that we were at a great disadvantage . . .
We obviously envied the schools [such as UNC-
Chapel Hill] that had more strength. It wasn't

prejudice but jealousy. We felt we needed to be

improved conditions for African-American stu-
dents and college employees.

Friday biographer William Link writes about
what he calls a “widening gulf between the world
of the university and the world of the average
North Carolinian” that existed at this time.* The
public’s reaction to civil rights protests, and its

~ frustration with what was perceived as the involve-

ment of liberal universities in the demonstrations,
struck a chord with conservative lawmakers. In
1960, future U.S. Republican Senator Jesse Helms
began a decade-long series of televised editorials
that aired on WRAL-TV in Raleigh — many
of them directed against “left-wingers” at

UNC-Chapel Hill. In

ey 1963, state legislators

responded to civil rights
protests in Raleigh by pub-
licly complaining that
Chapel Hill faculty mem-
bers had provoked the
marches, even though fac-
ulty from North Carolina
State University were most
heavily involved.

These tensions culmi-
nated in the 1963 passage
of a bill that became

~ WarLLace Hype

were naturally reflected in
the General Assembly, where prior to World War 11,
many members had been alumni or had links with
Chapel Hill.”® Before restructuring in 1971, state
legislators were allowed to sit on the boards of
trustees of public universities, giving the schools a
built-in advantage when it came to lobbying.
Chapel Hill supporters had other reasons to
worry about how their school was being perceived
by the public and state lawmakers. In the 1960s,
the campus became a lightning rod for a conserva-
tive backlash against civil rights protests and stu-
dent unrest. During the decade of the 1960s and
early 1970s, the specter of student demonstrations
around issues such as the Vietnam War, civil rights,
free speech, and academic freedom hovered over
college campuses nationwide. . In North Carolina,
campuses in Durham, Chapel Hill, and Greensboro
were particularly active. African-American stu-
dents from North Carolina A&T in Greensboro had
staged the country’s first sit-in at a segregated
lunch counter at a downtown Woolworth’s in 1960.
In 1968 and 1969, students at A&T, Chapel Hill,
and Duke University in Durham occupied adminis-
tration buildings and held strikes to demand
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known as the Speaker Ban
Law. The law denied speaking rights on North
Carolina’s publicly-supported college campuses to
members of the Communist Party, anyone “known
to advocate the overthrow of the Constitution of the
United States or the state of North Carolina” or
anyone who “has pleaded the Fifth Amendiment of
the Constitution of the United States in refusing to
answer any questions with respect to Communist
or subversive connections.”™ Although it applied to
all of the state’s publicly-funded institutions, the
bill generated the most reaction from students, fac-
ulty, and administrators at Chapel Hill. The ripple
effect of the bill included a ruling by an accredita-
tion team of the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools — the leading accrediting body
of southern colleges and universities — that the
Speaker Ban Law interfered with the authority of
Consolidated University administrators. Universi-
ty leaders interpreted this decision as a “looming
threat of the loss of accreditation.”™
The Speaker Ban Law was amended by the
North Carolina legislature in 1965 to give state uni-
versity trustees the power to approve campus
speakers. Three years later, it was overturned in



Dickson v. Sitterson, a T — known support of East

case brought by student
leaders and banned speak-
ers challenging the consti-
tutionality of the law.’
However, the drawn-out
controversy only served to
strengthen a public per-
ception of the Chapel Hill
campus as a bastion of lib-
eralism. And, it created
friction between legisla-
tors and university leaders

years old”

“Since we can no longer assume any single
historical event, no matter how recent, to be
common knowledge, | must treat events dating

back only a few years as if they were a thousand

The Book of Laughter and Forgetting

Carolina University had
become “an albatross
around my neck. People
would say, ‘Here comes
Mr. ECU. What’s his pro-
gram?’ You couldn’t look
at an overview of all high-
er education in the state.”™
The North Carolina Board
of Higher Education was
the agency charged with
taking a statewide view of

— MiLaN KunDERA

that would resurface dur-
ing the debate over restructuring of higher educa-
tion.

The ideological breach between legislators and
university leaders was not limited to conservative
lawmakers. In 1969, support by students at UNC-
Chapel Hill of a strike by mostly black campus din-
ing hall workers evoked starkly different responses
from academic leaders and the politically moderate
governor. While President Friday and other admin-
istrators called for restraint, Governor Scott sent in
units of the state highway patrol to restore order
and publicly criticized Consolidated University
leaders for their slowness to act.®

Perhaps because of this greater tumult, talk of
changing the state’s higher educational system
remained muted in Chapel Hill during the 1960s.
But by the middle of Scott’s term in late 1970, the
issue had begun to surface among Consolidated
University leaders. The late John Caldwell, who
was chancellor of North Carolina State University
at the time, said in a 1972 interview that he had
discussed the need for a broad restructuring of
higher education with President Friday and other
top administrators at least two years before the
governor launched his efforts to change the way
higher education was managed.® As Friday recalls,

“It was the pressure of the inevitable. You just

couldn’t go on with things the way they were.”

Taking a Statewide View of Higher
Education

The competition and the “logrolling™ in high-
er education were becoming tiresome even to those
legislators most closely aligned with particular
schools. The late Horton Rountree, who was a
prominent member of the state House (D-Pitt) at
the time, said in a 1972 interview that his well-

_ higher education. Legally,
it was responsible for planning and promoting a
“sound, vigorous, progressive, and coordinated
system of higher education in North Carolina.”*
Under the leadership of then-Director Howard R.
Boozer, the state board developed a long-range
plan for all of higher education — the first com-
prehensive report on the subject by a state agency.
In “Planning for Higher Education in North Car-
olina,” published in 1968 — three years before
restructuring became a legislative issue — the
state board outlined a solution to the disorder and
competition its leaders believed held sway over
North Carolina’s public institutions. Specifically,
the board called for the creation of “a single agency
to plan and coordinate higher education, with
authority to review budgets and to prepare a single
budget request. . . Whatever time is required should
be spent in this effort. And ample provision should
be made for full public discussion prior to the sub-
mission of recommendations to the legislature.”®

But the board’s ability to bring about this
change was limited. Since its founding in 1955,
the Board of Higher Education had seen its role
steadily eroded by the legislature. Three years
after it was created on the recommendation of yet
another blue-ribbon committee — this one chaired
by Consolidated University Trustee Victor Bryant
— the board’s powers were reduced from approv-
ing requests for new educational programs to
advising the General Assembly on such requests.
In 1965, the board narrowly escaped being abol-
ished. Instead, the legislature revamped the agency
so that most of its existing members were replaced
by ones more closely allied with the governor’s
office.”

In addition to lukewarm support from the
legislature, the Board of Higher Education
frequently found itself clashing with the schools it
was supposed to be overseeing — especially when
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it came to rejecting their requests for new pro-
grams. “I remember going to the Board to ask for
[approval for] a nursing school at East Carolina,”
recalls former state Attorney General Robert Mor-
gan, who was an East Carolina trustee in 1971. “I
remember them asking, ‘Don’t we have a nursing
school at Chapel Hill?” And that was that. So we
had to go to the legislature.”

John Kennedy, who was Assistant Director of
Higher Education in 1971, insists that the state
board’s decision-making process centered around
educational, not political concerns. “The Board of
Higher Education, all the way down through its
history, has been dominated by staff who were real-
ly concerned about education. The nursing school
question [for East Carolina] was the kind of thing
the board carefully weighed and talked about. It
was never as simple as just saying that there was
another school in Chapel Hill.”

— CameRON WEST
Former Director of Higher Education

. When Cameron West became Director of
Higher Education in 1969, the state board still had
statutory responsibility for coordinating higher
education. But in practice, its recommendations
were seldom heeded. Instead, it was forced to try
and manage, in the words of its former Chairman
Watts Hill Jr, by “influencing public opinion.”
West was committed to changing that situation and
to addressing the problems that the board had
identified in its studies of higher education.
“When I came on, I asked the board if they wanted
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to pursue the issues they’d outlined in their [1968
planning] report, and they did,” he says. “I told
them, ‘I plan to push your recommendations.” And
over the next three years, that’s what I did.”

West and other Board of Higher Education
staff members set about improving relationships
between the board and the regional schools, as well
as with state lawmakers. They soon realized they
had a sympathetic ear in Governor Scott, a Demo-
cratic reformer who came from a well-known dairy
farming family in Haw River. A graduate of North
Carolina State College, Scott was a member of a
Tar Heel political dynasty. His father, W. Kerr
Scott, was elected governor in 1948 and became
famous for his progressive “Go Forward” program
of road construction, school improvements, and
rural electrification.® Kerr Scott’s brother, Ralph,
was a leading Democratic state senator from Ala-
mance County.

The Governor Steps In

As Governor, Bob Scott’s involvement in high-
er education included his chairmanship of the
Southern Regional Education Board — a forum
created in 1948 by southern legislators to help
states improve the quality of education, student
opportunity, and student achievement. The region-
al board is comprised of the governor of each of 17
member states and four other individuals from the
state, including at least one legislator and one edu-
cator appointed by the governor. In addition, by
statute, Scott also was chairman of the University
of North Carolina Board of Trustees — a post that
had been held ceremonially by Tar Heel governors
since the 1800s.

Although the governor had not made higher
education a focus of his administration, Board of
Higher Education leaders hoped his involvement in
state and regional boards would make him an
informed advocate for changing the way higher
education was governed. In addition, Scott had
been an advocate for improving long-term plan-
ning in the state — a fact they hoped would make
him sympathetic to the need for better planning
in higher education. Under Scott’s leadership, the
legislature approved the State Government Reorga-
nization Act, which consolidated more than 300
state agencies into 19 departments."”

At West’s suggestion and with Scott’s backing,
the 1969 General Assembly reconstituted the
Board of Higher Education once more, making the




s

Wy,
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apparently this was on my mind. . . | thought, well,

~ look, both Friday and West are saying there’s got to be
a better way [to govern higher education]. While we
have these two people thinking this way, we'd better
move on it”
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— RoBEerT ScotT
N.C. Governor, 1969-1973

governor and six key legislative committee leaders
(the four chairs of the House and Senate Appropri-
ations and Finance Committees, and the two
co-chairs of the Higher Education Committees) ex-
officio members. Newspaper editorials criticized
the move as a “power grab.” Many Consolidated
University leaders agreed, seeing the expanded leg-
islative membership on the board as a harmful
politicizing of educational decision-making.
Kennedy, the former Assistant Director of
Higher Education, says that adding legislators to
the board was the only way the agency could be
sure its recommendations would be acted upon.
For his part, Scott says he had no specific plan in
mind when he took on the chairmanship of the
Board of Higher Education in addition to chairing
the Consolidated University’s Board of Trustees.
But the added exposure these dual chairmanships
gave him helped to bring the need for change
sharply into focus. “My experience put me at the
center of all higher education,” he recalls. “I real-
ized more than ever what a mess it was. That move
enabled me to become more involved.”
In the fall of 1970, Scott made up his mind that
he was going to lead an effort to restructure the

state’s higher educational system. It was a choice
that took many observers by surprise because the
governor had neither campaigned on a platform of
improving higher education in 1968 nor made
higher education a major focus of his administra-
tion’s activity in his first two years as governor.
Scott says he felt a sense of urgency because he
believed that major players in Raleigh and Chapel
Hill supported the idea of change. “I was riding in
the state limousine by myself and apparently this
was on my mind,” he says. “I thought, well, look,
both Friday and West are saying there’s got to be a
better way [to govern higher education]. While we
have these two people thinking this way, we’d bet-
ter move on it.”

Although the governor was correct in assessing
West’s position, he misjudged the nature of
Friday’s opinions. As a member of the national
Carnegie Commission, the 1966-67 President’s
Task Force on Education, and the Association of
American Universities, Friday was well-informed
about how other states were reorganizing their
higher educational systems. But he had not taken
a public stand in favor of any particular model for
North Carolina. Much has been written about the
differences in the way Friday and Scott communi-
cated their ideas. While Scott was bold and direct
with his proposals, Friday was more inclined —
and more accustomed — to making broad state-
ments that would result in consensus.® In a 1972
interview, Friday said that he erred in allowing
Scott to believe that he shared the governor’s sense
of urgency about reorganizing higher education.
“A mistake was made in communications with
Scott,” Friday said. “ He assumed things.”*
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CHAPTER 3

The 1971 Governor’s
Study Committee On
the Structure and
Organization of
Higher Education

“l am talking about starting all over. Scrambling a new batch of eggs.”

n December 13, 1970, Scott invited a
Oselect group of university trustees and

members of the Board of Higher Education
to the governor’s mansion to talk about the
challenges facing higher education. At that meet-
ing, to which no university administrators were
invited, Scott outlined several potential courses of
action. Among the options he mentioned were:
doing nothing, having the University of North
Carolina system absorb all of the other institutions,
strengthening the existing Board of Higher Educa-
tion, or creating “a new structure from the best of
the Consolidated University and the Board of
Higher Education. . . I am talking about starting all
over. Scrambling a new batch of eggs.”

The Governor’s Push for Change

More specifically, the governor described
a possible statewide regents system that would put
control over higher education in the hands of a
single coordinating board comprised of university
trustees, legislators, and members of the Board
of Higher Education. Scott pointed out that under
terms of the regional university bill passed in
19672 lawmakers soon would be reevaluating the

— RoBERT ScotT
N.C. Governor, 1969-1973

position of the regional schools to see which
should be given the right to grant doctoral degrees.
By implication, the rest of the state’s higher
educational system would be under scrutiny as
well, he said. Following up on a suggestion that
Consolidated University President Friday had
made to him, Scott urged the trustees to take the
lead in reorganizing education. He spoke of plans
to form a study committee of 14 university trustees
and five members of the Board of Higher Educa-
tion that would make recommendations to the
legislature. “The solution to this problem must
come from our own ranks,” Scott said.

The response to the governor’s push for change
was generally positive. The Board of Higher
Education passed a resolution renewing its recom-
mendation for a single coordinating agency for
higher education. A December 30, 1970 headline
in The News and Observer of Raleigh, “University
Unit Backs Scott Move,” topped a story about a
15-member subcommittee of the Consolidated
University board endorsing the governor’s restruc-
turing efforts.

But by the time Scott had organized his study
committee in late December of 1970 under the
chairmanship of former state Senator Lindsay War-
ren, cracks had begun to appear in that support. At
a January 7, 1971 meeting of East Carolina Uni-
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versity’s Board of Trustees, Irving Carlyle — who
had chaired the Carlyle Commission, an important
study committee formed almost a decade earlier —
called proposals for a centralized board of regents
“a step backward for North Carolina” because “if
everything is set for the state’s schools by a single
board, then achievement of excellence in North
Carolina will fade away’® At the meeting, East
Carolina trustees adopted a statement urging that
“serious consideration be given to evaluating the
merits of the present system, with the thought of
strengthening the present coordinating Board of
Higher Education” and retaining the autonomy of
local institutional boards of trustees.*

Consolidated University leaders also were
wary of changing the status quo. “I felt very
strongly that the regency system was not desir-
able,” recalls William Dees, a long-time University
trustee, former Board of Higher Education chair-
man, and future UNC Board of Governors chair-
man. “We had six schools together under one bud-
get [in the Consolidated University system] and
that, we thought, was progress.”

Underlying the resistance to change was
distrust on the part of some state higher education
leaders of any restructuring proposal emanating
from Raleigh. “The Board of Higher Education
was a non-campus organization, and it was
resented by the universities because of that. It was
seen as a downtown Raleigh organization — like a
highway commission,” says former state legislator
and Consolidated University trustee Ike Andrews.
The 1971 restructuring drive, “was not an educa-
tionally motivated enterprise,” says John Sanders,
director emeritus of UNC’s Institute of Govern-
ment. “There was no real support from the educa-
tional institutions” for the governor’s proposals.

Others trace the lack of unity on the issue of
changing the higher educational system to the
make-up of the study committee itself. The Warren
Committee was comprised of one trustee from each
of the nine regional universities, five trustees from
the Consolidated University, and five representa-
tives of the Board of Higher Education. Each insti-
tution selected its own representatives to the board,
and each was worried about how its programs
would fare under any proposal for a new higher
education governance system.

Leaders of the state’s historically black
colleges, for example, were concerned that the
campaign to reorganize higher education was a
smokescreen for closing down their institutions.
Heads of some of the other regional universities
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worried that a new system would curb their inde-
pendence — or in the case of East Carolina, their
growing political clout. And in Chapel Hill, there
were many who believed Scott’s efforts had pro-
vided openings for those with ill intentions toward
the state’s unofficial flagship school. “The com-
pelling characteristic of restructuring was that a lot
of people had it in for the university” at Chapel
Hill, says retired UNC Vice President for Finance
Felix Joyner. “It was not based on the proposition
of, ‘Let’s improve education or make it more effi-
cient” It was just raw anti-intellectualism. . . And
Scott, aided by the Board of Higher Education,
very carefully put all of those people together.”
Scott insists that he never would have gone
ahead with the campaign for restructuring if he
thought President Friday — the Consolidated Uni-
versity’s top official — was opposed to the idea.
“This did not have to be done when I started out,”
he says. “It truly came out of the chaos [in higher
education] at the time.” Kennedy, then assistant
director of Higher Education, says he and other
members of the Board of Higher Education were
motivated by concern about the future of the pres-
tigious Chapel Hill campus. “We thought it was
the most fragile part of the system,” he says. “We
felt we were going to lose Chapel Hill if we didn’t
have a change in the structure” of higher education.

The Study Committee Deliberates

When he agreed to chair the Governor’s Study
Committee on the Structure and Organization of
Higher Education, Lindsay Warren was aware of
the divisions that existed both outside of the com-
mittee and within its ranks. “A more daunting
assignment I never have had,” he says. “Many of
the members held very strong views — adamant
views that didn’t show much flexibility”” Warren
hoped the committee could develop a plan that leg-
islators would accept. But despite his efforts to
reach consensus, the study group produced a divid-
ed report that reflected existing rifts in the state’s
higher education community.

During their closed-door sessions, Warren
Committee members explored a range of options
for managing North Carolina’s higher educational
system. Among them were forming a single, state-
level coordinating board, grouping institutions
under two or more governing boards depending on
each school’s function, and continuing the existing
combination of institutional boards and a multi-




“A more daunting assignment | never have had.”
— LINDSAY WARREN

Former Chair of the Governor’s Study Committee on
the Structure and Organization of Higher Education

campus board® When it became clear that the
committee was split between those who favored
fundamental change and those who wanted to
strengthen elements of the
existing system, Warren
turned to Higher Education
Director Cameron West
and Consolidated Universi-
ty President William Fri-
day for help. Specifically,
he asked for a compromise
proposal that would focus
on bolstering the regulato-
ry powers of the Board of z

“I personally felt that unless you had a strong
governing board, nothing much was going to

happen in [higher] education.”

West mainly to “make peace with Lindsay War-
ren.”®

The plan the two men talked about involved
strengthening the ability of the Board of Higher
Education to plan and promote “a coordinated sys-
tem of higher education in the state.” Proposed
changes in the statute included giving the state
board the power to recommend that institutional
boards of trustees discontinue degree programs not
consistent with the board’s long-range plan for
higher education; inserting language that would
prevent institutions from requesting funds for
degree programs without first gaining the approval
of the state board; and outlining principles the
board should follow in approving new degree
programs — namely, that there should be “a care-
ful limitation” on any new doctoral, master’s or
professional degree program offered by public uni-
versities.?

In the end, the so-called Friday-West compro-
mise was not part of the Warren Committee’s final
report, although it was the basis for two key votes
that members took toward the end of their four
months of deliberations. On April 3, 1971, Warren
Committee members voted 13-6 to back the Fri-
day-West proposal, which retained the existing
structure for higher education and gave the Board
of Higher Education more regulatory power.
But just a few weeks later, on April 23, the
committee approved a plan by a vote of 13-8 which
would eliminate the exist-
ing University of North
Carolina system in favor of
a statewide coordinating
board of regents. Four of
the five committee mem-
bers who had voted against
structural change on April
3 voted for the regents plan
on April 23 while one

— CAMERON WEST

Higher Education.

West says he agreed to work on such a propos-
al with the understanding that his first preference
was for revamping the entire higher educational
system. “I personally felt that unless you had a
strong governing board, nothing much was going
to happen in [higher] education.” Friday, who
knew from experience that university leaders were
not always happy with the decisions of the Board
of Higher Education, also was lukewarm about the
form of compromise suggested by Warren. In’a
1972 interview, Friday said he agreed to meet with

abstained.’

What happened in the interval between the two
votes is still something of a mystery. Warren and
some committee members say the first vote was a
straw poll, reflecting sentiments that shifted over
time. Others say there was a concerted campaign
to overturn the first decision in favor of the regents
plan. Sammie Chess, a Warren Committee mem-
ber who is now an administrative law judge in High
Point, was one of those who voted for both the Fri-
day-West document and the proposal for a board of
regents. “Most of the people I came in with came
in with open minds. We had no idea of what was
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“One of the reasons why history repeats itself is
because every generation refuses to read the

minutes of the last meeting.”
~— ANONYMOUS

best,” says Chess, who was a trustee at Winston-
Salem State University at the time. “We sat pretty
much as a jury, hearing the evidence, then starting
to formulate ideas.” The late Paul Lucas of Char-
lotte, a committee member representing the Board
of Higher Education, said in a 1972 interview that
he changed his vote to support a board of regents
not as a result of persuasion, but because of “the
intransigence of the [Consolidated] university
group. In their unwillingness to concede to a plan-
ning board [such as the board of regents)
... Thad to vote against my friends.”” By contrast,
committee member Wallace Hyde — then a trustee
of Western Carolina University who made the
motion to reconsider the April 3 vote — describes
the effort to change the minds of those who’d
supported the initial Friday-West plan as “a lot of
behind the scenes, hard-nosed politics.”
Regardless of what brought the second vote
about, some committee members believe it was
more representative of the majority viewpoint — a
viewpoint that had been lost in confusion over the
Friday-West compromise. “Lindsay put that [com-
promise] plan up on the board. . . This is what
caused the people who were on the fence to say,

— Warrs HiLL, JR.
Former Chairman of the now-defunct
Board of Higher Education
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‘What the hell?! If these two people have agreed,
let’s wrap this up and go home,” says committee
member Watts Hill Jr., who was chairman of the
Board of Higher Education and an architect of the
regents plan approved by the second committee
vote."

In a confidential memorandum sent to eight
committee members on April 6, 1971, Hill talks
about plans to draft a minority report favoring
changing the system. The memo outlines argu-
ments for reconsideration of the April 3 vote, stat-
ing, “We have not carried out our charge from the
governor to develop what is best.” Hill says further
that the earlier vote “was a straw vote, not final,”
and “the circumstances did not permit a balanced
consideration of alternatives...If there is reconsid-
eration, a minority report hopefully will not
be needed. This is why I have not drafted one.”®

A Divided Report

When the Warren Committee announced its
findings on May 8, 1971, the majority report
favored creating a coordinating board to be called
the Board of Regents of the University of North
Carolina. The proposed 100-member board would
control budgets, programs, and planning for the
state’s 16 higher educational institutions. The new
system would replace both the Consolidated Uni-
versity and the Board of Higher Education but
would retain separate boards of trustees for indi-
vidual schools.® The majority report was backed
by all five Board of Higher Education representa-
tives on the committee, seven of the nine regional
university trustees, and one trustee of the Consoli-
dated University — Walter L. Smith of Charlotte,
who represented North Carolina State University.
Committee member George Wood — a state Sena-
tor (D-Camden) who represented the Consolidated
University — did not sign either committee report.

A minority report presented by Consolidated
University Trustee Victor Bryant was incorporated
as part of the study group’s overall findings. It
rejected the regency plan as “destructive” and
“unnecessary” and instead proposed enhancing the
powers of the Board of Higher Education. Eight of
the 22 committee members had voted against the
regents plan, and of those, six had signed the
minority report."”

Reactions to the Warren Committee’s findings
were swift and polarizing. Even before the report
was officially unveiled, President Friday told




reporters that he could not support any proposals
which would “deconsolidate” the University of
North Carolina.” The following week, on May 15,
the executive committee of Consolidated Universi-
ty trustees met without Scott (the governor was
attending a meeting of the Southern Regional Edu-
cation Board) and pledged to fight the board of
regents system.” That decision by the executive
committee was later endorsed by a resolution of the
full -100-member Board of Trustees, which
opposed the Warren Committee’s majority report
“because that plan would not only destroy the Con-
solidated University but also would subject all of
higher education in North Carolina to a new and
untried structural arrangement with unknown con-
sequences.”"

“We are going to restructure this system... and
| intend to cash in all the green stamps | have if

that's what it takes.”
— RoBerT Scorr

N.C. Governor, 1969-1973

Governor Scott appeared stunned by the criti-
cisms. On May 22, in comments made to members
of the Associated Press News Council, Scott
expressed his sense of betrayal over the growing
opposition to the study committee’s findings. The
governor said the state’s top educational leaders —
whom he identified as Consolidated University
President Friday, Board of Higher Education
Director West, and East Carolina President Jenkins
— were behaving “like kids” in their
reactions to the Warren report.”® Two days later, a
statement Scott made during an informal lull
before a meeting of Consolidated University
trustees helped to galvanize his opponents. “I sat
there on the edge of the table with my legs swing-
ing out, and I said, “We are going to restructure this
system. . . and I intend to cash in all the green
stamps I have if that’s what it takes,”” Scott recalls.
“Man, you could have cut the air with a knife.”

The governor’s statement was widely interpret-
ed as a threat to retaliate with budget cuts if the
Consolidated University leadership continued to
oppose structural change. A headline in The News
and Observer of Raleigh the next day declared,
“Governor Said Holding Budget Ax Over UNC”

and Chapel Hill supporters were soon making
much of the publicized warning. Consolidated
University Trustee Victor Bryant reportedly had
replied to Scott, “Governor, you use your green
stamps, and we will use ours, and we’ll see who
wins.”® The late Albert Coates, professor emeritus
at the UNC-Chapel Hill Law School and founder
of the Institute of Government, wrote a paper that
was in essence a call to arms for University sup-
porters. Coates wrote that decisions about chang-
ing higher education, “ought not to be reached in
an atmosphere and environment of threats and
resentments, and charges and countercharges, and
criminations and recriminations, with green stamps
and payoffs filtering through a knock-down, drag-
out fight.”®

Scott’s language was equally strong in support
of the regents plan. When the governor presented
the majority report of the Warren Committee to the
General Assembly on May 25, he urged lawmakers
to change the state’s “dangerously erratic course in
public higher education” by adopting the recom-
mendation for a regents system. He chastised the
plan’s critics as operating in a “fog of sentiment”
and dealing in “romanticism, in things past that
some wish to preserve.”” '

“Governor, you use your green stamps, and we will

use ours, and we'll see who wins.”
—VICTOR BRYANT

Former Consolidated University Trustee

While Scott’s speech was well received by
legislators, it did nothing to curb the growing
antagonism of Consolidated University trustees,
particularly its powerful executive committee. By
early June, University leaders had rented a suite of
hotel rooms in Raleigh to serve as a legislative
command post, hired lobbyist Ralph Strayhorn of

‘Durham, and empowered a trustee-led group called

Friends of Education to fight any attempts to elim-
inate the existing University structure.

It was at this point that President Friday says
he “dropped out” of the debate over restructuring.
“I knew my board had made up its mind about
what it wanted to do. Things got acrimonious,” he
says. “I tried to stay away from it.” Even so,
because Friday continued to attend legislative hear-
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ings, trustee meetings, and strategy sessions on the
issue — and because the media consistently identi-
fied him as heading up the opposition to Scott’s
proposals — no real distance was achieved. Oth-
ers, such as former Board of Higher Education
administrator John Kennedy, insist that Friday
never really backed away from the fight over
restructuring.  “It just wasn’t in his character to
give up, “ Kennedy says. “He simply went under-
ground and fought on.”

Many participants in the 1971 restructuring
debate trace the hardening of battle lines directly to
the Warren Committee majority report. Then-
North Carolina State University Chancellor John
Caldwell said in a 1972 interview that it was “a
first class mistake” for Scott to champion that
report, because it put the Consolidated University
in such a defensive posture.? Felix Joyner, UNC’s
former vice president for finance, agrees. “The
university’s position became, ‘Don’t do anything to
the university.” If someone had framed the initial
thing another way,” the discussion might have been
more productive, he says. On the other hand, Phil
Godwin, who was then Speaker of the House (D-
Gates), says that because of their unwillingness to
compromise, “University leaders were their own
worst enemies. . .When you get a sense like that in
a legislative body, it turns the hound dogs loose. ”

“‘University leaders were their own worst
enemies. . . When you get a sense like that in a

legislative body, it turns the hound dogs loose.”

~— PHIL Gopwin
Former Speaker of the House
NC House of Representatives

In hindsight, Scott says he probably should
have been more diplomatic in the early stages of
the restructuring debate and spent more time “in
shuttle diplomacy, trying to get the two sides to
compromise.” As the 1971 regular legislative ses-
sion was winding down, two camps had emerged,
representing, as Warren puts it, “those who advo-
cated no structural change and those who advocat-
ed a single agency” to govern higher education.
The controversy soon would be carried over into a
special October session of the legislature, where
the final showdown over higher education would
take place.
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CHAPTER 4

The Arguments For and
Against Changing the
System of Governance

“Life is lived forward, but understood backward.”

s in many states, the debate over restruc-
Aturing of higher education in North
Carolina took place in the legislative arena.
Former Governor Scott recalls that at a certain
point, the educational merits of change were no

longer being discussed, and instead the issue
became “a pure power play — who was going to

‘'win?” In addition, the focus of controversy shifted -

over time from whether a new system was desir-
able to what specific form a revamped educational
structure should take — causing a similar shift in
the content of arguments on both sides.

I
The issue became “a pure power play —

who was going to win?”
— ROBERT ScotT

N.C. Governor, 1969-1973

Before examining the legislative fight, it is
useful to step back and explore some of the policy
issues contained in those arguments because edu-
cational and political leaders still grapple with
many of the same concerns today. Research and
interviews with key participants in the restructur-

— SoReN KIERKEGAARD

ing debate reveal four main policy aims underlying
the 1971 dispute: (1) achieving a fair and rational
distribution of state resources in higher education;
(2) preserving and enhancing academic excellence,
especially at UNC-Chapel Hill; (3) balancing
power between a central governing board and local
campuses; and (4) limiting legislative interference
in higher education policy. Most of the arguments
made for and against changing the system were
based on one or more of these goals. (See Table 3,
a summary of major arguments for and against
restructuring.) And many of the arguments
centered around one or more of the following
concerns:

* Whether the new consolidated system would
prevent each campus from running to the leg-
islature independently for funds, with the one
with the most political clout winning;

* Whether academic programs at the state’s
prestigious research universities at Chapel Hill
and Raleigh would be “leveled down” within a
consolidated system;

* Whether the historically black institutions and
other regional universities would gain or lose
under the new system;
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e Whether a central governing board could do a
better job of allocating resources and pro-
grams among the 16 campuses;

o Whether the allocation of power between the
Board of Governors and local campus boards
of trustees was a correct balancing of power;
and

o Whether election of the Board of Governors
by the legislature was the best way to achieve
a representative, knowledgeable, and indepen-
dent board.

Achieving a Fair and Rational
Distribution of Resources

Proponents of restructuring focused most
heavily on how a unified system could bring about
rational planning and greater equity in higher edu-
cation. Many legislators were convinced that only
by eliminating the ability of each educational insti-
tution to lobby separately for funds could the state
avoid wasting tax dollars on overlapping or unnec-
essary programs. “One of the things that focused

had produced no graduates, while at the doctoral
level, nearly one third of programs had produced
no graduates." “The emphasis under the present
system is on what each institution considers to be
its needs, which are not necessarily synonymous
with statewide goals, needs, and priorities,” the
report stated. “Institutions have generally not
developed costs for their various operations and
usually are unable to state what a specific degree
program costs. Without such information, it is
impossible to determine the full extent of efficient
use of resources.””

The duplication of academic programs among
North Carolina’s universities was linked to the rea-
sons the institutions had been created. In a state as
large and diverse as North Carolina, many schools
had been established to serve particular regions or
populations that would be less likely to attend uni-
versities located far from home. In the case of the
state’s five historically black colleges, program
duplication was a direct legacy of segregation,
when African Americans were barred from attend-
ing colleges with whites. The restructuring debate
in 1971 did not directly address these root causes.
Instead, the focus was on what legislators and edu-
cators believed was unnecessary duplication of
university programs, particularly at the graduate

“The emphasis under the present system is on what each institution considers to be its needs, which are not

necessarily synonymous with statewide goals, needs, and priorities.”

— Report of the Governor's Study Committee
on the Structure and Organization of Higher Education

this issue sharply was the fight over a new medical
school” for East Carolina University, says L. P.
McLendon, Jr., who was a state senator (D-Guil-
ford) in 1971. “It pointed up the fact that the state
was about to engage in a tremendous expenditure
of money when they already had a program” in
Chapel Hill.

Bolstering these opinions was the Warren
Committee’s majority report, which had identified
duplication of academic programs as a major prob-
lem facing North Carolina. The report noted that
during the 1969-70 academic year, 44 percent of
masters programs offered by Tar Heel universities
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and professional levels where costs were higher
than at the undergraduate level.

An example of how the existing system
worked was given in the minority report of the
Warren Committee, which asserted that the Con-
solidated University had shown ample “self-disci-
pline” when it came to the creation of new acade-
mic programs among its six campuses. “That self-
discipline is effectively maintained through the
Consolidated University’s Graduate Executive
Council. This university-wide body maintains
close surveillance over every new graduate pro-
gram proposed by the institutions within the Uni-




TABLE 3

MAJOR ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST RESTRUCTURING OF
HIGHER EDUCATION IN NORTH CAROLINA, 1971

ARGUMENTS
FOR RESTRUCTURING:

ARGUMENTS
AGAINST RESTRUCTURING:

A consolidated system would prevent each cam-
pus from running to the legislature independently
for funds.

A consolidated system would prevent unneces-
sary duplication of academic programs and the
resulting waste of taxpayer dollars.

Restructuring would benefit regional universities
and historically black institutions that had not
received an equitable share of resources in the
past.

The allocation of power between the Board of
Governors and the local campus boards of
trustees would preserve the individual identities
of each campus and give them control over such
activities as fundraising and honorary degrees.

A consolidated system would protect UNC’s his-
toric flagship campuses in Chapel Hill and
Raleigh as competition for funding among all
higher educational institutions increased.

A centralized Board of Governors would help
keep politics out of higher education by giving
decision-making power to a board of experts, the
Board of Governors.

Restructuring of higher education was unneces-
sary, since there were already mechanisms in
place -- namely, the Consolidated University
Board of Trustees and the North Carolina Board

_of Higher Education -- to manage the growth in

higher education.

A centralized Board of Governors would not be
able to do as good a job of allocating resources
and programs as the Consolidated University sys-
tem.

A consolidated system that would replace the
existing University of North Carolina would
amount to an untried experiment and a rejection
of years of tradition, academic excellence, and
administrative talent.

The allocation of power between the Board of
Governors and the local campus boards of
trustees would result in managerial chaos.

A consolidated system would bring academic
standards down to the lowest common denomina-
tor among the 16 campuses and would harm the
flagship status of UNC-Chapel Hill and North
Carolina State University.

A centralized Board of Governors elected by the
legislature represented a dangerous concentration
of power and the potential for increased legisla-
tive control over higher education.
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versity. Before any such program can be offered
by one or more of these institutions, this Council
must be satisfied not only that there is a justifiable
need for the new program but also that it will meet
the University’s high standards of academic excel-
lence.”® But supporters of a change in university
governance wanted such a system of planning and
oversight over all state schools, not just the Con-
solidated University.

The question of whether resources were being
distributed fairly was a key part of the debate over
changing higher education. Supporters of restruc-
turing linked funding disparities between various
North Carolina schools to the lack of unified bud-
. geting and program planning in the existing sys-
tem. In its 1968 planning report, for example, the
Board of Higher Education
had declared that a single-

dated University President Friday took a similar
tack, describing the planning and programmatic
achievements of the University’s six campuses. He
stressed that under the coordinating board pro-
posed by the Warren Committee majority, those
advances would have been impossible because the
board lacked the power to regulate a diverse net-
work of institutions. Only a governing board —
such as the one that ran the Consolidated Universi-
ty — could do the job, Friday said.*

Former state Board of Higher Education
administrator John Kennedy vividly recalls Fri-
day’s testimony before the Warren Committee. He
says that when Friday was asked why, if a govern-
ing board system had worked so well for the Con-
solidated University it should not be extended to
the rest of the state’s high-
er educational institutions,

agency approach to gov-
erning higher education
“tends to promote equity
within the system” by pro-
viding adequate and reli- firsts”
able information on pro-
gram costs and needs to the
General Assembly.

It was an argument that

“Some institutions were getting seconds and

thirds, while others were still standing in line to get

Former Trustee of Winston -
Salem State University

Friday replied that the pro-
posed board of regents did
not have enough central-
ized power to handle the
task. “I thought that was
— SAMMIE CHESS the turning point,”
Kennedy says. “I thought
he’d put his finger on the
great weakness of the War-
ren Committee’s recom-

resonated with leaders of
North Carolina’s regional
universities, who felt their schools lacked the polit-
ical clout needed to secure sufficient resources.
Leaders of historically black colleges, in particular,
made the point that their institutions did not start
on a level playing field as far as resources and
respect were concerned. “Some institutions were
getting seconds and thirds, while others were still
standing in line to get firsts,” recalls Sammie
Chess, who was then a trustee of Winston-Salem
State University. “Folks were concerned that the
system ought not to be tampered with without good
cause. I think we proved we had good cause.”
While they did not deny that funding was
uneven among various institutions, opponents of
change argued that a single board approach would
dismantle the only part of the state’s educational
system that was distributing resources rationally —
namely, the Consolidated University. “The Uni-
versity’s position, simplified, was: What you’re
talking about makes some sense, but we already
have this system in place,” says former legislator
and Consolidated University trustee Ike Andrews.
In lengthy appearances before the Warren Commit-
tee and subsequent legislative hearings, Consoli-
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mendations.”

Preserving and Enhancing
Academic Excellence

The issue of academic excellence was one fre-
quently cited by opponents of restructuring. Their
arguments had a dual thrust: (1) that eliminating
the Consolidated University’s administrative struc-
ture would squander years of tradition and effort
that had produced high-quality academic pro-
grams; and (2) that creating a system in which all
campuses were treated equally would bring stan-
dards down to the lowest common denominator.

Attorney Irving Carlyle, in one of his last acts
before his death in June 1971, wrote an impas-
sioned speech incorporating both of these points.
The former state senator (D-Forsyth) had been
invited to appear before a joint legislative commit-
tee on restructuring and was working on his
address when he suffered a fatal heart attack. Car-
lyle’s wife released his speech to the newspapers,
which published excerpts on June 10. Carlyle
wrote, “A board of regents to control all of the



state’s institutions of higher learning will substitute
equality for excellence, will level all institutions
down and push none up.” The system “will replace
individuality and academic independence in our
university with dull uniformity and will dispel
quality education in our institutions in exchange
for mediocrity.”

Such concerns about
preventing “academic lev-
eling” carried weight in
North Carolina because no
one wished to jeopardize
the national prominence
attained by programs
at UNC-Chapel Hill. In
1969, for example, the
American Council on Edu-

I
“A board of regents to control all of the state’s

institutions of higher learning will substitute
equalily for excellence, will level all

institutions down and push none up.”

as Chapel Hill,” recalls-Raymond Dawson, former
vice president for planning for UNC.

In addition, the presence of high-quality
programs at UNC-Chapel Hill, at North Carolina
State University, and at private institutions such as
Duke University, was seen as a major attraction for
new industries locating
in Research Triangle Park.
The park, established in
1959, was viewed as a
powerful economic engine
for the state, and lawmak-
ers were well aware of the
need to keep a steady sup-
ply of educated workers

— IRVING CARLYLE available to research-based
Former State Senator industries there.

cation ranked UNC-Chapel

Hill’s graduate classics program fifth in the coun-
try in the quality of its faculty; its political science
program ranked 10th overall; and its biological sci-
ences program 13th.® “Nobody had as much to lose

Supporters of changing
higher education tried to dispel fears about “acade-
mic leveling” by arguing that a centralized regents
system would actually help raise standards by pro-
moting greater efficiency. Former state legislator
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“We realized their [California’s] university system

was far better. . . And we knew North Carolina
would never be there [academically] until we got
everything under one umbrella.”

- PERRY MARTIN
Former member, N.C. House of Representatives

Perry Martin (D-Northampton), who was chair of
the House Education Committee in 1971, remem-
bers politicians talking about the academic stand-
ing achieved by California’s acclaimed public
higher educational system. ‘“We realized their uni-
versity system was far better,” Martin says. “And
we knew North Carolina would never be there
[academically] until we got everything under one
umbrella.” ,

In his May 25, 1971 speech urging the General
Assembly to adopt the Warren Committee majori-
ty report, Governor Scott argued that a unified
structure for managing higher education would
protect prestigious research universities in Chapel
Hill and Raleigh as competition for funding
became more intense and schools outside of the
Consolidated University continued to grow. “I
know of no one in this General Assembly — or any
thoughtful person for that matter — who wants to
harm the [Consolidated] University. Rather, we all
wish to see it rise even higher in national ranking,
prestige, and influence,” Scott said. “To its loyal
supporters, let me say the best way — the only way
— to accomplish this is to have one board coordi-
nating all of higher education. . . Otherwise, the
General Assembly will resolve the problem in the
political arena, and the University will be the loser
in the long run.””

Balancing Power Between a
Central Governing Board and
Local Campuses

The policy goal of balancing power between a
central governing board and local campuses was
used to bolster arguments on both sides of the
restructuring debate. While proponents of change
believed that institutional autonomy would be
enhanced under the board of regents system, oppo-
nents questioned whether such a coordinating
board could achieve stability in higher education.
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Many regional university leaders and support-
ers of historically black institutions, for example,
saw the retention of local boards in the regents plan
as a positive sign — a way of preventing their
schools from being swallowed up in a large and
impersonal statewide board. Local boards of
trustees would help each school preserve its unique
character and identity, and would reassure alumni
and other supporters that statewide needs would
not get in the way of improving programs at indi-
vidual campuses.

On the other hand, leaders of the Consolidated
University, which had operated without separate
campus boards, saw the presence of local boards of
trustees as a sign that the proposed regents system
would be unable to prevent end-runs by individual
schools to the legislature. Further, opponents of
restructuring believed that allowing the Consoli-
dated University to be dismantled would mean ced-
ing control over educational matters to politicians
and state bureaucrats. “The [Consolidated Univer-
sity] trustees felt they were being deprived of what
they considered to be their right, duty, and freedom
to carry on the work of the university,” University
Trustee Victor Bryant said in a 1972 interview.?

How best to divide control between a central
board and local campus boards of trustees was
debated right up to the final approval of a higher
education restructuring bill in October 1971. Dur-
ing the course of the legislative struggle, regional
university supporters tried unsuccessfully to have
specific powers for individual boards of trustees
spelled out in proposed legislation. Instead, those
powers were to be delegated by a central Board of
Governors. Governor Scott shifted his position
from support for a coordinating board that would
essentially manage the activities of individual
boards of trustees to a governing board that would
retain control over such vital areas as university
budgets, academic programs, and hiring. And
Consolidated University supporters — after fight-
ing attempts to change the existing governance sys-
tem for higher education — threw their weight
behind a governing board with significant repre-
sentation drawn from the former 100-person Uni-
versity Board of Trustees.

Limniting Legislative Interference
in RHigher Education Policy

To opponents of structural change in higher
education, freedom from bureaucratic or legislative



interference in academic affairs was the only way
to run a successful university system. For that
reason, they preferred strengthening existing regu-
latory agencies to creating a new entity in state
government. This idea was reflected in language
used in the Warren Committee minority report,
which compared the proposed coordinating board
of regents to the existing Consolidated University
system. “The operation
of a coordinating board
is an exercise in control
and containment through
the use of power,” the
minority report stated.
“The operation of a multi-
campus university is an
exercise in creativity and
accomplishment through
cooperative effort and
institutional leadership.”™

Consolidated Univer-
sity supporters warned

I
“In the last analysis, what the 1971 General
Assembly decided was that it had dabbled too
deeply into higher education and needed fo insulate
the system against excesses of the assembly itself”

Former Chief Capital Correspondent
for The News and Observer

allow a statewide coordinating board with exper-
tise in the field to handle higher education affairs.
“It was extremely difficult for a lay group like the
General Assembly to really fathom the problems”
in higher education, says former state senator
L.P. McLendon Jr. “What this [proposed] new sys-
tem did was take a lot of the practical determina-
tion of expenditures of funds out of the hands of
lay people and place it
in the hands of more
knowledgeable experts.”
John Kennedy, former
associate director of High-
er Education for North
Carolina, says fears about
how a statewide governing
system would bureaucra-
tize educational decision-
making were based on a
false impression of how the
existing state Board of
Higher Education worked.

— RoY PARKER, JR.

that not only would a
board of regents curb
institutional freedom, but also that a central board
appointed by the legislature and chaired by the
governor would be a dangerous concentration of
power. Former Superior Court Judge William
Johnson, then a Consolidated University trustee,
told a legislative hearing committee that such a
concentration would be “unlike anything we have
seen in this state since the days of [Colonial era
Royal Governor William] Tryon.”*

Even those who took a less dramatic view of
the possibilities worried that the regents system
would politicize educational decision-making. “I
thought the [Consolidated] University had met all
its challenges, and I didn’t think it should be
merged with a bunch of Raleigh political folks” at
the state Board of Higher Education, says former
legislator ke Andrews. John Sanders, former
director of the Institute of Government who later
became vice president for planning for UNC, notes
that Consolidated University leaders also were
worried that if the governor could get a restructur-
ing plan approved by the legislature, he would like-
ly have a substantial say over who would lead the
new system. In that case, Consolidated University

- leaders who had opposed the changes — including
President Friday — might be replaced by others
more in tune with the governor’s views.

Supporters of change countered that the only
way to take politics out of higher education was to

“The whole history of the
board was that it performed
like a planning department of a university — not
like a typical bureaucracy, “ he says. “This [restruc-
turing debate] was the first time I’ve known a state
agency offering to go out of business.”

It also may seem surprising that a higher edu-
cation restructuring drive supported by politicians
would have promoted a plan for the General
Assembly to give up some of its power to a board.
But many observers point out that legislators at the
time had experienced the negative side of dabbling
in educational decision-making and wanted to end
the competitive lobbying by individual schools. As
Roy Parker Jr., who was chief capital correspon-
dent for The News and Observer in 1971, wrote in
a column published shortly after the restructuring
legislation was passed, “In the last analysis, what
the 1971 General Assembly decided was that it had
dabbled too deeply into higher education and need-
ed to insulate the system against excesses of the
assembly itself.”"

One other powerful argument made by oppo-
nents of restructuring that had little to do with spe-
cific policy issues was the idea that change itself
was a threat to the state’s higher educational sys-
tem. Even many of those who were critical of the
way higher education was being governed in North

" Carolina were reluctant to tamper with the existing

system in favor of an untried model. A statement
by former Consolidated University trustee William
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Dees at a trustee meeting on May 28, 1971, typifies
this sentiment. “Once dismantled, this [Consoli-
dated University] system will not be retrievable,”
Dees said. “I am not willing to experiment with
our successful system.”

Nevertheless, by the time Governor Scott
announced in late June 1971 that he would recon-
vene the legislature in the fall to deal solely with
the issue of higher education, many observers
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believed that the major policy question — whether
the state’s higher educational system should be
altered — had already been decided. With the
spotlight turned on the problems in higher educa-
tion, momentum had naturally gathered in favor of
some form of change. The focus of the restructur-
ing battle then moved to the specifics of what a
new governing system would look like and who
would lead that system.
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CHAPTER 5

The October 1971
Special Session of the
Legislature on Higher

Education

“ll]t does not require an expert to discern the inherent wastefulness, both in energy and resources of the present trend . . .
Our institutions are supported out of one treasury: | can see no valid reason . . . why they should not be under one executive
management and control.”

the legislature came in the face of a serious

effort to postpone consideration of higher
education restructuring until the 1973 legislative
session — when Scott would no longer be gover-
nor.! A bill in the 1971 regular session of the
General Assembly introduced by state Senator
John Burney (D-New Hanover) and signed by 28
others, proposed creation of a legislative study
commission to draft an alternative to the board of
regents bill promoted by Scott. Even some key
backers of Scott’s’ proposal — namely, Lieutenant
Governor Pat Taylor and House Speaker Phil God-
win (D-Gates) — were arguing that lawmakers
needed more time to consider the restructuring
issue. And, there were other higher education bills
pending, not all of them favorable to the governor’s
plans.

S cott’s decision to call a “special” session of

A New Proposal for Higher
Education Governance

On June 21, 1971, Scott hosted a late-night
meeting to try and stave off efforts to postpone
action on higher education until 1973. Among
those in attendance at the executive mansion were

— 0. Max GARDNER
N.C. Governor, 1929-1933

Our task is really an extension of his [former Governor
O. Max Gardner’s] effort . . . Consolidation was a good
concept then. It is a good concept now.”

— RoBerT W. Scort
N.C. Governor, 1969-1973
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Lt. Gov. Taylor, legislators Godwin, Martin, and
state Senator Russell Kirby (D-Wilson), as well as
Higher Education Director Cameron West, former
state Senator Lindsay Warren, and Consolidated
University President William Friday. Some of
those present recall that the thrust of the meeting
was an effort to get Friday to drop his opposition to
an overall coordinating board for education — to
no avail. But the meeting did produce a break-
through of sorts. Realizing that an agreement on a
restructuring plan could not be reached in the reg-
ular session, Scott decided to call lawmakers back
to Raleigh in October 1971 to deal exclusively with
the question of higher education. At a June 22
press conference, the governor, flanked by Taylor
and Godwin, also made clear that he intended to
push for a stronger central board than the one pro-
posed by the Warren Committee majority. Scott’s
new preference was for a 25-member board that
would have governing power — not merely coor-
dinating power — over public higher education.
The proposed board would be composed of legisla-
tors — two from each Congressional district —
and would be chaired by the governor.2

i : ;
It put the governor.on Friday’s side [in favoring a

governing as opposed lo a coordinating board]
and also meant that when the legisiators came
back, they would not be able to trade on anything”
[because only higher education would be on the

table].
~ JOHN KENNEDY

Former Associate Director of Higher Education

Scott says the new proposal was closer to what
he’d wanted all along for higher education. “I
remember thinking when it came out that the War-
ren [majority] report just wasn’t going to do it,” he
says. “I thought it was a massaging, a tinkering”
with the status quo. Others credit a meeting
between Scott and Harold F. “Cotton” Robinson —
then-provost of Purdue University and a former
administrator at North Carolina State — with
changing the governor’s mind on the need for a
stronger central board. The meeting with Robin-
son was arranged by future North Carolina Gover-
nor Jim Holshouser, who was a member of the state
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House in 1971 (R-Watauga). Holshouser had been
impressed by Robinson’s opinions that only a pow-
erful central board could govern higher education
adequately, and Holshouser had asked Robinson to
meet with North Carolina legislators and Governor
Scott.

John Kennedy, who was associate director of
Higher Education in 1971, describes Scott’s call
for a special session as “a stroke of genius. . . It put
the governor on Friday’s side [in favoring a gov-
erning as opposed to a coordinating board] and also
meant that when the legislators came back, they
would not be able to trade on anything” [because
only higher education would be on the table].

Taking Positions on the
Restructuring Legislation

In the lull between the regular and special leg-
islative sessions, a broad consensus in favor of the
governing board model began to evolve among
state lawmakers. This process was aided by a
series of legislative hearings in September spon-
sored by joint meetings of the House and Senate
Committees on Higher Education, chaired by Sen-
ator Russell Kirby and Representative Perry Mar-
tin, respectively. At the hearings, highly-regarded
North Carolinians — among them former governor
and then-Duke University President Terry Sanford,
retired UNC-Chapel Hill Chancellor William
Aycock, and former state Senator Lindsay Warren
— expressed support for a central governing board.
“Their testimony helped turn the tide,” says Martin.
“The impetus from people such as that picked us
up. The newspapers had been indifferent until
then. But as the hearings went on, we got the upper
hand.”

On the Consolidated University side, while
hard-liners were still insisting on a no-compro-
mise, no-change stance, many trustees were begin-
ning to accept the idea of a unified governing sys-
tem for higher education. Lindsay Warren says it
was President Friday who helped bring this about.
“I think Bill saw, more than anyone, the need for
something of this kind. I think he was pulled by
some of his hard-line trustees against any change.
He finally persuaded them.” Friday biographer
William Link also credits Friday with a “behind-
the-scenes lobbying campaign” to convince Con-
solidated University trustees to support change.®

Friday maintains that at this point he was not
involved in the political struggle over restructuring



— an idea that is still not accepted by many partic-
ipants in the 1971 debate. In any case, some UNC
leaders say trustees did not need a lobbying cam-
paign to persuade them to back the idea of a cen-
tralized board. “My hunch is that a majority of
trustees were probably in favor of change and just
wanted to lay low,” says C. Clifford Cameron, a
former Consolidated University trustee who served
on the university Board of Governors from 1991 to
1999 — two of those years as chairman — and was
reelected in 1999 to serve another term. “They
didn’t want to fight the leadership” of the executive
committee of the 100-member Consolidated Uni-
versity board.

From the time the Warren Committee released
its report, most regional university leaders —
including the influential Leo Jenkins of East Car-
olina — had been publicly reticent about their pref-
erences for changing the state’s educational sys-
tem. Reginald McCoy, who was a member of the
Warren Committee and a trustee of East Carolina,
says Jenkins, “was never bitterly opposed to
restructuring,” but simply felt that East Carolina
could do better for itself as an independent univer-
sity. Thad Beyle, a professor of political science at
UNC-Chapel Hill, recalls that “a lot of people
thought Bob Scott had struck an alliance with the
East Carolina people” because of the governor’s
public statements supporting expansion of that
school’s medical program. “So they [East Caroli-
na University leaders] were sort of holding their
fire on this one.”

For their part, leaders of the state’s historically
black institutions were worried about whether their
schools could survive a change in higher education.
Charles Lyons, then-president of Fayetteville State
University, remembers that black students opposed
to restructuring staged protests in Raleigh the day
before the General Assembly reconvened in Octo-
ber. “They wanted to be sure that the talk going
around about closing those institutions would be
quelled,” he says. “It was a good thing because
what it said to the public was, ‘there are some other
issues that need to be addressed’ The students
heightened the visibility of the concerns.” Consol-
idated University leaders insist that there was never
any talk of closing historically black colleges.

Many historically black schools also were con-
cerned about protecting their independence, says
Lyons, who appeared before the joint legislative
committee in September 1971. “Some of us were
inclined towards a less unitary system. We were
leaning toward a coordinating board that would

— LEO JENKINS

Former President of East Carolina College
(Now East Carolina University)

leave the institutions autonomous.” Current state
Supreme Court Justice Henry Frye was one of only
two African-American members of the North Car-
olina House of Representatives (D-Guilford) in
1971 (with none in the Senate). He worried that
“with the formation of a strong group at the top [of
the university system], they would start doing what
some of the school boards had done” when local
public school systems were desegregated —
demoting black principals to assistant principals in
the newly desegregated systems.

Frye also wanted to see “some assurance of
minority representation” on any new governing
board for education. He recalls that one of the
arguments in opposition to a required number of
minorities on the new board was that “if you built
in a requirement [for minority representation],
you'd also be building in a limitation. I would
rather have left the language out, but knowing the
history [of a lack of minorities on state university
boards], it was necessary. ”

Partisan rallies and peace meetings continued
in the weeks leading up to the October 1971
special session of the legislature. Senator John
Burney gathered a select group of lawmakers in
Wrightsville Beach for what he described as “a
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[1If you built in a requirement [for minority representa-
tion], you'd also be building in a limitation. | would
rather have left the language out, but knowing the his-
tory [of a lack of minorities on state university boards],
it was necessary.”

— HenRry FRYE
Former N.C. Representative and now
N.C. Supreme Court Justice

school for us senators” on the restructuring issue.*
Lt. Gov. Pat Taylor addressed a meeting of the
Consolidated University board’s executive com-
mittee and urged them to become involved in
“shaping instead of just opposing” restructuring
legislation. Scott called on Friday and West once
more to find a compromise that would be accept-
able to all sides — an attempt that failed to produce
results.

The Remaining Areas @g
Disagreement

By the time the General Assembly reconvened
on October 26, the University’s strategy had shift-
ed from attempts to defeat various restructuring
bills to amending them in ways that would preserve
the Consolidated University as the core of any new
system. Specifically, University leaders were
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backing a scheme to bring the state’s higher educa-
tional institutions into the Consolidated University
in stages. The plan would continue the 100-mem-
ber Board of Trustees — effectively making it the
overarching governing board for a new 16-campus
statewide system.’

Most legislators, on the other hand, supported
a bill for a much smaller governing board that was
developed by the Joint Higher Education Subcom-
mittee — a legislative group of House and Senate
members that was responsible for reporting a uni-
versity restructuring bill to the October session of
the General Assembly. That subcommittee bill was
approved October 14, 1971 by a vote of 10-6. The
measure proposed to establish an interim Board of
Governors of 32 members: 15 elected by and from
the Consolidated University board of trustees; 15
from the boards of trustees of the regional univer-
sities; two from the Board of Higher Education;
and with the governor as chairman. The interim
group would serve as a planning committee from
January through June 1972 to prepare for the tran-
sition to a new university system. On July 1, 1972,
it would assume full authority as the Board of Gov-
ernors for one year. After July 1973, it would be
superseded by a permanent Board of Governors
composed of 24 members elected by the General
Assembly and eight appointed by the
governor. Of the 24 members to be elected by the
General Assembly, a minimum of three were to be
women, three were to be members of a minority
race, and three were to be members of the minori-
ty political party. The committee bill also guaran-
teed a minimum of one seat each on the board to
women, racial minorities, and members of the
state’s “minority party” for the eight slots to be
filled by the governor. In 1971, Republicans were
the minority party in the General Assembly (18
percent of the 170 legislators) comprising seven of
North Carolina’s 50 state senators and 24 of the
state’s 120 representatives.®

Media coverage of the special session made
much of the fact that the joint subcommittee bill
would not have passed without the support of two
Republican members, state Senator Phil Kirk (R-
Rowan) and Representative James E. Holshouser
Jr. (R-Watauga). Had they voted no, the subcom-
mittee tally would have ended in a tie. Higher Edu-
cation Committee chairmen Russell Kirby and
Perry Martin — who were supporters of Governor
Scott’s restructuring proposals — then would have
cast tié-breakjng votes for a bill favoring the
regional universities.” But Holshouser — who one



“l was convinced early on of the need for a governing
board because a coordinating board would not take all
the competition out” of higher education.
— James E. HOLSHOUSER
N.C. Governor, 1973-1977
Former N.C. Representative

year later became North Carolina’s first Republi-
can governor elected this century — downplays the
significance of the guarantee of minority party rep-
resentation as key to the Republican votes. “I was
convinced early on of the need for a governing
board because a coordinating board would not take
all the competition out” of higher education, he
says. Former state House member Henry Frye

remembers “some long and serious debate” over .

how to keep the number of women and minority
representatives on the board from being minimized
by, for example, having a black woman chosen for
a seat. In the end, the bill mandated separate num-
bers of seats for women, racial minorities, and the
minority political party.

The major areas of disagreement among law-

In 1916, Henry Ford said to a Chicago Tribune reporter: “History is more or less bunk.” Later however, he had the

following emblazoned over the entrance of the Ford Museum in Dearborn, Michigan: The farther you look back, the

farther you can see ahead.”

makers attending the special session revolved
around the size and composition of the proposed
governing board and how best to effect the transi-
tion to a new educational governance system.
Some participants in the 1971 restructuring fight
view this portion of the debate as little more than
haggling over details. “It was a lot of sound and
fury,” says Cameron West, the former state Higher
Education director. “The truth of the matter was
that the thing was pretty well in place by then.” In
a 1972 interview, the late state Senator and Con-
solidated University trustee George Wood said the
special session debate “was very juvenile. As it
turned out, the [Consolidated] UNC trustees were
primarily interested in keeping their headquarters
at Chapel Hill and keeping their administrative
heads.””
. Former Institute of Government Director John
Sanders — who advised Consolidated University
leaders during the legislative debate and helped
revise versions of the restructuring bill — dis-
agrees, insisting that much larger issues were at
stake in the special session. Because the original
committee bill would have put the Consolidated
University in a minority voting position on a new
governing board, Sanders says, the result would
have been a “radical reallocation of responsibility
for higher education. You would have wound up
with a very different group in charge of higher edu-
cation” in North Carolina — namely, representa-
tives of regional universities, including the histori-
cally black schools, and the Board of Higher
Education. Sanders adds that many University
leaders and legislators also were concerned about
the “stop and start” nature of the Planning Com-
mittee, which would be replaced by the permanent
Board of Governors. They wanted to find a solution
that would allow more continuity of leadership of
the new system. '
In their push for numerical parity on the gov-
erning board, Consolidated University supporters
managed to shift the impact of educational change.
While the governing structure of the state’s higher
educational system was altered, its traditional
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administrative structure was preserved. But that
outcome was far from clear when the legislature
reconvened on October 26, 1971 for four days of
historic debate.

The October 1971 Special Session

In an address to the General Assembly on the
first day of the October 1971 special session,
Governor Scott both attacked the idea of retaining
the Consolidated University’s 100-member board
and supported the notion that the Consolidated
University should be the. nucleus of a new gover-
nance system for higher education. Scott first
invoked the sentiments of former North Carolina
Governor O. Max Gardner — who served from
1929 to 1933 — when Gardner addressed the 1931
legislature advocating the first consolidation of the
UNC system. Gardner said, “[I]t does not require
an expert to discern the inherent wastefulness, both
in energy and resources of the present trend. . . Our
institutions are supported out of one treasury: I can
see no valid reason. . . why they should not be
under one executive management and control.”
Then Scott added, “Our task is really an extension
of his effort. . . Consolidation was a good concept
then. It is a good concept now.”

Also on the first day of the special session,
Representative Jack Stevens (D-Buncombe) pro-
posed an amendment to the joint subcommittee’s
bill. The amendment would have increased the
statewide governing board to 100 members and
kept the Consolidated University board intact. The
amendment was defeated in the House Higher Edu-
cation Committee by a vote of 13-8, along with a
proposal backed by the regional universities to give
specific powers to the local trustee boards, which
lost on a voice vote. Regional university support-
ers were worried that if explicit authority for the
institutional boards was not written into the statute,
those boards would be too weak. But their argu-
ments were overridden by lawmakers who felt that
all powers should be invested in the central board.
In the Senate Higher Education Committee, the
Joint subcommittee’s bill calling for a 33-member
governing board was approved without debate — a
fact observers took as a sign that the real show-
down over higher education was likely to occur in
the House."

On October 27, the House of Representatives
tentatively approved, by a vote of 74-39, a com-
mittee substitute bill calling for a 32-member gov-
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“At times, aides to the governor and university
officials stood back-to-back in the corridors,

importuning senators.”

— Rov PARKER, JR. & GENE MARLOWE
The News and Observer

erning board for higher education. In the Senate, a
Consolidated University-sponsored amendment for
a 100-member board was rejected by 27-21." Lob-
bying on the amendment was intense, newspapers
reported. “At times, aides to the governor and uni-
versity officials stood back-to-back in the corri-
dors, importuning senators.” 2 Then-state Senator
Gordon Allen (D-Person), who returned to the state
House in 1997 after a stint lobbying for the N.C.
League of Savings and Loan Institutions, presented
the University amendment and recalls the furious
atmosphere on the floor. “We’d have people for
five minutes, and the governor would have them
for five minutes,” he says.” Although Allen had
previously supported Scott’s proposals, he had
been persuaded that “the University’s position was
the proper position.”

After the 100-member board amendment was
defeated, Allen began working with Consolidated
University supporters and some other lawmakers
on a proposal aimed at easing the transition to a
new system by making the initial board a perma-
nent body. The process of developing that plan led
to some of the more confusing moments of the
special session. Under the University-backed com-
promise, 16 board members would be elected from
the Consolidated University board and 16 from the
boards of the regional schools to a planning com-
mittee which would become the permanent Board
of Governors on July 1, 1972. The four largest
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“‘We'd have people for five minutes, and the

governor would have them for five minutes.”

— GORDON P. ALLEN
Former N.C. Senator and current N.C. Representative




regional schools (Western Carolina, Appalachian
State, A&T, and N.C. Central) would have two rep-
resentatives each; East Carolina would have three;
the four smaller regionals (Pembroke, Winston-
Salem State, Elizabeth City State, and Fayetteville
State) and the N.C. School of the Arts would have
one each. No seats were to be given to the Board
of Higher Education."

Before this compromise amendment was intro-
duced in the Senate, Allen asked that it be changed
so that it matched the original joint committee
bill’s governing board make-up of 15 seats for the
Consolidated University, 15 for the regional
schools, and two for the Board of Higher Educa-
tion. He also wanted to see whether further com-
promise was possible between the University
forces and legislative leaders, and asked President
Friday to come to a meeting in Raleigh to discuss
the matter. In addition, Allen met with Horton
Rountree, the Representative from Pitt County, and
at Rountree’s request reworded the bill again so
that the seat on the new Board of Governors that
had been assigned to the School of the Arts would
be given to East Carolina — bringing the total
number of seats for the Greenville-based universi-
ty to three.”

The meeting with Friday took place on Octo-
ber 28. Senators Kirby and McLendon, as well as
Cameron West and John Sanders also were present.
Reluctantly, Friday was persuaded to support the
15-15-2 plan as a means of ending the legislative
wrangling. But as the meeting was breaking up,
participants learned that the House had passed an
amended plan to give 16 seats each to the Consoli-
dated University and the regional schools by a vote
of 63-50. This version of the restructuring bill,
which was introduced by Representative McNeill
Smith (D-Guilford), eliminated the governor’s
power to appoint board members and instead, man-
dated that all members be chosen by the legislature —
one-half by the Senate and one-half by the House.

University partisans tried to get Allen to intro-
duce a parallel amendment in the Senate, but Allen
was committed to the plan he had hammered out
earlier with Rountree.® Since that plan had been
endorsed by Friday, Consolidated University sup-
porters felt obliged to back it, even though it was
viewed — because of the added seats for the Board
of Higher Education and East Carolina — as less
favorable to their side. “We made an error in judg-
ment on this,” Ralph Strayhorn, a university lobby-
ist, said in a 1972 interview. “It developed we had
more strength in the House than we’d thought, and

we probably should have concentrated more
there.”” By the end of the day, the 50-member Sen-
ate had passed a variation on the 15-15-2 plan (15
seats to the Consolidated University, 15 to the
regional schools, and two to the Board of Higher
Education) by a vote of 28-15. A later amendment
giving the School of the Arts a temporary seat on
the new governing board — bringing the total num-
ber of seats to 33 — passed by a vote of 43-3."

A Dramatic Finish

The third day of the special session was the
most startling. The House received the higher edu-
cation bill for concurrence in the Senate’s amend-
ments from the previous day. The Senate then
recalled that amended House bill and rescinded the
votes by which the bill had passed. A new bill —
which gave 15 seats on the new Board of Gover-
nors to the Consolidated University, 15 to the
regional schools, two to the Board of Higher Edu-
cation, and a temporary seat to the School of the
Arts — was then offered and passed on the third
reading in the Senate by a vote of 39-7.

When the bill came back to the House, Repre-
sentative Ike Andrews — who had been quiet up to
that point in the debate — rose to oppose the mea-
sure. Andrews represented Chatham and Orange
Counties, and UNC-Chapel Hill was in his district.
In a speech that is remembered by legislative col-
leagues to this day, he said, “You’re creating a sys-
tem of higher education in which the University of

~ North Carolina will have a minority voice...I dare

anyone to tell me why in terms of history, in terms
of accomplishment, in terms of excellence, this
should happen.”® The 120-member House barely

“concurred in the new Senate bill by a vote of 55 to

51. Encouraged by the closeness of that vote,
Andrews led a determined fight from the floor for
reconsideration and succeeded in finding enough
support to deadlock the House in a 53-53 tie.
Speaker Godwin broke the tie with a “no” vote and
the House adjourned for the night.”

At that point, Consolidated University leaders
felt they’d lost the fight. Both the Senate and
House had passed a bill creating a governing board
on which the University could be outvoted by a
coalition of regional schools and the Board of
Higher Education, and the bill now was on its way
to the enrolling office — the final step before sign-
ing by legislative leaders and enactment. “It was
gone,” says former UNC Vice President Felix
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Joyner. But Andrews did not give up. That night,
he continued to muster support for a hoped-for
recall vote the next day. “I didn’t get to bed one
minute,” Andrews says. “I dragged one of those
little couches in front of Phil Godwin’s door” and
waited for the bill to come back from the enrolling
office.

Andrews was encouraged by a phone
conversation he remembers having that night with
Leo Jenkins, the East Car-

er Education. The breakdown of seats for the
regionals gave three to East Carolina, two each to
four other universities authorized to grant master’s
degrees (Appalachian State, A&T, N.C. Central,
and Western Carolina), and one each to five uni-
versities granting only the bachelor’s degree (Eliz-
abeth City State, Fayetteville State, the N.C.
School of the Arts, Pembroke State, and Winston-
Salem State).

The bill also created an

olina University president.
He says Jenkins promised
that 23 legislators would
back a recall vote
if Andrews would assure
him that East Carolina
will receive the same con-
sideration as Greensboro

I felt good about winning the political battle.
But | realized only time would tell how successful

the system would be.”

N.C. Governor, 1969-1973

interim Planning Commit-
tee, whose members would
become the first permanent
Board of Governors on
July 1, 1972. As their
terms expired in 1973,
1975, 1977 and 1979, suc-
cessors would be chosen by

— RoBerT W. ScotT

and Chapel Hill in a
new administrative system.
While he did not take Jenkins up on the offer,
knowing the support was there helped Andrews in
his drive to recall the bill. When Gov. Scott found
out about Andrews’ efforts, he pulled out all the
stops to keep the restructuring bill on track —
including using the state highway patrol to “haul
in” legislators who had left Raleigh, thinking the
battle was over. When Andrews called Scott and
tried to persuade him that more compromise was
possible, he remembers the governor saying,“Ike,
I’ve just decided to let the horses run.”

Why did Scott fight so hard on the vote to
shape the composition of the new Board of Gover-
nors when it appeared he had won the overall bat-
tle to change the state’s higher educational system?
“It was power,” Scott says, and “the fear that oppo-
nents would have killed the whole bill if they’d
have opened it up for debate again.”

The next morning, October 30, the motion to
recall the university restructuring measure from the
enrolling office passed the House by a one-vote
margin of 55-54, and was followed immediately by
a motion to reconsider, which was adopted by a
vote of 58-52. Ultimately, the House passed a
motion not to concur with the Senate amendment
by a voice vote. But by then, the animus had gone
out of the legislative fight. A joint conference com-
mittee convened and set about drafting a new ver-
sion of the bill. It quickly returned with a measure
calling for a governing board made up of 16 repre-
sentatives each from the boards of the Consolidat-
ed University and the regional universities, and two
temporary, non-voting seats for the Board of High-
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the General Assembly —
half by the Senate and half
by the House. The Board of Higher Education was
abolished and its staff merged with that of the Uni-
versity.? The final restructuring bill passed by 107-
3 in the House and by 40-0 in the Senate.? (See
Table 4 for a chronology of the special session
votes).

The Final Restructuring Bill

The final bill was very different from what
either the governor or Consolidated University
leaders had wanted when the debate over changing
higher education began. Scott’s original hopes
were for a central, coordinating board that would
completely replace the existing University admin-
istrative and governance structure. President Fri-
day had hoped to retain the status quo, or failing
that, to effect a gradual expansion of the Universi-
ty. Because the final bill required compromises on
both sides, it was not viewed as a complete victory
by either proponents or opponents of change. “I
don’t think I understood quite the magnitude of it,”
Scott recalls. “I felt good about winning the polit-
ical battle. But I realized only time would tell how
successful the system would be.”” Friday remem-
bers feeling “a sadness, as if something had been
lost. I felt I'd failed in some way. I'd carried the
University for all this time. . . I'd had all these won-
derful years with these people on the board. ” (See
Table 5 for a list of key supporters and opponents
of restructuring).

Although Consolidated University trustees had



October 1:

October 8:

October 15:

October 26:

October 27:

October 28:

October 29:

October 30:

TABLE 4

A CHRONOLOGY OF KEY EVENTS OF THE SPECIAL
LEGISLATIVE SESSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE,
OCTOBER 26-30, 1971

Joint House and Senate Committees on Higher Education conclude hearings and appoint a subcommittee to write a
restructuring bifl.

The subcommittee writes a bill calling for a 33-member central governing board comprised of 15 representatives from the
board of UNC, 15 from the regional university boards, two members of the state Board of Higher Education, and one
from the board of the North Carolina School of the Arts. The bill sets up an interim planning committee that would even-
tually become the permanent governing board chosen by the legislature. The bill also guarantees seats on the board to
women, racial minorities, and members of the General Assembly’s minority political party.

The joint legislative committee approves a restructuring bill by a vote of 19-13.

Legislative session reconvenes. Governor Bob Scott addresses legislators and calls for support of the subcommittee bill.
Amendments to increase the governing board to 100, keep the Consolidated University board intact, and spell out powers
for the local boards of trustees are defeated in the House Higher Education Committee. The subcommittee bill is
approved without debate in the Senate Higher Education Committee.

The House approves by 74-39 a committee substitute bill calling for a 32-member governing board, with 15 seats each to
UNC and the regional schools and two to the Board of Higher Education. The Senate rejects a UNC-backed amendment
for a 100-member board by 21-27.

The House amends the committee substitute bill, providing for a 32-member board, with 16 seats to UNC, 16 to the
regional schools, and no seats for the state Board of Higher Education, by 63-50. The Senate approves an amendment for
a 32-member board with 15 seats to UNC, 15 to the regional schools, none for the N.C. School of the Arts, and two seats
for the Board of Higher Education by a vote of 28-15. Later, the Senate amends the plan by a vote of 43-3 to add a tem-
porary seat for the N.C. School of the Arts, bringing the total number of seats to 33.

The Senate recalls the amended House bill and approves a new version of the 33-member governing board by a vote of
39-7. This version gives 15 seats to UNC, 16 to the regional schools, and two to the Board of Higher Education, and pre-
vents state legislators from serving on the board. The House concurs in the new Senate bill by a vote of 55 to 51. Rep.
Tke Andrews (D-Chatham) leads a floor fight for reconsideration of that vote and loses when Speaker Phil Godwin (D-
Gates) breaks a 53-53 tie with a “no” vote. That night, furious lobbying occurs for a recall vote the next day.

The House votes to recall the university restructuring bill from the enrolling office by 55-54. A joint conference commit-
tee is convened to draft a new version of the bill. ‘The result is a bill creating a 32-member governing board, with 16 seats
each to UNC and the regional universities and two temporary, non-voting seats for the Board of Higher Education. The
bill creates an interim planning committee whose members will become the permanent Board of Governors. As their
terms expire, their successors are to be chosen by the General Assembly -- half by the Senate and half by the House. The
measure abolishes the Board of Higher Education and merges its staff with the Consolidated University. The final restruc-
turing bill passes by 107-3 in the House:(Voting in the affirmative: Representatives Andrews, Arnold, Auman, Baker, Bar-
bee, Barker, Beam, Beard, Beatty, Blake, Bright, Brown, Bryan, Bumgardner, Campbell, Chase, Clark, Cobb, Collins,
Culpepper, Davis, DeBruhl, Eagles, Everett, Falls, Farmer of Forsyth, Farmer of Wake, Fenner, Foley, Frye, Fulton, Gard-
ner, Gentry, Green, Hardison, Harkins, Harrelson, Harris, Haynes, Hege, Hicks, High, Hightower, Holshouser, Hunter,
Huskins, Ingram, James, Jernigan of Cumbertand, Jernigan of Hertford, Johnson of Cabarrus, Johnson of Johnston, John-
son of Robeson, Johnson of Wake, Josey, Kemp, Lawing, Leatherman, Lilley, Long, Love, Marion, Martin, Mason,
Mauney, McDaniel, McFadyen, McMichael, Messer, Miller, Mitchell, Mohn, Nash, Odom, Paschall, Patton, Payne, Pen-
ton, Phillips, Quinn, Ramsey of Madison, Ramsey of Person, Raynor, Rhyne, Roberson, Rogers, Rountree, Royall, Short,
Smith of Guilford, Smith of Orange, Snyder, Speed, Speros, Stevens, Stewart, Tart, Taylor, Twiggs, Venters, Vogler, War-
lick, Watkins, Webster, Whichard, Wynne, and Godwin. Voting in the negative: Representatives Bundy, Hunt, and
McKnight). The measure passes 40-0 in the Senate: (Voting in the affirmative: Allen, Allsbrook, Bagnal, Bailey, Baugh,
Bowles, Church, Coggins, Combs, Crawford, Currie, Deane, Flaherty, Folger, Futrell, Garrison, Gudger, Harris, Henley,
Horton, Jones, Joyner, Killian, Kirby, Kirk, Knox, McGeachy, McLendon, Milgrom, Mills, Moore, Norton, Rauch, Reed,
Stanton, Strickland, Taylor, Warren, White, and Wood.)
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TABLE 5

KEY SUPPORTERS AND OPPONENTS OF RESTRUCTURING OF
HIGHER EDUCATION IN NORTH CAROLINA, 1971

KEY SUPPORTERS OF RESTRUCTURING

KEY OPPONENTS OF RESTRUCTURING*

Governor Bob Scott

Lt. Governor H. Pat Taylor

House Speaker Phil Godwin (D-Gates)

House Higher Education Committee Chairman Perry
Martin (D-Northampton)

Representative Henry Frye (D-Guilford)

Representative James E. Holshouser Jr. (R-Watauga)

Representative J.P. Huskins (D-Iredell)

Representative Liston Ramsey (D-Madison)

Representative Horton Rountree (D-Pitt)

Senate Higher Education Committee Chairman Russell
Kirby (D-Wilson)

Senator L.P. McLendon Jr. (D-Guilford)

Senator Ralph Scott (D-Alamance)

North Carolina Board of Higher Education Director
Cameron West

North Carolina Board of Higher Education Chairman
Watts Hill Jr.

Governor’s Study Committee Chairman Lindsay War-
ren Jr.

North Carolina State University Chancellor John Cald-
well

East Carolina University Trustee and former state
Senator Robert Morgan

Elizabeth City State University Trustee and Warren
Committee Member Maceo Sloan

Fayetteville State University Trustee and Warren Com-
mittee Member E.B. Turner

Warren Committee Member Paul Lucas

Consolidated University Trustee and Warren Commit-
tee Member Walter Smith

Consolidated University Trustee, Warren Committee
member and state Senator George Wood (D-Cam-
den.)(Both sides counted him as a supporter at vari-
ous times. Wood did not sign either report of Warren
Committee, then voted for Burney Bill, then against
Allen amendments to restructuring bill).

Western Carolina University Trustee and Warren Com-
mittee Member Wallace Hyde

Winston-Salem State University Trustee and Warren
Committee Member Sammie Chess

University of North Carolina President William Friday

UNC Vice President Nelson Ferebee Taylor

East Carolina University President Leo Jenkins (did
not take a public position but was widely thought to
be opposed to restructuring that would bring ECU
into a consolidated statewide system)

UNC Institute of Government Director John Sanders

Senator Zebulon Alley (D-Haywood)

Senator Gordon Allen (D-Person) (Went from support-
ing Governor Scott’s plan to introducing University-
sponsored amendments).

Senator Ruffin Bailey (D-Wake)

Senator John Burney (D-New Hanover)

Senator Hamilton Horton (R-Forsyth)

Representative lke Andrews (D-Chatham)

Representative McNeill Smith (D-Guilford)

Representative Jack Stevens (D-Buncombe)

Consolidated University Trustee and Warren Commit-
tee member Mebane Burgwyn

Consolidated University Trustee and Warren Commit-
tee member Victor Bryant

Consolidated University Trustee and Warren Commit-
tee member Archie Davis

Consolidated University Trustee William Dees

Consolidated University Trustee and Friends of Educa-
tion Chairman Jake Froelich

Consolidated University Trustee William Johnson

Consolidated University Trustee Robert Jordan III

Consolidated University Trustee Virginia Lathrop

Consolidated University Trustee Watts Hill Sr.

Consolidated University Trustee Elise Wilson

Consolidated University Trustee, Warren Committee
member, and state Senator Tom White (D-Lenoir)

Consolidated University Trustee, Warren Committee
member, and state Senator George Wood (D-Cam-
den.)(Both sides counted him as a supporter at vari-
ous times. Wood did not sign either report of Warren
Committee, then voted for Burney Bill, then against
Allen amendments to restructuring bill),

* Note: Some of these viewed themselves not so
much as foes of restructuring as protectors of UNC-
Chapel Hill.
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been concerned about who would be chosen to lead
the new l16-campus system, key academic and
political leaders say that by the end of the “special”
session, there was no doubt it would be William
Friday. Newspaper articles reporting the end of the
legislative fight declared that the vast majority of
North Carolina lawmakers saw Friday as “either
the logical, inevitable, or absolutely necessary
choice,” for University president.? Governor Scott
and some other participants in the restructuring
debate say there was a tacit agreement with Friday
that Cameron West would be offered the post of
senior vice president of the newly reorganized uni-
versity system. Instead, West was assigned the post
of vice president for planning — a position he soon
left for a job as executive director of the Illinois
system of public higher education.

Despite his ambivalence at the time, Friday
vowed to make the multi-campus university a suc-
cess. And on March 17, 1972, at a meeting of the
Planning Committee that became the Board of
Governors, he was officially chosen to lead North
Carolina’s public university system. “Friday fought
this thing as hard as he knew how,” reflects Scott,
who had presented his former opponent’s nomina-
tion to the board. “But when it was done and over,
he took the lead and he made it work. I doubt that
anyone else could have made it work except for
him. He had the respect, integrity, prestige and
knowledge essential for that enormous task.”

FOOTNOTES _
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CHAPTER 6

A Rational System
of Higher Education
Governance

“Our only real crystal ball is a rearview mirror.”

sampling of newspaper editorials from
Aaround the state shows the mixture of

skepticism and hope that greeted final pas-
sage of the higher education restructuring bill.
Media reaction ranged from somber (“There’s
Really No Other Choice,” The Asheville Citizen;
November 3, 1971; “Restructuring Left Scars,” The
Charlotte Observer, November 3, 1971 ), to
upbeat (“Going in the Same Direction,” The Daily
Reflector of Greenville, November 2, 1971 ), to
cautiously optimistic (“May the Achievement
Match the Hope,” The Durham Herald Sun,
November 2, 1971).

In the months that followed the special session,
participants on all sides of the issue committed
themselves to carrying out the terms of the new
legislation successfully. “I share completely your
feeling that all of us must now give our best efforts
to make the new arrangement work in the best pos-
sible manner so that our state and its people will
derive the greatest possible benefit,” Consolidated
University Trustee William Johnson wrote in a let-
ter to William Friday.! After the furor of the leg-
islative fight, “there was a great deal of settling
down,” recalls D. W. Colvard, who was chancellor
of UNC-Charlotte at the time.

— JAMES H. BILLINGTON
U.S. Librarian of Congress

The Importance of Continuity

Legally, the newly reorganized University of
North Carolina was a continuation of the Consoli-
dated University system. There had been no break
in the internal continuity of the state University,
although its outward administrative structure had
changed? The boards of the 16 campuses now
derived all of their power from the central Board of
Governors. Beginning in 1973, each institution
would have its own 13-member board of trustees,
consisting of eight members chosen by the Board
of Governors and four by the governor of the state,
with an added ex-officio seat for the student body
president. In the case of the School of the Arts, ex-
officio seats were given to the conductor of the
North Carolina Symphony and the state Secretary
of Cultural Resources. The chancellor of each
UNC member. school would be chosen by the
Board of Governors, upon nomination by the insti-
tutional board of trustees and the University presi-
dent.?

Among the many tasks assigned to the initial
Planning Committee were overseeing the merger
of the staffs of the Board of Higher Education and
the new UNC-General Administration, electing a
university president, creating a combined budget
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“One of the things we had to overcome right away was
the idea that people were there to represent some-
body [an individual school]. . . Within a year, we had
everyone representing the state of North Carolina.”

— WiLLiam Dees
Former Chairman of the Planning Committee and
Chairman of the UNC Board of Governors, 1973-1976

for the 16-campus system, and bringing 10 former-
ly independent institutions under the UNC umbrel-
la. William Dees, the former Consolidated Univer-
sity trustee who was elected chairman of the Plan-
ning Committee for its single year of operation,
says the Board of Governors also had responsibili-
ty for creating a multi-campus identity among state
university leaders. “One of the things we had to
overcome right away was the idea that people were
there to represent somebody [an individual
school],” he says. “Within a year, we had everyone
representing the state of North Carolina.”

At its first meeting in July 1972, the Board of
Governors adopted The Code — a document draft-
ed by the Planning Committee which carefully
delineated the roles and responsibilities given to
the Board of Governors, the local boards of
trustees, the University president, and the 16 chan-
cellors. John Sanders points out that since half of
the members of the new Board of Governors had
served on the Consolidated University board, “they
knew the difference between governing a multi-
campus university and governing a single institu-
tion. They knew which powers to keep for their
own exercise and which they could and should del-
egate to the [local] boards of trustees and chancel-
lors.”
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While they were not spelled out in the restruc-
turing act, the powers given to the local boards
were extensive. They included authority over
admissions criteria (though enrollment levels were
to be set by the Board of Governors), student aid
programs, the physical development of each cam-
pus, endowments, the awarding of honorary
degrees, student services, parking, and intercolle-
giate athletics. John Kennedy, the former state
Associate Director of Higher Education who
became secretary of the UNC system, remembers a
trip that Planning Committee members made to
California to meet with leaders of that state’s multi-
campus system before beginning their work in
North Carolina. When California University Pres-
ident Clark Kerr — considered one of the giants in
American higher education — was asked to rec-
ommend which powers should go to central boards
and which to local boards, “his list was the same as
ours, which was very reassuring,” Kennedy says.
(See Table 6, a comparison of powers of the old
Consolidated University Board of Trustees, the
new Board of Governors, and local boards of
trustees).

Not everyone was convinced that the
reorganized UNC system was operating in true
multi-campus fashion. John Caldwell, the late
N.C. State University chancellor, said in a 1972
interview that it was a mistake to locate the head-
quarters of the new university administration in
Chapel Hill and to name the system, “The Univer-
sity of North Carolina” — which had become asso-
ciated with the Chapel Hill campus. “The persis-
tent identification with Chapel Hill kept trustees
from feeling the system was just as interested in
one campus as another,” he said.’

But others point to decisions made by the early
Board of Governors as proof that its members were
able to take an objective, statewide view of educa-
tion. “You didn’t see the votes coming in as 16-16
time after time,” says Felix Joyner, former UNC
vice president for finance — referring to the
number of seats on the Board of Governors given
to the regional schools and to the old Consolidated
University. “If what you’d hoped for was stability,
you got it because of who won” control over imple-
mentation of the new system.

Facing Challenges from the Start

Joyner and former UNC Vice President for
Academic Affairs Raymond Dawson — who were




TABLE 6

A COMPARISON OF THE POWERS OF THE 100-MEMBER CONSOLIDATED
UNIVERSITY BOARD OF TRUSTEES, THE UNC BOARD OF GOVERNORS,
AND LOCAL CAMPUS BOARDS OF TRUSTEES

CONSOLIDATED UNIVERSITY BOARD OF TRUSTEES (PRE-1972):

Membership: 100 members chosen by the legislature. No limit on terms served and no prohibition against legislators serving on
the board. At least 10 members must be women (this requirement was in operation for 40 years prior to 1972). Executive commit-
tee elected by members of the board.

Powers and Duties: Powers derived from the state legislature of 1789, which gave trustees authority to receive money and prop-
erty for the university’s use, to hold property in trust for the university, to select and purchase a site and erect buildings for the uni-
versity, to appoint the president of the university and faculty and to “make all such laws and regulations for the government of the
university and preservation of order and good morals therein, as are usually made in such seminaries, and as to them may appear
necessary, provided the same are not contrary to the unalienable liberty of a citizen or the laws of the state.” Powers remained vir-
tuaily unchanged, except for a period between 1868 and 1873, when the university was placed under the control of the state Board
of Education. The legislature regained control over the university in 1873. In practice, trustees were responsible for developing
budgets for the six campuses of the Consolidated University for submission to the General Assembly; making policy for all six cam-
puses; and selecting college presidents. The board did not have the authority to set tuition and compensation for administrators and
faculty or to approve new degree programs, although it did have the power to “define, distribute and redistribute the functions of the
several campuses of the university.”

BOARD OF GOVERNORS (EFFECTIVE 1972):

Membership: 32 members chosen by the legislature. Limited to 4-year terms. No legislator or state officer or employee may serve.
At least four members must be women, four must be of minority race, and four must be of the minority political party.

Powers and duties: Must plan and develop a coordinated system of public higher education for the state and prepare a long-
range plan for that system. Govern the 16 institutions and be responsible for the management and governance of their affairs. Set
enrollment levels, tuition, and fees for each institution. Must approve any new higher educational institution above the community
college level. Fix compensation levels for administrators and tenured faculty. Must prepare a single budget for all public senior
higher education for presentation to the General Assembly that includes funds for continuing operations, salary increases, and funds
without reference to particular institutions that are prioritized and will be allocated in a lump sum. Must collect and disseminate
data on the university system. Must advise the Governor, the General Assembly, and other agencies on higher education generally.
Elect UNC system president, his or her staff, and chancellors of the 16 campuses and tenured faculty.

BOARDS OF TRUSTEES OF UNC MEMBER INSTITUTIONS (POST-1972)

Membership: Eight members elected by the Board of Governors and four appointed by the Governor; plus the student body pres-
ident.

Powers and Duties: All powers are derived from the Board of Governors except those prescribed in the statute. General duty
to promote the sound development of the institution and to advise the Board of Governors and chancellor on institutional matters.
Must recommend to the system president at least two persons for the post of chancellor. Delegated powers include adopting per-
sonnel policies; awarding degrees and honorary degrees; preparing master plan for physical development of the institution; handling
admissions policies and resolving individual admissions questions; administering endowments and scholarships; determining the
type and level of student services; regulating student conduct and organized student activities; supervising intercollegiate athletics;
and maintaining campus security.

Sources: Chapter 20 of N.C. Pub. Laws 1789, Chapter 202 of N.C. Pub. Laws 1931; Chapter 1244 of the 1971 N.C. Session Laws.
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there at the start of the 16-campus university — say
administrative stability was crucial to UNC’s abili-
ty to weather the controversies the new system
faced in its first five years. Chief among them was
fallout from a civil rights lawsuit known as Adams
v. Richardson, which was to preoccupy University
leaders for more than a decade. In 1973, the feder-
al district court in the D.C. Circuit ordered the U.S.
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to
enforce more stringent desegregation requirements
at public universities in 10 Southern states, includ-
ing North Carolina.® As a result, UNC was ordered
to submit a desegregation plan to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare (now the
U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services and the
U.S. Dept. of Education) by June 1973. Mean-
while, representatives of the nation’s traditionally
black colleges appealed the decision, fearing that
their institutions would be closed under a strict
interpretation against separate but equal facilities.
UNCs efforts to produce a workable plan that
would be approved by federal authorities were
complicated by a 1974 decision by the Board of
Governors to locate a new veterinary school at
N.C. State University in Raleigh, rather than at
North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State
University in Greensboro — a historically black
school.” After the Board of Governors made its
decision, the federal Office of Civil Rights pro-
nounced UNC’s desegregation plan unacceptable

and threatened to begin enforcement proceedings
against the state.

The dispute finally ended in 1981 when UNC
reached a consent agreement with federal educa-
tion officials — although attempts to appeal the
agreement were not exhausted until 1984. Under
the consent agreement, the university agreed to
improve recruitment and scholarship support for
minority students; increase enrollment of black
students at traditionally white institutions and of
white students at traditionally black institutions;
and to upgrade programs and maintain levels of
financial support for current operating expenses
and specific capital improvements at the state’s five
historically black universities. Federal authorities
agreed to abandon their push for binding numerical
goals and a “program duplication model of deseg-
regation™ that would require eliminating similar
programs offered by traditionally white and tradi-
tionally black schools.

Yet another argument surfaced over East
Carolina’s continued efforts to boost its fledgling
medical program. In 1972, just before the Board of
Governors began its initial meetings, the
Greenville-based university submitted a budget
request to expand its medical program from one to
two years. As with the one-year program, students
then would complete their training at UNC-Chapel
Hill® UNC’s new Planning Committee suggested
that a study group be appointed to review the pro-

N.C. State University School of Veterinary Medicine.
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East Carolina University School of Medicine.

posal. The Jordan Committee — named for its
chairman, former Consolidated University Trustee
and future Lieutenant Governor Robert Jordan III
— recommended that a decision on East Carolina’s
request be put off until further studies of the state’s
health and medical education needs could be made.
Jordan says many committee members supported
the idea of a two-year program at East Carolina,
with additional funds to Chapel Hill to provide
slots for the Greenville university’s graduates.

In 1973, a report by the Liaison Committee on
Medical Education — the accrediting body of the
American Medical Association’s Council on Med-
ical Education and the Association of American
Medical Colleges — found that East Carolina’s
one-year medical program was lacking in quality.”
That report, and arguments by East Carolina sup-
porters that the eastern half of the state needed
more primary care physicians, convinced the Board
of Governors to ask the 1975 General Assembly for
more than $35 million to establish a four-year med-
ical school at East Carolina." John Sanders says
that while the Board of Governors (like the Board
of Higher Education in previous years), was never
fully convinced of the need for a medical school at

East Carolina, it decided that “the better course
would be to accept the inevitability of the school’s
creation and take advantage of the legislative
enthusiasm for it to create a full-scale medical
school of high quality.” Jordan notes that the
debate over medical education at East Carolina
also resulted in the creation of UNC’s successful
Area Health Education Center program, which pro-
vides support to physicians in rural and under-
served areas of the state.

Whether North Carolina’s Board of Governors
system actually helped resolve any of these contro-
versies is debatable. But many legislators and edu-
cators who were present for the events of the 1970s
and ’80s say that allowing the core of the Consol-
idated University administration to remain intact
— instead of starting from scratch — made a sig-
nificant difference. Without a streamlined, sea-
soned management structure in place, those early
disputes would have been much worse, they say.

Many of these same sources credit Bill Fri-
day’s leadership abilities and management style
with helping to build the trust needed to turn for-
mer competitors into colleagues. “The kind of
leadership you have tends to drive the system,”
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says Lyons, the former Fayetteville State Universi-
ty president. “The system really worked under Fri-

~ day’s tenure.” Friday biographer William Link,

agrees, saying “The beauty of the system in the
early years was that it was theoretically very cen-
tralized but practically very decentralized,” he says
in an interview. “And that very definitely was Fri-
day. That was his style — '

he didn’t like bureaucracy.”

system and to address past inequities. “It was clear
you weren’t going to play Robin Hood,” notes for-
mer UNC Finance Vice President Joyner.

When it came to resources, the start-up of the
multi-campus system was aided by the fact that the
budgetary powers of the new Board of Governors
were more extensive than those previously granted
to other state boards or to
the preceding UNC Board

Keys to Success in
the Early Stages
of a New System

Among the other pri-
mary ingredients of the

“The beauty of the system in the early years was
that it was theoretically very centralized but

practically very decentralized.”

of Trustees.” The new uni-
fied budget for all of higher
education was required to
include funds for continued
operations of each institu-
tion, for salary increases,
— WiLLiAM Ling and for systemwide expen-

early multi-campus univer-

sity system’s success were a temporary moratori-
um on new academic degree programs and a com-
mitment to raising staff and faculty salaries so that
they were more consistent among the various cam-
puses, former administrators say. Both decisions
helped to reduce competition within the university

ditures not linked to any
one school, “itemized as to
priority and covering such areas as new programs
and activities, expansion of programs and activi-
ties, increases in enrollments” and capital improve-
ments.” Significantly, the Board of Governors was
given the power to set salaries of UNC executives
and faculty — power that was not granted to other

T

TAB

LE 7

NORTH CAROLINA GENERAL FUND
APPROPRIATIONS FOR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION*

Fiscal Year

Amount Authorized for and

% of General Fund

Amount Spent for University Appropriations
1965-66 $ 70,177,054 13.0
66,241,100 12.8
1973-74 $222,838,796 14.7
207,225,420 14.5
1984-85 $746,998,910 17.3
714,513,120 17.1
1993-94 $1,299,865,905 14.6
1,266,772,749 14.8
1997-98 $1,489,736,482 13.3

*Excludes local government shared revenues/reimbursements
Source: N.C. Fiscal Research Division, N.C. General Assembly
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TABLE 8

STATE FUNDS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION OPERATING EXPENSES,
1997-98, RANKED BY STATE

Rank in State State Funds for Higher

State Funds (and rank in terms of total Education Operating
{most to least) public institution enroliment) Expenses, 1997-98

1 California (1) $ 6,379,332,000
2 Texas (2) 3,559,663,000
3 New York (3) 2,851,604,000
4 Hlinois (4) 2,250,609,000
5 Florida (5) 2,248,424,000
6 North Carolina (9) 2,007,092,000
7 Ohio (7) 1,863,307,000
8 Michigan (6) 1,827,908,000
9 Pennsylvania (8) 1,715,676,000
10 Georgia (15) 1,383,597,000
11 New Jersey (11) 1,352,032,000
12 Minnesota (18) 1,180,519,000
13 Virginia (10) 1,153,457,000
14 Washington (12) 1,103,896,000
15 Indiana (16) 1,091,733,000
16 Wisconsin (14) 1,001,525,000
17 Alabama (20) 974,992,000
18 Massachusetts (24) 906,702,000
19 Tennessee (21) 904,670,000
20 Maryland (I7) 875,428,000
21 Missouri (22) 838,559,000
22 Arizona (13) 787,659,000
23 South Carolina (27) 744,238,000
24 Towa (30) 743,226,000
25 Mississippi (31) 727,918,000
26 Louisiana (23) 725,989,000
27 Kentucky (28) 717,176,000
28 Oklahoma (26) 666,024,000
29 Colorado (19) 651,419,000
30 Connecticut (36) 577,502,000
31 Kansas (25) 562,484,000
32 Oregon (29) 551,133,000
33 Arkansas (35) 516,971,000
34 New Mexico (33) 484,858,000
35 Utah (32) 469,938,000
36 Nebraska (34) 415,858,000
37 West Virginia (37) 352,763,000
38 Hawaii (40) 348,407,000
39 Nevada (38) 291,721,000
40 Idaho (39) 248,249,000
41 Maine (41) 185,929,000
42 North Dakota (44) 171,690,000
43 Alaska (49) 168,614,000
44 Delaware (45) 155,128,000
45 Rhode Island (43) 138,813,000
46 . Wyoming (48) 135,034,000
47 Montana (42) 126,734,000
48 South Dakota (47) 120,649,000
49 New Hampshire (46) 88,813,000
50 Vermont (50) 56,991,000

* Includes state tax funds appropriated for colleges and universities, for student aid, and for governing and coordinating boards. Sources: The Chronicle of Higher
Education Almanac Issue, August 28, 1998, The Chronicle of Higher Education, Inc., Washington, DC: 1998, pp. 11, 121, and 1997 State Postsecondary Educa-
tion Structures Sourcebook, Education Commission of the States, Denver, CO: 1997, pp. 57-64. )
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state boards. John Sanders points out that North
Carolina’s strong economy in the early 1970s also
must be viewed as a reason for the smooth transi-
tion to a new university governance system. “The
governor and the General Assembly were able to
do good things for the university,” he says. “There
was new money to spread around and no institution
could show it got hurt financially because of
restructuring.” (See Table 8, a national comparison
of state funds for higher educational operating
expenses.) .

Former UNC Academic Affairs Vice President
Ray Dawson says the lack of interference by politi-
cians in the early days of the multi-campus system
also helped secure its success. The restructuring
legislation had specifically prevented lawmakers,
state employees, or their spouses from holding
seats on the Board of Governors. And, even during
the controversies over the medical school and civil
rights litigation, partisan politics played a minimal
role. On this issue, the difference between a gov-
erning board and a coordinating board was crucial,
Dawson says. “The governing board is an integral
part of the University — as the 1971 statute puts it,
the Board of Governors is ‘the body politic and
corporate of UNC.” The coordinating board is an
agency of state government, empowered to regu-
late, direct, oversee or otherwise involve itself in
the life and work of the University.”

In a speech to a Missouri meeting of the State
Higher Education Executive Officers in 1972, Gov-
ernor Scott struck a similar chord. “The theory that
has been adopted is that this is to be a University
composed of 16 campuses, not a state department
of higher education,” he said. “As you gentlemen
are aware, there is a sharp distinction between the
two approaches, in philosophy and in the attitude
of the academic community.”"
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CHAPTER 7

The North Carolina Model:
Unresolved Issues

. “Everyone wants to ‘do a North Carolina.'”

educational system has been acclaimed as a

model for university governance. Whereas the
dual board structure was once thought to be
unworkable, many states now look to the Tar Heel
example of a central governing board that co-exists
with local boards of trustees as inspiration for
changing their systems.

Aims McGuinness of the National Council for
Higher Education Management Systems, says a sit-
uation has developed where “everyone wants to ‘do
a North Carolina’ There are two reasons: One,
people really admire what the state has done. The
second thing is, it looked like a simple solution.”
So far, no other state has duplicated the North Car-
olina system. McGuinness says that is most likely
because changes in educational governance sys-
tems are closely related to social and economic fac-
tors unique to each state. Issues such as the growth
of cities, uneven rates of development in urban and
rural areas, and changes in the political power
structure all have shaped the way public universi-
ties operate and are governed.

In his source book on educational change,
McGuinness identifies eight recurring elements

“that have led to higher education restructuring
efforts by the states. They are: (1) actual or per-
ceived duplication of high-cost graduate and pro-

In the years since 1971, North Carolina’s higher

— Aims C. McGUINNESS, JR.

National Council for Higher Education Management Systems

fessional programs; (2) conflict between the aspi-
rations of two institutions, often under separate
governing boards, in the same geographic area; (3)
legislative reaction to institutional lobbying; (4)
frustrations with barriers to student transfer and
articulation; (5) proposals to close, merge or
change institutional missions of colleges or univer-
sities; (6) inadequate coordination among institu-
tions offering one- and two-year vocational, occu-
pational, and transfer programs; (7) concerns about
the state board’s effectiveness; and (8) proposals
for “superboards,” defined as governing boards that
would bring all public higher education under one
administrative roof.’

Of these elements, three were clearly present in
the buildup to the restructuring debate in North
Carolina — the problem of duplication of graduate
and professional programs; a legislative backlash
against independent lobbying by a growing number
of institutions; and concerns about the effective-
ness of the state Board of Higher Education. Once
restructuring became a legislative issue, proposals
for a “superboard” also became part of North Car-
olina’s restructuring discussion. But it is important
to note that before the report of the Warren Com-
mittee, legislative and educational leaders had not
settled on a single solution to the problems in high-
er education.

CHAPTER 7 55



In addition, elements 2 and 5 from the list
above were part of the debate over changing high-
er education in North Carolina — though not in
quite the same form as presented by McGuinness.
There were no overt conflicts between individual
schools in North Carolina. But the growing com-
petition among institutions for a share of state bud-
getresources was a concern for both opponents and
proponents of changing higher education — partic-
ularly as that competition might affect the state’s
prestigious research universities in the Triangle.
Further, there were many who saw the existence of
the Consolidated University as a system within the
larger state system. So conflicting aspirations of
the Consolidated University and the regional uni-
versities could be interpreted as having an effect
similar to element 2 in McGuinness’ list. With
regard to element 5, while there were no specific
calls for closing or merging institutions in North
Carolina, fears that restructuring would lead to the
elimination of the state’s historically black univer-
sities were part of the restructuring debate of the
1970s. Two of McGuinness’ factors leading to
change — frustrations with barriers to student
transfers (#4) and inadequate coordination among
one- and two-year institutions (#6) — seem not to
have been factors here.

One clear thread running through North Car-
olina’s experience with restructuring higher educa-
tion is the strong connection between the state’s
public universities and the notion of economic and
social progress. “It does make a difference for a
state to have a long-term public agenda to connect
the future of its [higher education] system to the
future of its state,” McGuinness says. The recent
selection of Broad as University president was seen
by many North Carolinians as a chance to re-exam-
ine that public agenda. “Our University has always
had a history of being close to our people,” former
Governor Jim Holshouser — who chaired the
Board of Governors’ presidential selection com-
mittee — said at Broad’s inauguration. “This time
of transition... is a time for the University to have a
conversation about the direction of the University
and the kind of person we want to lead it.”

In considering the University’s future, Tar Heel
educational and political leaders must tackle a
number of unresolved problems — many of which
date back to restructuring in 1971. Among the
intertwining issues still confronting the state’s pub-
lic university system are how to distribute
resources fairly among the 16 institutions; what
role the historically black universities should play
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in the larger system; how to foster and maintain
academic excellence, particularly at the system’s
prestigious research universities; how to preserve a
proper balance of power between the local boards
of trustees and the central governing board; and
how to avoid harmful legislative interference in
higher education governance. :

Some of the specific challenges facing the uni-
versity system have evolved since the early 1970s.
For example, supporters of the state’s historically
black universities are worrying much less about
whether their institutions will be eliminated.
Instead, they are debating what role their schools
should play in the multi-campus system. Likewise,
supporters of UNC-Chapel Hill are talking less
about academic “leveling,” and more about how to
maintain its academic standing in an era of dimin-
ished resources for higher education. Other prob-
lems, such as how to avoid end-runs by individual
universities to the legislature, seem to be cut from
newspaper headlines of two decades ago (See
Table 9, a chart of past and present issues in North
Carolina’s higher education system).

Distributing Resources Fairly Among
the 16 Campuses

Both supporters and opponents of restructuring
agree that North Carolina’s educational resources
are being distributed more rationally than in the
years prior to 1971. Although “pork barrel” items
for various campuses continue to be part of the
state budget process, the unified budget system for
UNC largely has done away with overt lobbying by
individual institutions and the widespread use of
what former state Higher Education Director
Cameron West once described as, “higher educa-
tion for political patronage.” A centralized admin-
istration also has resulted in better planning and
information-gathering among the state’s higher
educational institutions, which has helped prevent
waste and unnecessary overlap in academic pro-
grams, former legislators say. “One of the good
things that’s come out of this is that we’ve found
not every university campus can have a law school
or a medical school,” says former state Senator
Ruffin Bailey. “When you get the stamp of the
Board of Governors, you can do pretty well, but if
you don’t, you can’t have those programs.”

In remarks made to a gathering of university
trustees and Board of Governors members. at
Appalachian State University in Boone, former
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“‘When you get the stamp of the Board of Gover-

nors, you can do pretty well, but if you don't, you

can't have those programs.”
— RUFFIN BAILEY

Former N.C Senator

Institute of Government director John Sanders used
the 1993 statewide bond issue for higher education
— which was narrowly approved by 52 percent of
the voters — as an example of how interdepen-
dence has boosted the fortunes of individual
schools within the UNC system. Sanders said the
bond issue passed “only because there was a single
issue on the ballot in which all the bonds for all
institutions were voted up or down as one pack-
age.” He added, “Had there been 16 separate vot-
ing issues on the ballot, all of them would have
lost. But since most voters had an interest in the
success of at least a part of the bond issue, and a
‘yes’ vote for one part counted as a ‘yes’ vote for
all parts, all institutions benefited from being in
that boat together.” In contrast, a $31 million bond
issue for state educational institutions voted on in
November 1961 during Governor Terry Sanford’s
tenure — a decade before higher education was
restructured — failed by 61 percent to 39 percent
of the vote.*

‘But when it comes to resources, there are still
“haves” and “have nots” within the university sys-
tem. In 1995, the legislature directed the Board of
Governors to conduct a two-part equity funding
study. The first phase, an assessment of the equity
of the university funding system, identified five
institutions with “material levels of relative under-
funding” and proposed that the university request
$21 million from the state for those campuses.?
The institutions were: Appalachian State, East
Carolina, UNC-Charlotte, UNC-Greensboro, and
UNC-Wilmington. Phase II of the study proposed
a new funding model for UNC member campuses
designed to provide “horizontal equity” based on
the size, mission and growth characteristics of
institutions, rather than previous formulas based
solely on enrollment. Further, the study also rec-
ommended that the university seek funding for
summer school and extension programs “on a com-
parable basis to that of regular term instruction.””®
The issue of funding equity is complicated because

58 CHAPTER 7

even University supporters have differing views of
which UNC schools have been underfunded.
Friday biographer William Link, a professor and
associate dean at UNC-Greensboro, believes that
the Greensboro campus has been one of the losers,
compared to campuses in Chapel Hill, Raleigh, and
Greenville. Link says in an interview, “In the old
system, they [UNC-Greensboro] were one of three,
then they were one of 16. And for a long period,
they were underfunded.”

On the other hand, Watts Hill Jr., the former
Board of Higher Education chairman, uses a very
different scoreboard. “The two greatest achieve-
ments of the [restructured] system have been that
the traditionally black institutions got the catch-up
help they needed, and the quality of the former
teacher training institutions” has improved, he
says. “I think that’s been, to some extent, at the
expense of Chapel Hill and State.”

The Reoles of the State’s [H]usﬁ@rrn@aﬂl]y
Black Universities

The issue of race remains closely tied to the
issue of financial equity. Supporters of the state’s
historically black universities say their institutions
— while clearly benefiting from restructuring —
have remained at the bottom of the resource ladder
relative to their needs. University leaders can point
to clear signs of progress on achieving funding
equity among the various campuses. In the 1980s,
for example, the General Assembly targeted more
than $95 million for new construction and renova-
tion of facilities at traditionally black institutions as
part of the consent decree arising out of the civil
rights lawsuit. But supporters of those universities
stress that recent advances do not change the fact
that the historically black schools started out with
less.

During the 1997 legislative debate on the state
budget, for example, NAACP leaders and members
of the state’s Joint Legislative Black Caucus
protested the proposed budget plan to set aside $21
million to help five UNC campuses — none of
them historically black colleges. African-Ameri-
can lawmakers also were critical of the results of a
1995 study ordered by the legislature of funding
levels among UNC’s 16 schools — a study that had
arisen out of complaints made by some of the
state’s historically white institutions that they were
not receiving funds matching those of other similar
institutions in the system. African-American



\.

North Carolina Agricultural and Technical University.

House members Daniel Blue (D-Wake) and H.M.
“Mickey” Michaux (D-Durham) pointed out that
the study focused on funding patterns of the last 25
years, ignoring inequities that had resulted from
decades of segregation prior to the 1971-72
restructuring. In response to those criticisms, the
1997 budget bill stated, “In making this appropria-
tion [of $21 million], the General Assembly does
_not conclude that the total funding of any institu-
tion, including specifically the historically black
universities, is adequate in light of all considera-
tions.” The bill also directs the Board of Governors
to conduct a study of “the relative equity and ade-
quacy of the physical facilities of its constituent
institutions” to be completed in January 1999.
North Carolina Central University Chancellor
Julius Chambers — who was on the initial Plan-
ning Committee and the Board of Governors —
believes equity issues were not seriously addressed
by the University until the civil rights litigation of
the mid-1970s. Chambers was involved in the
Adams lawsuit through his leadership of the
NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund. But

unlike the situation more than two decades ago,
when there were fears that historically black insti-
tutions would be closed, Chambers says there is a
realization today that those schools are needed
because they continue to serve students who are
not being served elsewhere in the university sys-
tem. “What we’re going to see in the future are
more carefully defined missions” for all 16 cam-
puses, Chambers says. “I think the state and the
Board of Governors are developing special roles
and missions for each school.” In that vein, North
Carolina Central opened a new $2.5 million Bio-
medical Biotechnology Research Institute in
March 1999 that will conduct research on diseases
that disproportionately affect African Americans
and train scientists for jobs in Research Triangle
Park. :
Attention to academic missions is key to
resolving lingering questions about the role of the
state’s historically black institutions, UNC leaders
say. Unlike the consolidation of UNC that
occurred in the 1930s — which was predicated on
specific roles for each of the three campuses in the
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“‘What we're going to see in the future are more
carefully defined missions” for all 16 campuses.
— JuLius CHAMBERS

Chancellor, North Carolina Central University

system then — restructuring in the 1970s side-
stepped programmatic considerations in favor of
administrative changes. “There has not been much
sorting out [of academic missions] as there was in
the 1930s because of racial considerations,” notes
Sanders. He adds that what has never been fully
acknowledged by critics of the university — such
as federal education officials handling the civil
rights case — is the connection between program
duplication at UNC’s traditionally white and tradi-
tionally black campuses and the history of segrega-
tion that led to those parallel programs. The ques-
tion is whether unnecessary program duplication
exists between the university’s traditionally white
and black campuses and what, if anything, to do
about it. And, there are other concerns, such as
how well UNC has performed in improving access
by black students to university education. A recent
study by the Southern Education Foundation points
out that while the number of black students
enrolled in public colleges in 19 states studied —
including North Carolina — has risen, the propor-
tion of black college students has been static,
despite 20 years of desegregation efforts.?

The issue of how North Carolina’s historically
black institutions are treated by the larger universi-
ty system surfaced in reaction to the election in
July 1998 of Benjamin Ruffin as the first African
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American to chair the university Board of Gover-
nors. Some university supporters speculated
publicly that Ruffin — who holds honorary doctor-
al degrees from three of UNC’s historically black
campuses — would champion the needs of those
schools above the needs of the other institutions.
In response, Ruffin told a newspaper reporter,
“They didn’t elect me chairman of the five
black schools. I'm chairman of the Board of
Governors.””

Maintaining Academic Excellence

Ruffin’s election also brought to light continu-
ing concerns about how UNC’s research universi-
ties in Raleigh and Chapel Hill will fare under new
university leadership. Steve Stroud, a leading sup-
porter of North Carolina State University, was
quoted in a newspaper article urging Ruffin to
“temper his approach with the knowledge of the
importance of N.C. State University and Carolina
to the economy of this state. I would remind every-
body that the flagship schools should be treated
differently.”® In an attempt to address this issue,
the Board of Governors recently developed a new
funding model that bases enrollment funding for
each campus on the level and mix of academic
degree programs. Thus, campuses with significant -
doctoral enrollment and high-cost scientific pro-
grams — such as UNC-Chapel Hill and N.C. State
— receive more funds per student than campuses
with lower-cost programs and lower graduate
enrollments.

When it comes to academic missions, national
rankings show that the multi-campus system has
produced many high-quality programs, particularly
at UNC-Chapel Hill. In the 1997 comparisons
made by U.S. News & World Report, for example,
UNC-Chapel Hill’s Law School ranked 25th in the
nation; its primary care health program ranked 6th;
and its graduate business program ranked ‘15th."

In the magazine’s 1998 rankings of the top 50
public universities overall, UNC-Chapel Hill
placed third in the nation.” In other measures of
quality, research libraries at UNC-Chapel Hill and
North Carolina State have placed among the top
facilities in the U.S. and Canada; recent combined
SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) scores of students
entering the UNC system were higher than the
national average of all students taking SATSs; and
the UNC system was third among public universi-
ty systems in attracting federal dollars for research
and development in 1997."



_ — BENJAMIN RUFFIN
Chair of the University Board of Governors
1998-Present

The challenge for the future is to maintain aca-
demic prominence in an era of shrinking state
resources for higher education, North Carolina
educators and lawmakers say. The UNC system’s
share of the state budget, for example, has fallen
from a nearly 20-year high of 17.3 percent in 1984-
85 to 13.3 percent in 1997-98." However, this is
higher than the 13.0% share of the state budget
held by higher education in 1965-1966. And, while
state funds for education have been increasing
overall, they have not risen as quickly as the per-
ceived needs of the university. In this context,
competition between various campuses can
become more acute, says UNC President Molly
Corbett Broad. “That is where the role of the cen-
tral administration and governance of a university
system is to reconcile the internal aspirations of
each campus with the needs of the state and avail-
able resources.”

Some observers say this should lead to taking
another hard look at the problems of duplication
and overlap in academic programs. Concerns
about available resources also have led UNC lead-
ers to take steps to overhaul the university’s tuition

policy in order to keep costs affordable to students -

and families. President Broad recently created a
task force to come up with proposals for a
revamped policy. On November 13, 1998, the
Board of Governors adopted the Report of the Task
Force on Tuition Policy. This report recommends

clarifying the role of the Board of Governors in
managing tuition and fees, incorporating tuition
planning into the board’s long-term planning and
budgeting activities, and improving public commu-
nication about the levels and use of tuition and
fees.” And in 1999, based on the work of the task
force, UNC leaders made their first-ever request
for higher tuition for in-state students. In February
1999, the Board of Governors approved a plan for
a 4.9 percent across-the-board tuition hike for in-
state undergraduates on all UNC campuses; an
additional 3.5 percent tuition increase for graduate
and first-year professional students at the system’s
two research universities, UNC-Chapel Hill and
NC State University, and an additional 2 percent
tuition increase for graduate and first-professional
students at all non-research institutions; and a 3.3
percent increase for all students at UNC Asheville.
No increases were recommended for non-resident
tuition rates at other UNC campuses.

Preserving a Proper Balance of Power
Between the Board of Governors and
Campus Boards of Trustees

The tuition issue highlights the need to main-
tain what is sometimes a fragile balance of power
between the central Board of Governors and the
local campus boards of trustees. The tuition report
stresses that the Board of Governors should protect
“mission differentiation and decentralized deci-
sion-making within UNC” by creating tuition poli-
cies that “support a balance between the promotion
of statewide goals of access and accountability, and
the preservation of individual campus autonomy,
and the capacity to achieve excellence in ways
appropriate to the different campus missions.”"

The tuition task force followed recent incidents
in which individual schools bypassed the Board of
Governors in seeking tuition increases. Specifical-
ly, UNC-Chapel Hill’'s Kenan-Flagler Business
School made headlines in 1997 when its top
administrators approached the General Assembly
for a tuition increase without approval by the cen-
tral board — a move that President Broad quickly
squelched. Two years earlier, supporters of North
Carolina State University and UNC-Chapel Hill
managed to persuade the General Assembly to
allow them to raise tuition by $400 and to appro-
priate funds for “academic enhancement” outside
of their normal budgets and keep the proceeds.
Former state Senator Zebulon Alley, now one of the
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state’s most influential legislative lobbyists,” says
he has seen a general rise in recent years of cam-
paigning by UNC member campuses. ‘“Before
this, the 16-campus body was doing almost all the
lobbying. But in the last two to three terms, I've
seen a lot more people from the individual cam-
puses. The university seems to be allowing a lot
more of the institutions to have their own lobby-
ists.”

In October 1998, President Broad and the
Board of Governors took steps to curb independent
runs to the legislature. Chancellors of the 16 cam-
puses will be required to submit proposals for leg-
islation to the president and a new Board of Gover-
nors’ Public Affairs Committee. The News and
Observer of Raleigh commented “That may pre-
vent the kind of freelance lobbying done by cam-
pus leaders in recent years — something that has
irked Broad and the Board.”"®

In the past, the local boards of UNC’s 16 mem-
ber campuses have had little input in setting tuition.
And, in 10 of the past 26 years since the creation of
the multi-campus system, there have been no
tuition increases. In-state tuition and fees at UNC
campuses for the 1998-99 academic year ranged
from $1,498 at Fayetteville State to $2,310 at
North Carolina State University. Tuition and fees
for out-of-state students ranged from $7,990 at
Elizabeth City State to $11,476 at North Carolina
State.®  Supporters of UNC’s historically low
tuition rates worry that if individual campus boards
of trustees are allowed to seek increases more
often, tuition is likely to rise and legislators are
more likely to cut funds for the university system
because theoretically, more money would be com-
ing from tuition. “It would be like changing the
formula for Coca-Cola,” said C.D. Spangler Jr.
who served as UNC President from 1986 to 1997.
“It’s unthinkable.”® But if the central Board of
Governors takes the lead in setting tuition as part of
its overall budget planning, some observers believe
that past scenarios, in which legislators forced
tuition increases by projecting institutional income
at levels that assumed a tuition hike, can be avoid-
ed.

The equilibrium between the Board of Gover-
nors and individual campus boards is also a factor
in recent debate over who should control UNC
Hospitals. Newspaper reports described a power
struggle that took place between “those who view
the hospital as part of the UNC-Chapel Hill cam-
pus and those who see it as a statewide system.””
Specifically, supporters of UNC-Chapel Hill want-
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On allowing local campuses to increase tuition: “It
would be like changing the formula for Coca-Cola.”

— C.D. SPANGLER, JR.

UNC President, 1986-1997

ed that institution’s board of trustees and Chancel-
lor Michael Hooker to control the hospital, rather
than a separate board that reported to the central
Board of Governors. UNC President Broad pro-
posed a compromise that would allow the Board of
Governors to continue running the hospital but
would give UNC-Chapel Hill more input into deci-
sions about hospital management. The issue of
who should have authority over the $1 billion hos-
pital system reportedly arose because of greater
competition in the health-care market, but some
observers said it was more a matter of politics and
the personal agendas of some university supporters
who wanted the hospital to be an asset for the
Chapel Hill campus.”? In the end, the legislature
decided to grant UNC Hospitals some autonomy.
A special provision in the state budget bill adopted
by the General Assembly in 1998 loosened man-
agement rules and created a separate board to gov-
ern operations at UNC Hospitals. Paul Rizzo, for-
mer dean of the Kenan-Flagler Business School at
UNC-Chapel Hill and former member of the Board
of Governors is chair of the new hospital board.

Avoiding Harmful Legislative
Interference in Higher Education

Concerns about how to keep politics out of
higher education are still present in North Carolina.



For example, many current and former state lead-
ers believe that allowing the General Assembly to
choose members of the Board of Governors means
candidates for those seats have to wage “political
campaigns” to get elected. This not only discour-
ages many able citizens from serving, but opens the
door to unwanted political influence over universi-
ty board members. “We would like to go back to
the days when the very best people in the state
wanted to serve” says former UNC President Fri-
day. “But they are not going to subject themselves
to the political harassment people experience” in
having to lobby for board seats. Former North Car-
-olina Governor Jim Holshouser says he has been
talking to educational and political leaders ever
since the 1970s about the selection process for the
Board of Governors, “and we keep thinking there
ought to be a better way. We’ve thought about hav-
ing a blue-ribbon commission and letting them
make the choice or having gubernatorial appoint-
ments” to the board.

On the other hand, another former chairman of
the Board of Governors, Sam Neill of Henderson-
ville, believes the current selection process
“reflects the strengths of various regions of the
state” and the locus of political power at any one
point in time. “That has served the university
well,” he says. “At one time on our board, when
the political strength was centered in Raleigh and
Durham, we had more members from there. But as
things have shifted, you have seen the membership
on our board shift.”

Neill does agree, however, with those who
feel it was a mistake to reduce the terms of Board
of Governors members from eight to four years
because the learning curve is so steep. The Gener-
al Assembly made that change in 1987.% “When I
was first elected, the average board member prob-
ably had 10 years of experience,” Neill says. “The
average now is probably less than two. Being a
system with a $2 billion budget, [nearly]160,000
students and 16 campuses, it takes a long time for
a person to be competent in all of the issues that
come before the board.”

Since restructuring, the legislature has allowed
the Board of Governors to carry out its mandate
without much tampering, university leaders say.
But recent changes in the political landscape have
the potential to upset that balance. “Since the birth
of the board, North Carolina has become a two-
party state,” notes former UNC Vice President
Raymond Dawson, referring to the rise of the
Republican Party. In 1975, there were 10 Republi-

cans in the 170-member legislature; by 1985, there
were 50 Republicans, and in the 1997-98 General
Assembly there were 89, with Republicans con-
trolling the 120-member House, 61-59. “This adds
another factor to the system not present at its
founding,” says Dawson. In the past, decisions by
the Board of Governors were almost always unan-
imous, but a new trend has surfaced toward “parti-
san cleavages carrying over onto the [UNC]
board.”

Popular political ideas such as “reinventing”
and reducing government also are likely to affect
the future shape of North Carolina’s higher educa-
tion governance system. As Richard J. Novak
writes in a 1996 book about national education
restructuring efforts, “It may be that declining
state resources and the need for efficiency and pro-
ductivity will lead to efforts to decentralize either.
the operations of existing coordinating and govern-
ing structures or the structures themselves. The
concept of less government may lead to these same
changes as well as less overall funding for higher
education.”

Mitigating against these trends is North
Carolina’s long tradition of bipartisan support.for
its public university, state educators and lawmakers

"say. But with fewer participants in the 1971

restructuring debate around to remember how and
why the current system was created, there are fears .
about how long that tradition will be upheld. On
the other hand, the Board of Governors also has a
responsibility to use the power it was given by the
legislature in 1971 and not to, in John Sanders’
words, “dodge its duty by passing hot issues back
to the General Assembly for resolution.”®

The occasional cracks in UNC’s multi-campus
foundation have led some to question how well the
system carries out its statutory charge to conduct
statewide planning for all of public higher educa-
tion. Former Board of Higher Education Director
Cameron West points to what he says are few
extensive studies conducted by UNC of statewide
educational resources that include the community
colleges and private schools. “The Board [of High-
er Education] did a lot of things because it looked
at the totality of higher education,” West says. “I
think the Board of Governors can do the same. But
you’re going to have to have stronger leadership to
take a total view.” Mark Musick echoes this view,
saying, “North Carolina has not pursued this idea”
of [statewide] planning for all of higher education,
since governance of the state’s community college
system remains under a separate board.
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CONCLUSION

Dangers and
Opportunities

“Multi-campus systems are likely to be even more a characteristic of American public higher education in 2015.”

niversity outsiders and insiders agree that
l | change comes slowly to higher education
institutions. The importance of tradition
takes on particular weight for organizations whose
missions are devoted to teaching, research, and
public service, and whose leaders value free
inquiry and resistance to ideological or political
whim. But change is a fact of life for higher edu-
cational institutions in the decades ahead, due to
continuing shifts in the
economy, technology, and
state politics — as well as
in public opinion about the
purposes of higher educa-
tion.'
In a 1996 article about

—Ams C. MCGUINNESS, JR.

National Council for Higher Education Management Systems

In North Carolina, state leaders also are talking
about the need to transform the way the public uni-
versity system fulfills its mission. In her inaugur-
al address, UNC President Molly Corbett Broad
declared that in order to contiriue serving students,
the university will have to expand beyond “the
physical barriers of our campuses” by using tech-
nology to reach more students through what is
known as “distance learning,” and beyond the

social barriers of age, race,

T
“The past is never dead:; it's not even past”

— WiLLIAM FAULKNER

and class that prevent more
of the state’s citizens from
attaining college degrees.
She drew parallels between
current times and the period
in the late 1960s when the

the “change process” in

universities, then-Antioch University Chancellor
Alan Guskin points out that more than 200 Ameri-
can colleges and universities are currently analyz-
ing the need to restructure’ Among them are 25
members of the Council of Independent Colleges
which have formed a network to review the issue of
faculty “roles and rewards,” as well as a 20-mem-
ber network funded by the W.K. Kellogg Founda-
tion of Battle Creek, Michigan to explore the
broader process of university reorganization.

“Baby Boom” explosion in
enrollments led to the physical expansion of UNC
— and eventually to the creation of the 16-campus
system.

In addressing the need for change, state uni-
versity leaders face dangers and opportunities that
are a direct result of decisions made more than two
decades ago when higher education was restruc-
tured in North Carolina. One clear danger identi-
fied in this report is the persistence of competition
and funding inequities among the 16 campuses and
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the resulting tears in UNC’s multi-campus fabric.
Finding a way to distribute resources fairly and
rationally among a large and diverse group of insti-
tutions remains a major challenge. There are also
lingering concerns over what effect the 16-campus
system has had on the prestige and programs of the
system’s research universities in Chapel Hill and
Raleigh. Other issues are the sometimes delicate
balance of power between the central Board of
Governors and the 16 local boards of trustees; the
continuing question of the role of the state’s histor-
ically black institutions; and the need to keep the
university governance system focused on educa-
tional rather than political issues.

The opportunities arise from UNC’s track
record of academic and administrative success; its
previous attempts to address inequities; its com-
mitment to institutional diversity through the
preservation of local campus boards of trustees;
and the state’s historic respect for the indepen-
dence and health of its public university. The Uni-
versity is key to North Carolina’s collective identi-
ty, largely due to years of public service to the
state’s citizens. That history includes leadership by
former university presidents Frank Porter Graham
and William Friday and UNC-CH professor
Howard Odom — among others — on key issues
such as race and poverty, and services to citizens
such as affordable health care in rural areas, public
television, agricultural extension programs, and
support for public/private partnerships such as
Research Triangle Park.

A paradox about the history of higher educa-
tion restructuring in North Carolina is that the same
reverence that has sustained the university system
also has shown on its flip side a stubborn resistance
to change. Reflecting on this fact, former Gover-
nor Scott says “It’s like it was back in 1971. You
have this Board of Governors over there who love
it [the current system], and they’re going to fight to
keep it.”

But the context in which the state’s higher edu-
cational system operates has altered since the
1970s. The competition for resources, both public
and private, has intensified and the academic envi-
ronment is increasingly market-driven. Legal con-
cerns stemming from recent court rulings on uni-
versity admissions policies have shifted the focus
of discussions about racial equity in higher educa-
tion. And political upheaval in North Carolina, evi-
dent in such developments as a more competitive
two-party system, has the potential to change the
relationship between the University and the state

66 CONCLUSION

legislature. Recognizing the shifting public cli-
mate, the Board of Governors recently consolidat-
ed two staff positions to create the new post of Vice
President for Public Affairs and University
Advancement, to help “sell the public on the value
of the university system.” Other important devel-
opments facing the university are an expected
enrollment boom that will parallel that of the
“Baby Boom” generation, the need to make col-
lege education more accessible to more of the
state’s citizens, continued escalation in the costs of
providing educational services, and the transform-
ing effect of new information technologies on all
university activities.

Despite the challenges posed by these trends,
experts do not believe that North Carolina’s model
of higher educational governance is likely to
change in the near future. Aims McGuinness of the
National Council for Higher Education Manage-
ment Systems says this is because multi-campus
systems such as North Carolina’s are the only ones
capable of providing the stability, consistency, and
efficiency that higher education needs. “Multi-
campus systems are likely to be even more a char-
acteristic of American public higher education in
2015,” he writes. “What will change most dramat-
ically is what constitutes a ‘system;’ changes will
be made in how systems are led and how they func-
tion, both internally and in relationship to multiple
external stakeholders.”™

Can North Carolina’s higher educational gov-
ernance system adapt to broader shifts occurring in
the economy and in education? Participants in the
restructuring debate of two decades ago say yes,
but only if UNC can find a new equilibrium
between its autonomy and its responsiveness to the
state’s needs. Perhaps the basic lesson to be
learned from exploring the recent history of North
Carolina’s public university is that UNC is the
product of both its traditions and its turning points.
Knowing its history can help the university, policy-
makers, and the citizens of North Carolina under-
stand its past, govern in the present, and better pre-
pare for the future.
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Higher Education Governance Project, Part I Review

Enclosed is a draft copy of a report called “Reorganizing Higher Education in North Carolina: What History Tells
Us About Our Future.” This report is the first in a four-part study of the history and performance of higher edu-
cation governance in North Carolina being conducted by the North Carolina Center for Public Policy Research.
The four-part study will include:

1.

2.
3.

A historical review of the 1971 decision to restructure higher education in the state (enclosed
draft);

A comparison of the types of education governance structures in operation across the country;
An analysis of the powers of the UNC Board of Governors and the system of election of the Board
compared to other states; and

An analysis of how well the governance system has performed in helping the university fulfill its
multiple missions.
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The Center report includes interviews with legislators, educators and others involved in the 1971 restructuring
decision to help identify the key events that led to restructuring, to analyze the arguments for and against chang-
ing the governance system, and to show how certain policy issues in higher education governance continue to be
important over the years.

The Center regularly circulates drafts of materials to be published by the Center for three reasons: to catch any fac-
tual errors before publication; to hone our analysis of policy issues; and to give advance notice of the Center’s
research as a courtesy to those affected by it. If you have any comments or suggestions about this draft, we would
appreciate your feedback. The Center retains final editorial authority over its publications, but your thoughts cer-
tainly would be warmly welcomed and carefully considered. Further, since many of you were involved in the
restructuring debate in 1971, your ideas are particularly valuable for our report.

If you have suggestions, criticisms, or comments, please return them in the enclosed envelope, fax your

response to (919) 832-2847 or call Barbara Solow at (919) 220-1451 by Monday, August 31, 1998. Your help and
careful review on this matter is greatly appreciated.
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