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INTRODUCTIN
AND
SIMMARY

f -
This report is trangmitted to the members of the General Assembly in

accordance with the following resolution adopted by the Board &f éoveqnors
on March 14, 1975:
1. The Board of Governmors transmits to the pembers of the General
Assembly the report on "Private Higher Education in North
Carolina," pursuant to the responsibility vested in the Board by

‘.G.S. 116-11(11).
h ]

2. The Board of Governors recommends to the General Assembly that the
. North Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant-program be initiated
beginning in fiscal year 1976-77, and that the.gresent program of

-

State aid authorized in Chapter 744 of the Session Laws of 1971 *

(codified as G.S. 116-19 through -22) be repealed effective

June 30, }976;1
The Board recommends that student eligibility for a North

Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant be based on need. It recommends
also that the Tuition Assistance Grant program be centrally

. administered by the Board of Governors through such office or
agency as the Board may designate or contract with for this pur-
pose, and in accordance with the basic policies set forth in
Chapter Seven of the report on "Private Highe;'Education in

North Carolina."”
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The Board further recormends that Tdition Assistance Grants
p;ovided under this program be not less than $100 and not wmore
than $1,100 during one academic year for an eligible student who
is attending a private junior college, and not less than §100 and
not more than $1,300.during one acadezic ygar for an elﬁgéglar’
student who 1s attending a private senior college or unﬂua{sity.

The Board further recommends that adjusted effective income
pJ

as defined by the College Scholarship Service (CSS) be used to .
define eligibility for a grant. .
N .

}
f

The Board further recommends that the program be funded at a :
i

.
.

level of $4,600,000 a year for 1976-77, and that said amount be

-

adjusted to reflect inflationary cost increases since 1973.
3. The Board/of Governors directs its Legislative Committee to seek
the General Assembly's approval of the Tuition Assistance Grant

program as recommended.

'

- ’
-

This report on private higher education was prepared in accordance

with the responsibility of the Board of Governors to "assess the contri-
butions and needs’of the private colleges and universities of the State
and . . . [to] give adyice and recommendations to the General Assembly to .

the end that the resources of these institutions may be utilized in the

best interest of the State" [G.S. 116-11(11)].

There are 39 private colleges and universities in North Carolina.
Two of the 39--Duke and Wake Forest-—are|universities offering dégree
programs through the doctoral and first professional lévels. Duke
University enrolled 3,210 graduate and first professional students in the
fall of+1974 out of a total enrollment (headcount) of 8,902; at Wake

/ ’
Forest these numbers were 1,278 and 4,195, respectively.

LeLEn
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Tventy-seven of the Institutions are senior colleges offering-
baccalaureate degree pragrams. .Enrollment in the seni;r colleges 1ig the
fall of 1974 ranged from 2,75 at Elon to 197 at Sacred leart. There are

_ten jumior colleges,,uhosé enrollment ranged in the fall of 1974 from

AT
1,238 at Wingate to 308 at YMount Olive. Total headcount enrollment of

North Carolina wndergraduates atughé 39 schoolé in the fall.of 197; wé:
24,188. North Carolinians comprised 56% of the total wundergraduate enréll-
ment. 2Among.the 39, the prqporti;n of North Carolina residents in the
undergraduate student body waried f;om 96% attﬁgunc Olive to ié% ét Duke.
All of the.private institutions are related in soﬁe way to church
denominations. , '

Over the four-year period from July, 1970, through July, 1974, che.
private universities and senior colleges conferred 30,524 bachelor's
degrees, 1,930 master's, 1,810 first professional, and 898 doctoral degrees.
The junio: colleges conferred 6,887 associate degrees which were‘wholly or
largely creditable toward a bachelor's degree.

The General Assembly of 1971, by Chapter 744 of the Séssion Laws of
that year, established a State policy of general financial assistance to
the private sector of higher education in this State. Unde{tthis program
the State now appropriates $200 each academic year for each full-time
North Carolina undergraduate enrolled in the 39 institutions. The institu- v
tions are obliéed to provide aid to needy North Carolina stuQen:sﬁin an ’
Emounc not less than the State dollars they receive. While all State

. .

dollars expended by these institutions db go to aid needy North Carolina
undergraduates, there is no maintenance of effort required. State dollars

have supplanted sohbe institutional dollars that were used for this purpose

prior tp the initiation of the aid program. The institupions have not
- - -7 ~

v
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been able to use all of the State fukds appropriated. 1In 1973-74, $216,000

vas never allocated to the institutig because there were pot enough North

Carolina undergraduates enrolled; and, $88,000 of the $4,384,000 which was
allocated reverfed to the State because there were not enough needy

*
students at some Hnstitutions to claim the funds.

The private institutions proposed to the Board of Governors in

September, 1974, that the State endorse a principle of proportionality in

its support of its own institutions of higher education and ig giving
~ ’ . - . *

support to private colleges and universities. They asked that State

ald to private higher educatioh be increased from the ‘current level of

$4.6 million a year to $19 million a year by 1976-77. This increase was

.

réahested in the form of tuition grants to every full-time North Carolina

N
undérgraduate enrolled in those institutions, ‘at the rate of $400 per

.

student in 1975-76 and $600 per stuﬁent in 1576-77. These grants would be

given without reference to the need of the student or the.need of the

institution, and they would be in addition tq the present aid program.
The private institutions did not, in their‘request, propose any propor-
tionality in their accountability to Ege State. ) . -
‘* Enrollment in the private gector has increased sver the last decade.
The rate of incr;ase-ha§ not beeq as g;eat as thagin the public institu-
tions. This is particularly true in the enrollme:?§:?\North Carolina
residents, $o there has been a shi ft in enrollment$. Some pgivate
instifutions have chosen to limit thelr'enrollment of North Carolina

L]
undergraduates.” Generally, the private sector has realized the enrollment

N .

—_ . ,
*In ‘contrast with the existing program of State aid to private institutions,

4

* all appropriated funds- for the proposed Tuition.Assistance Grant program

could be utflized.and no funds would revett. This would be made possible
through the flexibility inherent in a centrally administered Tuition ’

Assistance Grant program. ° ) . .
) . ’ ! "
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growth which it projected for its ips'titutions in 1962 in The Report of

the Govermor's Comission‘ on Education Beyor.ld the High School. However,

the smaller private senior institutions (those enrolling fewer than..1,000
students) and the private junior colleges are the institutions most

affected by the changing enrollment patterns. The smaller private senior

institutions have had a total undergraduate headcount enrollment decline of
. J v
" about 8% since 1970, while the larger private senior institutions have

increased in enrollment by 7%. The private juriior colleges have declined

by 23% since 1970 )

. The size of the traditional college-age population (18-21 year olds)
in North Carolina will reach an_'ail—time high in 1975 at 445,700 and will
then begin to decline. .Enrollment patterns of ai1 institutions, public

and private, will be affegted by this demographtc trend by ‘the end of the
; - ; < i v
1980s. Most of ‘the private institutions~have academic programs concen-

’ . -

trating principally in the liberal arts and in teacher education. This p

- NS

partjcularly the case at the smaller insth’ibns. The .public institutions
~ ” ' - . . o - ¢
which have grown most rapidly in undergraduate enrbllments are those with
- ! LY .
broader of ferings in the arts and sciences and‘more diversified majors in

' .

@ddition to the liberal arts and teacher education.’ To comparé'enrollmenc

"

trends of North Carolina Tesidents between the "public sector" ‘and the

“private sector" is an oversimplification. The congruence of factors such

as the end of the military draft, recession and inflation, and changing

-

labor market conditlons has resulted in changing patterns of student

v
.

attendang% away from smaller colleges toward larger :;nd more diverxsified “‘

-
" .

colleges. .
‘ / ~ ”
There is evidence of financial need dmong the private institutions.

This need is unevenly distributed, and must of it would appear to be ®

s
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ralated to ecomomies of scale. The Carnegle Commission on Higher Educatfon

s

studies found that’, for liberal arts colleges, costs of operation per
student decline sharply as an institution grows to about 900 (full-time

equivalents) and continue to decline until enrollment reaches about 2,000.

’

The Commission concluded, on the basds of the national data, that there'

.
.

appears to be a,"'minimum size below which each type of institution cannot
operate economically, unless it is exceptionally well endowed, and even

then it may not be in a position to offer its students as broad a range of

courses as somewhat larger institutions are in a position to provide."

-

L
More than half of the private institutions in North Caxolina are insti-

tutions which, in the words of the Commission report, are running "the’

.risk of failling to take advantage of economies of size and/or of not

{ B
offering their students an adequate choice of programs."” Much of the ~

.

b
financial and other needs of many of the private institutions would thus

appear to arise’ from inherent probléms with which only those institutions,
. . . . ¢
their, governing boards, and their sponsoring denominations can contend.*

’

Higher education in"North Carolina {is enriched and strengthened by
“ >

the existence of strong public and private institutions. Programs of

o e -

*This rep3rt was completed before tge announcement was made that North
Carolina Wesleyan College would be compelled to close unless its financial
obligations were assumed by the State or by private benefactors. The :
private institutions chose not to submit documentation of their finances
for purposes of this study, beyond the information routinely reported to -
the U. S. Office of Education in the’Higher Education General Information
Survey. From the data submitted, there was no indication of an impending

crisis at Wesleyan.
The report stat 54, that the problem of the private sector

appears to be "more far reaching than the spokesmen of private higher |

education have represented it to be." The Wesleyan trisis fndicates that

this 1is the case, particularly when 1t is recognized that neither the

September 4 proposal of the private colleges, nor the recommendation of

the Advisory Budget Commission to double the amount of aid under the

present program, would suffice to solve Wesleyan's financial difficulties.
14

»
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State ald across the nation have in common their recognition of this
principle. All are predicated to some extent on the éroposition that a
dual systeﬁ——pubiic and private——strengtﬁens atl of higher education by
making possible the existence of two kinds of institutions, complementar§
to one another and providing educatibnal alternativesAthat might not exist
if only one type of inskitution wvere a;ailable: The private colleges in
this State have attached ;zeac value to the maintenance of their private
_character and their f\ndependence from State control. Thus, they havL
made it clear that Stgte ﬁfsiscancéﬂghOuld be in the form of aid to
students and not aid to the institutions. This report therefore recom-
mends the establishment of a Tuition Assistance Grant program. These
grants would provide aid to needy North Carolina’ undergraduates to assist
them in meeting tuition charges to attend an accredited private college .
or university which-they select and to which they are admitted. The funds
appropriated for the Tuition Assistance Grant program would respond to

the problem of enrollment difficulties caused by the tuition differential

between public and private institutions. The grants would supplement the

other student financial aid resources from federal and other sources

available to the private institutions, resources which exceeded $20 million g;;
in 1973-74. ,// L

A\ —~
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. ‘ ‘ ¢
OBJECTIVES - N
N
The Board of Governors on November 15, 1974, adopted a resolution : 1

directing that a study be made of privage higher education in North Caroclina.
This action was taken in accordance with the special responsibilities vested
in the Board in G.S. 116-11(11), which directs that"

A

The Board of Governors shall asse§§ the contributions and needs
of the private college§§pnd universities of the State and shall
give advice and recommendations to the General Assembly to the end
that the resources of these institutions may be utilized in the
best interest of the State. All requests by private institutions
of higher education for State stistance to the institutions or to
studénts attending them shall be submitted first to the Board for
review and recommendation before being presented tp any: other
State agency or togthe General Assembly.

This legislative directive relates to the larger responsibility of the
Board of Governors to "plan and develop a coordinated system of higher

.

education in North Carolina," and it 1s consistent with the declared purposes

o& the 1971 legislation reorganizing public senior higher education: "to

\

foster the development of a well-planned and coordinated system of higher

education, to improve the qualiEy of educatiaon, to extend its benefits and

.
» -

to encourage an economical use of the State's resources. . . ."

“ This study of the private institutions is therefore a part of the long-

tange planning activity in which the Board of Governors 1is now enéaged. It
had n;t been contemplated, initially, that such a study would be made until

later in 1975. For the interim, the Board incorporated into its 1975=77 T

.

t
Budget Request, as adopted on October 28, 1974, the continuation of the

present program of State assistance to private higher education as provided

for under the terms of Chapter 744, Session Laws of 1971. The Board

el \ ' Q .

&) s ‘.
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: reitfrated in the November 15 resolution that the present program be con-
tinued for the 1975-77 biennium at the current funding level.

The Board action of November 15 wag prompted by a request submitted to
it on September 4, 1974, by the North Carolina Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities. This requéSt contained two elements of impor-
“tance: gl) It asked that the volume of State atd to private colleges and

. tal .
umiversities be substantially increased, and (2) it "asked that the Board
of Governors endorse a new principle with respect to the relationship of
the State to the private ‘institutions. -
With refer%gce to State aid itself the prf’ate institutions asked
that the Board Legpmmend to the Governor, the Advisory Budget Commission
and to the Gen%fai‘Assembly: '
(1) That éhe pregent program of aid ($4.6 million ;ér annum) be
N

continued; and, in addition,

(2) That a tuition grant be provided by the State to every full-time '
. North Carolina undergraduate, without respect to need, enrolled in

the private insticutions in the amoynt of $400 per student in

1975-76 and 3600 per student ia 1976-77.

Assuming an enrollment of 23,000 full-time North Carolinians in the first

year of the biennium and 24,000 in the second, the total State appropriation

. A ~

for this combined program was projected in the request as follows:

Full-time N.C. Present Tuition Grant I
Year Undergraduates Program Program Total Appropriations
1275—76 23,000 4 $4,600,000 . § 9,200;060 $ 13,800,000
; { 1976-77 %ﬁ,OOO 4,600,000 14’400’000. 19,000,000
/ _ Blennial Total --——  §.32,800,000, '

In addition to this request that the annual level of State appropriations

be increased by 260% over the biennium, the private institutions also asked

that ﬁ,nahliqg legislation be enacted to irovide aid to students enrolled at
\‘1 ‘ } ’
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private collgges and universitie$ up to 50% of the average per capita cost

to the State for each FTE undergraduate student eanrolled at the 16 campuses

1
of The University of North Carolina."” Thus, the Board was asked to endorse
some principle of proportionality between the State's support of its own

institutions aqutﬁe prghace colleges and universities. '
. Lo~ .

.

The privaié institutions'did not indicate in their writtfn request,

or on the two occasions thal their representatives met with the Board's .

' .

Committees on Educationé) Planning, Policies and Programs, 37d Budget and
Il
Finance, what marked change in their financial or,other circumstances--1if

N

any~-had occasioned their asking for this major increase in State aid. In

a prepared statement to the Committees on November 8, 1974, the North Carolina
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities did call upon the Board
to examine the problems and the contributions of {the priv?fe institutions in
the context of 1its broad r?sponsibilities for all of higher education. It

v
was stated that the proposed program, "or an alternative program, 1s needed.”

The statement continued: - '
It {an alternative program] must be one which provides a freedom i
of choice based on a clear recggnition that the present cost
differential to thé lower and middle income family, or student,

will not permit 'choice' to operate. We join with the public

university administrative leadership in supporting a low tuition
principle. A program offering significant tuition aid to

students attending private colleges and universities will better

utilize all present resources avallable to the State.

In the action E?ken on November 15, the Board of Governors declined to
approve the pr9po;ai qaae to 1t by the ﬂ?ivate institution;. At the same
éiﬁe it direq&gd that a study of private higher education be made so that '
the‘Board would be enabled to submit further reports and recommendations to
;he‘ten;;él Assembly. Thisiscudy; and the Tecommended alternatives fqi
changes'in State policy toward private hiéher efucation, areAgubndcced in

-

responge to that directive.

1The text of the September 4, 1974, request of the private institunions.i?
(@ chment 1 of this report. . 4~ - bye
’ ’l.t ( t}i
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. THE PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES: AN OVERVIEW

There are today 39 pg}vace colleggs and universities in North Carolina.
As a group the institutions comprising this "private sector' possess many
differences and many marked similarities, as educational institutions, when
compared with one another and when compared with the "public sector." Sub-
sequent chapters will detail the differences and the similarities in

several areas” of particular significance. It will be ugeful first, however,

to attempt @ general description of private higher education overall.

Two the 39 institutions are universities in the traditional meaning
of that word--Duke University and Wake Forest University. Both of these
institutdons offer work at the first professional ki,g., law and medicine)
and at the doctoral levelé. Duke University emrolled 3,210 graduate and
first prof
(headcount
respectively.

Tweéty-seven of the 39 institutions are '%olleges" in the conventional
sense, offering academic programs at the baccalaureate level. Si; of these
are predominantly black institutions, four are women's colleges, and 23 are
coeFucational (although one has only very recently begun.to enroll women
sthdents). In size they range from a headcount enrollment of 2,175 at
Elot College in fall, 1974, to 197 at Sacred Heaft.

T There are ten private junio; colleges.‘ One of these is a predominantly

black institution, two are women's °°lle&82< and eight are coeéﬁgacional.

The juﬂior colleges range-in size (in fall, 1974, headcount) from 1,238 at

Wingate to 308 at Mount Olive.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Until the 1830s The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill was

L] *

the only institution offering collegiate level work in North Carolinaﬁ
Thirty of the private institutions were founded before 1900, and seven
were founded before 1830. Four have peen es:abllsﬂgd since 1950. Sore

)

of the older institutions opened as academies, 1t shodi?‘be noted, and

began offering collegiate work at a later time. ,

Over the years the private sector has experienced many changes ig the
number of institutions comprising it. Some 30 colleges have passed out of
existence since the first Queens College closed in 1780. Some of thege
have been the result of mergers, as when Flora Macdonald and Presbyterian
Junior College were merged into the new St. Andrews Presbyterian College.
In this decade, one pri&ate institution, Southwood College, has closed
(in 1972), and Mitchell Junior College was made a part of the Community
College system in 1972.

Each of the brivate institutions is éoverned by a board of trustees.
By definition, the; are all independent of State controi and regulation
except that they must be chartered and licensed to grant degrees, and iﬁ
certain academic program areas (e.g,, nursing) there are special State
licensing requirements. - ‘

What all sf the 39 private institutions have in common with one
anothef, and what sets them clearly apart from the public institutions,
is :hat.they are all related in some way with the church. The nature

of this relationship will vary from one institution to another. The

denouinational affiliations of the 39 institutions are distributed as

- . -

- follows: N

ERIC
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Denomination Number of Institutions

United Methodist
Presbyterian, U. S.
Southern Baptist
Protestant Episcopal .
Roman Catholic

United Church of Christ .
African Methodist Episcopal .
American Baptist

AME Zion

Disciples of Christ

Free Will Baptist

Friends

Lutheran

Moravian

United Presbyterian

The pattern of financial support provided to the institutions by the

.

HEE RS R R DNDY ~ oW

respective denominations is mixed. One reports in its current catalogue
that it has reeei?ed no funds from the sponsoring dermomination. Another
. ’
received funding of only $2,000 from the immediate denominational agency.
In other instances, however, degominational support is measureé in hundreds
;} thousands of dollars. Overall, when measured against the operating ’
budgets of the institutions, such contrib&tions would probably best be
characterized as providing only a small proportion of the necessary funds,
although that proportion may be extremely important. They are éropor—
tionately a small part of the operating budgets, but‘chese contributions
may represent generous gupport @hich is indicativé of strong tie;;bq;ween
the institution and the chur;h. :

‘_Zgg their part, the institutions characteriscicaily plaée conslderable
emphasis upon their iinks with the church. In statements of purpose and
mission theyﬂstress the objecgive.of prov%ding a ChFistian educatiog.

Many have specific credit hour or course requirements in religion in their

curricula. Further, they typically é}ovide tuition remissions or deductions

to children (or spouses) of ministers of the sponsoring denomination, It is -

47
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difficult to generalize about thf degree of direct denominational control
over the institutions. Pat¥&rns ef institutional (and denominational)
governance vary widely. Trustées often are chosen by church authorities.
That the denomination may have an important, 1f not decisive, role in areas
such as academi% prograns may be illustrated, however, in the fact that
church agencies recentlv reviewed éroposals from one of the institutions
affiliated with that denomination for support hnd_epproval of the estabf\\\\\\
lishment of a-new law school‘and a new graduate school.

Surmary informat;on on the size, location, date of founding and

denominational relatibnship of the 39 institutions® is provided below in

Table II-1. For the purposes of this study it will be useful to conclude

this general description by a classification of the private institutions

into categories which can then be applied to the public institutions. The

. +
most useful bases of classification are levels of academic degrees, enroll-

v

ments, and size. These bases, applied to all of the private and publfc
institutions of higher education in North Carolina, indicate these geven
categories of institugions: (1) doctoral-research universities: (2) other
doctoral universities; (3) graduate level institutions not offering the
doctorate; (4) large baccalaureate institutions; (5) small baccalaureate .,
institutionsz (6) junior colleges; anq (7) conservatory.

Tbree3institutions (two public, one private) are in the doctoral-

research category: The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, North
. "
Carolina State University at Raleigh, and Duke University. Two institutions
/ !
(one public, one private) are in the category "other doctoral"--The -« '

-

Universfty of North Carélina at Greeg§boro and Wake Forest University. All |
. 44 -~ -

r

. . M . op
of the institutions in the third category of other graduate level offerings

are congtituent institutions of The University of North Carolina:
\

! e d48
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the last four years.

campus of The University.

Carolina at-Charlotte; and Western Carolina University.

-

institutions whose enrollmenfs have averaged more than 1,000 annually over

. %
This includes six constituent ingtitutions of The

»

to subsequent analyses of‘enrol ents, degree programs and other topics.

1

TAI;,Z TI-2, CATECORIES OF IRSTITUTIONS I]‘ MOXITM CAROLINA, 1974
T

Appalachian State University; East Carolina University; North Carolina A & T

State University; North Carolina Central University; University of North

The fourth category

of "large baccalaureate institutions” 1is. defined to consist of four-year

'
'
1
i

University and 15 private colleges. Category five, "small baccalaureat
institutions,” consists of ,twelve private institutions only. "Junior colleges\
includes the ten private junior colleges and the 17 public community colleges.

The final category is comprised of The North Carolina School of the Arts, a
Table 1I-2 summarizes this clgssification scheme, whibh will be pertinent
-
Before entering into that discussion, it will be useful to proceed first to

a description and analysis of curreatggtate policy concerning aid to private

higher education and the immediate cortext in which this policy was developed.

(Regional) univer-
eitiae

.

»

Comtrol
. Category Trivate Tublge
’ 1. Doctoral/Research Duke UNC-Chapel RB111
Univereities X¥CSU~-Raleigh
2. Othar Doctoral Yake Foraet - UNC-Greensboro
3. Mastar'e grenting Kooe ASU, ICU, NCCU,

NC ALT, UMC-Charlotte,
Wy

4. Larger, Pour-yeer
Collegee

ACC, Cappball, 'Catavba,
Davideon, Zlon, Gardner-
Webb, Guilford, High Point,
J. € Satth, Lenoir Ehyne,
Mare Hill, Meredith,
Pfetffer, St. Augustine's,
Shaw ~

LCSU, PSU, PSU,
UMC-A, UNC-W, WSSU

5. Smallar, Pour-yser
Collagep

L Y

i

Barber Scotis, Belmout
Abbey, Bennatt, Greensboro,
Uivingstone, Methodiat,
North Carolina Wesleyaen,
Queans, 3ecred Heart,

St. drevs, Sales,

tarfen Wilson )

None

v

@ p— - . s gk

6. Junior Collages

All junior collages

All community
collegea

7. Consarvetory

None

.

Korth Caroline "
s?ol of the Arte

ERIC
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PRESENT STATE POLICY AND PRIVA&E HIGHER EDUCATION:

- THE 1971 LEGISLATION AND' THE CURRENT PROGRAM

The General Assembly of 1971, by Chapter 744 of the Session Laws of
that year, established a State policy of general financial assistance to
~
the private sector of higher education in this State. The declared reasons

for enactment of the plan were to aid needy students, to save State funds

'

by encouraging students to go to private rather than to public institu~

tions, and in the words of the_pieamble of the act, to help "privdte
’
1

institutions [which] have, in recent years, found it increasingly difficult

to meet operating expenses . . . .
This legislation was a major change in State policy. Generglly,
private higher education had benefited prior to 1971 from forms of indirect

support, such as tax exemptions and various kinds of categorical student

scholarshipﬂand loan programs, but no General Fund appropriations were
r

-

provided for the private institutions. Beginning in 1969 the State appro-
priated funds for the two private medical schools, in return for the

-
schools' enrolling North Carolina residents. This legislation was not a

basic change in policy, however, in that the contractual arrangements it

provided for were not unlike those made over mény years through the

Southern Regional Education Board for the enrollment of North Carolinians

.

in institutiohs in other states.

North Carolina's change in policy in 1971 was consgistent with a national

trend. ¥n increasing nu;BEIfof states were by €hat time taking action to

i N

provide ssge form of aid to private colleges and universities. The program

initiated in North Carolina was one recommended to the General Assembly by

3
v

O ‘ ) . ($ |
ERIC ’ S
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the Board of Higher Education in a study it prepared that &eér of the

‘ »

private institutions in the State.1

The 1971 BHE Study

A major premise upon which the Board of Higher Education study of

t .
1971 was initiated was that the private institutions were in financial

difficulty and that a program of State assistance should be formulated

-

in response to that need. The study confirmed the assumption of

financial distress, although the distress was quite unevenly distributed.

The study reported that "Severteen of North Carolina's 41 private
institutions of higher education have budgeted deficits for 1970-71."2

The report said that the situation was actuélly worse than the catalogue of
deficits. indicated. It observed that 'there are more true deficits than the
budgets show,” and estimated that in reality "well over half the private
institutions. in North Carolina are ope;atihg at deficits." It made the

forecast that "Some institutions will likely pass out of existence. . . 3

-
The Board repgort saw the fundamental problem as one related to enroll-
ments. In some instances financial problems were not ‘the result of enrollment

difficulties, but that was the excepcion'%nd‘not the rule. The recommenda-

tions were shaped largely by this assumption.
L]

1Privace Higher Education in North Carolina: Condicioné and Progpects ~ A
Study of Enrollment, Finances, and Related Subjects, 1965-1970 (Raleigh:

N. C. Board of Higher Education, Special Report 2-71, April, 1971). A 1968
.long-range planning report of the BHE asked "that consideration be given to
providing state assldtance to private higher education,”" and stated that a
study would be made "to this end" with the cooperation and assistance of
the private institutions. See Plangigéﬁfor Higher Education in North
Carolina (Raleigh: N. C. Board of Higher Education; Special Report 2-68,
1968), p. 261. ° .

A

2Private Higher Education in North Carolina, p. 33.

31bid., pp. 34-35.

\ N4
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The report said that the number of North Carolina students attending

many of the private institutions was declining, and it Predicted that the

- vacancies that would result from this trend would not be filled by out-of-
State students. It estimated that already there were available spaces for
5,309 additional students in the 41 institutions. For the private sector

as_a whole it reported that endowment income provided only 2.8 percent of
operating funds, and student recelpts represented the principal gource of
’

operating funds. The study concluded that increased enrollments of North

.

Carolina students was the only real solution, and, further, it asserted

~
that this increased enrollment was in the best interests of the State and
the taxpayers.

Its reasoning was that rising tuition and other costs at private
.

institutions were pricing those institutions out of the market.
° A majority--about two-thirds--of private institutions are

experiencihg declining enrollments. If the economic Squeeze between
rapidly Hfsing costs, and only slightly rising revenues is causing
institutional difficulty in meeting budgets ., °*, . , 1t 13 reasonable

<« to assume that families find themselves equally squeezed; their
incomes have not risen so fast as the cost of private ‘education.
Thus, more and more families are sending their young men and women
to public campuses to reduce educational expenses. The affected
enrollments hgve added to the financial difficulties of private
institutions. t L e

. . .

The BHE report acknowledged that the financial crisis was not confgned

to private higher education, but that the private institutions were only
. ©

experiencing f# first. It noted that "the privatelinstitutions"difficulties,‘\

with the ex&éption of underenrollment, are already present among the public

4Ibid., p. 15. 1In fact, per capita income in North'Carolina increased

faster than tuition and fees at North Carolina private institutions
between 1968 and 1973. During this period the per capita income rose:

by 55.9 percent and the average tuition and fees in the pritate sector )
increased by 48.6 percent. See U. S. Department of Commerce, Survey of
Current Business, Washin§ton, August, 1974, p- 33.

.
LY el
- ¢
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1
. .
{nstitutions and—-unless trends change—will be grave before 1980."5

The eléar conviction was expressed, however, that economies could be

achieved by the State if 1t could encourage private institutions to

N

enroll larger numbers of North Carolinians in return for some form of
Y .

State appropriation less than that required for each student attending

» .

a pdblic institution. The cdse rested, in summary, upon the presumed

consequences of the principle of low tuition at public institutions.
‘"Clearly tﬁé;," it was stated, "the State saves money when it can gduc;te
a resident at a private institution [in North Carolina].for any amount
under*the $1,283 and $750 per-student operations appropriations.” (These
were the ;stipatéz appro;riatiéns required for each FTE student at the
public four-year campuses and the community colleges, respectively. The
figures are synthetic.) The State constitutional principle of low public
tuition, or its soclal benefits, was neither affirmed nor denied. It was
passed over in silence with the observation that "the savings to the State
would be considergble;" and therefof;lthat it would be '"good business
practice" for the State to "use its economic ’power to fill the vacancies

.
6 “
'

]
A

of the private‘institutions."
The study” concluded with two sets of recommendations. The first set
was addressed to the presidents of the private colleges and universities.7
In the area of development the authors commended the efforts of the

private institutions to organize at the Statewide level. It urged, however,

that development activities be directed away from building programs and

1

5bid., p. 33 .

prid., p. 62.

— . -
B

71bid., pp. 45-54.

O ‘ ! . » N 2
MC o : .
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toward obtaining funds For operating programs--"scholarships, faculty

salaries, debt retirement, and the like. . . ." In endowments, it was

2 . ' .
obsérved, most were "pauwpers,” but "paradoxically almost all are rich in

[physical] plant."8 - .

»

In the area of curriculum, the report was critical of the private
institutions (and of the public ores). It exhorted the institutions to
redirect their academxc‘programs in structure and in substance and to review

e
existing programs. "Officers concerned with academic programs in the

-

private institutions," it was asserted, "need a redonceptualization poten~
lally more traumatic than that needed by development of ficers."? The report !Q
manifested a strong conviction that curricular reform, economical yse of
resources, and appeal t potential students were directly and proportiona%ely
related. '"The internal economies and the liberating possibilities of |
feformed curricula (én ttraction to students) are more vital to the survlval

I
than any hopes for total rescue by outside forces&"lo

of private institutibns

S—

The second set of recommendations, addressed to the Governor and to the

General Assembly,11 wag developed in the context of the Report and ReconLen—

dations of the Nort Cdrolina DBegislative Study Commission on Student

|
Financial Aid. The |Preliminary Report (Part I) of the Commission was maJe

in Septeube{ 1970, anL the final report (Part II) was submitted on Marc% 2,

centrally administere Four proposed approaches were described, and a

t, to ¢liminate the tuition differential between

1971. The Commission fecommended a comprehensive student aid program,
were designed, in eff C /

8 1]
Ibid., p. 31. ‘ » ‘
’Ibid., p. 49.
- 10Ibid., p. 53. Emphasis is in the report.
v
Mibid., pp. 55-63. [+
USRI PR IR ) ’ : v ’
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_public and private institutions to the end‘"that students are permitted to
select institutions on educational grounds, and not only because of

12
differences in student costs."

Consistent with its own conclusions about the tuition differential and

\

its consequences, the Board report on the private institutions found that,

- .

i& any one of the Commission's plans were fully funded, further recommenda-
tions for aid to the private institutions would be "superfluous." Only

paftial funding of any of the plans, hgpwever, which would not provide a cost

.

differential to the student attending a private institution, '"would hasten

the bankruptcy of faltexing institufions." Accordingly, for such an event

the Board of Higher Education report submitted an Alternative Recommendation

«

consisting of tw& parts.
Part One of the Alternative Recommendation called for appropriations in
the amount of $200 a year, beginning in the fall term of 1972, to the
accredited private colleges and universities (seminary,’Bible and p;;prietary
institutions were excepted) %or each full-time equivalent North Carolina
underg;aduate enrolled. Estimat%?g such an enrollment at 23,000, the
projec§e§ annual cost was $4.6 million. In return, each institution would

contract that In any given year it would provide and administer scholarship

funds for needy North Carolina Students "in an amount at rleast equal to that

of ‘the award." It further called for a study of the program in the fall of

\

1972 by the Board), and stated}?bat its continuance would depend upon recom-

L4
mendations submitted by the Board in 1973 to the Governor and to the General

Assembly. .

.

Subject also to that stipulation of further study and recommendations,

Part Two of the Aiternative Recommendation called for the State to contract

12Report and Recommendations of the North Carolina Legislative Study

Cgmmission on Student Financial Aid, Eg;g#}l.(kaleighj‘.M%;qb 2, 197,

p. 17.

» &
. L]
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K}

with the same institutions to award $600 & year for each FIE North Carolina

undergraduate enrolled "in excess of the number enrolled in the fall of 1970.

. . ." This award was not conditioned upon the financial need of the North

Carolina students, nor would any benefit necessarily accrue to the student.

*
Its purpose was described as a means "to divert a portion of the additional

in-state studeants expected each year to the existing vacancies in the private
N .

institutions and thereby to save funds for the State.” It was estimated that,

////,\;p to 1,000 of an anticipated 6,000 to 8,000 new students would be so diverted.

s

.

* The State Aid Program

The 1971 General Assembly did in fact authorize a comprehensive gtudent
P .
financigl aid program bg: did not fund it. It did enact, and fund, by
v . ' )
Chapter 744 of the Session Laws of that year, a program of State aid to

a

private institutions which paralleled the two parts of the Alternative

Recommendation made in the report on Private Higher Education in North Carolina.

i)
The 1971 State aid statute had two\?lements, as did the Board of Higher
. [ .

Education's Alternative Recommendation. One element was designed to provide
)

.,

a financiai incentive to private institutions to increase the number of
full-time equivalent North Carolina resident undergraduates they enrolled by
paying the private institutions a fixed sum for each additional such student
enrolled in the fall of 1972 over the number enrolled, in the fall of 1970.
In the only year of operation of that program (1972-73), gains totaling
1,169 students were recorded by 20 private institutions and losses totaling

LIS -

862 students were recorded by 20 institutions. The resulting net gain of

307 North Carolina resident undergraduates by the private institutions cost

the State 5450,000, or approximately $1,465 per student. (The BHE study

had projected a gain of up to 1,000 étuéents would cost $600,000, or $600

El{lC "4 2'7‘ .
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per student.) Although thé perisi;n'establishing this enrollment
acceleration feature remains in the statute; no funds were appropriated to
carry it out in 1973 or 1974 in the light of that experience.

The second element of the 1571 plan is still in operation. It provides
for a program of assistance keyed to the totai number of North Carolina
resident undergraduates currently enrolled in the private colleges and
universities (exclusive of theological and Bible Colleges) in this State.
The initial appropriation supported an allocation of $26.59 per North
Carolina resident undergraduate in 1972-73.

The Board of Governors in 1973 recommended to the General Assembly
xha; the State aid progrdh be funded for 1973-75 at the level of $75 for
each FIE North Carolina resident undergraduate they énrolled. The General
Assembly raised that figure to $200 per student for 23,000 students, or a I
total of’$4,600,006, for 1973~74. The Board of Governors recommended and
the General Assembly apprépriated the same amount for 1974-75.

The amount of State aid funds available to a private institution each

. 1e

year is determined by multiplying the number of full-time equivalent North

Carolina resident undergraduates in attendance on Octobei 1 by $200. 4n d

institution's allocation 1is not affected by the number or proportion of its
> » h .

North Carolina students who are needy.

v

’
The institution to which funds are allocated is not obliged to increase
the student aid funds it makes available to North Carolina resident under-

7
graduates by the amount allocated to it by the State. The law only requires

that, in any glven year, "the institution . .. provide and administer

scholarship funds for needy North Carolina students in an amount at least

equal to the amount paid to the institution . . . during the fiscal year.ﬂ

" -
. .

ERIC * ‘ 28« gL
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The grants by the institution that may be counted toward meeting the
obligation to "provide . . . scholarship funds for needy North Carolina

-

students . . ."

are based on the financial needs of individual students.
Students' needs are determined by the institution they attend, applying

the same nationally-recognized methods used to establish the financial
needs of students‘attending The Uﬁivgrsity of North Carolina. In this
’id;tance, of coursé, the process pgst take into account the greater cost

of atfending private institutions. The amounts of the grants made to needy
students are not set by the Ssake but by the institutions they attend, A
grant ;an range from a small sum to the full cost of attendance. The deci~
sio?s on the North Carolina residency status of students govern the size of
the allocation que to each institution and the eligibility of each student
for a scholarship. Those decisions are made by the respective institutions,
acting in accordance with the residency status regulagions established by

.

ghé Board of qovernors and applicable also fo the constituent institutions
;f The University of North Carolina.
During the first year of operation of the program (1972—%3), $1,025,000

was allocated to the p;ivahe institutions 1in aid funds, but grants by those
" institutions to needy North Carolina resident undergraduates in 1972-73

increased from”197i;72 by only about $700,000. Each $1.00 df State aid

thus pr;duced $0.70 in additional grants to students. In 1973-74, each

$1.0d of State aid produced about $0.60 in additignal grants to students.

The State aid piogram, though in the form of student aid, in fact’helpa

the institutions by allowing them to reallocate some éf their own regources

»

for other purposes than student aid. While neeay North .Carolina resident

\\gﬁgggg4aduatea are getting the equivalent of all the State aid dollars,

they are’getting fewer of the ingtitutions' own aid dollars than they did

Lo i
- s ¢’\l WA
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S

in earlier years: From 1971-72 through 1973-74, the State funds going to
aid students under this program grew from' $1,017,000 to $4,296,000 a yedr,
while institutional expenditures from other sources for aid to needy Nthh
Carolina residents declined by over 50 percent, from $2,600,000 in 1971~72
to $1,180,000 in~}973-74.

Thus, alth;Egh ostensibly a program of aid to students, the legislation
in effect also provides institutional aid to private higher education by
freeing for other purposes some or all of the funds the institutions had
previousiy used to aid needy North Carolinians.

The appropriation for both elements of the State aid program in
1972-73 was $1,025,000, of which about $8,000 reverted to the State because
the institutions were unable to find enough needy students to absorb it
all. The appropriation for the second year (1973-74) was $4,600,000, of
which $216,000 was never allocated to the private institutions because

their North Carolina resident undergraduate enrpllment fell short of the

23,000 anticipated by Fhe General Assembly, and $88,000 was allocated to
but not qualified for by the institutions because there were notvenough

.
neeqy North Carolina resident undergraduates to claim it. Thus, $4,296,000
of the 1973-74 funds reached North Carolina resident undergraduates;
the repainder ($304,000) Egverted to the State. Enrgllments in the fall of
19i4 justified the allocation of $4,436,200 of the $47,600,000 appropriated

for 1974-75. The amount actually awarded will not be known until after

June 30, 1975.

. A summary of allocations to all 39 institutions, and! the scholarship

P aid giveg to needy North Carolinians; for 1972-73 and 1973-74 is in

© Attachmeg; 2.

ERIC 3
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The }aw subjects the institutions to no program céntrol or treview by

the State in return for the State aid allocations made to them. The only

required reports to the State on institutional finances are certificates

by the recipient institution on its October 1 North Carolina resident

undergraduate FTE enrollment and on the total scholarship sum granted by

it to needy North Caroliha resident undergraduates for that year. In

addition, as shown above, the present policy is ambivalent. It is neither

i

pure student aid nor pure institutional aid, and as such does not serve
either purpose well. .
Further, to the extent that t}é program has an institutional aid
dimension, ip that it permits thg diverting of instit&tioﬁal student aid
. funds into other expenditﬁre purposes, the program raises some quegtion
about its status under the establishment clause of the.First Amendment.
w%en one considers the clése denominational ties at some of the insgitu-
tions,.as indicated earlier in‘this report, i¢ may arguably be contended
that State funds are, in some‘instances, not demonstrably non-sectarian
in their use. i
These attributes of inefficiency and ambiguity which characterize
the State aid program authorized in Chapter 744 underscore the desirabiligy
of designing alternative approaches to the problem. Before these can be ’
developed, it is necessary to turn, first, to an assessment of the present

status of the private %olleges and universities and their overall contri-

bution to higher education in North Carolina.
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v
CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES:

ENROLIMENTS, PROGRAMS, AND DEGREES CONFERRED

In directing the Board of Governors to assess the contributions of the
private colleges and universities, G.S. 116-11(11) provides no specific
guidelines or definitions. The clear intent, however, would appear logically
to be that the Board, in the-exercise of its overall responsibility, determine
as best it can what these institutions provide toward the realization of the
stated purposes of the 1971 restructuring, i.e., "to foster the ;evelopment.
of a well-planned and coordinated system of higher education, to improve thé

quality of education, to extend its benefits and to encourage an economical

use of the State's resources. . . ."

A fundamental consideration, therefore, must be thf number of students
being served by these institutions, i.e., their enrollments, and especially
their enrollments of North Carolina stude;ts. Certainly it 1is this c;n- -
sideration which is virtually the exclusive focus of the requests for ,State
assistance that have been madé by the private institutions. Further, those
reques¥®s have been direcked entirely to undergraduate enrollments.

For the purposes of this study, therefore, "contributions” is defined,
first, in terms of enrollment. Second, since students are enrolled to pursue

;programs leading to a degree, the general a&ademic program offerings of the
private institutions, and the number of degrees conferred, are taken as the
second component of the definition of "contributions" in ;his report.
Finally, since a central proposition in any program of State assistance
f? priyate higher education 1s that the private sectot gﬁ?s{??.i%e}rnt of
diversity that could not be realized 1f all institutions were P“b,'c' Haes

Q . 28 *
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report will examine the element of diversity as a contribution of the
private sector.

“

These three comnonents do not purport to be an exhaustive definition
of contributions. They are the factors which are especially pertineng to
the policy issues, and to the requestzkbf the private institutions. This
chapter of the report will examine the first two components: enrollments
and academic.programs and degrees,cgnferred, with special reference to
undergraduate education.

. / K

s

Enrollment Trends ’ «

Thle distribution of total headcount enrollment in the late 19th

Century and early 20th Century shows that the private sector educated more

students than the public one during this period, and the private institu-

tions ;ontinued to educate a majority of North Carolina's college
population until the beginning o{ World war I. (Sée Figure IV-1) Between
1915 and the early 1960s enrollment was equally distributed between the two
sectors. Beginning around 1963, however, the proportion of the college
enrollment 1% the public institutions started to rise, and increased from
about 55% to the current level of 70%. A sharp increase in the college
"going rate" (i,é:, the proportion ;f high schaol graduates attending
college ié North Carolina) also took gigce during the 1960s.

Total enrollments at the private institutions grew at roughly the
same rate as those of the public sector between the early 1950s and 1963.
Since 1964, however, the growth rate of tﬁe public sector has been much

greater, and this differential in growth has accounted for the decrease

in the percentage of enrollment found in the private institutions.

rs

s .33 ,
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The growth in the private enrollments since the early 1960s has been
due almost exclusi%ely to the increase in out-of-State students. (See
fable IV-1) Total headcount enrollment in private gchools has risen from
about 41,000 in 1964 to nearly 49,000 in 1974, a 20% change. During this
perioﬁ, total in-State enrollment (graduate and undergraduate) has grown
fram 24,300 to about 26,000, or 10%. Total enrollment of non-residents,

.

however, has risen more rapidly in the past decade, from 16,600 in 1964

to 22,400 in 1974, or 35%. .
In-State undergraduate enrollment increased at private schools by about
7% between 1964 and 1974, whereas non-resident enrollment grew by 37%. Since
1971, the enrollment of North Carolina undergraduates has declined by 2.82,
and enrollment of non-residents by 4.2%. (Also, one private junior college
closed and another besame a public community college during this time.)

Comparatively, total in-State enrollment in public institutions1 has

risen from about 43,000 in 1964 to about 95,000 in 1974, or about 120%.

‘(See Table IV-1) Out-of-State enrollment in the public institutions has

risen during that decade by about 4,000 students (to 13,000 1n 1974), or
about 40%. Thus, total in-State enrollment has risen quite rapidly at

'

public institutions, while out -of-State enrollment has risen rapidly at

private schools since 1964. Out-of-State students account for 44% of the

undergraduates at invate schools (in 1974) and for about 10% at public

institutions. The proportion of non-resident enrollments has remained
\

unchanged at private schools since 1967, but has declined by almost half

at public institutions.2 N

'
'

lThis includes enrollment jin The University of North Carolina as well as
the college-parallel enrollment in the Community College system. ‘

The General Assembly took action during this period to discourage
enrollment of out~of-State students in public colleges and universities.
. [

[y
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.
The preceding analysis has treated all institutions as if thez were

alike, making distinctions only between the public and private sectors.

That methodology has‘many limitations and can be misleading. For this

reason, the following pages will present enrollment trends among comparable

types of institutions.

Comparative Eg;ollment Trends

3

There are numerous and significant differences among North Carolina
institutions, both within the private sector and between the public and
private sectors. One obvious difference is size. Enrollment at most four-
vear institutions, public and private, ranges from about 200 to 2,500,
aléhuugh the public four-year campuses are all above 1,100. On the other
hand, Ph.D.-granting institutions have compargtively much larger enrollments
of undergraduates, in addition to graduate and first professiénal students.

Five-year or master's-granting institutions, as discussed earlier in
this study, are unique to the public sector in North Carolina. These in-
clude Appalachian State University, East Caroliha University, North Carolina
A & T State University, North Carolina Central University, The University of

- North Carolina at Charlotte, and Western Carolina University. The number of
bachelor's degrees awarded annually by.each of the six exceeds the total
enrollment at most four-year colleges in the State.

There are also notable differences 1in the SAT scores, rank in high
school Elags; and other factors'of entering students between larger and

smaller institutions.> With some significant exceptions (e.g., Davidson),
e-g

: 3See E. Alden Dunham, College of the Forgotten ricans (New York:

. Carnegie Commission, McGraw H111, 1969); and T merigAn Freshman:
National Norms for Fall 1974 (Los Angeles: ACEWMd UCLA, 1975).

.

'
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the Ph.D. and master's-granting institutions have student bodies with
higher scores on SATs and other measurable academic indicators than do
the smaller institutions.

In addition, there are differences between predominantly black and pre-
dominantly white colleges and between coeducational and non-coeducational
schools. These are but a few of the difference; which high school seniors
recognize at crucial junctures in the college selection process.A

The same reasoning applies with stronger force to the private junior
sector. That 1s, comparisons between Duke and St. Mary's, to take two extremes,
are inappropriate. Thus, before one can say what 1s hzppening to the "market

share" of the private schools, one must first defin& fmarket."

’ \

Ph.D.-Granting Institutions

At the Ph.D.-~granting university level, which includes Duke, Wake Forest,
North Carolina State University, The University of North Carolin%\at Chapel

Hill and The University of North Carolina at Greensboro, the private schools’

' share of total enrollment has d;creasqd from 28% to 23% between 1964 and
1974. Thus, over a decade, a slightly larger share of the total Ph.D.-granting
level institutions' enrollment is biing educated in the public sector at
present thah in 1964. But this is evidently caused in part, at least, by
deliberate poliEy on the part of the private universities, for the number
of North Carolina entering freshmen at Duke haé remained around 200--or one

!
fifth of the total--annually since about 1970 and at Wake Forest about 350

g
annually. At The University of North Carolina Ph.D.-granting institutions,

the number of in-State freshmen has risen since 1970 by 8% in an attempt to

meet the increasing demand for freshman places at these types of fnstitutions.

AOthers include curricular offerings, cost, and acade‘i:ﬂ:;gulations, which
are discussed in more detail elsewhere in this study._ \

H
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Mast&r's-Granking Institutions N

Sfnce t private seftor in North Cérolina does not have institutions

comparable to thL master's-granting public institutions, no comparison can

be made in the enrollment growth of these institutions. It should be no;ed
that the mastér's lénel institugions as a group have grown at a much faster
rate than have the other public institupicns since 1964,

. ' ' ‘ s

| J
Junior Collegeg & .
a

3 K
College-pérallel enrollment in the Community College System has risen

)

quite rapidly ksince 1964, fronm 1f200 students to nearly 9,500 in 1974,

(The Communi;y%College System in its present form was established in 1963.)
Enrollment in the private junio; sector has declined by 4% during the same
per%Pd. Whereas® 16% of the goéal junior efllege enrollment in -1964 was

found in the publié communi thy colleges, by 1974 nearly two thirds of the

junior college students were enrolled in the community colleges.
It would appear that it is at the junior college level that extensi

ra
moverment may be taking place from the private sector to the public sector.'//

v
3

1 -
The relationship between the community colleges and the private junior
schools, therefore, deserves close scrutiny and detailed study. In par-
S
ticular, areas where further research 'is needed lnclude differences in i

curricular offerings, admissions standards, and gther considerations.

.

Baccalaureate-Level Institutions

The four-year (or bachelor's granting) institutions in North Carolina,
as categorlzed earlier, fall into two divisions: arger four-&ear campuses
which enroll about 1,100 or more students, and small four-year institutions.

Each of the sifoour-year University of North Carolina campuses has an

. . 4 §
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enrollment of around 1,100 or more students. They, therefore, belong to
the "larger" category, along with 15 of the 27 privaté‘four-year campuses.,

Over the last decade,Athe share of total four-year enrollments in the |
"larger' four-year private qslleées has declined siightly, from 75%.in
1964 to 67% in 1974. Until 1970, however, the share of these ;nstitutions
was constant at about 73%. The decline in the share of the private sector
has occurred since 1970. For further clarity, the above‘discussion is
presented in the table that follows.

TABLE IV-2~ ENROLLMENT TRENDS OF LARGER FOUR~YEAR

(OR BACHELOR'S GRANTING) INSTITUTIONS
IN NORTH CAROLINA, 1964 TO 1974
»

-

Year el Private2 Total UNC %
_ 1964 5,754 17,364 23,118 25 v
. ’ 1967 6,847 19,395 26,242 26
1969 7,512 20,040 27,552 27
1970 8,610 20,409 29,019 30
1972 9,861 21,573 . 31,434 i
1974 10,917 21,839 32,756 . 33

lync totals include Elizabeth City State University,
Fayettevillw State University, Pembroke State
University, UNC-Asheville, UNC-Wilmington, and 5
Winston-Salem State University.

2Private totals include the 15 institutions listed
in Category 4, Table 1I-2, page 9.

-~

Of the approximately 23,000 undergraduates (in-State a%d dwe—of-State)
enrolled in "larger" four-year colleges in 1964, some 17,000 (75%) were in
the private instftutiohs. Half a decade later, roughly the same proportion
was found in the private schools. Between 1970 and 1974, p&blic four~year

enrollment grew from 8,600 to about 10,900, or 2,300 students, while "larger"
Kl
Q 40 :
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private f?ur—year enrollment grew from 20,400 to 21,800, or '1,400 étudenés.
The, share of "larger” private baccalaureate institutions therefore declined

-~ from a§out 70% in’1970 to 67% in 1974, even as their enro&lment increased.
The second category of babhéior’s-granting i?stitutions includes the ‘
- remaining twelve four-vear private colleges and no equivalent Univerftty of
North Csrolina ca&puses. ThisAgrouﬁ of small private campuses has Experi-
enced a décllne of about 8% in total enrollment since 1970 (recall that the

2

~ larger private four~year schools ehjoyed an increase of 77 during this

. . fa
period). Over the last decade, these campuses have lost 75 studeqts, as >
2
i

total enrollments declined from 6,776 in 1964 to 6,701 in 1974,

The imp»liﬁga‘tions» of these trends deserve further analysisy, The "grger"
private four-year instit;tgons, until quite recently, have held thei sﬁage
of‘"larger" four~year college enrollments. They still contiﬁue 6 educate

over two thirds of that enrdllment, a proportion ?nly sligfitly less than in

1964. This is true despite the fact that some private ipstitutions (e.g.,
Davidson) have voluntarily chosen ;o remain small in térms enrollment.

In 1962, norwithstanding rapid projecte& increases in the college—aée
p;pulatxon of the State, certain private institutions chose to "limit the .
size of their student bodies as a matter of deliberate educational policy."5

A survev of the enrollment plans of public and private colleges made in 1962

| by the Board of Higher Edication revealed that private institutions expected
] r

accormodate only 11,250 more students {by 1970] than the 35,100 they

d {in {9§5J."6 The 1962 report to Governor Sanford concluded that
ko «

""the pdblic inétitutions must be prepared to accept about 60% of the State's
L}

Edugation Beyond the High School (Raleigh: The Report of The Governor's

\y{nission, 1962), p. 34,

6
3 Ibid:

T . 4 ﬁ
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7 The State did not seek to discourage growth in

college students by 1970."
the private sector. That was the consequence of choices made by the insti-
tutions and their potential students. The projected limited enrollment
growth for the private sector was realized, and without the expansion which
took place 1in the public sector many thousands of North Carolina residents
would have had to seek their higher educationzln other states or would have
gone unschooled. \ '

Since 1964, moreover, some senior private institutions have either,
lost enrollment or remained stable while others have shown considerable
gains., One clear pattern that emerges from scrutiny ;f the differential
growth trends is that the smaller private institutions are the ones losing~
enrollment. A list of those colleges that im 1974 had approximately the
same number of Students as in 196 or a smaller number would be made up
chiefly of the relétively small colleges with few full-time faculty members.

There are, in addition, examples of "séeady states" (or actual declines)
in terms of enrollment among the baccalaureate institutions of The University
of North Carolina. While overall heédéo&nt enrollment at the 16 University
of North Carglina campuses increased by over 7% between 1973 and 1974, it
fell or'remaxned relatively unchanged at Pembroke State Unive?sit& and The
University of North Carolina at Asheville.. In addiﬁion, Eli;abeth City’

. 5

State Unifersity now has only about 150 more students than it did four years
ago. This leaves Fayerteville State University, Winston-Salep State
University and The University of\North Carolinalat Wilmington among the
~ 1
public four-year schools as the "gainers" in enrollment: A large part of
the grOWEh in these three schools cah be explained by their geographic loca-
tions and aggressive recruiting efforts. But even for Fayetteville State

University and Winston-Sale State University, there are indications of slow-

ing or declining enrollment growtﬁ in the near future. And The University

Q — . ‘:’f?{?}ﬁfi
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.

of North Carolina at Wilmington, which earolls students mainly from the
wf}mington area, will likely be inflpéhc%d by the declining demographic
trends expected in that part of the State during the rest of the 19708.8
it should also be noted that the "market share" of black private
’.r’\\ , 3 * \
i@stitutions has remained unchanged between 1970 and 1974. That is, 1if
!
the enrollment for predominantly black private, senior institutions is
added to that of the black public institutions, it ‘can be seen that the

ratio of black private senior inscitutional enrollment to total black

institutional enrollment has remained donscanc at arouhd .33,

.
kd -

Conclusions on Enrollment Trends
” »

It would thus appear that, when comparable ingtitutions are Eonsidered,

the enrollment trends appear in a differeat light. What has at times been
represented simply as an enrcllment shift between the private senior and

the public senior colleges'and univefsities of the State can more correctly

.

be characterized as a shift from smaller institutions to larger ones in .
Soth public and\private sectors of higher education in North Carolina.

" There 1s also the significant shift from private junior institutions to

~

public community colleges, which this report does not aﬁalyzé due to limita-

.

tions of time and, primarfly, lack of data.
4, ' A
It is not af,all clear, tberefore, that the private four—year schools ,

.t

are doing comparatively worse than their public counterparts, especially

when one compares the larger private ingtitutions with the six public four-

year campuses. Rather, the congruence of factors such as the end of the

<

military draft, recession and inflation, and changing labor market condi-

tions has resulted in changing patterns of student attendance away from

P [

8High school graddating classes 1in the Wilming;on area are expected to
follow the same downward patterns of other larger cities in the:State.
See Survey of 1973 High School Graduates (N. C. Department of Public
Insltrurrfonnlh]‘idlnN C., 1974), Tabli: 9, p. 24.
LS
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smallé??‘predominantly teacher education colleges toward larger and more
diversified colleges. An; this phenomenon is not unique to the private
schools. Subse;uent sections of this :eport will amplify and add to the
foregoing analysis. , =

. In addition, undergraduate enrollmenté in the private sector have
been on the aggregate stable (i.e., no growth or decline) since the begin-
ning of the State aid program. This apparent stability, however, is due to
an increase of nearly one fifth in tA; enrollment of gredom;nancly black
private schools and not to any particularly stable enrollment picture among

the vhite private colleges during the 1970s. .

Academic Programs and Degrees Conferred - -

The student's selection of a college or university is
influenced by many factors. Tﬁese include academic programs and career
';spirations, costs, location, parents' influence, personal considerations,
s and others. The basic objective in attending an institution of higher

education, whatever the basis for the choice of a particular institution, is

to pursue some course of study leading to a degree. A kéy elgmeﬁt in any
assessment of the cohtributions of the private institutions, therefore, is
to be found Iﬁ the academlc programs of study which they prov{de and the
degrees which‘the& confer. The fact thag such-daga are specifice

and concrete should not obscure the fact that they are subject to
odny limitations in assessing any inétitutionvof ﬁigher eddcaQion,.or any
’ . . ¥ 4’ IR
group of institutions. . Higher qducation.lg not a manufacturing enterprise,
- '

e e .

whose relative guccesg or failure is reflected in some headcount of degrees
. : e " 3
conferreds as if such degrees were the analogue of the count of the units

of a commodity produced by an industrial or an agricultural enterprise.
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o
There 1s no really reliable means whereby the "value" of education to an
individual, or to society, can be definitively measured.
+ Further, 1t should be noted that an institution of higher education
may produce other kinds of benefits to society, which are directly related

.

to 1ts acadenic endeavor but which are more or less subject to some kind
/

B

of duantxfxcatxon.‘ A large university makes a major contribution 1in research,
someti;es 1n codtributing to advances in basic knowledge and sometimes 1in

new applications of knowledge to the solutlon or control of societal

problems. Institutions of higher education may also make important contri-
butions in public service agtivities. Ulake Forest University, for -example,

makes a significant contribution. to North Carolina through the health care

services provided in association with the teaching and research programs of
its Bowman Gray School of Medicine. Institutions will also contribute to

the enrichment of the Cultural and intellectual life of their communities.
~
Acknowledging--and, indeed, emphasizing--these other considerations, 1t

remains true that an assessment of an tnstitution must look at its degree

“ .

progran of ferings, ,and that the primary and most viszble pébduct” of a
cotlege or unxve;sity is iCS graduates, S
r
The private institutions contribution, in terms of degrees cenferred
in recent vears can be summarized as folloys: Between Jul;, 1970, and July,

“

1974, the senior institutions cqnferred 30,524 bachelor's degrees, 1,930

master's, 1,8%0 first professional, and 898 doctoral degrees. The junior .

4

Institutions conferred 6,887 associate degrees which were wholly or largely

’

creditable toward a bachelor's degree.

In its Statewide Plan for the Expansion ¢f Medical Education, the Loard
of Governqrs has carefully analyzed the contrfbutions of the two privatg

medical schools in meeting the State's need for additional‘physiciansrand in

Cebae
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expanding medical education opportunities for 1ts citizens. The Plan
contains a long-range program for payments to those institutions for the
enrollment of increased numbers of North Carclina students, and for the
iastICutions' participation in the Area Healtn Education Centers.

In 1ts recently completed stud. of legal education needs, the Board's
.
récogniti&n of the contributions of tiie Duke and Wake Forest law schoolsL"
was_a factor in 1its conclusion thgt there is, at tﬁls time, no sufficient
reasor to establish another publicly-supported law school.

The request for State assistance fron the private institutions 1s
directed, a< discussed above, at 1ncreasing undergraduate enrollmgnts. It

I

is in this area, therefore, that this discussion will concentratew.

-

, Attachment 3 to this study reporcshthe undergraduate degree programs of
the private institutions, as published by those institutions. Thé\Emphasis
L] , N .
upon liberal arts and sciences and upon teacher education is evident. If
Duke, Wake Forest and Davidspn aré excepted, this attribute 19 more pro-
nounced. Thus, in the arts and sciences andiiﬁ education, the private
senior institutions generally pardllel the campuses of The Unlver51ty 1in
basic program areas offered. In specialized, more d1rect1y profeslenally—
oriented degree programs, such as health professions or engineering, th%
programg tend to be confined to campuses of The_Uﬁibérsity or to a very .

limited number of private institutions. An important point to reiterate

A
here, however, is that data concerning degrees conferred are nqQt reported by
residence status of the graduates. The numbers of degrees are presumably
N . (Y3
consistent with the proportion of resident “and non-resident enrollments,

and in-State students tend to be a significantly smaller broportion of

‘ .
total enrollment at the more diversified private institutions.

' . -~
.
.

-

o {
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}  Another representation of total bachelor's and associate degrees
conferrgd by the private institutions is in the table that follows, com-
paring 1970-71 and 1973-74.

As will be noted, since 1970-71, the number of bachelor's degrees
awarded by those private institutions has risen 8.3% from 7,353 1in 1970-71
to 7,964 in 1973-74. Moreover, the rates of change in numbers of degrees
,conferred ranges widely among institutions. Sixteen of the 29 private
senior colleges showed increases over this time period in the number of
degreés conferred, while 13 showed either stable ;r decreasing numbers.

The number of associate degrees conferred by private junior institutions
declined gy 3% from 1,668 in 1970-71 «to 1,618 in 1973-74. Six of the ten
colleges either incré;sed or remained stable in the number gf degrees.awarded.

Since 1979771’ the number of bachelor's degrees awarded by the campuses
of The University of North Carolina has increased by nearly 20% to 14,900 in
1973~74. 0f this number, 13.2% were conferred by the fogrfy%pr(campuses
(not counting The School of the Arts): 44.5% by the maater's level campuses,
and 41.92 by the doctoral institutions. The community colleges conferred
38.9% more assoclate deérees in 197344 than in 1970-71. ;

L. 4

It will be noted that there has been a change in the diétribu?}on of
degrees conferred upon men and upon women, at the priva;e colleges. (The
same trend is found at the public four-year campuses.) One reason for this
change may be that women are giving increasing attention to career oppor-
tunities in planning their e;;cational programs. This consideration is

“related to cgé-ehphasis upon teacher education in the proéréms of many of

" these institutions. Changing demogfhphic trends are having a predictable

effeqt upon the teacher education labor market. Public school épr&llments

! -

v AT
ERIC : S
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{

TABLE IV-3. PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES AND
SENIOR COLLEGES, 1970-1971 AND 1973-1974
) 1970-1971 1973-1974 % Change
Senior Colleges Men Total Men Total Total
Atlantic Christian 214 404 225 401 - 0,7
Barber-Scotia 21 112 24 78 - 30,4
Belmont Abbey 148 154 117 122 - 20.8
Bennett 0 156 0 72 - 53.8
Campbell, 378 583 . 429 ,616 5.7
Catawba 122 229 148 268 17.0
Davidson 241 241 234 248 | 2.9
Duke 643 1,065 814 1,415 ’ 32.9
Elon 228 321 . 228 341 6.2
Gardnez-Webb 173 242 214 - 314 ' 29.8
Greensbaro 29 124 57 140 12.9
Guilford 137 222 174 252 13.5
High Poipt 133 249 28 261 < 3.2
J. C. Smith 85 218 97 , 185 - 15.1
Lenoir Rhyne 152 323 145 319 - 1.2
Livingstdne 62 185 83 154 -.16.8
Mars Hil 157 285 173 367 28.8
Meredith 0 216 0 293 35.6
Methodist 84 186 139 192 3.2
N. C. Weslkyan 80 136 99 158 » 16,2
Pfeiffer 109 179 139 226 26.3
Queens 0 127 0 " 118 - 7.1,
Sacred Hegrt 0 79 0 . 54 - 31.6
St. Andrghs 92 174 75 137 -3
St. Augustine's 87 203 79 200 - 1.5
Salem N 0 82 0 108 31.7
Shaw . 102 232 126, 267 15.1
Wake Forest R 394 550 415 631 14.7.
Warren Wilson " 34 76 22, 47 - 38.2
TOTAL 3,905 7,353 .4,384 7,964 8.3%
ASSOCIATE DEGREES* CONFERRED BY' PRIVATE JUNIOR I§SIITUTIONS
’ K \ 1970-1971 1973-1974 % Change
6:;ior Colleges Men Total Men Total " Total
revard 70 120 62 117 - 2.5 m
owan 152 208 135 209 0.5
Kittrell 34 61 36 88 v 44,3
“Leeg~McRae 85 120 100 163 35.8
Louisburg . 109 185 87 150 - 18.9
Montreat-Anderson 59 99 «52 93/ - 6.1
Mt. Olive 47 93 30 73 & - 21.5
Peace College 0 167 0 192 15.0
St. Mary's 0 123 0 133 8.1
Wingate 339 492 263 400 - 18.7
TOTAL 895 1,668 765 1,618 - 3.0
*Wholly or chiefly creditable ;{?ﬁ ‘a bachalor s degree,
_Snnxss, HEGIS reports submitc individual campuses,
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(elementary and $econdary) peaked about 1969 and have been éeclining since
in North Carolina and across the nation. These and other trendd appear to
have had a significant effect on c;reer preference choices of collegé -
students. These effeéit's' are indicatt:zd An the survey data reported below.
TABLE IV-4. CAREER GOALS OP COLLEGE FRESHMEN, FALL 1968 AND 1973
. * (Selected Occupations)
: '\ Probablq Career Occupations
(Percent of all Freshmen)
. \ ’ ~| _Fa11 1968 i Fall 1973
Career ' '.\, : AHen. '. Wc'mon‘ : Men © Women
‘ College Tfee;cher \ i 1.3 0.9., e O..9 1.0
School Teacher 12.7 37.5 4.1 14.1
Lawyer 5.5 0.6 , 6.7 2.5
" ealen grofeséionJl 2.8 s2 | s 11.6
Nu?se - 0.3 6.1 0.3 9.2
Business 17.5 3.3 19.0 13.4
'Farr;xer, Forester .9 0.1 4.9 1.9
Dét‘:'.tor (M.D., D.D.S) 2.6 1.3 8.1 3~l.
. Research Stientist 3.8 1.7 3.7 ; 2.'1' ,
N .
Homemaker -/ - -.3.1 — .o 7l ,
Sourdo T aloxeitor A .tifl, et al., The American Freshman: _National
Norme for Fall 1973 (and_Fall 1968) (Los Angeles: ACE and ~
vCLA, 1974y, - s
‘(NOTE:' Freshmen from about half of the privellte institutions in ’
*" North Caroliha pa:ticipated in ch.ts/ survey.) . A
¢ hd ’ f
RIS ‘ 49‘ ‘ ! .
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As can be seen, programs for the preparation of teachers in elementary

and secondary schools (''school teaching') have declined drastically in

popularity among colilege freshmen, both males and females. Whereas nearly

40% of female ITeshmen stated in 1968 that school teaching was their pre-

ferred career, by 1973 only 14% so indicated. The same pattern is

exhibited in choices of a college major, as more students are choosing
4

curricula preparing them for careers in the health prgfessions, law and
science, and fewer are opting for education in liberg} arts.

Further evidence of student reaction on the national level is depicted
by trends in the types of ®achelor's degrees conferred. While the annual

growth rate for all hachelor's degrees awarded has been around 6Z‘for the

last few years, with no sign of abating, ‘bachelor's degrees aw§rded in

teaching training areas (elementary and secondary) have been declining

since 1971.9 ) ’ .

4

K Manpower requirements forecasting is an inexactjart, at best.

Moreover, a iogical case can be made that a strong undergraduate education

in the liberal arts and sciences is an even more "relevant" form of éageer
’ .

preparatipon in today's situation than it was in the past. Further, student

. -

. , o
preferences for the undergraduate majors are always subject to change. But_

v

with all these caveats acknowledéed, the possible implications of these
trends must be taken into account. . ’ ‘
These implications are pertinent for public and private institutioms.
_To the extent an institution specializes in traditional teacher education

programs and in the fine arts and liberal arts with emphasis upon secondary

education, an institution may have greater difficulty in maintaining or

*

9See A. H. Padilla, The Market for Teachers in the Nétion and the Southemrn

Region (Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1975).

Qo ' - , ? ‘ '
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increasing its enrollment becauge it will be limited in the program options

it can provide to students. Larger institutions with.more diversified
prugrams will tend to have less Qiffiéulty in dealing with sueh problems

because their size and greater resources may provide them with greater
\

.

flexibility in adapting to such changes. Some consideration of faculty .
: .

w

staffing patterns in the private institut}ons will prbvidg a further
. -

/ »

perspective on this point. .

NS
From 1970 to 1973 (and excluding Livingstone College and Wake Forest

E’h§§§%€f;: from which data were not available in 1970), the number of ‘
Knttad 4

fhlfitimg/facuity members .at the p;ivate senior institutions increased 3% .

Y ' v o

from 2,860 to 2,946, as reported on HE&IS,fotms. It should be noted,
i

however, that some 407 of this number are at Duke. Excluding Duke, there- ,

fore, the average number of full-time faculty at each institution is about
- v -

%

PRV . .
60, and\ﬂﬁﬁrly half of the private senior colleges had 60 or fewer full- ‘

2

time faculty members in 1973. These stafffng patterns suggest limitations

upon the ability of many institutions to diversify programs across fields

or within the arts'and sciences disciplines. 1In this connection, it should

be reiterated that enrollments increased by more than 8% over the last four

,

‘ééiﬁfs at the private institutions with reldtively larger.aumbers of faculty

<

}m@bers, while enrollments declined by about 7% at the 13 institutions

reporting 60 or fewer full-time faculty members.

. |
Some important points in this discussion of enrollments and degree{'

programs need to be restated. First, the public institutions, as a group,

are more diversified in the range of their program offerings than the .

- otk
private institutions aé a group. Most of the private senior institutions . &
B

"are liberal arts and/or teacher edutation institutions in their program
T ” v
. ' ,

emphasis. The public sector provides this emphasis }n many of 1its .

L] .

f ’

\)4 ] i '}' R v (:
EMC . “3 ¢ . 5{* ., ’ ’
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institutions, but it provides more types of programs in other areas and
its institutions are larger.

As nentioned earlier, a strong case can be made that a good under-
graduate education in the liberal 'arts and sciences may be the most
"practical"” course a student can elect, if his interests so suggest, not
only in the sense of becoming a well educated person but also in the sense
of being better prepared to enter a rapidly chenging career marketplace.

There is, however, evidence that a phenomenon not unlike the rural—
urban shift in American society is occurring in, higher education. The
small institution.may of fer some values that are not found at the larger

institution,’and the small ipstitution more offen is a private one. But the

R .

small institution is more restricted in the range of courses and curricula
* % -

it can offer, both in the traditional curricula and in other areas. It may

offer a more personalized environment for learning, but that environment ‘is -

«

less diverse--academically and socially--than that of the larger institu- N
. .

tion. There are also economies of scale involved ip curricular offerings

h .

which are not attainable by the smaller institution. /

The program offerings, degrees conferred and %pdﬁpgraduate enrollments

.

incomplete but very important indicators of the contr1butions of
J:

leges and universities. The data presented in this chapter "indicate |

7 .

that the smaller private college, with the traditional emphasis in its

N .

curridulum upgn limited liberal arts and teacher education programs, may

)
[y

have difficulty in maintaining a sufficient level of enrollment, and further;

'Q&« v

that the reasons for.this difficulty are more compl@x tlifan student costs.

»

These considerations lead to another aspect of the contributions of

the private colleges and univ sities—the proposition that higher edﬁcatioq

.

and society at large benefit frém the diversity produced by having a dual

h »
.
cvirem. The report now turns to this matter. ’_" SR i
. .
v ] .
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v
CONTRIBUTIONS OF PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES:

'

\ THE DUAL SYSTEM

The great majority of the states of the Union today provide some -
form of aid to private highér education. The responses of the states have

varied, and necessarily so, because their situations are different. Some, ‘
like Massachusetts, have only in quite recent times placed emphasis upon |
the development of strong public institutions. North Carolina, on the

other hand, has made proiision fo; a state uniyersity since the State .
declared its independence, and The yniversity of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill was the first state university in the"nation to open. As a recent

Education Commission of the States paper points out, "There is not, and

should not be, a single problem or a single answer 4n the area of state

ald to privateMigher education.” Each state, it noted, must develop its

own answer in the light of its history, traditioAs, and special problems.
All programs of state aid do, however, have in common at least one !
principle. They are predicated to some greater or lésser degree upon the
i
proposition that a dual system--publit and private--strengthens all of
higher education by making possible,the existence of two kinds of institu-
tions, complementary to one another and prov}ding educational alternatives
that might not.exist if only on¢ type of institution were available.
This 1s a concept difficult to define or to measure in precise terms

in any given situation. As our earlier discussion has shown, there is

great similarity in many areas between the public and private sectors in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




concentrate on the liberal arts and/or teacher education, but’these
programs are available 1in all but one of the public institutions. Com-
plex institutions with large graduate and post-baccalaureate professional

prograns exist in bot? sectors. Predominantly black and predominantly
white institutions exist in both sectors, but The Universitvy of North
Carplina 15 rﬁquxred by law to take steps to eliminate racial duality
in public higher education.
The master's level institutions, on the other hand, are -unique to
the public sector, and specialized professional programs tend to be in
the publié sector. The North:Carollna Sthool of the Arts, a public insti-
tution, is unique and has no éoynterpart among the private institutdons.
The woman's college, on the other hand, i; uniquely found in the private
\

- sector. Further, the smaller colleges are all private institutions, as .
’

noted. The smallest of the public. four-year institutions is The University

of No}th Carolina .at Asheville, which had a fall, 1974, enrollmegt of 1,126
(headcount). Among the ﬁrivate senior colleges, fifteen enrolled fewer
than this and ;higteen had fewer than 1,000, - P
R

The dual system clearly, provides diversity in the rélf%;ous ;ffilia-
tions of the private instftutions ‘and their stated conmitnenég;to the
Christian faith as a part of their educational'objectives. 'ig bjec;iye
may also shape a part of their academic progfam. (me institution has had
a required program in "Christianity and Culture'.that incluges eight
courses in the‘ dergraduate curriculum. This 1is illustrative ofs the
importance of the chlirches in the founding ana the development of ;irfually

all of these institutions. The objective of Christian educatiop, reflected
D)

in statements of mission and in curricular requirements, was the basis upon

N .

[EP{!‘:‘ . . 6. G E;‘lﬂ
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i

which they were foundeq and the basis_upon which they gontinue to receive
éupport from their denominations.

These rnlationships with church denominations have been generally -
described in gn earlier chaptef. It is clear that these relationships, o~
and their«conéomitant commfzments, are by definition confined to:the
private sgetor. This is a kind éf diversity which must ,depend upon‘private

support.

.

The dual system also’proyides diversity in the geographical origin of
students. Six of the campuses of The University have formal quotas upon
the prqpontion of out™of-State students in their entering classes. All of .
the campuses recognize their m%ssion and obligations as giving priority.to-.

.

serving Notth ‘Carolina students. Thus, almost 90% of the underéraduates

enrolled at campuses of The University are North Carolinians, compared

. ®
with approximately 55% of the undergraduates in the private institutions:

"

At some of the private <dnstitutions,,North Carolinians comprise approximately
b i o )

.
2

‘one fifth or one third of the enrollment.
In the area of governance there are marked differences. The Board of

Govergors of The University of North Carolina h;elected by and accountable
“to the §eneral Asgembly. The private institutions have different denomina—

. / N

ghsorships and methods of control, with some trustees generally“ﬂpr”~u-

by the approbrlate denominational organizations and from members of

|

tHe resp¢ctive denominafion. By their very nature, these institutions,
1]

while contributing in many ways to the State, are not accountable to the

“ v

public at large except in certain specific contractual relationships.
Further, tbéy are not subject to direct State intervention rand regulation,/

except that there is a licensure requlrement for those founded since 1923k .

All are chartered by the State, but this entails no regulating control.

. .
N . .

ERIC : | S
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.

This independence of State. control is a major consideration in the case for

B

diversity. -

!
‘R‘ Because they are indepengent of State control, the private sector may

.
”

provide a form of checks and balances in higher education. The recent

-~

report of the special task ;d{ce of the National Council of Independent
Colleges and Universities puts it this way :

The private sector of higher education serves as a
counterweight to the public sector and provides useful checks
and balances. Its existence diffuses responsibility for
higher education, which would othervise be a sole prerogative
of government.

This proposition is two-edged. Public institutions may be subject to

- »

Al
political pressures which impede their educational programs. The celebrated

"speaker ban" controversy in North Carolina in the 1960s is a case in point.

Private institutions, on the other hand, may be subject to sectarian pres-

.

. »
sures which work to the detriment of their educational freedom. Examples

of such pressures are the controversies in North Carolina in the 1920s
,concemnding the teaching of the theory of evolution. Additionally, with

reference to the public institutions, it should be-said that there is a

salutary form of politica% influence operative which is basic to the

accountability of these ihstitptions. " Because they are subject to public

control, they are responsive to public need.

The extent to which diversity is generated by the:existence of a dual
- !

system is more difficult to articulate than is the reporting of enrollment
trends and degrees conferred. Moreover, one specific manifestation of

thelir divegsity-—neligious affiliations--1s one that must lie Qeyond the

v

purview of State support or involvement. But if hiversity generally is a

somewhat\iniangible'contribution, it is an important one. Loglic, experience

1

1y National -Policy for Private Higher Educidtion (Washington: Association ‘
of American Colleges, 1974), p. 10.

Q . - SL‘; . Vel
ERIC ' % -
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and long tradition indicate that higher education in North Carolina, and

in the nation, is strengthened by the existence of strong public and

private institutions. Each segtor makes its discinpthe contribution,

and either would be diminished by the absence of the other. v

The diversity arisiné from a dual system is’ thus dependent upon the

the private sector as private. If there is to be propor-

m@intenaiz:%f;
tipnality State support to private institutions based on the State

+
support of its own institutfons, the clear prospect is for“a proportian-
, :

ality in State régulation or interventioh. If private independence is a .

vigtue, then heavy private dependence upon direct puBlic aid mus

- -

compromise that virtue, ’

K

LS

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TN : B ‘




, V1 : ’ -

THE NEEDS OF THE PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

’

» -
- i
.

Need 1s.a relative concept, and.to ascertain with any precision the

.

"need" of a partiiular institution requires access to its records and an
+

"y

. ability to compare findings with those made in studying other institutions.

To ascertain or define need, therefore, a 'detailed survey would be desir~

able, and it should be supplemented by access to ¥iﬂancia1 statements, .
budgets and audits. Moreover, site visits to the individual campuses for

discyssions with institutional officers would permit a better grasp of the

institutions' situation. . y

. ' 4 )

It was*not feasible to explore this matver in such detail. The

’

L

‘private institutions havé described their needs entirely in terms of money.

This assessment of ﬁeed is based, insofﬁr as institutional récords are .

concerned, upon the data made available by the institutions routinely, ia
the HEGIS reports. These data are useful and instructive for ﬁan) purposes,

but they are also subjett to serious limitationms.
x .

The problems assoclated wifh the HEGIS forms need not be belabored.
It is u;efu:/ however, to note this comment by the authors of the 1971

.” BHE study o

?

private higher education concerning the financial statistics
of the private institutions:
. Conversations with executive officers of the private institu-
tions indicated that there are more true deficits among them than
» the budgets show. Accounting procedures may be both honest and
conceal deficits. An institution may have accumulated some
reserves from earlier small surpluses; subsequent depletion of
those reserves may not be considered a deficit in its accounts.
" Another may have received a fund untouchable during a specified

Al

R .
N

g)’ . . | b ‘: . ‘ -
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period” except for income from it; after the period, the institu-
tion may- use that fund to pay.costs exceeding revenues and not AT
record a deffcit. Another may use for operations beyond revenuds 4
cash gifts toward a building not yet constructed; in actuality it .
has run a deficit and boxrowed from itself, but its audit will
not show a deficit. With these and similar practices cowmted, °
well over half the private institutions in North Carolina are
operating at deficits. 1In accordance with accounting guidelines
established by the American Council on Education and other N
as§ociationg, none of the private institutions depreclate their
facilities.l . L] )
any difference between current funds revénues and'expendicurea;found

T
in the HEGIS form may or may not, therefore, be particularly important in .

determining the financial health of a private institution. And, as is,

A}
indicated above, the certified audit alone may not prove help ful.

For all the shortcomings of the HEGIS data, however, it is importan

- . .

to note that there was a close relatioﬂsﬁip between that data for 1971 and
the daca.;ollecced by more direct meaAs in the Board of Higher Education
study o% 1971. Most of the institutions identified im the BHE study as
operating with deficits in 1970-71 also showed deficits in the HEGIS
reports. The magnitudes of the dgficits reported in both sources were .

also approximately the same. o . . \

Rather than dwelling further here upon institutional data, or the lack

°

thereof, however, it will be useful to address the question of the needs of

the private colleges and universities by exploring the question in a larger

.

context. . .

. 4
First, there 18 no evidence digcermible of any spdden crisis br drastic

. 7

change 1in tﬁe condition of thé private gector as a whole which would have’

.

prompéed the request made for so rapid an acceleration in State aid as that

requestéd in September, 1974. Undoubtedly some instithfbns, facing
1

repeated deficits, are encountering increasingly serious yroblems, but the

» »
. - LN . . ’
. . 1

g uf’ g ) -
lPrivate Higher Education in North Carolina, p. 34. R .
Q 3 3@ 5 9 '
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i one related to the need of any particular

institution or group of instituqiod§f

form of the aid request is not
. .

Second, it seems. clear that a pervasive problem in the private sector
is one associated with economies of scale. BFach institution is different,

but there are convincing national data wliich are pertinent to this situa-
.- Y

tion. The Carnegie Commission studies have found that, for tiberal arts
! ,collégeé, costs of opgration per student decline sharply as the tnstitution

grows to about 900 FTEs (or 1,000 headcount), and continues to decline at a
. T FR
less rapid rate gntil enrollment reaches about 2,000 FIEs. The Commission's

s

studies point to the ‘existence of a "minimum size below which each_ type of
‘ L}

’ '
institution cannot operate economically, unless it is exceptionally well

»,

endowed, and even then it may not be in a position to offer {ts studenis . .
s " " v "
as broad a range of.courses as somewhat larger institutions are in a

position té provide."z“ . ' . . .

There are, it will be recalled, among the 29 private senjor in;titu-

tions in North Carolina, 13 with a headcount enrollment of less than 1,000
P N

students. (Eight_of ten private junior colleges have fewer than 1,000

students.) Over half of the private schools, therefore, are institutions

’ . -

vhich, in the words of the 'Commission report, are running "the risk of e
. - ‘ %

-failing to take advantage of economies of size and/or of not offering

‘theff students an adequate choice of programs" by not meeting midymum
N - .1
enrollment levels.3 And they are not institutions which aré "exceptionally

v
.

, well endowed.”

)

Financial need in the private sector, in the general sense, is also

N s>

obviously related to a set of problems which are common to public and to

. * . s

Z5ee the discussion'in the Commission's report New Students and New : g
Places (New York: McGraw Hill, 1971), pp. 65-86. v N
31b1d., p. 82. ° : t ' '

s
Y
B
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private institutions. Both kinds of institutions have operating budgets

which ;ubstantially depend on enrpllments, and the demographic trends

;enerélly indicate that the era of rapid increases in enrollment has

ended. The size of the 18-21 ypar-old age group in North Carolina will

regch an all-time high in 1975 at 445,700. By 19?5 that population group s
is projected to decline to 376,000. Even when the fact that North

Carolina's "going rate" of college students is\significantly below the

national average is taken into account, there is still reason to believe

that the rate of enrollment increase will stabilize or even”decline, and

-

thié,will affect all of higher education.

Private ingfitutions have undoubtedly suffered from the effects of‘ -
the unprecedented inflation which the country has been experiencing, and
the cost-income differential which it produces. Fuel prices, the price
of supplies, and operating costs generally have risen sharply. And here,

.

also, the smaller institutions with high operating costs per student are

particularly vulnerable. This 1s true for public and private institutions.

TH§ private colleges and universities did not wish to make available
L Y]

-

NN \ .
their financial\teports as a basis for an assessment of gheir need. They
felt this compromised their privacy. They did offer to meet with

University representatives on their campuses and to respond there to

questiong put to ‘them, but time did not permit this.

'

' ) »
Further, limitations on institutional data previously noted did not

permit an assessment of need§ that cannot be defined in finangial terms. .

Reference can again be made to the recommendations of the BHE study of

-
.

:1971, for example, that the institutions redirect their development

activities toward meeting needs for faculty salaries, student aid, and

-

e « : 61 ‘ ‘ .
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other operational items, instead of building programs. A comprehensive

needs analysis would thus extend beypnd finances. ¢

The analysis it has been possible to make does indicate that there
probably is financial need and that it is unevenly distributed. Much of
that need, and possibly other kinds of need as well, arises from inherent

v

problems with which only the private institutions, their governing boards

. .
and their sponsoring denominations can contend. .
. ’ i
- ¢
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has discussed the contributions of the privace institutions,

- .

it has acknowledged that there are financial needs in the private sector,
and it has affirmed the benefits of a dual syscem of higher educacion. fhe
report has also discussed the present State aid progran, as provided for in

Chapter 744, Session Laws of 1971. The questions to be answered are: What o

course of action should the Board of Govermors recommengd that the State K
follow with respect to aid to private higher education? Should aid be

given? 1If it should be given, in what form should it be provided and

1

subject to what regulations? .,
A} a
»

Since 1972 an aid plan has been in operation and in successive budget

requests the Board of Governors has recommended ‘continuation of the aid at

some level of funding. " More than $10 000 000 has been appropriated to

.4 ‘

carry out the program. its effects cannot.be precisely determined, for,

while it has certainly brougﬁt dbout no significant increase in private

™

enrollments, no private institution has closed since 1972.

- 4 R .
- The present aid program, as described in an earlier chapter of this

5

report, has®notable shortcomings. Furﬁher, the shortcomidgs of the

v, N e -
September 4 proposal of the private jnstitutions are even more pronounced. .

.Thac proposal poses as'an alternative that the State eagablish a
suppogt pattern for private h;gher,education which is parfllel to that
P

.

| which it provides for the State"s own institutions. That is, tuition

Ly .

differential grants would be provided for every full -time Norch Caroliﬁa

v

undergraduate enrolled in the 39 private colleges and ugiversicies without
" ! . l .

reference “to the studencs néeds, and enabling legislation would esrablish
i1} ' : * e
4 ‘ ’ ;’!0 ¢ "4 [
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a principle of proportionality in the support of private higher education. ,

The across-the-board tuition grant- is also recommended in the recent report

of the National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities.1

Basically, such proposals are defective in two respects.

In the first place, the argument being put forward in these proposals

is that considerations of economy favor the enrollment of that indeter*inate

\
number of students who would choose a private in lieu of a public institus ¢,

tion 1f there were no tuition differences between the two. In order to
assure that the number of students would be the highest possible--and thus

the "saving" be at the maximum--State aid would be afforded on behalf of

%

every North Carolina resident enrolled in the private sector. The point

can be illustrated in this way. . 3

Suppose forlthé sake of argument that $400 were paid fér every North

l

-

Carolina undergraduate enrolled in a private college or university. Suppose
w ¥ » n

further that 3 obo additional students then enrolled in the private sector,
beyond the current 22,000. Thus, enrollment of North Carolinians in the
private'sgctor would be 25,000 FTE students. The, cost would not be $400 ~

times 3,000 (the number of additional students), or $1,200,000. Rather,
/ W
the cost would be 25,000 times $400, or $10,000,000, since the reduest

calls for $400 for every FTE North,Carolina‘ugdergraduate enrolled. The

3

. . A p N .
result is that, because payment would be made for the original 22,000 (whq

aré¢ already in the privdtq schools 1n any event), the cost of attracting
the gdd,tional 3,000 studenté would pe about $3,300 per student {.e.,
SLp 000,000 + 3,000). N

N

The more fundamental issue raised by these PFB“SEﬁls’ however, is 1in

the pro osition of proportional State support of private higher education.

an ~ ¢

1

A Natipnal Policlifér Private Higher Education (Washington. Associatiqn
< & SRR t "'

o { ‘ Lo 64 ' .\
lC -
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of American Colleges, 1974).
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The relationship of "the State to its own institutions$ is funda;entally
different from its relationship to private'institutions,.by oefinition AUUREEI
snd by law. The issuance of a state charter imposes on the State nd ¥
. )
greater responsibility, and no.greater,regulatory authority, chan‘do:&che
. N
chartering of an ordinary business cprporation. Should the State provide ;

the private institutions with proportional support, then proportionality »

. M "
in accountability and control is no less reasonable. - - 3
If there is to be some proportionality.of State support to the .
institutions as a subsidy to their operating budgets,'what\accountability~

would the private institutions have? Wnat assurances would there be that

— . .

the State funds—or instltutional funds' released by subgtitution:.of State

1 v
funds--were not used to finance unhecessary programs, or to support activ-~

ities which are sectarian in ‘nature? The request of the private institutions:

does not speak to these issues, but they cannotwbe overlooked. In"the
absence of a variety of State controls, includihg program review and

approval, the principle of proportionality clearly should be unacceptable to

[ L} bt

the State. If, on the other hand, State regulation follows State funding, ,
¥

the private and independent nature of the institutions is compr mised.
. a
Fortunately, however, the problem which the'private institutions have

identified 1s one which the State can assist ih meeting, and without,chang-

N

’ing the nature of the private institutipns. As this repog% as suggested .
the problem appears, in fact, to be moreu}hr reaching than the spokesmen

)
of private higher education have represented it to be. If this is the cese,

s i

however, the institutions and their governing boards and ponsoring denomi-
» 3

nations have the primary responsibility to decide what shpuld be done to

safeguard the private institutions they control.

ERIC o
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The problem as stated by the private institutions 1s put this way in

'
'

the September 4 request:

In summary and conclusion the differential between tuition °
costs to students attending public and private higher
educational institutions is basically responsible for the
problem of declining enrollment in the‘private sector.

This was repeated in the statement made to the Board's Finance and Planning
Committees on November 8, 1974, in calling for an "alternative program.'
The private institutions asked on that occasion that there be "significant '
tuition aid" to close that cost differential for students who wish to
attend the private institutions.

. Accordingly, it is proposed that the Beard of Governors recommend to
the’General Assembly a policy which responds to that defined need. Such

a policy would be governed by four principles of fundamental importance:

First, 1t is recogniéed that higher education is strengthened by the * "

existence of a dual system of strong public and private institutions.

. .

Second, to maintain the strength that is derived by this dual system,

it is essential that State policy be designed to maintain the independent
\V4 . A

status of the private institutions. This is necessary not only to foster .

' 1Y
diversity, but also to insure that policy is consistent with the -

Constitutional requirements of separation of church and state’.
Third; it should be the policy of .thé State to encourage freedom of

student choice so long as the more basic objective of student access 1s
) .

not impaired.

°

Fourth, 'and- consistent with' the foregoing, State policy toward private,

. .

higher edycation should be one that unequivocally wpholds the constitutional
principle of low tultion for North Carolina students attending their State
i 4
institutions. Article IX, Section 9, of the North Carolina Constitution
g - VY <

provides as £ollows:

. »
> e . N
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The General Assembly shill provide that the benefits of -
The University of North Carolina and other public insti- \
tutions of higher education, as far as practicable, be

extended to the people of the State free of expense.

The ideal of free tuition has never been realized. Any compromise of the
Present policy of low public tuition, however, would raise barriers to

student access to higher education and would work against the interests

<

of the State. . "

These prineiples, and the foregoing analysis, lead to the conclusion

.
>

that State policy toward ﬁrivate higher education should be a program

.

of State tuition assistance grants, based on student need, to the indi-
. 1
vidual students who wish to attend private institutions but who are
~

* M '
deterred from @ving so because of qhe #uition differential. It is \

N

T
proposed, therefore, that a.North Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant

program be recommended by the Board of Governbrs to the General Assembly.

The proposed program is described below, with alternative adq}gistrative

“

mechdnisms and alternative approaches.to the determination of the amounts
t .

of individual grants.

>

The North Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant Program
¥

It is recommended that there be established a Tuition Assistance Grant

program to provide for direct State grants of up to $1,300 to North Carolina
residents enrolled as full- tfme undergraduate students in college degree or
college parallel programs in accredited private colleges and yniversities

in North Carolina. The program would allow for varying levels of awards
depending upon the seudent's economic circumStances and the type of insti-

tution he attends. The remainder of this report will outline the major

characteristics of the proposed program. It will describe the‘requit‘hents

&
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fof eligibility, the basis for the determination of the amount of the
grants, and alternative administrative procedures. Alternative funding .i
|

\
levels are also indicated, as are tht assumptions on which the estimated

. , . ! :
Costs are based. Interim financing and procedures for the transition from
1

1 v !
the current program under Chapter 744 are also suggested for a change to a

centrally administered program.

t
L \ -

The recommended Tuition Assistance Grant program would be periodically
.

reviewed énﬂ evaluated by the Board of Governors, in the light of experi-

. .
ence gained 1n 1ts operation, future developments in federal student

financial aid policy, and other considerations. Moreover, while it is

A E)

antic%pated that this program, as contemplated, would not impede the

A
further elimination of racial duality in public post-secondary education,

s

racial i1mpact studies would be a component of the Board's review-qyd
AN

evaluation.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURL (A): CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION ;

1. The Tuition Assastamce Grant program would be funded through the

Board of Governors and administered by an agency under contract

. with the Board. Under such an arrangement:

¢ - a. Individual students would make application. ¢

b. The grants would be made to freshman students only, except

what any student who meets the needs ‘requirement and who is
already enrolle& would be eligible, provided the studént was

. - a North Carolina resident at the time he first enrolled in a
L] A L. .

North Carolina college or university. ~

c. The spudenq’would reapply each year.

E]{[C 68 3 v, ' ' !
i

3
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d. In determining parental income, any change {n tge statué of a *
student with regafd to the persons responsible for his suppqrt -
occurring after the application deadline would not be con- .

- sidered in determining tﬂe amount of the tuition grant award

for the immediately ensuing academic yéar.

e. Maximum awards would be based on average tuitiop differentials

between comparable institutions in the.’public and private

o .

- v » I
sectors and maximum awards would be defined as follows:

»

(1) For students attending private two-year institutions: $1,100
- (2; For students attending private sehior institutions: $1,}OO
. (3} Minimun gwaré level: $100
f. Tuition grants would be awarded on the ba51; of the most
needy first, and first come - first served, with a specified R
application deanine;’except that, béginﬁ;ng in the second

P [
year of the program and thereafter,” a student who had received

- - 4
’ a grant in the\greviOUS ygar, who makes timely dppligation for
. oy ;

renewal, an®&gho cohtinuesrto qualify, would have prén;ity.
g. The tuitton grént woulq not exceed.t?e tuition charged by the
* i institutio;. ’
h. The admin{stering agency would notify e§ch fecipient of thq
North Carolina Tuition Assistance G?aﬁt Award, and the funds

+ would be paid to the institution which tﬁf student is attending.

© spe Eligihility ‘for participatiof’ fn the Tuition Assistafice Grant

s

program would be determiped as® follows: ¢ ////////

N a. The student must have applied for P rticipatigﬁ/}p>fﬁ€ .
, 1. s . - )
d ic Ed ti 1 Oppo t t or comparable
federal BRasic ucationa pp‘Eéy?//z,Bsad omp
* ’ 5 .
P

program. ' o A

:\.:lj - t-,‘ ‘ . ,"j”/ R q ' , N .

r
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v

b. The student must be a North Carolina resident under-uniformly

LR M
. established tuition residency regulations. .

L)

» .
c. The student must be enrolled :n a private college or university

in North Carolina which 1s accredited by Che Southern Associa-
~

“ tion of Colleges and Schools.

d. The student must be an undergraduate enrolled full-time as a

-

degree candidate in a college parallel program, in good stand-

ing in‘the'institutafn. No student shall be eligible*for more

than 8 sethesters (or equivalent).

e. The student must be determined in need of .finaficial assistance .
by application of a common policy established by the, Board of .

,Governors. ' .

3. Determination of eligibility would be based on parental income //_‘,

unless the student has been emancipated from his parents. In

"

detcrquxng g;renth income: ~ ‘ e

R

a. Gross income, as reported in the State income tax returns of

bothjparents, if the applicant is .the only family member »

.o applying for a Tuition Assistance ‘Grant; and, gross income,
as reported in the State income tgx returns of both pakents,

less $1,000 for each additional family member applying for a

. Tuition Assistance Grant.

¢

b. The term "parent" shall include natural parents, stepparents,

-

adoptive parents and the spouse of an adoptive parent. !

& V] o
c.’ Parental income.shall be excluded in determination of need if
e Nzt

the,student has been emanc?ﬁated from his parents. A gtudent

shall be considered emancipated 1f: ,

"

T f - .
I " - -
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(0 During the calendar yéér next preceding the academic

year for which application has been made and at all

M t
times subsequent thereto, up to and including the date
of appliéation for an award, and during the period for

which the application for the award is made, such student

‘(a) has pot resided with parents for more than two

consecutive weeks; and

(b) has not received financial stistance or support
oo . valued in excess of $600, including loans, from
parents; and
' ' &
L (c) has maintained a permanent place of abode other than
in a dormitory facility or other college operated

housing, or Was been enlisted in full-time actide
. ) .
military service in the armed forces of the, United .
FIN . co
States for all or part of such period.and has main-

- *  talned a permanend place pof abode other than‘in a

. .

dormitory facility or other college operated housing

for the remainder of such period; and

.

. " %
(2):During the parents’' taxable year next preceding the year
”

in which application for the Tuition Assistance Grant

' award ,ils made, such student has not,b?en claimed as a

dependent by either parent for purpose of either State

N

or federal income tax.

(3) An ¢mancipated student, as defined above, will be required

° to submit the same financial information for himself and
' - , .
hi% spouse as required for the parents of the non-
Y

- emancipated students. . , .

) ) ; : o da . ‘ )
ERIC * B 1| -
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4. The Tuition Assistance Grant program, as outlined above, may be

’fin%pced by the 'State at varying levels. Five models indicating

the numbers and aberage amounts of awards which could be granted

at alternative fund levels are shown in the tables beginning at

page 67. To avoid the ineqhity of a step~grant proposal, which

could provide for a significant loss in the grant amount received

)

by a student for a $1.00 increase in gross family income, the
proposed program would provide for a continuous~-forpula grant N
system: Thus, for family incomes up to $4,000, the full grant
. ;ould be awarded ($1,300 for senior colleges/$1,100 for junior ‘
colleges); after $4,000 of income, the g;an;:would decline pro-~
portionally and smoothly to the cutoff level of 1ncome.2 Each
model acknowledges the same set of tuition differentials between
the pubh&é and private institutions. Each model is prem%sed upon
the same assumpti;ns with r;spect to:the income &istri;ution of
the parents of students attenhing the private institutions. And

each model offers a similar grants pattern in thék the greater, the
' -

demonstrated need (i.e., the lower the income) the larger.

& . -
centage of the tyition differential that would be met. All models

are based on a common set of assumptions about parental income of N

S

the North Carolina undergraduates énrolled in designated

of private institutions in North Carolina. To establish this

framework the most current American Council on Education
parental income of colleges, students have been used.3' Th se‘afe
the gnly comprehensive data available on this subject.

.

2

3pléxander W. Astin, et al., The American FresShman: National HNo

1974 (Los_Angeleg: ACE and UCLA, 1975). .
QL " " 72
-« A ;
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52 _.' "‘ 3 .
; those data for the 1974 entering freshman class, the incomé
“distribution was as follows: .
‘H« . ¢
Public and Private ¢ AlI Institutions
5 Parental Income -~ 1974 ." South h All U. S. .
<$ 3,999 7.7% 6.0% 4
- 45,999 5.4 4.6
6-7,999 6.3 5.7 .
- 8-9,999 | 7.7 8.0
10-12,499 . S T 15.5
N . 12,514,999 .© 12.4 13.5
. . 15-19,999 . 14,6 - 16.6.
>20,000 ¢ 31.5 o .30.1 .
. 100.5 100.0 .
Parental Two-Year Colleges Four-Yehr Colleges Universities
Income - 1974 Public Private Public Private Public Private -
. <$ 3,999 7.6% - 8.7% 6.4% 4,42 L, 3,47 ¢ 2.5% :
4-5,99% 5.5." 5.4 5.3 3.3 +3.0 .2.0
6-7,999 , 6.7 7.2 5.7 4.5 4,4 3.0
8-9,999 9.4 9.0 7.8 5.8 6.6 4,7
+ 10~12,4999 17.5 16.1 15.3 T 11.5° 14.6 9.8
12,5-14,999 14.8 12.5 13.4 10.9 13.5 10.2
15~19,999 15.8 14.8 17.7 14,9 ° 18,2 16.0
> 20,000 . _22.7 T.26.% 28.4 44,7 .36.3 51.8 * 1
Y . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Assuming that the national patterns control in North Carolina the ’
following income distributions are obtained, for students enroiled
\<H'I * N . T
' 3 in private institutions in the State: 4 "
I ' * 4 o

Percentage of N. €. Undergraduates Eﬁ%olled'
4 >

Parentaf Gross Income Two-Year Colleges Four-Year Colleges Universities

; .
£ $ 3,999 . 8.7 4.4 " 2.5 .
4~5,999 5.4 Ty 3.3 2.6
6-7,999 7.2 4.5 3.0
8-9,999 9.0 5.8 4.7
. . 10-12,499 6.1 | .. 1105 T 9.8
’ 12,5-14,999 12.5 " 10.9 10.2
15-19, 999 14.8 14,9 “16.0
> 20,000 ; 26.3 44.7 51.8
100.0 100.0- 100.0

W r
v

&These data are used to develop projections of dosts at different funding .

Jdevels. As will be indicated below, adjusted effective income cpuld be

-

., ﬁnhqrfrnfpd for .2ross income in the gperation of the program

>
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“4ncome distribution patterns based on this information were then
- - s ' ‘ .
*~  projected for the patents, of the 24,188 North Carolina undergraduates

. R currently venrolled in North Carolina.'s private junier colleges ~ '

s

' i (65387), four—year colleges (17,358) and universities (2,443). ‘

" The pro_]ections of income./élstrlbution used in estimating the

numbers of grants at given paren‘tal income levels and the total

cost of each of the models are shown on pages 67~71. ~ .

) 5. Under the proposed North Carglina Tuition Assistapce Grant program,

grantees would receive aid in inverge relation to famfllgross

A o~

Fy

income. That is, grantees from low “'income families woul:i receive

. LI

,*a larger pgreentage of the tuition differential than those from

& <o higher'income families. Above a certain famify income level,
gxiants' would not be made. ’ ’

.. . . v

. The Tultion, Assistance Gx'-ant program therefore recognizes the exi;ting
differentials in the "ab'ility—to—pa_y" of fan’zilies g)f college students. A
px_'ovg’r.a:n that .does pnt; recognize these diff,erenees would, in effect ‘,-gran'f: ',

e;;ua]: vs'utns c;f scarce tax dollars 'to students from families with diverse

\econo.mLc backgmund;-*tpe sttu:dent of parents whose ilncome 18'520 000 being

i govidad r.he same dollax. grant as, qne whose‘: parental ihcome is §3, 000 ﬂ_ o ,
The Tuition. As,}istance. Srant prog'ram is "alsp preser;:ed 1n the conte:;t

"of existing f@ahcial aid resou.r;;s in the prlvate secto,r. A’ccording to

the htest informa:ticm from the private 1r‘isti‘tutions,5 during 1973 74

, about $25 % million wae received in finam;iar aid by mder;raduateé in the

v 1 ur

priVate sec’tor + Qver half (52/) Qf the $25. 4 million was awarded in the ) ""., i ’
. form of scholarship 9!‘ some . otheamon-sér*flt& type, of gfant. About 19% was .

. . s, " . '

5'I'he sources for zhese data are the HEGIS ﬁinanéia.l farms ‘and the_ NCHED
financial aid forms filed by the tnstitutions. These. figures are pyblished
annually in the Statistical Abstr,act of HL&her Educatwn in North Caralina

. . s v
- .. " . ‘. 4 ‘ . . ‘-"'/'
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in the form of Work—étudy and the remaining 292 was in the form of loans

-
-

(Nat1ional Direct Student Loans and others).
) ™ - .
It 13 not the intent of the proposed program of aid to substitute
% ) .
Scate funds for other currently available sources of financial aid (e. g

BEOGs, Work-Study, National Direct Student Loans). Rather, the Tuition

Assistance Grant program would complement and reinforce existing aid pro~ ‘

grams. For example, at current (1974~75) funding levelé, the BEOGs provide .

the lowest income students in North Carolina approximately $1,050. Adding
. 3

~

this to the $1,300 maximum for a student at a private four-year college
would result in_a combined federal-State grant of $2,350, or $2,150-1if N

students we¥e enrolled at a pg§w§te junior college.
. M.v . .
It 1is recognized that some of these funds must be utilized in accord-

-

ance with gtandard regulations which limit the flexibility of the campus -

. financial aid office in developing an aid "package,' as do some of the

', regulations proposed for the Tuition Assistance Grant program. The
institutions, however,/haye substantial flexibility and distretion in the
use of institutionally-generated ;id resources. The Tuition Assistance
Grant prog}am assumes the use of that flexibility and discretion as che\

means of accommodating to unusual student problems or differences in

.

ingtitutional characterdistics or cbjectives.y

This program could be adapted readily, however, to a definition of

}

) } -

- eligibility which utilizes the "adjusted effective income" as defined by
7

.

the College Scholarship Service (CSS).

r

B .
Adjusted effective income 1s defined as "the effective income plus the

4 .
income supplement from discretionary net wo;:th."6 It is derived as follows.

6See CSS Need Analysis: Theory and Computation Procedures (New York:
College Entrance Examination Board, 1974), p. 9.

5 ,
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v . 3 - .

First, from gross inc?me these adjtétme‘izts are. deducted: allowance for . .

- S

.7 -,
taxes; allowance for working spouse; allowance for medidal and dentral
. T . T3
expenses; allowance for emergency expenses; allowance fo indebted_ness,‘

! o o »

‘and allowance for expenses for deperidents other than chiidren. This

yields effecti\}e income.
v ~r M
Next, a computation of net wn:th is made on the basis of certain other .
family assets, with a provision for exéﬁbtion of retirenent gllowances and ~

.

indebtedness. This yields "discretimary net worth " which is an ind{cator,

of addittonal financial st:eng:h generated by assets., This is then added '
g .
70 effective income to. ptoduce adjusted effec:ive igcome. »

s
Accordingly, tle designation aJusted effective income could be .

. ,f

substituted for gross income in the program destription above, j.i this were
deemed a more suitable determinantbof eligibi].ity. Then, instead of filing
. ] - P . - <

State income tax returns to detet"mine .elivgibiiity, the Parents Confidential '

» v €

Statement (PCS) used by CSS to detemmine, adjusted effective income would be !

h .3

3

required. This would also mean that, instead af the, deduction of $1 000 ,

from gross income ‘all,wed for each® additional student applying for, a N

Tuition Assistance Grant, $600 would be deducted from the adjusted effective

. .

income in the PCS. . . . . ,
L . )

Finally, ‘adjusted effective lncome would be substituced for "gross

income" in the establishment of income intervals in the’ models. C ’ )

’ ‘ ‘ Y

The College Scholarship Service reports that ., ' -,

N When considering the differences in family contribution that ,
result from measuring financial strgngth based on income and assets,
the ultimate impact on assets is not gzeat. Fqr families above the
moderate fncome level, each $1 of discretiomary met worth would add
an average of 4 cents to the expected cqutribution derived from
income alpne if the family head were a male aged 4@ and only some
2 1/2 cents if the family head were age 55. The-effects are even
further minimized for older parents and where the head of.the .
household is female.’
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The Stace.o'f'New fx;ork coneluded thit there were disadvantages in
A .

ysing a geasure other than income in its Tuition Assistant Prograu;. “The

. oo . .o L
followLng statement of Dr. T. Edward Hollander, Deputy Commissimér of

. [ § . ‘e »

Education will illustrate . "o . < e o, :

\
. . '

As I pointedout . . . , [parents of] lower income ‘students tended
) to have assgets because they were saving for retirement, or the .
‘ + head of the household was dead and they were left life insurance c .
pr,oceeds which werg being kept in reserves. Our argument 1s if
you vere dealing w{th a po;mlation from zero income up to high
' income, assets would make a differemce,  When you are dealing .
énly with léw—income families, then assets, we think’, would have
very little to do with your ability to finanke a cqllegiate ST,
educgtion, '“But even 1,{ it did, we think i would be poor .policy ;
© to tax ir, The widow would have the proceeds, of life insurance T
. if theéy came from a low-income family or people saving for gld, N
-age would have assets. Where else would a low~incgme family *
accunulate assets? We' also concluded that if we fhcluded -assets, . . .
TLod would make a 4-percent difference ia the level of award,and N
3.we ¢id not feel that justified a shift in policy.s .

‘fhe. ptoposed" Nerth Carqlina Tuition Assisfance Grant pnogram w'0uld

«

prov{de aid to needy, students in meeting the tuition different:ial "On

. - - i . ‘.

the assumptions, pracedures and princl,ples enumerated above, 1ts pmjeqced_

k4 & .

affects ‘are. indicated in the tables that follow. Ihese tab1e§ in&icate

- - + . Y

—

pact.erns of aid distribution at alternati_ve levels of funding, and they

. - AP v . N (

ére adaptable eit;her to gross income, or to the SubSCLCUCiOﬂ for gross

income _of &djtl:?ced effective im;cn‘ze. R / ' o )

8‘['h”ls statement was made on June 10 1974, before the Committee on | .

Education and Labor\, Houae of Represencacives. -y .
" K L. - . v
* )“ Y 1 ' \'
. hl . N - ! A
. . A . .
» v :
o - .- PIR 7 ? N
\‘1 » " l, , , l ;\ R Y
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Model 4.6

(Cit off at $12,500 gross income)

Pl

v
L, . Junior Colleges
. ' - )
nge *
% pf Max. Gross Income Avg. Grant in Py
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
- . - —_
100z <$3,999 382 $1,100 ©$420,200
99-71 ’ 4,-5,999 237 *935 221,595 Grantees-2,0Q36
70-50 6,-7,999 316 660 208,560
49-27 , 8,-9,999  ° 395 418 165,110
26-10 10,-12,499 706 - 198 139,788 o
-0 12,5-14,999 548 o 0
§ 0 15,-19,999 649 , 0 0
] > 20,000° 1,154 0 0 * "
. : Total N 4,387 $1,155,253 . s
- ;' About 2,(536 (46%) junior college students would be |
N , awarded grants under this model. .
. ’. -, .
. 4~Year Colleges
L] - ’ 1
Range * . v -
, X of Max. Gross Income v, Avg. Grant {n
N Granted Interval . *Students Income Cat. Cost .
100% ¢ $3,999 764 $1,300 - $993,200 .
99~71 4,-5,999 573 1,105 633,165 Grantees~5,121
70-50 6,-7,999 781 780 609,180
. 49-27 . 8,-9,999 1,007 * 494 497,458 °
26-10 10,-12,499 1,996 234 467,064
v 0 12,5-14,999 1,892 0 0 -
0 15,-19,999 2,586 0 G
0 > 20,000 1,759 0 0
" Total 17,358 $3,200,067 .
, o
About 5,121 (30%) 4-year college students would be s
awarded grants under this model. . b
Universities » .
 Ratige . A .
% of Max. Gross Income Avg. Grant in .
Granted g Interval Students Income Cat. Cost 4 f
¥ .
, 100% {53,999 61 .§1,300 $ 79,300 . '
9971 L 4,-5,999 49 ‘ 1,105 54,145 Grantees-SGZ‘?: !
" 70-50 © 6,~7,999 13 780 56,940 .. s
49-27 8,-9,999 115 494 56,810 .
26-10 . 10,-12,499 239 234 55,926 R
0 12,5-14,999 249 0 0 * .
0 15,-19,999 391 0 0
0 . 220,000 . 1,266 0 ~ 0 . ,
R Total 2,443 .$303,121 Y , A
1]
. “
* About 537 (22%) university students would be " TR
awarded granr.’s under this model. ' % ~ { 7, 'y
Tatal Grantees-7,694 .
Total Cost = $4,658,441 - » ;
’ *
. Sote: Average grant per recipient under th‘t’s?nodel would be $605. . .h y
O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢y 78 - . ‘

14




o Model 6.4

(Cut off at $12,5,00'3rou income)

¥

Junior Collegzes

Range * ‘ f
% of Max. Gross Income Avg. Crant in
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
100z ", €$3,999 ' 382 " $1,100 $420,200
. 99-91 T 4,-5,999 237 1,045 247,665 Grantees~2,036 -
90-80 ) 6,-7,999 *316 935 °295,460
, 719-51 8,-9,999 395 715 282,425
5030 10,-12,499 706 ~440 310,640
0 12,5-14,999 548 0 0 "
0 15,-19,999 649 0 0
o > 20,000 C 1,156, 0t 0
L Total r. 4,387 - $1,556,390
” N o~ .
‘ . Abdut 3,036 (46%) junioz’college students would be .
) " awarded grants under this model. " . )
» . 4
4-Year Colleges ‘
R Range , .
4 % of Max. Gross Income Avg. Crant in ‘
Gtanted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
100% o0 €$3,999 R TN $15300 §993,200 )
99-91 ’ 4,-5,999 *573 1,235 707,655 Grantees~5,121
90-80 6,-7,999 781 ‘ 1,105 863,005 -,
79-51 L2 8,-9,999 1,007 845 850,915 “»
50-30 10,712,499 1,996 520 ‘1,037,920
v N 0 12,5-14,999 1,892 0 ‘ 0 4
\'g . ' 1$,-19,999 2,586 0 . 0 \
K k ‘5205000 .~ 75759 0 0 \
. Total 17,358 ' $4,452,695 !
, About 5,121 (302) four-year college students would be
. avarde8 grants, under'this nodel. .
N 1)
o o * N ‘
Universities s ”
Range .. * ' vt .
% of Max. Gross Income . } . Avg. Grant in
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. v Cost .
" ¥
1002 <$3,999 P 61 + $1,300 $79,300
99-91 4,-5,999 “49 1,235 60,515 Grantees-537
90-80 6,-7,999 1, L 1,105 80,665
7951 ° 8,-9,999 115 ¢ 845 97,175 -
50-30 ' 10,~12,499 239 520 ' 124,280 *
0 12,5-14,999 249 , 0 ‘ 0
. 0 15,-19,999 =, 39 70 0
0 220,000 1,266 %0 0 -
. ’ Total 2,443 " $441,935
by - .
N 3 About 537 (22%) university students would be N .
N avarded grants under this model. . -
. N N .
. 'n . * * Total Grantees-7,694 .
' Total Cost = §6,451,020 -
Q ! N ? ) .o
Emc*e: Average grant per recipﬁnt ;};Adcr :h? 9de1 would be $838.
‘ !
¢ Y
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. Model 7.4
(Cut off at $15,000 gross incogeld/
Junior Colleges .
Range adl .
% of Max. Gross Income Avg. Grant in * .o
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
TTooz <$3,999 182 $1,100 $420,200
99-91 4,-5,999 237 1,045 247,665 Grantees=-2,584 °
90-80 6,-7,999 316 935 295,460
79-51 ) 8,-9.999 395 715 282,425
. 50=40 10,~12,499 706 495 349,420
39-11 12,5-14,999 548 ' > s 150, 700
0 15,-19,999 649 0 0
0 220,000 1,154 0 0
- Total 4,387 $1,745,920
. + 7" About 2,584 (59%) junior college students would be !
- awarded grants under this model. .
- 4~Year Colleges ) i "
Range ‘ ’
7 of Max. Gross Income « Avg. Gra‘nt in
v Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
100% . €83,999 764 $1,300 ~$993,200
99~91 L. 4,-5,999 573 1,235 ' 707,655 Grantees-7,013
90-80 6,~7,999 % 781 1,105 863,005
79-51 8,-9,999 1,007 845 850,915 Pd
50~40 10,-12,499 1,996 585 1,167,660
39-11 ,12,5-14,999 1,892 325 614,900
0 15,-19,999 2,586 0 0
0 - 220,000 7,759 5 0 . 0
. Total ¢ 17,358 $5,197,335
- ~ ‘ Voo
A ” . ASout 7,013 (40%9 4-year college students would be
awarded ®panty under this model. b
. ‘ 1 :
, Universities ’
," Rar.\ge " - s ;
. % of Max. Gress Income , Avg. Grant in
# # Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost ,
3
1007 4 <53,999 ’ .61 $1,300 , $79,300 . ot
99-91 4,~4,999 49 s lv.ZJS 60,515 Grantees-786‘ P
90-8p '6,7,999 73 . 1,105 . 80,665 .
79-51 8,49,999 . 115 845 97,175 )
50-40 10,712,499 239 585" 139,815
39-11 12,5-14,999 249 v 325 80,925 o
. v 0, 15,-19,999 391 T /0 0 ~
, 0. - - 220,000 .° 1,266 0 A 0
"___Total 2,443 * $538,395 . R
’ e .Y\ " About, 786 (32%) university students would be .
. - awatded*grants under this model. Y ,
o . ‘ Total Grantees-10,383 i
. « €
" Total Cost = $7,481,650 .
* " . » N !
. Q Average grant per reclplent_.unde: thu‘ §del is 57'21;,’. ° A
B . 0 ? .
ERIC o ,. U ~
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70 ' . . .
' ) Model 8.2 ° , , .o
(Cut off at $20,000- gross income) 7 .
. -
Jupior Colleges ' )
’ 3 ' PR
Range - A .
Z of Max. Gross Income Avg. Grant in
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost .
1002 . €£83,999 . 382 §1,100 $420,200 - 7 .
99-91 4,-5,999 237 1,045 - 247,665 Grantees-3,233
90-80 6,-7,999 316 4 935 295,460 .
79-51 8,-9,999 395 | . 715 282,425
50-36 10,-12,499° 706 473 . 333,938
35-21 12,5~14,999 - 548 308 168,784
20-12 15,-19,999 649 176 114,224 to-
» 0 > 20,000 1,154 ) 0 0 )
Total 4,387 $1,862,696

3

About 3,233 (74X) juniof college students would be
awarded grants under this model. «

.
. [

4=Year Colleges .

°

Range ' . - .
% of Max. Gross Income " Avg. Grant in “ .
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
100% €53,999 764 $1,300 $993,200 i
99-91 4,-5,999 573 - 1,235 707,655 Grantees-9,599
90-80 6,-7,999 ‘781 1,105 863,005 ’
79-51 < 8,-9,999 1,007 . 845 850,915 R
. 50-36 10,~12,499 1,996 559 ) 1,115,764 -
35-21 12,5-14,999 1,892 364 688,688
20-12 15,-19,999 N 2,586 208 537,888
c 7 > 20,000 7,759 0 0
Total 17,358 N $5,757,115

About” 9,599 (55%) 4-year college students would be
. awarded grants under this model. . - .

Universities
r

Range * o,
% of Max Gross Incame . Avg. Grant 1n -
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost
100% <53,999 61 $1,300 $79, 300
99-91 4,-5,999 49 1,235 60,515 Grantees-1,177
90-80~ 6,-7,999 ‘ 73 1,105 80, 665
79-51 8,-97999 S 1 ¢ 845 97,175 -
50-36 ©10,-12,499 239" 559 . 133,601 .
35-21 . 12,5-14,999 o249 364 90,636 : '
20-12 15,-19,999 391 208 81,328 . T,

0 > 20,000 1,266 0o, 0 .

- Total 2,443 ’ $623,220

About 1,177 (48%) university students would be
awarded grants under this model! .

Total Grantees=-14,009
- .

Total Cost = $8,243,031 .
e : -

} . , “

[Aruitoxt provided by exic [




v . 71
. Model 9.3 .
'l ) . : ,
"’T (Clut off st $20,000 gross incoze)
f
‘ Junior Colleges
Range .
2 of Max. Gross Incowe Avg. Grsnt in ’
Granted Interval Students Incone Cat. . Cost
1002 453,999 382 $1,100 $420,200
99-91 4,-5,999 237 , 1,045 247,665 Grantees-3,233
90-80 6,~7,999 316 935 295,460 ¢
79-71 8,-9,999 L 395 825 . 325,875 .
70-40 10,-12,499 706 <605 427,130 b ‘
39-25 12,5-14,999 548 ) 352 192,896 .
24-16 15,~19,9%9 649 N 220 142,780
0 220,000 1,354 . 0 0 ’
! - Total 4,387 - $2,052,006
About 3,233 (74%) junior college students would be . -
swarded grants under this model. »
P 4-Year Colleges
Lo \ .
Range ', .
% of Max. - Gross Income N Avg. Grsnt in
Granted Interval Students ' _Income Cat. Cost
1002 €$3,999 764 $1,300 $993, 200 .
99-91 (o,-5,999 573 1,235 707,655 Grantees-9,599
90-80 6,-7,999 ° 781 1,105 863,008
o 79~-71 8,-9,999 1 1,007 975 981,825
: 70-40 10,-12,499 1,996 715 1,427,140
39-25 12,5-14,999 1,892 416 L 787,072
24-16 15,~19,999 2,586 260 672,360 N <«
0 > £0,000" 7,759 0 0 ® o
' Total 17,358 $6,432,257
e /
, About 9,599 (55%) 4-year college students would bs~
. avarded grsnts under this model. 4
. . Universities /7 / . -
A e ‘s - N x4
Range X ¢ 4 ' ;
% of Max. Gross Income . Avg. Grsnt in .
* Granted Intervil Students . ZIncome Cst. Cost .
s ° -
-~ . - . L, -
100% : {53,999 61 .7 $1,300 $79,300 .
98-91 4,~-5,999 ‘e 4 7 1,235 . 60,515 Grantees-1,177 ~
90-80 6,-7,999 . 1,105 80,665 . .
79-71 8,-9,999 , 15. 975 112,125
70-40 10,-12,499 s 239 715 170,885
39-25 12,5-14,999 249 416 * 103,586 ° Lo
24-16 15,-19,999 hd 391 260 101,660 . .
‘9 © 20,000 1,266 ¢ 0o . 0. .
| Total 7 2,443 . $708,734
«' R About 1,177 (48%) university students would be " :
swarded grants under this model.
- . %
Total Grantees-14,009

Total Cost = $9,192,997 N .

s

re

Note: Average grlni per recipient under this model 18-$656. -

’

Q : " ‘bdsz - ‘
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’
< GRAPHICAL ILLUSTRATION OF
AMOUNTS STUDENTS WOULD -
vt RECEIVE UNDER THE
NCTAG PROGRAM .
BY GROSS INCOME LEVELS»
OR BY ADJUSTED EFFECTIVZ INCOME LEVELS .

Azdunt of Grant

student would .
receive
$1,300
<. 4
1.200 }
~ - - ?
‘. 700 - .
[
* .
Vo 300
’ 2004, .
100 .
* ! ’ Gross
r . Income
. $4,000 ‘ $8,250 $12,500 (or
e . Adjusted
. . o Effective
' : ‘ . ‘ Iacome)
. > - I
o . R \
; Note: As the ab 11lustrative graph depicts, a student attending a private
senior instifution from a family earning up to $4,000 gross incope would
. receive the mum grant of $1,300. A student fromwa family eaming
o $8,250 would be awarded $700, and one from a family eu'nln; $12,500 . ’
L] o
would receive $100. .
" / Both the maxinum award (ll 300) and the cutoff level of income ($12,500)
' / nay be modifted. In additfon, the rate at which grants decline may be
’ ‘o, altered ad "Adjusted Effective Income” can Be substituted for gross
. income in the above*illustration. . . ]
L
. , . N :
. .‘ 1
' s A
i ’ > ) . . .
5] | 11 o ,
<4 et 7\ c . ’
' ; L‘ R T ) )
\ ' . R
3 ¢ . . N R
. » - ’ . v
| . 4 “ ’ . m
i N ., 13 3y 8 3 .t
| Q N s
ERIC . °) e ~
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v 73 .
- « |
This centrally administered Tultion Assistance CranJ Zrogram would

not go into effect until tﬁe year 1976-77. For the interihk year) 1975-76,

it would be recommended that the present program #f State aid be continued.
On the basis of the conditions enumerated below, 1t is recdhmended further
A}

* that th§re be a new level of funding to reflect inflationary cost lacteases o

since 1973. These conditions are (1) that The University is not faced with

-

th{ necessity of, increasing its tuition charges, and (2) that significant
!

- reductions in the contihuing budgets of the constituent insti&ugions of

.The University are not directed by tie General Assembly,
In the interim year of continuation of the present program, the '

following changes in the administration of the program are also

"
-
IS

recommeddéd;
(1) Each student receiving aid from State funds will be notiffed

in writing by the institution that he has been awarded a ~ N
£ .

State-funded grant and the amount of such grant.

(2) The Board of Governors will be pr&vided with a list of these ¢

students, and the amoi%% of tpe aw§rd given to each, by the

’
3

institution. / . *

N -, / , ' C
In ¢oflcluding this"discussion of a centrallyJadminisEered ogram,

whether it ‘utilizes gross income or adjusted effective income, 1tNgill
A &

. . »

be useful to compare the proposed North Carolina Tuition Assistance

Grant program with two other aid programs now in Operagidh, and with

. . . . 4
- . , T ?
one which has been proposed in a recent national report..

/ .

ERIC “ : o
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(1) New York's Tuition Assistance Program .

‘The New York Tuition Assistance Prograr is virtually identical to the

o one proposed for North Carolina. New ﬂgrk's program uses income as the

determinant ‘of need. It awards up to a maxinmum of $1,500 and prorates that

maximum downward as family income increases. It does not tax assets’(i.g.,
“

assets are disregarded for purposes of eligibility detsrm%nation). As the

preceding statement of Deputy Commifsioner Hollander indicated, a detailed

and thof&ugh study led to the conclusion there that chg inclusion of assets, ¢

as in a compreﬁensive needs analysis ‘test, would oniy add complications,

L4
confuysion and inequities to their progran.

’

L .

-
r

(2) The South Carolina Tﬁition Grant Program

- The South Carolina plan, like the North Carolina Tuition Assistancé
N » v/
Grant program, as described above, is a centrally admipistered, need based
N - x - N . .

Program of aid to students in private colleges. It awards up to $1,508,/

or up to tuition and fees of the college attended, or up to the student's

! need, whichkver is less:

Need is determined by subtracting from the cost of attending the
’

institution the estimated parental contribution. Institutional cost

.

fncludes tuition ‘and fees, plus room and board and other charges. The
LY - 1

amount that a student's family can be expected to contribute toward his
P

. .;ducational cost; is determined by the family income and the nu;be; of -
dependents. The expecteh family contribution increases with family inc9me
N and decreases with the nuﬁber of dé;endent Ehildren, holding income constant.
About 85% of the‘grants'awarded are at or near the maximum. This
N 0

means that students from a family earning $3,000 could receive the same

“grant as a student from a ff y earning $20,000. For example, under, the

»

. ' "] , 155355 o :

' ERIC S - L
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South Carolina program a family.earning $20,000, with cGo'children, can g %

expected to contribute $2,100 toward the student's college education. If

»
that student enrolls in a private institution where total cost is $4,000,

thenlihg student's need is $1,900 ($4,000~ $2 100), and the. student is

enti d to a maxinum $1,500 grant. 51milar1y, a student from a family * )

vuhose income was $3,000 and coula contribute nothing toward the cost of a’

college education, would receive the maximum $1,500 gtant if he attended

that same institution. This différs markedly frgm both the New York

program and the program described above for North Carplina. It may be

illustratgd by the example that follows.

©

. 4
North Carplina Tuition Asszstance South Carolina Tuitidn Grants Program
Grant Program

T

Amount of Grant
Student Receives

. Student Student
_Gross Income Senior Junior . "A" "B
<3 4,000 °l '$1,300 $1,100 l| Gross Income $3,000 ‘$30,000

4,500 1,230 1,040, Colleges .Costs 4,000 4,000

8,250 700 600, Family - .
’ . Contribution S0 24100
10,000 450 395 . ,
NEED 4,000 1,900
12,500- 100 100
¢ . South Carolina /
> 12,500 0 0o - Grant 1,500 1,500

-

4
¢

Actually, however, the distribution of the South Carolfna grants

resembles “the distributions projected in the proposed North Carolina plan,
. g .
as 90%‘of the South Carolira grants made in 1974-75 went oo gtudents from

families e;rning less than $16,000. This is a significant similarity in

the effect of the South Carolina plan to that of the proposed North Carolina
t

program. Thig similarity migh

e if the South Carolina progrim

“

el of $6.3 milliof, however, L

were fully funded. Even at the prgsenz 1
»
RO R o
Q , - ‘

.




76 . ' ;

the effect of that program is that tﬁ}xnaximum grani of $1,500 m5§ be given

to a student whose family income 18 $20,000 as well as to one whose family

' . N
income 1is $3,000. ;o > .

) L

(3) The National Council of Independeat bolleges and Unjversities Plan

-~ - . *

.This proposed program was presented recgantly by a special task force
’ - \ A
. ) . .
of sthat organization of private institutions.9 The plan, among pther things,

¢alls for "tuition offset grants,for all students in private ipstftutions”
. - -

M . . » . .
as the most "direct and practicable way to parrow the [tuition] gap."lo The
authprs rgcognize, Qowevefh that "it is‘not the only Gay, and so it is not

formﬁlated as a rigid recommerf!iation."ll . . »

One ‘basic significant difference between this plan and_thosg'pre-
- v ’ LN
. viously described is that it is not based on need. To quote the report:
- We favor avoiding means tests for both philosophical and
\ administrative yeasons. No means tests are imposed on students
s who benefit from subsidized education in state institutions, ,
. . and the same principle should be apg}ied to tuition offset e
grants to private college students. * ' ' .
»

", On the okher hand, tye authors of the report are "well aware that
student ald based on need, . . . economizes in tax dollars,"13

Even more fundamental is the inadequate recognition by NCICU that there

1

-mis a totally different set of obligations and responsibilities on the part

of the state toward its own institutions and toward private institutions.
/

It asks, in.éffecc, for proportionality in public aid but offers no parallel

9See A National Policy for Private Higher Education. ’

10rb14., p. 26. )

ll_'g)_ig., p- 3. . _—

121p44., p. 23. ' , -
' Lpyg. - ,

EMC ' ) il
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'proportionality in accountaBility. At the same time, it does :ecognize
that there is ot necessarily a single best answer to the problem. " R L,

- »

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES (B): INSTITUTIONAL ADMINISTRATION

. Consistent with that recognition, the concluding sectiontof“this
. > * » N «
repott‘will describe an alternative approach to this program* This D
p T

alternative woui@ vest :he administration of the program in the indiv&duali T
private instithtions This admnnistrative change would imply substantiﬁe
changef in other areas as well, in t hat, ,for example; ﬁt would give to

each institution tife flexibjlity that ise inherent in the South quolina . Lo
plan} as described above, up-to the,maxinumveward.— Thus, students from. :

different economic backgrounds could ‘receive the same dellar amounts from

s - . .

- . -

.the state, N Lo ' . - : ‘

N

An institutionally administered Tuition Assiscance Grant program .

should operate 14 accotdance with these requirementsrand specifications.

1. The criteria governing a student's eligibility for a grant o
L] ~ .
~ Ly
would be 1dentical to tho%e descrihed for the centrally
administered ptogram -

Ky

2. #The amount of the indiv{/:al grant could be determined by the

institutioas using a gstandard gross indome measure or 'other- ,
» g

eligibility measure approved by, the Board™of Governorg, but,‘
x . . .

.

.

9
- . subject to these limjbations: ,

a. No -grant could excged the maximum established for the two
) A

categories of institution (i.e., $1,300 at the sentor .
e + institutions and $1,100 at the junior institdtions); and ) /
b. No grant could be less than the minimum established by the \
‘ A

- Board (i.e., $100). - s )

ERIC o
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3. chh institution would yaintain the same records for the valida-

tion of eligibility (need, residency status, class-standing, etc.) "

- ‘

that would be maintained in a central agency. -
"The first problem to ;e resolved, if such an appr;ach as this were
chosen, would be a formula for the distribution of funds. One simple
method, which would consEitute an improvement aver the present pr&gr?m,

1
B .

would Pe an allocation of some stated amount for each average yearly full-
- .

time equivalent North Carolina undergraduate enrolled in the ﬁrevious

o

academic year. Here, again, it should be required that, to be eligible, the
¢ student must hizs been a Qona‘fide resident for tuition purposes at the
time he first registered as a full-time s{udent at a North Carolina college
N or university. Each institution would know some months in advance what
funds it could anticipate having fog/the coming year.
\ The following procedural and accounting steps should then be defined:
1. The Board would certify the institutional allocations as soon -
s after General Assembly appropriations action 55 possible.

2. Certification of grants te students would be shde to the Board df

>

Governors by the institutions not later than October 15. This
certification would repoi®w the student to whom each grant was

awarded; the amount of the annual grant fo¥ each student; and

Y ’

.fhe names of applicants, if any, to whom no grants were awarded.

»

: All applicants and grantees would bg identified by name, address,

class, Soéial Security Number, race, and sex;-and, in the instgpce b
of those to whom grants were not awarded, whether those applicaqcs
are in attendance on_Octobgr 15 at tﬁe institution to which the
student applied for a grant.

3. Funds would-then be gransmitted to the institutions on the b?sis

. v
PR of the certificath grants described in 2., above. N
) .
ERIC -~ 8%
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4. Each‘’participating institution would paintain tie funds transhitted
in a separate, identifiable account or fund. Disbursements from
this account or fund would be at the discretion of the ingtitution,

9
) but each dlsbursement would identify the grantee to whom, or-on
LY s
behalf of whom, the disbursement was made, and the amount of each

disbursement. . ’ l

- i

5. A financial report would be made by the indtitution tg the Board
- of Governors at the end of the academic yeqr, and not later than N ‘
June 15, showing d}sbursements identified by grantee, refunds
idenéified by grantée, and transmitting t%e balance, if any, to
. the“Board¢o£ Governors for reversion to State Treasury.

A program such as this would "have these disadvantages:

(1) It would not ‘allow the student ags wide a choice of institutions

¢ ~

K as would the centrally administered program.

(2) It céuld not prowide the same assurance as could the centrally

administered program that the relative levels of need would be
runjformly addresséﬁ. . R >
- :
In these respects, the program would be similar to the present one

Yo .

under Chapter 744, but the separate identification of the program, and the

-

regulationJ described above, would be marked improvements over the existing
v

. >

one. It would have these advantages:

(1) Costs of administration would be borne by the institutions,

‘a

rather than by funding a central aamihistrativg office under

. L

corftract. ° . §

\Y

)

(2) The stiident financial awd office on the campus would have greater N

flexibility in developin& aid "packages.

) ..)lll"A‘}

- . . .
- .
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There are no comprehensive data on student need at the indiv;dual ot
institutions which provide a basis formdeveloping alternative models. .

such as’ those presented earlier for the centrally administered programs.

»

Therefore, at the outset it would be necessary to assume that apy
: §

‘ ” .

gpecific level of State funding would accomplish the same overail effects .

as would the portable, centrally administered program. e

’

- -
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v ATTACHMENT 1

& (/‘;*\3, N. C. ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES & UN!VERSIT!ES

SUITE 1403, 8BaT ILDG 333 FAYETTEVILLE ST . P.O lox 1727 , RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 276D2, (919, §32-5817

)

MRy f
v September 4, 1974 .
v - ? , N 4 '
|
U --"?:vu-.- ‘, ~
e x . L
el The Board of Governors of ' - \ Y
L . The University of North Carolina . ’ .
et ‘ Chapel Hi11, N. €. 27514 . .
aca i Attn:  Milliam C. FHday, President
MaarAowy ’ Gent'lemen g .
D-A:.m . -~
Sussum Gasese . Pursuant to North Carolina General Statute 116- 'I'l('l'l)
Qasirmres which states that all requests by non-public institutions of highér
O education fer State financial assistance to the institutions or to
i students attending them shall be submitted first to the Board of
———— . Governors vor review and recommendation before being presented to
—— any other®State agency or to the General Assembly,.and, further, at
—— the ;request of President William C. Friday, we are pléased to pre-
- sent a detailed recommendation and request for suppart of Notth
S T Carolina residents attending private colleges and universities in .
o North CaroHna as defined by G.S/116, Sectigns 19, 20, 21 and 22.
Loes ke Ras Carwge )
Sorre
i adolnitns Reference is first made to a letter addressad to President
g Crie Friday dated May 30, 1974 and signed by members of the Legislative
R ol Conmittee of the horth Carolina Association of Independent Colleges
wnwicewn o and Universities,: President Norman A: Wiggins of Campbell College,
vt Goone °  president Silas Vaughn of Montreat-Anderson College, apd Dr. J. W.
oran e " Fowler. In the May 30 letter the Legislative Committee, on behalf
oo ot of the Association,/asked that the Board of Covernors review, recom-
—— mend and support fdur jtems. These items were: . B
[RI ' roe
ST 1. The continuation of the present progrdm of aid to
e . North Carolina students enrolled in private colleges and universi-
et il ties in an amount of notless than $200.00 per FTE Horth Carolina
S student, to be administered 1n accordance with K. C. Gen. Statutes
Soma e S ‘ ]16. 19-21. \
# Aggreprrosmean Conope W ,
Soot s Cor * 2. The enactment of enabling,legislation establishing
oo+ ? the principle whereby the State of hortf Carolina would provide
e aid. for students enrolled at private colleges and universities up
—— % to 50% of the average per capita cost to the State for each FTE
- undergraduat¢ student enrolled at thé 16 campuses of The Uriversity
PR of North Carolina. The average herein referred to is to be arrived
R sroond at by utilizing the proposed direct tost from the operating budget
jaariior o , for educational and general expenses. The funds appropriated would
* be made available to ‘the student in a manner to be determined. . ~

» - ¥
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The Board of Governors
September 4, 1974 .
Page 2 . .

3.. An upward adjustment of the formula and restrictions
on financial aid in order to provide a broader eligibility for
North Carolina FTE undergraduate students at private institutions.

’ 4. The establishment of a "Study and Advisory Council on
. Higher Education” to be composed of representatives from the Univer-
sity of North Carolina Board of Governors, the Nprth Carolina Associa-
tion of Independent Collegés and Universities Executive Committee,
and representat’ves from the Department of Compunity Colleges of the
State Board of tducation. The purpose of said Council will be to
detefmine needs of higher education, initiate and implement new
plans and to face challenges and solve problems (both emergent and
long-range), confronting higher education in Korth Carolina. (This
would serve to implement G.S. 116-11(1) requiring the planning apd °
development of a "“cvordinated system of higher education in North
.Carolina".) - . i~
N . ) . )
» We reaffirm the four items Visted above and provide more
deta}led description of thgﬁAssociatton's requests for your consid-
eration.

' The action of the North Carolina General Assembly in 1971
in the enactment of enabling legislation and in the provision of
funds to aid, North Carolina residents attesding private colleges

and universities Has had positive results. The contractual arrange-
ment wHereby each institution agrees to provide.and administer
scholarship funds for needy North Carolina students in an amount
equal to funds appropriated for that purpose has enabled a 1imited
number of North Carolinians to attend private colleges and universi-
ties at a relatively minor cost to the State.

As stated in the previous communication of May 30, for the
1975-76 and" 1976-77 years, the North Carolina Association of Indepen-
dent Colleges and Universities and its membership of thirty-nine
tndependent colleges and universities recommends continuation of
the present program at a®evel not less than the current appropri-
ation, $4.6 million per annum.

Because of the increasing difficulty for the average

North Carolina family to afford the higher tuition and fees of the

«private sector, the membership of the Association makes addjtional
reconmendations designed to insure that the letter and spirit of
6.S. 116-11(11) and Section 801 of the Code of the University be
observed to the end that the resources of the private colleges and
universities "may Pe utilized ip the best interest of the State.”

LY ) ’,

A major recommendation is that the General Assembly
strengthen present State policy of aid Lo Narth Carolina residents
attending private colleges and univeréities through appropriate
enabling legislation. -We recommend the adoption of the principle
that up to 50% of the average State support for undergraduate
students attending the University of North Carolina be provided

1
t

| “ ‘P gq ’
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The Board of. Governors
September 4, 1974
Page 3 .

for North Carolina students attending pii eges and universit
of North Carolina. We request-that the Board of Governors endorse
this principle and support:this concépt.

We further recommend and request that’the additional aid
. to students be made availablé as a tuiticn grant to every full-time
North Carolina undergraduate student enrolled as of the tenth day
of each term. Funds appropriated under this specific program would .
.o be restricted to the nine months academic year and-the total amount
of each grant divided by the number of 3cademic terms, i.e. half for
each-semester or one-third for each quarter. | -

LI ¢
¢ !

. direct tuition grants to students for the academic years 1975-76
7 and 1976-77. . .

We reconmend that the. following amounts <be requegted for
.
|

Estimated number of
North Carolina uggers

Yeir .. graduates Amount Requested”
1975-76 . * "%.000 $ 9.2 mill{on
1976-77 © 24,000 © . $14.4.mi04on

1

- It is estimated that the amounts requested above would
-provide during the 1975-76 year a $400.00 tuition grant for each
-full-time North Carolina undergraduate, and for the 1976-77 a
$600.00 tuition grant for each full-time North CaroPina under-
graduate. The recommended program of support for North Carolina

¢ students shouTd epable the private sector <to maintain its present
enrollment of Morth Carolinians and, during the second year of
the biennium (1976-77), provide for an increase. * ‘

3 . L] N
"7~ You will note that the total amount requested gor 1975-77,
‘ when added to the present program of financial aid for needy students
atténding private colleges, is below 50% of the estimated average
per student State appropriation for current operations for®North
Carolina residents attending the University in 1975-77-

In summary and conclusion the differential between tuitton
costs to students attending public and private higher educational
) institutions is basically responsible for the problem of declining
eproliment in the private sector. Among the suggested solutions -
dvanced by many concerned individuals and4groups is QEZ to provide
direct tuition grants to qualified students attending brivate
colleges and universgfies: A program of direct tuition grants to
. undergraduate North Larolina residents combined with gheipresent
4 - program of financial aid to needy students would reverse the current
trend of decreasing percentage and actual humber of Horth Carolina
students annually enrolled in the private sector.

f

»

‘ ] MC . X
| e . . ,
| 7 . N

: . . - . N

. . L ’ ﬁﬁf} 94> ( ’ .
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. The Board of Governors ¥ -
September 4, 1974 fe N
Page 4 . .

» We recommend that present State policy of support to
North Carolina students attending private colleges and universi-
ties include the principle of providing up to 50% of the per capita
subsidy provided students attending the public universities.

The Association, through its officers, is prepared to
present these reaffirmed recommendations to the appropriate com-
mittees on Budget and Finance and Educational Planning, Policies,
| . and Programs, or to the full Board of Governors. We are pleased

to work with the University General Administratign and others
' - throughout the State in mutual support of higher edacation in
i North Carclina and pledge the efforts of the Association and its
th{rty-nine member institutions towards that worthy goal.

Sincerely yours,

" Gl MopTrger "
. Arthur D. Wenger, Chairman

»  North Carolina Association of Independent
1 Colleges and Universities

- a

cc William C. Dees, Chmn., Board of Governors
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Source: The Independents, published by the North Carolina
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities,
Raleigh, N. C., 1974.
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EDUCATION PROGRAMS
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