DUke GRADUATE

UNIVERSITY LIBERAL STUDIES

Enrollment Growth and Equity of Access:

A Critical Analysis of the University of North Carolina’s Strategic Plan

Jessica Levitt

Faculty Advisor: Noah Pickus

Sanford School of Public Policy

March 25, 2019

This project was submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in
the Graduate Liberal Studies Program in the Graduate School of Duke University.



Copyright by
Jessica Levitt
2019



Abstract

The University of North Carolina System’s strategic plan contains initiatives to increase access
for low-income and rural students, improve student outcomes, and close achievement gaps. A complete
assessment of UNC’s strategic plan will consider increased enrollment against the demand of the state’s
economy, the cost of education, and institutional resources. Enrollment growth carries the risks of
lowering academic standard or oversaturating North Carolina’s economy with college-educated workers.
However, the low educational attainment of the state’s underserved populations supports expanding
access. A more detailed investigation of demographics at each of the campuses is necessary to
understand the scope of underrepresentation within the system. The resulting calculations show that in
addition to underrepresentation, there is also unequal distribution of minority, low-income, and rural
students across UNC institutions. While the system has identified a number of programs and methods
for achieving its priorities, it is also worth examining other models that may have application in North
Carolina. Inits current form, UNC's strategic plan is insufficient to drive state-wide improvements. The
aims produce only minimal gains, overlook important gaps, and lack the coordination between
campuses necessary to best utilize system resources. There is unmet need and significant opportunity
for innovation in North Carolina’s public institutions, but more ambitious goals will have to be

implemented to result in any meaningful impact.
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Introduction

The University of North Carolina (UNC) System is the sole source for public baccalaureate-level
education in the state.! Composed of 16 diverse universities, together; the UNC institutions enroll
almost a quarter of a million students and produce more than 50,000 graduates each year.? However,
despite UNC's size, North Carolina’s undergraduate enrollment in public universities has lagged behind
most of the country. 3 The system as a whole maintains a graduation rate above the national average,
but more than half of the UNC campuses fall below this benchmark.* While the UNC System does face
significant challenges, it has developed strategic initiatives to improve student outcomes, close
achievement gaps, and increase access. To analyze UNC's strategic plan, it will be important to consider
how the goals impact students, each of the universities, the UNC System, and the state as a whole.

The University of North Carolina may be more well-known for a number of high-profile incidents
than for the breadth or quality of its academic offerings. From a scandal surrounding fake classes and
student athletes,® to a toppled confederate statue,® to a heated basketball rivalry with Duke University,’
UNC has garnered its share of headlines in recent years. Yet these stories fail to capture the complexity
of a diverse university system that is so much more than a few talented ball players or a former
confederate monument on the flagship campus.

The University of North Carolina also has a long history. It is the oldest public university in the
country, and the only one to produce any graduates prior to 1800. Since its inception in 1789, campuses

were added to educate women, ethnic minorities, teachers, performing artists, and students in

14220 Years of History,” n.d.

2 Degrees awarded in 2017- 2018: 56310; Enrollment in Fall 2018: 236,993: “UNC InfoCenter,” n.d.
3 Rank 41/50, “Higher Expectations,” n.d.

4 See Figure 6 in Chapter 2 for more details.

5E.g., Lyall, S. (10/23/2014); Staff Reports (2016); or Ganim, S. and Sayers, D. (2014)

5 E.g., Svrluga, S. (2018) and Jacobs, J. (2019)

7 E.g., Wilco, D. (2019) and Caron, E. (2019)



technology.® After more than two centuries of growth, the system consists of 17 broadly differing
institutions, including two research powerhouses,’ a residential high-school for gifted students, a School
of the Arts, five Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), and one Historically American
Indian University (HAIU).

Each of the unique campuses comes with its own set of strengths and challenges. While the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH) may have a graduation rate of 91%'° and an
endowment of $2.9 billion!!, American Indian, Black, Latino, rural, and low-income students are
significantly underrepresented?. Conversely, Fayetteville State University helps to educate these
populations that have been underrepresented at UNC-CH?*3, but they have the lowest graduation rate in
the system at 32%'*. UNC Charlotte enrolls the most in-state undergraduates® and has the best
representation of Latinos — the most underrepresented minority in the UNC system, but they don’t
produce much research®®, and their graduation rate is just about average.'’

Coordinating such a disparate set of universities into a single system-wide set of goals is a
difficult task. Yet this is exactly what the University of North Carolina has done in their most recent
strategic plan, “Higher Expectations.” The plan’s initiatives span from 2017 through 2022, and are
divided into five categories: Access, Student Success, Affordability and Efficiency, Economic Impact and
Community Engagement, and Excellent and Diverse Institutions. “Access” refers to enrolling and
graduating more students from low-income and rural backgrounds, and helping students transition from

high-schools or community colleges into UNC. “Student Success” is defined by improved graduation

8220 Years of History

9 UNC is ranked 11, NCSU is 47 in total R&D expenditures nationally. Ranking by Total R&D Expenditure
10 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)

11 U.S. News Education Rakings

12 5ee Table 11, Chapter 2

13 See Table 6, Chapter 2

14 UNC InfoCenter

15 See Appendix for full demographic over/underrepresentation for all 16 UNC institutions

16 526,097 in expenditures in 2017; ranked 245. Ranking by Total R&D Expenditure

17 Table 6, Chapter 2



rates and reduced achievement gaps. “Affordability and Efficiency” centers on minimizing tuition
increases and pursuing policy changes for reduced regulatory burdens and reporting requirements.
“Economic Impact and Community Engagement” looks to increase STEM, health sciences, and K-12
education graduates. This goal also looks to improve research productivity as measured by revenue
from sponsored program awards and licensing agreements. “Excellent and Diverse Institutions” seeks to
define each campus by areas of distinction, and also focuses on workforce development.*®

This strategic plan was created under the leadership of former UNC System President Margaret
Spellings. Spellings’s appointment as President of the University of North Carolina in 2016 was
surrounded with its own set of controversies. Proponents of her selection cited her political experience
as the Secretary of Education and her creation of the Commission on the Future of Higher Education. ¥
However, others critiqued the lack of faculty involvement in the search efforts, Spellings’s lack of
advanced degree, as well as her connection with for-profit colleges and the student loan industry.?’ Her
departure in January of 2019 comes less than three years after she stepped into the role, making her
term the shortest of all 18 presidents who have held the position since the first began in 1804. 2! While
Spellings’s tenure was brief, the strategic plan she leaves behind will continue to direct the priorities
across all campuses until 2022. With her recent departure from the system, much of her legacy in North
Carolina will depend on how successful the outcomes of these initiatives are.

In addition to “Higher Expectations,” Spellings also oversaw 17 separate performance
agreements with the UNC institutions that divvied responsibilities for the system’s objectives into
specific goals for each campus. Many of the metrics identified on these agreements fall under the first

category of the strategic plan, Access. 22 More exactly, they reflect the first goal, which states that the

18 “Higher Expectations”

%Brown, S. and Supiano, B. (2015)

20 Ovaska-Few, S. (2015); Cravy and Siegel (2015); and Dalesio, E.
21220 Years of History

22 “Higher Expectations: UNC System Performance Agreement” (2017)
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system’s “undergraduate enrollment and baccalaureate degree recipients will more closely reflect the
demographics and growth rate of the state by 2021-22.”2 While the more general term of
“demographics” is used in that description, all of the subsequent metrics only measure gains among
low-income and rural students.

A complete assessment of UNC’s strategic plan will consider increased enrollment against the
demand of the state’s economy, the cost of education, and institutional resources. Enrollment growth
carries the risks of lowering academic standard or oversaturating North Carolina’s economy with
college-educated workers.?* However, the low educational attainment of the state’s underserved
populations supports expanding access.?> A more detailed investigation of demographics at each of the
campuses is necessary to understand scope of underrepresentation within the system. The resulting
calculations show that in addition to underrepresentation, there is also unequal distribution of minority,
low-income, and rural students across UNC institutions.?® Finally, while the University of North Carolina
has identified a number of programs and methods for achieving their strategic priorities, it is also
worthwhile to review other universities who have successfully addressed UNC’s current challenges, and
subsequently examine the models that may have application in North Carolina. Arizona State, Georgia
State, and the North Pennsylvania Regional College all have innovations that could benefit UNC.

Ultimately, the forthcoming analysis of “Higher Expectations” finds that the current strategic
plan is insufficient to drive state-wide improvements. The aims produce only minimal gains, overlook
important gaps, and lack the coordination between campuses necessary to best utilize system
resources. There is unmet need and significant opportunity for innovation in North Carolina’s public

institutions, but more ambitious goals will have to be implemented to result in any meaningful impact.

23 “Higher Expectations,” page 9

24 Contarino, A. (2016)

% Spellings, M. (2017)

26 See appendix for full list of demographics by representation at each UNC institution

4



Chapter 1: Enrolilment Growth

In her 2017 Op-Ed, “A plan for rural North Carolina,” Former UNC System President Margaret
Spellings passionately argues for an increase in enrollment for college students in North Carolina. She
advocates specifically for rural, low-income, and first-generation students across the UNC System, with
the added expectation of closing the achievement gap between these students and the rest of their
peers by also increasing their graduation rates. She contends that there are currently “two North
Carolinas,” citing geographic, racial, and income-based educational disparities, as well as a varying job
market and rates of economic growth across the state. She continues on to describe solutions provided
by the UNC System’s new strategic plan, which she claims will increase graduates who will enter the
workforce with the necessary skill set to meet the economic challenges in the state while simultaneously
keeping university costs low and reducing student debts. !

In contrast with Spellings’s piece, the John W. Pope Center for Higher Education Policy? critiques
Spelling’s plan to expand UNC's student body. In “Yes, There’s Such a Thing as Too Much Enrollment
Growth,” Alex Contarino contends that inflating enrollment decreases admissions standards, reduces
graduation rates, and produces bachelors holders in excess of the demand for high-skilled labor. The
article also critiques North Carolina’s spending level on higher education given that the state has a
higher than average unemployment rate and a rising percentage of the population living in poverty. 3

In their assessments of UNC system enrollment, Spellings and Contarino each reference the
North Carolina economy, completion rates, student debt, and employment opportunities for graduates.
Yet they curiously draw the opposite conclusion on almost every variable they consider. It is important

to note that these two works are not a direct point-counterpoint. The works were published a year

12017

2 The John W. Pope Center for Higher Education Policy (Pope Center) is now the James G. Martin Center for
Academic Renewal.

3 Contarino, A. (2016)



apart, and with no direct references to one another. Spelling’s op-ed was written in 2017 championing
the newly released strategic plan, “Higher Expectations,” whereas the Pope Center analysis was posted
in 2016, and was largely a critique of the previous plan, “Our Time, Our Future.” While Spellings does
reference educating “many, many more” students, she more specifically highlights the need for
enrollment growth and better graduation rates among rural and low-income students. In juxtaposition,
the Pope Center’s publication is critical of enrollment growth more generally and questions the
economic benefit of increasing degree attainment in the state for all would-be graduates rather than a
particular subset. While these pieces are not an exact comparison, they do center upon many of the
same themes and provide a good frame for analyzing admissions standards, graduation rates, initiatives
to increase access, and the value of a UNC education for both the state and the individual.

Each author does make a number of salient points in defense of their positions, but they both
also have several key flaws in their arguments. The errors span a range of questionable assumptions,
dubious conclusions, misleading statements, and outright factual inaccuracies. Examining these
opposing viewpoints, including a thorough analysis of the weaknesses in either argument, can aid in

determining if UNC’s current strategic initiatives are the best course of action for the university system.

Critiques of the Pope Center Article

In the Pope Center’s article, “Yes, There’s Such a Thing as Too Much Enroliment Growth,” the
writing is saturated with citations used to support the author’s claims. The writer, Alex Contarino, has
interwoven the data with his analyses. His evidence-based approach can be effective and convincing
when compared with Spellings’s piece, which is lacking in this regard. However, inaccurate numbers and
misleading representation of the data significantly weakens his argument, perhaps even more so than if

the author had not included any supporting statistics at all.



One of the more egregious errors is the SAT scores cited to support the argument that
increasing enrollment in the UNC System comes at the expense of admissions standards. Contarino
states “the average SAT of incoming students has fallen across the system since 2000 — dropping from
1073 to 1038 today.”* However, the UNC InfoCenter, the online dashboard holding reports for all
institutions in the UNC system, has data clearly contradicting the figures the Pope Center published in
this piece. The first available year in the Info Center is 2009, which shows the Average SAT Score for the
enrolled freshman class of 2009-10 to be 1084, already 11 points higher than the article’s referenced
score from 2000. Furthermore, the scores continued to rise every year except one, and were up to 1098

by 2016, the year the Pope Center piece was posted, 60 points above the number quoted.®

Figure 1:
Average Scores of Enrolled Incoming Freshman
UNC System-wide
Average Average Average High
ACT SAT School GPA
2009 23.4 1,084 3.67
2010 23.8 1,085 3.73
2011 23.9 1,093 3.78
2012 24.4 1,091 3.80
2013 24.2 1,097 3.87
2014 24.2 1,105 3.92
2015 24.4 1,095 3.93
2016 24.5 1,098 3.99
2017 24.4 1,152 4.02

Source: UNC InfoCenter

The UNC data not only contradicts the figures included in this article, but also demonstrates that despite
recruiting more students, admissions standards are getting more competitive, not less. Additionally, the

National Center for Education Statistics IPEDS Data Center shows that the acceptance rate across the

4 As of 10/2016 publication. Paragraph 7
5 UNC InfoCenter



UNC system fell from 66% in 2006 to 54% in 2016, further evidence of an increasingly competitive
admissions process for incoming students.

In further support of the allegation that the UNC system is admitting “academically unprepared”
students, Contarino includes several questionable citations that are misrepresentative of the source
material. After attempting to show that admissions standards have been lowered by referencing
inaccurate average scores, he claims, “UNC system leaders allowed some universities to admit students
who fall below the system’s current admissions minimum, which is 800 on the SAT and 2.5 for the high
school GPA, all in an effort to boost enrollment.”® The source referenced here by author Contarino is
another Pope Center article, written by his colleague Jesse Saffron. Saffron more clearly states that only
three of the 16 UNC campuses are moving to a sliding scale. He does note that the scale could allow for
SAT scores up to 50 points lower than the previous minimum, but only if matched with a 0.1 GPA
increase per 10 point SAT reduction. Saffron also acknowledges the current debates around inequalities
in standardized testing. He then provides an overview of conflicting research around whether GPA, test
scores, or a combination of the two is a better indicator of college readiness. Saffron lays out the
appropriate background context before assessing the risk that this model may increase the number of
unqualified or poorly performing students in the three UNC universities that have adopted it.” In “Yes,
There is Such a Thing as Too Much Enrollment Growth,” the contextual deliberations on equity and
access are completely ignored, and the way this sliding scale is reported makes it sounds as if the whole
UNC System is lowering both SAT and GPA minimums simultaneously for the sole purpose of increasing
the number of students enrolled.

Contarino follows with a similarly problematic discussion on attrition and student debt. Again

citing work done by his Pope Center peers, he contends that students who fail to graduate are

6 Contarino, A. (2016), Para. 7
7 Saffron, J. (2014)



increasingly in debt, with bigger balances, and with higher default rates as compared with the previous
decade.® The referenced report does show increases in debt, balances, and defaults, but the data is
aggregated for all students three years post-separation. This population includes not only dropouts, but
graduates as well, totaled together.® There is no way to identify how much of the growth in debt and
defaults is due to students who failed to graduate. Contarino is assuming that extrapolated out, data for
dropouts alone would follow the same trend in growth as the total population of all student loan
borrowers. There is no evidence for this assumption in the cited report, nor included in Contarino’s
article. He fails to acknowledge that he is considering only a subset of the population in the report, and
that the rates of debt and default may differ if dropouts are considered alone. Furthermore, if his
subsequent discussion on increasing under- and unemployment of graduates is accurate, then it could
just as easily be assumed that a greater portion of the defaults are coming from students who earned
their degrees because they don’t earn enough to pay off their student debt. This would potentially
indicate that the default rates of dropouts has remained flat or even fallen. There is no evidence for this
hypothetical assumption either, but it does serve to illustrate how taking too great of liberty in
assumptions surrounding data can make an argument appear more legitimate than is merited.

These prior examples are only several of the many errors contained in the Pope Center article,
and they represent a pattern of questionable evidence which is repeated throughout the piece. The
most frustrating outcome from the inaccurate portrayal of data is not only that it misleads the reader,
but that it undermines what are otherwise fair critiques. This article is hardly the first to question the
value and purpose of a college degree, discuss the drawbacks of enrollment growth, worry over

completion rates, or take issue with the costs and rising debt associated earning a bachelors. These

8 Robinson, J. and Painter, H. (2015), but as misinterpreted by Contarino, A. (2016)
9 Robinson, J. and Painter, H. (2015)



debates, and how they apply to both the Pope Center article and Spelling’s op-ed, will be discussed in
greater detail at the end of this chapter.

Ignoring the dubious supporting claims that the author uses in this piece, his argument does
follow a logical progression, and presents valid concerns about the risks associated with enrollment
growth. If the extraneous errors and examples are dropped, and the main points from the Pope Center
article are restated alone, they do provide rationale for reevaluating expansion: Why is UNC trying to
grow enrollment? Recruiting more students could lead to lower admissions standards and subsequently
more students unprepared for the rigors of college at UNC. How will this impact graduation rates? What
debt burden will dropouts have? There are fewer jobs for those who do not graduate, and it is even
guestionable if the North Carolina economy has enough skilled labor demands for those who do
graduate. With current economic challenges and poverty rates, is funding for UNC the best use of state
resources?

The article concludes with, “UNC officials should pivot toward work that improves educational
quality and students’ post-graduation job prospects, rather than pursue lazily justified enroliment
quotas.”?? This statement indicates that UNC must choose between expanding access or instead
improving quality and economic development. While the university may have a finite amount of
resources, it is not clear that they will be unable to pursue all three of these aims simultaneously. There
are institutions that have demonstrated success with added enrollment, better student outcomes, and
enhanced educational quality. The UNC system can make use of the methods and innovations adopted
by universities that have already accomplished these goals. Most notably, Arizona State University has

experienced massive growth, and has done so while maintaining a focus on access, completion, quality,

10 Contarino, A (2016), para. 14
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and workforce development. ! Arizona State will be presented as a model for the UNC system in

Chapter 3.

Critiques of Margaret Spellings’s Op-Ed

Spellings takes a very different approach to her writing than the Pope Center article. While the
latter work is a critical reproach of enrollment growth filled with frequent references to research and
data, Spellings lays out her argument in support of increasing admissions through impassioned
statements on inequities in access and economic prosperity, followed by calls to action and specific
plans for the UNC system. Her tone is decisive and compelling, but her conclusions come without the aid
of the supporting evidence that the Pope Center analysis relies so heavily upon. This discrepancy in style
could be explained by the type of piece that each represents; the Pope Center article was written by a
staff member of a conservative research institute, and posted by the same institute for an audience
specifically seeking works on educational policy. In contrast, Spelling’s essay is an op-ed in a regional
newspaper aimed at a much broader readership and for the general public. Spellings is also benefiting
from her status as an expert. As the president of the UNC system and a former Secretary of Education,
she does not necessarily suffer from the same burden of proof as a research assistant at an academic
think tank.

However, Spellings’s cogent prose and prominence as a leader in education does not mean that
her conclusions should be accepted without question. Like Contarino, she is similarly capable of making
guestionable assumptions and misleading statements. One such example is her touting of “UNC'’s
historic success at keeping costs low and student debt even lower.”*2 Spellings is partially correct about

costs, at least as they pertain to the student. North Carolina’s in-state tuition and fees are ninth lowest

112017-2019 Arizona State University Five-Year Strategic Plan (2017)
12 5pellings, M. (2017), para. 6
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in the country®®. However, her statement leaves out a lot of considerations. List price on tuition
ignores the average waiver and discount provided to students. A more reliable account of what
students actually pay is the net tuition. The state’s ranking falls to eleventh when figuring in the actual
cost to the student by net tuition. Additionally, student tuition does not cover all the costs of a
university. Among their revenue streams, public universities are also given appropriations by the state.
North Carolina has one of the highest per student appropriations in the country.’* Considering the net
tuition and per-student appropriation together more accurately captures the full expense. On this
measure of total revenue per student, North Carolina is 19 highest, or about 8% more than the US
average. The comparison of these shows Spellings’s claim on costs to be at least misleading, if not

completely inaccurate.

Figure 2:
FY 2017 Expense per Student (Average across UNC System)
In-State Tuiti
n-State Tuition Net tuition Appropriations Total Revenue
and Fees
per $7,199 $5,306 $9,959 $15,265
Student ’ ! ’ ’
Ea;nk n 9t lowest 11" lowest 5% highest 19* highest

Net tuition subtracts tuition waivers and discounts. Rank is out of 50 states; does not include Washington, DC or Puerto Rico.
Figures are for Public 4 year institutions in NC, which consists solely of UNC system. Sources: Average Published Tuition and
Fees at Public Institutions by State in Current Dollars and in 2018 Dollars, 2004-05 to 2018-19 . (2018) and Laderman, S., et.al.
(2018)

Spelling’s phrasing also gives the impression that the low costs for students are the result of
altruistic efforts made by the UNC system. What she fails to mention is that low-cost access is a right
guaranteed to state residents by the North Carolina Constitution: “The General Assembly shall provide

that the benefits of The University of North Carolina and other public institutions of higher education, as

13 Average Published Tuition and Fees at Public Institutions by State in Current Dollars and in 2018 Dollars, 2004-05
to 2018-2019. (2018)
1 Laderman, S., et.al. (2018)
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far as practicable, be extended to the people of the state free of expense.”’> With an average net
tuition of $5,306,° not including books, living expenses, or other any other costs of attendance, there is
room to debate how successful UNC has been not only at keeping costs low, but also if they’ve met the
mandate of making the system as close to free as is possible.

By deceptively painting costs as low, Spellings may have been able to gain greater support for
increasing enrollment and access at the time of the article’s publication, but she risks losing credibility in
the future if her efforts to add students are successful and necessitate greater funding. Greater funding
will mean higher costs, either for the students through increases in tuition, or for the taxpayers through
increases in state appropriations. Growing costs for the state, student, or both seem even more likely as
all of the plans Spellings describes will require additional resources. She references new scholarships,
incentives, and programs, in addition to a new $34 million campus.?’ It is questionable why Spellings
included any of discussion of cost in the op-ed. Her article would have been better served if she forwent
this problematic statement altogether, and instead maintained a focus on why increasing enrollment is
necessary, what the benefits will be, and how the university plans to achieve the desired outcomes.
Moreover, she could have strengthened her position for increasing access by including the statement
from the North Carolina constitution, demonstrating that it is required by state law.

Spellings is too brief in her discussion on the reasons for expanding access, the opportunities for
these students, and the economic impact of increasing educational attainment. She cannot be blamed
for the limitations of her medium — an op-ed does not have enough room to discuss all of the
advantages of obtaining a bachelor’s degree. However, there are some problematic implications as a
result of the narrow focus. Spellings emphasizes increasing graduates headed into only a few careers,

and headed to those careers in rural or low-income communities. She specifically targets increasing

15 The State Constitution of North Carolina: Article 9, Sections 1-10. (1971).
16 Laderman, S., et.al. (2018)
17 Spellings, M. (2017)
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degrees in teaching or nursing, and programs to incentivize those students to seek employment in rural
hospitals or low-income schools. She also critiques the unequal economic opportunity caused by job
creation happening disproportionately in Wake and Mecklenburg counties.’® It is reasonable that
Spellings advocates for educating more teachers and healthcare professionals, and it is similarly fair for
her to promote programs aimed at putting graduates in hard-to-staff schools and clinics. The issue with
Spellings’s op-ed is that she ties these programs to the argument for increasing access of rural and low-
income students. This connection implies that students from these underrepresented demographics are
expected to choose from only a few majors, promptly return home after college, and choose from one
of two career paths. Spellings could have avoided some of this criticism had she discussed how likely
students are to work in communities that resemble those from which they came, what educational
benefits children get from having teachers who have a similar demographic background to them, what
improvement in health outcomes can come from having providers that were raised in their
communities, or if she had simply cited what proportion of students return to their hometowns after
they earn their degrees. She also could have discussed any of the other potential economic benefits to
their communities outside of just these majors and careers, like the ability to financially contribute to
the care for their aging parents, regardless of where the student settles post-graduation. By failing to do
so, Spellings contradicts her own opening statement, “we can’t have a state where the zip code you’re

born in dictates your future.”?®

Debates in Higher Ed

In many ways, the opposing views of enrollment growth and the differing points of

concern found in the Pope Center article and the op-ed by Margaret Spellings reflect many of the

18 Spellings, M. (2017)
1% 1bid., para. 1

14



current conversations in higher education. Juxtaposing these two pieces highlights concerns on cost,
access, outcomes, and purpose of a college degree.

One of the most prevalent debates in academia is that of purpose. Differing opinions on purpose
range from broad questions on the institutional level about the function of a university, to educational
aims and breadth of curriculum, to the perceived value of a degree.?® Surprisingly, this is one of the few
areas where Spellings and the Pope Center essay seem to agree. They both identify the purpose of college
only as it pertains to the functions of career preparation, credentialing, and economic growth. They may
have differing opinions on how many students UNC should be enrolling or how well the system is meeting
demands, but they do agree on what the university’s purpose is.

In his recent book, The Struggle to Reform Our Colleges, former Harvard University President,
Derek Bok reviews the arguments for and against increasing the number of college graduates.? He cites
a variety of studies, statistics, and surveys that strongly suggest there is a dearth of educated workers,
resulting wage premiums, and increased employer competition.?? He then acknowledges the opposing
view held by some scholars who reference the significant number of college graduates employed in jobs
that don’t require their degree.?® He also cites that the average earnings for workers with a bachelor’s
degree actually decreased in the 2000s, which runs contrary to purported high demand.?* Though Bok
does continue to review both arguments supporting and skeptical of the economic demand for more
graduates, he concludes his discussion on the side of those in favor of increasing degree holders by
stating “most analysts seem to agree that the demand for skilled labor will rise sufficiently over the next

decade to require large increases in the number of college graduates.” %

20 E.g. see Delbanco, A. (2014) or Selingo, J. (2013)

21 Bok, D. (2017)

22 Lacey, T. and Wright, B. (2009); Autor, D. (2014); and “New Bayer Survey” (2013) as cited by Bok, D. (2017)
23 Dobbs, R., et.al. (2015); and Vaisey, S. (2006) as cited by Bok, D. (2017)

24 Beaudry, et.al. (2013); Autor, D. (2007) as cited by Bok, D. (2017)

2 Bok, D. (2017) p. 18
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In addition to assessing the economy’s need for graduates, Bok also notes how the economy can
then better benefit those with degrees. As part of this analysis, he highlights the wide discrepancies
between low- and high-income student attending and graduating from college. He notes a similar gap

between white and minority students. He argues on behalf of the underrepresented by stating:

college degrees create opportunities for graduates to compete for jobs and careers
that offer better incomes, greater intrinsic interest, and higher status. Quite apart
from the economy’s needs, increasing the number of college graduates gives more
individuals a chance to compete for a satisfying career and achieve the success they
deserve in light of their interest, abilities, and effort. (13)?°

This view is directly reflected in Spellings’s argument for increasing enrollment of rural and low-income
students in the UNC system. Recruiting more of these students becomes a matter of social justice and
equality in addition to adding supply to the growing demand for skilled labor.

Conversely, scholars Daniel Bennett and Richard Vedder offer evidence that increasing college
enrollment may actually have the opposite effect on economic mobility and income equality in their
paper, “Public Policy, Higher Education, and Income Inequality in the United States: Have We Reached
Diminishing Returns?”?’ They endeavor to show that after massive enrollment growth, the increased
degree attainment is actually correlated with increasing income inequality. They discuss a number of
reasons why this could be happening. They cite studies showing grade inflation,?® choice of less
challenging majors,?® and reduced learning outcomes among college graduates.®® They then add that as
more of the population gains the credential of a bachelor’s degree, it becomes less reliable as an

indicator of achievement to employers, especially in light of the aforementioned lessened rigor in

% |bid, p. 18

27 (2015)

28 Rojstaczer, S., and Healy, C., (2012) as cited in Bennett, D., and Vedder, R. (2015)
29 Bok, D. (2013) as cited by Bennett, D. and Vedder, R. (2015)

30 Arum, R. and Roska, J. (2010) as cited by Bennett, D. and Vedder, R. (2015)
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obtaining the degree. As a result, they contend that employers increasingly seek students from elite
institutions or with advanced degrees, which disproportionately represent higher income students.3!

In his role as Director of the Center for College Affordability and Productivity, Richard Vedder
also published a report with his colleagues exploring the underemployment of college graduates. They
contend that by 2008, 35% of college graduates were underemployed.3? They make a compelling case
as they reference the hundreds of thousands of bachelor’s holders in jobs like housekeeping,
bartending, and carpentry. In North Carolina, the employment statistics show a similar level of
underemployment among graduates. The US Census Bureau reports that almost 30% of the state’s
population aged 25 and older has a bachelor’s or higher (24), while the NC Department of Commerce,
Labor, and Economic Analysis Division (NCLEAD) estimates that 24% of employment requires a
bachelor’s degree or higher. 3* While NCLEAD does show some growth for careers requiring a college
education in the 2026 projections, they still only predict this making up 24.8% of total jobs. (25) These
numbers certainly suggest that the Pope Center article is right to question growing enrollment in the
UNC System.

While the employment projections do indicate that there will likely be UNC graduates who have
to choose between underemployment or leaving the state, this doesn’t necessarily mean that Spellings’s
goals are wrong either. Spellings has highlighted recruiting more low-income, rural, and minority
students. These groups have been historically underrepresented in higher education, and increasing
opportunities for this cohort seems only fair. Unless high-income and suburban students are actively
discouraged from attending, or admitted in significantly lower numbers, then this means total

enrollment is likely to increase. In addition to fairness, as | mentioned earlier, it is also a right for

31 Bennett, D. and Vedder, R. (2015)
32 vedder, R., et.al. (2010)
33 North Carolina Employment Projections to 2026. (n.d.)
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citizens of the state to benefit from the UNC system, which only further supports growing the

enrollment
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Chapter 2: UNC as it Reflects NC

The Pope Center article and the Spellings op-ed both consider the UNC System’s strategic
initiatives aimed at increasing enrollment and access.! These initiatives are central features of the
current strategic plan, “Higher Expectations.” While Spellings touts the goals, Contarino questions the
System’s direction.

A more thorough analysis of the University of North Carolina’s strategic plan should include how
well current access and enrollment in the system reflect the state’s population, and how North Carolina
compares nationally in educational attainment. This will illustrate if the UNC System is equitably serving
the state, and if the state is ahead of or behind the rest of the country with current levels of education.
Because the plan includes specific goals for low-income and rural students, a full assessment will include
understanding the scope of poverty state-wide, defining which counties are considered rural, and seeing
how these correlate with education and enrollment at UNC.

After a review of state-wide demographics, the system can be further examined by evaluating
each individual UNC institution. This will include enrollment numbers, graduation rates, tuition, state
appropriations, and demographic make-up. To determine if the strategic plan has identified all areas of
need, the demographics should include not only low-income and rural students, but race and ethnicity
as well. Finally, demographic figures can be compared between institutions and against the state
population totals. The demographic comparison will provide a more complete picture of varying access,
enrollment, and outcomes between UNC campuses. All of the data will lend to analyzing not just how

the UNC System, but each UNC university is meeting the needs of the state.

1 Contarino, A. (2016); and Spellings, M. (2017)
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Higher Education in North Carolina

According to Census data, the 2017 estimate for percent of Americans aged 25 and older
holding a bachelor’s degree or higher is 30.9%.2 Massachusetts is ranked first with 42.1% of their
residents obtaining at least a four-year degree, and West Virginia trails the rest of the country with less
than 20% earning a bachelor’s. North Carolina comes in exactly in the middle, ranking 25" with 29.9%
completing their college education.® North Carolina is 41t among the 50 states for undergraduate
enrollment in public universities as a percent of the population.* Because the UNC system contains all
public universities in the state, this last figure indicates that enrollment in the UNC system has fallen
below levels reported across a majority of the country.

UNC's goals for access and enrollment specifically target two key demographics, students from
rural counties and low-income families. As stated in “Higher Expectations,” “Low-income and rural
students are less likely to enroll in college than their wealthier peers.”> To help visualize the degree
attainment for rural students, the Census data on educational attainment is also available by Individual
County. Their results can then be mapped out as part of the state, which is represented below in Figure
1. UNC campuses are indicated with an “x” on the map. While most of the UNC campuses are located in
counties with higher educational attainment, there are three located in counties with very low
populations of bachelor’s holders. Most notably, the University of North Carolina at Pembroke (UNCP) is
in Robeson County, which has only 12.8% of their residents with a college degree.® This may be due in

part to the low graduation rate at UNCP, which will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter.

2 “Educational Attainment: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” (n.d.)
3 Ibid

4 “Higher Expectations,”(2017)

5lbid., p. 9

6 “Educational Attainment: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” (n.d.)
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Figure 1:7

2017 Educational Attainment
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Source: Educational Attainment: 2013-2017
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

In “Higher Expectations,” the UNC system defines rural students as those that reside in a Tier 1
or Tier 2 County from the NC Department of Commerce’s county tier ranking. When the strategic plan
was written, it included the 2016 tier ranking, which included counties with a population of less than
12,000, or a population under 50,000 with a poverty rate of greater than 19%. Tier 2 included all other
counties with populations under 50,000.% Like poverty rates, tiers can be visualized on a state map, and
placed in context with UNC system campuses. UNC’s designation of counties by tier is included in the

map created under Figure 2.

7 Map template created by Brandt Levitt.
8 “Higher Expectations,” (2017)
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Figure 2:

2016 NC Dept of Commerce Tier Ranking

Tier
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Source: Kelly, A. (9/8/2016) “Trends
in Access and Student Success.”

The US Census also compiles data on poverty rate by county. While the UNC strategic plan
defines low-income students as those who are Pell-eligible, there is not a set income level to determine
Pell Grant eligibility. The Expected Family Contribution calculated on the student’s Free Application for
Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) is used to determine if a student qualifies for a Pell Grant. This calculation
is based on a number of variables including household income, number of dependents, number of
dependents enrolled in college, assets, debts, and tuition at a student’s particular college. Therefore,
the Expected Family Contribution cannot be assessed on a county-wide level. Instead, the poverty rate,
visualized by county, can be useful to understand where low-income students may reside. The results

have been mapped with reference to UNC campuses below in Figure 3.
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Figure 3:

2017 Poverty Rates

100
125
150
175
M 20
- 225
M
- 2758

% below poverty line

Source: Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months:
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Year Estimates

Figures 2 and 3 help illustrate the scope of low-income and rural counties and their distribution
across the state. The can also offer some guidance to the UNC System for which to target recruiting
efforts for students from these demographics. However, a more exact calculation can be used to
determine which counties have the least representation in UNC universities. Using data from the North
Carolina Office of State Budget and Management, it is possible to calculate each county’s percent of the
total NC population. This can then be used in conjunction with figures from the UNC Info Center on
percent of in-state students by county. By calculating the percent variance between the enrollment and
population data sets, the results show how much each county is under or overrepresented in the UNC

system.
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Figure 4:

Under and Overrepresentation in UNC System
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Sources UNC InfoCenter, “2017 Certified County Population

Estimates,” and author’s calculations.

In comparing the first three maps with this last one, it does appear that the degree attainment,

county Tier or rural status, and poverty rate may each correlate with enroliment in the UNC system. To

determine which factors are most closely associated, a correlation matrix can be created using the

Correl(X,T) = Z oDy

following formula:

TG-0ZG-" 9 A correlation coefficient of 1 is associated with a strong

positive correlation, -1 indicates a strong negative correlation, and 0 shows no correlation.

Table 1:

Poverty Bachelor's Unemployment
Rate Degree + Rate

Poverty Rate 1

Bachelor's Degree or Better -0.4974 1

Tier -0.5622 0.7206 1

Unemployment Rate 0.5775 -0.5072 -0.58098135 1

Under/Overrepresentation in UNC System | -0.1621 0.5682090 0.436606952 -0.127401945

Sources Kelly, A. (9/8/2016) Trends in Access and Success; Educational Attainment: 2013-2017 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimates; : Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; UNC
InfoCenter, “2017 Certified County Population Estimates,” and author’s calculations.

9 “CORREL function: Excel for Office 365,” (n.d.)
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Despite the visualization on the preceding maps, the correlation matrix shows that poverty rate
and unemployment rate alone do not correlate with under- or overrepresentation of a given county in
the UNC system. However, there is a moderate connection between both poverty and unemployment
with educational attainment. This is shown in the scatter plot under Figure 5. Each point represents a

county in North Carolina.

Figure 5:

Educational Attainment and Poverty
Rate by NC County

35
30
25
20
15

10

% Bachelor's Degree+

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
% Below Poverty Level

Sources: Educational Attainment: 2013-2017 American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimates; Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months: 2013-
2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; Author’s
calculations.

The correlation matrix demonstrates that the tier ranking has a moderate to strong association
with each of the other factors. To explore this correlation further, each variable can be averaged across
the counties within the individual tiers. This will capture how much poverty, unemployment, and UNC
representation, and educational attainment vary from one tier to the next. As demonstrated on Table 2,

the correlation is clear. Poverty, unemployment, and UNC underrepresentation all decrease in each
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successive tier. This is paired with a corresponding increase in percent of the population with a

bachelor’s degree.

Table 2:
Averages Across Counties in Each Tier
Under- and
Poverty Rate Unemployment Rate | Overrepresentation Bachelor’s Degree+
in UNC System
Tier 1 21.46% 6.47% -29.63% 15.54%
Tier 2 17.02% 5.29% -27.25% 19.9%
Tier 3 14.65% 4.73% 2.11% 35.41%

Sources Kelly, A. (9/8/2016) Trends in Access and Success; Educational Attainment: 2013-2017 American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimates; : Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates;
UNC InfoCenter, “2017 Certified County Population Estimates,” and author’s calculations.

Table 2 demonstrates that the tier system is a useful tool to target enrollment and access
initiatives in the UNC System. However, it is important to note that the table shows correlation, not
causation. There is also no data on directionality. This means that the table does not show that a
particular Tier causes any of the variables, or that any of the variables cause the Tier level. As an
example, the table does not state that Tier 1 and Tier 2 county residents are underrepresented at UNC
as a result of living in a rural area, nor does it show that living in a rural area causes residents to be poor,
uneducated, and unemployed. It does show that fewer rural students enroll at UNC, fewer rural
residents have a bachelor’s degree, more rural residents live in poverty, and more are unemployed.
Therefore, if UNC implements programs specifically for rural students, it will be important to monitor if
enrollment increases in Tier 1 and Tier 2 counties. To assess the impact of such programs, the system
will need to review how many rural alumni reside in their home counties post-graduation, and if there is

any subsequent change in unemployment and poverty in that county over time.
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The UNC System

In assessing “Higher Expectations,” just as it was helpful to consider the state broken down by
county, it is similarly important to understand each UNC Institution within the system. There are 17
campuses: Appalachian State University (ASU), East Carolina University (ECU), Elizabeth City State
University (ECSU), Fayetteville State University (FSU), North Carolina A&T State University (NCA&T),
North Carolina Central University (NCCU), North Carolina State University (NCSU), UNC Asheville (UNCA),
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH), UNC Charlotte (UNCC), UNC Greensboro (UNCG),
UNC Pembroke (UNCP), UNC Wilmington (UNCW), UNC School of the Arts (UNCSA), Western Carolina
University (WCU), Winston-Salem State University (WSSU), and NC School of Science and Mathematics
(NCSSM).® NCSSM is a high school, so it will not be included in the following discussion of
undergraduate education. Five of these schools are Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs),
and one is a Historically American Indian University (HAIU).1! Each institution varies greatly by size,

funding, cost, and geographic setting, as can be seen in Table 3.

10 “Qur 17 Campuses,” (n.d.)
114220 Years of History,” (n.d)
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Table 3:

2018
Enrollment 2018 2018
(undergrad, 2017 In- state | Room
2018 degree- Endowment 2017 tuition &
Enrollment seeking, (Sin Appropriations | & fees Board
School (Total) in-state) millions) per student ($) ($) ($) Setting
ASU 19,108 15,852 81.7 8,541 7,303 8,174 Rural
ECU 28,718 20,065 185.8 13,093 7,188 10,354 City
ECSU 1,677 1,281 11 27,714 3,673 8,124 Rural
FSU 6,318 4,680 21.2 10,530 4,915 8,236 City
NCA&T 12,142 7,690 55.1 10,875 6,612 7,624 Urban
NCCU 8,207 5,028 33.3 12,831 6,684 8,552 Urban
NCSU 35,479 20,708 1,100 17,122 9,101 11,078 City
UNCA 3,762 3,050 44.2 12,785 7,145 9,106 City
UNC-CH 30,011 15,591 2,900 22,952 8,986 11,190 Suburban
UNCC 29,710 22,147 186.7 10,649 6,854 12,822 Suburban
UNCG 20,106 15,450 275 10,243 7,248 9,038 Urban
UNCP 7,137 5,677 22.7 10,384 3,418 9,116 Rural
UNCW 16,747 12,423 94.4 10,376 7,000 10,686 Urban
UNCSA 1,042 466 56.5 45,472 9,358 9,021 City
wcu 11,639 8,900 70.6 10,695 4,220 9,682 Rural
WSSU 5,190 4,228 Not reported 14,553 5,941 10,029 Not
reported
UNC 236,933 163,236 N/A 13,490 N/A N/A N/A
System ! ! !
Sources: UNC InfoCenter; U.S. News Education Rankings — Colleges; and Appropriations per Student (FTE), FY 2006-07 to 2017-
2018 (2018)

In total, the UNC System is above the national average for graduation of undergraduates within
6 years or 150% of normal time.'> However, when the graduation rate is broken down by institutions,
there are some problematic results, highlighted in Figure 6. Less than one-third of the campuses are at
or above the UNC System graduation rate, and more than half of the institutions fall below the rate for

all US Public Institutions. Most concerning, there are six universities with a graduation rate below 50%,

12 See Figure 6 — sources: “IPEDS” and “Undergraduate Retention and Graduation Rates,” (2018)
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and they are composed of the five HBCUs and only HAIU, which enroll a significant portion of the
minority students in the state system, including more than 60% of American Indian students and more
than 20% of Black or African American.’* Demographic make-up of some of these institutions will be
discussed in greater detail later in this chapter, and a full accounting of each university’s undergraduate
enrollment demographics can be found in the appendix. As can be seen on Table 3, the HBCUs and

HAIU also have five out of six smallest endowments, six out of seven of the lowest tuition rates, and four
out of 6 have appropriations below the UNC System level. ** This means they have less money coming
from the state, less from their students, and less in reserves to fall back upon. The lack of resources only
exacerbates the challenges already posed by the significantly lower student outcomes. Whether
students are dropping out due to academic unpreparedness or gradually withdrawing due to a lack of

engagement, reversing the trend is a difficult and often costly endeavor for the university.

13 “UNC InfoCenter.” and Author’s calculations
14 See Table 3. Sources: “U.S. News Education Rankings — Colleges.” and “Appropriations per Student (FTE), FY 2006-07
to 2017-2018” (2018)
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Figure 6:

2016 Graduation Rate - within 6 years/150% of
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Sources: “IPEDS” and “Undergraduate Retention and Graduation Rates,” (2018)

The poor performance and challenging financial situation for the 5 HBCUs and the only HAIU is

especially poignant when reviewing “Higher Expectations,” which fails to mention race or ethnicity even

once the plan’s section on “Access.”*® The goals for access includes numerous references to low-income

and rural students, including specific metrics for increasing enrollment and completion for these two

demographics.’® In the subsequent section on “Student Success,” minority students are named only

once, with no further reference and no discussion of specific race or ethnicities, nor inclusion in any of

15(2017)
16 |bid
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the goals or metrics. Instead, the majority of references to students is preceded with “all,” “many,” or
“most,” or as part of ambiguous “student groups.”!’ If UNC does not address graduation rates at the
HBCUs, the achievement gaps may not only persist, but continue to increase over time. How large these
gaps are will depend on the demographic make-up of the flagships and higher performing institutions.

It has been 65 years since the Supreme Court ruled segregation in public schools to be
unconstitutional in Brown vs. the Board of Education. When presenting the unanimous opinion of the
court, Chief Justice Warren declared, “We conclude that, in the field of public education, the doctrine of
‘separate but equal’ has no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal.”*® However,
two-thirds of a century later, these now desegregated universities, which once offered minority
students their only options for public higher education in the state, still remain “inherently unequal.”
With the HBCU’s and HAIU legacy as minority-serving institutions, the system’s failure to improve their
poor performance could be interpreted as a matter of social injustice.

Just prior to the implementation of the UNC system’s current strategic plan, UNC Senior Vice
President for Strategy and Policy Andrew Kelly gave a presentation to the UNC Board of Governors on
Trends in Access and Student Success.’ As he discusses demographics, the data he uses reflect the UNC
system as a whole. Enrollment of minorities is considered for UNC in total without consideration of the
quality of institution that they are attending. In the video, as Kelly refers to a slide containing the data
found in Table 4, he glosses over all of the race and ethnicity data, stating “demographically, it looks
pretty good except for Latinos/Latinas.”?®® Furthermore, by representing the gap in participation rather

than the under-/overrepresentation, he is underemphasizing small populations and overstating large

ones. For example, he completely ignores the 0.2% gap in representation of American Indians.

17 “Higher Expectations,” (2017); p 15-19

18 “Transcript of Brown v. Board of Education,” (1954), para. 19
19 Kelly, Andrew (9/8/2016) [video] UNC BOG Meeting

2 ibid
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However, because the population of American Indians is so small in North Carolina, this translates to
underrepresentation of 17%. (7, 112!) Conversely, Kelly highlights the 6% gap in male student
enrollment, but because men make up a little over half the population state-wide, this only calculates

out to an 11.8% underrepresentation, a less significant variance than that of American Indians. (20)

Table 4:

2015 Undergraduate North Carolina

In-State Headcount Population (2014): Age

(Under 34) 18-34 Participation Gap
American Indian 1.00% 1.20% -0.2%
Asian 4.20% 2.90% 1.30%
Black 21.90% 22.30% -0.4%
Latino/a 6.10% 11.00% -4.8%
Two or More Races 3.70% 2.30% 1.40%
White 60.50% 56.20% 4.30%
Low Income (under S50K) 40% 49% -10%
Low Income (under $25K) 20% 24% -4%
Rural 30% 38% -8%
Tier 1 County 11% 12% -1%
Tier 2 County 27% 35% -8%
Male 45% | 51% | -6%

Source: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success

Analysis of Demographics at each UNC Institution

Methodology

Demographic inequities in the UNC system become even starker when juxtaposing individual
institutions against one another. To further highlight the disparities, each university’s representation
can be calculated both against the state population, but also in comparison with the demographic make-
up of enrolled students across the UNC system. Also, when reviewing smaller universities or less

common demographics, small variances in enrollment each year can dramatically alter the percent of

21 Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16); “Trends in Access and Success;” and author’s calculations.
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representation. Therefore, to avoid overstating an isolated deviation as a trend, it will be more accurate
to collect the five most recent years of data. For example, at one of the smaller campuses, Elizabeth City
State University, from 2014 to 2015, the percent of American Indians fell 25%, but the following year,
2016, jumped 75% again. However, the headcount of these students was six, four, and six in 2014,
2015, and 2016 respectively.?? 2012-2016 race and ethnicity data was obtained from the UNC Info
Center Interactive Dashboard on Enroliment, with filters for undergraduate, degree-seeking, and in-
state residency.

2012-2016 rural and low-income data was collected from each institution’s Strategic Planning
Dashboard, found on the UNC Strategic Planning Website, as well as at the UNC System level, available
on the same site. All data from the Strategic Planning was listed with the same parameters as the filters
selected for the race/ethnicity figures.?®> The headcount was added over the five-year period, then
calculated as a percent of each institution’s enrollment. Percent of total headcount for each
demographic across the UNC population was also determined by dividing a given campus’s for each
variable by the system equivalent.

These demographic results, percent of system-wide representation and percent of each
institution were then calculated for percent variance (variance x,y = (x-y)/y) with system totals (2012-
2016) and state population data (2017) to determine the percent of under- and overrepresentation
within the context of the UNC student population and North Carolina as a whole.

In contrast to institution-level data, the smallest race/ethnicity represented at the state level
still has hundreds of thousands of residents?*, so yearly fluctuations will not have the same dramatic
effect. Therefore, the most recent year of data, 2017 will suffice, and will also put these demographic

figures in context with the maps discussed at the beginning of this chapter. Additionally, the county tier

22 “UNC InfoCenter and author’s calculations
23 “Strategic Planning” (n.d.)
2442017 Certified County Population Estimates.” (2017)
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designations from 2016 were retained because there is no way to amalgamate these across a multi-year
period, and 2016 is the most recent year of the UNC system data, and also the set of tiers available
when the UNC system strategic plan was written.

As discussed earlier in the chapter, Pell eligibility cannot be calculated for the state-wide
population, so for these tables, data for households earning under $50,000 is substituted. This number
was chosen based upon the low-income definition used by Kelly in his presentation to the UNC Board of
Governors.?®> The results of the demographic calculations for all institutions, the UNC system-wide
results, and state population totals can be found in the appendix. Highlights of these findings are

available in Tables 5-12.

Discussion of Results and UNC Strategic Plan

Returning to the five HBCUs and one NAIU, a disturbing trend arises, not dissimilar from the
graduation data described earlier in this chapter. As may be expected, the five HBCUs have significant
overrepresentation of Black or African American students, greater than 200% in both the UNC system
and by state population. However, they all also have overrepresentation of low-income students as
well, peaking with ECSU’s overrepresentation of Pell eligible students in the UNC System at 84.69%.%¢

Two of the HBCUs, ECSU and FSU also have comparably excessive numbers of rural students as well.?’

25(9/18/16) “Trends in Access and Success”
2 Tables 5-10
27 Tables 5 and 6
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Table 5:

Elizabeth City State University (HBCU)

2012-2016 % of Under/Over
Undergraduate, Under/Over Representation
Degree-Seeking, In- % of UNC Representation by State
State Population representation | in UNC System Population
Black or
African 72.32% 3.57% 221.65% 236.36%
American
Rural (Tier 1 81.36% 2.35% 111.67% 73.48%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 73.70% 2.05% 84.69% 48.31%*
(Pell Eligible)

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017
Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the
Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations
by residency in a household earning less than $50,000

Table 6:

Fayetteville State University (HBCU)

0,
2012-2016 % of % of UNC . Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, Degree- representati Representation Representation by
Seeking, In-State Population on in UNC System State Population

American Indian or Alaska Native 2.56% 7.73% 145.27% 113.68%
Black or African American 65.85% 9.23% 192.90% 206.26%
Rural (Tier 1 and Tier 2) | 85.36% | 7.00% | 12208% | 82.00%
Low-Income (Pell Eligible) | 63.06% | 4.98% | 58.05% | 26.90%*

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates
(2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates;

Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household
earning less than $50,000

Fayetteville State was the only HBCU to also be overrepresented in percent of American Indian

students, both in relation to proportion of UNC enrollment, and also as compared with the state. The

university had more than two and a half times the representative number enrolled with relation to UNC.

This meant they had exceedingly high participation from Black and American Indian students, as well as

both rural and low-income.?®
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Table 7:

North Carolina A&T (HBCU)
2012-2016 % of Under/Over
Undergraduate, % of UNC Under/ngr Representation
. . Representation
Degree-Seeking, In- | representation | . by State
- in UNC System .

State Population Population
Black or
African 84.65% 17.48% 276.01% 293.74%
American
Low-
:’;Z‘I)Ime 66.34% 7.72% 66.04% 33.52%*
Eligible)

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017
Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In
the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s

Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state
populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000

Table 8:
North Carolina Central University (HBCU)
2012-2016 % of e e
Undergraduate, % of UNC R Under/Over Representation by State
Degree-Seeking, In- | representation | . P Population
- in UNC System
State Population
Black or
African 82.87% 12.76% 267.84% 285.43%
American
Low-
'(';Z?Ime 70.41% 6.11% 76.10% 41.69%*
Eligible)

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population

Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Estimates; Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household

earning less than $50,000

36




Table 9:

Winston-Salem State University (HBCU)

2012-2016 % of Under/Over Under/Over
% of UNC . .
Undergraduate, Degree- . Representation Representation by
Seeking, In-State Population P in UNC System State Population
Black or African American 73.72% 9.54% 227.77% 242.87%
Low-Income (Pell Eligible) | 61.23% 4.46% 53.39% 23.22%*

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population
Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household

earning less than $50,000

UNC Pembroke was likewise overrepresented in all four of these categories. Most notably, the
HAIU enrolled more than half of all American Indian students that attended any UNC university from
2012-2016. This is by far the most extreme example identified in this study. The small campus accounts

for only a little over 3% of the UNC student body, leading to an overrepresentation of 1,403%.%°

Table 10:
University of North Carolina at Pembroke (HAIU)
2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, Degree- re roesentation Representation Representation by
Seeking, In-State Population P in UNC System State Population

American Indian or Alaska Native 15.73% 50.66% 1403.37% 1210.66%
Black or African American 35.32% 5.29% 57.02% 64.30%
Rural (Tier 1 and Tier 2) ‘ 77.67% ‘ 6.81% ‘ 101.94% ‘ 65.60%
Low-Income (Pell Eligible) ‘ 57.75% ‘ 4.87% ‘ 44.64% ‘ 16.21%*

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates
(2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates;

Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning

less than $50,000

Conversely, the demographic make-up for the UNC System’s two flagship institutions, UNC-CH

and NCSU, is the reverse of the population found in the HBCUs. UNC-CH and NCSU both have

2 Table 10
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noteworthy gaps in enroliment for American Indian, Black, rural, and low-income students.3* The most
significant underrepresentation for both institutions is that of Black students, which are
underrepresented compared to the state population by 69% and 64% at NCSU and UNC-CH respectively.
Both universities also have a disproportionately large number of Asian students, with 99%
overrepresentation at NCSU and almost 250% over at UNC-CH. Together, the two institutions enroll

44% of all Asian students in the UNC system.3!

Table 11:
North Carolina State University
2012-2016 % of
0 016 % o Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, % of UNC . .
. . Representation in Representation by
Degree-Seeking, In- representation .
. UNC System State Population
State Population
American Indian or Alaska Native | 0.46% 5.70% -56.51% -62.06%
Asian 5.77% 19.29% 47.28% 98.85%
Black or African American 6.64% 3.87% -70.48% -69.10%
Hispanic or Latino 4.35% 10.26% -21.68% -53.70%
Two or More Races 3.33% 13.61% 3.91% 27.97%
White 76.44% 16.42% 25.33% 11.11%
Rural (Tier 1 and Tier 2) | 29.96% | 10.20% | -22.16% | -36.12%
Low-Income (Pell Eligible) | 24.20% | 7.93% | -39.43% | -51.30%*

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates
(2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates;
Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning
less than $50,000

30 Tables 11 and 12
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Table 12:

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

2012-2016 % of
Undergraduate, % of UNC Under/O\{er . Under/O\{er
Degree-Seeking. In- representation Representation in Representation by

Stgate Populat‘?;)n P UNC System State Population
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.55% 4.98% -47.76% -54.41%
Asian 10.05% 24.47% 156.47% 246.40%
Black or African American 7.80% 3.31% -65.35% -63.70%
Hispanic or Latino 6.57% 11.27% 18.11% -30.16%
Two or More Races 3.80% 11.32% 18.65% 46.18%
White 67.75% 10.59% 11.04% -1.52%
Rural (Tier 1 and Tier 2) 27.21% 6.74% -29.33% -41.98%
Low-Income (Pell Eligible) 22.77% 5.43% -43.03% -54.18%*

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates
(2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates;
Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning
less than $50,000

Just as the population data for UNC-CH and NCSU runs counter to that of the HBCUs and HAIU,
so do their funding and graduation rates. UNC-CH’s and NCSU’s graduation rates are the top two in the
system, and well above the system and national averages.3? Their endowments eclipse the rest of the
system with the total between them equaling nearly four times that of the 11 other reported totals
combined.?®* They also have per student appropriations above the system level, and two of the top
three tuition rates.3* As the system’s flagship institutions, the selectivity of their admissions policies may
prove to be challenging hurdles for improving access.

The enrollment statistics are not inherently troubling when considered only in the context of
population. Students clustering in varying demographic make-ups across the state is not the cause for
concern, but rather the corollary evidence that the same historically marginalized cohorts are collecting

at the same set of under-resourced and underperforming UNC colleges, and in addition, also continue to

32 See Figure 6 - Sources: “IPEDS” and “Undergraduate Retention and Graduation Rates,” (2018)

33 “UNC InfoCenter;” “U.S. News Education Rankings — Colleges;” and “Appropriations per Student (FTE), FY 2006-
07 to 2017-18.” (2018)

34 Ibid
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be underrepresented at the system’s wealthier and higher achieving universities.>®> The confluence of
these factors clearly highlights the inequity within the UNC system, and should be addressed more
explicitly in the strategic plan. As discussed earlier, while “Higher Expectations” does fully embrace some
of the disenfranchised students, notably, those from low-income or rural backgrounds, it only vaguely
alludes to Black, Hispanic, and Native American students under blanket statements like, “others who are

736 If the UNC system maintains their focus on only a subset of underserved

underserved for any reason.
students, they risk exacerbating the existing issues. One of the more significant risks is that a majority of
rural or low-income students recruited as a result of the strategic plan will be non-white. If they choose
to attend the same struggling, underfunded institutions as their demographic peers, this could further
widen achievement gaps.

Unfortunately, even those populations specifically targeted by the goals in “Higher
Expectations” won’t see necessarily see a meaningful enrollment increase as a result of this strategic
plan. One particularly resonant example of this is low-income students and UNC-CH. The institution
specific dashboard calls for a 4.2% total increase in low-income enrollments at Chapel Hill over the five
years covered by the plan, an increase of only 140 students.?” At the rate of 4.2% increase per year,
UNC-CH’s population of low-income students would align with the state levels in 2101.3®¢ However, this
calculation assumes that the UNC-CH’s enrollment for all other demographics will remain constant with
no growth, that the state income and population levels won’t vary, and that the university’s goals won’t
change for the next 82 years. All of these are rather unlikely. For a strategic plan titled “Higher

Expectations,” with the first goal stating, “the University of North Carolina’s undergraduate enroliments

and baccalaureate degree recipients will more closely reflect the demographics and growth rate of the

35 “UNC InfoCenter;” “U.S. News Education Rankings — Colleges;” “Appropriations per Student (FTE), FY 2006-07 to
2017-18,” (2018); “IPEDS” and “Undergraduate Retention and Graduation Rates” (2018)

36 “Higher Expectations,” (2017), p. 9

37 “sStrategic Planning.”

38 Author’s calculations
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state by 2021-22,”% this is a very low aim for the system’s premier university. It seems that a world-
class campus filled with thought leaders and academics, and backed by a $2.9 billion endowment,*
could likely find a way to enroll more than 28 additional low-income students each year.

These critiques are not meant to encourage each of UNC’s colleges to strive for homogeneity
with the demographic composition of each of the other 15 campuses. There are a great number of
factors that can influence students in school choice well beyond admittance, including tuition costs,
distance from home and housing options, cultural influences, availability of majors, etc. These will all
ensure that the make-up of each university remains unique. While representation was calculated in the
included data set to illustrate disproportional enroliment of the socio-economic demographics as a
percent of the UNC population, this is not meant to suggest that students should be equally divided by
race, geographic background, or family financials at each of the universities. However, the gaps do not
need to be so large. It is possible to have a more diverse dispersion of representation across the system
without having an identical make-up on all campuses. To achieve this, more aggressive strategic goals
are needed to effect real change, especially for the campuses with the greatest resources, large student
populations, and best student outcomes. These institutions may have greater bandwidth to test pilot
programs that could be scaled system-wide. Additionally, even the most financially constrained and
smallest populations have many options for improvement. A discussion of models and programs that
could be employed at UNC will be included in Chapter 3.

As different innovations are considered, more immediately, to provide relief for struggling
campuses, the UNC Administration may want to pool a portion of the finances between the institutions
and reallocate some amount of funding designated for wealthier, more academically successful

universities to the institutions overrepresenting diverse students. This would give them greater

¥ (2017), p. 9
40 U.S. News Education Rankings — Colleges.
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resources to explore a broad set of options for improving their students’ low completion rates. The
seems especially justifiable given that the UNC System reputation has benefited from integrating
demographic enrollment data from the poorly performing institutions with the higher graduation rates
and more successful student outcomes among the wealthier universities. In combining enrollment,
demographic, and completion data across all UNC intuitions, the System Administration has been
overstating the equity of access to education for the state as a whole, especially with regards to race.
The UNC System is an asset for the state, but it can and should be better utilized to provide fairer access

to the best quality education for students at all campuses, not only the top handful of institutions.
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Chapter 3: Innovative Models

The disparities found in the UNC System will not be easy to address. Part of the challenge is that
the breadth of the disparity expands across all 16 institutions. Another complication is scope; the
inequity encompasses student demographics, institutional resources, and educational outcomes.
Furthermore, the campuses with the most incentive to address the disparities are exactly those with the
least resources to do so. The targeted goals in UNC's strategic plan and institution-specific performance
agreements are not significant enough to dramatically reduce disparities. There are aims for the poorly
performing colleges to raise their graduation rates, but even upon meeting these goals they will still be
behind the rest of the system, and below the national average.! Likewise, there are targets for the
flagships and higher performing institutions to enroll and graduate more low-income and rural students,
but the increases are fairly minimal.?

To make significant gains in equity of access, UNC should review the methods and outcomes of
universities who have successfully grown enroliment for underrepresented populations or seen a
marked improvement in graduation rates, and ideally both. The need to review innovative practices,
and consider the costs and benefits of implementing similar interventions. Arizona State University is
one extreme example of an institution that has been completely redesigned with substantial gains in
access, equity, outcomes, quality, and research productivity.® Arizona State can serve as a case study in

enrollment growth, cost-control, and access.

1 “Strategic Planning” and Chapter 2, Figure 6
2 |bid
3 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)
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Arizona State University: A Case-Study

Arizona State University has become a name synonymous with innovation and enroliment
growth in higher education. They have been first in the “Most Innovative School” ranking by US News
and World Report for the past four years, every year since the category’s inception.* The number of
students educated by Arizona State has risen 40% over the past five years, and the Arizona Board of
Regents looks to add another 21% by 2025.5> On a national level, Arizona State received significant
media coverage for one of their enroliment growth initiatives, a partnership with Starbucks to provide
free education for employees of the coffee house corporation.® They have also recently formed a
similar alliance with ride-sharing giant, Uber.” Beyond enrollment growth, Arizona State is further
innovating around strategic objectives to increase diversity, improve advising, increase online course
offerings, and grow student participation in research activity.?

Driving change at Arizona State University is system president, Michael Crow. He began in this

role in 2002, and under his leadership, the system adopted the charter,

[Arizona State University] is a comprehensive public research university, measured
not by whom it excludes, but by whom it includes and how they succeed; advancing
research and discovery of public value; and assuming fundamental responsibility for

the economic, social, cultural and overall health of the communities it serves.’

Crow is also the chair of the University Innovation Alliance (UIA), a collaboration of 11 institutions
including Arizona State, Georgia State, Michigan State, and University of Texas-Austin. The UlA is

working to grow the number of students earning bachelor’s degrees, with a focus on increasing

4 Faller, M. (9/9/2018)

5 Ryman, A. (9/13/2017)

6 E.g. Perez-Pena, R. (6/16/2014); Howard, C. (04/05/2015); and Sullivan, G (06/16/2014);
7 Faller, M. (11/1/2018)

8 %2017-2019 Arizona State University Five-Year Strategic Plan,” (2017)

9 “Charter,” (n.d.)

44



graduates among low-income, minority, and first-generation students.’® While the University of North
Carolina is not a UIA member, the UIA goals are particularly relevant to UNC'’s strategic plan.

Arizona State offers a comprehensive model that aims to address many of the challenges that
the UNC System is facing. Crow and co-author, William Dabars chronicle the purposeful design of
Arizona State as a model for large public research universities in their book, Designing the New
American University. Their vision includes massively scaling Arizona State by adding students, growing
research expenditures, and incorporating new technology, all while reducing costs and improving
quality.t?

Arizona State’s enrollment growth comes as part of their initiative to accept all qualified state
residents who wish to enroll.}? Crow and Dabars contend that the increase runs contrary to the
selective admissions policies found ever more frequently in higher education. They cite declining
acceptance rates and growing elitism among both public and private institutions, and in response, they
call for the New American University model to instead grow enrollment capacity to meet the demand of
all qualified students. More specifically, they refer to University of California, Berkeley’s admissions
policies of the 1950s and 60s, where students who earned a 3.0 GPA were eligible for enroliment.?
They contrast this with Berkeley’s current average GPA for incoming freshmen, a weighted 4.37.2* Scale
is an essential part of the New American University model. Easing admissions requirements increases
enrollment. A larger student body produces greater scale and impact. However, the costs do not
increase linearly as the population grows. Some of the university costs are fixed and see no growth with
added enrollment. Technology and reorganization has also increased efficiencies, adding capacity and

scale without sacrificing quality. As a result, the growth in number of students has been accompanied

10 Crow, et.al. (n.d.)

11(2015)

2 |bid

13 Douglass, J. (2007) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

1 University of the California Office of the President (n.d.) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)
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with a reduction in per-student cost. A further benefit of more inclusionary enrollment policies is that
enrollment growth at Arizona State has been accompanied by a disproportionately high increase in the
number of historically underrepresented minority and low-income students.®

The New American University model is not without its critics. Crow and Dabars fully
acknowledge the challenges for non-elite universities, including preconceptions questioning potential
for quality education and student success in institutions with less selective admissions criteria. This
sentiment echoes the concerns raised by Alex Contarino of the Pope Center for Higher Education Policy,
as previously discussed in chapter 1. 1® Nevertheless, Crow and Dabars include a significant amount of
data showing that Arizona State has not only simultaneously grown enrollment and significantly
increased diversity with more inclusive admissions policies, but that the growth has been accompanied
by an even greater increase in degree attainment. The authors further rebut questions on quality by
citing their university as one of the top 3 producers of Fulbright Scholars in the US,* and additionally
noting a long list of accolades awarded to Arizona State faculty, including Nobel Prizes, appointments to
the National Academies, and Royal Society Fellowship awards.®

Crow and Dabars continue their focus on quality by specifying how Arizona State maintains
academic standards through “unique and differentiated research and learning environments” which
provide students with a customized education suited to their interests and background.'® Students can
direct their studies towards theory and research or take a more pragmatic approach through
experiential learning. The focus on the students as individuals is continued in-class with content that is

delivered using the latest technology. Courses are thoughtfully designed to be interactive while

15 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

16 Contarino, A. (2016)

17 “Top Producing Institutions Fulbright U.S. Student Program, 2013-2014.” (n.d.) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars,
W. (2015)

18 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

¥ bid, p. 273
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simultaneously adapting to the needs of diverse learning styles. The authors report improved learning
outcomes from blended classes over traditional methods.?

Educating more students, hiring and maintaining world-class research faculty, and developing or
licensing new technologies to improve student success are often expensive endeavors. Yet Arizona
State has continued to thrive despite these expenses, and with the added burden of per student
appropriations being cut in half during the recession.?! One source of revenue for the university system,
and an essential component of the New American University model, is entrepreneurship. This includes
licensing intellectual property, launching start-ups, and forming collaborations with business, industry,
and government.?? Accordingly, the greater research expenditures have translated into significantly
increased funding for the university. Improved efficiency has also aided Arizona State in their research
productivity.?® The size of the faculty at Arizona State has not grown significantly, yet there has been an
indisputable increase in research output. Instead of adding researchers, the university has reorganized
their departments and schools to form transdisciplinary units which are better positioned to leverage
the expertise and encourage collaboration, communication, and innovation among faculty.?

In addition to funding brought in by research and entrepreneurship, Crow and Dabars also detail
how Arizona State has utilized other revenue streams to support the university’s initiatives. One
example utilizes the efforts for enrollment growth to provide greater access for low-income students.
The university has transitioned from a “model of low-tuition/low-access to a moderate-tuition/high-
access approach.”® For the students who come from low-income families, there are scholarship

programs that cover the increased costs of attendance, leaving students with very little or no debt upon

20(2015)

21 Oliff, P. et.al. (2013) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)
22 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

2 |bid

2 |bid

% |bid, p. 258
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graduation. Most notably, the President Barak Obamas Scholars Program has helped the number of
students with high-financial need triple at Arizona State.?®

Arizona State has also invested heavily in technology. An array of digital tools aid in course
content delivery, advising, registration, and efficiency.?” The university’s eAdvisor system helps students
choose majors and select courses that count towards their degree. It also helps the Registrar track
which classes are needed, and by how many students, allowing Arizona State to schedule courses with
the appropriate number of seats available. The result is faster progress towards graduation for the
students, reduced administrative burden, and cost savings for both.?® Academic success is further
enhanced with adaptive classroom technology that provides professors with real-time feedback on how
well each student is grasping concepts covered in class.? In addition to better utilizing technology on-
campus, Arizona State is putting significant resources into developing online coursework. Fully online
programs provide some of the greatest opportunity for savings through scale; the cost per student falls
as the enrollment grows, reducing costs while maintaining quality, and offering access and greater
flexibility to a large number of students.?® The online content also enables the university to explore
more unique partnerships like those with Starbucks and Uber, which then further increase the scale.

As Crow and Dabars discuss industry collaborations in research and innovation, they address
critics who raise concerns that partnerships with private enterprise or government can result in undue
influence over the university or lead to biased research.3! The authors refute such appraisals and
discuss how academia needs enterprise to launch innovations as both a means of public good and as a

valuable source of funding. Yet this debate has continued to follow Arizona State, gaining further

26 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

27 Phillips, E. (2013) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

28 |bid

2% Kolowich, S. (1/25/2013) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

30 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

31 press, E. and Washburn, J. (2000) as cited by Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

48



attention in the last year. A 2018 Washington Post article details how a gift from the conservative
Charles Koch Foundation to the university paved way for partisan interference from the Arizona
Assembly.32 Matthew Garcia was formerly faculty at Arizona State, and the director of the School of
Historical, Philosophical, and Religious Studies. He describes how the Koch gift was earmarked to create
the Center for Study of Economic Liberty and the Center for Political Thought and Leadership, and how
these new centers were then absorbed into an investment from the Arizona State Legislature that
created the School of Civic and Economic Thought and Leadership. Garcia accuses Crow of aligning with
the conservative legislators, forgoing typical faculty governance and involvement, and instead choosing
to hire professors for the new school based solely on their conservative political ideology.>®* Arizona
State released a statement, also published in the article, refuting Garcia’s claims. The statement claims
that the School of Civic and Economic Thought Leadership did involve thorough evaluation and
discussion among the faculty before it was established, and while it did absorb the center created with
funding from the Charles Koch Foundation, the new school does not get any money from either the
Foundation or the Koch brothers.3* It is almost inconsequential whether Garcia’s claims are true, or
conversely, if Arizona State’s assertion that the new school includes a diverse set of perspectives is
correct instead. By accepting funding from conservative donors, followed by a special appropriation
from a conservative legislature, Arizona State is now vulnerable to allegations that any subsequent
research or coursework will be biased and partisan in nature, losing the perception of impartiality.
However, this is not to say that universities should not accept gifts from wealthy donors or large sums
from a partisan state assembly. Rather, in the model laid out by Crow and Dabars, universities will need

to be prepared for increased scrutiny and the resulting optics that could come along with such funding.

32 Strauss, V. (04/22/2018)
33 |bid
34 1bid
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While the New American University does provide a lot of promise as a model, it should be
approached with a certain amount of skepticism. The authors do utilize a significant amount of data to
show improved access and outcomes, but these figures are from the university’s redesign phase from
2003-2012.3°> This means that the figures cited are too early to include much of the online strategy
covered at length by Crow and Dabars. While the online component is an important part of scaling the
Arizona State Model and reducing costs, the outcomes weren’t yet observable when their work was
published in 2015. As an example, to-date; it is still too early to fully assess the outcomes of the
Starbucks agreement. While enrollment and retention could be reviewed, only one class has finished
four years. For that first cohort, their 6-year graduation rates won’t be available until 2020.3¢

Christopher Newfield, a professor at University of California, Santa Barbara also offers some fair
critiques in his review of Crow’s and Dabars’s work. He notes that the design of the “New American
University” is not actually all that novel.’” He remarks on the similarity between Arizona State’s
structure and that of all large public research universities. He does acknowledge one defining feature
that differentiates Arizona State from the public research peers, their anti-elitist identity.3® A more
inclusive set of policies, especially those pertaining to admissions does indicate that Arizona State’s
model could be useful for solving the inequities of access currently challenging the UNC System.
However, the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and North Carolina State University are already
large public research universities, and this redundancy limits the ways that New American University

model could be applied at UNC.

35 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)

36 The Arizona State — Starbucks agreement began in 2014: Perez-Pena, R. (6/16/2014); Howard, C. (04/05/2015);
and Sullivan, G (06/16/2014)

37 Newfield, C. (2015)

38 |bid

50



Applicability of Arizona State and other Models for UNC

Arizona State University is a very different set of institutions than those that comprise the
University of North Carolina. Arizona State is made up five campuses clustered in metropolitan Phoenix
and a sixth cohort of exclusively online students,*® while UNC is 16 universities and one high school
spread widely across the state.*® Arizona State’s enrollment surpassed 100,000 for the first time in
2017,* but the UNC System enrolled more than twice as many that same year*? . In Designing the New
American University, Crow and Dabars chronicle the purposeful transformation of Arizona State into a
top public research university, yet research expenditures for only the UNC-Chapel Hill campus already
greatly eclipse the total for all of Arizona State after their redesign.®® Because of these differences,
Arizona State as a model needs to be examined more closely to see how it could be applied at UNC.

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, Arizona State has been growing enrollment for a diverse set
of students, including those from low-income backgrounds, while simultaneously improving outcomes.
However, reviewing the most recent data in more specific detail shows some discrepancies that may
have impact upon the how the model could help meet UNC's strategic goals.

While a significant increase in all enroliment and total undergraduate enrollment is observed,
the numbers for in-state, undergraduate students attending one of the metropolitan campuses have
remained mostly stagnant, and even fallen slightly.** This indicates that much of the enrollment growth
is online. Unfortunately, the Arizona State website does not include the residency of online students, so

it is unclear how much of the enrollment growth is coming from in-state. However, large collaborations

39 42017-2019 Arizona State University Five-Year Strategic Plan.” (2017) and “Enrollment Trends by Campus of
Major.” (n.d.)

40 “Oyr 17 Campuses” (n.d.)

41 Ryman, A. (09/13/2017)

42 “UNC InfoCenter”

43 “Ranking by Total R&D Expenditures.” (n.d.)

4 “Enrollment Trends by Campus of Major.” (n.d.)
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with national corporations like the partnership with Starbucks could indicate that a significant portion of
online students are coming from outside Arizona.

Figure 1:

Arizona State University Enrollment
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Source: “Enrollment Trends by Campus of Major.” (n.d.)

Even if a large percent of Arizona State’s online cohort does not have in-state residency, this
does not negate the application of the model for UNC, despite the latter’s strategic focus on in-state
students. Residency is somewhat irrelevant for online programs because they can be taken from
anywhere. Therefore, this could prove to be a useful tool for enrolling rural students in counties
underserved by the current UNC campuses, and thereby contributing to the system’s strategic goals on
access. Before launching internet-based coursework, UNC will need to consider the market demand.
Scale is a key component of the Arizona State model, especially as it pertains to developing online
course content.* UNC will need to investigate if they would be able to recruit enough online enrollees
to drive down the costs per student. If the national market is already saturated with sufficiently similar

programs in size and scope, like Arizona State, then developing online coursework for a small cohort

45 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015)
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might be prohibitively expensive. Additionally, the UNC System will also need to conduct market
research to determine if rural students in North Carolina would have interest in a remote program. If
one of the key reasons to develop online content is to provide access for students in underserved
counties, then it will be important to determine if those students would make use of the option.

UNC might consider incorporating another model with online coursework to better serve rural
students. The Northern Pennsylvania Regional College (NPRC) is a unique collaboration bringing
education to rural students in the communities in which they live and work.*® The NPRC consists of
several regional hubs and a large collection of spaces leased from community centers, libraries, and high
schools after regular business hours.*” The classes are live, interactive video conferences across the
nine-county area with clusters of five to eight students attending at each of two or three locations. #
NPRC’s unique blend of online content and in-person delivery further joins participation with
neighboring students in the most geographically convenient setting. Live participation with local
classmates fosters a connection with their peers, yet simultaneously keeps rural students in the
convenience of their home counties. The program is particularly well-suited for scale. Once the
curriculum is developed, it will be just as easy to connect with 10 locations as with three. Students
attending class together would have the opportunity form study groups and social networks, benefits
usually reserved for those on-campus. After the curriculum is developed, the costs should remain fairly
low. There would be some minor administrative work required to secure class space, but even this
could potentially be crowd-sourced to the students enrolled. They could be surveyed for classroom
suggestions, thereby utilizing their local knowledge and connections.

Meeting students in their home communities is not a new concept for UNC. The University of

North Carolina at Chapel Hill is the headquarters for the National College Advising Corps, an innovative

46 Kim, A (September-October, 2018)
47 Ibid
48 “Frequently Asked Questions” (n.d.)
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program that places well-trained, recent college graduates as counselors in underserved high schools.
The advisers help low-income, underrepresented, and first-generation students navigate college
applications, test preparation, and financial aid.** The College Advising Corps is one of the UNC System’s
initiatives that is best positioned to help meet goals on access for low-income and rural students, as well
as potentially address some of the issues on equity of access identified in Chapter 2. An article in The
Atlantic detailing chronic understaffing of high-school guidance counselors describes one poignant
example of the impact the College Advising Corps can have on the schools they serve. “In New York City
this past year, College Advising Corps placed 24 advisers in 21 schools, serving over 6,000 students. On
average, college enrollment at these schools grew by 35% over two years.”>°

If UNC is to consider starting an expansive online program like Arizona State’s, or a community-
based program like the Northern Pennsylvania Regional University, then partnering with the College
Advising Corps would be vital to ensuring that those programs supply the greatest benefit possible to
the underserved students of North Carolina. The Advising Corps counselors could be utilized to help
disseminate information about new opportunities from UNC that provide flexible access to higher
education for students where they are. This could prove appealing for those in rural communities, and
also to low-income students concerned with the costs of either moving on-campus or the added time
and expense that comes with commuting. The flexibility of online or community-based programs may
also increase access for non-traditional students with jobs or children that make an on-campus
bachelor’s degree less feasible.

UNC would further serve remote students by creating a program mirroring the College Advising
Corps that gives guidance to students at the end of their college careers, aiding them in career

counseling, resume review, mock interviews, and the impending job search. Students who found

4 Murphy, J. (2016) and “About Us.” (n.d.)
50 Murphy, J (2016), para. 12
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success earning their degrees from a distance could benefit from jobs that allowed them to work
remotely, too. A growing number of employees are working off-site; a Gallup poll discovered that 31%
of Americans work remotely 80-100% of the time.>* UNC could leverage career counselors to engage
with companies all across the country who recruit for bachelor’s level remote workers. This would
simultaneously silence critiques that enrollment growth at UNC has outpaced economic demand in the
state,”? and also help the system meet another set of goals in the strategic plan — those found under
Economic Impact and Community Engagement.

While online and community-based programs provide models for UNC’s aims concerning access,
they are less useful in addressing North Carolina’s struggling institutions and achievement gaps. Arizona
State again has guidance for the UNC system. In Designing the New American University, Crow and
Dabars cite a 68% increase in degree production during the university’s redesign from 2002-2013. They
discuss technology like eAdvisor which maintains students in making progress towards their degree, and
adaptive-learning technologies to engage students in-class.>® Georgia State has employed both of these
types of digital tools with similarly impressive results. Between 2003 and 2017, their six-year graduation
rate rose almost identically to Arizona, increasing by 69%.>> Georgia State is particularly relevant to
Elizabeth City State University, Fayetteville State University, North Carolina Central University, North
Carolina A&T, and Winston-Salem State University - UNC’s five Historically Black Colleges and
Universities, as well as University of Carolina at Pembroke, the one Historically American Indian

University. Georgia State has attained these achievement gains in a student population similar to those
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of the aforementioned UNC schools. Georgia State’s demographics are 60% non-white, 58% low-
income, and 33% first generation.>®

Georgia State has further expanded on the model put forth by Arizona State. They take
predictive analytics like those used in eAdvisor, and couple it with the individual contact and quick
response of professional advisers.>” The advisers review alerts and immediately reach out to at-risk
students on topics ranging from unsatisfactory quiz grades to suggestions for changing majors.”® Ina
single year, Georgia State advisors held 52,000 meetings with their advisees, sent emails warning when
the students were performing poorly, and shared congratulations when they did well.>® While the high-
touch approach does come with additional costs, Georgia State has seen a productive return on their
investment through greater retention.®® The university has also enacted some low-cost solutions with
positive results. Lacking the resources for professional tutors, they have hired their own high-
performing undergraduates to sit-in on courses they have previously taken in order to offer weekly
tutoring sessions.®! For struggling low-income students, Georgia State has instituted microgrants,
available to help with unpaid tuition and fees. These emergency funds keep students enrolled and on-
track for timely graduation, even in the face of unexpected financial difficulties.®?

The University of North Carolina does have its own pockets of innovation, but the initiatives
either need to be scaled across the system or combined with other programs to yield the levels of
achievement gains modeled by Arizona State and Georgia State. Winston-Salem State has developed

Purposeful Pathways, a restructured combination of advising and clear curriculum plans that have
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reduced unnecessary credit hours and improved time-to-degree.®® Fayetteville State has launched
BroncoConnect, an online tool for faculty and advisors to engage with their students, and for students to
find campus resources and coordinate their academic activities. ®* UNC Greensboro has generated
student engagement, higher grades, and greater enrollment capacity from classes redesigned through
their CRAFT Project, which combines a flipped classroom strategy with team-based learning.®> While all
of these programs echo tools utilized in the New American University model, they are more than a
decade behind on implementation and cloistered within a single UNC campus. To see more rapid
improvement, the administration could be scaling these efforts system-wide by facilitating better

coordination and communication between campuses.

63 “Higher Expectations.” (2017)
64 “Higher Expectations.” 2017
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Conclusion

The University of North Carolina System lays out a number of priorities in their strategic plan,
“Higher Expectations.” The first part of the plan centers on “Access,” with specific goals on increasing
enrollment and graduation rates among low-income and rural students, as well as more general
aspirations of transitioning more students from high-school and community colleges into the UNC
System.! The goals pertaining to access are problematic for a variety of reasons. Most notably, the
system fails to address the unequal distribution of minority, rural, and low-income students across the
system, and the poor performance of the institutions in which they are more highly represented. Failing
to acknowledge this means that while access may be increased, equity of access will remain unequal.
Further compounding the inequity, institution-specific goals for access at the higher-performing
institutions are insufficient to yield any significant change. As highlighted in chapter 2, an example of
this is UNC at Chapel Hill’s goal for increasing enrollment of low-income students, which seeks to grow
by only an average of 28 additional Pell eligible students per year.?

Improving graduation rates has the potential to reduce the inequity of access, but only if the
lower-achieving schools were to make significant gains in degree attainment. While UNC does have
goals for increasing graduation rates under “Student Success,” they are again unremarkable.
Fayetteville State University (FSU) is a notable case in point. As previously discussed, FSU has the lowest
graduation rate in the system at 32%.3 FSU’s performance agreement calls for an increase of 7.1%,
which would still leave it well below the national average of 59%, and at less than half the rate of UNC-
CH.* UNC needs to strive for more dramatic increases in completion rates at the poorly performing

campuses if they are going to address any of the inequalities in the system.

1 “Higher Expectations.” (2017)

2 “Strategic Planning.” (n.d.)

3 |PEDS (n.d.)

4 FSU’s increase as reported on the institution specific agreement found under “Strategic Planning.” (n.d.) refers to
five-year graduation rates. However, the FSU an UNC-CH reviewed from IPEDS, and the national numbers from
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At the same time, it is also important to recognize that growing enrollment and producing more
degrees does come with risks. Critics worry that unqualified students will be admitted, and that these
students will be unable to succeed.”> Additionally, there is concern that the economy will not support a
greater number of graduates, resulting in subsequent underemployment. Furthermore, a larger student
population could require additional funding. These funds would either need to be covered by increased
tuition rates or larger student appropriations from the state.®

Yet, the low rates of enrollment and degree attainment for North Carolina’s rural, Pell eligible,
African American, American Indian, and Latino students imparts a definitive need for expanding access.’
Arizona State’s model suggests that growing enrollment and improving student outcomes can be
managed while simultaneously controlling costs and maintaining quality.® Scale, technology, and
research enterprise are all essential to this process.’

UNC has also attempted to mitigate some of the risks associated with increasing admissions
through the goals stated under “Economic Impact and Community Engagement.” By focusing on growth
in health science, education, and STEM majors, the system hopes to produce skilled labor for the fields
with the greatest opportunity for graduates.'® The aims in this section continue with targets for growth
in research productivity,’* which has been shown by Arizona State to help defray the costs of educating
more students.*?

However, applying Arizona State’s model to the UNC system raises an important question on

implementation. For Arizona State, one of the ways quality in education is maintained despite massive

“Undergraduate Retention and Graduation Rates.” (2018) are all six-year/150% of normal time data. The
conclusions drawn are from adding the same 7.1% increase on to FSU’s six-year rate.
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growth is by the caliber of faculty attracted and retained through the university’s research enterprise.
For UNC, would this mean that all six of the poorly performing institutions should begin rapidly
expanding their research efforts? This seems unlikely as the North Carolina system already has two of
the top public research universities in the country, and the six struggling campuses would need to
compete for faculty, grants, and new ventures against not only each other, but against UNC-CH and
NCSU as well, and without the benefit of their sterling reputation. Furthermore, considering only the six
lowest achieving UNC institutions ignores eight other universities in the system that are neither as low
performing as the aforementioned struggling colleges, nor as highly achieving as UNC-CH and NCSU.
These middling universities also have room for improvement, and some of them may be better suited to
growing their research enterprises than the bottom six.

The University of North Carolina is better positioned to achieve the gains in growth and
improved outcomes seen at Arizona State if they instead consider the potential of each campus as it can
contribute to the system as a whole. Considering the disparate UNC institutions as a part of a larger
whole aligns nicely with the system’s aspirations described in “Higher Expectations” under the header of
“Excellent and Diverse Institutions.” Here, the UNC system seeks to identify the academic area in which
each of the 16 colleges uniquely excels, and subsequently strengthen and grow their capabilities in that
discipline. The strategy concludes “higher education should have a mix of distinct missions and
opportunities for students with all manner of interests, needs, and goals.”*?

An obstacle to achieving this goal is that UNC lacks proposals for sharing resources among
campuses in their strategic plan. They must develop methods to dispense gains across the system,
which will require coordination, cooperation, and communication between institutions. If the system
hopes to benefit from scale as Arizona State has, then the universities with increasing funds from

research enterprise need to support those growing enrollment and access or improving outcomes. As

13 “Higher Expectations.” (2017) p. 34
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an example, additional monies from research could be used to fund scholarship programs like Arizona
State’s President Barak Obama Scholars Program, which provides financial aid to in-state students from
low-income backgrounds.* To maximize the impact for UNC, a scholarship needs to be provided
system-wide rather than supporting only the university whose research revenue funds the program.
The wealthier institutions like UNC-CH and NCSU may resist such initiatives by arguing that their
resources should provide the greatest benefit to their own students. However, unless Chapel Hill and
NC State are prepared to significantly increase admittance of low-income, rural, and underrepresented
minority students, then the UNC system administration must act in the best interests of the state. This
may mean that as the research enterprises continue to grow at the flagships, the resulting increased
revenues need to be reallocated to the poorer institutions, at least for a time. As the reputation and
capacity of those poorer institutions improves, there may be opportunities for them to engage in more
enterprise of their own, and begin sustainably increasing their own revenue streams.

Likewise, technology needs to be uniformly utilized across the system. The cost of development
or licensing could be supported by the wealthier institutions, but the resource should then be made
available throughout all of UNC. As demonstrated by both Arizona State and Georgia State, technology
is essential to both improving outcomes and maintaining quality.”® In pursuit of quality, technology can
also aid in the sharing of another important resource across campuses: faculty. As professors develop
recorded lecture materials for any blended learning, flipped classroom, or fully online coursework at
their home institution, it would not add any further expense or effort for these to be viewed by students
across the state. While discussion sections and in-class activities would still need to be led by a
professor on-site, if UNC’'s most renowned scholars are clustered at the flagship campuses, then

recorded material provides a way for students on all campuses to benefit from their expertise. There is
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also opportunity for faculty who prefer to teach through traditional lectures in classrooms on-campus to
provide similar value. They can allow recording if the classrooms are properly equipped with cameras
and microphones. Even if the videos aren’t used to replace courses at other institutions, the lecture
topics could still be catalogued and made available to students as a supplemental resource.

In addition to aiding with quality, developing online or remote coursework can help the UNC
system with its goals pertaining to access. As modeled by Arizona State and the Northern Pennsylvania
Regional College, distance learning can provide flexible access to higher education for rural, low-income,
or non-traditional students.’® Returning to the risks identified with increasing enrollment, the potential
for lack of opportunities post-graduation is especially relevant to this cohort. In North Carolina, rural
counties have higher unemployment rates than their more populous counterparts.!” Low-income
students may not be able to depend on families for support upon graduation, and non-traditional
students may be supporting families of their own. Finding employment after earning their bachelor’s
degree will be important for all of these students. A growing number of employees are working
remotely across the US.2® It logically follows that students who successfully earn a degree through
online or distance education could then be well-equipped with skills necessary to succeed in a remote
work position as well. UNC should pursue relationships with employers recruiting for remote work; the
efforts would both improve outcomes for their students, and also provide further economic impact for
North Carolina by bringing jobs into the state. Goals and metrics for online education and distance

employment opportunities would improve UNC’s current strategic plan.

16 Crow, M. and Dabars, W. (2015) and Kim, A. (September — October, 2018)

17 The UNC system defines rural students as those residing in Tier 1 and 2 counties as determined by the NC
Department of Commerce. “Higher Expectations.” (2017) For further details, see Table 1, Chapter 2 for correlation
between County Tiers and Unemployment. See Table 2, Chapter 2 to see the unemployment rate averaged for
counties within each tier.

18 Chokshi, N. (02/15/2017)
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The University of North Carolina’s goals found within “Higher Expectations” do not go far
enough to address the challenges identified by the plan. Many of the aims are too low or too narrow in
scope to see a significant improvement across the system. A majority of innovations that are cited in
the plan remain relegated to a single campus, when broad application could yield benefits and reduce
costs state-wide. Resources need to be better shared between institutions. As the UNC System
transitions to new leadership after the departure of former President Margaret Spellings, her successor
has the opportunity to build upon the initiatives in current strategic plan, better leverage the system’s

assets, and utilize lessons learned from successful models.
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

North Carolina

Population UNC System ASU
2012-2016 % of 2012-2016 % of Under/Over
. % of State Undergraduate, Under/Oyer Undergraduate, % of UNC Under/Ove.r Representation
Race/Ethnicity . Count . Representation by Count . . Representation
Population Degree-Seeking, In- . Degree-Seeking, In- representation . by State
- State Population > in UNC System .
State Population State Population Population
ﬁ:n;!gs: ,'\lna‘i'“a/z 1.20% 7,986 1.05% 12.75% 175 0.24% 2.19% -77.20% -80.10%
Asian 2.90% 29,869 3.92% 35.04% 1,244 1.70% 4.16% -56.66% -41.45%
B'a;':n‘:ri/g:a" 21.50% 171,724 22.51% 4.72% 2,298 3.14% 1.34% -86.07% -85.41%
H'i‘::;'gm 9.40% 42,388 5.56% -40.88% 3,125 4.27% 7.37% -23.28% -54.63%
Native Hawaiian
or Other Pacific 0.10% 728 0.10% -4.55% 59 0.08% 8.10% 15.67% -19.47%
Islander
Raﬁi/kE:L‘w:ty 3.00% 18,240 2.39% -20.29% 1,283 1.75% 7.03% -26.81% -41.63%
TWORZEZC’re 2.60% 24,427 3.20% 23.18% 1,962 2.68% 8.03% -16.42% 2.99%
White 68.80% 465,275 61.00% 11.33% 63,115 86.14% 13.57% 41.16% 25.21%
R“raIT(iTe 're;)l and 46.90% 293,596 38.49% -17.92% 26,324 35.93% 8.97% -6.70% -23.39%
(L:e"l‘;"ETicg?g; 49.69% 304,766 39.96% -19.59% 21,358 29.15% 7.01% -27.08% -41.34%
Total 762,719 73,269 9.61%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:
2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

ECU ECSU
- 0, _ [)
2012-2016 % of Under/Over 2012-2016 % of Under/Over
Undergraduate, Under/Over ] Undergraduate, Under/Over .
. . % of UNC . Representation . % of UNC . Representation
Race/Ethnicity Count Degree-Seeking, . Representation Count Degree-Seeking, ; Representation
In-State representation in UNC Svstemn by State In-State representation in UNC Svstern by State
. y Population . y Population
Population Population
American
Indian or 600 0.64% 7.51% -38.77% -46.56% 39 0.46% 0.49% -56.00% -61.67%
Alaska Native
Asian 2,734 2.92% 9.15% -25.40% 0.76% 28 0.33% 0.09% -91.55% -88.61%
Black or
African 15,720 16.80% 9.15% -25.39% -21.85% 6,131 72.32% 3.57% 221.65% 236.36%
American
HISLZat?,:gor 5,216 5.57% 12.31% 0.29% -40.69% 111 1.31% 0.26% -76.41% -86.07%
Native
Hawaiian or | 4, 0.12% 15.11% 23.14% 17.57% 4 0.05% 0.55% -50.50% -52.82%
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity
Unknown 2,089 2.23% 11.45% -6.66% -25.57% 772 9.11% 4.23% 281.30% 203.53%
TWORZEZC’re 2,835 3.03% 11.61% -5.41% 16.54% 53 0.63% 0.22% -80.45% -75.96%
White 64,112 68.52% 13.78% 12.30% -0.40% 1,337 15.77% 0.29% -74.11% -77.08%
Rural (Tier 1
and Tier 2) 49,561 52.97% 16.88% 37.58% 12.95% 6,898 81.36% 2.35% 111.67% 73.48%
Low-Income | 55 99 37.51% 11.51% -6.16% 24.52% 6,248 73.70% 2.05% 84.69% 48.31%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 93,561 12.27% 8,478 1.11%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:
2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

FSU NCA&T
2012-2016 % of Under/Over 2012-2016 % of Under/Over
Undergraduate, o Under/Over ) Undergraduate, Under/Over .
] % of UNC . Representation ] % of UNC . Representation
- Count Degree-Seeking, ] Representation Count Degree-Seeking, . Representation
Race/Ethnicity representation | . by State representation . by State
In-State in UNC System . In-State in UNC System .
. Population . Population
Population Population
American
Indian or 617 2.56% 7.73% 145.27% 113.68% 129 0.36% 1.62% -65.26% -69.69%
Alaska Native
Asian 305 1.27% 1.02% -67.58% -56.29% 306 0.86% 1.02% -77.97% -70.25%
Black or
African 15,844 65.85% 9.23% 192.90% 206.26% 30,025 84.65% 17.48% 276.01% 293.74%
American
Hispanic or 1,475 6.13% 3.48% 10.47% -34.79% 925 2.61% 2.18% -53.07% -72.26%
Latino
Native
Hawaiian or 39 0.16% 5.36% 70.07% 62.08% 12 0.03% 1.65% -64.55% -66.17%
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 1,384 5.75% 7.59% 140.88% 91.73% 1,133 3.19% 6.21% 33.58% 6.48%
Unknown
Two or More 101 0.42% 0.41% -86.87% -83.86% 959 2.70% 3.93% -15.57% 3.99%
Races
White 4,290 17.83% 0.92% -70.73% -74.09% 1,921 5.42% 0.41% -91.12% -92.13%
Rural (Tier 1 20,539 85.36% 7.00% 122.08% 82.00% 12,151 34.26% 4.14% -11.00% -26.95%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 15,173 63.06% 4.98% 58.05% 26.90% 23,531 66.34% 7.72% 66.04% 33.52%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 24,062 3.15% 35,468 4.65%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:
2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

FSU NCA&T
2012-2016 % of Under/Over 2012-2016 % of Under/Over
Undergraduate, o Under/Over ) Undergraduate, Under/Over .
] % of UNC . Representation ] % of UNC . Representation
- Count Degree-Seeking, ] Representation Count Degree-Seeking, . Representation
Race/Ethnicity representation | . by State representation . by State
In-State in UNC System . In-State in UNC System .
. Population . Population
Population Population
American
Indian or 617 2.56% 7.73% 145.27% 113.68% 129 0.36% 1.62% -65.26% -69.69%
Alaska Native
Asian 305 1.27% 1.02% -67.58% -56.29% 306 0.86% 1.02% -77.97% -70.25%
Black or
African 15,844 65.85% 9.23% 192.90% 206.26% 30,025 84.65% 17.48% 276.01% 293.74%
American
Hispanic or 1,475 6.13% 3.48% 10.47% -34.79% 925 2.61% 2.18% -53.07% -72.26%
Latino
Native
Hawaiian or 39 0.16% 5.36% 70.07% 62.08% 12 0.03% 1.65% -64.55% -66.17%
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 1,384 5.75% 7.59% 140.88% 91.73% 1,133 3.19% 6.21% 33.58% 6.48%
Unknown
Two or More 101 0.42% 0.41% -86.87% -83.86% 959 2.70% 3.93% -15.57% 3.99%
Races
White 4,290 17.83% 0.92% -70.73% -74.09% 1,921 5.42% 0.41% -91.12% -92.13%
Rural (Tier 1 20,539 85.36% 7.00% 122.08% 82.00% 12,151 34.26% 4.14% -11.00% -26.95%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 15,173 63.06% 4.98% 58.05% 26.90% 23,531 66.34% 7.72% 66.04% 33.52%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 24,062 3.15% 35,468 4.65%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:
2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

NCCU NCSU
Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, representation | Representation | Representation Undergraduate, representation Representation Representation
Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State
Race/Ethnicity In-State Population In-State Population
Population Population
American 101 0.38% 1.26% -63.55% -68.18% 455 0.46% 5.70% -56.51% -62.06%
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian 291 1.10% 0.97% -71.92% -62.06% 5,763 5.77% 19.29% 47.28% 98.85%
Black or 21,919 82.87% 12.76% 267.84% 285.43% 6,640 6.64% 3.87% -70.48% -69.10%
African
American
Hispanic or 803 3.04% 1.89% -45.41% -67.70% 4,349 4.35% 10.26% -21.68% -53.70%
Latino
Native 6 0.02% 0.82% -76.25% -77.32% 54 0.05% 7.42% -43.38% -45.96%
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 657 2.48% 3.60% 3.80% -17.21% 2,090 2.09% 11.46% -12.53% -30.29%
Unknown
Two or More 973 3.68% 3.98% 14.79% 41.48% 3,325 3.33% 13.61% 3.91% 27.97%
Races
White 1,700 6.43% 0.37% -89.47% -90.66% 76,391 76.44% 16.42% 25.33% 11.11%
Rural (Tier 1 8,609 32.55% 2.93% -15.50% -30.60% 29,940 29.96% 10.20% -22.16% -36.12%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 18,623 70.41% 6.11% 76.10% 41.69% 24,183 24.20% 7.93% -39.43% -51.30%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 26,451 3.47% 99,935 13.10%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:
2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

UNCA UNC-CH
Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, representation | Representation | Representation Undergraduate, representation Representation Representation
Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State
Race/Ethnicity In-State Population In-State Population
Population Population
American 62 0.41% 0.78% -60.59% -65.56% 398 0.55% 4.98% -47.76% -54.41%
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian 243 1.62% 0.81% -58.70% -44.14% 7,308 10.05% 24.47% 156.47% 246.40%
Black or 518 3.45% 0.30% -84.69% -83.94% 5,677 7.80% 3.31% -65.35% -63.70%
African
American
Hispanic or 709 4.73% 1.67% -15.09% -49.72% 4,776 6.57% 11.27% 18.11% -30.16%
Latino
Native 10 0.07% 1.37% -30.27% -33.34% 84 0.12% 11.54% 20.95% 15.47%
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 541 3.61% 2.97% 50.56% 20.21% 2,018 2.77% 11.06% 15.97% -7.53%
Unknown
Two or More 530 3.53% 2.17% 10.14% 35.89% 2,765 3.80% 11.32% 18.65% 46.18%
Races
White 12,378 82.51% 2.66% 35.04% 19.93% 49,288 67.75% 10.59% 11.04% -1.52%
Rural (Tier 1 3,713 24.75% 1.26% -35.80% -47.22% 19,795 27.21% 6.74% -29.33% -41.98%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 6,008 40.05% 1.97% 0.07% -19.40% 16,564 22.77% 5.43% -43.03% -54.18%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 15,001 1.97% 72,748 9.54%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:

2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

UNCC UNCG
Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, representation | Representation | Representation Undergraduate, representation Representation Representation
Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State
Race/Ethnicity In-State Population In-State Population
Population Population
American 392 0.39% 4.91% -62.98% -67.71% 249 0.36% 3.12% -65.62% -70.01%
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian 5,930 5.86% 19.85% 49.72% 102.14% 3,364 4.86% 11.26% 24.17% 67.68%
Black or 17,158 16.96% 9.99% -24.65% -21.11% 18,840 27.23% 10.97% 20.96% 26.66%
African
American
Hispanic or 8,497 8.40% 20.05% 51.17% -10.64% 4,918 7.11% 11.60% 27.92% -24.37%
Latino
Native 129 0.13% 17.72% 33.63% 27.52% 72 0.10% 9.89% 9.04% 4.07%
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 2,951 2.92% 16.18% 22.01% -2.76% 279 0.40% 1.53% -83.14% -86.56%
Unknown
Two or More 3,563 3.52% 14.59% 10.00% 35.47% 2,943 4.25% 12.05% 32.84% 63.62%
Races
White 62,149 61.44% 13.36% 0.74% -10.70% 38,479 55.62% 8.27% -8.82% -19.16%
Rural (Tier 1 25,904 25.61% 8.82% -33.46% -45.40% 22,877 33.07% 7.79% -14.09% -29.49%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 41,854 41.38% 13.73% 3.57% -16.73% 33,958 49.09% 11.14% 22.85% -1.22%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 101,157 13.26% 69,181 9.07%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:

2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

UNCP UNCW
Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, representation | Representation | Representation Undergraduate, representation Representation Representation
Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State
Race/Ethnicity In-State Population In-State Population
Population Population
American 4,046 15.73% 50.66% 1403.37% 1210.66% 285 0.52% 3.57% -50.09% -56.47%
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian 433 1.68% 1.45% -56.98% -41.96% 1,191 2.18% 3.99% -44.23% -24.73%
Black or 9,087 35.32% 5.29% 57.02% 64.30% 2,854 5.23% 1.66% -76.76% -75.67%
African
American
Hispanic or 1,299 5.05% 3.06% -9.06% -46.28% 3,597 6.59% 8.49% 18.68% -29.86%
Latino
Native 17 0.07% 2.34% -30.71% -33.92% 71 0.13% 9.75% 36.40% 30.13%
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 562 2.18% 3.08% -8.57% -27.18% 1,425 2.61% 7.81% 9.27% -12.94%
Unknown
Two or More 585 2.27% 2.39% -28.93% -12.54% 1,757 3.22% 7.19% 0.60% 23.86%
Races
White 9,693 37.68% 2.08% -38.18% -45.23% 43,363 79.48% 9.32% 30.35% 15.52%
Rural (Tier 1 19,980 77.67% 6.81% 101.94% 65.60% 17,992 32.98% 6.13% -14.29% -29.69%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 14,855 57.75% 4.87% 44.64% 16.21% 17,013 31.18% 5.58% -21.93% -37.25%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 25,725 3.37% 54,559 7.15%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:

2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

UNCSA WcCu
Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, representation | Representation | Representation Undergraduate, representation Representation Representation
Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State
Race/Ethnicity In-State Population In-State Population
Population Population
American 13 0.64% 0.16% -39.71% -46.61% 319 0.82% 3.99% -21.68% -31.62%
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian 37 1.82% 0.12% -54.12% -37.12% 539 1.39% 1.80% -64.62% -52.19%
Black or 198 9.76% 0.12% -57.30% -54.61% 2,436 6.27% 1.42% -72.19% -70.86%
African
American
Hispanic or 113 5.57% 0.27% -1.26% -40.75% 1,934 4.97% 4.56% -10.54% -47.08%
Latino
Native 7 0.34% 0.96% 256.13% 245.00% 41 0.11% 5.63% 10.43% 5.46%
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 54 2.66% 0.30% 9.65% -11.29% 432 1.11% 2.37% -53.56% -62.96%
Unknown
Two or More 84 4.14% 0.34% 27.36% 59.23% 1,375 3.54% 5.63% 10.37% 36.03%
Races
White 1,515 74.67% 0.33% 20.60% 8.53% 31,750 81.67% 6.82% 33.80% 18.71%
Rural (Tier 1 703 34.65% 0.24% -11.32% -26.12% 21,216 54.57% 7.23% 41.69% 16.36%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 770 37.95% 0.25% -6.42% -23.63% 15,872 40.83% 5.21% 2.12% -17.84%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 2,029 0.27% 38,876 5.10%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:

2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations

* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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Appendix A: Demographics at Each UNC Institution

WSSU
Count 2012-2016 % of % of UNC Under/Over Under/Over
Undergraduate, representation | Representation | Representation
Degree-Seeking, in UNC System by State
Race/Ethnicity In-State Population
Population
American 106 0.48% 1.33% -54.39% -60.24%
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian 153 0.69% 0.51% -82.40% -76.26%
Black or 16,379 73.72% 9.54% 227.77% 242.87%
African
American
Hispanic or 541 2.43% 1.28% -56.14% -74.10%
Latino
Native 13 0.06% 1.79% -38.64% -41.49%
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander
Race/Ethnicity 570 2.57% 3.13% 7.39% -14.49%
Unknown
Two or More 617 2.78% 2.53% -13.20% 6.80%
Races
White 3,794 17.08% 0.82% -71.98% -75.18%
Rural (Tier 1 7,611 34.25% 2.59% -10.92% -26.96%
and Tier 2)
Low-Income 13,604 61.23% 4.46% 53.39% 23.22%
(Pell Eligible)
Total 22,219 2.91%

Sources: Kelly, Andrew (9/18/16) Trends in Access and Success; UNC InfoCenter; 2017 Certified County Population Estimates (2017); Strategic Planning; Household Income In the Last 12 Months:
2013-2017 American Community Survey Estimates; Author’s Calculations
* Low-income is determined for student populations by Pell eligibility and state populations by residency in a household earning less than $50,000
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